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Abstract

  Our study examines the relationship of large cities to state legislatures, particularly as cities lose population, and thus representation, relative to the rest of the state.  We ask two questions: First, what do cities want out of their state governments, i.e., what issues are at the top of their lobbying agenda?  Second, what methods or coalitional strategies do they use to achieve their political goals?  Focusing on politics in Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and New York over the past decade we show that cities set defensive and reactive legislative priorities designed largely to preserve existing arrangements; urban leaders, especially mayors, showed little initiative in pressing for new regionalist policies in these state legislatures.  City leaders continued to rely heavily on older political strategies of logrolling and party caucus alliances. But as such strategies have become less dependable cities have looked to a broader range of political alliances to win desired legislation. Their limited success suggests the need for more creative approaches to defining urban priorities in state legislatures and for more vigorous efforts to build common interests across geographical boundaries.  

The Context: Declining City Population and Representation

Since the 1970s, the political influence of cities in state legislatures has eroded as cities have lost population and representation. Most central cities have suffered a substantial decline as a share of their state’s population over the past decades (see Table 1).  In 37 states, the largest city declined as a share of the state population.  The drop was particularly precipitous in some states.  Chicago, for example, declined from 35.2% of Illinois’ population in 1960 to 23.3% in 2000, Baltimore from 30.3% of Maryland’s population to 12.3%, Detroit from 21.3% of Michigan’s population to 9.6%, and Denver from 28.2% of Colorado’s population to 12.9%.

Insert Table 1 about here


We also calculated the change in percent of the state population for all large cities (over 250,000 population) in the state.  Many states with more than one large city also experienced substantial relative declines in the population of their large urban areas.  Ohio’s large cities declined from 28.0% of the state’s population in 1960 to 16.2% in 2000, Missouri’s from 28.4% to 14.1%, Minnesota’s from 23.3% to 13.6%, and Pennsylvania’s from 23.0% to 15.1%.  

As the table shows, even in 1960, most central cities were not close to a majority of their state’s population.  To create majorities in state legislatures, large cities have always needed to add votes from representatives of other geographic areas.  The reduction in city representatives since the 1960s has made efforts to construct majority coalitions even more challenging.

Why does this matter?  Cities are dependent on state legislatures for their legal powers as well as their fiscal viability.  According to the generally accepted Dillon’s Rule, cities “derive their powers and rights wholly from the legislature.”
 The state legislature determines both what services a city must provide and what taxes it can impose, even on its own citizens.  As federal aid has fallen from a peak of about 15 percent of city revenues (over 25 percent in some big cities) in 1978 to less than 3 percent today (Kincaid, 1999:  136), cities have become even more dependent on their states.  Devolution of federal programs also makes cities more dependent on states.  The conversion of welfare from a national entitlement to a state block grant under TANF means that during recessions, as the need for welfare spending soars, cities cannot count on additional funding; it will be up to state legislatures to provide it (Chernick and Reschovsky, 2001).
  

Given the importance of the topic, there is surprisingly little systematic research on how cities influence state legislatures.
  As noted above, central cities have always faced a fundamental political weakness when lobbying their states:  rarely, if ever, has a central city represented a majority of votes in both houses of the state legislature.  The minority status of cities was exacerbated by the under-representation of urban areas prior to Baker v. Carr in 1962.  The implementation of “one man – one vote” came at a time, however, when most cities were losing population to their suburbs and therefore it probably benefited suburbs more than cities (Reichley, 1970; see also Burns, et al., 2002).  

The minority status of cities means that cities have had to build coalitions with other parts of the state to succeed in state legislatures.  With cities generally having lost representation in state legislatures for a half a century, the challenge of coalition building is greater than ever. Throughout American history the rural-urban political divide has presented obstacles to such coalition building.  Many rural and small town legislators have mobilized their supporters by running against cities, depicting them as dens of corrupt machine rule and homes of foreigners, immigrants, Jews, Catholics, and racial minorities – all to one degree or another charged with standing outside mainstream American values.  Similarly, urban legislators have run against the rural areas, portraying them as ignorant backwaters that exploit city-generated tax revenues.  As Tammany Hall pol George Washington Plunkitt famously charged:  “New York City Is Pie for the Hayseeds”  (Riordan, 1963).   The literature on the urban-rural divide in American politics is vast.  (For studies of urban-rural splits in state legislatures, see Derge, 1958 and Broach, 1972.)   In his American State Politics (1956) V. O Key observed that the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan electoral divide is greatest in states where one large city seems to dominate the state.  Two examples are amply documented in the literature:  New York and Illinois (Benjamin and Brecher, 1988; Nardulli, 1989).  

Increasingly, the urban-rural divide has been supplanted by an urban-suburban-rural divide.  As we will show in the next section, city influence over state legislatures has become more difficult since the 1960s as the suburban electorate has grown at the expense of cities.  The key to city success in state legislatures often hinges on whether suburban legislators view their interests as aligned more with rural and small town areas or with cities.  As early as 1970 James Reichley observed that “Close-in suburbs are increasingly experiencing problems that are similar to those faced by inner cities,” and suggested that this offered an opportunity to overcome the political isolation of cities (Reichley, 1970, 182).  The most prominent advocate of city-suburban coalitions today is former Minnesota State Senator Myron Orfield.  Noting that central cities and inner-ring suburbs face some of the same fiscal pressures, Orfield has not only made the case for city-suburban coalitions in state legislature to enact policies such as tax base sharing and fair-share housing but has worked himself to bring them about (Orfield, 1997).
  The Minnesota case is well documented (Orfield, 1997; Rusk 1999, ch. 11), but there have been few systematic efforts to test Orfield’s hypothesis about emerging city-suburban coalitions in other states.
  

CREATING MAJORITIES:  THE CALCULUS OF COALITIONS

If cities never had a majority and they were viewed with hostility by many rural, small town, and suburban legislators, then how did cities manage to achieve any successes in state legislatures?  In order to analyze city influence in state legislatures, we have constructed a five-part typology of city coalitions.   We use the typology to track trends in city coalition building, evaluate the durability and effectiveness of these coalitions, and test for the presence of Orfield’s hypothesized city-suburban coalitions.   

1. Party-Imposed Coalitions:  The first, and historically the leading strategy, has been for representatives of the dominant party in the city (usually Democratic) to persuade the party’s legislative caucus to impose party discipline to support the city’s interests. This type of alliance generally involves logrolling among party members from different regions. But often a shared interest in an active or generous state role unites such coalitions, even if the specifics of what coalitional partners want are different. Traditionally, such party-based coalitions have joined central city representatives and those from distressed rural and small town areas on issues related to poverty, economic development, and education funding.  Such coalitions may be difficult to maintain when cities cannot dominate the party caucus, when party discipline cannot be enforced or when the broad interests of the city and distressed areas begin to diverge.

2. Governor-Brokered Coalitions:  A second type of coalition relies on the governor to bring legislators together across party lines. Governors (including Republican Governors) often play a key role in winning legislative support for urban priorities. This is especially true for major infrastructure projects that require legislative approval. Several factors prompt governors to support some urban priorities regardless of partisanship. Even though Republican gubernatorial candidates in some states may not get many votes from cities, governors recognize that they are elected statewide and a vote from the city counts as much as a vote elsewhere. Moreover, governors are responsible for the entire state and are aware that even fiscally stressed cities play crucial roles in state economies.  This does not mean that governors necessarily favor city interests but rather that they protect cities against possible adverse initiatives by legislators with narrower geographic interests. Finally, in many cases, major corporate interests that donate heavily to campaign coffers are urban-based. Governors are especially attentive to the priorities of these interests. 

