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THE PROJECT

1.
Proposed title and subtitle
Inequality and Governance in the Metropolis:  

Regimes of Place Equality and Fiscal Choices in Eleven Countries
2 Brief description of project’s scope and content

Include here a description of what makes your project distinctive. What are the particular benefits offered by its content, scope, organisation and/or educational features? What needs does it aim to satisfy?

Regimes of place-equality are an understudied component of the modern welfare state. If the latter were institutional devices aiming at guaranteeing tax solidarity among individuals belonging to a nation-wide political community, the former went along with them and sought to frame mechanisms of fiscal solidarity among jurisdictions in charge of providing public services to citizens. Local outcomes for citizens are a result of the interaction between local choices and the wider regimes of place equality within a given region. Such policies and institutions were seldom scrutinized as an independent element of how states have dealt with the growing fragmentation and sprawling of urban life and the risks they entail. This book shows that regimes of place-equality cannot be directly deducted from welfare regimes, since they have independent sources and are framed by specific fiscal policies. Although the work on welfare states has not focused on the territorial dimension of inequality, types of welfare states bear clear affinities with regimes of place equality.


A widespread phenomenon emerging from the 1960s onwards, metropolitanization brings about greater risks of territorial inequalities within and across city-regions. These territorial inequalities appear under different forms of urban segregation ranging from the conditions of settlements and transportation to cope with longer commuting extensions to the quality of health care and education provision. The increasing role of cities both in economic development and the provision of public services can translate into place-inequality were it not for either national or regional fiscal policies deliberately oriented to affect local governments' policy choices, and so the supply-side of services. Hence, regimes of place-equality do make a difference on how income inequality within and across city regions crystallize into space. Metropolitan areas are then the best units of observation of such societal and institutional mechanisms, since it is there where the evidences of urban segregation are more clearly observable. 


This book is the outcome of a 10-years' time international research cooperation on how countries handle territorial inequalities in their major metropolitan areas. It shows that countries as different as unitary and federal as well as developed and developing ones, in six different corners of the globe (Europe, North America, South America, the Middle-east, Africa and Asia), did build long-term institutions and policies that affect the conditions under which decentralized public services are provided. 


This book undertakes the first systematic, multicountry investigation of the sources and consequences of the relationship between policies and the spatial inequality of public spending in metropolitan areas. To accomplish such an endeavour, besides qualitative analysis of welfare regimes and the role of cities in service provision, each country chapter depicts a relevant sample of metropolitan areas and examines intra-metropolitan revenue and spending data with a similar protocol of quantitative techniques. The fiscal behaviour of metropolitan cities is explored through two key conceptual dimensions of the regimes of place equality. The first one refers to central-local relations, meaning the extension that national or intermediate-level institutions affect local government (LG) expenditure choices. The second dimension refers to the equalization goals of such policies, that is, the range of equalization outcomes these policies intend to achieve.
3 Proposed Content

Please attach a chapter by chapter synopsis of the project’s planned content and main argument(s).  We appreciate that this is bound to be provisional in some respects but in order to make a fair assessment of the project’s potential, your initial presentation needs to be as detailed as possible (we would therefore suggest at least half a page per chapter).  If you have some sample material available, we would be pleased to consider this as well.


The overall goal of the book is to identify, explore and assess what we call Regimes of Place Equality in metropolitan areas, i.e. the mechanisms of public finance and governance that shape the ways in which territorial patterns of social inequality in metropolitan areas translate into municipal services and policies therein. Crucial components characterising the variations in Regimes of Place Equality include specifics of the national welfare state regimes, variety of capitalism, as well as central-local and horizontal (fiscal) relations between jurisdictions that provide services in metropolitan areas. (The concept of Place Equality Regimes is thoroughly explained in chapter 1.) The core thesis of the book is that, globally, there are three distinct types of Regimes of Place Equality:
(1)  the Tieboutian model: 
The tieboutian model has strong affinities with a particular variety of federalism, one in which federate states/provinces have successfully preserved their rights to make decisions about their own policies, and in which municipalities are creatures of the federate states. This model also has strong affinities with liberal and conservative welfare regimes. In such a model, there is no commitment to fiscal equalization among municipalities within a metropolitan area, and so they display highly unequal patterns of revenue and spending; hence, the provision of services is mainly constrained by local tax capacity and local policy choices. Given the diversity of strategies adopted at the level of the federate states, subregimes of place-equality can emerge in different metropolitan regions across federate states, depending on local preferences with respect to patterns of cross-municipality inequality. 

(2)  the full equalization model: 
The full equalization model has strong affinities with unitary states and welfare regimes committed to guarantee equality among citizens - such as the social democratic welfare state of Northern Europe. Therefore, although services can be decentralized, the central state performs a highly distributive role in order to provide for equal fiscal capacity among local jurisdictions. Although municipalities can have taxing powers and the right to act on service provisions, their affairs are centrally regulated to achieve standardized service provision. However, in spite of such goals, some traits of inequality can still be found among cities.

