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Running the Gity for the People

By Eve Bach, Nicholas R. Carbone, and Pierre Clavel

Urban renewal, the federal highway
program, Model Cities, community
action, and later programs developed
in the last decade came into existence
under an umbrella of planning, and
they each demanded, and provided
support for, planning staffs. But even
as these programs have been eclipsed
by fiscal restraint, a new kind of plan-
ning has emerged in several cities. In
the face of fiscal cutbacks, these cities
pioneered redistributive policies while
other cities cut back services ever more
severely.* Berkeley, Calif., and Hart-
ford, Conn., are striking examples of
planning and implementation under
progressive majorities. Their plan-
ning, more than most, expressly fo-
cused on the interests of relatively
disadvantaged groups, on challenging
the agendas of elite-oriented planhing,
and on institutional innovation careful-
ly adapted to local circumstances.

*For example, Cleveland elected populist
Mayor Dennis Kucinich and for two years
experienced a number of progressive admin-
istrative initiatives—many of them based on
earlier advocacy in the City Planning Depart-
ment. Madison, Wisc., Burlington, Vt., and
Santa Monica, Calif., are other cases in point.

EVE BACH is special assistant to the
City Manager, Berkeley, Calif. NICH-
OLAS R. CARBONE is at the Hartford
Policy Center. Pierre CLAVEL is pro-
Jessor of city and regional planning,
Cornell University. This article is
adapted from “'Progressive Planning:
A Report from Berkeley and Hart-
ford,”” Working Papers in Planning
51, Cornell University.
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HARTFORD AND BERKELEY
Progressive planning developed in dif-
ferent ways in each place. In Hartford,
there had been competent and vigorous
staff work since at least the mid-1960s,
but the major growth in planning came
after 1969 as a new coalition of neigh-
borhood activists and liberals gained
seats in the city council. By the early
1970s this group had gained effective
political leadership of the city and
began making key administrative ap-
pointments. From the beginning, they
were conscious of their neighborhood
constituency and the desperate eco-
nomic and fiscal obstacles to survival
as a community. Hartford was a major
insurance, banking, and government
center, but its population was primari-
ly poor white ethnics, Blacks, and
Puerto Ricans who provided 43 per-
cent of Connecticut’s welfare case-
load. A Brookings Institution study
found the economic disparity between
the city and its suburbs to be the third
worst in the nation. In these circum-
stances the council majority led by
Nicholas Carbone vowed a policy of
advocacy on behalf of the have-nots,
and argued the legitimacy of using
all the resources of local government
in pursuit of that policy. They were
to develop and implement this policy
through the decade, until their defeat
at the polls in 1979.

In Berkeley, the progressives for
many years had minority represen-
tation in the city council, prior to
moving into a leadership role in 1979.
This began with the election of Ron
Dellums—now Berkeley’s U.S. Con-

gressman—in 1967. The progressives
used their minority position to advo-
cate the use of public capital for co-
operative housing, economic develop-
ment, and community-based energy
and social-service programs. They de-
signed these programs in the 1970s as
city resources were expanding, and
capital accumulation could take place
at the margin of growth. In April 1979
the citizens of Berkeley elected five
progressive city officials: the May-
or—Gus Newport; three council mem-
bers—Florence MacDonald, Veronika
Fukson, and John Denton; and the City
Auditor—Anna Rabkin. The three
council members plus the Mayor com-
prised a near majority in the nine-
person council because they had the
frequent support of a then-unaffiliated
member, Carol Davis. In 1979 this
group set about implementing some of
the programs that had been part of
progressive platforms for over a de-
cade. This period of progressive influ-
ence lasted two years. The 1981 elec-
tion was swept by more conservative
candidates who have regained control
of the city council.

Intense planning over a long period
of time marked both the Hartford and
Berkeley groups. This planning was
marked by a commitment to redistribu-
tion, which distinguished the Hartford
and Berkeley progressive leadership
from the ‘‘liberal’’ ideals that pre-
vailed in a great many other cities with
equally impoverished constituencies.
The Hartford and Berkeley leadership
aimed to serve the poor quite openly
and publicly. The result was that they

