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partment, wid other public services, tiors is often g it and Tl
cient tnbalmce in the density and-quality of services among difterent
areas, .

In the context of a large-sealé and interdependent economic system
under the control of private capital, “autonomy becomes a lead weight for
the majority of cities, with only the most affluent towns able to creats

privilege from their formal independence. The political autonomy of

places, as well as the planning power this entails, reproduces and GXAEet-
ates the inequalities between places rather than leveling them” (Logan
and Molotch, 1987, p. 152).

These injustices have their primary source in the structural organiza-
tion of decisionmaking, While all of the problems of city life 1 have dis-
cussed in this section involve distributive issues, the full extent of oppres-
sion and domination they involve can be understood only by considering

culture and decisionmaking structures as they affect city geography, activ-
ities, and distributions.

EMPOWERMENT WITHOUT AUTONOMY

I have agreed with many participatory democratic theorists that democra-
tization of governmental and corporate decisionmaking is necessary to
undermine domination and oppression. Many theorists of participatory
democracy identify such democratization with the decentralization of
urban decisionmaking and the creation of small autonomous local commu-
nities. In this concluding section I shall challenge this model of democ-
racy, and argue instead that social justice involving equality among groups
who recognize and affirm one another in their specificity can best be real-
ized in our society through large regional governments with mechanisms
for representing immediate neighborhoods and towns.

To solve the problems of the domination of cities by state and corporate
bureaucracies, Gerald Frug (1980) recommends legal, economic, and so-
cial reforms that would vest in municipalities autonomous local control
over most of the activity within their borders. Decentralizing power and
giving real power to cities requires, in his view, the municipalization of
control over economic enterprise; the split between private and public
corporate power should be transcended, and cities should have real auton-
omous control over the major productive, financial, and commereial enti-
ties within their borders. As a first step, Frug recommends that control
over banking and insurance institutions be turned over to cities, which
thereby would gain real power over investment decisions and the direc-
tion of building and development, as well as revenue sources in profit-
making institutions. The purpose of such economic control, however, is to
decentralize state power, and create autonomous political entities inter-
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Muireay Bookehin, to take another exsinple, also calls for tl skl
irntion of economic activity and the creation of small, decentealized an
tnonios loeeal communities, whete peopleexperientce the rowards :_;,.:
{zenship through Tdeto-face interaction, discassion, M:E dee ﬁ:m:&wﬁm,
The tendency toward urban sprawl, corporate internationalism, and ?mm,
ical contralization and bureaucratization should be reversed. Zw::ixg
power should be institutionalized in a system of srallseale organic.oom
munities linked ondy by conlederative agreements, ove which no Z,::\E
state power is sovereign (Bookehin, 1987, pp. 245-70). Some :::,%,,5 .,»,
ers do not call for completely abolishing the state, but nevertheless take
decentratized local autonomy as a priority {e.g., Sunstein, 1989, pp. 24
26, Elkin, 1987, chap. T) ‘

There is much compelling about such visions, which fire_common
among democratic theorists critical of ;5 Eagan«n axt.ﬁ.:i? :_,E ﬁ,:?
reaucracy of contemporary advanced industrial society. CSW._GS,&,ﬁ&:.w
requires the development of grass-roots institutions of local discussion e
decisionmaking. Such democratization is meaningless unless the deci-
sions include participation in economic power. Investment and land use
will often cause or reinforce oppression when they are @c::.:;@ﬁ_ by pri-
vate corporate interests (see Elkin, 1987, pp. 174-80). Zweél_:(.?\ww,. w_
wish to question the common identification of gmﬂ.ﬁcauo.«‘ a..,\;r %,.,oss.: abs
ized power vested in autonomous local communities. It is necessary to
distinguish local empowerment from local autonomy:. N o

Writers who call for the creation of decentralized municipal units with
legal and economic antonomy rarely define Emn”mwm_..«, iru‘ﬁ 53‘. :.:m:., _,m
autonomy. For the sake of this discussion I will give ;.zam following, ,..::_,_r
meaning: An agent, whether individual or oc__mo».:d, is autonomous :ﬁ::h
degree that it has sole and final authority to decide on specific issuos ant v
actions, and no other agent has the right to interfere. Autonomy implies
sovereignty. A vision of decentralized democracy composed of small *.w:m
nicipalities exercising autonomous local control, :.ng ,S.EE mean at .?i
prima facie that citizens in each municipality decide their form of m:w..%:,
ment, what their rules and laws are, how their land and economic re-
sources will be used and invested, the character and extent of their publie

