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ABSTRACT: Urban scholars have struggled to reconcile the appearance of progressive cities with
models that stress cities’ need to acknowledge economic imperatives and accommodate business
interests. This article advocates the use of cultural change and subcultural growth to explain
these policy outcomes. Based upon an analysis of the use of both progressive and pro-business
measures in a large sample of U.S. cities, I argue that a combination of nontraditional cultural
behavior, economic distress, and a sense of economic security best account for the use of progressive
measures. I also identify two kinds of progressive development policies—pure progressive and
minority equity—that respond to different economic stimuli. Finally, the analysis reveals that the
explanatory factors favoring traditional pro-business measures and minority-oriented redistribution
are strikingly similar. The article concludes by addressing the implications of these findings for how
urban scholars define progressive development.

CULTURE AND THE STUDY OF URBAN POLICYMAKING

One of the most interesting challenges facing political science (and, indeed, all the social
sciences) today is to identify and measure the role of values, culture, and beliefs in explaining
policy outcomes (Berman, 2001; Clark, 2004; Inglehart, 1990, 1997, 1999; Inglehart & Baker,
2000; Laitin, 1998; Putnam, 1993; Sharp, 2005a, 2005b, 2007). While this effort has advanced in
the field of comparative politics, urban scholars have been more hesitant to embrace noneconomic
explanations for policy choices. For too long, the urban politics field has labored under the
dominance of political economy approaches (Dreier, Mollenkopf, & Swanstrom, 2001; Logan &
Molotch, 1987; Peterson, 1981; Stone, 1987, 1989, 1993, 1998; Stone, Orr, & Imbroscio, 1991).
Despite some differences in emphasis, most work within this tradition stresses the vulnerability
of U.S. cities to national and, increasingly, global economic forces. Confronting mobile capital
in a highly competitive, urban system, local leaders perceive themselves to be at a bargaining
disadvantage. To maintain and expand the local economic base, they will attempt to lure business
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investment with a variety of inducements, including tax abatements, infrastructure provision,
zoning waivers, and expedited permit approval.

One way that culture has become relevant to urban policy analysis involves efforts to ex-
plain and, ultimately, to effectively foster economic growth. Putnam (1993, 2000) has focused
attention on the potential contribution of social capital that he describes as “connections among
individuals—social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from
them” (2000, p. 19). In an earlier work (1993), he argues that the strength of civic culture—
another way of describing levels of social capital—at the regional level in Italy is strongly and
positively related not only to the effectiveness and responsiveness of local administration but
also to collective levels of economic well-being. Although Putnam has been careful in more
recent writings not to exaggerate the potential economic benefits from enhancing levels of social
capital, he does expect sturdier forms of social capital inherited from the past to positively impact
the quality of civic engagement and how well democratic institutions can function. By dense or
multistranded bonds, Putnam appears to mean traditional networks and associations based on
close, extended families, stable neighborhoods, ethnic groups, churches, and civic organizations.
He contrasts these approvingly with “thin, single-stranded, surf-by interactions” (2000, p. 183)
which, he fears, may be gradually replacing them in postindustrial society.

By comparison to Putnam, Richard Florida (2002, 2005) has fewer reservations about the ability
of social capital to foster growth processes; moreover, he appears to welcome the expansion of
temporary, single-stranded forms of social capital at the expense of denser, multistranded types.
Florida maintains that economic progress and technological innovation in today’s economy
depend increasingly on their links to artists and cultural creativity. And, on the cutting edge
of global capitalism, Florida finds a creative class, consisting of professionals in science and
engineering, architecture and design, education, arts, music and entertainment, business and
finance, law, and health-related specialties. Their role in the emerging economy is to produce
new ideas, technology, or creative content and engage in complex problem solving.

Florida is especially interested in the lifestyle and locational preferences of this class, arguing
that they have far-reaching implications for the hierarchy of urban regions within the global mark-
etplace. Unlike older generations of workers, younger creatives prefer not to define themselves
through an employer to whom they have a long-term loyalty. In an increasingly fluid, knowledge-
based labor market in which they have many options, these workers “don’t just cluster where the
jobs are” but “in places that are centers of creativity and also where they like to live” (2002, p. 7). In
interviews and focus groups, he found that younger members of this class prize several qualities
in a community, including a thick labor market, lifestyle options, social interaction, diversity,
authenticity, and a sense of identity. Among these, an area’s tolerance for social diversity and
numerous lifestyle and cultural options such as “a cutting-edge music scene or vibrant artistic
community” seem especially crucial for assuring a region’s economic vitality. Possessing these
qualities permits an area “to attract and stimulate those who create in business and technology”
(p. 55). He observes, for example, that before each high-growth technology region became an
economic hotspot, “they were places where creativity and eccentricity could be accepted and
celebrated” (pp. 206–207).

Other urban scholars have drawn similar conclusions (Clark, Lloyd, Wong, & Jain, 2002; Hall,
1998; Wolfe, 1999). After summarizing the critical role of arts, recreation, and consumption
activities in Chicago’s economic renaissance, Clark et al. argue that any city that wants to
attract younger knowledge workers and prosper in the new millennium must respond to their
aesthetic concerns and “become a cultural center offering diverse, sophisticated and cosmopolitan
entertainment lacking elsewhere” (p. 500). Similarly, Wolfe, when explaining why interactive
media firms clustered in San Francisco’s Multimedia Gulch in the 1980s and 1990s, emphasizes
both economic and noneconomic considerations. Thus an existing “network of noncomputerized
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printing, publishing and graphics reproduction businesses” and an “abundance of old industrial
structures” which provided office space for new multimedia firms were favorable economic
conditions; at the same time, the neighborhood benefitted from its “status as an avant-garde
district supportive of artists, alternative culture, and individual expression” (p. 709).

However, Florida goes a step further than these researchers and formally explores the relation-
ship between cultural transformation and economic growth. His analysis of regional economic
performance in the United States reveals that measures of the regional concentration of gays and
of artists and musicians are the strongest correlates of high-tech industry concentration, regional
employment, and employment growth. Finally, Florida weighs in on the current debate on trends
in the amount and composition of society’s stock of social capital and their potential implications
for future economic growth. He objects to any lingering nostalgia for a society premised on close
extended families, stable neighborhoods and church involvement and faults Putnam for endorsing
an archaic and stifling form of social structure which, in any event, is gradually disappearing.
Once again, he returns to the creative class as the arbiter of this controversy. “In place of the
tightly knit urban neighborhoods of the past or alienated and generic suburbs,” he suggests, cre-
ative people prefer “communities . . . defined by the impermanent relationships and loose ties that
let us live the quasi-anonymous lives we want rather than those that are imposed on us” (2002, p.
15). More importantly, these older social arrangements appear to be counterproductive for future
economic growth. Florida cites related research that shows that regions ranking high on high-tech
industry and technological innovation also typically register low scores on most of Putnam’s
measures of traditional or multistranded social capital. He concludes that “traditional notions of
what it means to be a close, cohesive community and society tend to inhibit economic growth
and innovation” (p. 269). Thus there is some support for the claim that cultural transformation
is an essential precondition for a city’s success in the new global economy, at least for cities in
advanced industrial societies.

A particularly compelling aspect of the debate about the interrelationship of economic con-
ditions and culture, at least for political scientists, concerns their joint impact on local policy
decisions. Do cities that hold business investors accountable for the social and environmental
costs of growth rely upon unconventional ways of life for support? Or, conversely, does the pres-
ence of cultural traditionalists encourage a city to adopt a pro-business approach to development
choices? (Rosdil, 1991, 2009, forthcoming). Finally, how do cultural behavior or beliefs and
economic conditions jointly influence a city’s willingness to adopt various types of development
policies? The objective of this article is to examine all these questions using a sample of large
U.S. cities. But before doing so, I will first explain how taking cultural factors into account in
explanations of urban decision making helps to make sense of progressive outcomes that political
economy models have struggled to explain.

THE CULTURAL CHALLENGE TO URBAN POLICY ANALYSIS

Empirical Disconfirmation of Political Economy: Progressive Development

As I suggested earlier, over the past 25 years, political economy approaches such as the city
limits model, or CLM (Peterson, 1981) and regime theory (Stone, 1987, 1989, 1993, 1998, 2005;
Stone et al., 1991) have been the most influential explanatory frameworks in the urban subfield.
While the rationales for their claims differ in some respects, both models affirm that localities
must cultivate business investment for two reasons: (1) local governments derive a substantial
proportion of their operating funds from local sources and thus cannot be indifferent to the
community’s economic health and (2) in an age of global competition and the hypermobility
of capital, local jurisdictions that display insufficient sensitivity to business needs for reduced
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operating costs, favorable planning decisions, and regulatory relief will risk diminished business
investment or relocation to more accommodating locales. In the CLM formulation, it is in the
city’s interest taken as a whole to maximize wealth. According to regime theory, on the other hand,
business is the preferred bargaining partner because it alone has the resources and organizational
skill to bring together a governing coalition and accomplish tasks. Thus, despite differences in
emphasis, the dominant interpretations of urban politics agree that sustained, populist resistance
to business prerogatives should be a comparatively rare occurrence.