(3) the partial equalization model: 
The partial equalization model has strong affinities with the conservative welfare state regime, one in which the central state does perform a redistributive role and has the authority to regulate the affairs of both states/provinces and municipalities. However, redistribution is not oriented toward equalization; instead, partial compensation for high level of LG's taxing capacity are the main goal. Hence, upper-level institutions (either national or regional) redistribute revenues among places and provide for limited equalization on the revenue-side along with some regulation of local choices. This model can be found both in unitary states and the intra-state model of federalism, since in both the central state perform a prominent role in policy decision-making. Given the role of earmarked transfers and upper-level regulation over local choices, local partisan preferences do not seem to have a very strong effect on local government spending choices.

This volume presents a thorough analysis of the sources and effects of regimes of place-equality across a range of different countries in Western and Eastern Europe, North and South America, the Middle-east, as well as Africa and Asia, as displayed in Table 1.

Table 1: Place equality regimes in eleven countries
	Country
	GDP per capita (*)
	Form of State
	Welfare state regime
	Regimes of Place-equality

	The Tieboutian Model 

	United States
	52,800
	Inter-state Federalism
	Liberal
	Tieboutian

Partial equalization in education

	Switzerland
	46,000
	Inter-state Federalism 
	Conservative
	Tieboutian 
Partial equalization

	Canada
	43,100
	Inter-state Federalism 
	Liberal
	Tieboutian 

Partial equalization

	India
	4000
	Inter-state Federalism
	Minimal
	Tieboutian
Partial equalization

	The Full equalization Model

	Sweden
	40,900
	Unitary
	Social-democratic
	Full equalization

	Czech Republic
	26,300
	Unitary
	Post-communist
	Full equalization

	South Africa
	11,500
	Inter-state Federalism
	Minimal
	Full equalization

	The Partial equalization Model

	France
	35,700
	Unitary
	Conservative
	Partial equalization

	Israel
	34,900
	Unitary
	Intermediate
	Partial equalization

	Spain
	30,100
	(Quasi)Federal
	Mediterranean
	Partial equalization

	Brazil
	12,100
	Intra-state Federalism
	Conservative
	Partial equalization


(*) Source: CIA. The World Factbook (US$ 2013 estimates)

Several crucial conceptual and methodological innovations lay the groundwork for the main arguments presented in the book. By defining regimes of place-equality and their effects on the patterns of fiscal behavior in metropolitan areas in each country according to a common protocol, this volume lays the foundations for comparative analysis of the policies, institutions, and mechanisms that affect local government spending choices. All chapters rely on a common protocol for the construction of the dataset, as well as analysis and interpretation of the data, explained in detail in the methodological appendix. Each country chapter utilizes a common typology of fiscal behavior, a parallel menu of explanatory variables, a common set of indicators to measure local variations, and a common system of inequality measurement based on the use of Gini coefficients. This common framework enables the analysis to convincingly document parallel variations in fiscal behavior, and link them to common characteristics of the regimes of place-equality, even in countries with different levels of development and forms of state.

An initial chapter sketches the theoretical background, the analytical framework and the main hypotheses of the study, along with a brief outline of the methods employed.  Separate chapters then proceed to test he hypotheses within each country in the study. The concluding chapter pulls the results together in a comparative synthesis. 

INTRODUCTION

Chapter One: Place, Metropolitan Inequality and Governance: A Framework for Comparative Analysis (Jefferey Sellers) 

This introductory chapter outlines the analytical basis and major concepts for the volume and gives an overview of the book’s organization. An initial section sketches the contribution of the concept of Regimes of Place-Equality to the literature on local governance, welfare state and forms of state, unpacking the conceptual connections between these institutions and showing that such regimes are both a key and understudied political institution that critically affects spatial inequalities, and whose ultimate effects make a difference for individuals' life opportunities. It shows that inequalities in the conditions of places, that is, where people live, work, shop and play exert both direct and indirect effects on inequality among individuals, and so these differences can also affect the access of individuals to other, wider opportunities. It also demonstrates that metropolitan spaces are those where the tensions between inequality and local choice are more evident, given the increasing role of these cities on both economic affluence and service provision. By doing so, the chapter sets out a framework for the first systematic cross-national comparison of the policies and institutional arrangements that different contemporary societies have adopted to handle tensions between metropolitan inequality and local choice.


