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One

City Limits and the
Study of Urban Politics

often cities are treated as if they were nation-states. What is
wn about the politics of nations, it is said, can be applied to the
Iities of cities within them. And what is known about politics
within cities can be applied to the politics of nations. Cities are little

litical systems, or miniature republics, or national politics writ
small enough to be studied with ease. For the guantitatively in-
¢lined, nation-states have the disadvantage that they are few in
pnumber and difficult to study, Cities, on the other hand, are numer-
ous enough that one can identify systematic patterns of variation,
through the application of statistical controls, to data collected on a
large number of cases.! And the more qualitatively oriented of em-
pirical political scientists have, if anything, been more enthusiastic
about the city. Every political scientist lives in a city, in a town, or at
least in a village; by studying the politics around him, he can—with
only modest research resources—gather the rich contextual in-
formation necessary for high-guality interpretive analysis, which he
then generalizes to the nation as a whole.?

In the hands of most analysts, the factors shaping urban public
policy are internal to the city, The rivalry among groups, the patterns
of coalition formation, the presence or absence of competitive politi-
cal parties, the power of local elites, or the vagaries of political
campaigns are what influence policy outcomes. Moreover, parties,
groups, the news media, bureaucracies, and other political in-
stitutions function similarly in local and national contexts.
Generalizations about the behavior of these political entities at the
local level, it is maintained, are applicable to the national level, and
vice versa.

It is the burden of my argument that local politics is not like
national politics. On the contrary, by comparison with national
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politics local politics is most limited. There are crucial kinds of
public policies that local governments simply cannot execute. They
cannot make war or peace; they cannot issue passports or forbid
outsiders from entering their territory; they cannot issue CUrrency;
and they cannot control imports or erect tariff walls, There are other
things cities cannot do, but these are some of the most crucial limits
on their powers.

Because cities are limited in what they can do,
maining to them are exercised
Moreover, even their political p
from that taken by national poli
ited politics.

Because cities have limits, one explains urban public policy by
looking at the place of the city in the larger socioeconomic and
political context. The place of the city within the larger political
economy of the nation fundamentally affects the policy choices that
cities make. In making these decisions, cities select those policies
which are in the interests of the city, taken as a whole. It is these ci
interests, not the internal struggles for power within cities, that limit
city policies and condition what local governments do.

This approach differs from four literatures that have shaped the
study of urban politics and intergovernmental relations: the debate

Over community power; the analysis of the conflict between palitical
machines and reform movements

urban policy; and studies of

the powers re-
within very noticeable constraints.

rocesses take a shape very different
tical processes. City politics is lim-

; the literature on comparative
federalism. In their own way, each of
these studies has taken the city as a more or less autonomous

decision-making unit with all of the characteristics of the nation-
state. In most cases political forces within the city are treated as the
fundamental elements explaining what cities do, As a result, schol-
ars have engaged in needless controversy, misinterpreted their
findings, and failed to appreciate the full si gnificance of their mate-
rial. There nonetheless remains in these literatures much that is of
considerable value, and I shall not hesitate to invoke their findings
when pertinent to this analysis. What is offered in subsequent chap-

ters must be understood as supplementary to the rich literature on

the internal politics of American cities. To ignore internal factors
altogether would be as misleading as to treat urban politics and
policymaking solely in terms of them. It is only because the studips

reviewed here have elucidated one aspect of urban politics so clearly
that they are worth critical review.