3. Interest-Based Coalitions:  Shared interests form the basis for a third kind of coalition. Interest-based coalitions can take several forms.  Large cities can unite with depressed rural areas or with smaller-sized central cities. In states where there are other large and/or medium sized cities, such coalitions may cooperate on a wide range of issues.  Representatives from different metropolitan areas may also join forces around common concerns in state legislatures. On some kinds of issues (e.g., large capital projects) central city and suburban representatives may readily perceive common metropolitan interests and enter into coalitions in pursuit of them. As Orfield suggests, cities may also unite with a subset of their suburbs, particularly older inner-suburbs which, in many areas, are increasingly experiencing problems similar to those of large central cities.   

4. Logrolling Coalitions:  A fourth kind of coalition is held together by logrolling pure and simple. In these cases, there is little common interest base or party connection among coalition partners.  Rather allies unite in order to pursue their narrow interests. Such opportunistic coalitions are usually short-lived and constructed on a case-by-case basis, though they can be sustained over longer periods of time through the construction of political trust and friendship among the participants..

5. Ideological Coalitions:  Finally, cities may join coalitions that are united around shared ideological commitments.  These concerns may be either substantive, reflecting common views on an issue or they may be procedural with respect to the role of state and/or federal governments relative to that of local governments.  Liberal groups from across the state, for example, may ally with cities to press for greater welfare spending.  

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Our empirical evidence is based on case studies of city lobbying of state legislatures in four states:  Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and New York.  These states were selected because they each contain distressed urban and suburban areas, but they also vary in the geographic, economic, racial, and political characteristics of cities and suburbs.  Illinois, Michigan, and New York have a single dominant city, while Ohio has three cities (Columbus, Cleveland and Cincinnati) of roughly equal size and influence.  In each case the percentage of the population in these large cities fell between 1960-2000.

These population declines have translated directly into a loss of representatives from the central city delegations.  In 1950, for example 33 legislators represented some portion of the city of Detroit out of 110 members of the Michigan House of Representatives.  Today there are only 13.  Prior to the redistricting following the 2000 Census, New York City had 61 of 150 seats in the lower house of the New York State Legislature, Chicago had 30 of 118 in Illinois, and Cincinnati, Cleveland, and Columbus combined had 14 out of the 99 seats in Ohio.  This decline in representation has not only reduced the proportion of votes from city representatives in the legislature, it has, perhaps more importantly, also reduced the influence of the city in the Democratic caucuses in the legislature.  

In each state we interviewed the lobbyist of the major central city (or cities) and asked them to name their key legislative priorities and how they attempted to pursue them in the state legislature. We then went on to interview key legislators named by the lobbyists and other knowledgeable informants, such as newspaper reporters and legislative staff.  Our interviews, conducted in 2000-2001, focused on the previous ten-year period. We supplemented the interviews with roll call analyses of votes, newspaper articles, government reports, and scholarly studies (where available).        

In each case our objective was to determine what issues were important to city governments in state legislatures, identify the different coalitions they assembled in pursuit of those objectives, and assess the presence of city-suburban coalitions of the type suggested by Orfield.  It is important to note a limitation of our analysis:  we did not research all examples of city-suburban coalitions but focused on whether cities, and in particular their lobbying operations run by the mayor, sought out coalitions with suburban legislators.

WHAT DO CITIES WANT FROM THEIR STATES? 

In order to determine the policy agenda or chief goals of central cities in their state legislatures, we interviewed top staff of the mayor, chief lobbyists for the city, and consulted public pronouncements of city goals.  

While some issues were unique to a particular city or state, we found much overlap in what the mayors of the cities we studied sought from their states.  At the most general level, the focus of city lobbying efforts was on the institution of city government, not on the people who live in the city or the region.  Two main themes stand out:  1) cities want more legal autonomy from state interference; 2) cities want more money from the state, either directly in the form of state grants or indirectly in the form of state-funded capital projects that will enhance local tax collections.  Often, the objectives of the city were reactive – designed to fend off threats from state legislation that would undermine their autonomy or cost them money.  This suggests the limits of home rule:  in many important areas cities do not possess general powers to govern themselves as they see fit; they are subject to state laws.
   Whether intentional or not, by keeping cities on a short leash and requiring them to come before the state legislature each session just to protect the status quo, leaders in the state legislature from outside cities create opportunities for favorable logrolls, exchanging their support of city-friendly legislation for city support of their own legislative priorities.  

Funding:  The policy agendas of our cities were dominated by the goal of increasing state aid.  Most state aid comes with strings attached, but most states also have retained some form of revenue sharing with cities.  Cities are constantly lobbying to avoid cuts in state general aid, such as Detroit’s effort to block a change in the revenue sharing formula that would have eliminated the “tax effort” component, thus cutting Detroit’s share or Cincinnati’s effort to block a state freeze in the local government fund.  For the most part, cities have been fighting a losing battle on revenue sharing.  In New York the proportion of state revenues shared with localities fell by over three quarters between 1979 and 1994 (Fiscal Policy Institute, 1994:  19-20).

Nearly all our cities lobbied to have state infrastructure and other projects built in their city, presumably boosting city tax revenues.  Thus, Cincinnati lobbied to keep a post office in the city, for park improvements, and for museum funding, and Chicago lobbied for renovation to a convention center and stadium and was a major supporter of a state transportation infrastructure initiative.  Ohio cities lobbied actively for a share of the biannual state capital budget allocated to local projects.  State brownfields legislation that would boost the local economy was a high priority for Detroit and Cincinnati.  It is interesting to note that the lobbying for state project money was opportunistic; it was not part of any long-term plan for city or regional economic development.

Autonomy:  The quest for city legal autonomy is closely tied to fiscal concerns.  In the state of Ohio giving cities the legal authority to impose a commuter tax can substitute in many ways for state aid.  Ohio cities lobby constantly to block efforts to pass legislation that would prohibit municipal income taxes.  As we discuss later, in 1999, New York City failed, losing its right to impose an income tax on commuters (loss of $475 million in 2000).  In the face of severe fiscal pressures, Mayor Bloomberg has made restoring the commuter tax a high priority.

Not only do cities want autonomy to impose taxes as they see fit, they also want freedom from state-mandated expenditures.  Mayors of both New York and Chicago have lobbied to prevent state legislation from mandating additional spending on city pensions, for example.  In other cases, cities have sought legal autonomy to increase the powers of the city, and by implication the mayor.  For example, the mayor of Detroit opposed an effort by a regional water board to take over the city water authority.  In two cases, mayors were not just reacting to threats to their autonomy but seeking substantial new authority over city public schools (Detroit and New York).

What Was Missing?  It is worthwhile to note plausible priorities that were missing from the mayors’ lobbying agendas.  First, the mayors did not make state legislation to address poverty and unemployment a high priority.  The main exception to this is New York City, which as a city/county has responsibility for administering many social welfare programs.  Mayor Giuliani did make additional funding for foster care a high priority, but this hardly represented an aggressive effort on the part of New York City to help the disadvantaged populations concentrated in the City.  Efforts to directly help the poor were largely missing from the top policy agendas of the other cities.