Yet, despite the popularity of economistic explanations, an alternative (or progressive) approach
to urban governance has gained widespread acceptance among political activists and elected
officials in a number of cities, including San Francisco, Los Angeles, Santa Monica, Seattle,
Boston, and Berkeley. Although progressive politics encompasses other dimensions such as
identity claims and ecological preservation, perhaps its most important dimension addresses
development processes. Decisions about the form and purpose of the built environment are
among the most challenging policy decisions for which local political elites are responsible.
Thus, although the discussion recognizes that progressive policies may also address human
rights claims, preservation of the natural environment, and even aspects of U.S. foreign policy,
for the purposes of this analysis the term progressive will refer exclusively to policies that
aim to redistribute the benefits of economic growth from more privileged groups to the more
disadvantaged.

A progressive development model expects business elites to shoulder most of the financial
burden for the social costs that business activity generates. In progressive cities, disaffected
constituencies have mobilized to curtail businessmen’s role in local development decisions, to
reshape development priorities, and to extract resources from downtown investment, primarily to
meet neighborhood needs and assist disadvantaged groups.

The surprising strength of these progressive impulses, which seem so anomalous from the
perspective of an economic model, begs for an explanation. Accordingly, a growing number of
urban policy researchers, including many operating from within the political economy tradition,
have explored this phenomenon (Bailey, 1999; Clavel, 1986; Conroy, 1990; DeLeon, 1992, 1999;
DiGaetano & Klemanski, 1999; Ferman, 1996; Goetz, 1990, 1993, 1994; Herrero, 1991; Miranda
& Rosdil, 1995a, 1995b; Reese & Rosenfeld, 2002, 2008; Rosdil, 1991, 2009, forthcoming;
Savitch & Kantor, 2002; Shearer, 1989, 1994; Stone, 1987, 1989, 1993, 1998, 2005; Stone
et al., 1991; Swanstrom, 1985, 1988). Nevertheless, although a substantial body of research on
progressive phenomena now exists in the urban literature, urban scholars have largely failed
to transcend the flawed assumptions of the political economy approach in their own efforts to
explain progressive policies. Despite the seemingly illogical nature of such outcomes, at least
from a political economy perspective, most analyses place the primary emphasis on economic
conditions when accounting for them. Progressive cities, they allege, are those that enjoy a
privileged market position, research and intellectual capacity independent of the corporate sector,
a noncorporate middle class, desirable real estate, or a dynamic office market (Peterson, 1995;
Shearer, 1994; Stone et al., 1991; Swanstrom, 1988).

In opposition to such approaches, I introduce an anthropological understanding of culture and
cultural change to account for progressive policy outcomes. I argue that cultural change and,
in particular, the emergence of nontraditional subcultures are transforming the populations of
postindustrial cities, altering both citizens’ motives for residing there and their policy priorities
(Clark et al., 2002; Florida, 2002, 2005; Rosdil, forthcoming; Wolfe, 1999). If citizens can make
a psychological investment in newer cultural patterns that challenge traditional understandings of
appropriate household arrangements, religious observance, workplace organization and goals, and
leisure activities, they may come to regard representatives of the dominant society such as local
business elites with suspicion and even hostility. As the growing autonomy of postindustrial social
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strata allows them to respond to economic conditions as much on the basis of values, ideological
beliefs, and lifestyle preferences as from material interests, there is substantial evidence that some
cities are escaping the rigid determinism and subordination to business interests envisioned in the
political economy paradigm.

A Cultural Response to Urban Political Economy

The discussion that follows draws extensively on portions of a forthcoming work (Rosdil,
forthcoming). The principal claim presented here is that culture plays a crucial role in progressive
urban politics. Cultural evolution and the appearance of unconventional subcultures, it is argued,
best account for the emergence of these policies in a growing number of U.S. cities over the past
25 years. For the purposes of this analysis, culture will refer to a way of life consisting of both
shared behaviors and a system of symbols and meanings that make sense of and justify them
(Sewell, 1999).

A cultural approach expects activities in which community residents widely participate to
provide crucial clues not only on how one should behave but also on how to make sense of
one’s surroundings. Among other things, citizens will seek guidance on how to preserve a way
of life that they construct in community with fellow residents. As citizens share cultural habits
with others in a similar social structural location, they will also respond in similar ways to
political communications about threats to their continued enjoyment of those activities as well
as opportunities to strengthen or safeguard their ability to do so. In particular, they will acquire
common dispositions toward political elites and policy questions—dispositions that draw their
attention to particular events and institutions, identify the most urgent problems facing society,
and limit the range of acceptable policy solutions (Barth, 1981; Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982;
Elkins & Simeon, 1979; Ross, 1997; Wildavsky, 1987).

Before proceeding further, it is helpful to address the strategy employed here to measure
culture. In the analysis that follows, culture will be measured by both the proportion of nonfamily
households in a community and an index composed of several behavioral indicators, including
proportion married, household type and size, and exposure to higher education. Since the primary
objective will be to explain the impact on policy outcomes of meanings, beliefs, and worldviews
that represent the essence of culture, this approach to operationalizing culture is by no means
unproblematic. Yet, there are both theoretical and practical grounds for using measures of cultural
behavior derived from census data as a substitute for clear evidence on the beliefs and worldviews
of urban residents. The arrangements by which residents conduct their daily lives have cultural
implications as those engaging in them develop a shared understanding of how the world works
and, more important, how it should work.

However, accessing such beliefs through survey data is inherently difficult because authentic
cultural or subcultural understandings have an unacknowledged or taken-for-granted quality that
makes it hard for residents to recognize or express them as well as for researchers to measure
them using survey instruments. In addition, even if this were not a serious objection, it is not
possible to obtain such data from representative samples in a large number of cities in order to
measure the impact of beliefs on policy outcomes. However, Sharp (2005a) has recently compared
her operationalization of culture using census measures to a New Political Culture Index based
upon the Social Capital Benchmark Survey (DeLeon and Naff, 2004) and found substantial
correspondence between the two. Thus even if census data on social behavior or characteristics
are an imperfect measure of underlying beliefs, values, or worldviews, these may be a useful
proxy for the relative strength or intensity of those worldviews across a large sample of U.S.
cities.
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Further confirmation of the soundness of a behavioral approach comes from the urban subfield
itself. Several scholars have adopted indicators of nontraditional cultural practices to explain
aspects of urban politics and policy. Florida (2002, 2005) and Florida and Gates (2004) have
emphasized the contribution of highly educated, young creative workers and their unconventional
cultural tastes to high-tech growth. Clark (2004), Clark et al. (2002), and Lloyd (2002) have
examined how entertainment and lifestyle possibilities enjoyed by younger knowledge workers
in downtown neighborhoods may be impacting development processes in U.S. cities.

Finally, utilizing an approach similar to the one presented here, Sharp (2005a, 2005b) has
developed an Index of Unconventional Culture relying upon several census indicators of cultural
behavior such as same-sex unmarried partner households, percent college educated, female labor
force participation, employment in scientific, technical, professional and educational occupations,
and percentage who are not church adherents. She employs this index to investigate the emergence
and resolution of urban conflicts over morality issues (Sharp, 2005b). Moreover, in a recent
critique of contemporary urban policy research (2007), she has issued a call to arms to urban
scholars to rectify the historical neglect of cultural analysis in the subfield.

This article employs cultural analysis to understand the urban policy agenda and development
policy in particular. Thus a cultural approach expects that citizens will evaluate local political
issues more on the basis of their relevance to the survival and vitality of a shared way of life than
in terms of their impact on their economic interests. Cultural change is primarily responsible for a
policy shift to a progressive agenda. As a result of a variety of political, economic, and technical
processes, cultures evolve over time and may even undergo dramatic transformation (Berman,
2001; Eckstein, 1988). The social phenomenon that expresses evolutionary change in a society’s
dominant culture is subcultural growth. The adoption of unconventional behaviors and beliefs by
some subset of the larger society may lead to the formation of a reformist or adversarial subculture
that challenges the established cultural consensus. At the same time, even when cultural change
is broad and pervasive, pockets of recalcitrant traditionalists may stubbornly resist, occasioning
the rise of a reactive or traditionalist subculture. Following Fischer (1995), I define a subculture
as “a large set of people who share a defining trait, associate with one another . . . adhere to a
distinct set of values and take part in a common way of life” (p. 544). The terms unconventional,
nontraditional, deviant, insurgent, and adversarial all apply in some manner to the kind of cultural
change that is occurring today in the United States. Although newer cultural patterns have the
potential to supplant earlier patterns as the reigning cultural consensus in the 21st century, these
activities still appear as deviant (and therefore unconventional) with respect to the accepted norms
of the immediate postwar era (1945–65). Similarly, if one views the early postwar era (along with
the preceding one-and-a-half centuries) as comprising a traditional phase of American history,
then more recent cultural developments would qualify as nontraditional. Finally, as this article
argues below, new forms of cultural behavior give rise to distinctive policy preferences; among
others, participants in these new cultural trends appear suspicious of the beneficence of corporate
interests, unwilling to celebrate the role of the nuclear family in society, and indifferent to patriotic
appeals as well as the moral commands of Christian religious institutions. To the extent that the
latter interests guided the policy process in the past, these newer trends may express themselves
through an insurgent or adversarial stance in the policymaking arena.

I argue that, in the advanced stage of modernization in which the United States now finds itself,
evolution away from a traditional, family-oriented society leads to the consolidation of uncon-
ventional subcultures, which question not only the legitimacy of entrenched business interests
but also a number of closely linked, traditional activities such as marriage and orthodox family
roles, old-fashioned patriotism, strict standards of sexual behavior, and deference to public and
private authority. In the case of U.S. cities in the late 20th and early 21st centuries specifically,
unconventional cultural beliefs about the city’s responsibility toward its disadvantaged members,
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the rights and status of emerging minorities defined by race, sexual identity or disability, the
ideal built environment, and the importance of a downtown designed to foster social interaction
and a strong sense of community promise to radically alter the policy agenda. The adoption of
nontraditional cultural behaviors by a majority or at least a substantial minority of its residents
can decisively impact a city’s understanding of what constitutes a “just” community as well
as public preferences regarding the form of the built environment. In larger jurisdictions and
especially those on the east and west coasts, these adversarial subcultures and their associated
social movements provide the support for progressive local regimes, which particularly stress
commercial and residential development issues. Cities will employ local development policies
to symbolically affirm cherished values as they also become laboratories for constructing and
defending alternatives to national values, government policies, and unjust social and economic
conditions.

The Ambiguous Role of Economic Security in Local Development Policies

Although the emphasis here is on the contribution of cultural explanations of urban governance,
we must not overlook the impact of economic considerations in progressive decision making.
Economic interests have played a crucial role historically in local development choices. U.S. cities
have traditionally pursued development because they expect it to provide economic benefits in the
form of increased employment, income growth, and enhanced tax revenues as well as electoral
advantages for incumbent politicians. In particular, because cities derive a substantial proportion
of total revenues from local sources, the tax implications of additional development become an
especially prominent concern in local political elites’ calculations.

Even progressive leaders should not be immune from the influence of economic conditions since
a just distribution of economic goods and benefits is of considerable importance for progressives
and business investment can provide the resources to pursue this goal. On the other hand,
efforts to facilitate economic development in support of redistributive ends appear to conflict
with another overriding progressive objective, to force the business community to compensate
victims for the social and ecological costs of their activities. To put it another way, is it more
crucial to assist business in accumulating resources, which can then be diverted to the needs of
underprivileged residents, or should progressives simply punish business investors immediately
for alleged mistreatment of the poor? Thus a more realistic assessment of progressives’ motives
suggests that economic success will prompt them to impose harsh demands on business investment
with little regard for the potentially harmful effects on the business climate. As noted above, several
urban analysts within the political economy tradition have argued that cities enjoying strategic
market advantages or occupying an aesthetically appealing location will use their superiority to
drive hard bargains with prospective investors. In effect, progressive cities will extract financial
concessions from business to benefit the underprivileged not only because it is morally justified
from their perspective but also because they can do so without diluting the community’s strengths
as an investment location (DeLeon, 1992, 1999; Shearer, 1994; Stone, 1989, 1993; Stone et al.,
1991; Swanstrom, 1988).

I concur that one must incorporate economic advantages in the form of a sense of economic
security in any effective explanation of progressive policy reform. However, determining the
exact economic circumstances under which feelings of security arise is a formidable task. Among
others, community characteristics that could produce feelings of economic confidence are a robust
downtown real estate market, rising incomes and employment, the scenic beauty of the surround-
ing area (as an incentive for tourism and business location), a lively entertainment and arts scene,
a diversified economy, a postindustrial occupational structure, and, finally, a concentration in
cutting-edge economic sectors such as computers, electronics, biotechnology, financial services,
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and medical research (Castells, 1989; Castells & Hall, 1994; Chapple, Markusen, Schrock,
Yamamoto, & Yu, 2004; Cortright & Mayer, 2001; DeLeon, 1992; Florida, 2002, 2005; Kotkin,
2000; Sassen, 2001; Stone et al., 1991).

Rather than attempting to single out a specific factor as crucial, I will simply assert that security
is related to relatively stable and enduring qualities of a regional economy rather than short-term
factors subject to considerable fluctuation. This claim should be relatively noncontroversial since
an economic condition must persist over time in order for political elites and concerned citizens
to begin to take it into account in their political behavior. Thus in place of a vain search for the
ultimate source of security, a more productive strategy is to decompose this concept into broad
categories, which reflect strategic aspects of the deep structure of the economy. Then it may be
possible to establish how different components of the underlying economic structure influence
policy outcomes. Accordingly, one useful way of relating economic conditions to local policy
decisions is to distinguish between traditional/personal and postindustrial forms of security.

Traditional or personal security refers to easily recognizable characteristics of citizens them-
selves. It also describes those who identify with the disadvantaged but may only be willing to
challenge local policy priorities if their personal circumstances are favorable. Among others,
variables that tap the influence of personal security on policy preferences include income and
employment growth, median housing value, the ratio of housing values to household income,
and population growth. Residents of cities with rapid income or job growth or expensive housing
should enjoy a higher level of traditional security.

However, security need not manifest itself in personal terms. Cities possessing strategic market
advantages based on the evolving requirements of economic globalization may use their desir-
ability to extract social contributions from prospective investors. At the same time, the tangible
benefits accruing to ordinary residents from these advantages should be evident only to business
and political elites. Accordingly, postindustrial security tracks the extent to which a community
has positioned itself for success in the global economy but relies upon less noticeable indicators.
One measure of this factor will be the degree to which a city has made the transition from a
goods-producing to a postindustrial economy. The weight of postindustrial activities, defined as
FIRE (finance, insurance and real estate), business services, professional services, and public
administration, in the local economy is a convenient index of a community’s engagement with
globalization processes.

While the sectors used to assemble a measure of postindustrial employment are not necessarily
equally relevant to the emerging global economy, they do seem to capture essential aspects
of an economic era, which has moved beyond industrialism and now embraces a variety of
information-based or lifestyle-driven activities. Sassen (2001) notes the increasing importance
of FIRE and business services in large urban centers that have become nodal points in the new
economy. Florida (2002, 2005) draws attention to the central role of professional services and
especially professionals employed in the arts, science and engineering, education, health services,
architecture, and policy analysis in the emergence of Creative Centers. Indeed, the Census Bureau
has recently acknowledged the need to update its industrial employment classifications to better
reflect this evolving economic reality; in the 2000 Census, it created new employment categories,
including information services, professional, scientific and technical services, and education,
health and social services. Unfortunately, this new classification scheme, which may be more
pertinent for investigating the impact of the global economy, was not available for previous
censuses.

A final, though in some respects foundational, issue presents itself under this topic: exactly
what does it mean for a city to be described as progressive? When applying this label to policy
choices, the researcher may well be implying some sort of altruistic, self-sacrificial, or at least
disinterested attempt to advance the common good, even if ideological differences exist over
what that means. Moreover, the progressive label has covered a disparate collection of policy
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measures without careful consideration of the extent to which each truly belongs. I argue that
the progressive development dimension is more complex than previously assumed. It is possible
to distinguish between “pure progressive” strategies that appeal primarily to unconventional and
well-educated, middle-class professionals and “minority equity” strategies such as first-source
hiring and minority business set-asides, which reflect the needs of a predominantly low-income,
minority constituency. The former most closely fits our conventional understanding of what it
means to be progressive whereas the latter seems much more like the self-interested pursuit of
group advancement.