The chapter also shows that instead of a convergence toward a unique model of metropolitan governance, driven by macro-processes like globalization and neoliberalism, regimes of place-equality are nested within countries' welfare regimes and varieties of capitalism, and so they are best explained by long-term national and regional commitments to equality/inequality. Therefore, the chapter presents the different regimes, their connections to other political institutions and their consequences on cities' spending choices.
PART ONE: THE TIEBOUTIAN MODEL 

Chapter Two: Contested Metropolis:  Inequality and the Multilevel Governance of Metropolitan Regions in the United States  (Jefferey Sellers)

As a federal country that exemplifies both the liberal welfare state and liberal market capitalism, and maintains a long tradition of local government autonomy, the United States most closely approaches the Tieboutian model. Race and class segregation, population sorting and interlocal dynamics have created largely consistent spatial inequalities in U.S. metropolitan regions, but also a wider variety of spatial patterns and political cultures than in other developed countries. This paper examines the governance of metropolitan inequality in six large, representative metropolitan areas over the late 1990s and 2000s. 
Our analysis confirms that the U.S. system of local government generally provides advantages to more affluent metropolitan communities and disadvantages to places with concentrated hardship. But institutional infrastructures of metropolitan governance have fostered a wide variety of metropolitan patterns in provision of local government services. Political contestation and governance within states and specific regions have altered these infrastructures over time. Even against the backdrop of general Tieboutian institutional patterns, education policy regimes have increasingly sought partial place equalization within one major sector of local government. In the unusual case of Minneapolis/St. Paul, metropolitan governance institutions established by the state have undertaken more general equalization of revenues and expenditures.

This chapter first outlines the evolving contexts of policy and institutions that have shaped the regime of place equality in the six U.S. regions, then sketches an overview of social and economic inequality in the six metropolitan areas. The next section demonstrates the consequences of these arrangements for inequalities in expenditures and spending among local governments.

Although spending and revenue generation vary widely, both local political preferences and local capacities to pay for local services help to account for these variations. The most striking finding, however, is how much difference the state and metropolitan variations in regimes of place equality have made, both among different metropolitan settings and over time. Multilevel metropolitan governance in greater Minneapolis has created a regional redistributive system of place equality that has produced sharply contrasting patterns of local outputs from those in greater Los Angeles. In other metropolitan regions, like Seattle and Cincinnati, and in the entire sector of local education governance, new regimes of place equality have also reduced intra-metropolitan inequalities in services. Even as the Tieboutian model captures settled features of metropolitan governance throughout most of the United States, the regime of place equality has remained contested.

Chapter Three: Tamed Tieboutianism and Spatial Inequalities: Regimes of Place Equality in Swiss Metropolitan Regions (Daniel Kübler and Philippe Rochat) 

This chapter examines the case of Switzerland, a small, rather affluent and strongly decentralized federation. In doing so, it focuses on the two main mechanisms of income redistribution: fiscal policy (by which resources are extracted) and social policy (by which resources are re-allocated). The guiding question in this chapter is whether and to what extent fiscal and social policies set up in metropolitan places are conditioned by spatial inequalities - thus reinforcing them - or, to the contrary, are working to compensate and thereby counteract spatial inequalities. 

The chapter starts with a general presentation of spatial patterns of social inequalities in Swiss metropolitan areas. Then, it focuses on government policies addressing spatial and social inequalities in Switzerland. This section involves an account on regional variations in the Swiss Welfare State and emphasizes the variations between different cantonal (i.e. sub-national) welfare regimes. The main part of the chapter examines data on municipal expenditures and revenues in the three major metropolitan areas (Zurich, Geneva and Lausanne), in order to characterise place equality regimes found therein. 
The findings are that inequality patterns in resident wealth in Swiss metropolitan areas correlate strongly with inequality patterns in municipal revenues and expenditures. Fiscal and social policies within Swiss metropolitan areas seem to be conditioned by spatial inequalities, thus reinforcing these inequalities rather than compensating them. The distinctions between the different sub-national welfare regimes however make qualifications to this general picture necessary. In the 'social democratic' welfare regime found in Geneva, spatial inequalities within the metropolitan area are marginal, both in terms of fiscal and social policies. In contrast, the conservative welfare regime found in Lausanne, and especially the liberal welfare regime found in Zurich are associated with spatially more unequal patterns of fiscal and redistributive policies. The importance of partisanship as a determinant for municipal social policies in the Zurich metropolitan area even suggests that, in liberal welfare regimes, these spatial inequalities are due to local choice inegalitarianism where right-wing political preferences rather than social needs determine the extent of redistributive policies in suburban municipalities.
Chapter Four: Metropolitan Governance and Inter-Municipal Inequality in Canada’s Metropolitan Regions (R. Alan Walks)

This chapter examines the fiscal disparities among municipalities in the three largest Canadian metropolitan regions: Montreal, Toronto, and Vancouver. It shows how metropolitan governance arrangements are associated with relative degrees of place equality, and in particular, how revenues from intergovernmental transfers and redistributive expenditures might have progressive equalizing effects across the lower-tier municipalities. Different modes of partial equalization on the part of distinct provincial welfare-state regimes impact upon municipal affairs and urban governance. 