The second large hole in city priorities was any effort to promote regional development or to establish a common agenda between the city and mature suburbs facing similar issues.  The mayors seemed focused on the immediate fiscal well-being of city government.  They did not make the policies of regional authorities, such as transit and sewer and water, high priority in their dealings with the state legislature.  Addressing state and regional policies that might harm the city by subsidizing suburban sprawl did not capture significant policy attention.  In this respect our research supports the findings of David Rusk who concluded that big city mayors, with few exceptions, were “missing in action” in leading regional coalition building (Rusk, 1999:  312-315). 

CITY LEGISLATIVE COALITIONS 


Over the years, patterns of city coalition building in state legislatures have changed as cities strive to maintain influence in the face of declining representation.  

1. Party-Based Coalitions

Party-based coalitions, while they remain important, have declined as the primary source of city coalition-building behavior.

Michigan: While most voting in Michigan is structured by party membership, straight party-line votes on issues related to Detroit are rare.  Nonetheless, they do occur.  An example is legislation prohibiting local governments from enacting living wage laws.  This bill was the subject of a series of votes, almost all of which were along party lines.  Spurred on by a major campaign by organized labor, Detroit residents passed, by referendum, a living wage law to apply to city contractors, requiring wage levels substantially above the state minimum wage.  The bill to prohibit cities from adopting livable wage laws was introduced and pushed by Republican legislators, at least partly to demonstrate that Democratic legislators were beholden to labor.  The result was a series of votes in both houses that simply pitted Democrats from all areas of the state against Republicans from all areas of the state.

New York: Over the years the main way that New York City has achieved its goals in the State Legislature has been through the Democratic Party. The New York Legislature has had divided partisan control continuously since 1974:  Democrats control the Assembly and Republicans control the Senate.  The NYC Democrats have always had a majority of the controlling Democratic caucus in the Assembly.  So long as they are united, NYC Democrats can veto any statewide legislation.  This puts the NYC delegation in an excellent position to engage in logrolling:  we will not support your legislation unless you support ours.  

Traditionally, Democratic NYC mayors have worked through the Democratic Speaker of the Assembly.  The key to this strategy is for NYC to get its issues represented in the last-minute, closed-door bargaining that always takes place over the budget between the Speaker, the Majority Leader, and the Governor.  In the past this meant that the Speaker and his staff made sure that the issues that NYC cared deeply about were represented in these negotiations.  The method has generally served NYC well.  In recent years, however, it has become increasingly problematic, particularly with the advent of Republican mayors in New York City.

In general, the ability of the Democratic Party to protect the interests of the City has been hampered by the decline of the County party organizations.  The web of party connections that tied legislators to city government has atrophied.  At one time, legislators owed their election to powerful county bosses, like Ed Flynn in the Bronx and Carmine DeSapio in Manhattan.  These leaders were concerned that city patronage not be harmed by actions of the state legislature, and they could deliver their delegations to insure that this did not happen.  Reform decimated the power of county Democratic machines in New York City (Shefter, 1985).  Now, state legislators are much more independent of the local party and its connections to city government (Stonecash, 1998, p. 76).  Legislators rely more on money than on party workers to get re-elected.
  If Democratic members of the Assembly are dependent on anybody, it is the Speaker, who hands out substantial cash through Legislative Campaign Committees as well as key perks in the Legislature, like committee assignments and staff.

With a Republican in the Mayor’s Office since 1994, the game in Albany has changed, weakening the City’s bargaining position.  The repeal of NYC’s commuter tax shows the weakness of relying upon party-led logrolls to protect the interests of NYC.  The commuter tax, which raised about a half a billion dollars a year, may seem small in a budget of approximately $44 billion, but it provided money with no strings attached and enabled NYC to export some of its crushing tax burden to suburban commuters.  

The repeal of the commuter tax begins with the retirement of a Republican Senator from a district in Rockland and Orange counties, one of the few potential swing districts in the state.   Suburban sprawl of New York City north of Westchester County meant that this district now had many commuters into the City.  With an edge in registered voters, the Democrats figured they had a good chance to cut into the Republican Senate majority.  At one point in the campaign, the Democratic Senate candidate called for repeal of the commuter tax.  Normally, this would just be campaign rhetoric, because Democratic Speaker Silver would never permit it.  The Republicans jumped on the issue:  their candidate not only supported repeal but promised that the Senate would actually pass such legislation, which they promptly did.  To everyone’s surprise, Silver called the Republican’s bluff and came out in support of repeal.  Former mayor Ed Koch charged Silver with “treason of the highest magnitude” (quoted in Haberman, 2000).  Silver dismissed the cost to the City as “a pittance” (quoted in Murphy, 1999), and said that if Giuliani wanted to stop the repeal, he should have talked to Bruno, the Republican leader of the Senate.   

Giuliani, who lobbied furiously to stop the repeal, could not count on the Republican-controlled Senate to protect the City’s interests.  The five Republicans from NYC voted against repeal, but every Republican Senator outside of New York City voted for repeal.  Together with five non-New York City Democrats, a firm majority was assembled in the Senate for repeal.  The key to repeal of the commuter tax, however, was the twenty-one New York City Assembly Democrats who voted for repeal.  They were pressured to vote for repeal by Democratic Speaker Silver, who was more concerned about a swing district in the suburbs than he was about the fiscal viability of New York City. Together with the Assembly Republicans and Democrats from outside NYC, New York City Democratic votes pushed repeal over the top in the Assembly.  Giuliani had little leverage over Assembly Democrats. (The Mayor punished the members of the City delegation who voted for repeal by not inviting them to the Yankees World Series victory celebration on the steps of City Hall -- hardly a potent form of political retribution.)

In short, the commuter tax was sacrificed to narrow partisan advantage, showing how the ties between NYC and the Democratic party have atrophied.  The Speaker sacrificed the commuter tax in a vain effort to take a Senate seat from the Republicans in a swing suburban district.

Illinois: In Illinois, influence within the Democratic caucus has been the foundation of Chicago’s power in the state legislature.  Chicago traditionally worked through its tightly organized legislative delegation to pursue its interests and Chicago’s storied political machine gave its Democratic state legislative delegation unusual cohesion in the Illinois legislature.
 During the long reign of Richard J. Daley (1955-1976), the Chicago mayor was the undisputed leader of the city’s and Cook County’s legislative delegation. The large size of Chicago’s delegation and the mayor’s power in the state central committee of the Democratic Party made it easy for the city to dominate the Democratic legislative caucus.