The Community Power Controversy

The postwar study of urban politics owes much to the prolonged and
still fascinating dispute over the distribution of power in local com-

1

The dispute became central because it focused on a ques-
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ipation in local politics, they believed that the c oices g
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important to the well-being of most people seldm;le C e
public discussion at the local level. And when they ar :



poriers are too scattered and |

neffectual to have more than transitory
impact,

" Yes, in the sense that structures always limit the
choices available to political systems, However, the qualifying “hut"
is exceptionally significant. The issues screened out of local politics
are not eliminated by local electoral devices, bureaucratic manipu-
lations, or a one-sided press. Nor are the issues removed from local
agendas necessarily eliminated from the country’s politics
altogether. The demands that do not arrive
politics are those that fal] outside the limited sphere of local politics,
Only if local politics is treated as equivalent to national politics can
one claim that one

POwer in American society simply because one has found an issue
that does not appear on & local agenda,”

Consider the most obvious example, national defense. Ng Ameri-

local agendas. Yet one might also conclude that national defense is
the responsibility of the central rather than local government, We
shall see in chapter 4 that not just defense and foreign policy ques-
tions but many domestic issues have qualities that make them more
dppropriate for national than local resolution. Yet the “other face of
Power” school treats their absence from the local agenda as a telling

fact about power. In doing so, they make unwarranted inferences
about power relations in American society,

Political Machines and Urban Reformers

The prototypical conflict in urban politics has for decades pitted
partisan  political organizations against honpartisan, good-
Bovernment groups calling for the reform of City Hall, Political ma-
chines consolidated their political power through patronage, atten-
tion to the demands of competing ethnic groups, and the provision
of government services through partisan channels. Reformers un.
covered misappropriations of public funds, promoted civi] service
Tecruitment by merit criteria, and sought to standardize the dis.
tribution of services to all parts of the city.®

The standard interpretation of machine-reform conflict has been in
terms of a class model of local politics.® |t has been stated most
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porters are too scattered and ineffect
impact,

Does this not then imply that
off the local agenda by a ruling el

ual to have more than transitory

the most important issues are kept

ite that contrives a local consensus?
At the very least, are there not rules and procedures that “bias’ the

issues that become the stuff of local politics? The answer can only

be, “Yes, but...” Yes, in the sense that structures always limit the
choices available to political systems. However, the qualifying *but*
is exceptionally significant. The issues screened out of local politics
are not eliminated by local electaral devices, bureaucratic manipu-
lations, or a one-sided press. Nor are the issues removed from local
agendas necessarily eliminated from the country's politics
altogether. The demands that do not arriv

e on the agenda of local
politics are those that fall outside the limited sphere of local politics.

Only if local politics is treated as equivalent to national politics can
one claim that one has discovered something significant abgut
Power in American society simply because one has found an issue
that does not appear on a local agenda.”

Consider the most obvious example, national defense. No Ameri-
can city has seriously considered taking strong defensive measures
against the possibility of attack from the Soviet Union. From that,
one might conclude that a Communist elite keeps certain issues off

ign policy ques-
make them more
he “other face of
agenda as a telling
rranted inferences

tions but many domestic issues have qualities that
appropriate for national than local resolution. Yet t
power" school treats their absence from the local
fact about power, In doing so, they make unwa
about power relations in American society,

Political Machines and Urban Reformers

The prototypical conflict in urban politics has for decades pitted
Partisan  political organizations against nonpartisan, good-
Bovernment groups calling for the reform of City Hall. Political ma-
chines consolidated their political power through patronage, atten-
tion to the demands of competing ethnic groups, and the provision
of government services through partisan channels. Reformers un-
covered misappropriationg of public funds, promated civil service
recruitment by merit criteria, and sought to standardize the dis-
tribution of services to all parts of the city.®