Quantitative results suggest that, on the whole, any progressive equalizing tendencies are inconsistent and ephemeral. Indeed, the multivariate analyses suggest an overall regressive structure, in which areas with greater hardship are more dependent upon the (regressive) property tax, do not receive disproportionate intergovernmental transfers, and enjoy lower, rather than higher, levels of redistributive spending, after controlling for other socio-demographic variables. On the other hand, these analyses detected the potential for intergovernmental transfers to enhance redistributive spending, controlling for other factors, but this potential has not been seized upon, or at least not effective, in targeting social expenditures toward progressive equalizing aims overall. 


Yet, these apparently depressing findings are tempered and clouded by the very different relationships uncovered when each metro area is examined separately, and are made even more complex by the important determining conditions and structures imposed by provincial regimes. Redistributive expenditures in Montreal and Toronto, but not Vancouver, appear to correlate with progressive equalizing aims, suggesting potentially more progressive electorates and municipal structures in the former. However, a comparison with other metropolitan areas show that most redistributive spending in the provinces of Quebec and British Columbia is actually provided at the provincial level, whereas in Ontario much of it is decentralized to municipalities who are mandated to provide particular social services, often against the stated preferences of local electorates and governments at cost to fiscal health and sustainability. Forced amalgamations, large municipalities, and multiple upper-tier regional governments in Ontario may have helped equalize municipal social expenditures in comparison with the other regions, but recent amalgamations have been imposed in the name of forging competitive entrepreneurial cities that would undercut the social-democratic political tendencies of politicians traditionally elected in the older central cities. As counter-intuitive as it may seem, municipal-level indices of higher spatial equality are partially reflective of growing structural inequalities imposed by provincial regimes. Thus, while the Toronto region appears to offer the most equitable and redistributive system of municipal finance on the basis of the municipal-level empirical indices, because the province has decentralized service delivery functions without adequate resource or decision-making capacities, the effect has been to impose a financial straitjacket on precisely those local governments with the most difficult predicaments and highest needs. Likewise, while the Vancouver region appears to reveal on the surface the least progressive or equalizing fiscal system, the fact that much expenditures, including most social expenditures, are delivered at the provincial scale means that municipalities have the discretionary policy room to innovate in meeting distinct local needs, which because base social funding is universal (and because underlying levels of social segregation are much lower), can work to enhance the overall progressivity of the system of governance. Similarly, while the much higher level of political fragmentation in Montreal might suggest a less equitable result there, the generally higher levels of overall social spending within Quebec’s welfare state coupled with the dominance of the province in redistributive programs actually means that fragmentation matters far less for patterns of spatial equality.

Chapter Five: Metropolitan Governance and Social Inequality in India (Annapurna Shaw) 

In India, the primary axis of place inequality was, and continues to be, that between urban and rural areas. Place inequality at the metropolitan level is a more recent concern. However, its importance will increase as India urbanizes and as its metropolitan areas become the predominant places of population concentration. There is evidence that inequalities within Indian urban areas have been rising since the opening up of the economy in 1991. 

The chapter first sets out the multi-layered system of metropolitan governance in India. Since the passage of the 74th Constitutional Amendment Act in 1992, local governments have gained new responsibilities and functions, especially in the fields of development and social policies. However, the powers to raise own revenues is still limited, resulting in a general fiscal weakness of local governments. Intergovernmental grants by the states are important to bridge the local revenue gap. In addition, earmarked grants from the central government play an important role. 

The second part of the chapter analyses place equality regimes in two large metropolitan regions: Kolkata and Bangalore. Both have seen significant economic and demographic growth in recent decades, as well as an increase in spatial disparities, as prosperity and inequality have gone hand in hand. The increase in spatial inequalities - especially between the core and the fringe of the metropolitan area - was higher in Kolkata than in Bangalore. There are also marked differences between the two places with respect to governance arrangements. While Kolkata is highly fragmented and complex, institutional consolidation has been implemented in Bangalore. Patterns of municipal finance also differ due to the differences in intergovernmental relations in the federate states within which the two metropolitan areas are located. The fiscal base of local government is clearly weaker Kolkata than in Bangalore. 

In the conclusion, the chapter argues that the overall system of metropolitan governance in India is closer to tieboutian than to full equalization. Nevertheless, due to the generally weak fiscal base of local governments, intergovernmental transfers are crucial to the system and can have an equalizing effect. This was confirmed by the comparison between Kolkata and Bangalore, showing two variations of the Indian regime of metropolitan place equality, emphasizing the importance of the state government in shaping these. 