15


Social Policy, Vol. 12, No. 3


AJI'10d TVIDOS

pue diysiaumo drjqnd ‘Suisnoy aaness
-dooo ‘[onuos ssn-pue| pooyroqygisu
10} QWaYds B {[ONUOD JUdI papn[oul
asay] ‘pamotiloj ey sresodoad jo 3si|
3y} pazuIv)deIRYD UoIRWI0) [BIded J0)
a[a11724 © se A315 ay3 uisn Jo uonou 3y)
pue ‘jonuod yendod Surzijeuonnnsui
PIEMO) SALIP ) ‘S[BOS 2AIINQLISIPAI
Jo uoneurqwod SIyy ‘[onuod remndod
01 ‘A[jeusioy ised] e “109[qns Sureq
0} uonippe ut ‘sesudiaiua sanonpoid
desado pue umo pue ‘[ended molioq
‘A1011119) xouue ‘Auadoid umo ‘xey 0
1amod oy pey Koy :jeides Jo 2onos
e se A110 9y} uo sem siseydwo urew
oY) ‘owin ay) 1y “s[eod 9sayl 109))9
0} 9[21Y2A B JULIDYO SB SAD MBS A3Y ],

‘Zurpohoar asem
01 uonnyjod [elLHSNPUl WOIJ ‘SWa]
-qold [eyucWIUCIIAUS JO 181 Suo| ®
Uyl wrouoo fpue] - - - saonsnl
-ut ised £jnoar o) swesSoxd oo
pue ‘USWOM pUB SIULIOUIU IIUY)D
JoJ sweidoxd uonoe-aAleULILJE 10]
**  KJJop1d pue pajqesip oY) ‘Sunok
sy quarsuen Ay ‘100d poAIIsIap
-un 9y} 01 $IJIAIIS [BID0S 921} 10§
uoddns - - - s1sumoswoy [ews pue
s13ua1 Auew s _AND ay) Jo uonis
-od srwouoss 2y sao1duwit 0 $110§19

SB SUONI[BOD 2AISSAIT
-oxd oy Jo sjeos ayy parerdinut Kayy,

10Ul SUTRUIDL
amonns ayl nq *doy ayy e uon
-1sod 10 1oyjoue Jno safpnu sqeod
Teprwits yim dnois auo a1aym “syyiys
[eonrjod [euonusauod 10y sanbiu
-4d3] PIOAE 0] Pall} aAeY Iy "Iomod
s.apdoad jo wyeas fenusjod 10 [e
-n1oe 3y} SuIpuIXI ‘ULIO)aI “ISIWLIO]
-aJuou Jo ‘reimpdnys Jo sojdwexo

se mes A9y} Jeyl sO1dv) papujd
-ut sioyine ay ], -sweidoxd pue Lorjod
3AUBISQNS UM SO[30B} JO UOISSNOSIP
paulquod yarym—9o/61 ut paystjgnd
I 19 ‘ydeqg ‘g Aq ‘yyvom sam)
2y jooq e Ajqeiou jsow-—uonisod
-do ur sousnadxa s1y) woiy padows
£891B1)S [[R12A0 JO SIUSWIAILIS d1IqNg
‘[013U0D JudI pue
‘SUOISSIUIWOD pue spIeoq Ao uo uoned
-tonred uaznio pausyiSuans ‘suswdo
-{aaap Sursnoy mau ur SuISnoY awodu1
-9]BIOPOW PUB -MO[ 10} SIUdWIinbax
A1euorsnjour ‘uonijowap Suisnoy 1940
S[ONUOD ‘UOISSIWIWIOd M3ITA3L ddtjod
UBI[IAID B PAYSI[EISD JBY) SOANIBIIUL S10

