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actively intervene by significantly increasing public spending in several ways:
improve transportation, telecommunications, and water infrastructures; fund
innovative R&D activities; and restructure public education to produce a more
competitive workforce. Without such action, the Council warned, “Washington
will fall behind other states and regions that are investing massively in these
areas” (Washington Competitiveness Council 2002, p. 19). While the council’s
recommendations were only advisory, it was extremely successful at turning
its recommendations into real policy. Where possible, the Governor issued
executive orders to realize the council’s agenda. More often, policy change
required legislative action, and the legislature was accommodating. The
council’s first report in 2001 made 99 policy recommendations, and over the
course of two sessions the legislature passed 46 bills that advanced the council’s
agenda (Washington Competitiveness Council 2003, 2004).

Of course these policy changes were favorable, in general, to the profits of
the firms represented on the Council. They were proposing policy changes that
significantly benefited their bottom line. But the Council’s activities were far
from covert. It did not meet in smoke-filled back rooms, hidden from public
view. It met in open forums at universities, convention centers, and at the
state capitol. Its activities and reports were widely publicized. Graft and secret
influence were not driving the agenda. Rather, there was broad consensus in the
public sphere that government and business should work 10gether to meet the
needs of business. That extraordinary argument was the basis of the Council’s
mission, and it was taken to be self-evident. Far from hiding his relationship to
the council, the governor trumpeted it loudly as an important civic undertaking.
He was always clear that keeping the state economy competitive was a central
responsibility of his office. His official website stressed his accomplishments in
this area:

Gary Locke has led efforts to make Washington a place where businesses want
to locate or expand. He’s cut more than $1 billion in businesses taxes, worked 10
expand and promote exports, advanced workforce training, and invested in rural
economic development.

The governor made it clear that “we must improve our competitive edge
to ensure a healthy business climate” and that “in a rapidly changing global
economy, the state must keep pace with changes necessary to keep and improve
its competitive edge.”

GLOBALIZATION AND NEOLIBERALIZATION

'The story of the WCC will come as no surprise to anyone who has followed
research in political economy over the past two decades. A great deal of excellent
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work has documented in meticulous detail how, over the past 35 years or so,
the global political economy has been subjected to a massive reorganization.
One shift has been a complex rescaling of economic activity and political
control, often labeled “globalization.” The second shift is tightly tied to the
first: a concomitant change in the content of political-economic thinking,
what I call “neoliberalization.” There has been a massive amount written about
globalization, and there is a smaller but still-large bady of work on the project
of neoliberalization. Therefore, before I discuss the challenges neoliberalism
poses to democracy, it is important to be clear about how I understand both
elements of this dual shift.

Globalization as Selective “Glocalization”

Over the past three decades, both the global economy and the nation-state
have been significanily rescaled. During the postwar era (up to about 1970),
political and economic co-ordination were contained 1o a significant degree at
the national scale. The scale of state sovereignty was successfully constructed
as fundamentally national, and that scale took on a leading role in organizing
both political and economic life (Agnew 1994). National economies tended
to interact with each other at arm’s length (Dicken 1998). To be sure, non-
national scales were also important during this period, but the national scale
enjoyed an extended period as the hegemonic scale for co-ordination of both
political control and economic activity. The current era has seen a strategic
erosion of that hegemony. To a much greater degree than previously, non-
national scales are being promoted as alternatives to the national scale. These
alternative scales are both supra-national and sub-national, and they affect
both economic activity and state control. As a result, many in the literature use
the term “glocalization” rather than globalization, in order to more accurately
describe this rescaling process (Swyngedouw 1992; Courchene 1995; Robertson
1995).

Both the national scale and its emerging alternatives are assumed here to be
socially constructed. That is, they do not exist as fixed entities, each assigned a
characteristic set of processes. Instead each scale and the relationships among
scales are contested and continually reproduced. Research in geography on
the “politics of scale” has argued that scale is always fluid. Scales and scalar
relationships can become fixed, but that fixity is never permanent, and it is
always realized through a political project (Smith 1993, 1995; Swyngedouw
1992, 1997; MacLeod and Goodwin 1999b; Marston 2000; Brenner 2001).
If scales are produced through struggle and conflict, the extent and content
of each scale, as well as its relationship to other scales, must be the result of
particular groups achieving a configuration that best suits their agenda. Scale,
in other words, is best seen not as a neutral container that exists outside
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by encouraging newly empowered regional authorities to compete among
themselves. Erik Swyngedouw’s (1996) analysis of the redevelopment of regions
in Belgium after mine closures shows how a nexus of new local-state (and
quasi-state) institutions were created to assume responsibility for functions
such as unemployment, education, economic development, and finance. The
goal of the devolution, he argues, was to “produce competitive regional spaces”
through institutional state forms that fit more closely the scalar structure of
the changing economic geography in the arca (1996, p. 1499). According to
Swyngedouw, the political project was to shift state policy away from a national-
redistributive project and toward a regional-competitive one. With devolution,
each region could offer a different regulatory package, and attracting capital
became an increasingly important driver of that policy, over and above social
need.

As the Belgian example hints, a third shift accompanies this rescaling: a
move from formal government to more informal “governance” arrangements.
In addition to upscaling and downscaling, there has been a tendency toward
outsourcing of state functions to non-state and quasi-state institutions. The
statehasincreasingly privatizedand semi- privatizeditsfunctionsbycontracting
out services to volunteer organizations, community associations, non-profit
corporations, foundations, and private firms, and by developing quasi-public
bodies, such as QUANGOs, training and enterprise councils, appointed
competitiveness councils (like the WCC), urban development corporations,
regional development authorities, and public—private partnerships, to carry
out the functions of formal government (Goodwin 1991; Krumholz 1999;
Payne and Skelcher 1997; Walzer and York 1998; Watson 1995). That shift
has helped increase the “flexibility” of policy-making: very often it is a way
to undermine government requirements and protections, because those may
cease to apply when a non-governmental agency takes control of a decision.
The neoliberal goal here is to move governance out of the routinized channels
of the formal state, because that had been the bastion of the Keynesian
compromise. The result has been an increasing proliferation of ad hoc and
special purpose entities, most of which are quite new. They have missions,
rules, and procedures that are not well-established. Such “flexibilization” has
created a much more open and unstable set of governing arrangements for
urban political actors to navigate. While that increased openness is intended to
benefit capital, it often leaves open significant opportunities that subordinate
interests can exploit.

