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SUMMARY

Over the last quarter of a century, the nature and balance of the policies pursued by
local government, and the ways in which local government pursues them, have
changed considerably. In the face of technological advance, deindustrialisation,
global restructuring and intensified competition, local authorities have had to
become proactively engaged in promoting their assets and competing for much
sought after investment. As such, it 1s widely acknowledged that there has been a
reorientation in local government away from an emphasis on social service
provision and social welfare, towards an emphasis on economic growth, economic

development and policies designed to enhance economic competitiveness.

This reorientation has been accompanied by changes in how these policies are
delivered and by whom, and 1s classically referred to as the shift from
managerialism to entreprencurialism. For example, place promotional strategies
have been delivered by an ever wider array of public, quasi-public and private sector
agencies. Characterised by the prioritisation of local economic development, most
notably via the adoption of place promotional strategies, and an institutional shift
from public sector government to public-private governance, the shift to

entrepreneurialism has fundamentally changed the way places are governed.

[t 1s widely perceived therefore that place promotion is integral to the process of

contemporary governance, and yet despite this, few commentators have sought to



specify the form of local governance arrangements that have developed in support of
place promotion, or examine the relationship between place promotion and
governance. These themes are developed in this thesis through a postal questionnaire
survey of British local authorities and two case studies in Newcastle upon Tyne and
Leeds. In general, the prominent role of local authorities within these new

governance arrangements is highlighted, together with the complex and distinctive

nature of the shift to entrepreneurialism in particular places.

1ii



CONTENTS

PAGE
Acknowledgements i
Summary 11
Contents and List of Figures and Tables Y
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
1.0 Introduction l
1.1 Contemporary ‘politicised’ place promotion 6
1.2 Place promotion and governance 10
1.3 Conclusion 17
CHAPTER TWO: REGULATION, ENTREPRENEURIALISM
AND GOVERNANCE
2.0 Introduction 20
2.1 A regulation approach 22
2.2 The regulatory process — political strategy, practice and discourse 26
2.3 Spaces of regulation — Places of governance 32
2.4 From managerialism to entrepreneurialism? 37
2.5 Interpreting urban entrepreneurialism 42
2.6 Regulation, entrepreneurialism and governance 50
2.7 Conclusion 33

1V



CHAPTER THREE: GOVERNANCE IN PRACTICE

3.0 Introduction | 57

3.1 Theories of urban politics 59
3.2 Conclusion - “ B o T
CHAPTER FOUR: METHOD
4.0 Introduction - : _ 81
4.1 Theory, epistemology and method - 84
4.2 Research themes and processes 89
Aggregate Mresearch 90
- Case studies - J 98
4.3 Conclusion 103

CHAPTER FIVE: PLACE PROMOTION: AN AGGREGATE ANALYSIS

5.0 Introduction 106
S.1 Strategy development 109
5.2 Institutional roles and functions 124
5.3 The scale of institutional involvement 140
S.4 Conclusion 144

CHAPTER SIX: LOCAL GOVERNANCE: THE NEWCASTLE CASE

6.0 Introduction 147
6.1 Setting the city in context 150
6.2 The shift to entrepreneurialism 153



6.3 Local governance and place promotion

6.4 Conclusion

CHAPTER SEVEN: LOCAL GOVERNANCE: THE LEEDS CASE

7.0 Introduction

7.1 Setting the city in context

7.2 The shift to entrepreneurialism — better late than never

7.3 Local governance and place promotion

7.4 Conclusion

CHAPTER EIGHT: CONCLUSIONS

8.0 Introduction

8.1 The shift to entrepreneurialism — overall findings and conclusions

8.2 Recommendations for further research

REFERENCES

APPENDIX ONE

Vi

157

186

195
196
199

209

235

239

241

256

260

289



| LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1: Response Rates and Relative Proportions by Type of Authority
Table 2: Response Rates and Relative Proportions by Region
Table 3: Prevalence of Place Promotion by Type of Authority

Table 4: Prevalence of Place Promotion by Region

Table 5: Prevalence of Place Promotion by Urban—Rural Classification

Figure 1: Sample and Whole Population by Type of Authority
Figure 2: Implementation of Promotion by Urban-Rural Classification
Figure 3: Year Place Promotional Activity First Implemented
Figure 4: Reasons for Increased Significance of Place Promotion
Figure 5: Main Aims of Place Promotion

Figure 6: Reasons for Decreased Significance of Place Promotion
Figure 7: Public and Private Sector Involvement in Place Promotion
Figure 8: Chambers of Commerce

Figure 9: Training and Enterprise Councils

Figure 10: Business Links

Figure 11: Utility Companies

Figure 12: Local Media Institutions

Figure 13: Higher Education Institutions

Figure 14: Public and Private Involvement in Promotional Coalitions

Vil

108

109

112

12

115

108

117

118

120

121

122

127

129

129

130




Figure 15: Overall Leadership of Place Promotion 136
Figure 16: Organisations Leading Place Promotion 138

Figure 17: Regional Development Organisations 141

| Viii



Te— —=nr

CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.0 Introduction

Over the last quarter of a century, the nature and balance of the policies pursued by
local government have changed considerably. One of the ways in which they have
changed is the ‘massive worldwide growth in the practice of place marketing and
promotion’ (Ward, 1998, 1). In Western democracies especially, place promotion
has undoubtedly become an increasingly significant component of the local

economic development strategies employed by local government, to the extent that;

“Every town, city, region and nation, it seems, is now frenetically selling

itself with assertions of its competitive advantage” (Ward, 1998, 1).