i and so on.
mm..ﬂmhm—ww ME serious problems, however, with this vision of .mmnc,:s‘...:ﬁ.;
democracy, which engage the deepest issues of social justice. :::J ..L_
ready discnssed how the existing autonomy of municipal zoning *::cx::.;
in B.EQ municipalities to exclude low-income people as Em:. as th .,5\
they might wish to have close to home. The w:.hozc-:ccm choice by ﬂ:,r_::..
municipalities not to run public transportation systems also excludes oy




solates poor wnd ol people. The mgonoms < tences of sibneban conn
mnities whlow those vonymunitiog to exploit the benefits of the ety with
ont providing avvthidng in retien,

If the whole society were to be organized as a confederation of antone:
mous municipalities, what woull prevent the
of individuals who do not live in the more privileged or mure powerful
communities? Can an adequate level of social and wellare services be
guaranteed for all individuals, for example; if one increases local auton-
omy (cf. Frankel, 1987, pp. 34-49)? Greater local antonomy would he
likely to produce even more exaggerated forms of the inequities that cug.
rent decentralization produces: the concentration of needy people in
those locales that provide the more extensive social and welfare services,
putting an increased burden on them which their productive and resource
base cannot meet, while other municipalities turn their backs on what
they do not consider their problem. What, moreover, is to prevent the
¢conomic exploitation of one municipality by another? If one municipal-
ity has a large source of water in an otherwise arid farming district, and
the others have nothing that municipality wants in return for use of the
water, they are likely to pay dearly, both in money and in political inde-
pendence, .

The problems of atomism are the same whether the atoms are individu-
als, households, or cities. At least since’ Hobbes it has been clear that
without a sovereign authority to mediate and regulate relations between
agents, there is nothing to prevent domination, exploitation, and oppres-
sion. Bookchin’s suggestion that a set of marketlike contracts or confeder-
ative agreements can prevent such domination and OpPpPression presumes
something even less true of municipalities than of individuals: that they
are equal in power, capacity, and resources. Where there are diverse and
unequal neighborhoods, towns, and cities, whose residents move in and
out of one another’s locales and interact in complex webs of exchange,
only a sovereign authority whose jurisdiction includes them all can medi-
ate their relations justly. .

1 do not mean to suggest that there is no room at all for local autonomy
as I have defined it. Certainly there is reason for a wide latitude of individ-
ual autonomy—a sphere of decisions which individuals have the sole right
to make, without interference from other agents, including state ‘author-
ity. There is also reason for collectivities to have such autonomy over a
certain range of decisions and activities. Clubs, production facilities,
stores, political parties, neighborhood committees, and towns all should
have autonomy over certain actions. For both individuals and collectivi-
ties one should apply a modified Millian test. Agents, whether individual
or collective, have the right to sole authority over their actions only if the

development of lurge-seale
inequality and injustice among commumities, and thereby the oppression

setivn sl ther consegueniesia o v Woa athees, (b danot bl
the wbalioe ol andividuoals o deeslop and peteiie thesr vagaotiis withis
the limite of notuad respect and conperation. and (e do not distermine
conditions o which other ageots wrd Gompellod to et These vondic
tiony make the Tt ol sotenomy. narrow ndeedsinaower, .m sugiest,
tor vollectivitios than for individuals. For the wetions of vollective agonbs

s more likely to aftect other agents in these ways than ace the sotivsal
individuals, . N :
The range of avtonomons action defined by these conditions is weces
sarily much narrower than the range our current legal svstem grantsdo
?.2%:1 corporations and munieipalities, 1t is :_m: much nareower than-that
recommended or implied by most theorists of ;..Q,c.%mw:smi demoeracy,
Such limitation of autonomy need not be a limitation of :wwg:wz( or power,
hawever, provided the bodies regulating the actions of :.:rﬁ%éx and
collectivities are democratic and participatory. The principle m:,:.ﬁrf
wherever actions aflect a plurality of agents in the ways 1 have ,,_(-:Hﬁ&:i,
all thuse agents should participate in deciding the actions and their con

ditions.