As with other processes of rescaling, the process of state rescaling has by no
means been total. On the contrary, it has been markedly partial and uneven. The
argument is not that the governing and coordination has been diminished; rather
governing power has been partly “displaced” from its dominant location in the
national-scale state and “replaced” in new institutional and scalar forms, both

state and non-state {(Jessop 199:b, p. 24). In short, state power has been partly
glocalized, and the national-scale state no longer holds as dominant a position
as it once did (Brenner 1997; Jones and Keating 1995; Amin 1994; MacLeod
and Goodwin 1999b). As the analysis above begins to suggest, rescaling has
not been absent of political-economic content. Rather, glocalization has been
pursued as a conscious strategy to realize a particular agenda: a thoroughgoing
neoliberalization of political economies (Swyngedouw 1997). Glocalization has
been partial because it has been selective: neoliberals have pursued primarily
those scalar shifts that augment the dominance of competitive free-market
relations. In order to more fully understand neoliberal globalization, the next
section examines that neoliberal agenda in more detail.

Neoliberalization

Those rescaling processes—the increasing threat of capital mobility, the
intensificationofinter-regionand inter-urban competition,and theglocalization
of both state regulation and economic production—have all worked in close
cooperation with the rise of neoliberalism. The latter is in many ways the
reassertion of an old neoclassical economic argument: society functions better
under a market logic than any other logic, especially a state-command one. We
should give firms and individuals freer reign, neoliberals argue, so that they can
rationally maximize their private economic interests in open and competitive
markets. In the postwar era, until about 1970, a “Keynesian” economic policy
regime instituted strong union power, significant state control over the economy
and regulation of capital, and a relatively large welfare state apparatus (Jessop
1993). Even as Keynesianism became dominant, opponents were building an
argument for an alternative, a neoliberal ethic in which the state would play
a minimal role in the economy and “the invisible hand” of market decisions
would determine economic outcomes. The neoliberal argument that the market
is far more “efficient” in allocating resources than the state or other institutions,
true or not, resonated strongly in the 1970s era of stagflation and economic
recession, It has since become the dominant assumption in policymaking,

In the neoliberal imagination, open and competitive markets not only
produce the most efficient allocation of resources, but they also stimulate
innovation and economic growth. Thus market logics and competitive discipline
should be fostered in the economy, and they should even be extended beyond
the economy, to institutions like the state, universities, hospitals, schools, and so
on. Moreover, because state policies are the primary impediment to competitive
markets, the state should “get out of the way” as much as possible. Those values
have informed a wide-ranging policy agenda. Neoliberals have worked to
reduce international trade restrictions and establish the dominance of a “free
trade” ethic to support the globalization of production. They have dismantled
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the Breton Woods system of fixed exchange rates for currency and allowed
money markets to operate much more freely. They have vigorously pursued
“flexible” labor markets that are less encumbered by practices like collective
bargaining, minimum wages, job security, health insurance, safety laws, and
the like. They have pressed for the legal expansion of private property rights to
promote the commodification and private ownership of social products such
as material goods, land, ideas, and information.’

Butwe should not see neoliberalism only asa concrete economic policy agenda.
As Harvey (2005) makes clear, the rise of neoliberalism constituted a successful
ideological project to make competitive-market ideologies hegemonic. Wendy
Larner (2000) and Henry Giroux (2004) have both emphasized the importance
of understanding neoliberalism not just as a set of concrete policies, but as an
ideology, a form of governmentality, and, as Giroux terms it, a“public pedagogy.”
The hegemony of neoliberal ideas is important, because creating a dominant
neoliberal “common-sense” helps establish unquestioned assumptions that make
it very difficult to imagine, let alone achieve, alternative projects (Keil 2002).
For example, in laying out their policy agenda, the Washington Competitiveness
Council made very clear the need to continually “improve public understanding
of the importance of a healthy business climate to the future of Washington’s
economy” (Washington Competitiveness Council 2002, p. 4). That exhortation
suggests two things: (1) proponents of neoliberalism understand very well the
importance of Giroux’s “public pedagogy,” and (2) the dominance of neoliberal
common-sense is not yet total. The WCC was concerned that not everyone in
Washington State had accepted the importance of their project (although they
were confident education could help them “understand”). While the project of
realizing neoliberalism’s ideals isimportant, nowhere it is complete or permanent.
Rather what we are seeing is an ongoing struggle to continually re-establish
neoliberalism as the hegemonic logic for political argument (Gramsci 1971;
Jessop 1997a). The more dominant this logic is, the easier it is to advance the
neoliberal policy agenda. Much headway has been made in realizing that agenda,
but we should not expect to see any pure manifestations of a neoliberal political
cconomy. Rather, if we examine the concrete policy agenda of neoliberalism,
what we see is a distinctly fitful advance and uneven geography: some places
labor under a more nearly neoliberal regime, in other places neoliberalization
is much less far along. It is that sense that I use the term neoliberalization, as an
ongoing but never completed project to neoliberalize urban political economies
(Tickel and Peck 2003).