FEconomic uncertainty has characterised the global economy since the early to mid-
1970s, a time widely recognised as prefacing a transitory period in the organisation
of capitalist development and the beginnings of the collapse of postwar Fordism.
Deindustrialisation decimated the manufacturing bases of many traditional global

centres as technological advance, the introduction of foreign competition, and the
globalisation of capital investment led to fundamental changes in what is produced,
how, and where. The emergence of new spatial divisions of labour and new regimes

of capital accumulation thus compelled cities, regions and nations alike to promote



their assets and compete for much sought after investment in the dynamic global
marketplace. In the fight to remain economically buoyant, local economies have

been drawn into more intensified competition with one another, as they try to draw

in, or develop new types of economic activity.

Over this same time period, the ways in which policies are pursued by local

government has also changed significantly; political restructuring has taken place
alongside its economic counterpart. In consequence, place promotional strategies
have been deliverf:d by an ever wider array of public, quasi-public and private sector
agencies. The need to compete effectively has given rise to ‘partnership’ models of
local management where knowledge, expertise and, in the context of the fiscal
austerity of local government, resources, are drawn from a wide range of local public
and private sector individuals and organisations. These alliances have incorporated
new institutional networks and structures, which have in turn created a new local

‘governance’.

The last twenty years especially, have thus witnessed the birth of a new cohort of
local economic policy makers as influential local actors have joined forces with local
government to restructure local economies and respond to economic trends in more

entrepreneurial and proactive ways. Public-private pértnerships have thercfore

become a common vehicle for local economic development, and this is demonstrated



by the proliferation of national, regional and local development agencies that

emanated during the 1980s and 1990s'.

All these agencies are similarly charged with the task of regenerating, diversifying or
replacing the staple base of their local economies. Place promotional strategies form
an integral part of this task. United by this aim, local economic and political leaders
have sought to lure inward investment and capitalist development to their locality by

using extensive promotional campaigns; designed to combat negative perceptions of

place on the one hand, and promote a favourable business climate on the other.

Early promotional activity was modest to say the least. It was unsophisticated and
piecemeal in nature, often involving merely the use of simple advertising slogans
(Fretter, 1993; Burgess, 1982). Over recent S/ears however, place marketing
techniqués have become more sophisticated and place promotional practices more
professionalised (Griffiths, 1998). By the 1980s, the ‘selling of places
..[had]..become big business’ (Fretter, 1993, 165). Place marketeers adopted a
market-led approach and became more strategic and corporate in their thinking. In

place of the traditional scatter-gun approach, marketing was targeted more directly at

particular sectors, companies, and investors’ needs;

' Examples include urban development corporations, training and enterprise councils, various local

authority, County-wide and regional economic partnerships, Regional Development Organisations,
and their newly established replacement, the Regional Development Agencies.



“Place marketing has thus become much more than merely selling the area to

attract mobile companies...It can now be viewed as a fundamental part of

planning, a fundamental part of guiding the development of places in a

desired fashion” (Fretter, 1993, 165). ‘

The practice of place promotion has thus become widespread, and with its massive
growth, there has emerged a ‘specifically promotional policy repertoire’ (Ward,

1998, 1). This includes;

“place logos, slogans, advertising, public relations...‘flagship’ development

projects, flamboyant architectural and urban design statements, trade fairs,

cultural and sporting spectacles, heritage, public art and much else besides”

(Ward, 1998, 1).

Place marketing techniques have therefore developed and the practice has become
more sophisticated, but it 1s important to stress that place promotion is not a recent
phenomenon. Although over the last two decades, it has been pursued to an extent,
and with a vigour that is unprecedented (Griffiths, 1998), examples of extolling the

virtues of place in order to boost economic fortunes have been recorded as early as
the'nineteenth century during US and West European colonial expansion (Griffiths,
1998; Ward, 1998, 1994, 1990). British seaside resorts then adopted the practice
early in the twentieth century, in conjunction with local railway companies, in an

attempt to lure tourists to their bracing shores (Ward and Gold, 1994). Railway



companies took this one step further during the interwar years of suburban growth

and rising home ownership by promoting new residential schemes in association

with private developers and building societies (Ward, 1994; Gold and Gold, 1994).