The standard interpretation of machine-reform conflict has been in

terms of a class model of local politics.® It has been stated most

6

EAUITEENE ESEILE RLDE? GFLLALLY PR L0 LELE E EEE S
L

) the “ethos" of the
in terms of the conflicts between
:’Iluimxlug ;:p;ﬂﬂntati\ra of working-class llnnm:rﬂlm‘:ﬁ;r ﬂndﬁiilli-:
m::nl'l' lnf the reformers, who mprﬁsumufd t:ppa;"-:, 1?;]:3' ot
lo-Saxon businessmen and pro essionals. Th :
m‘i‘hmﬁ:ﬂ::lﬁggn%inﬁmm reform were rooted in two p;:lllll:ﬂ]sl;:él;
:hu.n: competing for dominance in the urltt-an Nnriti;}?a:;itm Ed DI;Eamj];-,r:
: ic immigrant, whose culture e
mii:;}trllﬂ;‘é. and %;iendship ti_es, &rs_misd E;::}ii.;ttcl.?j ;:pl:::&i;ﬁ::
in which particularistic sell-intere P! 1
:rtl::: Eﬁﬁ' side, the middle-class Protestant, raﬂrid in ]fall?tl;lﬂ;ﬂ }Bhfe
dolineated man’s individuality, EB;‘.IETEIIE!]EEE1“_EH : E:‘.:[" N e
Liod, understood politics to be the pu.rsm‘t 1.1.1" justic '1.;] o o]
IIPIJ;I which one created a “'city on the hill" that wou
the surrounding countryside. T _
m;_r:lf; tl]u puesing institutional networks created by puh;;c:ul m:ghﬁﬁ
i 'thnE‘ reform opponents reflected these valuiﬂl::lii z::lﬂ;;va;"ning
thines favored ward elections, long ballots, decen e
rrangements, and the close connection between gu; ; i'twide
:m'llghgl:nrhund. and ethnic association. Refufmﬂl:ﬂ p _tuaﬁrgﬂm Eanr_] ond
slections, short ballots, centralized governing l_ngt:l " Eﬂ{rammﬂm
upplication of universalistic norms in the pruvluu:‘ef e e
lrnicas, Governmental efficiency was to he. p st
sponsiveness to neighhur]:luaf:nd, ﬁn}rﬁ:l]::i:mh?; fmnﬂints ol
is much to be said for this a . 2
YuTr:?rCEhlii:agu. Philadelphia, St. Louis, Sgn FraTnﬁisc;ntj];ing Suﬂ;:-f;m ]g-
¢ities divided sharply along just these lines.

dly in contrast with
" d reform leaders stood marke _
::::: H:‘a;inﬂlu;:hglvﬂeiﬁimn, public institutions have become more cen

tural
tralized partly in response to reform preﬂsurn;i But ﬁ:ﬁd::iﬂ -
nflicts and structural innovations pm':rllda only w?la o
mhi h level of class conflict in local politics, First, t ; ]_?ﬁ e
: llfinal machines was hardly less well connected w }t1 : h:cmjdd]g-
x4 nd industry than were the reformers. ﬁlthm:lg e
::'?::]l-cfpﬂpﬂmlaaa origins of the reformers EEI.}lI:'I.Iun.t be dispute 11- o
no less evidence that leading machine pnhnmnﬁs w:lmﬂ-s—t:te Lo
became—prosperous buainensmant,l la;:;rg:'s;;zn tur:m SHfath et
i of re
:}p?m.ﬁass ﬁaﬁdhﬁzlsﬁéd:}nfﬁe class composition of cities, u;l;
Eih?s 1 differences are taken into account.!* Whatever the class o
L?E;ﬁ;l ?'afnrmam they must not have differed from E]lfcclili:;ﬂ t]E: v
i ily that working-class supporters rushed to
?;anﬂi z? iﬁhdiiil?nsﬁmﬁuns wherever Ll_m]r numhm;a .fi_gf:rm;:ltﬂﬁ-dng;
Third, the public policies of machine cities haw.rel ;:; b s
those of reform cities in ways that conform to a ¢