Adding to that complexity is a nuance within the policy ensemble that
has emerged under neoliberalization. While neoliberal doctrine propounds
a minimal state and maximal markets, the discussion above suggests a more
complicated agenda. “Neoliberalism,” Hardt and Negri (2004, p- 280) write, “is
not really a regime of unregulated capital but rather a form of state regulation
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that best facilitates the global movements and profit of capital.” The state is not
merely stepping back, rather it is dismantling its assistance for labor and the
poor and increasing its assistance for capital (Moody 1997). Peck and Tickell
have labeled this the “roll-back™ of economic regulation and welfare spending
and the “roll-out” of pro-market policies (Peck and Tickell 2002a). Brenner and
Theodore prefer to call them the “moment of destruction” and the “moment of
creation” (Brenner and Theodore 2002). Because 1 want to highlight specifically
how neoliberal policy favors capital by both helping and getting out of the way,
[ use the terms “laissez-faire” to describe policies that lower barriers for capital
and “aidez-faire” 10 describe policies that actively help capital to accumulate.?
In their account, Peck and Tickell periodize these two aspects of neoliberalism,
arguing that an earlier phase of roll-back in the 1980s was followed in the
1990s by a roll-out of policies to increase state support for capital. While this
historical big picture is important to understand, for a given place it is most
useful to think of these two aspects as occurring together in a complex mixture
of both laissez- and aidez-faire. Neoliberalization is a project to both destroy
impediments and create assistance to capital wherever and whenever possible.

Conceived of in Gramscian terms, as a hegemonic project, neoliberalization
is always only imperfectly realized. It does not exist in its entirety because
(1) it must articulate with and accommodate existing policies, habits, and
assumptions, such as those remaining from the Keynesian era (Brenner 2005),
(2) it produces its own contradictions and legitimacy problems, and (3) as
a result, it is always resisted. That does not mean that neoliberal logics are
not dominani—they are. But it does mean their dominance is never total.
The advance of both laissez-faire and aidez-faire are partial, uneven, and
highly context-specific. Neoliberals have to be opportunistic and adaptive in
pressing their agenda. They must slot in with existing policy, regulate internal
contradictions, and overcome resistance. That non-monolithic character is
important becausc it helps us realize that neoliberalism is not invincible, it is
merely the current hegemon in a long line of hegemons, Counter-projects are
possible; indeed they are inevitable. But it is also important because it helps us
understand better the actually existing policy frameworks that neoliberalization
has produced (Larner 2000).

Laissez-faire

So ncoliberalization is not so much state policy getting out of the way as it is
transforming policy to better meet the needs of capital. However, a central part
of this agenda is the laissez-faire ideal whereby state regulation of economic
activity is minimized. Perhaps the most well-known example is the reductions
of tariffs and other regulations to promote international free trade, a policy
ensemblc that was one target of the Seattle protests. Within nation-slates,
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laissez-faire minimizes environmental regulations like the U.S. Clean Air Act
that impose “external” restrictions on economic decisions, or the Endangered
Species Act that often limit what a property owner can do with his or her land.
Government regulations that codify collective bargaining and other workplace
rights (National Labor Relations Act), or promote safe working conditions
(Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)) are undermined,
empowering capital at the expense of labor. Similarly under attack are programs
like unemployment insurance, since these “distort” the labor market because
they mitigate the true cost of being fired and therefore make it harder for
capital to discipline labor. Neoliberalization also reduces regulations for spatial
planning, like Washington State’s robust growth-management limits on land
development, or the national “spatial Keynesian” policies that favor declining
regionsinorder to ensure amore equal distribution of wealth (Martin and Sunley
1997; Brenner 2005). Laissez-faire also targets taxes paid by firms for reduction
or elimination. And it pushes localities to reduce tax burdens in general so they
remain competitive with other localities. Neoliberalization undermines the
regulation of housing markets, seeking to eliminate or streamline policies like
rent controls, building codes and permits, and affordable housing requirements.
It also aims to minimize a host of similar regulatory structures, such as those
associated with insurance, business licensing, and liability.

The shift to governance, whereby government functions are outsourced 10
the non-government sector, generally helps advance the goal of deregulation.
Because it produces a more “flexible” governing climate, it undermines
the potential for stable statutory regulation that the state can provide.
Often state requirements (e.g. when a city government has adopted a living
wage ordinance, or agreed to abide by the Kyoto Protocol) cease to apply
when government functions are outsourced to quasi-public or voluntary
organizations. Furthermore, as we saw above, the devolution and downscaling
of government functions from the national scale to local and regional agencies
incrcases competition between localities. Whereas localities in a given nation-
state were formerly all operating under the same national regulatory structure
in a sphere like environmental management, for example, with devolution each
locality can now regulate differently, and so localities can compete for capital by
reducing their regulatory requirements. As Harvey (2005, p. 87) puts it,

competition between territories (states, regions, or cities) as to who had the best
model for economic development or the best business climate was relatively
insignificant in the 1950s and 1960s. Competition of this sort heightened in the
more fluid and open systems of trading relations established after 1970.

Such “entrepreneurial” urban governance means there is a very real danger
that such inter-local competition is a “race to the bottom” in terms of the social
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controls (like democratic decision-making) a locality can place on capital
{Harvey 1989). In this way, glocalization and ncoliberalization together produce
competitive discipline that helps dampen the state’s ability to regulate capital.

Welfare Retrenchment

Neoliberalization doesn’t just reduce particular forms of state regulation, it also
reduces state spending in some areas. Perhaps the most important example is
that of welfare spending. The robust welfare states that grew out of the Keynesian
era have been progressively “downsized” over the past 25 years. A long string of
government retreat from programs such as direct aid to families, unemployment
insurance, social security, child care, and health care has paraded across the
political stage in this era (Stacheli et al. 1997). Such welfare programs are
disparaged by neoliberals because they are considered uncompetitive. We should
invest in productive economic enterprise, they argue, not unproductive social
handouts. Workers with access to unemployment insurance or direct government
payments will lack the incentive to participate energetically in the labor market. If
we remove such security, the argument goes, workers will be highly motivated to
succeed in their jobs. Moreover, as we saw abaove, such safety nets reduce capital’s
power because they make the threat of termination less worrisome for workers.
In general, the neoliberal argument is that we should meet social needs not
through the bureaucratic state but through the efficient allocation mechanism of
the market. As a result, we see the current push to move people off welfare and
into work, or a similar drive to privatize social security by allowing participants
to invest their money in private funds. While such welfare retrenchment does not
always directly benefit capital like regulatory relaxation does, it does significantly
reduce an important commitment to public spending and so makes it more
feasible to reduce the tax burden on capital.