PART TWO: THE FULL EQUALIZATION MODEL

Chapter Six: The Equal Metropolis? Can Social Policies counteract diversity in Swedish metropolitan settings? (Anders Lidström)

The chapter examines the Swedish case, which represents a full equalization regime of place-equality, nested in a social-democratic regime of welfare state and a coordinated variety of capitalism. The tradition of equalization and redistribution is a core value in the Scandinavian welfare model. Differences in wealth, between citizens and between municipalities, are relatively small in Sweden, compared to most other Western countries. Grants by the central level to equalize revenues among municipalities and revenue-equalization system between municipalities provide for equal fiscal capacity and standardized service provision among local governments, which is measured by means of Gini coefficients. 

 

Nevertheless, the chapter shows there are differences and these remain, despite extensive systems of redistribution. In the two largest Swedish metropolitan regions, neither national nor local public policies are able to counteract underlying processes of sorting and segregation. Although inequalities are generally less pronounced between the municipalities in the Göteborg region, the strong connection between citizens’ socio-economic conditions and educational performance remains the same. There is no significant correlation between resources spent on education and educational performance. Resources from the system of financial equalization are not able to reduce the differences in performance. 


The chapter demonstrates that the Place Equality Regime in the Swedish metropolitan areas is not able to rescind fundamental differences in wealth and status generated by market forces. Another important observation concerns the changes over time. The analysis shows that differences between the municipalities have been gradually increasing from the early 1990s. This is particularly obvious in the Stockholm area, but to some extent also in the Göteborg metropolitan region. These changes reflect a more general tendency of growing inequalities in the Swedish society during the same period and can be seen as expressions of an increasing influence of neo-liberal values.
Chapter Seven: Social and socio-spatial inequalities in Prague metropolitan area Czech Republic (Tomas Kostelecky and Jana Vobecká )

The chapter analyses the Czech Republic Regime of Place-equality, by examining the fiscal behavior of the municipalities belonging to the Prague Metropolitan Area. 

Under communism, the Czech Republic was a country with exceptionally low income social inequality among individuals. Despite dramatic changes in patterns of individual social mobility and a noticeable rise of social inequalities after the break-up of communist rule, the overall level of social inequality remains relatively modest.


The chapter shows that socio-spatial inequalities do not simply mirror the rise of income disparities. Some features of the Prague metro-level governance prevent socio-spatial inequalities while others reinforce them. The key institutional mechanism preventing the growth of socio-spatial inequality is centralization of municipal finance that results in relatively small inequality in the per capita revenues of municipal budgets and, consequently, in rather standardized level of services. Although municipalities got many competences from the state after the breakdown of Communist rule, they are not entitled to full taxing and spending autonomy. Instead, both their revenues and expenditures are to a great extent regulated by national legislation. Municipalities are highly dependent on the redistribution of the taxes collected by the state, which is made through a complex formula that favors larger municipalities. Hence, the low socio-spatial inequality of the Prague metropolitan area is an outcome of current upper-level redistributive policies.


However, equalization is less perfect than assumed. There are some fiscal inequalities between more affluent and poorer municipalities. The key difference is between the relatively rich central cities and poorer suburbs. Moreover, despite the purposely egalitarian system of Czech municipal finance, municipalities that already provide some services are favoured over municipalities that do not have the same type of facilities. Then, some transfers do not diminish inequalities but tend to deepen them. The more well-to-do suburban municipalities are able to get more per capita money from the upper levels of government in form of various subsidies to which they are not legally entitled and which are distributed on a competitive basis. 
Chapter Eight: The Mosaic of Local Governments: Decentralizing Reforms, Municipal Asymmetries and Spatial Inequality in Post-Apartheid South Africa (Helder do Vale and Robert Cameron)
This chapter focuses on the workings of metropolitan governance in South Africa and its contribution to the reduction of spatial inequalities as an overarching policy goal. Reforms of the local government system played a major role in the post-apartheid transition process in South Africa. During the apartheid regime, the structures of local government were indeed crucial to the spatial entrenchment of racial segregation, involving specific policy provisions for different residential areas for whites, blacks, couloureds and Asians. Whites, for the most part, had excellent levels of services, while services in black areas were kept in a deliberate state of neglect. After the transition to democracy, reforms of the South African local government system were an important part of the strategy to erase the legacy of the apartheid regime. With this ultimate goal, local government reforms involved the expansion of local capacity for delivery of services, transfer of fiscal and administrative responsibilities, and increase of the developmental role of municipalities through higher capital expenditures. 


In a first section, the chapter presents the rationale of South African local government reforms since the mid-1990s and explains the core features of the current structure of local government and intergovernmental relations. It is shown that the current set-up involves strong centralization of welfare and development functions. On the one hand, this is evident from the importance of central government transfers in municipal budgets. On the other hand, South Africa is one of the rare countries in which governance in metropolitan areas was consolidated to create strong, single-tier governmental institutions - the so-called metropolitan municipalities also referred to as “metres”. 