Despite this shift in practice, place promotion in Britain remained mainly tourism-
orientated until the 1930s when municipal authorities were granted powers to
advertise non-resort towns and cities for the first time (Ward, 1994, 1990).
Subsequent regional policy directives laid down by central government paved the
way for the type of town and city promotion prominent today. Place promotion thus
became a mainstream policy of local economic development, most notably from the
1970s, attracting investment through a variety of land and buildings-based
inducements, financial grants and tax relief schemes (Dicken and Tickell, 1992;
Mills and Young, 1986; Camina, 1974). Promotional activity that was more locally-
derived, burgeoned during the 1980s when established regional economic
development policies were undermined by the Thatcher administration (Ward,
1994). Furthermore, whilst the Thatcher Government did erode certain local
government powers with respect to local economic development, local authorities
were awarded other powers to promote their local economies and were statutorily

required by the 1989 Local Government and Housing Act to develop local economic

development strategies.

Place promotion therefore has a long history, embraces a wide variety of activities
and is conducted by a range of municipal authorities and private organisations. In the

face of economic restructuring, the practice has become more widespread and there



has been a shift from the essentially boosterist activity typified by British seaside
resorts, to a more aggressive growth-inducing promotion which seeks to regenerate
local economies and prevent major structural decline (Ward, 1994). Rather than
advertising per se therefore, contemporary place promotion seeks to reconstruct the

image of place, allied to a strategy of attracting particular types of economic activity

which reflect and bolster that image (Paddison, 1993).

Several texts (Ward, 1998; Gold and Ward, 1994; Philo and Kearns, 1993) examine

the historical development of place promotion and trace its evolution in response to
changing eco;lomic circumstances, often focusing especially upon how traditional
manufacturing centres ‘sell’ themselves to attract investment. Although typically
only one aspect of the development remit, the attraction of inward investment?” is
arguably one of the most significant objectives, particularly in areas which have lost
their traditional industrial base and where opportunities for indigenous investment
are limited (Paddison, 1993). The political benefits that accrue from major
investment schemes ensure that, as a development activity, the attraction of inward
investment is placed firmly on local political agendas. As a major tool of local
economic development policy therefore, place promotion is defined throughout this
thesis as the deliberate use of marketing in the attraction of inward investment, allied
with the promotion of new place images and associated public-private partnerships,

in order to achieve economic regeneration.

? The term ‘inward investment’ is used generically throughout this thesis to cover all aspects of
possible capital investment, whether this be commercial, industrial, or otherwise.



1.1 Contemporary ‘politicised’ place promotion

Whilst the goal of economic development runs as a common denominator
throughout almost all place promotion (Paddison, 1993), there are important cross-
national variations in its practice and meaning which deserve examination.

Marketing places in the European context relates much more to holistic notions of

social welfare, aiming to meet the consumer needs of both investors and local
inhabitants (Paddison, 1993; Kotler et al, 1993; Ashworth and Voogd, 1990). This

contrasts with the United States, where local economic development centres very
much upon the attraction of inward investment (Cox, 1997), and place marketing is
strongly associated with physical redevelopment and the promotion of new place
images. Similarly, place marketing in Britain has been constructed around the
achievement of economic objectives, in part because place promotional strategies are
more fully developed in localities which have suffered the most severe effects of
economic restructuring and are seeking sustained economic revival (Paddison,
1993). For example, during the 1980s and early 1990s especially, the re-imaging
process taking place in the more economically deprived areas of Britain was
accompanied by extensive physical redevelopment. This can be illustrated

particularly in the activities of the British urban development corporations (Meegan,

1993; Wilkinson, 1992; Madsen, 1992; Burgess and Wood, 1988).

It is important to note however, that to view place promotion in economic terms
alone 1is to oversimplify its meaning (Paddison, 1993). This contemporary approach

to place promotion gives rise to important political and social implications which are



often overlooked in practice, and which to a certain extent the academic literature
neglects (Ashworth and Voogd, 1994, 1990; Fretter, 1993). The process of
realigning a locality within international and more local spatial divisions of labour
involves a number of actors; from business leaders eager to stimulate investment, to
local communities seeking employment and a better quality of life. Inevitably

therefore, tensions can develop between these local groups when local place

identities are seemingly altered to adhere to new place images and new investment
landscapes. Place promotion is therefore both a cause and function of local politics
and local struggles. These ‘debates’ take place within the apparatus of local
governance and give rise to the formation and maintenance of particular networks of
relations. It is this aspect of place promotion which is so often overlooked and

deserves attention.

The marketing of place, and the particular images projected are a reflection of the
form of local governance and the particular pattern of interest involvement. Place
images are partial views of localities in that they reflect the views of those
determining them; most commonly the views of locally dominant institutional
stakeholders. Place promotion is therefore not simply a technical tool with which to
achieve economic development, as is portrayed in much of the literature (Ashworth
and Voogd, 1994, 1990; Gold and Ward, 1994; Smyth, 1994; Fretter, 1993), butis a
highly political activity with important social, cultural and institutional implications.
Its institutional context is therefore an important arena within which the economic,

social and political meanings of places are mediated, contested and negotiated.