7



tics. Few studies have shown any clsar-cut differences: those that do
are unable to show that either the working class as a whole or the
unemployed and needy in particular are better treated in the ma-
chine cities.? Finally, and fundamentally, the political machine was
an institution marvelously suited to the needs of businessmen in a
rapidly industrializing society. American workers, no less than their
European counterparts, experienced long hours, low wages, harsh
working conditions, and great fluctuations in employment opportu-
nities. Strikes, unionizing efforts, socialist agitation, violent con-
frontations between workers and police, and systematic suppression
of union leaders by corporate detectives and federal judges were
regular features of late-nineteenth-century politics. But these factory
disputes seldom had a decisive influence in local palitics, Although
local political parties sometimes cooperated with union leaders,
they were never beholden to them. Political machines seldom put
their weight behind the most vigorous expressions of working-class
protest; by and large, they stood on the side of “law and order” in the
local community,12
Scott's comparative analysis of the functions of political corrup-
tion in emergent, industrializing societies is a most useful corrective
to those applying a class model to the politics of machine and re-
form."* He shows the regularity with which corruption occurs
whenever formal political equality coincides with great disparities in
private wealth and social position. Where the masses are politically
active, the privileged support political leaders who can manage
voter discontent without challenging the socioeconomic status quo.
Patronage and corruption lubricate the friction between the world of
equality and the world of privilege. Nowhere did this process oper-
ate more smoothly than in industrializing nineteenth-century
America. The political machine in the United States was at once at
home with the ethnic immigrants and with the business entrepre-
neur, who was always willing to make a deal. From the capitalists’
perspective, machines hardly needed replacement by silk-
stockinged reformers. In many cities, Chicago being only the best
known example, businessmen regularly rejected reform appeals for
help,1*

Inasmuch as conflicts between machine and reform are only
poorly understood when phrased in class categories, the persistence
with which social scientists and historians have resorted to this
interpretation requires explanation. One factor, it seems, is the easy
but mistaken equation that is made between national and local poli-
tics. For example, municipal reformers are often unfavorably com-
pared with the New Deal reformers, In Hofstadter's terms, the former
were a reactionary group protesting the disappearance of a bygone
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({omparative Analysis of Urban Public Policy
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tionships. In one widely cited stu y, the au
:2::] ;lnrr:;alinuﬂ between demographic F?I:iﬂblﬂs and axpa;dilhé:zi
in reform, as compared with nonreform, cilies are due to t_ e ;
"mspunsi:mne:as” of reform systems.'” When.[?_.lark found hl%lhﬂl' ax_
enditure levels in more decentralized political systems, lﬂ cnnﬂ
Eiudad that decentralization allowed easier access to ﬂjfiia ; hffan
1:»'11:1&1' number of pluralist claimants for pu:blll: ilaletr&aﬁt::immer:l : ::-m i
ists now include numerous “‘taste’” variables sen
f:rzli.lrtlgn::arﬂent foreign stock) in regression ana}ll:,:ets of v}ar:;rtmm
' 21 Without apology,
te and local expenditure patterns. _ -
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flexible that it can be folded and stretched 1o
finding, High correlations show high governme
low correlations show low government
ernmental characteristic has no explanat

need only search for a means of quantifying another. In the end the
model becomes less of a theoretical construct guiding the selection
and analysis of data than a coverlet loosely resembling the society’s
democratic myths (a big red, white, and blue blanket, as it were) that
can be tossed over almaost any empirical result,

Almost, | say, because a second problem has been the difficulty of
incorporating within the bargaining model the numerous instances
when “environmental” variables—incomes, property values, ur-
banization, and so on—account for much of the variation, Indeed,
Thomas Dye's work on state revenue policy, in which he concluded
that variables sndogenous to most bargaining models of palicy-
making had little impact on policy at all, has been g continuing
embarrassment, 23

Finally, the whole research tradition has been mired in g seem-
ingly insoluble dilemma of finding comparable units of analysis.
Although units of government in the United States often have the
Same names—states, counties, municipalities—these entities, even
when they have the same name, differ in theoretically significant
ways to an extent that makes it very difficult to treat them as compa-

rable systems, Especially if one regards public policy as the outcome
of a bargaining process amon g competing groups and interests, these
differences create problems that have almost always defied solution.
Every alternative is open to serious question.
Consider those studies which take expenditures by municipal
governments as the dependent variable to be explained.? The ra-
tionale for comparing these units of government is that in each case
they have primary responsibility for the governance of a community
and that all decision makers are subject to some set of group pres-
sures and competing interests. In nearly all cases formal authority is
in the hands of elected officials. However, the functional re-
sponsibilities assigned to these municipal governments by the state
vary enormously in different parts of the country. In some cities
these governmental units not only are responsible for routine house-
keeping functions such as police and fire protection but also are the
managers of health, welfare, and educational systems, In other cities
the state has assigned Just the basic housekeeping functions to
municipal governments and has reserved for itself or assigned to
counties or special districts the responsibility for hospitals, schools,
parks, and welfare. All sarts of combinations can be found, In other
words, the same word, “municipalities,” refers to political entities

cover almost any
nt responsiveness;
responsiveness. If one gov-
ory power, then the analyst
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ents is responsible for nearly half of the “;ﬂ' ternal political pro-
mFur those explaining policies in tarr::a E;:?Elrl; Phis tiakiof Nsckl
is aven mo '
hens dE.lt = ;]Eda EE:;:I; of the sum of activities ?Ehf:l;ttzrsllﬂmﬂ:;
r
“x!:znm;'::nt system servicing an area. E.Elch part Etlnﬁ cn!:]ﬂicL The
ﬁﬂav its own distinctive method of resolving po isan election, the
E]Gip!ﬂ government may be elected in a plﬁﬂtsd A
=t I board may be chosen by a caucus and electe the sanitation
Eha:l ?:1 a low-turnout, nunpartia.a_rm election, anvl:nlamment e
district commissioners may be sppalutading-8 aphic aren s o
boundaries do not even coincide with the geograp gfully related to
tion. What st of politiosl ﬁﬁ? 1:;35 mﬂvﬁaan::i:;nments? It is no
' nditures of these se ith
o Edgeﬁ'mﬂezeij:tpgnliﬁua] scientists have felt uncomfortable w
WoOI
‘ ion. : ble-
tthahsn:;. E:;e problems of comparison have been Eﬂ}:ﬂlit‘;ﬂ;iﬂm
Eat the state level. Some research has “kﬂ; ;s ; :ateuliida in
some o irectly appropriated by s 4
i the expenditures directly : ey
:E::;?;; o Butpin these cases the analyst fails to take into
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the great differences among the states in the governmental functions
the state has reserved to itself as distinet from those it has assigned to

solution is to combine all state

Bovernments, of many separate
authorities. As a result, they mask real political Processes and loss

the Opportunity to gain an understanding of financial decisions at
either state or local level.”? In other words, how can measures of
statewide political activities, such as the competitiveness of the state
party system, or participation in statewide elections, be expected to
predict overall levels of expenditure which are the product of both
state and local government decisions?

These methodological issues help account for the durability—and
futility—of the debate in the expenditure literature concerning the
relative importance of political and economic variables.
ernmental units whose functional responsibilities are similar have
been compared, it has been inappropriate to introduce political vari-
ables into the analysis. When Dye chose to do so, it was not SUrpris-
ing that he found political variables had little impact.3® On the other

responsibilities. Consequently, the debate on the relative impor-
tance of political and environmental variables continues on its
meaningless course,

Unce the limits on cities are defined, a different approach becomes
possible. As will be shown in chapter 3, the political variables no
longer remain relevant to the analysis, because the internal political
arrangements of the city are not treated as the decisive factors affect-

longer understood as nonpolitical determinants of policy. Instead,
they become indicators of the factors external to the city which give
precision to the limits within which city policymakers exercise their
discretion. One is no longer interested in the relative importance of
political versus environmentg] variables but in the relative impor-
tance of different environmental variables. Each social and economic
factor provides information on a set of constraints which limit city
choice; to discover the relative importance of these environmental
variables is to learn about the way in which the structure of local gov-
érnment operates to limit political choice, What was once taken to be
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he political system is now
t elements external to t :
o 1[:?‘:; information about the structure and interests of

il guvernmaent,

) Foderal Theory
fodderal theory has replaced the older concept lhﬂtlft:ﬂl;:?t tlle,:r]:a;ll
P nmunt must pursue the functions appropriate to | w_EE -
"I I:r’:iun that the national government can and does E.':ETELII artii
i wrformed by state and local governments. iy
. In:l'nlmutﬂphnr of the “marble cake” captured this nET; I-II—]” ot
ing of relationships in the American federal ;Flﬂir;:;;md L
’ | i that power was both widval3.::1'::[iﬂ’!.zmzahvi-:':ir ?:nug p:r:a:; é;n puy m;_:,tua]
B e b ctoutations betwesn dual soversigns ntr
el ilm laﬁ::iuns were characterized by en!:'llﬂss pmcasse:k:;
| ﬁ?gmﬁéaaxrshanga. The resulting formation, like a marble cake,
i t all. .
B d]f;::? {jifsi'tl.::::lu::p'idljr in the literature on fedﬂra]'si:lrr;. Ili
B I‘n~ﬂ 1 Pwith the current process-oriented fqnuu uf the pdnd;: ca‘
e m?l? Yi line as a whole; and it seemed to give point ahn ;ﬂ;ﬂ
lﬂinnlr-e dﬂgzr?ptiva studies of intergovernmental mlau_nns ]Psiiunsr
e c; vative writers added their own metaphnm:r 'Emn hai
m::m:t it":arrj::::ﬂ upside-down cake, harlequin ice cream brick, or w
W ﬁnu.-"; Grodzins revitalized federal theory by fﬂcm}ngtat:lﬂ:';
iﬁ"m[::i from an outdated concern with r:lual mw:ﬁ]lli[;l [!:;1 e
:nﬂu:ard an understanding of contemporary 1ntﬁz:gnl:zrk s
lationships, his successors have not advanca-:it lsd sty
d the marble cake metaphor. However apt an ; i
j'lml may be, comparing federalism to a structureless P,-,i s
:-::L?}? 5;3 inythe ::nd nnntha?r%r]. It E?E?:T;Eﬂr% ctl:f:;:lf; :::';nt s
1 n one purpose of theory is . i
Sty e o i s v
iduals, groups, and processe
::ahla mlgalinnship among structures of gnvemme;mgdemmm‘ bt
As a result, we have yet to develop a1thanr}' ]t; a3
temporary descriptive analyses, persuasive as ft ;:ra] on B
have (1) failed to give a distinctive meaning to fe - riaiﬂ Ak
to preserve any distinctions among funr:hpns aEFp aE e
level of government, and (3) failed to ldentt! ﬁ Emljraﬁtem. ®
tive and conflictual elements in t!'m 8 o
Auencet by the process-oriented behavioralism of the discip 1f .
?;;:?Etgey}rhﬂmp;ll but ignored the structural arrangements o
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federal system,

governmental levels,
Crucially, their definitions of tederalism are so

central and field offices in a unitary government,
efforts are more careful than most, but even he defines federalism

as the mode of political organization that unites smaller polities
within an overarching political system by distributing power
among general and constituent governments in a manner de-
signed to protect the existence and authority of both national
and subnational political systems, enabling all to share in the
overall system’s decision-making and executing processes, ™