Comparing budget trends in South African local government, the second section of the chapter shows that the metros play an important role in improving public service delivery in post-apartheid South Africa. While municipal budgets have steeply increased in the whole country since 2000, the metros have a higher performance in delivering public services. While non-metropolitan municipalities have not enough resources to cover their expenditure assignments, the metropolitan municipalities are largely self-sufficient and the size of their operating and capital budgets is substantially higher. 

The third section of the chapter takes a closer look at two metropolitan areas: Cape Town and Johannesburg. In both cases, the metropolitan municipalities, thanks to their unchallengeable fiscal capacities, are the most relevant player in fighting inequality in service provision. Despite indications that inequality in the distribution of basic services has been reduced, different patterns of residential segregation are evident across the two metropolitan areas. These are mainly due to different approaches in spatial planning. Whereas Cape Town has been more interventionist and has adopted a more integrated view of spatial planning, Johannesburg embraced a less interventionist and more targeted spatial policy. 

In the final section, the chapter wraps up the findings to conclude that South Africa has seen the emergence of a regime of place equality that is characterized by strong centralization and that pursues the of fostering an equal distribution of public services between local governments. The strong, consolidated metropolitan municipalities have contributed to improve service provision in the metropolitan areas. Form a national perspective, however, the system has proven less effective in correcting the fiscal disparities between urban and rural municipalities. 

PART THREE: THE PARTIAL EQUALIZATION MODEL

Chapter Nine: Place Equality Regimes in French City Regions (Deborah Galimberti and Gilles Pinson)

The chapter examines the French Regime of Place-equality and analyzes four metropolitan areas: Bordeaux, Lille, Lyon and Nantes. It shows that while social inequalities (income disparities between individuals) are deepening due to the transformation of job markets and the increasing weight of financial revenues, territorial disparities between regions and inside metropolitan areas are evolving much more slowly. This is largely due to the constant and even increasing weight of public expenditures and social transfers in the French economy. Roughly speaking, public expenditures and social transfers appear to be involved in a track race with growing socio-economic inequalities and their effects on Place Equality Regimes. For the time being, they manage to compensate for those growing inequalities. 


On the basis of Gini coefficients of spatial inequality, the chapter shows that the French “Place Equality Regime” can be defined as more egalitarian than the Tieboutian model, found in the US. Indeed, in France there are spatial divisions inside metropolitan areas, with affluent and deprived municipalities, but the standard situation is that of municipalities where working class and middle class populations coexist. Segregation operates at a quite narrow scale and is not related to rich or deprived ghettos. There are four factors explaining that the fiscal autonomy of municipalities does not produce high levels of spatial inequalities: the effectiveness of the French welfare network that provides jobs and purchasing power to many municipalities and that has a levelling effect on local social structures; the redistributive impact of State and inter-municipal transfers; the shared propensity to spend on the part of municipalities; and the fact that social deprivation is not necessarily correlated with the absence of a municipal tax basis, thanks to the presence of industries and jobs in working-class municipalities. 


The chapter shows that inherited social, economic and spatial structures, but also transfers by the national government, play a greater role than local politics in framing spatial inequalities in the metropolitan areas of France. What Nantes and Bordeaux have in common and what distinguish them from Lyon and Lille is not the nature of political control but rather their location in the peripheral part of France that remained preserved from the effects of the first phases of industrialisation. Nevertheless, with the emergence of discrete signs of central State withdrawal from urban and local affairs, metro policies might play a greater role in the production or correction of socio-spatial inequalities. Here, the case of Lyon is instructive. In a quite inegalitarian context, fiscal arrangements were set up at the inter-municipal level that allow to redistribute local tax resources in favour of deprived municipalities. Even, if the amounts are still modest, this case might prefigure what French metro Welfare State could become in the future.

Chapter Ten: Interlocal Disparities in Israel's Metropolitan Areas: The Impact of Crisis and Recovery in a Neoliberal Regime (Eran Razin)

The chapter examines the fiscal behavior of four metropolitan areas in Israel: Tel Aviv, Haifa, Jerusalem, and Beer Sheva under the adoption of neoliberal national policies. Such policies have considerably emphasized the need to reduce fiscal disparities, acknowledging the impact of severe crisis among weak local authorities. The central state thus promotes local tax sharing mechanisms in which fiscally sound local authorities share their wealth with their weaker neighbors. Moreover, criteria for the allocation of central state grants have also been revised, increasing the weight of socioeconomic status, providing more support to large cities, attempting to eliminate the remaining discrimination towards Arabs (still not fully achieved), while reducing unfair compensation of small middle-class exurban local councils and regional councils, including West Bank settlements, for lack of economies of scale.