Crucially however, this institutional dimension is often underplayed in accounts of
place promotion. The fact that place promotional strategies are in part determined by
the pattern and form of local governance is far from apparent in much of the
literature, especially that which portrays place promotion as a techno-rational
process (Ashworth and Voogd, 1994, 1990; Fretter, 1993). This set of literature
regards place promotion as a technocratic procedure, and as such, provides step-by-
step guides on ‘how to market places’ (Fretter, 1993). Fretter (1993) for example,

reduces the complex task of promoting places to a six-staged process: Define Your

Product; Know Your Customers; Know Your Competitors; Know Your Unique
Selling Points; Adopt a Place Slogan and Logo; and Have One Voice. Although this
mantra comprises part of the task, it cannot be said to fully represent the act of
marketing places. Ashworth and Voogd (1994, 1990) also adhere to a technocratic
approach, and advocate the use of SWOT analysis; the identification of an areas’
strengths, weaknesses, oppoMties and threats. Whilst these commentators
concede that marketing a city 1s somewhat different from marketing a product, they
all adopt the principles of product placement and promotion. In so doing, Ashworth

and Voogd describe marketing cities as a;

“process whereby urban activities are as closely as possible related to the
demands of targeted customers so as to maximise the efficient social and
economic functioning of the area concerned in accordance with whatever

goals have been established” (1990, 11).



Commentators like these, who reduce the practice of place promotion to a set of
technocratic procedures (Ashworth and Voogd, 1994, 1990; Fretter, 1993) seem
apparently impervious to the economic, political and institutional circumstances
which influence the nature and extent of promotional strategies in different
localities. In turn, they seriously undervalue the historically and spatially contingent
contexts within which the development and implementation of place promotional
strategies takes place. For example, the types of interests involved plays a critical
role in determining the types of strategies pursued and the degree of consensus
and/or conflict over those strategies. The strategies then, in turn, feed back into and
influence the particular pattern of interest involvement. Despite the fact that place
promotion is ‘widely regarded as emblematic of late twentieth-century urban policy
and urban governance’ (Griffiths, 1998, 41), this interrelation between the marketing
of place and emerging forms of governance has tended to be overlooked. There is
therefore a pressing need to move beyond the current literature in its assessment of
technocratic procedures and the content of promotional messages, to a more rigorous

understanding of its institutional context; the emerging forms of entrepreneurial

governance.

1.2 Place promotion and governance

The global marketplace has been characterised by increasing economic uncertainty
since the early to mid-1970s, a time widely recognised as prefacing a transitory

period in the organisation of capitalist development and the beginnings of the
collapse of postwar Fordism. Against the background of the growing power of

global capital and the deindustrialisation of former strongholds of manufacturing

10



industry, managerial forms of governance, characterised by bureaucratic
organisational forms of service delivery, were replaced by entreprencurial forms.
Predicated on a competitive quest for new sources of economic development and a
flexible organisational approach, entrepreneurial governance typically involves the
formation of alliances and partnerships between the public and private sectors

around economic development objectives (Griffiths, 1998).

Under pressure to improve competitiveness therefore, local policy makers developed
more active entrepreneurial strategies and created new institutional structures of
governance; a process now classically referred to as ‘urban entrepreneurialism’
(Harvey, 1989). Whilst there are some major differences in the interpretation of
these new forms of governance (Jessop et al, 1998; Judge et al, 1995; Mayer, 1995;
Lovering, 1995), there is broad agreement that entrepreneurialism is essentially

characterised by ‘the proactive promotion of local economic development by local

government in alliance with other private sector agencies’ (Hubbard and Hall, 1998,

4);

“The new entrepreneurialism has as its centrepiece the notion of public-
private partnership in which a traditional local boosterism is integrated with

the use of local governmental powers to try and attract external sources of

funding, new direct investments or new employment sources” (Harvey, 1989,

7).

11



In essence therefore, it is widely regarded that there are two broad strands to the
definition and characterisation of entrepreneurialism (Hubbard and Hall, 1998,;
Jessop, 1998; Painter, 1998; Wood, 1998b; Harvey, 1989). Firstly, a ‘political
prioritisation of pro-growth local economic development’ (Hubbard and Hall, 1998,
4), most notably via the adoption and increasing sophistication of place promotional
strategies in-the attraction of inward investment, and secondly, an associated
institutional shift from local government to governance. Emerging forms of
governance therefore, are increasingly orientating around narratives of
" entrepreneurialism, and place promotion especially (Hall, 1998), and yet with
particular regard to place promotion, few commentators (Ward, 1999a) have
specifically examined their constitution and configuration. Using theories of
governance, and particular models of configuration, this research therefore sets out
firstly, to specify the form of local governance arrangements that have developed in
support of place promotion, and secondly, to contribute to a greater understanding of
the relationship between shifts in governance and place promotional practice. Place
promotion is just one of ‘the myriad ways in which new modgs of governance are

implicated in the economic, social and cultural transformation of Western cities’

(Hubbard and Hall, 1998, 3), and yet because;

“Changing the image of a locality is...a central component of entrepreneurial

governance” (Hubbard and Hall, 1998, 7),

it provides a means by which to investigate more closely the putative shift from

government to governance, and from managerialism to entrepreneurialism. Such an

12



examination is necessary because whilst there is an acknowledgement of new forms
of local governance with an emphasis on economic development and place
promotion, there is much less agreement as to the extent and precise forms of change
(Hall and Hubbard, 1996). For example, the literature exhibits considerable
confusion with regard to the nature and significance of place promotion (Lovering,

1995; Mayer, 1995; Gold and Ward, 1994; Philo and Kearns, 1993; Harvey, 1989).