However, after Daley’s death in 1976, it became clear that Chicago’s ability to count on a cohesive Democratic delegation in legislature was not automatic (Gove, 1982). Open fissures began to emerge among Chicago’s Democrats in 1983, when Chicago’s first black mayor, Harold Washington, took office (Fossett and Giertz, 1989). Under the current mayor, Richard M. Daley, racial splits have been less prominent and Chicago once again works through its legislative delegation.  However, Daley’s power is not as extensive as his father’s was because in the intervening decades state legislative leaders have built independent power bases.  This is in part a result of institutional reforms. The elimination of multi-member districts, for example, made legislators more dependent on the legislative leaders who “could draw their district boundaries, sponsor their candidacies, raise cash to run their campaigns, and dictate their legislative agendas” (Pearson, 1997a). The increasing importance of money in campaigns has also increased the independent power of legislative leaders, who now amass campaign war chests, which they distribute at their discretion. The declining weight of the city’s delegation among Democrats has likewise given the Democratic leaders greater independence. As a result, the mayor is more likely to confront current Democratic House Speaker Michael Madigan (a Chicago-bred politician whose district now straddles Chicago and its suburbs) on equal terms, rather than as undisputed leader of the state party.

For the most part, the Speaker has supported Chicago’s priorities in the legislature.  On occasions, when his views differ from those of the mayor -- as they did around the city’s proposed 1992 World’s Fair -- the Speaker will pursue his own course and win. In addition, the decline in Chicago’s political strength in the Democratic caucus, nearly half of which comes from outside Chicago, means the Speaker cannot always place Chicago’s interests first. Despite the tensions between the Democratic leadership and the mayor, Chicago continues to be the main organized force in the Democratic caucus. The unity of the city’s delegation on major economic development projects and the continuing weight of the city’s representatives mean that the city finds support for most of what it wants from the Democratic leadership in the legislature.

2. Interest-Based Coalitions

Interest-based coalitions take two primary forms:  coalitions between large cities and other large or medium-sized central cities and coalitions between large cities and older inner-ring suburbs.

Michigan: In Michigan there were somewhat diverse views of the frequency of suburban representatives voting with Detroit city representatives.  One interviewee noted that the toughest area to get legislative support for Detroit was Macomb County, a largely working-class suburb northeast of Detroit.  As another explained, “In Macomb County, any hint of support for Detroit is used against them in elections.”  Another observed “suburban legislators – even the Democratic ones - are a harder nut to crack than outstate legislators, although sometimes the suburban Democrats will support Detroit if the caucus takes a position.”   Behind this antipathy to supporting Detroit on high profile issues of interest to the city, even when they do not appear to be in obvious conflict with suburban interests, is the obvious, but often unarticulated, racial animosity, concerns and fears that suburban legislators often believe their constituents hold for Detroit.  In areas, such as Detroit, racial concerns are never too far below the surface, despite whatever objective interests that city and suburbs share.

On the other hand, a Democratic state legislator said that “Democratic caucus members often vote against their own political interests to support Detroit – including Macomb County representatives.  The Macomb County Democrats usually come from inner-ring suburbs with the same stresses as the city.  The opposition comes from the northern part of Macomb County, which is represented by Republicans.  Where we lose Democratic support is from western Wayne County and the Western part of the state.”

An example of a city-suburban voting coalition occurred on legislation to give special privileges to cities of greater than 750,000 in population instead of 1,000,000.  Michigan legislation had more than 20 separate provisions in which Detroit was singled out for special treatment through a provision limiting the application of these exceptions to all cities in the state with more than one million in population, i.e., Detroit.  By the late 1990s it was clear that Detroit would fall below the one million mark in population in the 2000 Census.  The legislation to drop the figure to 750,000 was introduced and passed in the House in 1998 but not acted upon by the Senate.  Like the revenue sharing issue discussed above, the House vote reflected a strong Detroit region versus rest of Michigan split among the Republican members.  The vote in favor was 70-24 with 41 of the 44 Democrats voting in favor, joined by 14 of the 17 suburban Detroit Republican representatives.  However, 18 of the 33 outstate Republicans opposed it, reflecting the outstate animosity against Detroit. 

A particularly interesting example, because it was spawned at the grass-roots, involved a city-suburban coalition generated from within the region and taken to the legislature. The Catholic Church in the Detroit area was the instigator in setting up an interfaith organization with the acronym of MOSES (Metropolitan Organization Strategy for Mobilizing Strength).  MOSES is part of the Gamaliel Foundation’s network of faith-based community organizations that has formally adopted “regional equity” as on of its organizing principles.  MOSES strongly believed that an interfaith coalition, uniting like-minded people in both city and suburbs, was necessary to accomplish this objective.

MOSES chose as its first issue the creation of a Detroit Area Regional Transportation authority (DARTA).  The Detroit area has two separate transportation systems, one serving the city and one serving the suburbs, with minimal coordination.  MOSES proposed creation of a single regional transportation authority.  The Detroit area Chamber of Commerce soon lent its support and the Detroit mayor and elected political leaders of the three major counties (both Democrat and Republican) worked out a plan for the creation of such an authority, with start-up funding of $500,000 from the state and with a mandate, once DARTA was created, to work out a permanent funding source.  The plan was presented to the state legislature, which approved it with strong bi-partisan support from the legislative delegations of the city and the three counties.  In virtually his last act as Governor, John Engler vetoed the legislation, apparently in retaliation for the legislature’s refusal to approve the creation of 15 additional charter schools in Detroit (Detroit Free Press, Jan. 3, 2003).

The nearly successful DARTA effort, which, although instigated at the grass roots, was structured by local political elites and then sent to state level political elites for approval is a stark contrast to recent efforts to seek citizen approval for regional action.  In the last two elections, voters of both Oakland and Wayne County (of which Detroit is a part) have been presented with a proposal that would have created a ½ mill property tax increase ($50 on a house valued at $200,000) dedicated to the funding of art and cultural institutions in the region.  The referendum required passage in both counties in order to take effect.  In both cases the referendum passed in Wayne County but was rejected in Oakland County, a suburban area containing both some older inner-ring suburbs and many middle and higher income suburbs.

Ohio: Ohio was selected as one of the four states for our case study partly because of the presence there of three large cities (the 3 Cs – Cincinnati, Cleveland, and Columbus) rather than a single dominant one as in the other three states.  Do the 3Cs coordinate their strategy and form legislative coalitions?  Interviewees said that there was no institutional mechanism for doing this but that such coalitions did form on an ad hoc basis.  


The Cincinnati lobbyist stated that he is constantly trying to build coalitions in support of Cincinnati’s issues.  He noted there are two kinds of issues, though with overlap.  The first are issues that affect all or a large number of Ohio municipalities.  For these issues Cincinnati works with and through the Ohio Municipal League, sometimes testifying on behalf of the League or coming with the League to express concerns: “If we can work under the umbrella of the Municipal League we do so and go to our delegation with them.”  The other set of issues are those that are Cincinnati issues not shared by the entire class of cities.  “There,” the lobbyist observed, “we try to find like cities – cities that have the same interests.”  As an example, he discussed a successful effort to get the state to direct more state housing funds to cities where Cincinnati joined Cleveland, Columbus, and Toledo.

Interest-based coalitions between central cities and their suburbs have formed in Ohio around the biennial state capital budget.  Indeed, several of the respondents observed that city and suburban state legislative members acted in concert on most capital projects for the city (and the region) even across party lines.  One observed that they approached this process as “citi-states” that competed against one another for projects.  The cooperation is partly explained by the informally institutionalized process by which the part of the capital budget set aside for local projects is allocated.  Regional cooperation evolved from competition among regions for big projects such as the baseball stadium and basketball arena in Cleveland and the new baseball and football stadia in Cincinnati.  When other parts of the region complained that their priorities were being ignored, the Governor’s office and legislative leaders in effect demanded that each region come to the process with an agreed upon set of priorities for capital projects.  If there is not regional unity, as one interviewee observed, the legislative leaders simply say ‘screw you’ and the region doesn’t get its top projects.