Thus, the Israeli case demonstrates that the neoliberal reaction to crisis has indeed produced greater spatial disparities, but also a complex policy response. Such response is characterized by centralized patterns of action in order (1) to achieve fiscal discipline at the local level, and (2) to reduce disparities with minimal increase in state support. This is done by eliminating distortions in the allocation of state grants and by attempting to introduce local tax base sharing mechanisms in which fiscally sound local authorities transfer resources to nearby weaker ones.


In spite of these policies, the general outcome is an increase in spatial inequality. At the national level disparities increased between the Tel Aviv metropolis and all other parts of the country. Within metropolitan regions, wealth increased in exurban localities while levels of well-being stagnated among Arab, ultra-orthodox and some peripherally located cities and towns. Whereas cities in the affluent core of the Tel Aviv metropolis retain their status, the relative economic well-being of most cities elsewhere is eroding. Outside the Tel Aviv area, the middle class increasingly gravitates into exurban space, and cities are left with a disproportional share of the weaker segments of Israeli society.


These patterns influence fiscal disparities among local authorities in a complex manner, associated with contradictory trends in local government finance, rather than simply reflecting the changing pattern of socioeconomic disparities. Sharp cuts in central grants initially led to skyrocketing deficits, but by 2006 the local government system, perhaps somewhat weaker in terms of effectiveness and political power, reached unprecedentedly low deficits, despite the only partial reversal of cuts in grants. Recovery, however, progressed in an unequal manner. Certain exurban suburbs, regional councils and cities that possess a substantial non-residential tax base (mainly in the Tel Aviv metropolis) were initially more fiscally sound and gained strength, whereas Small local authorities, socioeconomically weak ones and particularly Arab ones were hardest hit and slowest to recover. The differential impact of crisis and recovery on local government deficits is particularly crucial, because it implies on the reliability of municipal services, on local autonomy and local democracy. Growing gaps have been particularly evident in development budgets: these budgets were least hurt in the Tel Aviv metropolis, thanks to the availability of sufficient local tax bases.

Chapter Eleven: Regimes of Place Equality and municipal choices in metropolitan Spain (Clemente J. Navarro; Maria Jesús Rodriguez, Cristina Mateos, Lucia Muñoz)

The chapter examines the Spanish regime of place-equality, which can be distinguished in two subregimes: the Common Regime, adopted by the majority of Comunidades Autónomas, except those adopting the Special Regime (Pais Basque, Navarra, and Canarias). In the Common Regime, central-state transfers are distributed according to population size (positive weight) and fiscal capacity (negative weight), and so intergovernmental funding support makes up for 50% of municipal revenues, both from the state (65%) and regional governments (35%). Yet, Basque, Navarra and Canarias have different schemes and provide a larger amount of transfers to their municipalities. In any case, equalization operates both from the central state to local governments and from different state-level regimes of place equality  toward their own municipalities.


The chapter examines the fiscal behavior of four metropolitan areas: Madrid, Barcelona, Sevilla, and Bilbao, showing that variations in local government spending highly depends on intergovernmental support, since they represent an important amount of municipal revenues, which is a crucial factor explaining variation in policy spending. 


The chapter demonstrates that in the Spanish quasi-federalized welfare state, the central government still plays an important role regarding municipal policies. Nevertheless, decentralization towards regional governments has also promoted a clear difference between ‘subnational regime of place equality’ This effect corresponds to the ‘infrastructure of regional governance’, the responsibilities and, moreover, the fiscal capacities of Comunidades Autonomas, which are key actors in the intergovernmental relations, especially regarding welfare policies, due to their capacity to regulate local governments. In fact, new regional constitutions have been developed including regulations over municipalities, for instance, in Catalonia and Andalusia. This could mean the introduction of regional effects in the infrastructure of local governance. 


The chapter concludes that the infrastructure of local governance produces mixed results regarding cross-municipality inequality. Cross-municipality socioeconomic inequality open opportunities for ‘Tieboutian’ adaptive strategies, meaning that revenue and spending capacities of local governments are affected by their taxing capacities. Nevertheless, intergovernmental support moderates this effect and generates opportunities for local choices. Moreover, egalitarian coalitions appear among poorer municipalities, as well as progressive coalitions among left oriented local governments.  Despite the equalization effort of central government support, regulations dealing with income and different regional regimes of place equality seem to produce sociospatial inequalities among Spanish metropolitan municipalities: poorer and bigger metropolitan municipalities have fewer opportunities to guarantee their citizens the provision of public services, being more dependent on the equalization process of the upper-levels of government. The Spanish regime of place equality, although oriented to produce equalization, only partially achieves this result among metropolitan municipalities and introduces clear regional differences.