The writers'1 have referred to call for decentralization and _.:."m_ anbon
omy as a means of counteracting hierarchical %::Em:c:, alienation, aned
c.zk«wlemm:mmm. But it'is democratization that confronts those _:p:r_,c:.?
and democratization does not entail decentralization into small upits &
autonomous local control. Governmental authority mra:E become more
empowering but also more encompassing than municipal government is
now, A . ,

Autonomy is a closed concept, which emphasizes n.«::ﬁ.__v,. .,f.w_._z_:__.,
the right to keep others out and to prevent them from interfering in deci-
sions and actions. Autonomy refers to privacy, in just the sense :::. cor:
porations are private in our current legal system. .: m.ro:E be %,ﬁ:,T
guished from empowerment, which I define as glﬁ%mﬁw: ofan agent in
mmcmﬂc::_mxm:m through an effective voice and vote. Justice wm.@:.nm m?:
each person should have the institutionalized means to wm_.ﬂnéﬁm nmwcw
tively in the decisions that affect her or his action and the acsm_:cﬁ.sk
that action. Empowerment is an open concept, a oc:nmcm of ﬁ:_w_:,,zw
rather than privacy. Agents who are empowered é:r.m voice to %mc:,,,,,
ends and means of collective life, and who have institutionalized means of
participating in those decisions, whether directly or through representi-

tives, open together onto a set of publics Ermam, none has w:ﬁc:c:.v”.. o

Empowerment meauns, at minimum, expanding mra range of njam_z:__wz
that "are made through democratic processes. Even if :cz:s.n else
changed about the American political system, for mﬁw:ﬁ:m, mﬁn.:.m:\w de-
mocratization would oceur if the regulations and policies c:ﬂnﬁwzm :xw&w
by executive governmental authority were opened to democratic partici-




pation. 1 the wse o wor capital rosoures, b tabie o ditlerent ek,

were decided through diseussion and democratic dee ik this
would represent a major change in power velations.

Dismantling the bureaucratic hicrarchics of governiental and GhiEpos
rate power and bringing decisions such as these under democratic control.
however, does also mean that participation must become more imedis
ate, accessible, and local. Theorists of decentralized local democr: ¥ e
right in their conviction that demoeratic participation means that author-
ity cannot be concentrated in a center; far away from the majority of peo-
ple who are affected by it. 1t does mean that there must be local institu-
tions, right where people live and work, through which they participate in
the making of regulations. Thus, along with many other theorists of par-
ticipatory democracy, I imagine neighborhood assemblies as a basic unit
of democratic participation (cf. Elkin, 1987, p- 176; Bay, 1981, pp. 152-
60; Jacobs, chap. 21), which might be composed of representatives from
workplaces, block councils, local churches and clubs, and so on as'well as
individuals. Despite my earlier criticism of his communitarianism, I find
Barber’s proposals about the role and functioning of such assemblies very
good (Barber, 1984, pp. 269-72). Their purpose is to determine local pri-
orities and policy opinions which their representatives should voice and
defend in regional assemblies. The jurisdiction of neighborhood assem-
blies might correspond to existing municipalities, and there might be sev-
eral in large metropolitan areas. But in such a scheme of restructured
democracy municipalities as we now know them would cease to have sov-
ereign authority.

In order to solve the problems of cities I identified in the previous sec-
tion, the lowest level of governmental power should be regional (Lowi,
1969, chaps. 9 and 10; Harvey, 1973, pp. 110-11). I conceive a region as
both an economic unit and a territory that people identify as their living
space. A region is the space across which people commonly travel to work,
shop, play, visit their friends, and take the children on errands, the span
of a day trip. It is the range of television and radio transmission. The
expanse of a region thus varies with culture, geography, economic base;
and primary modes of transportation. Regions usually have a city or clus-
ter of cities as a focus of their activity and identity, but include less
densely populated suburban and rural areas. While hardly economically
self-sufficient, regions nevertheless count as units of economi¢ interde-
pendence, the geographical territory in which people both live and work,
in which major distribution occurs, much of it of products made in the
region. .

Not even regional governments should bave complete autonomy, but
their power would be extensive, matching or exceeding the present pow-
ers of local municipalities: powers of legislation, regulation, and taxation,

senifivant control over biod e snd capital sy dstinent. and contiol aver
ti destin aml bdosnidonim of pubdie seriini i Soch rogional govern-

went shonld be composed of representatives rom neighborhood wssens

{es, which hold those vepresentutives acomintalde Eﬁr?:?x&w il
workplaces would have considerable powers ol .:.:r.::x;:i regional
policy and adninistering public services. At the level of veginal govern:
ment, finally, the system of representation for oppressed- groups that |
recormmended in Chapter 7 would operate. " Work rigighborhiond
assemblies, and other collectives might choose to have group-based cas
cuses, but at the regional level group representation would be guarantesd
by right. These provisions of local participation in the %ﬁ.:m&:: andd e
_vr.::::m:c: of policy would empower individuoals and ,,ﬂ:n_m: groups at
the same time that policy would regulate perhaps millions of peaple in a
wide jurisdiction, A