Lovering claims that;

“Place marketing is now virtually the core activity in local economic

development” (1995, 117);

whilst Mayer although recognising that ‘cities increasingly “market” themselves in

the global eéonomy’ (1995, 234), argues strongly that there has been a shift in policy

away from conventional promotional strategies;

“Instead of seeking to attract capital from elsewhere, strategies focus on new
business formation and small business expansion; instead of competing with
other jurisdictions for the same investment, efforts are made to strengthen

existing and potential indigenous resources” (ibid., 234).

This research addresses these competing claims by determining, inter alia, the nature

of, and extent to which place promotion occurs and by whom. Such difficulties are
compounded by the literature on entrepreneurial forms of governance which, it is

argued, ‘rests on theoretically and conceptually impoverished grounds’ (Hubbard

13



and Hall, 1998, 3; Hall and Hubbard, 1996, 153-4), and is hindered further by the
fact that ‘the notion of entrepreneurialism is used in a number of different and
potentially conflicting manners by different individuals and groups’ (Hubbard and
Hall, 1998, 3). Consequently, commentators are demonstrating increased scepticism
over the use of the term (Jessop, 1998, Painter, 1998; Jessop et al, 1998; Wood,

1998b; Hubbard and Hall, 1998). Lovering for example, contends that;

“Entrepreneurship” implies a putting together of various productive activities
to bring about a technological innovation, creating something new. Recent
developments in many British cities would be more accurately described as

“commodification”, attempting to package and sell what is already there”

(1995, 115).

Furthermore, when defining new forms of governance, many commentators accept

that local government prior to 1970 was exclusively characterised by managerial

politics and that since then politics has been dominated by entrepreneurial forms.

However;

“What is clearly missing here is any consideration of the extent to

which...[local] governments can pursue both objectives in tandem or whether

both modes can coexist” (Hubbard and Hall, 1998, 14).

Whilst local governments are undeniably adopting a more proactive stance and

spending more on local economic policies than ever before, this expenditure is

14



overwhelmed by that which continues to be spent on social services, education and
welfare. Hubbard and Hall (1998) have been the most vociferous in suggesting
therefore that there has not been a ‘wholesale abandonment of managerial policies’
(ibid., 14) and that there are indeed important continuities in the evolution of
governance as well as change. They highlight how local governments, to a lesser or

greater extent, have always pursued entrepreneurial strategies and played a crucial

role in local economic development. Consequently, they argue strongly.that the role
of the local state in this manner should not be con"sidered exclusively as a recent
phenomenon, ‘rather, it might be suggested that entrepreneurial forms of governance
are merely the latest in a long line of political strategies which have attempted to

create conditions conducive to...economic success’ (ibid., 14; Hall and Hubbard,

1996);

“Clearly, then, it is difficult to assess whether the shift to entrepreneurial

modes of governance is supplanting or merely supplementing traditional

‘managerial’ approaches” (Hall and Hubbard, 1996, 155).

It is important to recognise therefore that ‘there are dangers in accepting the idea that

entrepreneurial governance is distinct from other modes of governance in all

respects’ (Hubbard and Hall, 1998, 15, emphasis added), and therefore that the shift
to new forms of governance is perhaps a little more complex than some of the

literature suggests. In this respect, the explanatory weakness of dualistic accounts of

putative shifts from managerialism to entrepreneurialism, and from Fordism to post-

Fordism is highlighted (Jessop et al, 1998; Hubbard and Hall, 1998; Tickell and

15



Peck, 1995). As Lovering observes, the ‘enormous diversity of real-world
restructuring cannot be reduced to this sort of binary switchover’ (1995, 113).
Moreover, he suggests that ‘there is in fact nothing new about the emergénce of new
growth sectors in new places, accompanied by local institutional development. These

features have characterised uneven development since the beginnings of

industrialisation’ (ibid., 113).

A framework of analysis is therefore required which recognises elements of both

continuity and change. The literature demands more refined specifications of what
distinguishes ::ontemporary entrepreneurialism from earlier forms of governance
(Jessop et al, 1998; Hubbard and Hall, 1998; Wood, 1998b). In its exploration and
specification of the form of governance that has developed in support of place.

promotion, this research aims to contribute towards a more precise understanding of

the shift to entrepreneurialism.