Perhaps more than any other area, welfare retrenchment has been
subject to state rescaling through devolution (Hoggewt 1987). National
states have increasingly offloaded responsibility for welfare provision onto
local governments. Local governments, in turn, have outsourced a range of
responsibilities to non-profit, volunteer, and private organizations. However,
this offloading of responsibility has not been accompanied by sufficient state
resources to meet the new demands. In fact, national states have progressively
dismantled their traditional fiscal support for localities. During the Keynesian
era, national governments allocated resources to local governments on the basis
of need, social entitlements, and automatic stabilizers (Peck and Tickell 2002a,
p- 395). That system helped ensure localities had enough revenue to cover the
costs that local need generated. The neoliberal model distributes such funding
competitively: central governments are now less inclined to consider need and
prefer to invest in localities that seem to promise a return on investment in
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for sale on the private market. The terms of each deal vary of course, but often
the state provides funds simply to get development going, and the private firm
receives the bulk of the profit. Even where the profit is shared, state financing
reduces the cost and risk firms must assume to develop urban land. Especially
important here have been the growing number of “mega-projects” 1o reviialize
and draw attention to a given city (Altshuler and Luberoff 2003; Flyvbjerg et
al. 2003; Olds 1998). While these are sometimes purely public works projects,
increasingly they take the form of public~private partnerships to develop urban
land for the private market (Swyngedouw et al. 2002),

Another form of state support is technology transfer whereby states hand
over technology generated by the public sector to private firms. Organizations
like Senator Robert Byrd’s National Technology Transfer Center “strengthens
the competitiveness of U.S. industry by providing access to federally funded
research” (National Technology Transfer Center 2006). The goal of the program
is to “commercialize” the technological innovations produced by federal
research, essentially to give publicly generated knowledge to capital interests.
The public bears the costs of research and development, and private firms
realize the profit. That model also operates at smaller scales, as when localities
use respected state research universities to attract high-tech industry to places
like Silicon Valley, the Raleigh-Durham “research triangle,” Austin, Texas,
and Seatile, Washington. More directly, states will also “incubate” particular
industries they feel are competitive because they are at the leading edge of
technological innovation. Software, internet technologies, and biotechnology
and other forms of medical research are prominent examples. Here local states
will use a combination of laissez-faire (tax breaks, zoning flexibility, etc.) and
aidez-faire (subsidies for fledgling firms, technology transfer (especially in
biotech), development investment, etc.).

Aidez-faire spending affects social policy as well. In housing, as the state
backs away from regulations like rent control and Keynesian spending like
public housing, it “rolls out” new forms of spending like housing vouchers
and certificates. Those allow property owners to receive the “fair market value”
in renting a unit, because the state pays what the tenant cannot. The state
increasingly does not develop and own housing, nor does it regulate housing
prices; it instead subsidizes low-income housing consumers so they can behave
just like other consumers, and the housing market can function as close to the
neoliberal ideal as possible. As with other forms of neoliberal restructuring,
responsibility for administering such subsidies is increasingly being devolved
to the local and regional scale, and the amounts of their payments are pegged
to local housing markets.

In the Jabor market, Keynesian “welfare” policies of direct aid to workers
are being replaced by “workfare” systems designed to get workers off the
government dole and into the labor market (Peck 2001). Recipients get job
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training and undergo “work readiness” programs in which they learn literacy,
numeracy, and interpersonal skills deemed appropriate for interviews. [deally,
this sort of training is contracted out to private firms. Recipients also endure
“experience building” in which they work for little or nothing in order to get
more experience in a particular job. Even when they move into the regular labor
market, rarely do the available jobs pay much above minimum wage or have
any long-term security. However, the neoliberal goal is achieved: moved from
public assistance into the labor market, they have been commodified as laborers.

That workfare imperative is apparent in education as well, as private technical

and vocational schools (ITT Technical Institute, University of Phoenix, etc.)
proliferate, and public education at all levels increasingly moves away from the
liberal ideal of nurturing critical citizens and toward the neoliberal ideal of
training ready workers (Washburn 2005; Geiger 2004; Aronowitz 2001). As with
housing, workfare policies are increasingly administered not at the national
scale, but by provincial- and county-level agencies. As such policy is devolved
and each locality can pursue a different set of policy options, the disciplining
forces of inter-local competition and the fiscal squeeze rear their heads.

Aidez-faire need not involve active public spending. It can instead involve
the adoption of particular values that benefit capital. For example, competitive
discipline forces governments to place the highest priority on the exchange value
of space rather than on its use value for people who inhabit it. Governments
are not just relaxing planning restrictions so capital is freer to operate; they
feel they must actively favor maximizing property values over maximizing
use values. The notion of “the highest and best use” is a real-estate term that
imagines the true calling of a parcel of land to be the maximum market value
it can achieve. Such a value-laden term shows clearly how neoliberalism is an
ideological and pedagogical project as well as policy one. In the neoliberal era,
highest and best use is increasingly becoming the governing doctrine in spatial
planning. It is an enormous help to property owners and developers, and it is
a heavy burden for movements concerned with use value. A park, for example,
might be the best way to meet the needs of neighborhood inhabitants, but it
rarely meets the standard of highest and best use.