In the present context, it is intriguing to consider how the role of economic conditions may
vary between these subcategories of progressive policymaking, if indeed they both deserve that
label. At least as a preliminary hypothesis, one might predict that pure progressive strategies such
as linkage, inclusionary housing, and a living wage are more likely in communities experiencing
a measure of economic security since each imposes an additional financial burden on commercial
or residential investment. On the other hand, minority-oriented policies should appeal particularly
to cities exhibiting signs of economic distress or at least an absence of economic security based
on the nature of their constituency.

Culture and Pro-growth Policies

Since nontraditional subcultures are hypothesized to be the principal explanation of progressive
policymaking, it is tempting to ascribe aggressive local efforts to foster business investment
(“boosterism”) to higher levels of cultural traditionalism. After all, belief in the benevolent effects
of free markets has been historically a core element in the national political culture (Hartz, 1955).
However, how culture contributes to the use of pro-growth policies is less straightforward than for
progressive ones. In particular, pro-growth policies differ from the latter measures insofar as they
are more likely to engage the self-regarding instincts of community residents. Those who support
such measures may reasonably expect to receive tangible benefits from their application in the
form of jobs, contracts, increased real estate values, and higher incomes and, in the case of elected
officials, increased revenues from local sources as well as public acclaim and electoral support.
Thus one might easily predict that economic factors such as levels of security or distress will be
the most potent explanations for their use. Indeed, research on this issue has found that poorer
cities are particularly prone to offer incentives to lure new investment (Green & Fleischmann,
1989; Rubin & Rubin, 1987). Therefore the greatest challenge of our analysis may be to isolate
the independent effects of economic distress and economic security on pro-growth policies as
well as to discriminate between traditional and postindustrial forms of the latter.

Another complication in attempts to assess the role of culture in pro-growth activities is un-
certainty about how beliefs are translated into actions. For example, in his typology of regional
political cultures, Elazar (1966) identified the South as most likely to harbor a traditionalist
cultural mentality. Interestingly, he associated traditionalism not with an aggressive pursuit of
economic expansion but rather with political inactivity and a commitment to preserve the existing,
hierarchical social structure. Thus we find additional grounds for speculating that cultural tradi-
tionalists will not be the most likely candidates to pursue a booster approach to local development
policymaking.

Paradoxically, both the emergence of progressive policymaking and the intensification of
intercity competition due to globalization may also have altered the context of pro-growth policies
in recent decades. To the extent that progressive elites sense the political necessity to reassure other
constituencies in the city that they are looking out for their economic welfare, they may be obliged
to compensate for their exactions from business investors by aggressively courting balanced (i.e.,
socially equitable and environmentally sensitive) growth. (For instances of this behavior on the
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part of political elites in Seattle, see Gibson, 2004). Similarly, the recent enlargement of the sphere
in which cities and regions compete for economic investment from the national to the global level
should provide progressives with an additional incentive to foster the right sorts of economic
development. They should be particularly sensitive to this global dimension since a number of
progressive cities appear to be beneficiaries of this global shift to more information-intensive
economic activities. Unlike the average community resident, progressive elites can make a highly
accurate appraisal of the fragility of even postindustrial forms of economic security. Hence, for
both these reasons, one cannot automatically assume that progressive leaders will be less vigorous
than their counterparts in culturally traditional settings in pursuing some form of economic growth;
nevertheless, one would expect cities with more nontraditional populations to be more supportive
of environmentally sensitive approaches than their traditional counterparts, reflecting not only a
cultural bias but in some cases a more favorable economic climate in the former cities.

One further difficulty in explaining pro-growth strategies is the increasing market awareness
and administrative skillfulness with which American cities pursue such policies. As they attempt
to cope with a rapidly evolving economic environment, cities have become more directly involved
in fostering economic development through such approaches as tax increment financing (TIF)
districts, business incubators, and public-private partnerships. These “entrepreneurial” strategies
(Clarke & Gaile, 1998) represent a departure from the standard booster approach that relies
predominantly on financial inducements to prospective investors in the form of tax abatements,
loan guarantees, zoning waivers, and infrastructure provision. Rather than using incentives to
call forth the efforts of the private sector, cities employ the former strategies to intervene in and
actively manage growth processes. It is possible and, indeed, likely that the kinds of explanatory
factors responsible for their appearance differ systematically from those influencing the use of
classic booster strategies.

The argument presented above poses interesting challenges for the analysis that follows.
First, it will be necessary to separate progressive strategies into pure progressive and minority
equity categories and then conduct a separate analysis of each. In doing so, we expect economic
conditions to operate in different ways to produce these policy outcomes. At the same time,
one cannot automatically assume that cultural traditionalism will predict the use of pro-growth
strategies. On the basis of previous considerations, one might expect unconventional communities
to be especially valiant in pursuing additional development, provided that it is the right sort of
growth, or even that cultural traditionalism will actually discourage growth promotion. In short,
determining the relationship between cultural and economic conditions on the one hand and
development policy choices on the other, as well as how this relationship varies with the type of
policy outcome, will require careful investigation. Thus the remainder of the article will analyze
progressive and pro-growth policy adoption in a large sample of U.S. cities.

RESEARCH DESIGN

Method

This study is based on a survey of approximately 180 U.S. cities reported in Goetz (1990).
The survey had a 77% response rate. Officials were asked to indicate whether they used specific
strategies for both commercial and industrial development projects. However, results are reported
only for the use of 11 commercial development strategies. In addition, I supplement the data
with evidence on the use of living wage ordinances (ACORN, 2002). Finally, this analysis will
also confine itself to a subset of 102 cities with populations exceeding 75,000 in 1980. In doing
so, I assume that larger cities will undertake more ambitious development projects because they
confront larger development challenges and opportunities than smaller cities; in addition, larger
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jurisdictions will typically draw upon greater financial resources as well as higher levels of
planning expertise than smaller communities and thus should avail themselves of a wider array
of policy tools than smaller cities. For these reasons, this smaller subset of the original sample
should provide a more effective test of our hypotheses.

Some brief comments are in order concerning the timeliness and relevance of these data for
current research. The Goetz data were collected in the late 1980s, yet these remain perhaps
the most wide-ranging and useful data set on progressive policymaking—at least with respect
to socially redistributive development—in large U.S. cities in existence. Moreover, there are
ample grounds for reanalyzing data when the researcher is convinced that a different research
strategy or statistical model will yield more robust findings and perhaps contribute to a theoretical
breakthrough. Finally, the era of progressive policymaking on the local level extends roughly
from the late 1970s to the present. Thus the progressive phenomenon has acquired a historical
component. In effect, the article seeks to explain what can fairly be described as a durable feature
of the urban policy process. It is appropriate to consider evidence gathered at various points within
this period in order to properly assess progressive policies as both a historical development and
an ongoing reality within urban policymaking. The data investigated here were assembled within
that time period and thus bear directly on this objective.

The original analysis classified the strategies as Type I (or pro-growth) and Type II (or pro-
gressive). In this respect, the approach adopted here differs only marginally from that of Goetz.
The criterion for classifying individual strategies as Type I is whether they require the city to sac-
rifice its own resources, waive zoning requirements, or at least assume some degree of financial
risk in a development project. The specific policies examined in this category include providing
low-interest loans to developers, tax abatements, clearing and/or assembling land for developers,
assisting with permit approval, and providing infrastructural improvements. For Type II strate-
gies, the basis for each strategy’s designation is whether it imposes a financial or administrative
burden only on business investors. Type II strategies included in this analysis require developers
to make contributions for housing construction and mass transportation, provide social services,
hire or train local residents, involve minority or women-owned businesses, provide financial or
technical assistance to community-based organizations, and pay their employees a living wage.

The questionnaire requested that respondents rate their use of each strategy on a five-point scale
where 5 = strategy was used very frequently and 1 = strategy was never used. OLS regression
was employed after individual scores were aggregated into indexes. To compute the aggregate
index scores, I combined the five-point scale scores across individual items.

Model

Cultural change and specifically the formation of nontraditional subcultures involve two com-
ponents, beliefs and behavior. According to the argument presented above, the growth of these
subcultures should produce resistance to goals and values of the dominant culture, manifesting
itself in support for a progressive policy agenda. To measure the extent to which a given juris-
diction is nontraditional, the model will include the percentage of nonfamily households. While
unconventional culture clearly expresses itself in behavioral patterns, it should also be evident
in beliefs and values. Thus another key component of nontraditional ways of life is the reduced
importance of evangelical religious beliefs. A number of observers have suggested that conflicts
between different faiths or between traditional and modernized versions of the same faith tradition
are responsible for policy conflicts in the United States and abroad (Button, Rienzo, & Wald,
1997; Hunter, 1983, 1991; Huntington, 1996; Leege, Wald, Krueger, & Mueller, 2002; Rosdil,
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1991, forthcoming; Sharp, 1999, 2005b). Accordingly, the analysis will also examine the impact
of the proportion of evangelical and fundamentalist church adherents on progressive policy use.