This discussion of the Jevels and forms of govermment vaises the ques-
tion of whether state and federal government as they currently exist in :wﬂ.
United States are appropriate forms. Many metropolitan _..M.E.c:m now spill
into several states; and the fact that a region is ruled by different state m:i
often leads to contradiction and irrationality. It would take us too far atield
to consider this question of the role or appropriateness of state E:_,,_.u
tional government. The arguments I have made about the ;w:%? of w.,?
tonomy would seem to indicate, however; that several levels of govern:
ment are necessary to coordinate social relations and promote justice.
Nevertheless, justice might require a fundamental reorganization of state
and national government. .

Besides making rules and laws, the primary functions & Em::&_ gov-
ernment would be planning and the provision of services. Only 3@5@:%
scaled planning and service provision ¢an solve the problems of domina-
tion and oppression which typify urban life today. .

Democratized regional-level investment maowmmcsaw_azm z.&:_n. end
corporate monopoly of the productive capital of the region. SJE o.o_::x
over many investment decisions, regions could plan to meet their indus-
trial, commercial, housing, transportation, and recreational m?\.m_cﬁ::::
needs, not with an eve to private profit for absentee owners, U:.” with an
eye to what is needed and useful. In democratized regional planui ng many
%mwm_‘mm«:m:ﬁm and conflicts would often no doubt oceur among ?é.ﬁ.
sectors, groups, and interests about how best to use _mﬁw capital re-
sources, and the decisions would perhaps not always be the wisest or most
rational. Butiit is unlikely that when a region already has five huge mr.o?
ping malls, a democratic public would decide to construct another right
across the highway from one of them, with the primary purpose of .&3%:
ing business away from it. Nor would democratic investment Es:.::ﬁ wx‘
likely to result in the construction of additional luxury office space in a city
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with a snrplus o ofhices. Broad demooratic planniog i more Tikely o re
solt i rational and just disteibutive decisions: that is than hundieds of
autonomoeus publie and private units atterpting Lo waximtze their per
ceived interests.

Regional-level service provision can solve many of the problems of in-
justice that I have identified as currently endemic to urban lile; A prinmary
task of regional government would be to provide regionally (and perhaps
nationally) standardized services many of which are now paid for and run
by individual municipalities: schools, libraries, fire and police protection,
health and welfare services, highways, transportation, sanitation, and so
on. As I mentioned earlier, while standards and policy would be region-
ally based, they would be administered locally. Regional standardization
of services would build on a trend already exemplified in our society by
public transportation systems and health maintenance organizations. Re-
gionally run public services maximize efficiency in those systems. It is
silly and artificial for fifteen small municipalities to maintain their own fire
departments when each uses its three trucks only twice a year. But the
major benefit of regionally based public services is that they best promiote
justice. Regionally standardized and regionally financed schools, for ex-
ample, would reduce the motivation for “white flight” and the resultant
degradation of schools in the inner city. Such regionally administered
schools should go together with school councils that seriously empower
parents and teachers to make policy for their own schools (see Bastian et
al., 1986, chap. 6). Regional democratically developed and administered
transportation services would reduce the isolation of certain populations,
and thereby reduce their marginalization.

Regional planning and service provision would have to attend to the
problems of structural injustice that Harvey (1973) discusses: the fact that
the location of facilities and services can advantage some and disadvantage
others; the fact that some groups may be better able to adapt to urban
change than others; and the fact that some groups may have more power
and influence than others. With traditional forms of interest-group bar-
gaining and brokering there is no reason to think that regional policies
would fare any better in countering structural injustices than current city
policies. But with restructured processes of democratic participation that
include provision for the effective and specific representation of op-
pressed and disadvantaged groups, such injustices would be much less
likely to be reproduced as a matter of course.