By this all-encompassing definition. even the United States Forest
Service is a federal system. Its decision-making processes are di-
vided between central and field off ces, which are united by a hand-
book of rules and regulations that protects the existence and author-
ity of each layer. Yet Kaufman has judged the Forest Service to be g
highly centralized agency.® By FElazar's definition, relations be-
tween the federal government and defense contractors are also as-
pects of a federal system. Indeed, a book that he has coedited devotes
an entire section to such public-private relationships.* But, cer-
tainly, the concept of federalism, when applied in this way, begins to
encompass almost all political relationshi ps. Perhaps this is Elazar's
intent, for in the same paragraph he says that federalism “is more
than an arrangement of governmental structures; it is a mode of
political activity that requires certain kinds of cooperative relation-
ships through the political system it animates.''3? This free-flowing
assertion is certainly in keeping with the emphasis on process
characteristic of behavioral approaches, but it does little to focus the
study of intergovernmental relationships. To be sure, modern inter-
preters of American federalism are understandably concerned not to
define federalism in narrow, constitutional terms. But modern fed-
eral theorists have not supplied a sufficiently focused substitute for
traditional definitions of federalism in order that a distinctive,
middle-range theory of intergovernmental relations could emerge.
Furthermore, without a definition of federalism, modern writers
have been unable to state the characteristic and appropriate function
of each level of government. Grodzins himself was reluctant to
undertake such a task. In a fascinating commentary Martin Diamond
observed that Grodzins “was driven by the difficulty of defining
localness towards rejecting any standard for distributing functions
between state and national government. He came to argue that ‘Local
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Instead, they have concentrated research energy on
the activities of groups, elites, constituencies, and bureaucrats at all

vague that it is
impossible to distinguish federalism from relationships between

Daniel Elazar's

heor description,
'3 The theory degenarates into s
lI ::::I;:. it becomes impossible to distinguish the federal
decentralized administrative structure, -
hlﬂ:: l:i u‘::‘i;d to suggest that modern theorists are ]Ef:. '?rl:‘
standpoint from which to study intargnvnmmanfi:: A
Ips. After all, Grodzins, Elazar, and uthai atudentsh? g
hive ﬂ:fll'l'lmﬂﬂlﬂd extensively on the fﬂdarg] pﬁrtr_mra ufpbnwm
jvon Intelligent accounts of a cooperative s aring et
- avernmental levels.?® But even though their ‘emp S
Irn lucid and helpful, general theoretical axplanatlr.:-m; nh“ﬂ
. ::f gooperation and conflict among governmental levels
:nn-dr::: Ithﬂury of federalism becomes possible ﬂﬂlafi‘hf;"hﬂifl cﬁli:?;
los, and national governments are understood to : ﬂvli?y ot
n;lul character. If cities are like nations, then ?:In};;oﬁtius y.
oid by nations can be performed by cities. An e s
lonal level will be similar to politics at the luc:lleﬂanv:d e
particular limits on local gnvem;aTﬁa ;:1:“ i c.er.ta.in ol
th of government structure .
m;k:utﬂ‘tte Egr?trm] government and others to local governments

This becomes a central concern of chapter 4.

Mlan of the Book g
Many studies of urban politics and of 1ntargﬂverm;mnat?ilmria[l:ﬂus
have conceptualized local governments as near yu s
sovereignties with almost as much dmcruti?rll as :ka ﬂﬂ?jz ;ﬁu o
40 Of course few, if any, studies explicitly make et
I'rlnn.t, the contrary, in many of the studies one finds disc .
tintn. E:i i[lﬂﬂ'l.lﬂnﬂﬂﬂ. 'Eha impact of higher levels of gmremmunt,f !t];]n
:I:emrzzad for understanding the community 111_tha nu::t;xitmuﬂ 53
larger society, Yet these references are never lnttﬂagjﬂgmphasiﬂ T
analytical constructs employed. Innt&ndt. the mtlt:;ga ekpraierm
internal political relations implies that it is wi 1; B
key determinants of public policy are to be Emmf ] s
can be said within that framework, the study of local g
i city’s limits. .