This process of informally forced consensus relies heavily on the regional growth associations and chambers of commerce brokering and facilitating agreements among the local governments in the region.  As one interviewee noted, the Growth Association typically convenes the powers that be – the Mayor, City Council, County Executives and Commissioners, and the business power structure.  In Cincinnati the regional growth associations involved are the Cincinnati Business Committee (CEOs only) and the Chamber of Commerce. In Columbus, the Chamber of Commerce and a looseknit group of CEOs are key. 

Much more than in other states in Ohio explicit regional coalitions are entered into for capturing state capital projects.  However, it is not clear that such regional alliances in the legislature extend much beyond this.  Several interviewees pointed to a few issues where city and suburban representatives seemed to vote together because of shared interests of their constituencies (The example used was opposition to legislation to permit the carrying of concealed weapons).  On the other hand, most of the interviewees either saw little city-suburban coalition building in the state legislature or even out and out conflict.  An interviewee noted that the inner suburbs are beginning to organize their own First Suburbs Consortiums in Cleveland and Columbus, because they feel that they “too often lose out to the central cities rather than because they think that they are ‘all in it together’” 

New York:  Until relatively recently, New York City relied upon bi-partisan coalitions with upstate cities.  In the late 1960s Governor Nelson Rockefeller campaigned for revenue sharing, both at the federal and state levels.  At the same time, Mayor John Lindsay led a coalition of the State’s six largest cities to win more financial support from the State.  The fact that Lindsay was originally elected as a Republican in 1965 and some of the upstate mayors were Republicans facilitated passage by making it more difficult to view the issue through the usual upstate/downstate divide.  The coalescence of Governor Rockefeller and the Lindsay-led mayors coalition succeeded in winning passage of New York State revenue sharing in 1971.  


However, since 1980 NYS revenue sharing has gradually been gutted.  Between 1988 and 1994 the amount of revenue shared with localities fell from over a billion dollars to less than $500 million.   The decline of revenue sharing reflects the decline of the bipartisan interest-based coalition between NYC and upstate cities.  However, it also reflects a divergence in their objective conditions and thus their policy interests. Upstate cities are still suffering from deindustrialization, have relatively little immigration, and are declining in population.    By contrast, as a center of global capitalism, NYC has a prosperous fast-growing service economy, fueled partly by massive immigration.  To cite but one example of a policy divergence, a major issue in many upstate cities is what to do with all the abandoned houses, while NYC faces a severe housing shortage.  Upstate cities do not view themselves as in the same boat as NYC and they are often jealous of NYC’s wealth and power.  In 2000 the “Big Four” upstate cities, Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, and Albany, formed their own interest coalition without NYC and successfully lobbied the Legislature for state aid to address their structural deficits.  Indeed, it is accurate to say that NYC now has no permanent coalitions with other cities that cross issue areas.  If they join together at all, it is issue by issue.

Although New York City and its suburbs share many interests, forming solid coalitions around these interests had proven difficult.  The commuter tax was defended partly on the grounds that suburbanites should be concerned with the fiscal well being of New York City, the economic engine of the region.  However, the connection between the tax and the well being of the region seemed remote to voters, especially when NYC seemed to be awash in money.  When Giuliani first became mayor, he tried to form a coalition with the suburbs of NYC – Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester counties -- whose county executives at the time were all Republicans.  The effort never got off the ground, however.  Suburban politicians were reluctant to appear to be too close to NYC.  After all, many of their supporters had moved to the suburbs to flee the crime and corruption of the City.  In addition, NYC was perceived, as the 800-pound gorilla.  According to a former City Budget Director, other local governments feared that in any regional coalition their interests would be subordinated to the interests of the City.

The obvious place for a regional agenda to arise would be around the regional authorities that run the crucial transportation network that knits together the region.  Even here, however, Mayor Giuliani made little effort to put together a regional coalition to support increased funding for the regional authorities that benefited NYC.   According to a top Senate aide, the main reason was that Guliani “dislike[d] the authorities intensely” because he didn’t control them.

New York City has made little systematic effort in recent years to form coalitions with its surrounding suburbs.  As much as possible, the city engages in logrolls on specific issues, exchanging its support for support of its own goals centered around the fiscal well being and autonomy of city government.  These ad hoc coalitions, however, give the City less and less power over the legislature compared to earlier coalitions based on strong party cohesion and interest-based coalitions with other central cities.  The new Republican Mayor Michael Bloomberg, who faces a huge $3.4 billion budget deficit in the next fiscal year, has already raised property taxes by 18.5 percent.  If the above analysis is correct, Bloomberg’s leverage over the NYS Legislature will be limited.

Illinois: In Illinois, the traditional animosity of Chicago’s suburbs to the city is legendary.  This distrust has meant that there are few interest-based coalitions joining these regions apart from major distributive packages that spread benefits widely, such as Illinois First, a statewide infrastructure program. Yet our interviews did reveal areas of common interest that may support future interest-based city-suburb coalitions. For example, some suburban Republican legislators cited development of rapid light rail transit as a possible area for future suburban-city alliances. Although the current Republican leadership opposed light rail, one legislator noted that there were significant divisions among suburban Republicans on the issue. On some equity issues, such as education and social services, the less affluent suburbs represented by Democrats already routinely support the city. Among these suburbs are the financially troubled south suburbs and rapidly changing near western suburbs. According to one interviewee, Republican legislators from less well-off suburbs are also often sympathetic with the city on such equity issues but have been prevented from supporting the city/Democratic alliance by the Republican leadership. 

3. Logrolling Coalitions

Cities have frequently been able to fashion coalitions with other areas through support derived from logrolling – “I will support projects in your area if you support projects in mine.”  Sometimes these coalitions are ad hoc, while sometimes they have persisted through time.  However, it appears that structured long-term relationships based on logrolling are becoming increasingly difficult to maintain.

Michigan: Historically the Detroit delegation had structured an alliance with Democratic members from distressed areas of northern Michigan and the Upper Peninsula (U.P.), particularly with respect to project-based decisions.  This alliance was built initially around specific common interests susceptible to logrolling, but it was strengthened and sustained through the collegial relationships between long-serving Democratic committee chairs.  It also reflected the strong labor orientation of members of both the Detroit and U.P. delegations.  Frequently these alliances received party caucus support.

However, term limits in Michigan have substantially reduced the potential for Detroit – UP logrolling coalitions.  Cities particularly need long‑term relationships that build the trust necessary for successful logrolls.  Prior to term limits, Detroit representatives in the legislature had seniority (because they ran in what were essentially one-party districts and were immune to defeat), and they formed long‑term relationships with representatives from other areas in the Michigan House.  Since terms limits, the advantages of seniority have disappeared and the trust among representatives, who do not have time to build strong ties, has declined. As a consequence, representatives from Detroit have found it much harder to win support for city needs in the legislature.  