-10A 3Y) 210J3q pase[d y)g seonoexd
pue sarrjod Ao ofueyo o) ssooosd
sAnRnNIUl 3Y) pasn A[Injssadons os[e
vDd ‘wswuraaod Ao ur uonedon
-Ted Ayourwt Jo apedap sy3 Suun(g
‘[tounos ayy uo Ayuourw
aatssaidord oy Jo spuewap 2alssoid
-8e o) 0) da139p JurdyIUSIS € 01 0P
pouad sip Jump sured uonoe-sanew
-1jje pidel opew K310 Jy) ‘vonippe uj
-aaneradoo)) Suisnoy puefs| oaeg oy
se yons ‘sweadoxd sy jo swos poddns
03 [1oUno0d JueIdN|a1 B AnssaId o} o[qe
sem yOd “wswuwoaod £110 jo sjutod
[01U0O [BUID 3y} 9pISINO Wwoly Fune
-Jodo sweroud ojeredss jo uoissaoons
® paonpoxd 1t papasaxd jey) suonieod
TB[IWIS pue (yD{) Uondy suszni)
Aspvjreg ‘pourad jeyr Suung -gL61
JO $3LI0JIA [IDUNOD 112Y) [1UN [96]
woyy uonisod Ajuourw B wory pajess
-do $2010J oarssarSod “Aspyiag uj
"3uisnoy o1 uonIppe Ul ‘sIAYI0 pue
‘uonoe dAneWIJR uBQINgns ‘sSpunj
Aemy31y [eIopay ‘aJejjom UO :Swie]d
9ANNQLNSIPAI §, PIOJLIEH 0] 98D §)1 01
-qnd axewW 0] [1oUNOS oY) PaMO[[R pue
‘SONSSI IAYI0 UO SGINGNS UL K110 UIIM]
-9q uonenogau 10 1x23u02 € papiaoid
JEIBYS UT [nJSS300NS Sem Iins 2y ], “sued
Suisnoy-awooul-mo] aenbape pajij jou
PeY SUMO) 350U} 25NBI3Q SIUBIC) Yoo[g
woawdopad( ANunwiuio) Jo uonnq
-11s1p 3y dois 0} ‘sumo) ugqingns XIs
pue qNH suede £10 oy 4q 1ySnoiq
s v sem Jepnoeydads Jsopy -digsio
-pe9 p10JLIRH 3Y) Aq PIZNBWEIP dIom
‘suoneondunr  sannqgsipar  1ordxo
pue ao1dwin 112y Yiim ‘Seapr asay

‘spooyioq

-y31ou s, pIOJlIeY 9ZI[ENAdI O] ¢
‘plojireH jo Ao ay)

Jo yieay [eosy ay) aaoidwt o], ‘g
“SIUAPISAI PIOJIIRH
padojdwarapun pue pakojdwoun

JIoJ swoodul pue sqol asearour o], *|

193113, ojur saway) JuikIop
-un dY) umop psioq ‘syuawndop Sui
-pa3dons Y ‘yorym ‘siaded £otjod jo
soL1as & paydope A[jewlo} [ounoco sy
9,61 A[1ea Ul pue ‘Juanbaiy a1om sjuow
-are1s oljqnd Ing | . "ue|q pIojueH,, oY)
se 01 pajutod 9q p[nod ey JUBWNIOP
paysiiqnd U0 ou sem 2I9Yy] 'PIPIdU
atam Koy se 2001d Aq 9d91d pajes
-0QE[3 2I9M PUE ‘UOLIJB [1JUN0D Yim
Suore paaoad suerd Jone] assyl
‘sueyd juawdojoaap aan

91

-1s0d Jo 105 ® se [[om se ‘Ao oy Jo
asuadxa oy Je Juswdojeasp ueqingns
s3eInoous pmom jeyy sorijod uone)
-lodsuer; ssewr pue s{emysiy pue jusw
-do[oAsp [ernsnpur ueqingns Yoo[q o)
uone3ur popnjoul jey ASojens uon
-epiodsuen) pue asn pue| e sem puo
SIU1 03 A9Y 9Y], 'SWOdUI I8BIIOUI O)
sem £891e1)s PUOODS QY "WASAS Pooy
ANUNWIWOd B pUB UOHBAIISUOD AZ10ud
SB Uons suIdsAs 901a19s-o1qnd 2an
-BAOUUI JO $OLIS B yInoay) Ao oy
urgim - SuIAll JO 3S02 9y} 3dnpal 0)
sem su(Q) ‘sargojens rofew om} padopaa
-9p [19UN0D 3y} ‘SISA[RUE SIY) WOI]
“9JUIBIP TeY)
dn oyew 03 sonuoAaI €1 9Y) PuUl] p[NOd
Ao oyy Kem ou sem 213y] “1eak 1od
876G 1$ Jo 98rIaae ue £q piepueisqns
1am (00°‘8sT Jo uonendod oy jo
1uad13d 19 Jo saWodU! Y} BY) PIMOYS
[9A3] uoneatidop sonsnel§ Ioqeq Jo
neaing oY) 0) saIngij Snsud uone|
-ndod gz61 Suuredwo) -[ounos Ao
ayi 10j ssoenbopeur 9say) payLER[D
90UBWI0JI3 ] [edIdtUnpA uo j1oUN0)) )
Aq s1sAjeue uy "19)ays pue ‘Suiylop
‘pooj :s[enuassa o1seq I0j Aed 01 Juom
aaey 3w A3y Kue ‘ewoour aenba
-peut pey A5y ], "UONEBAIDAI JOJ ‘Y[Bay
Ioj ‘Suisnoy 103 Apisqns papasu jey)
uone[ndod e seam I -owoour Jo SULIY)
ur euidrewr sem uoneindod s £110 oy,
"SPOOYIOQUIIOU JWOS Ul 32I0] HIoM
Y jo udorad (g 100 “yuswhopdus
-un 3y} Jjo ageusosiad 1s0ySiy oy pey
plojuey ‘sjuopisal Ao £q ploy a1om
000°81 A[uo ‘sumol Surpunouns 1o
ur sqol 00086 Ul JO "SIUSPISAI K310
a13m 000°vE ATUO ‘spL6] ) Jo Suwu
-wi3aq oy 1 adoad opO“HET JO 9010)
yiom Funsixs ayy JO ‘sqol Suumnjoen
-uBW ()00 Q] 19A0 1SO] pey pIojuey
'sqInqgns pue 319 usam)aq ansst [euoy
-nquusip e a1am swopqoid smwouoss
IS Yolym 0] U)X SY) pue SUdp
-1sa1 £313 3uioey uoissardop S1WIOU0d
3y} JO JUANXI JY) YIoq Yim [IOUN0D
oy3 passaxdwi satpnys oy, ‘uopovIaIUI
pooyroqy3iau Jo 10] B PIA[OAUL JBY)
ssa001d Suruuerd sont) [opojy Iesk
-0M1 ® pue ‘00 Jo 99apwwo),, e
Aq paredaid uoroy jo ueld ® ussq pey
210y [, *A3a1e13S )N [1RISP O SIsA[euUE JO
$ILI3S B 43NOIy) PIAOW [1OUN0d K310 3Y)
‘sjou-aaey 21 10 A58I0APE JO uonisod
[e1ouad e woiy Juide)s ‘piojirey uf
‘3uruuerd sarssaioad pue ‘orqnd
‘onoqiuis ‘uado jo jo[ ' aunb pip