m?ntzé::gszritgggtlm 513 significance of city limits furﬂl:nt?hgﬂui
lic policy and local politics is elaborated. h:h ﬂha;:;tar 2 mﬁa s
underlying the analysis is elaborated. I find the p[:rf Thﬂri g n:
cities to be the maintenance and enhancement 3 s
productivity. To their land area cities must attract produc

ol | |
Hngaﬁpznis devoted to the study of urban public policy. Chapter 3
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develops a typology of public policies. Those policies which en-
hance the city's productivity are called developmental; those which
have an adverse economic effect, even though the needy of the
community may benefit, are identified as redistributive: and those
whose economic effects are more or less neutral are labeled
allocational. Because each of these types of public policy affects the
interests of cities differently, the factors producing them vary from
one policy area to the next. I demonstrate the differences among the
three policy areas through a regression analysis of the determinants
of expenditure levels for nine different public policies. Any reader
who is reluctant to subject himself to statistical pyrotechnics can
pass over the latter half of this chapter with its accom panying tables
and still grasp my basic argument. Chapter 4 shows the distribution
of policy responsibilities among varying levels of government. The
national government bears the greatest responsibility for re-
distributive policies, while local governments are primarily re-
sponsible for allocational policies. Chapter 5 concludes by showing
that policies vary depending upon the structure of local government
systems. In big cities, where local governments are large and have
monopolistic control over a large land area, some degree of re-
distribution occurs even at the local level. Where local governments

are small, numerous, and highly competitive with one another, as in

suburbia, redistribution is kept to a minimum. This analysis is illus-

trated by a detailed examination of school policy, the activity which
weighs most heavily on the local taxpayer.

Part 3 examines urban political processes, Chapter 6 examines the
marginal role played by parties and groups. Chapter 7 looks at de-
velopmental policies; it concludes that in this policy arena the
findings of ""power-elite” theorists are most applicable. Chapter 8
examines the pluralist nature of allocational politics. Chapter 9 ex-
plains why redistributional issues give the appearance of “‘another
face of power” that keeps certain topics off local agendas,

Finally, part 4 explores empirically and normatively certain efforts
to change the limits on local politics. Chapter 10 examines New
York City, a case which some may think runs counter to the thesis of
this monograph. The concluding chapter offers a set of policy rec-
ommendations that would dramatically broaden the city's limits,
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Two

The Interests of the
Limited City

i f

LIk all social structures, cities have interests. Just as }ve nln:tr: ﬂsl];;ik :ﬂ

unlon interests, judicial interests, and the interests o 1:-::- r an:':la]

can speak of the interests of that ahjuf:turﬂd SYS Bn:l s
:\.lnr;n:tiuns we call a city. Citizens, politicians, and acade

all quite correct in speaking freely of the interests of cities.’

Defining the City Interest 1
By a city's interest, 1 do nol mean the sum thital l:;’t]'.1 ;h;z ;?;E::‘I.Edti ::
those individuals living in the city. For r:m? ng, gy
if ever, known. The wants, needs, and pre urarm?sl AL S
tinually change, and few surveys of public qﬁm tunuf X Eit:.r e
cities have ever been taken. Moreover, the resi EIL ls Lo
have discordant interests. Some want more pa.ll' m:r - anc o
schools; others want Petter |:|r::|li;§3 ljl::]ljn;tahn;ﬁan:;ﬁ t staep P S
lﬁt Etféﬁﬁi:ﬁ?ﬁﬂ%“g&;:}jﬁﬂ maore inexpensivg, puhlh;l:.r T.}::;
::id;;eg housing; others wish to remove the pu_hlu: hn;.mr I‘l':fﬂ -
ists. Some citizens want improved welfare assistance o gl
HImﬂlﬂ. ed and dependent; others wish to cut drastically shn_
ETupgramaw of public aid. Some citizens want rnugh-t:{ng?ﬂddiiini:f
]I;ulitinians in public office; others wish tlhat n_mnlimpa ciilas e
tration were a gentleman's calling. Ellspaclall}r in maethniu'and
cacophony of competing claims by diverse class, mri:e. i nt: o
occupational groups makes l:.i]mpf]sfih]i til;e;r ::lie:ﬁ_ ﬂl:y o
i st—any public interest, ,
:ﬁﬂtﬁlcﬂwm:;l;zmmd de:irﬁs of individual city rqsldunts.the e
Some political scientists have attempted to discover
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