Illinois: Chicago has long pursued an interest-based logrolling strategy with downstate Democrats, representing distressed coal and agricultural communities.  This strategy was facilitated by the underlying common interest of both regions in getting more resources from the state. This Chicago-downstate alliance benefited from the political weakness of Republicans from the five suburban “collar counties” outside Chicago; in alliance, Chicago and the downstate Democrats could make the Republican suburbs foot the bill for their legislative initiatives.

However, the Chicago-Downstate alliance has become somewhat less powerful as downstate areas have lost population and representatives. Moreover, like New York, the interests of downstate and Chicago have diverged as Chicago became more economically prosperous and downstate languished during the 1990s. For example, on educational finance issues, the city-downstate alliance has become more strained. Several interviewees noted that in the past school funding formulas made it easy for the city to align with downstate areas, as both areas had low property values. In the words of one interviewee: “Downstate superintendents would say that if it is good for Chicago, it is good for us.” As the city’s property tax base climbed and downstate property values stagnated, and as downstate school enrollments have declined, the interests of the city and downstate on school finance diverge more than they did in the past. Yet these differences do not appear fatal for the city.  One Democratic legislator from the city indicated that downstaters often grumbled about supporting Chicago-specific economic projects. The legislator went on to note, however, that strong rhetoric was not matched by action and the city could generally rely on downstate Democratic votes in the legislature.


On some issues, the city cannot hope to logroll with downstate because interests are so different. A classic instance is gun control, which the city has championed and downstate Democrats strongly oppose. The Chicago-downstate alliance rests on mutual support for traditional “pork” projects, which are critically important to both regions.

New York: To get its way in the legislature, New York City has moved from bipartisan coalitions with upstate cities to party-driven logrolling.  Since 1994, party-driven logrolling has been disrupted by the election of Republican mayors (Giuliani and Bloomberg).  As a result, NYC has had to increasingly go-it-alone, forming coalitions based on logrolling specific to each issue.  The change from interest-based coalitions, to party-driven logrolls, to ad hoc log rolls as the dominant method of coalition building represents a general decline in the power of NYC to achieve its will in the state legislature.   

4. Governor-Brokered Coalitions  

Governor-brokered coalitions to protect large city interests played a surprisingly important role, despite the presence of Republican governors during the period of our study in all four of the states.  

Michigan: In Michigan, Mayor Archer, instead of depending upon the diminished Detroit delegation (many of whom were his political opponents) as previous Mayors had done, went directly to the legislative leaders and, more importantly, directly to the Republican Governor, John Engler.  On several of the issues (e.g., brownfields, the school takeover, the changed revenue sharing formula) important to Detroit, Archer and Engler and their aides were able to work out an acceptable deal and the Governor then was able to convince enough Republicans to go along with it to create a majority.


Interestingly, despite the public’s perception, nearly all of the interviewees observed that Gov. Engler was willing to listen to Detroit’s needs and to negotiate with the Mayor to meet them (albeit on terms often far removed from the Mayor’s initial preferences), as long as the issue didn’t have obvious partisan implications and did not visibly move resources from other parts of the state to Detroit.  In addition, one of those interviewed who is a close observer of the Mayor noted that, “the Governor’s tough attitude towards fiscal policy and support of privatization has allowed the Mayor to do some things he believes needed to be done and then blame it on the Governor.”  As another Democrat noted, “The Governor takes these issues seriously.  Most issues that affect Detroit affect the state.  He knows that.”

The state revenue sharing program, which provides fiscally strapped Detroit with important discretionary revenues, illustrates the role of the Governor.  When the program came up for reauthorization in 1998, the Republican-controlled legislature suggested reforms that would have sharply reduced Detroit’s payments and increased the payments to smaller cities and rural areas.  However, Mayor Archer and Governor Engler brokered a compromise proposal that froze Detroit’s current payments of $334 million annually through 2007-2008.  In return the city agreed to reduce its municipal income tax from 3% to 2% for residents and from 1.5% to 1.0% for non-residents who work in the city.  This combined measure passed by a vote of 58-33 in the House with 17 Republicans joining 41 Democrats in favor.  Within the metropolitan area, all 10 city Democrats and 14 of the 16 suburban Democrats voted for the compromise; they were joined by eight of the 13 suburban Republicans.  Outside of the Detroit metropolitan area the vote split 27 against and 26 for.  Newspaper reports and our interviews make clear that the energetic efforts of Gov. Engler on behalf of the legislation were crucial to the affirmative votes of Republicans from the suburbs and from larger Western Michigan cities.

Ohio: Ohio governors, according to several of those we interviewed, are, in general, aware of and responsive to the plight of the cities.  This applies, even more than might be expected, to Republican governors.  Governors, after all, run statewide; an additional vote from a city, even if they lose that city by 100,000 votes, counts just as much as a vote from a rural or suburban area where they might dominate.  As one of Governor Taft’s policy aides observed, “The Governor gets involved in urban issues.  There is a natural tension between the Governor as a state-wide elected official and state legislators who are elected in a specific district.  The Governor understands that the vitality of the cities is important to the state.”

The interest of Ohio governors in cities was evident in Republican Governor Bob Taft’s decision to create an Urban Revitalization Task Force in 1999 (Taft, 2000).  Composed of mayors, state legislators, and directors of several state agencies, the task force oversaw a series of focus groups around the state that discussed policies for urban redevelopment. The major accomplishment was a voter-approved Clean Ohio Fund. The new fund provides resources for clean-up of brownfields as well as for farmland preservation. The legislative coalition that approved the implemented legislation for the Clean Ohio Fund joined urban and rural interests, both of which stood to gain from the package. 

Illinois: In Illinois, cooperation by Chicago with Republicans, always an element of the city’s strategy in Springfield, became more important in the 1990s, when, with a Republican Governor, Republicans took over the Illinois Senate. For example, the package of taxes and spending in Illinois First, a major transportation infrastructure bill passed in 1999, was negotiated informally between the mayor and the governor before it went to the legislature. With one-third of its spending dedicated to mass transit, the bill provided substantial benefits to Chicago at the same time that it boosted spending for roads throughout the state. The vote on the four bills that secured financing for the projects revealed strong support from the city, and from Democrats all over the state: 24 of the 30 legislators from the city supported all four bills and 39 of the 62 Democrats supported all four bills.  But reflecting the brokered bipartisan support, the bill also captured critical suburban Republican support: 19 of the 40 suburban representatives voted in support of all four measures. This included 16 votes from suburban Republicans, including the minority leader of the state Assembly. Illinois First exhibited the hallmarks of governor-brokered coalitions: such coalitions are most successful when organized around large spending programs that offer distributive benefits (and the patronage that comes with them) to Republicans and Democrats alike (Joens, 2000). 