In seeking to specify and explain the rise of entrepreneurial governance, some
commentators argue that its emergence is a by-product of broader forces of
international social and economic transition (Amin, 1994a, 1994b; Amin and Thrift,
1995, 1992). Yet all too often localities are portrayed as ‘individual, contingent and
particular, while the global is abstract, social and general’ (Hubbard and Hall, 1998,
16; Sayer, 1992). This dichotomous portrayal of local-global relations implies that
local economies are passive and dependent upon the hypermobility of capital (Jessop

et al, 1998). Others however, attribute greater significance to local capacity, local

social relations and the local dependence of capital (Mayer, 1995; Lovering,”1995;

16



Cox and Mair, 1988). Quite clearly, a more sophisticated conceptualisation of local-
global relations is necessary in order to specify contemporary forms of governance

more precisely within the shift to some form of entrepreneurialism and its role

within the dynamics of advanced capitalism (Jessop et al, 1998; Wood, 1998a);

“political processes are not so much reactive to global forces...these policies

are part and parcel of a more pervasive reorganisation of the regulatory

framework that controls global capitalism” (Hubbard and Hall, 1998, 17).

A regulation approach thus provides a useful analytical framework with which to
characterise and conceptualise contemporary forms of governance. The approach

emerged through attempts to introduce more sensitivity to traditional analyses of
capitalist development and as such, provides a more holistic interpretation of the

ways in which the economy, the state and society have been restructured in specific

historical and geographical contexts.

1.3 Conclusion

Until very recently, the interrelation between the marketing of place and emerging
forms of governance had been largely overlooked, despite the fact that it provides a
useful vehicle with which to explore governance and the politics of local partnership
formation. Some commentators have recognised this and have begun to address
some of the issues identified here (Jessop, 1998; Ward, 1999a; Hubbard and Hall,
1998; Millington, 1998; Shaw, 1994:; Wiilkinson, 1992). However, there are still

many uncertainties which pervade the literature around place promotion and the

17



changing nature of entrepreneurial governance. These have been bnefly
demonstrated here, but are developed fully in Chapters Two and Three. This thesis
therefore aims to address competing claims by determining, inter alia, the nature of,
and extent to which place promotion occurs and by whom, and sets out to contribute
towards a more precise specification of entrepreneurial forms of governance and the
role of contemporary place promotion within it. In particular, I examine the
respective roles and functions of local government and other quasi-public and
private interests in local place promotional strategy making, and their involvement in
the formation and maintenance of local partnerships. This is achieved through a
large scale postal survey of British local authorities and in-depth examination of
place promotional strategies and associated institutional structures in two major

British cities.

Following these introductory comments, Chapter Two introduces regulation theory
as a framework for analysing the development of capitalism and the putative shifts
described above. It demonstrates how, as an approach, regulation theory has evolved
in response to many of the explanatory lacunae described above. These
developments go some way in overcoming the crude conceptions of local politics
and their interrelationships with broader processes of restructuring and make it
possible to contextualise the analysis of local politics within the spectrum of
economic and political processes operating at various spatial scales. It then goes on
to explore the links between restructuring, entrepreneurialism and governance.
Chapter Three reviews the strengths and weaknesses of contemporary

conceptualisations of local politics, exploring how each contributes towards
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specifying emerging forms of governance. In respect of the research methodology,
Chapter Four details the research process, ‘ highlighting any areas of concern or
obstacles that have arisen throughout. It dispusses the appropriateness of the research
techniques used, the choice of case study areas, and the benefit arising from a
combination 6f both quantitative and qualitative methodg. The results of the local

authority postal survey are then presented in Chapter Five, focusing upon current

trends within local authority policy and practice. The interrelation between place
promotion and associated governance structures is then explored in depth in
Chapters Six and Seven in relation to the two case studies in Newcastle upon Tyne
and Leeds respectively. The governance arrangements in each city are specified and
explained in relation to local economic, social and political histories, and broader

restructuring processes. The conclusions arising from a comparison of the two cities,

located within the wider context of the survey findings, are presented and discussed

in Chapter Eight.

19



CHAPTER TWO

REGULATION, ENTREPRENEURIALISM AND GOVERNANCE

2.0 Introduction

Clearly, the scope and institutional structure of the local state in Britain have been
radically restructured, the indicative changes of which have been well-rehearsed
elsewhere (Eisenschitz and Gough, 1993; Cochrane, 1993, 1991; Painter, 1995,
1991; Jessop, 1990; Stoker, 1989; Stewart and Stoker, 1989; Duncan and Goodwin,
1988; inter alia). In brief, while the precise configuration of change remains subject
to considerable debate, many of these commentators cite the significance of a shift
from local government to qualitatively new patterns of local governance, involving
the replacement of formally accountable, democratically elected structures of local
government with a plethora of unaccountable and non-elected agencies (Hay, 1995).
Characterised by the emergence of more flexible organisational approaches to
service delivery, and the formation of strategic alliances and partnerships between
public and private sector bodies, the transition is further associated with a shift

towards economically competitive ideologies (Griffiths, 1998).

These changes represent both the expression of wider economic and political
processes settling upon local government, and their active constitution through the
institutional, social and political forms of the local state (Goodwin et al, 1993).