And along these same lines, governments are rolling out a host of other new
policies that both actively assist capital accumulation and promote interplace
competition. Monctarist policies, for example, work to control inflation (for
capital) rather than unemployment (for labor). Governments create “new
institutional relays” (like the Washington Competitiveness Council) that
coordinate and mobilize more competitive policies (Brenner and Theodore
2002, p. 22). They create enterprise zones to attract and work with specific forms
of capital (Wilson 2004). They create and disseminate powerful narratives about
the importance of competitiveness, the possibility of decline and stagnation, and
the absolute necessity of economic growth. And they accept the logic of “fast
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policy transfer,” in which local governments adopt without much modification
policies developed in other places to improve competitiveness (Peck and Tickell
2002b). That last trend helps neoliberalization spread more quickly from place
to place. In short, neoliberal governments don’t just leave capital alone, they
also help it directly to accumulate and control wealth.

Disciplining

In addition to direct assistance to capital, the state also provides a more
indirect benefit by actively pursuing a wider social stability. To a large degree,
the state is responsible for managing the inequality and political tensions that
capitalist economies tend to produce (Jessop 1990). In the Keynesian era,
stability was achieved by including labor in decision-making and mitigating
inequality through redistribution. Neoliberalization has largely dismantled
those structures, and so it must seek other means. One has been to vigorously
discipline those who do not play the neoliberal game or play it poorly. In a
broad sense, the competitiveness ethic of neoliberalism is a pervasive way to
discipline deviance. Localities who wish to pursuealternatives to entrepreneurial
public policy, for example, are often punished with economic stagnation or
capital disinvestment. Even if such a dynamic does not always materialize, the
dominance of the competitiveness ethic induces in governments a considerable
fear of straying from the logic of growth above all else. More concretely,
disciplining can target those disadvantaged by an increasingly market-oriented
economy (Peck and Tickell 2002a). The workfare policies mentioned above, for
example, discipline employees by withdrawing direct aid and so intensifying
the costs of not participating actively in the labor market.

We also see more naked disciplining on everyday behavior, as with the rise
of “zero-tolerance” policing policies that crack down on even the pettiest crime
in an effort to deter disorder and make public space safer for the middle classes
(Kelling and Wilson 1982; Smith 1996). Related are increasingly restrictive
ordinances 1o manage and contain the homeless. One disciplining strategy
has been to bring an cthic of “personal responsibility” to homeless services.
For example, a recently constructed homeless services center in Seatile offers
lunches, showers, toilets, internet access, and phone service. However, those
using the center for more than ten days are required to sign a contract outlining
their plan for entering the housing and labor markets and “transitioning” out of
homelessness. The director of the non-profit corporation that the city contracts
to run the center put it this way, “If you're just coming in to use the bathroom,
we're ultimately going to grow impatient ... We will start ratcheting up the
pressure to develop a transition plan. If they do not, we're going to assume
our resources could be more profitably applied to other people” (Chan 2006,
p. B2). Another anti-homeless strategy has been to criminalize everyday acts
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of survival (sitting on sidewalks, sleeping on benches, urinating in alleys) so
that zero-tolerance policing has the power to remove the homeless from places
they are not desired and contain them in other, more marginal places (Davis
1990; Mitchell 2003; Macleod 2002). The “civility laws” advocated by Seattle
City Attorney Mark Sidran are a prominent example (England 2006). That
more punitive option is part of a wider project to create an ever-larger “prison-
industrial complex” to house those who do not participate consistently in the
low-wage labor market (Gilmore 2006).

One area in which neoliberal disciplining encounters important contra-
dictions is that of migration. Trade liberalization has produced significant
cconomic upheaval in rural areas of countries in the global South as foreign
capital industrializes agricultural production and shifts it to an export
orientation (e.g. Mexico and Central America). Migrants from those places
often move to cities within their nation-state, but they also migrate to countries
in the global North (e.g. the United States). Neoliberalization unequivocally
advocates freedom of movement for goods and capital; it is less sure about the
movement of labor. On the one hand, both documented and undocumented
immigrants are a powerful disciplinary tool in the host labor market. Their
citizenship status and racialized devaluation drives their wages down and
creates great “flexibility” for employers in certain sectors. On the other hand,
powerful nationalist and nativist sentiment has forced national governments
to more strictly regulate migration (Purcell and Nevins 2005). Frequently both
nativism and neoliberalism are most at home in the same political party (e.g:
U.S. Republicans), and that party must balance the labor needs of capital with
widespread citizen sentiment against immigrants. The result is usually an ebb
and flow of migration enforcement, a combination of nationalist protectionisim
and selective and tentative liberalization. Those tensions were clearly on display
in the U.S. in the 2007 debates about immigration reform.

The contradictions associated with migration are not unique. The
neoliberal agenda continually breeds contradiction and encounters resistance.
Nevertheless, the broad-sweep agenda is clear: to increase the control of capital
over material life. In terms of political decision-making, that agenda can be
seen as an attempt to increase the control of capital and decrease the power of
“the people,” however defined.” For that reason, many have raised the concern
that neoliberalism (and capitalism more generally) poses a fundamental threat
to democracy (e.g. Norgaard 1994; Hardt and Negri 2004; Dryzek 1996; Bowles
and Gintis 1986). In the next section I explore this claim, and 1 analyze the
specific relationship between neoliberalization and democracy in citics.
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NEOLIBERALIZATION AND DEMOCRACY

Those concerned that neoliberal globalization is undermining democracy often
present democracy in a common-sense way, without extensively elaborating
the debates and struggles over the concept (e.g. Harvey 2005). It is therefore
important to be clear that “democracy” has many interpretations. One’s sense
of the relationship between neoliberalization and democracy will be deeply
influenced by which interpretation one adopts. The dominant form, liberal
democracy, is joined by a host of alternatives, such as participatory, deliberative,
direct, pluralist, and radical democracy. Liberal democracy is in many ways
quite compatible with neoliberal globalization. I develop in the next chapter
how neoliberals routinely advocate the spread of liberal democracy as part of
their vision. They do so, at least in part, in order to compensate for a central
problem in neoliberalization: it tends to produce considerable democratic
deficits. It therefore struggles with problems of democratic legitimacy, and
more generally, political legitimacy.