On other issues, city-suburban differences make it more difficult for the governor to play the role of broker. In Illinois, educational finance is one such issue.  In 1997, Republican Governor Jim Edgar proposed an educational finance package that would reduce the state’s heavy reliance on the local property tax to finance schools. The bill proposed to increase the state income tax and the state’s share of school finance. The new finance scheme would have benefited districts where lower property values mean less money for schools – primarily downstate rural areas and Chicago. But for many affluent suburban residents, the proposal was a Robin Hood plan that would take money from educationally-minded affluent areas and redistribute it elsewhere in the state. (Doubek, 1997) The governor’s proposal had the strong backing of Chicago’s mayor and of the Democratic leadership in the legislature. However, Republican leaders in the legislature, both suburban Republicans, worked hard to defeat the bill. The bill narrowly passed the Democratic-controlled House, despite the all-out opposition of the Republican leadership.  It died when the suburban Republican leader of the Senate, Pate Philip, refused to allow a vote on the measure. The governor’s most important legislative initiative fell victim to the city-suburban divide and the extraordinary power of legislative leaders to control the legislative agenda in Illinois. (McDermott and Rogers, 1997) 

Another limitation of governor-brokered compromises is that governors may not support many initiatives that cities view as key priorities. For example, as Chicago’s major airport, O’Hare, became congested, the city sought first to build a new airport within city boundaries and later to expand the capacity at O’Hare. In this decade-long battle over airport expansion, Republican governors have generally opposed Chicago’s plans in an effort to defend suburban Republican interests (Lindstrom and Peterson, 2003).  

5. Ideological Coalitions

Ideological coalitions, which based on values or beliefs, often are difficult to identify because they also have an interest component.  Nevertheless, cities and suburbs often coalesce, against rural areas, on ideological or cultural issues such as gun control and gay rights.  

Michigan: The issue of residency requirements for city employees in Detroit provides an example of the somewhat infrequent ideological coalition alignment in Michigan.  Detroit has a law imposing residency requirements for city employees.  A bill was introduced that would have prohibited all local governments from imposing such requirements.  During the debate, Detroit unsuccessfully attempted to gain exemption from the prohibition.  The final legislation applied to all local governments but was amended to permit them to impose restrictions requiring all city employees to live within 20 miles of the outer city limits.  Clearly this was an issue that the city opposed, but which would be in the mild interest of surrounding suburban jurisdictions


As in several other issues we examined, this issue clearly resulted in a city-suburban split, but it also reflected an ideological divide about the role of governments.  In the Senate the original bill (SB 198) passed by a vote of 23-14 with seven Democrats joining 16 Republicans in favor and seven Democrats and seven Republicans opposed.  The Detroit metropolitan delegation was split with the five central city Democrats voting in opposition and all 10 of the suburban Senators (four Democrats and six Republicans) voting in favor.  Outside of the Detroit metro area both parties split slightly in favor.  Five Republicans from rural and small-town districts voted in opposition clearly on ideological grounds.  The rationale was expressed clearly by Sen. Emmons, a Republican from such a district, who explained his opposition by noting “These decisions are to be made by local people… I trust my local people to set conditions of employment that are good for me and my family.”

 

Illinois: In Illinois, ideological alliances between representatives from Chicago and its suburbs have formed around such social issues as gun control and gay rights. Suburban Republican legislators have split on the issue of gun control. While much of the old guard strongly opposed any restrictions on gun ownership, representatives from inner-suburban areas are much more supportive. Faced with rising gang activity and drug dealing, these representatives rank crime reduction and gun control as major priorities. On other social issues, such as gay rights, the city and affluent, socially liberal suburbs have formed effective coalitions. In addition, city representatives have found suburban Republican support for needle exchange.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
 


At a time when central cities are more dependent on their states than ever, there is considerable evidence that their clout in state legislatures is eroding.  The declining number of state representatives from cities means that cities have less power within the Democratic Party caucuses in the state legislature, historically the main protector of city interests.  Increasingly, the Democratic Party aims to please the swing districts in the suburbs, figuring, usually correctly, that central city Democratic seats are secure.  In addition, the weakening of party cohesion has hurt cities.  County party organizations, with their patronage ties to city government, are not as important as they used to be winning races for the state legislature.  State legislators increasingly rely on money raised from special interests and from legislative campaign committees.  Forbidden to make campaign contributions, the voices of cities are being drowned out by special-interest campaign contributions and the flood of lobbying money in state capitols.
    


As political parties have declined as protectors of city interests, cities have turned to other strategies to protect their interests.  Interest-based coalitions with other central cities and economically distressed parts of the state still play an important role.  However, terms limits have made these alliances, often cemented by powerful committee chairpersons, less reliable.  In addition, the increasing prosperity of New York City and Chicago has undermined the economic basis interest-based coalitions with distressed parts of the state.  


As cities have become more isolated politically they have been forced to rely upon ad hoc log rolls and (often Republican) governors to protect their interests.  Ad hoc log rolls are unreliable, forcing cities to reinvent the political wheel for every legislative session. Log rolls allow little planning and are notoriously ineffective in times of state fiscal retrenchment.  Governors often insist that the terms of an alliance be negotiated on their terms, rather than the cities’, and Republican governors are often unable to persuade enough Republican legislators to vote for bills that will benefit cities.  

The declining political power of cities in state legislatures suggests the need for new coalitional strategies and partners (Weir, 1996; 2000).  The obvious direction to turn to is new coalitions with suburbs.  Increasingly, suburbs experience the same problems as cities.  Objectively, fiscally stressed cities and mature suburbs share an interest in needs-based state aid and in smart growth policies to slow suburban sprawl.  Innovative leadership will be needed to build these coalitions.  One of our most striking findings is that big city mayors are not leading the way in metropolitan reform.  The mayors we studied were preoccupied with the immediate fiscal condition of city government.  Long-term metropolitan land use issues were not high on their agendas.  Most central cities have enjoyed new investment and growth in recent years, putting them in a different economic situation than most inner-ring suburbs.  When mayors did reach out to politically to suburbs, the suburbs were often reluctant to join for fear of being dominated by city interests.  

Our research shows only inklings of the city-suburban legislative coalitions based on objective common interests. We do not conclude from this that such coalitions are impossible, but rather that they are difficult and will require new leadership.  Where might such leadership come from? Our research suggests that state level actors – particularly Governors (including Republican Governors) - have a stronger and better understood interest in promoting regional cooperation than do many political actors within the region itself.  This interest flows both from the policy concern for the performance of the state economy as a whole and also from their position as state officeholders with a statewide electorate.  Leadership might also come from a legislative entrepreneur who is able to frame issues in a way that makes clear the common city-suburban interests and to structure coalitions around them.  Indeed, Myron Orfield has clearly played such a role within Minnesota. 
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	State
	% of state pop
	% of state pop
	% point
	% of pop. In
	% of pop. In
	% point

	
	In largest
	in largest 
	difference
	c.cities >250K
	 c.cities >250K
	difference

	
	central city
	central city
	
	
	
	

	
	1960
	2000
	2000-1960
	1960
	2000
	2000-1960

	1.  Alabama (AL) 
	10.4
	5.5
	-5.0
	10.4
	0.0
	-10.4

	2.  Alaska (AK) 
	19.6
	41.5
	22.0
	0.0
	41.5
	41.5

	3.  Arizona (AZ) 
	33.7
	25.7
	-8.0
	33.7
	35.2
	1.5

	4.  Arkansas (AR) 
	6.0
	6.9
	0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	5.  California (CA) 
	15.8
	10.9
	-4.9
	26.5
	27.2
	0.7

	6.  Colorado (CO) 
	28.2
	12.9
	-15.3
	28.2
	27.7
	-0.5

	7.  Connecticut (CT) 
	6.4
	4.1
	-2.3
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	8.  Delaware (DE) 
	21.5
	9.3
	-12.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	9.  Florida (FL) 
	5.9
	4.6
	-1.3
	11.4
	8.8
	-2.7