Chapter Twelve: Inequality and Decentralized Governance in Brazil (Marta Arretche)

In Brazil, the relationship between income and access to public services is not direct. It is mediated by regimes of place-equality, one in which local governments play a critical role on public policy provision but their spending choices are highly affected by the redistributive, regulatory, and supervisory role performed by the central state.

Brazilian metro cities are poles of economic activity. As a result, they concentrate wealth, better jobs, and higher wages. However, income inequality within metro areas should not be ignored. Central cities -- which usually represent at least half the economic activity of metro areas -- show even higher average income and lower levels of poor concentration. They are surrounded by bedroom cities, which shelter large amounts of low-wage workers who commute every day. In peri-urban cities of metro areas, average household income tends to be lower whereas rates of poverty are much higher. Finally, we should not neglect income inequality within metro cities. Income inequality between different neighborhoods within each metro city ar not negligible either. The explosion of gated communities in metro cities is just an expression of such within-city income inequality. 


The Brazilian regime of place-equality does affect the relationship between individuals' income and their access to public policies though, particularly because it radically reduces cross-municipality inequality on self-generated revenues. If Brazil had followed Tiebout's and his followers' advice, the Gini coefficient for all municipalities' budgets would be around 0,500. Nevertheless, welfare state de-commodification reforms adopted from the mid-90s on along with the federal regulatory and redistributive role do have a critical impact on the way decentralized policies are implemented. 


The main institutions of the Brazilian regime of place-equality — namely constitutional transfers, universal earmarked transfers, and the earmarking of local government revenues to redistributive policies -- have a moderate impact in the reduction of revenue and spending inequalities between Brazilian municipalitiesOn the spending-side, all Brazilian cities -- and metro ones as well -- behave according to a similar pattern. They prioritize health and education, in accordance to federal rules that bind their spending decisions to these policies, but ostracize spending on urban development policies, an outcome that makes very difficult the daily life of citizens who are obliged to live far from their places of work due to their low wages. 

CONCLUSION
Chapter Thirteen: Regimes of place-equality and metropolitan social inequalities: a cross-national perspective (Jefferey Sellers, Eran Razin, Marta Arretche and Daniel Kübler)

The collective research program on which this volume is based focused on the core question of how systems of governance at multiple levels have reinforced or mitigated sociospatial inequalities in metropolitan areas. The conclusion of the volume answers this question in a cross-national perspective, organized around a discussion of the concept of place-equality regime. It does so in three steps. 
First, a comparative synthesis of the country chapters identifies the core features of the regimes of place-equality found in each of the countries under scrutiny. It is based on an overview of the country results according to the three theoretical models of place equality regimes (tieboutian, full equalization, partial equalization). This overview also serves as the basis for discussing the appropriateness of the concept of place-equality regime to adequately capture and assess cross-national differences of the ways in which multi-leveled systems of governance in metropolitan areas deal with sociospatial inequalities therein. 

The second part of the conclusion focuses on the variations in place equality regimes across countries and points out the general patterns that can explain cross-national differences. Indeed, while regimes of place equality do have specific metropolitan sources of emergence, they are nevertheless associated with more general attributes of the local government system, the welfare state regimes, and forms of state. Tieboutian regimes of place equality are indeed associated with liberal-leaning welfare state regimes but can be found in conservative models as well. The partial equalization regime can be found in the mediterranean and conservative welfare state regimes. Full equalization models require a commitment to egalitarian goals in social policies. Central-local relations are also critical to the framing of place-equality regimes. Full equalization requires concentration of political authority, and so it requires not only the central state performs an equalizing redistributive role on the municipalities' revenue-side of municipalities but institutional mechanisms providing for the standardization of service provision. On the other pole, the Tieboutian model requires that either local governments or the states they belong to have preserved the right to make decisions about their own policies, and so, that self-generated revenues are the main predictor of levels of local spending and policy choices. Finally, the partial equalization model is associated with a strong but limited role performed by the central government both in correcting local government taxing inequalities but in affecting their policy and spending decision. 

The third part of the conclusion wraps up the volume by discussing the implications of the findings in the light of policy and governance reforms aiming at a more equitable distribution of public resources and services in metropolitan areas. We will show that, in the light of the results presented in this volume, the debate on such reforms needs to be differentiated. There is no universal reform solution. Rather, the place equality regimes are an intervening variable that strongly conditions how policy reforms play out in a given metropolitan context. We finish by identifying, for each place equality regime, the crucial elements of a reform agenda aiming at a mitigation of metropolitan socio-spatial inequalities. 
METHOLOGICAL APPENDIX

The appendix will outline and discuss the principal methodological choices in the study and give an overview of the data collection strategy. Sections will elaborate the protocol used to reconcile definitions of regimes of place-equality, the procedures employed to measure fiscal inequality, both on the revenue and spending-side.  
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