One of those democratic deficits is historical. Especially in the early years
of neoliberalism’s rise (but also later), there was no shortage of cases in which
authoritarian government was paired effectively with neoliberal economic
policy. Examples include Chile, Iran, China, South Korea, Taiwan, and Singapore
(Harvey 2005, p. 120). Such a pairing tars neoliberalization with very negative
associations from the point of view of democracy. Here Augusto Pinochet is a
very embarrassing poster child. And the examples of anti-democratic means
toward neoliberalization are not at all confined to history. It was fairly clear that
the United States had at least secretly encouraged if not engineered the recent
aborted coup against Venezuelan president Hugo Chavez, one of the most vocal
opponents of neoliberalism (Forero 2002). Beyond those associations, a more
general deficit concerns the process of deregulation. Since in aliberal democracy
the state is the principal institution through which the people are empowered,
neoliberalization’s drive toward deregulation and outsourcing means that
democratically elected governments are less able 1o manage the economy, and
“the people” of liberal democracy are therefore ceding power to markets and
the firms that hold power in those markets (Larner 2000). While there are of
course problems with the naked claim that the state in liberal democracies
truly represents “the people,” liberal-democratic governments are certainly far
more democratically accountable to the people than are corporations. So, to
the extent that neoliberalization succeeds in its agenda to augment the power
of corporations vis-a-vis the state (Hardt and Negri 2004), and insofar as
liberal-democratic states are the principal representative of the mass of people,
neoliberalization produces a demacratic deficit because it transfers power from
democratic citizens to corporations.

Moreover, the increasing globalization of governance has produced more
and more institutions that are not governed through democratic representation,
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such as the WTO, IMF, and the World Bank (Dryzek 1996, p. 6; Wallach and
Sforza 1999; Jawara and Kwa 2003). Decision-makers in such bodies are
usually appointed by a national-scale executive and so are not tied in any sort
of direct or accountable way to electorates. Moreover, in those institutions
the representatives of rich states often successfully use specific procedures to
dominate and exclude the representatives of poorer countries (Khor 1999;
see also Wainwright 2007). At a more local scale, the same sort of failure of
democratic representation occurs. For example, in cities special districts
are created to build infrastructure projects in the hopes of keeping the local
economy compelitive. They are usually governed by boards that are appointed
by local-government executives. Even when such projects are unpopular
boondoggles, the elected officials who appoint the boards are rarely punished at
the polls. Voters have too many other issues to consider. Just before his election
as Mayor of Seattle, Greg Nickels was a board member of (and apologist for)
Sound Transit, a special agency widely vilified for being inefficient, wasteful,
and unaccountable. He was elected mayor anyway.

Other perspectives offer a different set of concerns about neoliberalization’s
impact on democracy. Advocates of participatory and direct democracy, for
example, sce political representation as by definition undemocratic. They
value more local polities and decry supra-national state forms, even relatively
representative ones like the EU, because decision-makers are so far removed
from democratic citizens. Social democrats, for their part, condemn the
erosion of state policies like social insurance and economic redistribution and
the associated growth of material inequality at all scales (Hirst and Thompson
1995). They mourn the neoliberal attack on the more socialized political-
economies of the Keynesian era because they were able to ensure greater
material equality, and social democrats believe such equality is necessary for
a robust democracy. The material inequality that neoliberalization produces
means “the very social and material basis for greater political equality—central
to the very idea of democracy—has been undermined in many countries” (Gill
1996, p. 215). Evidence of that inequality is provided by longitudinal studies
that show it increasing on virtually every index (Task Force on Inequality and
American Democracy 2004; Dumenil and Levy 2004; Pollin 2003; Fainstein
2001; Harvey 2005).

Even for liberal democrats, such inequality poses problems. The liberal-
democratic tradition posits a strong division between public and private, and
generally imagines the economy to be part of the private sphere. That logic
allows liberal democracies to countenance a strong measure of social inequality
even as they claim the formal political equality necessary for democracy.
But that maneuver, as one can imagine, doesn’t eliminate the problem. The
contradiction (or at least tension) between social inequality and political
equality has always posed problems for liberal-democratic thought and
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practice. The greater the social inequality, the more unstable is the claim that all
citizens are equally valued and carry an equal voice (Task Force on Inequality
and American Democracy 2004). Since such formal political equality is a
minimum requirement for all notions of democracy, increasing social inequality
destabilizes liberal democracy’s claim to political legitimacy. Neoliberalization
has therefore worked to exacerbate a democratic deficit that has long been a
thorn in liberal democracy’s side.

For other kinds of democrats, even more acute deficits arise. For deliberative
democrats like Dryzek (1996), neoliberalism promotes consumer identities
over citizen identities (see also Larner 1997; Miller 2007). Neoliberalism
values individuals who myopically pursue their material self-interest in the
marketplace, not citizens who cultivate their civic virtue in the public square.
Deliberative democrat Walter Parker (2003, p. 2) reminds us that the ancient
Greek term for such self-interested individuals was “idiots.” Parker contrasts
“idiots” with “citizens,” whose actions are motivated instead by the common
good. A democracy, Parker insists, cannot thrive unless it can transform idiots
into citizens, but neoliberalization works in exactly the opposite direction.
Participatory democrats, for their part, share deliberative democrats’ concern
with idiots. In addition, they also believe neoliberalization is undermining
democracy more generally: “deregulation, privatization, reduction of social
services, and curtailments of state spending have been the watchwords, rather
than participation, greater responsiveness, more creative and effective forms of
democratic state intervention” (Fung and Wright 2003, p. 4) The way to resist
neoliberalization, participatory democrats contend, is to democratize decisions
“by setting up participatory instruments of nonelite empowerment and public
accountability” both inside and outside the state (Nylen 2003, p. 120). Here the
“participatory budgeting” experiment in Brazil has been one important model
for critical reflection (Baiocchi 2003).