One additional consideration in understanding the role of cultural change is regional loca-
tion. Preferences for cultural experimentation that may lead to pressures for progressive policy
reforms seem to cluster in specific regions. For example, a prominent theme in studies of re-
cent U.S. presidential campaigns is the growing polarization between red Republican and blue
Democratic states. This analysis predicts that, when all other factors are equal, cities in the
West and Northeast will be more hospitable to progressive solutions than those in the South and
Midwest.

As I observed in the preceding section, the precise circumstances under which economic
conditions shape development policy outcomes are open to debate. On the basis of the previous
discussion, the regression model considers three means by which economic forces may shape
development outcomes. First of all, a city’s economic advantages also may be responsible for
progressive policy adoption. Following the argument made previously, I include two kinds of
economic security in the statistical model—personal and postindustrial. I operationalize the
former as the housing affordability ratio (HAR)—the ratio of median housing value to median
household income. This is a convenient index of demand within the local real estate market and
should be highly visible to homeowners and political leaders. Postindustrial security, on the other
hand, will be reflected in the percent employed in postindustrial sectors (business services, FIRE,
professional services, and public administration).

On the other hand, economic hardship, caused by industrial decline or by increasing income
polarization in the context of economic restructuring, may be responsible for progressive policy
adoption. Cities may turn to investment for additional resources because they lack the capacity
to correct urgent social problems and, in addition, may hold business largely accountable for
creating these conditions. At the same time, some studies have concluded that economic decline
can also be a potent incentive to offer tax abatements and other inducements to business investors.
Social and economic distress is operationalized as high poverty rates.

Beyond the influence of culture and economic conditions, several other factors that a num-
ber of scholars have previously considered may affect policy choices as well. One factor that
inescapably shapes the policy process in larger cities is differing racial perceptions. As a result
of their historical experience with discrimination, black residents should be more sympathetic
to social welfare initiatives that target the disadvantaged. On the other hand, the distressed con-
ditions of many cities with large minority populations may persuade local political leaders to
adjust their policy aims to those of business elites. They may be unwilling to pursue a com-
prehensive progressive agenda if they can bargain with private investors to obtain benefits for
minority workers and minority-owned businesses (Miranda & Rosdil, 1995a, 1995b; Rubin &
Rubin, 1987; Stone, 1989). Thus the expected contribution of race to progressive outcomes is
uncertain.

Another historical factor believed to influence urban policymaking is the presence of reformed
political institutions. Cities in which private elites hope to discourage citizen involvement in
decision making have relied upon reformed institutions such as council-manager or commission
forms of government to insulate political leaders from populist demands. Conversely, cities with
strong mayors are alleged to be more responsive to public pressure for change (Bridges, 1990,
1997; Lineberry & Fowler, 1967). In the present context, one would expect cities with unreformed
institutions to more readily embrace progressive policy aims. In cities with reformed institutions,
on the other hand, political leaders should be more likely to accommodate the interests of business
elites by adopting pro-growth strategies.

A final issue in explaining progressive policy adoption is the role of city size. The analy-
sis anticipates that, due to their ability to recruit highly skilled personnel and their superior
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TABLE 1

Bivariate Correlations Among Independent Variables (n = 102)

Hous
NF Postin Afford City Govt Evang

Hshld Empl Ratio Poor Black Size Struc Protest Region

NF Hshld –
Postin Empl 0.628 –
Hous Afford Ratio 0.493 0.172 –
Poor 0.152 0.175 −0.095 –
Black 0.089 0.137 −0.235 0.606 –
City Size 0.143 0.068 −0.131 0.143 0.314 –
Govt Struc 0.009 0.099 0.259 −0.187 −0.122 −0.266 –
Evang Protest −0.180 −0.050 −0.126 −0.081 0.184 −0.041 0.409 –
Region 0.136 0.106 0.338 −0.101 −0.279 −0.066 0.109 −0.415 –

TABLE 2

Frequency Distribution of Progressive Index Cities

Prog Index 6–7 8–10 11–12 13–15 16–19 20–28 All

No. of cities 29 20 23 15 9 6 102
Cum% 28 48 71 85 94 100 100

Note: Data provided by Edward Goetz; ACORN, 2002.

administrative competence, larger cities are more likely than smaller ones to be able to admin-
ister a broad array of policy reforms, including progressive ones, and therefore to adopt them.
In addition, the sheer size and anonymity of large cities may simultaneously permit diverse
interests, including disadvantaged and stigmatized minorities, to proliferate while encourag-
ing a more tolerant attitude toward their policy demands (Fischer, 1975, 1982). In the present
case, one might expect larger cities to be more likely to use both progressive and pro-growth
strategies.

The 1980 Census provided data for computing the values of most of the independent variables.
In addition, information on form of government is available in the 1982 County and City Databook
(Bureau of the Census, 1980, 1983). Finally, for the proportion of evangelical religious adherents, I
relied upon the Glenmary Research Center’s decennial census of religious denominations (Quinn,
Anderson, Bradley, Goetting, & Shriver, 1982).

Table 1 presents the bivariate correlations among the nine variables comprising the statistical
model. An examination of this table reveals several interesting patterns. First, nontraditional
cultural behavior coexists with higher levels of economic security. Levels of both postindustrial
security (0.628) and personal security, or housing affordability ratios (0.493), are closely related
to the proportion of nonfamily households in a community. Second, regional location as I have
defined it (pitting the Northeast and West against the heartland) has both economic and cultural
implications. Thus ratios of housing price to household income are comparatively higher on
the two coasts (0.338) while evangelical Protestants are comparatively rare there (−0.415);
evangelicals are also more common in cities with reformed government institutions (0.409).
Finally, we note the predictable finding that cities with larger black populations have higher
poverty rates (0.606).1
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DATA ANALYSIS

Progressive Strategies

To analyze progressive development policies in this sample, I first aggregated scores on each
of the seven Type II measures to create a Progressive Policy Index (PI). Table 2 presents the
frequency distribution of cities’ scores on the PI. As Table 3 reveals, the largest number of sample
cities are in the South (n = 33), and the fewest come from the Northeast (n = 16). I next classified
cities as high scoring if they had aggregate index scores of 12 or above and low scoring if their
index scores were 11 or below. As the table makes clear, high-scoring cities were much more
likely than low-scoring cities to be in the Northeast (27% vs. 8%). On the other hand, low-scoring
cities were twice as likely to be in the South as high-scoring cities (41% vs. 20%).

Table 4 presents the highest scoring cities on the progressive index. The list includes both widely
recognized bastions of liberalism (San Francisco, Boston, Berkeley, Santa Monica) and minority-
dominated jurisdictions such as Camden, Miami, and Oakland. Following Miranda and Rosdil
(1995a), I divided the index into two subindexes that address pure progressive and minority-
oriented strategies, respectively. The pure progressive index (PPI) considers requirements for
developer contributions for housing, transit, social services, and community organizations as
well as whether the city has adopted a living wage provision. A minority equity index (MEI), on
the other hand, combines requirements to hire or train local residents and to involve minority or
women-owned businesses in projects. As Table 4 makes clear, subdividing the overall progressive
index on this basis uncovers important differences within the sample. Thus the highest scoring

TABLE 3

Regional Distribution of Progressive Index Cities

Region Northeast Midwest South West No. of Cities

Percentage of sample cities 16 25 32 27 102
Percentage of high PI scores 27 29 20 24 41
Percentage of low PI scores 8 21 41 30 61

Note: Data provided by Edward Goetz; ACORN, 2002.

TABLE 4

High-Scoring Cities on PI, PPI, and MEI

Overall PI PPI MEI

San Francisco (CA) 28 San Francisco (CA) 18 San Francisco (CA) 10
Boston (MA) 23 Boston (MA) 16 New Orleans (LA)
Camden (NJ) 22 Berkeley (CA) 15 Detroit
Tampa (FL) 21 Santa Monica (CA) Camden (NJ)
Santa Monica (CA) Tampa (FL) 13 Oakland (CA) 9
Berkeley (CA) 20 Camden (NJ) 12 San Diego
Long Beach (CA) 19 Long Beach (CA) 11 New Haven (CT)
Oakland (CA) Miami (FL) St Petersburg (FL)
New Haven (CT) Oakland (CA) 10 Minneapolis (MN)
Miami (FL) New Haven (CT) Omaha (NE)

Dayton (OH)
New Bedford (MA)

Note: Data provided by Edward Goetz; ACORN, 2002.
MEI = minority equity index; PI = progressive index; PPI = pure progressive index.
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TABLE 5

OLS Regression Results for Progressive Strategies (n = 102)

Variable Coefficient S.E.