	10.  Georgia (GA) 
	12.4
	5.1
	-7.3
	12.4
	5.1
	-7.3

	11.  Hawaii (HI) 
	46.5
	30.7
	-15.8
	46.5
	30.7
	-15.8

	12.  Idaho (ID) 
	5.2
	14.4
	9.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	13.  Illinois (IL) 
	35.2
	23.3
	-11.9
	35.2
	23.3
	-11.9

	14.  Indiana (IN) 
	10.2
	13.0
	2.8
	10.2
	13.0
	2.8

	15.  Iowa (IA) 
	7.6
	6.8
	-0.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	16.  Kansas (KS) 
	11.7
	12.8
	1.1
	11.7
	12.8
	1.1

	17.  Kentucky (KY) 
	12.9
	6.4
	-6.4
	12.9
	12.8
	-0.1

	18.  Louisiana (LA) 
	19.3
	10.8
	-8.4
	19.3
	10.8
	-8.5

	19.  Maine (ME) 
	7.5
	5.0
	-2.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	20.  Maryland (MD) 
	30.3
	12.3
	-18.0
	30.3
	12.3
	-18.0

	21.  Massachusetts (MA) 
	13.5
	9.3
	-4.3
	13.5
	9.3
	-4.2

	22.  Michigan (MI) 
	21.3
	9.6
	-11.8
	21.3
	9.6
	-11.7

	23.  Minnesota (MN) 
	14.1
	7.8
	-6.4
	23.3
	13.6
	-9.7

	24.  Mississippi (MS) 
	6.6
	6.5
	-0.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	25.  Missouri (MO) 
	17.4
	7.9
	-9.5
	28.4
	14.1
	-14.3

	26.  Montana (MT) 
	8.2
	10.0
	1.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	27.  Nebraska (NE) 
	21.4
	22.8
	1.4
	21.4
	22.8
	1.4

	28.  Nevada (NV) 
	22.6
	23.9
	1.4
	0.0
	23.9
	23.9

	29.  New Hampshire (NH) 
	14.5
	8.7
	-5.9
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	30.  New Jersey (NJ) 
	6.7
	3.3
	-3.4
	11.2
	3.3
	-7.9

	31.  New Mexico (NM) 
	21.2
	24.7
	3.5
	0.0
	24.7
	24.7

	32.  New York (NY) 
	46.4
	42.2
	-4.2
	51.4
	43.7
	-7.7

	33.  North Carolina (NC) 
	4.4
	6.7
	2.3
	0.0
	10.1
	10.1

	34.  North Dakota (ND) 
	7.4
	14.1
	6.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	35.  Ohio (OH)
	9.0
	6.3
	-2.8
	28.0
	16.2
	-11.9

	36.  Oklahoma (OK) 
	13.9
	14.7
	0.7
	25.2
	26.1
	0.9

	37.  Oregon (OR) 
	21.1
	15.5
	-5.6
	21.1
	15.5
	-5.6

	38.  Pennsylvania (PA) 
	17.7
	12.4
	-5.3
	23.0
	15.1
	-7.9

	39.  Rhode Island (RI) 
	24.1
	16.6
	-7.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	40.  South Carolina (SC) 
	4.1
	2.9
	-1.2
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	41.  South Dakota (SD) 
	9.6
	16.4
	6.8
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	42.  Tennessee (TN) 
	13.9
	11.4
	-2.5
	13.9
	21.4
	7.5

	43.  Texas (TX) 
	9.8
	9.4
	-0.4
	29.6
	31.9
	2.3

	44.  Utah (UT)
	21.3
	8.1
	-13.1
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	45.  Vermont (VT) 
	9.1
	6.4
	-2.7
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	46.  Virginia (VA) 
	7.7
	6.0
	-1.7
	7.7
	6.0
	-1.7

	State
	% of state pop
	% of state pop
	% point
	% of pop. In
	% of pop. In
	% point

	
	in largest
	in largest 
	difference
	c.cities >250K
	 c.cities >250K
	Difference

	
	central city
	central city
	
	
	
	

	
	1960
	2000
	2000-1960
	1960
	2000
	2000-1960

	47.  Washington (WA) 
	19.5
	9.6
	-10.0
	19.5
	9.6
	-9.9

	48.  West Virginia (WV) 
	4.6
	3.0
	-1.6
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	49.  Wisconsin (WI) 
	18.8
	11.1
	-7.6
	18.8
	11.1
	-7.7

	50.  Wyoming (WY) 
	13.2
	10.7
	-2.5
	0.0
	0.0
	0.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	0.0

	TOTALS
	15.8
	12.4
	-3.4
	12.9
	11.8
	-1.1
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� City of Clinton v. Cedar Rapids and Missouri River Railroad Co., 24 Iowa 455-475 (1968)


� In addition, those least able to succeed in the job market and therefore left on the welfare rolls are concentrated in cities, putting additional expenditures pressures on city governments (Allen and Kirby, 2000).


� An important exception to this is the work of a group of political scientists at the University of Michigan who have examined bills affecting cities introduced into the lower houses of legislatures in seven states between 1870-1997 (Burns and Gamm, 1997; Allard, Burns & Gamm, 1998; Burns, Evans, Gamm, and McConnaughy, 2002).  


� In his latest book, American Metropolitics (2002), Orfield amends his hypothesis about coalitions in state legislatures among different parts of metropolitan areas, arguing that “affluent job centers” are also among the strongest supporters of metropolitan reforms.  Their support is motivated not by fiscal stress but by the fear that present patterns of development will damage the environment and undermine the quality of their lives, especially by generating traffic congestion (Orfield, 2002, 44-46).  


� Annette Steinacker found positive correlations between residence in distressed California suburbs and voting for seven statewide propositions in support of metropolitan reform, but the correlations were weak and “the specific demographic characteristics that are critical are not clear-cut” (Steinacker, 2001).  


� Home rule has not freed cities from micromanagement by state legislatures.  Revisionist legal historians argue that home rule has not meant a hands off approach by legislatures but rather an effort to empower some functions while restricting others (Frug, 1980; 1999, ch. 2; Barron, 2003).   Frug and Barron may be exaggerating city “powerlessness” (Krane and Rigos, 2000), but it is clear that states still exercise substantial legal authority over cities. 


� New York City was ranked as the 10th largest lobbying operation in Albany (Roy, 2001), but that is deceptive because NYC cannot make campaign contributions like the other lobbying groups.  


� Until their elimination in 1983, Illinois had multi-member districts that ensured Republican representation from the city.


� In the House the vote was similar.  The final vote on the conference committee bill was 67 in favor and 43 opposed, with 20 Democrats joining 47 Republicans in favor and 31 Democrats and 12 Republican opposed.  All 13 of the Detroit city representatives voted in opposition, but they were also joined by eight suburban Democratic representatives.   The one Republican representative from Detroit city favored passage as did 18 of the 19 suburban GOP House members.  Outside of the Detroit area, 13 Democrats and 28 Republicans favored the prohibition, while 10 Democrats and 11 Republicans opposed.    


� The Center for Public Integrity reports that lobbyists spent $570 million in 2000 lobbying state legislators, an increase of 91 percent from 1995 when fewer states reported (Dunbar and Rush, 2002).   
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