Many in urban studies have focused on the anti-democratic effects
neoliberalization has had on urban governance (Brenner 1999; Jessop 1997a;
MacLeod and Goodwin 1999a). That body of research outlines how for cities
neoliberalization narrows the options open to decision-makers whether they are
elected or not (Dryzek 1996). Because of the disciplining force of the perceived
need to remain globally competitive, cities are pushed away from redistributive
social policies and any other option seen as a threat to economic growth. They
are pushed toward entreprencurial policies by the disciplinary forces I outline
above. Cities cannot afford 1o preserve democratic public spaces for citizens
(plazas, parks, squares) when they can develop privatized, revenue-producing
spaces for “idiots” (malls, offices, condominiums). They cannot spend their
meager revenue on services for disadvantaged neighborhoods because that
promises little short-term return to the local economy. Affordable housing
regularly loses out to gentrification (Smith 1996). And so no matier how cities
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organize their decision-making structure, and no matter who is making the
decisions, the disciplinary structures of neoliberalism ensure (or make it seem,
at least) that cities don’t have much choice in making public policy. The result
is what Byron Miller (2007, p. 235) calls “limited-capacity urban governance.”
While capitalism has always limited choices in this way (Gintis 1972),
neoliberalization, Miller argues, has intensified those constraints. Virtually
all versions of democracy require that democratic citizens be able to choose
among many real and viable options. Democracy is thus increasingly squeezed
into irrclevance by the competitive discipline of neoliberalization.

In addition to that squeezing, urban decision-making structures are
becoming less open to democratic debate. Because thcy must compete,
cities dare not delay in making decisions; they must respond quickly to the
global market. Truly democratic decision-making tends to involve political
wrangling and vigorous debate; it values transparent disclosure and openness
to considering new options. It takes time. It is therefore scen as slow, messy,
inefficient, and not likely to produce the kind of bold entrepreneurial decisions
that attract and keep capital (Miller 2007). So urban governing institutions are
being increasingly “streamlined” so they can foreclose lengthy debate and more
quickly respond to market opportunities. They have become less transparent
and less accountable to the public (Hoggett 1987). Oligarchic institutions like
public-private partnerships, appointed councils, and quasi-public agencies
are increasingly making decisions that were formerly made by officials dircectly
elected by the public (Goodwin and Painter 1996; Krumholz 1999; Payne and
Skelcher 1997; Walzer and York 1998). Enterprise zones and mega-projects, for
example, are creating special appointed bodies that govern only that particular
project. And they are proliferating (Swyngedouw et al. 2002). In addition,
the logic of “fast policy transfer” dictates that urban governments adopt
ready-made policy ensembles developed in other places rather than engage
the city’s public in generating policy through democratic debate. Citizens
and their representatives are increasingly replaced in decision-making by
panels of business leaders and economic experts who are perceived to know
how best to respond to the competitive global market. Non-profit, volunteer,
and community organizations are replacing governments as primary service
providers. In short, the decisions that shape the city are increasingly being
transferred out of the control of the state and its citizens (Brownhill ef al. 1996;
Keating 1991; Peck 1998; Tickell and Peck 2003; Ward 2000).

On top of these democratic deficits, neoliberalism’s basic values create more
general problems with social cohesion. Neoliberals adopt the classical liberal
emphasis on individual self-reliance. Famously, Margaret Thatcher once went
so far as to say “there is no such thing as society. There are individual men and
women, and there are families” (Thatcher 1987). Such naked individualism and
atomism has always been problematic for social cohesion: if we are merely a



collection of individuals, what makes us a cohesive community? In the absence
of a strong sense of a cohesive society, it is all the more difficult to constitute
legitimate collective authority. But even a neoliberal regime requires legitimate
collective authority, at the very least to enforce contracts, protect property
rights, and prevent crime, and at the most, as we have seen, to actively intervene
on behalf of capital. So, if we add the more general problem of social cohesion
to the democratic deficits discussed above, neoliberalization, by its normal
operation, creates important problems of democratic legitimacy. Although
of course the degree to which democratic legitimacy poses a problem for
neoliberalism will vary from place to place depending on a range of contextual
factors, in the big picture neoliberalization cannot proceed without actively
managing the social and political instability it generates.

Those legitimacy problems make it necessary to develop political
mechanisms that can manage them (Tickell and Peck 2003). Such “regulation”
of political instability is entirely typical of capitalism more generally (Jessop
1997b; Brenner and Glick 1991; Aglietta 1979; Lipietz 1992), and neoliberalism’s
ideological emphasis on the market intensifies the need for political regulation
(Tickell and Peck 2003; Peck and Tickell 2002a; Jessop 2002). Increasingly,
neoliberal policies have been responding explicitly to their democratic deficits
(rather than just wishing them away) by assiduously working to appear more
democratic. AsTargue below, there isa very strong ideological project to associate
neoliberalization with liberal democracy. In addition, deliberative democratic
practices, which have become increasingly prevalent in planning recently,
are being adopted in many places by ncoliberals to create a visible process
whose rules are democratic enough to legitimate decisions but still ensure a
controlling interest for capital (McGuirk 2001; Flyvbjerg 1998a). The tradition
of participatory decision-making in cities has also been subjected to at least
partial absorption. After the awful experiences of urban renewal in the 1950s
and 1960s, many federal laws mandated community or public involvement in
decisions (Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Endangered Species Act
(ESA), Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA), HOPE VI,
etc.). But the rules are usually quite vague. There is significant room to construct
a process that ensures decisions fall only within a very narrow purview but are
nevertheless seen as democratically legitimate because they involve the public
in some way. Either the public’s participation can be constrained, as for example
in the all-too-common “public hearing” with audience microphones. And even
when the public is involved meaningfully, their decisions can still be contained
within neoliberal bounds by the disciplining logics I discuss above.