I
A general principle
behind much of the
Hartford innovation

was that of substituting
local organization for
expensive bureaucratic
and professional
agencies.
|

control of electric power, telephones,
and cable TV; proposals for generating
cooperative and municipal businesses;
a city-operated bank; redistributive tax
and fee measures; and the develop-
ment of increased community partici-
pation in and control of various kinds
of social services.

In summary, both the Hartford and
Berkeley groups articulated public
plans and principles that set their agen-
das and guided their actions. Both
rejected the idea that private-sector
forces were the main engine of eco-
nomic welfare and instead opted for
public ownership, enterprise, regula-
tion, and services in major ways. They
differed in that the Hartford group
began with political leadership, while
the Berkeley coalition spent a decade
in opposition positions. In both cases,
policy was to develop out of actions,
but they were different kinds of action.
In Berkeley, policies evolved from
outside of government, from minority-
based actions. In Hartford, policies
evolved in the course of substantial
control of government over a long
period of time. Moreover, the back-
ground was different in each case:
Berkeley was less pressed by eco-
nomic decline, though it shared the
problems of fiscal stress in govern-
ment, particularly when BCA came
into power at the end of the 1970s.

HARTFORD:

FROM INVESTMENT TO
SERVICE STRATEGIES

In each place, the combination of re-
distributive policies and plans and the
opportunities and challenges of in-
volvement in city administration re-
sulted in an extraordinary record of

WINTER 1982

innovation. Some of the new institu-
tions and practices, particularly those
implemented early in the 1970s, were
the results of exploitation of federal
funding resources, in addition to pri-
vate investment projects carried over
from previous years. But the essence
of the innovation was the use of public
policy to redirect private priorities. In
Hartford, this occurred through public
pressure on the tax structure, through
a public land development policy, and
through the development of new and
reorganized public services.

The City as Tax Reformer

In 1978, a state-mandated property-tax
reassessment was confronting Hart-
ford with two kinds of effects: a shift of
tax burden from neighborhoods that
had been experiencing deterioration to
those where some reinvestment had
been occurring, and an overall shift
from business to residential properties.
There was the basis for fragmentation
of interests and conflict. White ethnic
community leaders, representing the
areas whose assessments would go up,
called for the city council to throw out
the revaluation. Black political leaders
and civil-rights activists would not
stand for any talk of a delay in im-
plementing the new scheme—which
would have reduced assessments in
their neighborhoods. Municipal un-
ions were mainly concerned about the
prospects of revaluation shifting the
tax burden from business and commer-
cial property to homeowners—fueling
a taxpayers’ revolt, they feared, that
could lead to massive budget cuts and
layoffs. Business leaders argued that
their property was overassessed, and
wanted an immediate revaluation to
lower their property assessments.

In this climate, the council leader-
ship set out to reach the fairest possible
solution to the revaluation dilemma.
They caused legislation to be intro-
duced in the state legislature cover-
ing several resolutions of the problem
without committing the city to any
one, simply to buy time. They then
began meeting with the groups con-
cerned. They pointed out to the Black
leaders that, even if the reassessment
achieved a redistribution of burden
to the relatively better-off residential
neighborhoods, their taxes would still

go up if the shift from business assess-
ments went through. They talked to the
white ethnic groups about the delete-
rious effects on Black neighborhoods
if they continued to bear their pres-
ent disproportionate burden, and got
them to agree to the principle of equi-
ty among homeowners regardless of
neighborhood. The city council then
filed a new bill in the legislature,
which fixed the total tax bill that would
be paid by homeowners after revalu-
ation at 14.6 percent, the same propor-
tion contributed by residential prop-
erty before revaluation.

At this point, the Hartford leader-
ship had gotten preliminary agreement
on a solution to revaluation that would
satisfy the different neighborhoods
and, potentially, the public-sector un-
ions. But they faced heavy opposition
in the legislature. They then encour-
aged the formation of the Citizens
Lobby to apply pressure to the state
legislature. Municipal unions then ral-
lied around the bill, and many city
employees, over 3,000 of them resid-
ing in the suburbs, began to work in
their neighborhoods urging neighbors
to contact their state representatives
and senators in support of the bill.

The key to passage, however,
would be business support. At one
meeting with representatives of the
Greater Hartford Chamber of Com-
merce, city leaders’ arguments were
to no avail: the chamber’s executive
committee voted to oppose any effort
to defer shifting the tax burden from
business to residential property. Car-
bone then sent a telegram to each
member of the chamber executive com-
mittee, repeating the urgency of the
situation and asking for face-to-face
meetings among business leaders,
community people, and local elected
officials. Citizens Lobby members
made similar requests of the chief
executive officers of the city’s largest
corporations. As a result, some corpo-
rate leaders changed their positions,
agreeing to remain neutral in the up-
coming legislative battle.

Despite this, some business leaders
remained adamantly opposed. Com-
munity leaders began demonstrating
against the business community, de-
manding that no more public money
be used for downtown improvements.
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partner in commercial and housing
ventures. They asked the legislature
for changes in the law to make it
possible to do this: for any develop-
ment over $10 million they proposed
to negotiate the taxes for up to seven
years in return for one percent of gross
rentals. If the city was to give tax
deferrals for risky ventures, it want-
ed to participate in the profits later.
They then formulated the City and
Town Development Act, which went
through the legislature in 1975, pro-
viding that the city could fix taxes for
up to 20 years, own real estate, and
lease it to businesses. The city could
build factories, and it could use in-
dustrial-revenue bonds for a sinking
bond for up to two years, resulting in
somewhat cheaper rates to build fac-
tories, or housing. Thus the city was
in the real-estate business. With that
the city took ownership of an old
abandoned Korvettes department store
and leased it to American Airlines.
This brought 1,000 jobs into the city,
with the American Airlines office
plus—as a condition of the lease—the
use of the first two floors for small
businesses.

The city also began to restructure
administrative budgets and service de-
livery systems. It gave greater atten-
tion to education functions, adding
400 positions to the Board of Educa-
tion payrolls, while subtracting 200
from the police and fire departments,
200 from public works. It initiated
new school dental, lunch, and break-
fast programs—an indirect income sub-
sidy—while replacing teachers with
paraprofessionals with local-residen-
cy requirements. It redirected $1.5
million of Community Development
Block Grant funds, traditionatly used
for capital investments, toward the
school system.

Nonservice Options
A general principle behind much of the
Hartford innovation was that of substi-
tuting local organization for expensive
bureaucratic and professional agen-
cies. The city council began to encour-
age citizen participation, not just in
policy decisions but in performance—
in the actual delivery of services to
residents.

They began with the police depart-
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ment, instituting neighborhood police
teams that were assigned to specific
districts, in a return to the old ‘‘cop
on the beat’’ theory that it was help-
ful for police officers and residents to
know and respect one another. Every
two weeks, neighborhood representa-
tives met with police team leaders to
talk about problem areas. One police
lieutenant told Carbone that he initial-
ly resisted neighborhood demands to
crack down on street prostitution. Five
and a half years behind a desk down-
town had taught him that prostitu-
tion is a victimless crime that should
be ignored by the police. Residents
who lived with the problem saw it
differently. And he found that as the
amount of street prostitution declined,
so did the number of muggings, as-
saults, and other violent crimes. Bur-
glaries and drug traffic also declined.
That kind of experience began to gen-
erate feelings of mutual respect and
cooperation between police officers
and residents.

In some neighborhoods, residents
became even more directly involved in
crime prevention efforts. Street ob-
server programs put citizen foot-patrol
teams in direct radio contact with po-
lice officers in the area. Other neigh-
borhood groups went door-to-door,
with police officers, to help people
engrave their valuables with identifi-
cation numbers and offer suggestions
on how to improve the security of their
houses and apartments.

One of the neighborhood policy ad-
visory committees sponsored a cul-
tural awareness night, which brought
together police officers and their
families and people who lived in the
neighborhood. More than 300 people
attended this social event, which in-
cluded ethnic music and a dinner of
soul food and Puerto Rican dishes.
Previously, police officers and resi-
dents of that neighborhood had viewed
each other with hostility. The team
police concept was beginning to
change this attitude. They now began
to see each other as allies with com-
mon goals.

Similar efforts were made to bring
local residents into the provision of
recreation services. Over 40 percent of
the city’s part-time recreation leaders
had been suburban residents, but Hart-

ford created a neighborhood incentive
program that allowed residents to plan
and operate their own activities. If
someone in a neighborhood wanted to
teach a class in oil painting, for exam-
ple, he or she would submit a propos-
al to a neighborhood planning group.
If it appeared that the person was
qualified and there would be suffi-
cient interest to warrant a class in oil
painting, the resident would be paid
to teach the class. This system in-
volved far more people and offered a
greater variety of recreational activi-
ties than the former, more traditional
program. Classes developed in cross-
country skiing, squash, acting, weav-
ing, the guitar, vegetarian cooking,
and hundreds of other areas.

Citizen Participation

By the middie of the 1970s, it was
apparent that public and private invest-
ment, and consequent employment,
would not by itself solve Hartford’s
personal income problems. Nor was it
possible to raise the flow of public
funds into the city. Federal categorical
programs like urban renewal and Mod-
el Cities were cut back; what had been
an $18 million yearly subsidy was cut
to $10.8 million in 1970, then $6
million under the Community Devel-
opment Block Grant formulae. The
limited fiscal resources that had greet-
ed the city council in 1969 got even
tighter, and an economic development
study in 1979 counted a net decrease
of 196 person-years since 1972 de-
spite large increases in federal operat-
ing subsidies. The problem was how
to manage decline, not growth. The
property-tax base could not be raised,
there was inflation pressure on taxpay-
ers and landlords, so that the popula-
tion was generally getting poorer. In
1974 the city canceled its capital ex-
penditures for police cruisers to cover
welfare costs, and the council increas-
ingly directed its efforts at turning
programs toward the objective of sup-
plementing local family incomes. The
city wrote its housing assistance plan
under Section 8 of the Housing Act so
that all subsidies would go to existing
rental units rather than the construction
of new housing—a move dictated by
the pressure on family incomes and
threats of landlord abandonments.
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When Berkeley Citizens
Action moved into a
position of influence in
1979, it moved into the
driver’s seat just as the
needle on the gas gauge
moved toward empty.

-

regressive (as much as 2 percent of
project costs for small projects and
less than .002 percent for very large
ones) to a flat rate (about 1.4 percent
of project costs). In addition the
committee recommended charging
a fee for fire inspections of business-
es and industries for which no fee
had ever been charged.

3. Activities supported by spe-
cial funds were charged for their use
of city services. The most important
example was the City Marina Fund,
which had generated healthy sur-
pluses over the years that could only
be spent in the marina area. This
had led to expenditures for luxuri-
ous facilities in the yacht basin.
State regulations did not allow these
funds to be utilized elsewhere in
the city but did allow the city to
be reimbursed for fire, police, ac-
counting, and other administrative
services it provided. This reim-
bursement had not been previously
required.

4. Additional revenue was also
generated from automobile disin-
centives. Parking meters in an upper-
income commercial area, increased
meter rates, and long-overdue in-
creases in parking violations fines
were all put forward by the Budget
Committee.

After its first heroic six weeks, the
Budget Committee continued to meet.
Members of the committee, as well as
those from the city’s 30 other citizen
boards, were invited to participate in
the budget discussions between the
City Manager and city departments.

In its second year, the Budget Com-
mittee took the initiative in present-
ing a new tax to the voters of Berkeley
for their approval. Under Proposition
13, California localities are prohibited
from raising the ad valorum property-
tax rate at all and can only institute
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other new taxes with the approval of
two-thirds of the voters. Working with
another citizen body, the Board of
Library Trustees, the Budget Com-
mittee designed a new tax based on
the floor area of buildings to support
the city libraries. A sample survey
indicated that this method was feasi-
ble to implement and generally pro-
gressive. The progressivity was re-
inforced by writing in a split rate. The
tax, which requires residential proper-
ty owners to pay 2.3 cents per square
foot and commercial and industrial
property owners to pay 3.5 cents per
square foot, was approved by almost
70 percent of the voters in June 1980.
While the main emphasis of the tax is
its support of library services, all other
services in the city receive support
indirectly, since dollars from the Gen-
eral Fund that would otherwise support
the library have been liberated.

Rent Stabilization and

Eviction Control

From the very earliest years of its
history, the progressive coalition in
Berkeley had worked to regulate the
rental housing market. The history
includes an interesting mixture of suc-
cesses and failures. Berkeley’s first
rent-control ordinance was put on the
ballot through the initiative process in
1972, and passed with 51 percent ap-
proval. It was subsequently overturned
in court as unconstitutional. Oppo-
nents had successfully argued that it
was unfair to legislate rent control by
plebiscite, since there were more ten-
ants than landlords among the voters.
A second attempt to gain rent regula-
tion through the polls in 1977 failed to
gain majority support.

Then, in the aftermath of Proposi-
tion 13, Berkeley—along with numer-
ous other California cities—voted in a
mild form of regulation in 1978 by
requiring property owners to return a
portion of their Proposition 13 proper-
ty-tax savings to their renters. It pre-
vented rent increases for months, and
the issue of whether the controls on
rent increases would be extended and
institutionalized on a permanent basis
was pivotal in the 1979 city elections.
BCA candidates favored rent control;
the other group opposed it.

When BCA gained its four seats,

there was an immediate commitment
from the nonaffiliated swing voter on
the council to support rent regulation.

The next major task that BCA coun-
cil members undertook after passage
of the first budget was the develop-
ment of an ordinance that would stabi-
lize rents and protect tenants from
unfair evictions. By late fall, a far-
reaching ordinance had gained council
approval. However, the City Charter
required a second reading after several
weeks.

While the ordinance was awaiting
its second reading, property owners,
realtors, and others opposed to rent
control were on the streets collecting
signatures to have the ordinance nulli-
fied. Berkeley was reminded, for the
third time in less than 20 years, of a
powerful feature in the City Charter,
whereby a smali number of voters (10
percent of those voting for Mayor in
the last election) can petition against
an ordinance passed by the city coun-
cil. When presented with the signa-
tures, the council can either repeal the
ordinance or place it on the ballot at the
next regularly scheduled election. If
the council chooses to take the issue to
the voters, the ordinance does not go
into effect until after it has gained their
approval.

Previously this provision of the char-
ter had been used in the early 1960s
to overturn the council-approved fair-
housing ordinance. During the 1970s,
the city’s progressive forces turned to
this charter requirement to overturn the
council’s decision refusing to study the
feasibility of municipalizing the pri-
vately owned electric- distribution sys-
tem. (The study indicated it would
indeed be feasible; given the actual
rate of inflation since the study was
performed, it turns out the study un-
derestimated the feasibility. Acquisi-
tion of the system was, however, twice
rejected by Berkeley voters.)

When rent-control opponents turned
to petitions with the requisite number
of signatures (collected from some
people who believed they were signing
in favor of rent control), the BCA
council members had to develop a
strategy that would extend the soon-to-
expire rent regulations in effect until a
permanent ordinance could be passed
in the June 1980 election. It was very
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Liberal governments
have always been
theoretically in favor of
“‘citizen participation,”’
but Berkeley and
Hartford actively
encouraged it, tapping

a source of energy,
creativity, and support.
|

Berkeley approach, however, is Al-
len’s belief that the problems had to be
solved by the people working for the
city. Solutions designed by the people
who face the problems can be carried
out in a way that the ideas of an outside
consultant—no matter how creative—
are unlikely to be.

Public Services Committees

The Labor-Management-Citizen Pub-
lic Services Committee Project is a
collaborative effort involving the city
of Berkeley, unions representing city
employees (SEIU Locals 535 and 390,
IBEW Local 1245, and the Berkeley
Firefighters Association), and mem-
bers of citizen commissions and citi-
zen organizations. The thrust of the
program is to focus the attention of the
three parties on the overriding problem
they share—that is, how to maintain
and improve the delivery of municipal
services in an environment of fiscal
scarcity.

The Public Services Committees
provide a cooperative, nonadversarial
forum for identifying service delivery
and work organization problems and
solutions to those problems. The Proj-
ect supplements but does not super-
sede the collective-bargaining agree-
ment between the city and the unions.
A unique feature of the Project’s ap-
proach is to involve citizens, the con-
sumers of city services, in the collabo-
rative labor-management work review
process.

The locus of the Project’s work is in
discrete work units in different city
departments, where three-sided Public
Services Committees are being estab-
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lished to identify and rectify problems
in work organization and service deliv-
ery. A three-sided city-wide coordi-
nating committec makes broad policy
for the Project and monitors and sup-
ports the functioning of the work-site
committees. The Project was suggest-
ed by the Citizens’ Budget Review
Commission in November 1979. Since
that time, dozens of well-attended in-
formational and exploratory meetings
have cleared the way for the enthusias-
tic commitment of all three parties to
the Project.

CITIZEN ACTION IN AND

OUT OF OFFICE

Clearly, progressive ideas infused
both cities’ administrations. In Hart-
ford and Berkeley, progressive move-
ments depended on local organizing
efforts. Hartford’s Citizens Lobby had
city hall support, as did Berkeley’s
Citizen Budget Committee, but these
were only the most dramatic, peak-
level examples of what was a much
more widespread phenomenon. Lib-
eral governments have always been
theoretically in favor of ‘‘citizen par-
ticipation,’’ but Berkeley and Hart-
ford actively encouraged it, tapping
a source of energy, creativity, and
support. Thus, planning took on an
importance and role it had not had
previously. In Hartford, technical
planning analyses quantified and re-
inforced the premises of the general
advocacy policy, and then suggested
specific programs that the council
could pursue. In Berkeley, plans were
elaborated in opposition that were only
partially carried out later, but they
nevertheless served to punctuate a gen-
erally progressive agenda.

Now out of power, the Hartford and
Berkeley progressives face the ques-
tion of what legacy they leave. On the
one hand, there is the painful knowl-
edge that progressive municipal poli-
tics is an uphill struggle against great
odds. The most immediate difficulties
in both places came from the fiscal
pressures on city budgets. Proposition
13 in California and the generally in-
creasing gap between needs and rev-
enue sources in Hartford resulted in
very severe restrictions in local auton-
omy. This has meant that progressives

have to work very hard just to keep the
service levels of yesterday. The possi-
bilities for significant change are se-
verely diminished. Hartford’s experi-
ence clearly demonstrates the political
liability of redistribution at the mar-
gin of shrinkage. Berkeley’s begins to
show the liability that progressives
face when their fancy technical foot-
work does not keep up with an acceler-
ating crisis in public finance.

With electoral defeat, there was also
an awareness of the fragile nature of
most progressive innovations. Most
participants in the Hartford adminis-
tration dispersed after 1979, and many
innovative practices were reversed. In
Berkeley, the BCA retained a minority
position on the council, and it is not
yet clear what reverses will occur. But
in both places electoral defeat raised
the question of how to institutionalize
the changes that seemed to work. The
Hartford and Berkeley progressives
have had some permanent accomplish-
ments—a civic center in one case,
housing cooperatives in the other. The
long-term lease arrangements in Hart-
ford cannot be altered, and the experi-
ence of the Citizens Budget Review
Committee in Berkeley might be re-
membered for a while. But the en-
emies made by these arrangements
were probably better organized than
their friends were. And the general
structure of municipal practice in af-
firmative action, regulation, and pub-
lic enterprise can be dismantled rather
easily—and was in Hartford. These in-
novations requiring a continuing com-
mitment are easier to replace with more
traditional modes of government than
it is to initiate them in the first place.

Nevertheless, what had been
achieved made more sense for the
people who had been served—the ma-
jority—than the ‘‘moderate’ or even
reactionary themes adopted by their
successors. Future elections might
show this. Moreover, other cities, fac-
ing similar economic issues, have tried
to move in similar directions. Even as
BCA went down to defeat in Berkeley,
a rent-control coalition swept to victo-
ry in Santa Monica. There and in other
places, progressive administration will
continue to be tested and experience
will accumulate. Il
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