(A) Overall PI
CulturalChange 0.2515941∗∗∗ 0.07117247
EvangProtestant −0.05213432 0.02890123
Region 1.093545 0.8312681
PersonalSecur 0.1127278 0.2920673
PostindusSecur −0.04748103 0.06101013
EconDistress 0.163098∗ 0.07909072
Black −0.001132819 0.03014765
ReformGovt −1.001449 0.8673552
CitySize 0.000002289649 0.000001302188
Intercept 2.596336 2.195751
R2 = 0.4413
Adj R2 = 0.3866

(B) PPI
CulturalChange 0.08876364∗ 0.04234944
EvangProtestant −0.0124972 0.01719697
Region 0.9925642∗ 0.4946257
PersonalSecur 0.4954537∗∗∗ 0.1737875
PostindusSecur −0.004533316 0.03630258
EconDistress 0.09708694∗ 0.047061
Black −0.006302809 0.01793862
ReformGovt −0.876654 0.5160985
CitySize 0.000001149317 0.0000007748349
Intercept 0.6092227 1.306528
R2 = 0.4371
Adj R2 = 0.3820

(C) MEI
CulturalChange 0.1628305∗∗∗ 0.04663302
EvangProtestant −0.03963711∗ 0.01893642
Region 0.1009804 0.5446564
PersonalSecur −0.3827259∗ 0.1913658
PostindusSecur −0.04294772 0.03997454
EconDistress 0.06601107 0.05182115
Black 0.00516999 0.01975309
ReformGovt −0.1247949 0.5683011
CitySize 0.000001140332 0.0000008532083
Intercept 1.987114 1.438681
R2 = 0.3209
Adj R2 = 0.2544

∗∗∗p < .01, ∗∗p < .02, ∗p < .05.
MEI = minority equity index; PI = progressive index; PPI = pure progressive index.

cities on the PPI all possess a prosperous, well-educated labor force and, in addition, are important
centers of left-liberal movements while the leading minority equity cities are often economically
distressed communities with large minority populations.

An OLS regression analysis of each index confirms some of our initial impressions about the
support base for each form of Type II activity (see Table 5). Cities that use more progressive
strategies overall are also likely to have significantly more nonfamily households (0.001) and
a higher poverty rate (0.05). In addition, the proportion of evangelical/fundamentalist adherents
(0.075) and city size (0.082) approach significance. At the same time, neither economic security
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nor regional location appears to play a significant role in a community’s policy effort. Thus
progressive cities are larger, poorer cities in which nontraditional behaviors flourish. This model
has an adjusted R2 of more than 38%.

However, if we decompose the overall index into its constituent parts, the explanatory pattern
varies dramatically. In the pure progressive model, for example, the evangelical/fundamentalist
measure and city size no longer approach causal significance. In addition, although nonfamily
households and poverty rate remain significant at the 0.05 level, another cultural variable rises
to the forefront. Here the use of progressive strategies is significantly related to location in the
Northeastern and Western regions (0.05), suggesting that this version of progressive reform may
have an affinity with left-liberal movements, which are strongest in these regions. Finally, personal
economic security, measured by the housing affordability ratio, now attains 0.01 significance.
Thus pure progressive reform appears to result from a combination of regionally concentrated
nontraditionalism and economic polarization. These communities experience both higher demand
for residential real estate and higher poverty rates.

The MEI, on the other hand, presents a noticeably different reality. Once again, unconventional
cultural patterns play a conspicuous role in policy outcomes. Percent nonfamily households was
positively related to policy adoption at the 0.01 level while percent evangelical/fundamentalist
was negatively related (0.05). Yet, in a striking departure from the pattern for pure progressive
strategies, regional political culture is unrelated to the use of minority-oriented redistribution.
Whereas 60% of high-scoring cities on the PPI are located in the Northeast and West as compared
to only 32% of low-scoring ones, identical proportions of high and low-scoring cities on the MEI
(43%) are from these regions. Moreover, the role of economic conditions has changed. Poverty
rate (0.205) was no longer significantly related to policy use. And although housing affordability
remained significant at the 0.05 level, the sign of the coefficient was now negative. In effect,
cities whose residents experience less personal security—that is, lower housing values relative to
household incomes—were more likely to employ minority-oriented redistribution. Unlike their
pure progressive counterparts, nontraditional cities lacking economic security appear to prefer
a minority-oriented approach to progressive reform. This result also explains the nonsignificant
finding for personal security in the overall progressive model; in reality, security operates in
opposing ways in pure progressive and minority equity cities, effectively canceling out its ef-
fects. Finally, and contrary to our expectation, race is apparently unrelated to minority-oriented
strategies (0.794). This model is also less robust than the pure progressive one, explaining 25%
of total variation in the dependent variable as compared to 38% for the latter.

I next combined several indicators of the presence of unconventional subcultures in order to ex-
plore the mutually reinforcing effects of nontraditional cultural behavior. Five measures—married
persons, nonfamily households, household size, college graduates, and evangelical/fundamentalist
church adherents—were selected to construct a nontraditional culture index. Table 6 presents the
bivariate correlations among these measures. The average interitem correlation was 0.39, sug-
gesting a high degree of interdependence. I next performed a factor analysis to decide whether
these items were suitable for constructing an index. Employing varimax rotation, I found the
magnitude of the loadings on a nontraditionalism factor to be as follows: nonfamily households
(0.954), average household size (−0.849), college graduate (0.567), married (−0.536), and evan-
gelical Protestant (0.053). After excluding the religion measure and normalizing cities’ scores on
the remaining variables, I combined them in a nontraditional culture index (NCI) as follows:

NCI = ZNFHshlds + ZCollGrad − ZAvgHshld − ZMarried

The cities obtaining the highest and lowest scores on the NCI confirm our intuitive understand-
ing of nontraditionalism (see Table 7). Three of the highest scoring jurisdictions are large cities
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TABLE 6

Bivariate Correlations Among Unconventional Culture Measures (n = 102)

Nonfamily College Household Evangelical
Married Household Graduate Size Protestant

Married –
Nonfamily Household −0.751 –
College Graduate 0.240 0.499 –
Household Size 0.472 −0.871 −0.406 –
Evangelical Protestant 0.285 −0.180 0.162 0.024 –

TABLE 7

High- and Low-Scoring Cities on Nontraditional Culture Index (NCI)

Highest Scores Lowest Scores

Berkeley (CA) 12.19 Brownsville (TX) −8.62
Santa Monica (CA) 9.02 Hialeah (FL) −6.54
San Francisco (CA) 7.15 El Paso (TX) −6.25
Tallahassee (FL) 6.17 Lorain (OH) −4.91
Miami Beach (FL) 6.07 Salinas (CA) −4.44
Madison (WI) 5.75 Santa Ana (CA) −4.11
Minneapolis (MN) 5.63 Hammond (IN) −3.81
Albany (NY) 5.29 Warwick (RI) −3.71
Boston (MA) 5.05 Hampton (VA) −3.58
Eugene (OR) 4.46 Portsmouth (VA) −3.54

with liberal reputations (Boston, San Francisco, Minneapolis), and five are college towns (Berke-
ley, Tallahassee, Madison, Albany, Eugene). By comparison, the lowest scoring cities tend to have
Sunbelt locations and to include large Hispanic immigrant populations (Brownsville, Hialeah, El
Paso, and Santa Ana) or a high concentration of blue-collar employment (Lorain, Hammond). In
addition, they are considerably smaller than their high-scoring counterparts (142,300 vs. 236,000).

Table 8 presents regression results for the three indexes using the NCI as the measure of
nontraditional behavior. Turning first to the overall progressive index, we find that, once again,
both measures of cultural evolution—the NCI (0.01) and percent evangelical/fundamentalist
(0.05)—are significantly related to progressive policy adoption. Poverty rate is also significantly
and positively related to index score at the 0.02 level. Moreover, city size now predicts policy
use at the 0.05 level. Similarly, as in the earlier version of the model, pure progressive strategies
are more likely to appear in unconventional cities in the Northeast and West, which exhibit
economic polarization—that is, where the housing values are higher in relation to household
incomes but poverty rates are also higher. Finally, cities using more minority redistribution are
culturally unconventional (though no more likely to be in the northeastern and western regions)
and lacking in traditional security although the latter measure is only borderline significant
(0.054). In addition, however, poverty rate (0.103), postindustrial security (0.108), and city size
(0.106) all approach significance. Interestingly, the sign of the coefficient for postindustrial
security is also negative, implying that cities utilizing minority redistribution exhibit lower levels
of both forms of economic security in addition to having higher poverty rates. In other words,
they pursue such strategies from a position of extreme economic weakness.