To conclude, consider some principles that regional representatives
ought to follow. First, regions should promote liberty. Major capital in-
vestment decisions, development, construction, and planning decisions,
I have said, should be public, democratie, participatory, and regional in
scope. This does not preclude any and all manner of “private enter-

prise " dndividunds and colloctives sagang ooa diversity ol activities of
their chioosiog for ends they privetely determine. Government st what
ever Tevel o whother soiona] state, or oationad should protect amd en
eorirage e Wherty of ndividuals and collectives to diy what they dhopse
within the it of repulation and planning decistons Individuasds and
collectives should notonly be uble to do what they want, bat they shonhd
be able to doitwhere they want, as long ag their activity dees ool ham
othes agents o diihibit their ability to developamd exercise thei ciisel
ties. This means a reformation in the meaning and funetion of 2ondow il
Hayden, 1883, pp. 177-82; Sennett, 1970, chap. 4). The ideal of dilferen
tiated city life means in principle that people should not have power o
authority to exclude persous or activities from public tervitory, Poople
should be able to set up a store or a restaurant, build whatever dwelling
they wish, set up a production facility, make a park, operate a religions
center or counseling service for any population, without zoning regul
tions that limit their location choices. Potential neighbors must be free to
discourage them, but they must not have the authority of law to exclude
unwanted activities or constructions.
Second, as a matter of principle, regional planning decisions should be
aimed at minimizing segregation and functionalization, and fostering a
diversity of groups and activities alongside of and interspersed with ong
another. Fostering multiuse neighborhoods maximizes convenient access
to goods, services, and public spaces for resideénts, and thereby minimizes
some of the oppressions of marginalization. Fostering diversity of space
and land use, moreover, rather than the functionalization of space, tends
to make any facility more attractive and human. A production facility situ-
ated near residences, a day-care center, and a public park is more likely
to regulate its polluting effects and make its building moderately attrac-
tive than one out of sight in a suburban industrial park, which invisibly
endangers the health of nearby residents. ,
Regionally based public policy, planning, and service provision, finally,
should be committed to fostering public spaces—assembly halls, indoir
and outdoor plazas, wide sidewalks, recreation facilities and parks. Such
spaces should be open to all activities, except perhaps selling things, and
closed to vehicular traffic. There must be easy access to their use, with
permits required only for the sake of safety and fairness, so that, for exam-
ple, one group does not dominate a whole park or plaza day after day.
Speechmaking, ‘sign-carrying, and other modes of expression m_::._E e
possible at any time, without a permit, as should the assembly of swll
groups.

In this chapter I have criticized a predominant tendency in participatory
democratic theory to deny or think away social difference by appeal to an
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:rwwa ol conrarunity. © have tried 1o 8ot die soplications of u politics of
difference by euvisioning an ideal of eity life as i being together of strang-

ers in openness to group difference. This ideal cannot be inplermenterd a

such. Social change arises from politics, not philosophy. Ideals are a era- . International Justice
cial step in emancipatory politics, however, because they dislodge our ,
assumption that what is given is necessary. They offer standpoints from
which to criticize the given, and inspiration for imagining alternatives.

ERLLOGUE

I swats cuose with an opening,

Because 1 conceive critical theory as historically and socially situated 1
have restricted diseussion of social justice in this book to Westers welfare
capitalist societies, particularly the United States. Precisely the position
of the United States in relation to the rest of the world, however, ohliges
any theorist of social justice to ask about justice in the rest of the world,
both between and within countries. For the United States occupies a posi-
tion of privilege in relation to much oppression in the world, and actions
originating with state or private institutions in the United States contpile:
ute to much of that oppression.

The principles, categories, and arguments I have developed in the pre
ceding chapters cannot be simply extended or applied to the context of
international relations, or to issues of justice within many countries of the
Southern or Eastern Hemispheres. Many of these principles, categories,
and arguments, however, are also not irrelevant to understanding social
justice in these parts of the world. Issues similar to those I have discussed
in the context of the United States arise in other parts of the world, within
and between nations. Treating them appropriately in relation to those
other contexts might require modifications in the formulation of the is-
sues, principles, categories, or arguments. In these few closing pages |
explore ways in which the issues of this book may be extended to an inter-
national context, and to contexts of justice in societies other than Western
welfare capitalist societies. Once again, this is meant as an opening, to
raise questions for further research, rather than any definitive statement
about international justice.

Normative theorizing about international justice is in its infancy, at
least among Anglo-American writers. The literature on international Juse
tice that has emerged so far, however, tends to fall within the distributive
paradigm of justice. In his excellent book on international morality, fin
example, Charles Beitz (1979) concentrates most of his discussion of jus-
tice on issues of the distribution of wealth and resources among nations,
and particularly whether redistribution of resources from rich to poor na-
tions is morally required. Distributive issues are perhaps even more im
portant in a world context than in the context of single societies, especially
relatively affluent Western welfare states. The vast inequalities in living
standards between nations, owing to unequal access to resources, the leg:




