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ABSTRACT
Despite rapid metropolitanization in many countries, new governance structures to address the public service challenges of population expansion and increasing urban densities are few. In countries with federalist systems, creating new metropolitan governance structures to address policy needs is particularly problematic. This paper presents the findings of a cross-national study of metropolitan arrangements and challenges in the six federal countries of the Americas (Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Mexico, the United States, and Venezuela). In a comparative framework, the forms, functions, legitimacy and performance of the emerging governmental structures are examined and the multiple sources of innovation are identified. A key contextual factor is intergovernmental relations, both vertical and horizontal. Given the relatively few models of success organized at the local governmental level in these countries and disinterest on the part of federal governments, regional governments—states and provinces—seem to provide the best and most pragmatic basis for constructing an effective architecture of metropolitan government capable of efficiently delivering urban services. However, there appears to be no direct path to achieve such architectures. Instead, states and localities need to work out the politics and management structures that will function best within their own polities. We believe that this cross-national and comparative perspective will be relevant to similar urban and metropolitan challenges to public administration in the Russian Federation. 
The metropolitan areas of today’s world and their numbers and sizes are ever increasing, soon to house the majority of the world’s population (United Nations Habitat 2008). This paper summarizes the primary research findings on the effectiveness of the governance systems that are being constructed to meet the challenges of collective life in these large and complex metropolitan areas—with specific reference to those in the six federalist countries of the Americas: Argentina, Brazil, Canada, Mexico, the United States, and Venezuela.

The terms “metropolitan” and “governance” have multiple meanings, in both the academic literature and the world of practice, and require clarification at the outset. For the purpose of discussion, we refer to metropolitan as large, contiguous, built-up areas involving one or usually more local governmental jurisdictions, which have come about through processes of increased urbanization and often conurbation, normally from upwards of 500,000 inhabitants and often well over a million (Gilbert 1996; 1998). 

The term “governance,” on the other hand, has a more recent provenance.  Unlike “government,” which describes the set of institutional and organizational structures and authority, governance describes the process that defines the expectations of participation by different sectors of civil and political society in the decision-making process, and in clarifying roles for performance verification and assessment. This broadening of political life and public action beyond the classical institutional definition of government (Hirst 2000) can be seen as referring to those mechanisms through which different sets of social and institutional actors seek to arrive at “mutually satisfactory and  binding decisions by negotiating with each other and cooperating in the implementation of these decisions” (Schmitter 2008 p.14).  Governance has become widely used in scholarly and policy communities in recent decades (Demmers, Jilberto and Hogenboom 2004; Bevir and Trentmann 2007; Bevir 2010). We feel this term is particularly relevant to our work since we expect to find in the metropolitan context new forms of collaboration between governments and new relationships between government and the governed. But the term has interesting origins and has been applied in quite different contexts. In international development, the term was applied by the World Bank to its work in Africa in recognition of the importance for the rule of law and other political institutions in economic development (Demmers, Jilberto and Hogenboom 2004; Mkandawire 2007). African scholars consulted at the time argued that citizens and an array of democratic institutions were vital to the management and development of economies—thus the importance of citizens in establishing policy priorities and in holding government accountability. 
The growing relevance of governance in relationship to metropolitan issues (see, for example, Devas 2005; Klink 2008; Rodríguez -Acosta and Rosenbaum 2005; United Cities and Local Government, 2009) is a result of a number of concerns that are relevant to this study. First is the concern about the ability of government to provide better-than-adequate public services in an efficient manner in highly complex settings.  Second is a concern with the institutional dynamics of planning for and providing those services in areas where multiple governments are often required to coexist and create interjurisdictional mechanisms for coordination. Third is the concern with the capacity of existing political systems to effectively incorporate citizen preferences and participation in metropolitan-wide affairs.  Increasingly, the practical answers to these concerns—how to guarantee service provision, interjurisdictional coordination, and citizen participation—seem to require new forms of association and public action that lie beyond the stricter definitions of government. 

But existing studies of the actual practices of metropolitan governance are not encouraging. Lefèvre (1998) observes that, in general, the top-down institutional reform of metropolitan areas seems to have failed within the principal Western countries, and is being replaced by a bottom-up governance approach. Equally, we think it may provide an important clue to understanding at least part of the lack of success of metropolitan governance in Latin America (Rodríguez -Acosta and Rosenbaum 2005, 305; Rojas et al. 2008 ). 
This paper identifies the key characteristics of the institutional and organizational forms and the policy issues addressed by these metropolitan initiatives and explains the factors that shape the emergence and dynamics of these metropolitan-based systems. The methodology adopted is one of comparative case studies with the six federalist countries in the Americas serving as cases. Even though the paper focuses on the Federalist Americas, we recognize that any study that seeks to look at metropolitan governance in a specific region will inevitably address questions that are present in other regions.

But we chose to focus on countries with federalist systems since such systems create unique institutional environments in which state and provincial governments often play central roles in the metropolitan question, a topic elaborated below. And while we will also show that in some countries the state-local relation mirrors many of the characteristics of national unitary systems, the nature of federal constitutions and practices defines the institutional contexts of state and provincial governments and justifies limiting our cases to federalist countries. On pragmatic grounds, the large number of metropolitan areas in the federalist countries in the Americas with very significant proportions of each country’s population suggests that citizens who live out their lives in these large and complex urban centers are probably asking themselves questions about social justice, dignity, and economic inclusion. Attempting to find some answers to these concerns from within the practical possibilities of the region seems at least a good place to start. 

COMMON FEATURES OF METROPOLITAN GROWTH IN THE AMERICAS 
Our six countries vary markedly in size—both geographically and in population terms. Brazil, Canada, and the United States are huge territorially (over 3 million square miles), yet Canada is at the lower end of the population rankings—quite close to Argentina and Venezuela, and its vast space and small population give it a very low population density (see table 1).  Brazil (almost 200 million), Mexico (103 million), and the United States (300 million) all have huge populations, whereas the other three countries are in the 30- to 40-million range.  Similarly, the number of local jurisdictions and governments corresponding to those populations varies, with the enormous raft of local governments in the United States representing the extreme outlier. 
Table 1.  The Six Case Study Countries Compared

	
	Canada
	United States
	Mexico
	Venezuela
	Brazil
	Argentina

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Size of Country (sq. miles)
	3,851,807.61
	3,717,811.29
	761,605.50
	352,144.33
	3,286,486.71
	1,068,301.76

	Size of Country (sq. km)
	10.0 million
	9.6 million
	2.0 million
	912.1 thousand
	8.5 million
	2.8 million

	Total Population (2005)
	32.3 million
	296.4 million
	103.1 million
	26.6 million
	186.4 million
	38.7 million

	Population Density (sq. miles)
	9
	79.55
	139.45
	72.06
	56.63
	37.01

	Total Urban Population (%)
	80.1
	80.8
	76
	93.4
	84.2
	90.1

	Number of Cities 500,000-1 million
	3
	47
	8
	2
	18 (5)
	2

	Number of Cities 1-3 million
	4
	34
	4
	2
	11 (5)
	2

	Number of 3 million + Cities
	3
	16
	3
	1
	2 (5)
	1

	Number of Metropolitan Areas
	33 (CMA)
	363 (MSA)
	67
	NA
	23 
	NA

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Federalist Territories
	
	
	
	
	
	

	# of States
	10 provinces  and 3 territories
	50 states and 1 district
	31 states and 1 Federal District
	23 states and 1 Capital District
	26 states and 1 Federal District
	23 provinces and 1 Autonomous City

	Total # Municipalities/counties
	5,600
	3,141 counties
	2,543
	349
	5,507
	1,144 municipalities (1)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Economic Data (in US $)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GDP Total (2005)
	1.1 trillion
	12.4 trillion
	767.7 billion
	144.8 billion
	882.5 billion
	183.2 billion

	GNI (Atlas method; 2005)
	1.1 trillion
	12.9 trillion
	752.8 billion
	131.2 billion
	725.7 billion
	172.7 billion

	GNI per capita (Atlas method; 2005)
	32,590.00
	43,560.00
	7,300.00
	4,940.00
	3,890.00
	4,460.00

	GDP  per capita (2006)
	35,700
	43,800
	10,700
	7,200
	8,800
	15,200


Canada source: Statistics Canada, CANSIM.  http://www.statcan.ca/english/public/sitemap.htm.   

  Canada:  A census metropolitan area is an urban area with a population of at least 100,000, including an urban core with a population of at least 50,000

GDP per capita is gross domestic product divided by midyear population.  Source:  http://www.finfacts.ie/biz10/globalworldincomepercapita.htm
Argentina source: National Institute of Statistics and Censuses, 2001 http://www.indec.gov.ar/

(1) Municipalities are defined by the provinces on basis of population (ranking from 500, 1,000, 1,500, 2,000, 3,000 or 10,000 inhabitants) or, in some provinces, municipalities are defined based on the relationship between population and other factors, such as area (km2) and voters, among other variables.

. 

Despite variations in metropolitan expansion patterns among countries in the Americas, particularly the differences between Canada and the United States compared with Latin American countries, a number of common features associated with metropolitan growth emerge.  First, absolute demographic growth and the spatial expansion associated with suburbanization have invariably meant that in most metropolitan areas the original built-up area has expanded beyond its original boundaries into adjacent jurisdictions. As we shall observe throughout the case studies, it is increasingly common for large urban areas of half a million or more population to span more than one jurisdiction: more often than not they encompass several municipalities or borough equivalents, and occasionally embrace several dozen separate jurisdictions spread across two or more states and provinces (as our cases of Mexico City and Buenos Aires amply demonstrate). In some cases, such as along the U.S.-Mexico and U.S.-Canadian border, conurbations are even cross-national in configuration.

A second feature common to many of these metropolitan areas is a demographic slowdown—especially the very large ones that grew rapidly during industrialization in the late nineteenth and first half of the twentieth century in the United States and Canada, or in the second half in the case of Latin America.  This slowdown is generating profound changes in metropolitan population structures that require new—and spatially differentiated—policy approaches. Governments seek to cope with aging and vestige populations in inner cities of the United States and Canada, while their Latin American counterparts are learning to cope and to expand their capacity to absorb young- to middle-aged populations and also begin to anticipate an aging population structure early in the new millennium (Ward 1998). Only in the smaller metropolitan regions targeted for industrial growth are high growth rates being sustained, but even there the economic events of the second half of 2008 must lead to questions about long-term stability. 

Third, migration patterns are changing, with metropolitan core areas no longer the target reception area for national migration flows. Indeed, some metropolitan areas have experienced absolute population loss (at least in their inner-city areas) and have high-priority policy needs designed to cope with urban redevelopment and rehabilitation in both the inner city and inner ring (former suburban) parts of the city. To the extent that there is continuing in-migration to the periphery and peri-urban areas of metropolitan centers, this is further reshaping the parameters and scale of economic and demographic change. Indeed, the “hot spots” of metropolitan growth today may not be in the built-up area itself, but instead occur in surrounding peri-urban and semi-rural hinterlands (Aguilar and Ward 2003).  

Fourth, in a number of ways, cities have always been heterogeneous—ethnically, culturally, socioeconomically, and in their labor market structure and employment opportunities, as well as in their varied and complex land-use patterns. But to the extent that there is quantum increase in absolute size, and the likelihood that several formerly discrete and separate centers find themselves linked into a single area, so too will the aggregate level of heterogeneity also increase. Given that they are often dynamic economic centers, metropolitan areas are both crucibles of wealth creation as well as of income inequality and disparities.  
A fifth process—or more strictly speaking a common experience—is that the nature of global engagement is changing.  Metropolitan areas—especially the larger ones—were invariably the interlocutor with the external world, even under periods of economic protection and import-substituting industrialization.  But under globalization and economic liberalization, the role of metropolitan areas has altered markedly, with production activities increasingly moving to smaller urban areas or offshore, while the new metropolitan centers become loci for services, irrespective of whether they are “world” or regional cities (Friedmann 1995; Knox and Taylor 1995). Attempts to rank or locate large cities within this global system often neglect the ways in which territorial organization is also being rescaled (Brenner 2003, 2004), and new intermediary dynamics are turning the global local interface more complex as a new generation of secondary-city mayors learns the lessons of their big-city predecessors.  

POLICY CHALLENGES IN METROPOLITAN AREAS
A devil’s advocate could argue that the apparent lack of success in developing effective metropolitan organization is largely a problem in the mind of the planner or the institutional designer, and that, pragmatically, some kind of passive incremental approach is best—especially one that can be left to existing governmental units. In order to frame the discussion of the role of the public sector in metropolitan areas, it is useful to briefly discuss two very relevant topics: (1) economic efficiency in the delivery of public services, and (2) equity and resource disparities. 
The Economic Efficiency in Public Service Provision 
As populations grow large, so the profile of public service requirements also changes. While one may argue that many basic functions such as public security, education, sanitation, and road maintenance are necessary in all urban areas regardless of size, scale requirements in large cities and conurbations lead to fundamental changes in the way these services are provided. A small town might allow for the disposal of wastewater on the dwelling premises through septic tanks, but in larger urban areas wastewater systems must be established. In transportation, city streets and pathways will need streetcars or subways. Furthermore, new services and regulatory activities become necessary or possible as large numbers of people reside in close proximity. It is here that the economics of efficiency rears its head and voice in the policy agenda.
Economies of scale refers to the variation in per-unit cost of production as the quantity produced increases. This idea, derived from microeconomics and developed in the context of private-sector businesses, is also highly relevant to the provision of public services. For many public services, such as the provision of drinking water, the cost per unit provided declines as the level of production increases. However, it will also be the case that at some point the average cost of provision may well start to rise again due to diseconomies of scale, for example as in transportation systems that become inefficient due to congestion. For some types of services, especially those for which face-to-face interactions are required, the situation is one in which diseconomies of scale may occur at fairly low levels of service. Here there will be greater efficiencies in more localized delivery systems. Whether to scale up or scale down provision of a particular service is a continuing theme in the metropolitan debate, in relation to both the economics of city size and the incentives for crossjurisdictional activity. 
But in addition to efficiency concerns for particular services, the level of demand for services is also a concern. Charles Tiebout formulated the problem of optimizing provision of public services when a diverse set of demands for services exists across different population groups (Tiebout 1956). Tiebout proposed that the problem of collective choice of local governmental services could be resolved if local jurisdictions were small and residents of those jurisdictions had similar preferences for local services and taxation. Citizens would be encouraged to move to jurisdictions that had an array of services with particularly quality levels and, implicitly, tax rates that would meet their preferences, thereby optimizing the provision of services across all individuals. However, this approach is principally of use only as a thought experiment since in many countries, especially in Latin America, local government is constituted by a single form, the municipality (municipio)—a large, general-purpose government with obligations to provide the full range of public services. 

The problem of externalities—that is, when the total benefit, positive or negative, of a transaction is not accurately incorporated in the price associated with the transaction—is common in metropolitan areas. Public services are usually provided on a geographical basis with citizens in the jurisdictions sharing the expense. Yet, differences in the consumption of services may well vary among taxpayers, leading to concerns about equity. While this generates one class of issues within a single jurisdiction—linked to regulation and costs—the issues grow when moving to multiple jurisdictions, as in most of our metropolitan regions. 
Tackling issues of intergovernmental collaboration or the redefinition of service areas among jurisdictions is often high on the agenda of decision makers as efficient means for providing services are sought (Feiock 2004; this issue is by no means a new concern—see Ostrom, Tiebout and Warren 1961). Affected by both the nature of the service and the demand for the service, jurisdictional expansion in order to internalize the externalities could be appropriate. Alternatively, to achieve appropriate scale in the provision of services, local jurisdictions across metropolitan areas can attempt to coordinate urban development strategies, land-use planning, water and drainage infrastructural development, transportation, social services, public security, environmental policy, and so on. 
Equity and Resource Disparities
The issue of equity in metropolitan areas arises in three ways. First, at the macro level, metropolitan areas tend to have higher personal income disparities than those found nationally (UN–Habitat 2010). Even though urban areas are the major economic engines for most countries, they are also home of substantial socioeconomic disparities that accompany much of today’s development. In Latin America, recent improvements in income equality that have occurred in many countries, driven by both labor market developments and public policy (Lopez-Calva and Lustig 2010), are encouraging, but urban poverty remains a prominent issue (Fay 2005), as is discussed in the case studies below.  A second form of disparity occurs within metropolitan areas, resulting from the uneven geographic distribution of fiscal capacity and public service needs. Metropolitan areas in the Americas tend to be subject to high levels of poverty-based socioeconomic segregation (Roberts and Wilson 2009; Sabatini 2003; Telles 1995; Duhau 2003; Fischer 2003; Rodríguez and Arriagada 2004; Wheeler and La Jeunesse 2006). Areas within the metropolis with lower-income populations tend to have less-adequate tax bases than the more affluent areas. In fact, within most metropolitan areas one finds wealthy municipalities and poor municipalities in both the North and Latin American countries studied here. 

Higher levels of government can adopt redistributive policies to address such disparities, such as when national governments redistribute resources across states and/or municipalities. For example, transfers to distressed communities or equalization in revenue systems can remedy resource disparities. However, redistribution within metropolitan areas represents a dilemma if there is no governmental institution at the metropolitan area that can articulate and implement metropolitan-level redistribution. Furthermore, the lack of metropolitan institutions impedes the formation of consensus in other metropolitan-wide policy areas, such as economic development strategies. Among lower-income municipalities, pursuing narrowly drawn and poorly funded strategies is commonplace. 
In a different direction, decentralization may exacerbate the challenges to equitable development in metropolitan areas since local governments are usually expected to become more self-sufficient, pursuing strategies through their own resources. In terms of resource base, decentralization usually implies that local governments will also be asked to assume greater responsibility in raising their own sources of revenue.  Such sources generally rely on taxes, most notably property, value-added, or sales taxes, but as these are inherently linked to the strength of the local economy, the lower-income municipalities may find themselves in an increasingly vicious circle. 

DEMOCRATIC GOVERNANCE AND INSTITUTIONS OF 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT


There are a number of imperatives driving the search for a new metropolitan governance architecture including the growth and expansion of urban areas themselves, globalization, decentralization, and a growing need for subnational governments to have the expertise and capacity to manage large urban populations. In addition, and especially in Latin America, democratization and the need for legitimacy oblige us to look anew at the way in which cities are managed and how civil society functions. As democracy has been extended to formerly authoritarian or one-party regimes, new governance institutions have been forged predicated on representational democracy.  This has meant experimentation in recasting traditional state-society relations, whether these were patrimonial, corporatist, or dominated by party political machines. It has also invoked a need to consider how citizenship and participation can be strengthened in ways that will respond to the emerging civic culture and civil society.  In reviewing democratic transitions and consolidations in Latin America, Peter Smith (2005, 342) concludes that present-day democracy remains rather shallow (see also Dominguez and Shifter 2003; Mainwaring and Scully 2010). At the subnational level, however, balances are few, representative institutions are weak and untested, and freedoms and rights are restricted—in practice if not in principle (Domínguez and Shifter 2003). 

Reform of the state has been the subject of policy discussions around the world and, in the Latin American context, democratization has occurred contemporaneously with reform in most countries. But reform of the state, especially in terms of local government, is not a new phenomenon. The growth of cities themselves has historically led to new forms of local government with new powers and functions. In the United States, for example, the consolidation of adjacent local governments was already a feature in the mid-nineteenth century (Baltimore, Philadelphia, and San Francisco around the 1850s); and at the turn of the century (beginning in 1898), the boroughs of the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens, and Staten Island were consolidated into New York City. Similarly, as we observe in Canada, provincial governments have legislated municipal annexation and consolidation in order to reduce institutional complexity and maximize efficiency. And in Latin American, we can observe the process of new governance mechanisms emerging in many capital cities (Myers and Dietz 2002)
Today’s reform of the state, especially in Latin America, has given special attention to decentralization and devolution. This process has found quickening support among international agencies such as the World Bank (Rodríguez 1997; Campbell 2003; Eaton 2004; United Cities and Local Governments 2009). Decentralization efforts in Latin America are of sufficient duration that assessments of impacts have been conducted (Falleti 2005; Falleti 2010; Wilson et al. 2008; Smoke et al. 2006; Diaz-Cayeros 2006). These reforms affect policy-making systems which, in the federalist structures examined here, are already complex, needing incorporate interactions between the central and subnational governments, each with varying degrees of autonomy and responsibility to the other. The resulting complexity is accentuated in metropolitan areas as they stretch beyond the geographic boundaries of individual municipal jurisdictions, assuming increasing importance as economic centers and leading to increased need. 

Policy challenges in federalist systems, especially in metropolitan areas, can be addressed through intergovernmental coordination, either vertical across levels of government or horizontal among governments at the same level. But the different modes of coordination have associated various levels of difficulty in their implementation (Mitchell-Weaver et al. 2000; Walker 1987, Metcalfe 1994).  At the “relatively easy” end of the scale are informal cooperation arrangements, interlocal service agreements, regional councils, and contracting from private vendors.  “Moderately difficult” coordination involves local special districts, a transfer of functions, annexation, or the creation of regional special districts, metropolitan multipurpose districts, and the like.  “Very difficult” to achieve politically is one-tier consolidation (i.e., melding two or more jurisdictions into one), or those changes that require the creation of a new metropolitan tier of government as part of the federal structure, implying constitutional change and reform. 
But how best to address the challenge of institutional complexity in metropolitan governance is clearly a theme that is increasingly present on the planning and democratic agenda, as are the many permutations for action and arguments for best approaches.  Boundaries can be redrawn, multiple local governments can coordinate their actions in one or more areas, agencies can be created, and authority can be devolved upward or downward from one level of government to the next. In the following section, we attempt to determine the trends by examining the practice of metropolitan governance in the six federalist countries in the Americas. 

THE RESEARCH RESULTS

With this background, we turn to the empirical results of the study. First, the key characteristics of the federalist systems in each country and their influence on metropolitan initiatives are described. The discussion then turns to the metropolitan initiatives themselves in terms of, first, the primary policy areas addressed and, second, the types of organizational forms these initiatives take. Finally, the roles played by local governmental and spatial factors in explaining the emergence of these metropolitan initiatives are identified. 
The six countries examined here all share a common constitutional structure with three levels of government: federal, state/provincial, and local.  With the exception of Canada, all are presidentialist systems with a clear separation of governmental functions among the three branches—executive, legislative, and judicial. Canada is a constitutional monarchy with a parliament and prime minister, but with a federalist system of provincial legislatures.  Although all six federalist countries are similar, they are at the same time very different in terms of the level and exercise of powers at the federal, state/provincial, and local levels (see table 2). In Canada, the federal government plays a low-profile role, with almost all of the effective powers falling to the provincial parliaments. In Venezuela, the central government is everywhere, not least since President Hugo Chávez centralized powers in the presidency. In Mexico, Argentina, and the United States, federal and state governments play important roles in regional government, with a common trend toward the strengthening of  regional and local governments in each case under “new” federalist arrangements (in Mexico and the United States).  Only in Brazil do municipalities form part of the federal pact and are institutionally autonomous; elsewhere, they are under the aegis of the regional (state/provincial) governments.
State-driven government and governance construction lead to unitary-type structures within states and provinces, such as those that sometimes occur in Canada (through annexation and consolidation), to the multiplex, raft-like arrangements of local governments that are seen in the United States. In all other countries, the federal government has a greater role in defining authority and resources in municipal government, albeit loosely and without any apparent roadmap of where it expects metropolitan government to lead.  In Venezuela, the overarching federalist project is one of political control, especially in the capital city, whereas in Brazil there has been an initial federal- and later state-mandated blueprint for metropolitan regions—but beyond that, the practice of intergovernmental relations and collaboration remains in doubt. In Mexico and Argentina, we observe state and provincial governments exerting their authority in the federalist pact, to the detriment or neglect of the constituent municipal governments. 

Table 2. Metropolitan Initiatives, Institutions and the Country Context

	 
	Argentina
	Brazil
	Canada
	Mexico
	Venezuela
	USA

	Frequency of Initiatives
	Few
	Few but increasing
	Frequent
	Few, moderately increasing 
	Rare
	Frequent

	Strength of municipalities/local governments
	Weak
	Increasing strength
	Strong
	Modest increase
	Weak and weakening
	Strong and highly fragmented

	State/provincial government authority over local governments
	Significant 
	Limited
	Paramount 
	Significant
	Marginal
	Paramount

	Functional areas of state/provincial in local government interactions

	Regulation of some  intermunicipal

services
	Manages some service systems-e.g. public transportation
	Establishes powers of local government
	Regulation of some intermunicipal services and finances
	NA
	Establishes powers of local government,

fiscal equalization for public education

	Political systems at local Level
	Local political parties dependent on state parties
	Local political competition; timid efforts with metropolitan legislative-like bodies
	Competitive local politics; regional variation in political culture
	Increasing competition in local politics, undermining effective metro-level  government
	National party tending to dominate local governments
	Vast range of local political processes; regional variation in political culture

	Other significant factors
	High urban inequality
	High urban inequality
	Core-suburban conflicts
	High urban inequality
	High urban inequality
	Core-suburban conflicts


In Canada, significant experiences of metropolitan initiatives vary in presence and form across provinces, a result, at least in part, of variations in political culture. In the United States, many metropolitan initiatives are mainly created on an ad hoc basis in which technical and nonpolitical collaboration is most common. In part this is due to a political culture that reaffirms local control, making geographically broader and more systematic arrangements difficult to achieve. In a similar vein as Canada, core suburban conflicts impede metropolitan initiatives in the United States, particularly in the area of redistributive policies.


In Brazil, there are a number of important initiatives in which the intermunicipal consortia are increasingly present. Constitutional powers have strengthened local government, but municipalities are still in part dependent on state and federal transfers. So far though, state governments tend to be the weak partners in metropolitan initiatives. In Mexico, metropolitan initiatives are relatively uncommon but are on the increase, and the strengthening of municipal governments remains an incomplete project. Jurisdictional geography seems to play an important role in explaining the infrequency of initiatives, but so too does political competition between and among parties create pressures for local leaders to demonstrate policy and institutional effectiveness, and this usually works against collaboration.

In Argentina, municipalities are weak in terms of authority and resources, and there are relatively few initiatives.  Provincial governments and political-party competition appear to constrain municipal discretion in moving forward. In Venezuela there are also very few initiatives, and municipal governments have been weakened in recent years as a result of the recentralization of political authority and resources.
Metropolitan Initiatives by Policy Type and Organizational Form

We find a continuum in the frequency of metropolitan initiatives across countries, with Canada and the United States at one end with strong local governments and the most extensive experience with metropolitan initiatives (see table 3). In the mid-range we find Brazil and, to a lesser degree, Mexico, where local governments are developing capacity and authority. At the other end of the continuum, municipal governments in Argentina and Venezuela are relatively weak and, in the case of Venezuela, are being weakened more as the process of centralization is under way. There is very limited experience with metropolitan initiatives in either of these two countries.

Table 3. Frequencies of Metropolitan Initiatives by Policy Focus and by Country

	 
	Argentina
	Brazil
	Canada
	Mexico
	Venezuela
	USA

	Public transportation
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Highways and streets
	
	
	(
	
	
	(

	Water and wastewater systems
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Solid waste management
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	(

	Land use and regional planning
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Environmental protection

and growth management
	(
	(
	(
	
	(
	(

	Emergency services (fire and medical)
	
	
	
	
	
	(

	Public security
	
	
	
	(
	(a
	

	Employment and job training
	
	
	
	
	
	(

	Health 
	
	(
	
	
	(a
	(

	Education
	
	
	
	
	
	(

	Social welfare and services
	
	
	
	
	
	(

	Housing
	
	
	(
	
	
	


( - Important and frequently found policy arena organized at the metropolitan level.
(    - Occasional policy arena organized at the metropolitan level. 
a Caracas 2008.
As anticipated, certain policy areas are more likely to generate collaboration or scaling up of service provision and planning than others (see table 2).  The large majority of experiences and existing initiatives address infrastructure systems, such as transport, transit, water, and solid waste, or land use and environmental planning. As anticipated, public services with very large fixed costs and/or involving territorially extensive systems (environmental or service delivery systems) are most commonly provided through metropolitan initiatives. Their public finance implications and clear benefits from collective action appear to make them good candidates for coordinated action on a metropolitan-wide basis. Similarly, where one or two jurisdictions are expected to incur the costs of an undesirable service for the entire metropolitan region—the management of solid waste disposal, for example - these, too, may be organized at the metropolitan level so that the receiving areas of the “bad” (negative externality) are compensated appropriately.  
However, in marked contrast to the relative high frequency of initiatives in the infrastructure-related policy areas is their almost complete absence in initiatives involving redistributive policies. Social services, education, health, and housing are rarely the focus of metropolitan initiatives despite the fact that these services are often key concerns in municipal government. Even in instances where institutional incentives might suggest a metropolitan-wide system, delivery systems remain municipally oriented. In the case of the municipally based unified health service system in Brazil, where states have the capacity and role to create and support synergies through substate regional coordination, the São Paulo metropolitan region remains firmly focused on municipal rather than metropolitan lines, at the same time that other parts of the state have shown considerable advances—for example, in the area of health consortia among small municipalities. More than economy-of-scale considerations, it seems to be the fiscal topography that intervenes most here. As noted above, better-off jurisdictions are reluctant to subsidize others (directly or indirectly) within the metropolitan area; and few political leaders are willing to broach redistribution outside their own jurisdictional limits. The lack of significant metropolitan initiatives for policing (despite policing’s historical role in shaping metropolitan meanings) can be mostly explained by a strong preference of local government to maintain control of policing and public security within its own jurisdiction, in part to guarantee replies to accountability claims. 

The high frequency of nonredistributive policies among metropolitan initiatives confirms that political interests are indeed able to influence the metropolitan agenda, only here the influence is negative. Policies that require redistribution or resources are not on the metropolitan agenda. At the same time, we can note that service managers and technical staff often share the concerns of many academics and other research professionals for ensuring that services are provided adequately and equitably. Increasingly in a number of our countries, adequacy and quality of service provision is becoming a subject of public debate in terms of both citizen participation and, at times, co-management. Equity, for example, has figured large in the public health arenas of Latin America, where discussion about service integration and delivery on a demographic-need basis is also present. 

Another characteristic of interest in the multiplicity of initiatives is their intergovernmental or inter-organizational nature.  Inductively, three types were observed:  (1) collaborative initiatives; (2) organizational initiatives; and (3) institutional initiatives (see Table 4). Although the source of motivation for the establishing a particular initiative, that is the specific reason for human agency and the form of working relations between government units, varies substantially, the frequency of initiative utilization across these three groups reflects varying degrees of difficulty and political commitment.

Table 4. Frequencies of Metropolitan Initiatives by Type and by Country

	
	Collaborative
	Organizational
	Institutional

	Argentina
	(
	(
	▫

	Brazil
	(
	(
	(

	Canada
	(
	(
	(

	Mexico
	(
	(
	▫

	USA
	(
	(
	(

	Venezuela
	(a
	(
	(a 


( - Frequent
( - Infrequent

▫ - Absent
a But only Caracas 
Collaborative initiatives are those forms of working relations between government units that depend critically on the willingness and disposition of governments to enter into collaboration; they are essentially questions of decision and of interpersonal skills by local officials and leaders. Collaborations can be purely voluntary, but higher levels of government may also induce collaboration through enabling legislation, offering financial incentives, brokering, or through the exercise of political pressure. Often key is the leadership and actions of mid-range political and social actors, such mayors, other public officials, associations of associations, civic leaders, among others, all of whom are capable of articulating connections and building networks across different organizations and policy communities. Indeed networks of organizations are themselves collaborative activities. In numerical terms collaborative initiatives are the most common in our six countries (see Table 4). To the extent that these are voluntary, their emergence represents important responses to very real policy challenges. 

The second type -- organizational – comprise those initiatives that change the competencies of existing governmental units by developing their resource base or authority, or by redefining operational jurisdictions. They do not depend on voluntary decisions or willingness, as do the collaborative initiatives, but require concrete action to create or alter, in a formal and binding sense, the architecture of organizational forms and procedures. As an exercise in government reform, leadership here is also important, but it often needs to be of a more managerial nature, linked to skills of getting things done, but can also require persuading citizens to ratify reform. Organizational initiatives are also found in each country due, in part, to efforts to enhance the powers of local governments.  Decentralization processes, as embedded in the Brazilian Constitution of 1988, have frequently strengthened the municipalities. But in other countries, especially Canada and the USA, state and provincial governments can facilitate empowering local governments to address metropolitan challenges. In Argentina organizational initiatives appear most likely to occur when the federal government becomes involved – as it does when city government infringes across two provincial territories (the cases of Buenos Aires and Rosario metropolitan areas). Reorganization of activities on the basis of subsidiarity principles, as found in Europe, would be characterized as organizational although no such initiatives were found in the six countries examined here.  

The final type—institutional--consists of new spaces and practices of governance both governmental and public, including councils and governmental authorities. These initiatives do not rise to the level of a newly formed government. No new tiers of governments for metropolitan areas have been formed in our six countries. Rather the institutional initiatives denote new organizations or associations, but without formal governmental authority. The metropolitan planning organizations in metropolitan areas of the US reflect the opportunities for higher level governments to encourage or induce the formation of organizations or associations addressing metropolitan wide issues. One form of institutional initiatives, the creation of a multi-purpose metropolitan authority like Metro Vancouver or Metro Minneapolis/St. Paul, is relatively rare in our six countries. This result is disappointing since this sort of structure could have considerable potential to fulfilling, eventually, the ideal of democratic governance across a large metropolitan area.  The US is a partial exception to this conclusion, but even here it is achieved through the proliferation of single-purpose governments within metropolitan areas and not through multipurpose governmental entities, which remain rare. 

In practice the three types of initiatives – collaborative, organizational and institutional – do not necessarily create mutual exclusive categories given that a single initiative may have characteristics of more than one type and initiatives may change over time (for example, a collaborative initiative become institutionalized); but the grouping of initiatives in this fashion aids our discussion of identifying significant differences and patterns in a vast range of initiatives. For example, the significant presence of collaborative initiatives, those that depend on decisions and willingness of local actors, suggests that the current metropolitan governance arena is something of a double-edged sword cutting both ways. On the one hand it suggests that there is scope for action if those involved are interested in doing so, but it also confirms an initial suspicion that a change in circumstances, such as change in local political leadership, could just as easily undo or undermine metropolitan initiatives.  
In summary, metropolitan-wide issues exist, as evidenced by the frequent use the limited purpose collaborative initiative for certain types of services and functions. But these face potential shortcomings, including limited public accountability and neglect of those public services with a redistributive or poverty alleviation element, points which we elaborate below. Organizational and institutional initiatives, both of which involve some reassignment of governmental functions and improving governmental capacity, have favorable characteristics on several governance principles, especially in terms of citizen engagement. But these are more difficult to achieve and less frequently encountered. 

Factors Affecting the Emergence of Metropolitan Initiatives

This paper has postulated that two sets of factors might explain, at least partially, the emergence and dynamics of metropolitan-based initiatives: 
1. The constitutional and/or state-attributed powers of local government including fiscal capacity. 

2. The jurisdictional geography of local government.

In this section, the roles of these factors either contributing to, or impeding, the formation of metropolitan initiatives are discussed.

1. Constitutional provisions and powers and authorities attributed by state governments to local government affect the structuring of government in metropolitan areas. Decentralization and state reform have been on the agenda in the six countries in recent decades. Although these efforts did not address metropolitan affairs, they led to stronger local governments, especially in Brazil and Mexico, and to a much lesser extent in Argentina and Venezuela. Similarly, the historically decentralized federalist structures in the United States and Canada are crucial in determining how metropolitan-governance initiatives unfold and explain the great significant variations found among states and provinces. In general, we have found that when the powers of local government are weak in terms of constitutionally defined authority, administrative capacity, or political legitimacy, then metropolitan collaboration is less likely to emerge. Put another way, strong local governments are a necessary but not sufficient condition for effective metropolitan governance to emerge.

Changing the constitution for purposes of metropolitan governance or otherwise, is a formidable undertaking in all political systems and is generally eschewed. Among the six countries examined here, only in Brazil and, to a much lesser extent Mexico, is there some form of constitutional designation. Consequently, introducing a new tier or purpose-related government by constitutional means seems unlikely.  An important exception is that of single-purpose districts, a practice created by actions of state governments under the dual-sovereignty provision authorized by the U.S. Constitution.    However, we find that through the exercise of constitutionally defined powers, state or provincial governments can have a profound effect on the emergence of metropolitan forms—a point to which we return below. In general, also, local governments are limited by their constitutions in their flexibility to improve or significantly change their fiscal capacity through the creation of new dimensions of revenue collection, or by altering the rates of taxation that they can levy (with the exception of property taxes), or in recasting of the terms of revenue sharing with higher levels of government to their own advantage.  
Another feature of metropolitan areas in all six countries is disparities in the levels of economic development across municipalities. In general, the core urban municipalities have much higher levels of per capita income than surrounding municipalities. The U.S. and Canadian cases both have examples of wealthy suburban jurisdictions but, in all countries, income disparities across metropolitan areas are endemic. This leads to substantial disparities of fiscal capacity across local governmental jurisdictions, exacerbating the relatively limited authority that local governments have to modify revenue systems and to enhance own-source revenue. Further complicating this problem is that it is often the less-wealthy municipalities that have the higher needs for public services in such areas as education and health. The result is a significant mismatch between fiscal capacity of metropolitan municipalities and demand for social services. This mismatch between the tax base and the local government capacity can, in worst-case scenarios, lead to a “beggar thy neighbor strategy” whereby one municipality engages in fiscal games, such as offering unfair incentives that poach business and other forms of fiscal rent-seeking (such as offering lower land taxes or registration fees) from its neighbors.

Moreover, there are few incentives to promote metropolitan redistribution of resources in favor of particularly disadvantaged local governments. The very few attempts at metro-wide redistribution or the creation of common funds for selected aspects of metropolitan development have generally foundered on mistrust and a breakdown in collaboration between the constituent players—as the case of Guadalajara amply demonstrated.  One exception that proves the rule is Minneapolis-St. Paul, where the Twin Cities share industrial tax-based revenues across the metropolitan area. But even here the shared tax revenues apply only to a single arena, that of the industrial tax base. 

2. The jurisdictional geography of local government, referred to earlier as the spatial patchwork of local government, can both facilitate and complicate metropolitan initiatives. Here, it is useful to distinguish several types of spatial configurations of local governments in metropolitan areas: the large single jurisdictions; those in which there are a number of municipalities with not-dissimilar sizes (polynucleated); those in which there is a dominant core municipality with adjacent smaller, if not dependent, municipalities; those in which there is a dominant core but also adjacent secondary-core municipalities; and those that comprise or contain federal districts (see table 5). 
Table 5. Jurisdictional Geography of Metropolitan Areas by Country
	 
	Argentina
	Brazil
	Canada
	Mexico
	Venezuela
	USA

	Large, single jurisdiction
	
	
	Calgary, Ottawa, Quebec
	Ciudad Juárez
	Barquisimeto
	Houston, Miami

	Polynucleated municipalities
	Mendoza
	Porto Alegre

Santos

Vitoria
	Vancouver
	Toluca
	
	Portland

	Dominant core with small adjacent municipalities
	Cordoba 

Rosario
	Natal

Salvador 
	Edmonton

Montreal

Winnipeg
	
	Maracaibo
	St. Louis

	Dominant core with adjacent secondary-core municipalities
	Buenos Aires
	Belo Horizonte,

Campinas

Recife 

Rio de Janeiro

São Paulo
	Toronto
	Monterrey Guadalajara
	Caracas
	New York City, Dallas-Fort Worth

Minneapolis-St. Paul

	Federal districts
	Buenos Aires
	Brasilia
	Ottawa
	Mexico City
	Caracas
	Washington, DC


Large, single urban jurisdictions are less common and found in only four of our countries, as for example in Calgary, Ciudad Juárez, Barquisimeto, Houston (through annexation), and Miami (through city-county consolidation). In these cases a single unified public sector usually exists, with its departments and agencies, tax base, and electoral system, although in some contexts they are highly dependent upon support from the state or provincial government. These cases of single jurisdictions provide a clearer organizational field from which to address the challenges presented by large urban populations, and public accountability systems in the form of elections for local government are well established. 

More common in metropolitan areas, however, are the complicated multijurisdictional geographies where the built-up urban area extends into multiple municipalities, adjacent states, and even adjacent nations, forming a much more complex interorganizational  and polycentric field, or to use Abbott’s (2009) expression, a complex metropolitan region.  In all countries, the density of local government activities across these large urban conurbations necessitates collective governmental coordination, echoing the observation of Ostrom, Tiebout and Warren made decades ago (1961), albeit difficult to achieve in practice. In such densely populated jurisdictions, the likelihood of metropolitan initiatives can vary according to local circumstances and along a spectrum.  

At one end of the spectrum, a dominant municipality may have highly dependent municipalities surrounding it with vast disparities in resources, leading to a greater, perhaps resigned, disposition of the dependent municipalities to collaborate (examples here include Salvador (Brazil), Córdoba (Argentina), Edmonton (Canada), and Maracaibo (Venezuela).  But this is not necessarily always the case; historically, in the United States version of this case and, more recently, in Canada (Toronto), the adjacent suburban communities may not find themselves dependent on the core city and may be disinclined to collaborate due to differing policy priorities resulting from their significantly higher socioeconomic status.  At the other end of the spectrum are the polynucleated metropolitan areas, where a more evenly balanced distribution of resources and population across municipalities, as in Mendoza (Argentina), Toluca (Mexico), or the Santos coastline in Brazil may provide greater opportunities for coordination since potential partners are in similar situations. In the Brazil case, even though there are relatively few initiatives in course, these have tended to take place at this end of the spectrum. In the middle are those scenarios in which a primary municipality containing a significant share of the metropolitan population exists alongside other substantially populated municipalities—São Paulo (Brazil), Monterrey and Guadalajara (Mexico), Toronto (Canada), or New York City and Dallas-Fort Worth (United States). Here, coordination can occur, in some instances to great effect, such as in the cases of the Toronto Metropolitan Council (albeit now defunct), the Port Authority of New York & New Jersey, and the Dallas-Fort Worth Airport.  However, such coordination remains difficult to achieve and may encounter challenges by actors vying for leadership or from those seeking to forge a separate future for their constituents. Federal districts are a special case of jurisdictional geography. They can offer an alternative model for an intermediary or special tier of government (neither state nor municipality), but as part of metropolitan areas (as in the case with all but the Brazilian Federal District) they can bring a very different dimension to interlocal politics, investments, and resources; although rarely do they appear to do so in a positive way. Despite the potential for preferential access to federal government resources, conflicts between federal districts themselves and adjacent jurisdictions prevent collaboration, as witnessed in Buenos Aires and Mexico City. Here we would also highlight an important companion volume by Myers and Dietz (2002) on capital city politics in Latin America. 

Two overriding conclusions stand out. First is the clear and urgent need to conceive and create new governance structures for metropolitan affairs that will enable metropolitan-wide policies to be formulated and implemented and will meaningfully engage citizens living therein. Although this finding applies to a full range of public policies, given the context of metropolitan-wide socioeconomic and public resource disparities, it is particularly relevant to the alleviation of poverty and reduction of social inequities and, more generally, to improving people’s lives.  How best to achieve this and to move forward is the second main set of conclusions offered.  The case studies appear to suggest that while regional governments—states and provinces—seem to provide the more practical bases for initiating an effective architecture of metropolitan governance, there appears to be no single route to get “there” from the “here and now,” and certainly no single overall normative imperative that should be taken as “best practice.” States and localities need to work out the politics and management structures that will work best within their own polities and localities. The result will very likely be different approaches within the same country, any one of which may individually have similarities with other approaches in other countries. This confirms one of the practical benefits of comparative studies—identifying opportunities for conversation. Getting there will require many changes in existing patterns of incentives and disincentives that cannot be produced on a drawing board and will have to be negotiated in the day to day.


Humankind’s so far less-than-able response to the challenges of metropolitan urbanism suggests to us that more active alternatives need to be found. High-density, closely linked metropolitan areas are increasingly vulnerable, for example, to natural disasters such as earthquakes, hurricanes, and other extreme climatic events all of which are present in the countries that we are studying. Economic disparities in the global economic arena are another source of vulnerability, and here, too, coordinating actions across jurisdictions requires different approaches to resource distribution and redistributive economic investment in order to generate a more equal playing field for different economic actors. But if there is an overriding argument for the need to break away from the current, almost permanent pre-crisis adaptation and search for serious alternatives, it is the need to make significant inroads in increasing social and economic equity and to better attend to the collective well-being of metropolitan inhabitants.
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