One potential problem is using the NCI to explain policy adoption is the possibility that it
measures not only cultural but perhaps also economic conditions. This concern is encouraged
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TABLE 8

OLS Regression Results for Progressive Strategies Using Nontraditional Culture Index (NCI) (n = 102)

Variable Coefficient S.E.

(A) Overall PI
NCI 0.6917236∗∗∗ 0.184658
EvangProtestant −0.0603165∗ 0.02847905
Region 1.080865 0.8243389
PersonalSecur 0.09209628 0.2886623
PostindusSecur −0.1114352 0.07111416
EconDistress 0.1953266∗∗ 0.07884408
Black −0.01136532 0.03023585
ReformGovt −0.8506578 0.8649839
CitySize 0.000002636325∗ 0.000001279795
Intercept 13.27837∗∗∗ 3.23778
R2 = 0.4494
Adj R2 = 0.3955

(B) PPI
NCI 0.2717322∗∗ 0.1096934
EvangProtestant −0.0151779 0.01691756
Region 1.001074∗ 0.4896864
PersonalSecur 0.4646845∗∗∗ 0.1714756
PostindusSecur −0.03509117 0.04224432
EconDistress 0.1095542∗ 0.04683616
Black −0.01063824 0.01796116
ReformGovt −0.8067898 0.513831
CitySize 0.000001255165 0.0000007602435
Intercept 4.742877∗∗ 1.923356
R2 = 0.4471
Adj R2 = 0.3930

(C) MEI
NCI 0.4199913∗∗∗ 0.1220859
EvangProtestant −0.04513859∗∗ 0.01882881
Region 0.07979108 0.5450084
PersonalSecur −0.3725882∗ 0.1908479
PostindusSecur −0.07634408 0.04701684
EconDistress 0.08577238 0.05212744
Black −0.0007270851 0.01999031
ReformGovt −0.04386793 0.5718806
CitySize 0.00000138116 0.0000008461313
Intercept 8.535497∗∗∗ 2.140645
R2 = 0.3185
Adj R2 = 0.2519

∗∗∗p < .01, ∗∗p < .02, ∗p < .05.
MEI = minority equity index; PI = progressive index; PPI = pure progressive index.

by the rather high bivariate correlation (0.735) between this measure and postindustrial security.
Nevertheless, when the analysis used a reduced model omitting both a cultural measure and
percent black (to avoid multicollinearity issues) but including three economic variables (postin-
dustrial security, housing affordability, and poverty rate), postindustrial security was the only one
of the latter that failed to attain significance (0.135). These findings point to two conclusions.
First, measures of nontraditional culture appear not to suppress the causal effect of postindustrial
economic activities. Instead, they capture a factor that is distinct from any economic condition,
including postindustrial security, and strongly related to the adoption of progressive strategies.
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Second, the boundaries between what is cultural and what is economic seem increasingly indis-
tinct and porous. As an instance of this effect, Weeden and Grusky (2005) note an increasing
preference for occupational analysis over class analysis among many scholars because attitudes
and behaviors now arise from taste subcultures “that are unrelated to class membership” (p. 142),
but may be the product of lifestyle and/or occupational factors. A number of observers have
noted how cultural and lifestyle factors are frequently implicated in urban development processes
(Clark, 2004; Clark et al., 2002; Florida, 2002, 2005; Lloyd, 2002). Indeed, as previously noted,
Florida (2002) argues that these considerations weigh very heavily in the locational decisions of
the creative class. Thus while it may be desirable in principle to consider separately the effects of
cultural and economic factors when examining urban policy outcomes, this objective may prove
elusive in practice.

Pro-growth Strategies

Having examined the basis of support for progressive measures, I now consider the factors
encouraging the use of conventional pro-growth strategies. To contrast the circumstances favoring
progressive outcomes to those supporting traditional pro-business practices, I next constructed
a pro-growth index combining a city’s scores on five measures—providing low interest loans to
developers, tax abatements, city efforts to clear and/or assemble land for developers, assistance
with the permit process, and providing infrastructural improvements. Table 9 presents the fre-
quency distribution of index scores while Table 10 indicates the regional distribution of scores
on the pro-growth index. To compare cities more easily, I classified those with index scores of
15–25 as high scoring and those with scores of 14 and below as low scoring. Eastern and Mid-
western cities are particularly likely to have high scores. They constitute 54% of this category but
only 33% of the low-scoring cities. Large cities from these regions, including Detroit, St. Louis,
Omaha, Philadelphia, and Kansas City (MO) are among the most aggressive in utilizing these
strategies. By comparison, southern cities comprised 39% of low-scoring cities but just 19% of
the high-scoring ones.

I next computed regression results for this index using both measures of unconventional
cultural behavior (see Table 11). The most obvious finding is that the model is much less useful
in explaining pro-growth policies than it is for progressive ones. Whereas each progressive

TABLE 9

Frequency Distribution of Pro-growth Index Cities

Pro-growth Cities 7–9 10–11 12–13 14–15 16–17 18–19 20–21 22–25 All

No. of cities 10 15 15 24 17 12 5 3 101
cum% 10 25 40 63 80 92 97 100 100

Note: Data provided by Edward Goetz; ACORN, 2002.

TABLE 10

Regional Distribution of Pro-growth Index Cities

Region Northeast Midwest South West No. of Cities

No. of sample cities 16 25 32 28 101
% of high PGI scores 22 32 19 27 37
% of low PGI scores 13 20 39 28 64

Note: Data provided by Edward Goetz; ACORN, 2002.
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TABLE 11

OLS Regression Results for Pro-growth Strategies (n = 101)

Variable Coefficient S.E.

CulturalChange 0.1595135∗ 0.07381201
EvangProtestant −0.05107589 0.02998258
Region 0.5387973 0.8633739
PersonalSecur −0.7125096∗∗ 0.3029051
PostindusSecur −0.06586567 0.06332575
EconDistress −0.105493 0.08247713
Black 0.06694474∗ 0.03155805
ReformGovt 0.6272556 0.9021456
CitySize −0.0000003540795 0.000001352474
Intercept 15.02061∗∗∗ 2.28514
R2 = 0.1569
Adj R2 = 0.0735

NCI 0.2487546 0.1969332
EvangProtestant −0.05775912 0.030249
Region 0.4371367 0.8762817
PersonalSecur −0.5647668 0.3070207
PostindusSecur −0.05181791 0.07588792
EconDistress −0.0933902 0.08411051
Black 0.06583469∗ 0.03234535
ReformGovt 0.6150497 0.9220241
CitySize −0.00000002822659 0.000001361544
Intercept 19.30977∗∗∗ 3.4666
R2 = 0.1289
Adj R2 = 0.0427

∗∗∗p < .01, ∗∗p < .02, ∗p < .05.

index registered an adjusted R2 between 25% and 40% in a regression analysis, the pro-growth
index produced adjusted R2 of 7% and 4%. Interestingly, nontraditional culture continued to
play a crucial role in policy formation. For the original version of the model (using nonfamily
households as a cultural measure), nonfamily households, housing affordability, and race all
achieved 0.05 significance and percent evangelical adherents approached significance (0.092).
However, the coefficient for the HAR was negative, suggesting that cities adopt these policies in
response to a lack of economic security. Thus traditional pro-growth cities bear some resemblance
to minority equity cities although race seems to play a larger role in policy adoption in the former.

Next, Table 11 presents regression results for traditional pro-growth measures after substituting
the NCI for nonfamily households as the measure of unconventional cultural behavior. In this
version of the model, however, nontraditional culture fails to attain significance (0.210). On the
other hand, race is significantly related to index score (0.05) and both the housing affordability
(0.069) and religion (0.059) variables approach significance. Once again, the relationship of
housing affordability to policy outcomes is negative; higher housing affordability ratios actually
lower levels of policy use. Overall, although the model is clearly less effective in explaining
outcomes than in the case of progressive policy innovation, cities that adopt a traditional develop-
ment approach appear to be culturally unconventional and to have weaker residential real estate
demand as well as a larger minority population. I will comment further on this anomalous finding
in the concluding section of this article.

Equity versus Efficiency

A final challenge for this analysis is to explain differences in the relative importance cities
attach to the twin objectives of social redistribution and growth generation. To fully appreciate why
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TABLE 12

OLS Regression Results for Equity/Efficiency Differential (n = 101)

Variable Coefficient S.E.