Indeed, Chapter One has demonstrated how place promotion occupies a central



position within local state restructuring, within these new patterns of governance,

and within broader responses to economic restructuring and the putative crisis of

‘

Fordism. Therefore, in order to specify the form of governance arrangements that
have developed around place promotion, one needs to understand the intermeshing
of economic and political processes and actors, operating at varying spatial scales.
Analysis of local state restructuring therefore demands a theoretical and conceptual
framework that inter-relates patterns and periods of economic, social and political

development. It also demands a framework that examines both local and extra-local

processes, and the reciprocity of the two; a requirement that has been explored in the
much rehearsed ‘structure-agency’ (Sayer, 1992; Cox and Mair, 1991, 1989; Cooke,
1989; Giddens, 1984) and ‘global-local’ debates (Wood, 1998a; Lovering, 1995;
Tickell and Peck, 1995; Amin and Thrift, 1995, 1992; Peck and Tickell, 1994; Cox,

1993, 1991a, 1991b); debates which have yet to be resolved.

Commentators continue to deliberate over the level of relative autonomy that the
local state and local actors possess vis-a-vis broader economic and political
transformations. These debates are particularly acute within both the ‘regulation’ and
‘governance’ projects, and are driving the theoretical and methodological advances
currently ongoing within and between the two. In an attempt to overcome the
problems posed by °‘structure-agency’ and ‘global-local’ dialectics, commentators
are searching for increasing complementarities between regulation and governance
approaches. This search has resulted in a substantial and influential body of literature
as regulation theory is applied to the evolution of patterns of local governance and

structures of the local state and vice versa (Jessop et al, 1998; Hubbard and Hall,
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1998; Hall and Hubbard, 1996; Lauria, 1997; Jessop, 1997, 1995; MacLeod, 1997;
Jones, 1997; Goodwin and Painter, 1997, Painter and Goodwin, 1995; Hay, 1995;
Tickell and Peck, 1995; Peck and Tickell, 1994, 1992). By virtue of these
developments, an increasing synthesis between a regulation approach and theories of
governance offers a potential framework for understanding changing institutional
structures and the apparent rise of entrepreneurialism, and how these relate to the
broader dynamics of advanced capitalism of which they are part. Although discussed
in more detail shortly, it is important to stress at this point that regulation theory
does not explain changes in the local state and local governance, rather it locates
these changes within broader restructuring processes. It helps us to understand how
broader processes of restructuring are played out and therefore how the economy, the
state and society have changed. In possession of this knowledge and using
appropriate theories of local politics, it is then possible to go on to explain

governance and the changes within it.

2.1 A regulation approach

As briefly outlined in Chapter One, a regulation approach provides a useful
analytical framework with which to characterise and conceptualise co;ltemporary
forms of governance since it locates the restructuring of the local state within the
broader context of economic and extra-economic systemic cﬁange. It 1s therefore
possible to contextualise the analysis of local politics within the spectrum of

processes operating at various spatial scales, which in turn facilitates an holistic

interpretation of the ways in which the economy, the state, and society have been
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restructured in historically and spatially contingent contexts. I will shortly outline the

ways in which this is achieved.

The basic tenets of regulation theory are covered extensively within existing

literature (Jessop, 1997, 1995, 1993, 1990; Goodwin and Painter, 1997, 1996;

Lauria, 1997; MacLeod, 1997; Jones, 1997; Painter and Goodwin, 1995; Hay, 199);

inter alia). Briefly, regulation theory provides an historical analysis of the
development of capitalism and helps us to understand the underlying paradox of
Marxist theory; the continual reproduction of capitalism. In essence, it seeks to
explain how the capitalist system persists despite generic conflictual, contradictory
and crisis-prone destructive tendencies; tendencies which are, albeit temporarly,
resolved or offset by regulatory processes. At any one time, the balance of stabilising

regulatory processes and disrupting counter-regulatory processes determines the

relative stability or instability of the capitalist system (Goodwin and Painter, 1997).

‘First generation’ regulation theory (Aglietta, 1979; Lipietz, 1986; Boyer, 1990;
Jessop, 1990) was founded upon the ‘twin pillars’ (Tickell and Peck, 1992) of the
‘regime of accumulation’ and the ‘mode of social regulation’. Whilst defined in a
variety of ways, the regime of accumulation specifies the broad relationships
between production, consumption, circulation and exchange which enable capital
accumulation. The process of capital accumulation is not guaranteed however and
has to be secured through mechanisms of regulation. These vary over time and
across space but commonly include a range of institutions, societal relations, cultural

norms and practices. Collectively, these comprise the mode of regulation which acts
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to temporarily stabilise the tensions which are inherent in the prevailing regime of
accumulation. Once stabilised together in an historically and spatially contingent
‘structural coupling’ (Jessop, 1990), the mode of regulation and regime of

accumulation support the process of capital accumulation.

Modes of regulation however, only represent a temporary ‘institutional fix’ (Peck

and Tickell, 1994; Tickell and Peck, 1995) until counter-regulatory processes within
the accumulation process outweigh the stabilising processés of regulation. At this
time, new and innovative institutional forms and regulatory modes may be
assembled in an attempt to impede further structural crisis (MacLeod, 1997). These
arguments are rehearsed at length in the debates surrounding the putative transition

from a Fordist to a post-Fordist regime of accumulation and the associated
‘institutional search’ (MacLeod, 1997; Peck and Tickell, 1994) for an effective and

sustainable mode of regulation (Jessop, 1995, 1990; Hay, 1995; Tickell and Peck,

1995, 1992; Peck and Tickell, 1994, 1992; Harvey, 1989).

It is within the ‘evolving search to analyse new socioeconomic, institutional and
cultural forms’ (MacLeod, 1997, 531), that the regulationist project has been applied
across an ever-widening range of disciplines. Its application to local politics
especially has revealed a number of analytical shortcomings. First and foremost,
early regulationist accounts have been widely criticised for their economic
determinism, theorising that economic processes are the driving force behind
transformations in the economy, state and society. These early accounts fail to

consider the extra-economic construction and mediation of processes of social,
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political and economic change (Hay and Jessop, 1995) and therefore mask important

extra-economic mechanisms, practices and relations. In consequence, they were

increasingly regarded as ‘inadequate to the task of accounting for the dynamic
evolution of state-economy-society relations® (Hay, 1995, 388). Calls for much
greater integration between analyses of civil society, political society and the

economy have led to an increasing concern for the theoretical commensurability

between theories of regulation and governance (Painter, 1997; Jessop, 19935).

Further criticisms levelled at ‘first generation’ regulation theory concern the deficit
in concepnlali;ing the micro-level, and a downplaying of the interaction between
global, national, regional and local levels of regulatory activity (MacLeod, 1997). In
mutually reinforcing ways, the identification of these explanatory lacunae highlights
the need for empirical research which is ‘rationally abstracting from (but grounded
in) concrete circumstances’ (MacLeod, 1997, 547; Painter and Goodwin, 1995).
Recent regulationist literature has thus departed from ‘first generation’ principles
and seeks to fill these ‘missing links’ (Jessop, 1990; Tickell and Peck, 1992) through
namely: the process of regulation and its social, political and discursive constitution;
geographies of regulation and concerns with spatial scale; and the role of the local

state in and through the regulatory process (MacLeod, 1997; Goodwin and Painter,
1997; Jones, 1997; Jessop, 1995; Painter and Goodwin, 1995; Tickell and Peck,

1995).
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2.2 The regulatory process - political strategy, practice and discourse

Recently a number of British regulationists have advocated the concept of regulation
as process with an emphasis upon the ‘always provisional, incomplete, and unstable
nature of regulation as practice’ (Hay and Jessop, 1995, 305, original emphasis;
Jessop, 1995; Painter and Goodwin, 1995; Painter, 1997; Goodwin and Painter,

1997). They argue that the concept of mode of regulation is not as central to the

regulationist core as it once was since the term ‘mode’ implies that regulatory
mechanisms form coherent, distinct and more importantly, complete systems of
regulation, rather *than systems which are more realistically in a continual process of
formation and evolution. As a result, the concept of mode of regulation

overemphasises ‘the stability and coherence of regulatory relations at the expense of

instability, change and conflict’ (MacLeod, 1997, 534) on the one hand, whilst
overplaying the notion of breaks and discontinuities within the historical

development of capitalism on the other. Importantly, and contrary to several

‘mistranslations’ (MacLeod, 1997), the regulation approach does not discern a
‘linear, standardized inevitable pattern’ of development (MacLeod, 1997, 532:

Lipietz, 1986). The term ‘mode’ contributes to these misconceived ‘binary histories’

(Sayer, 1989; Amin, 1994b);

“the idea of contrasting modes succeeding one another places too much stress

on sharp breaks and radical discontinuities in the development of capitalist
societies. A crude account of one stable and enduring mode quickly breaking

down and then equally quickly being replaced by a markedly different but
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equally stable new arrangement is clearly unsatisfactory and historically

inaccurate” (Goodwin and Painter, 1997, 19).

Contrasting accumulation-regulation couplings in this manner too readily invites the
use of ‘dualist logic’ (MacLeod, 1997, 534) which has plagued much of the

regulationist research couched in terms of a transition from Fordism to post-Fordism

(Hay, 1995; Tickell and Peck, 19935; Peck and Tickell, 1994). Regulationist analyses
couched in these terms often unproblematically present the current period of
institutional searching as the initial steps in the consolidation of a new post-Fordist
mode of regulation, neglecting the spatial contingency of regulation, and failing to
consider the political and discursive mediation of processes of economic and social

change. For these reasons, Goodwin and Painter (1997) suggest that it is more
helpful, and more accurate to conceptualise historically variable processes of

regulation rather than a succession of discrete and stable ‘modes’ (Painter, 1997).

Moreover, by emphasising the ‘ebb and flow’ of regulatory processes (Painter and
Goodwin, 1995), attention is directed more towards (local) strategic action and
practice and away from the (supra-local) structural determinants that have hitherto

comprised the focus of conventional regulationist research.

In contrast however, MacLeod suggests that the ‘regulatory mode need not of
necessity denote a succession of rigidly stable systems one after another’ (1997, 534,

original emphasis) given the ongoing and intensive ‘institutional search’ (Peck and
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