CulturalChange −0.009123065 0.02656083
EvangProtestant 0.009131104 0.01078906
Region 0.2412078 0.3106802
PersonalSecur 0.3864721∗∗∗ 0.1089987
PostindusSecur 0.01637572 0.02278741
EconDistress 0.06697179∗ 0.02967892
Black −0.02097923 0.01135598
ReformGovt −0.5154817 0.3246319
CitySize 0.0000005471179 0.0000004866801
Intercept −2.366249∗∗∗ 0.8222947
R2 = 0.2554
Adj R2 = 0.1818

NCI 0.03711673 0.06965382
EvangProtestant 0.00987314 0.01069885
Region 0.2698677 0.3099343
PersonalSecur 0.3344096∗∗∗ 0.108591
PostindusSecur 0.0006929622 0.02684099
EconDistress 0.06809749∗∗ 0.02974926
Black −0.02215294 0.01144031
ReformGovt −0.4821728 0.3261131
CitySize 0.0000004961517 0.000000481568
Intercept −1.929834 1.226111
R2 = 0.2568
Adj R2 = 0.1833

∗∗∗p < .01, ∗∗p < .02, ∗p < .05.

some cities favor equity objectives (pure progressive development) over efficiency considerations
(traditional pro-business policies), it will be necessary to combine both types of development
policy in the same outcome variable. One way to examine the extent to which cities emphasize
equity considerations relative to efficiency ones is through an equity-efficiency differential (EED).
After first transforming cities’ scores on the pure progressive and traditional pro-growth indexes
into z-scores, I combined them as follows:

EED = ZPureProgressive − ZProGrowth.

Not surprisingly in view of the way it was constructed, the highest performing cities on this
new measure also had the highest scores on the PPI. Thus San Francisco, Boston, Berkeley, and
Santa Monica obtained the largest positive scores on the EED. On the other hand, the lowest
scores were registered by cities that made impressive use of pro-growth strategies but were below
average in their commitment to progressive reform, including St. Petersburg (FL), South Bend
(IN), Syracuse (NY), Kansas City (MO), and Hampton (VA). The regression analysis in Table 12
attempts to account for this differential using the two versions of the measure of nontraditional
culture discussed previously. In both cases, a city’s preference for equity over efficiency appears to
reflect a sense of traditional security, higher poverty rate, and the absence of African Americans.
Interpreting these findings requires some care. The EED is not a measure of the magnitude of
either the city’s progressive policy efforts or its probusiness initiatives. Rather it illuminates how
much more cities pursue one of these goals than they do the other. It is a measure, in other
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words, of the relative importance a city attaches to equity and efficiency. Our findings suggest
that the propensity of some cities to prefer progressive to pro-business approaches to development
depends on the presence of income polarization. The combination of expensive housing relative
to household income with a higher poverty rate appears to lead cities to emphasize socially
redistributive strategies. On the other hand, cities that have inexpensive housing and less poverty
are particularly likely to favor a pro-business approach. At least when cities choose between
equity and efficiency, economics (and economic polarization in particular) and race seem to be
the paramount considerations.

CONCLUSIONS

To summarize, several key findings emerge from this study. First, cities that embrace nontradi-
tional ways of life are particularly likely to adopt progressive measures. Second, culture stimulates
policy change in conjunction with appropriate economic conditions. Communities appear to use
progressive and pro-growth strategies due at least in part to the presence or absence of feelings of
economic security. Third, it is necessary to distinguish among subcategories of progressive reform
in order to fully appreciate the complicated effects of culture and economic conditions on policy
outcomes. Thus whether nontraditional communities are in red or blue states has no apparent
effect on their willingness to use minority-oriented strategies; on the other hand, nontraditional
cities in the Northeast and West rely significantly more on pure progressive reform than those in
the South and Midwest.

Similarly, a separate examination of minority-oriented and pure versions of progressive reform
reveals that both economic security and economic distress are relevant to policy adoption in each
case, at least for the version of the regression model that includes the NCI (although distress
achieves only borderline significance in the case of minority equity). However, because a sense
of security discourages the use of minority-oriented redistribution but encourages an emphasis on
pure progressive reform, its effect washes out in analyses of the overall progressive index. This
result alerts us to the need to think harder about how to define concepts and to begin to recognize
differences among subcategories that may be relevant to understanding how and why cities take
specific kinds of actions.

Fourth, this analysis discovered that unconventional cultural patterns are also related to the use
of pro-growth measures. While this finding may seem counterintuitive at first, upon further reflec-
tion it becomes more plausible. It was suggested earlier that cities displaying less traditionalism
may feel some need to balance business exactions with active efforts to recruit additional private
investment. Furthermore, as Elazar (1966) originally observed in his celebrated typology of state
political cultures, Southern states possessing a traditionalist political culture also exhibited a
more hierarchical social structure, which discouraged political participation and resisted social
and political change. Thus the findings presented here may be documenting the survival of this
distinctive regional synthesis. It is therefore not surprising that, on both the overall progressive
and traditional progrowth indexes, cities with low scores should cluster disproportionately in the
South (see Tables 3 and 10). In addition, the measure of regionalism in the regression model may
actually dilute this relationship as it combines Southern and Midwestern states in one category.
To the extent that enacting either form of development policy promises to change the way people
live, it may be unwelcome. At the end of the day, Southern traditionalists may dislike change of
any kind more than they approve of business interests.

Fifth, our investigation reveals that communities employing traditional growth initiatives such
as tax abatements and low-interest loans bear some resemblance to minority equity cities. Both
types of cities combine higher levels of nontraditionalism with lower levels of economic security.
However, pro-growth cities also have a larger African-American population. These similarities
should provoke us to ask whether minority-oriented strategies are truly progressive or simply
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expressing the group interests of an economically insecure, low-income population. Just as
astronomers have recently concluded that planets may not always be what they seem, the time
has come for urban scholars to reconsider what sorts of policy outcomes truly belong under the
progressive label. Finally, a model relying upon multiple measures of cultural change and various
economic factors is much less effective in explaining pro-growth measures than it is in accounting
for progressive ones. Thus urban scholars still have considerable work to do if they wish to explain
the occurrence of growth-promoting strategies and especially newer, entrepreneurial versions.

ENDNOTE

1 Although a 0.750 threshold was established for identifying potential multicollinearity problems in the regres-
sion model, two relationships presented in Table 1 seemed to merit further investigation: nfhshld/postindEmpl
(0.628) and black/poor (0.606). In addition, the bivariate correlation between the Nontraditional Culture
Index (NCI) and postindustrial employment is closer to this threshold (0.736) and suggests the need to
evaluate all these measures for possible multicollinearity. Accordingly, I repeated the statistical analy-
sis using both nonfamily households and the NCI but omitting the measure of postindustrial employ-
ment and either race or poverty rate from the model. For the overall progressive index, removing postin-
dustrial employment and percent black from the analysis produces negligible change in the model. Per-
cent poor remains significant (0.014) and the nonfamily household variable is again highly significant
(0.0001). Once again, city size and the evangelical Protestant measure approach significance. Adjusted R2

increased slightly in the reduced model from 0.387 to 0.396. When race replaces poverty rate in the re-
duced model, percent evangelical believers now becomes statistically significant (0.034 vs. 0.075 in the
original model) but the model is not otherwise affected. The adjusted R2 is also modestly lower (0.369).
Conducting a similar analysis of the PPI similarly has mimimal impact on the model. Both nonfamily house-
holds (0.011) and housing affordability ratio (0.003) remain highly significant. Poverty rate and region continue
to be significantly related to policy adoption in the reduced model. The adjusted R2 increases slightly from
0.382 to 0.394. Substituting race for poverty rate in the reduced model also produced no meaningful differences
in comparison to the full model. Finally, the reduced model for the MEI produced only one change; whereas
personal security is significant in the full model (0.049), it merely approaches significance in the reduced
models when one includes poverty rate (0.066) and race (0.079), respectively. Repeating this analysis after
replacing nonfamily households with the NCI also produced little change in the results for either the overall
index or PPI. Again, in the case of minority equity strategies, personal security becomes nonsignificant in
the reduced models using poverty rate (0.127) and race (0.156) although it is borderline significant (0.054)
in the original model. Finally, further analysis of pro-growth strategies and the EED left the original findings
unchanged with two exceptions. For the equity-efficiency differential, in the reduced model containing both
nonfamily households and poverty rate, percent poor fails to attain significance (0.138 versus 0.026 in the origi-
nal model). A similar finding results when substituting the NCI for nonfamily households in the reduced model.
Both findings for the equity-efficiency differential are unexpected if one assumes that inclusion of percent
black in the original model suppresses the causal effect of poverty rate. Thus on the basis of further analysis,
it is reasonable to conclude that multicollinearity issues have not seriously compromised the core findings of
the original model.
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