Other strategies to associate neoliberalization with democracy take
their cue from neoliberalism itself. Neoliberals play up the undemocratic
{and illiberal) characteristics of Keynesian bureaucracy. They claim their
way offers a more democratic alternative. And this argument is not merely
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smoke and mirrors. Keynesianism did suffer, as David Harvey (2005, p. 42)
notes, from “intense restrictions on individual possibilities and personal
behaviors by state-mandated ... controls.” Neoliberals counterpose their
values of “individualism, freedom, and liberty” with “the stifling bureaucratic
ineptitude of the state apparatus” (Harvey 2005, pp. 56-7). The neoliberal
tendency toward state retrenchment and devolution, in this light, is sold as
a democratization of decision-making (Mayer 2007). The old national-scale
Keynesian policymaking, neoliberals claim, was a top-down imposition on
local places of the theories of far-away bureaucrats. Restricting that activist
state or at least devolving its authority to the local scale allows places more
power ta shape decisions to their particular context (this claimis chronicled by
Swyngedouw et al. 2002, p. 226). During the 1970s the Nixon administration
sold the federal retreat from community development, and the move toward
block grants, as a way to allow localities to judge for themselves how money
should be spent (Green and Haines 2001; Rubin and Rubin 2007). The current
fashion to create more “collaborative” decision-making processes, similarly,
includes more non-state “stakeholders” in decisions that were formerly
made mostly within the state. While these shifts can and do open democratic
opportunities, nevertheless if the stakeholders are carefully selected, and
they are effectively disciplined by the competitiveness imperative, such shifts
can be an effective way to advance neoliberalization’s agenda of outsourcing
government decisions to quasi-governmental and private sector parties. If the
state can be successfully tarred as the enemy of democracy, then outsourcing
can be sold as democratization. Of course neither outsourcing nor devolution
of authority is in itself necessarily a move toward greater democracy (Purcell
2006). It may be true that in the Keynesian era policymaking tended to be
bureaucratized and undemocratic. But when that authority is ceded by the
national state to local authorities or to non-state entities, it can be mobilized
democratically or not. Devolution and outsourcing may or may not be
democratization, but neoliberals sell it as such.

Given neoliberalism’s penchant for adopting strategies of democratic
legitimation, and given their strong insistence on individual liberty, it should
come as no surprise that neoliberals regularly couple their agenda with that of
liberal democracy. The connection with liberalism is made clear by the 1947
founding statement of the Mont Pelerin Society, the seminal group of neoliberal
thinkers. It lays out clearly a distinctly liberal ethic when it worries that

the position of the individual and the voluntary group are progressively
undermined by extensions of arbitrary power [which, for the Society, means the
Keynesian state]. Even that most precious possession of Western Man, freedom of
thought and expression, is threatened by the spread of creeds which, claiming the
privilege of tolerance when in the position of a minority, seck only to establish



Y31} 119y3 ysindunxs [[am £13A Aeur UOIBZIEIIqIIOIU *DIUR)SISI JO
yied e se A>erowap wrepar ued am ssapun ng ‘afqissod 1ayjadolfe a1e sainyng
ueqin aaneuIdNy "1z *d ‘000z JaureT) sasuanbasuod papusjumun ssnposd
pue juassun epuade ) sisajiuew ‘SuondIpEIIU0) [euIRiul Yim s3(33nus jey
ssa>01d apsdwodut ue st UOHEZI[EIIIO3N "PIPUS 10U Sey AIOISIH IqIUTAUT
jou SI 31 Queutwop ABUa1Ind St 11 Ji U2A3 Ing “salwouods [esniod 10j pPpow
d]qeuteisns AJUo 3y se Auetu 4q uaas s1 A[[ead 3] ‘sarwouod eontjod Suiziuegio
10§ pppour dtuowsSay ayy Apuasind st aed £>e100WIp-[eIaqI/[RISqIO0U YL,
"19e) Jey} JuoLjuod Isnw uoneziesowsp ydnory uonezijeraqiosu ssoddo
0) 13{oad Auy 1ayio yoed 1o A1essadau a1 wisieIaqiodU pue AdeIdoWwIp
veyy ase> ayi Jupjew ur Jnyssadons Apie] usaq vy S[esdqIosU ‘A0qe
uonUIW | YdIym A1eIuod 3y 01 20upIAS [edrIolsty snordod sy anidsag

U3 JUOJN Ul
UM U33q aaey A[Isea pinod sayers palup 3yl jo £3a1eng Anosg euoneN
a3y, “(¥ "d ‘9007 uapIsa1d Y} JO PDYJO) AWOU0I? 1x1EW B puE ‘ssaursnq
1uapuadaput h1adoad sreand, a1e Juswuaaaod woy parajord aq snur yep
4131205 a1 ut suopmnsut 3y Suotue Aem [e1aqI0aU I9A B UL TUSWIUIIACS 0)
syun] a1y sauidewn a3e1nay [esaqI 21 JO UOISIOA (8861) UENPOT Aprenonied
$11 puy JUSWUIdACS poitw] pue ‘me| jo s[ni, oy ‘siySu [enplaipur ‘suonsap
331) yo dueyroduur ) Juissans ‘3uo [eraqry e Aounsip st A>erowap jo 1daduod
suonensiuwpe sy, (A *d ‘7007 Juspisaid 3y Jo 1Y) PHOM Y} JO JOUIOD
A1345 01 2peay 231 pue ‘s1vrewW 321) Quawidofaaap Yorrsowap jo adoy sy Suniq
01 S{IoM A[aanoe [im,, J1 133y “dnesowap-isieiided 310w saW02aq plIOM
Yy} se uo yoo] 0 Ap1aw ueld jou s30p uonENSIUTWIPE YSNE Y3 1Y) SUBIW
UOHEISIUIWPE JT[) U DUIN[UT dATBAISSUOI0oU Fuons ayy ‘Aiessadsu pue
[EINJEU SB U2IS ST U01I3UU0I Aderowsp-ustjeides ays ySnoyy usaa ing (¢ *d
‘9007 USPIsald ay) Jo DYIO)  JIUSIUBLIBILIOYINE JaIeW 221)-Nue, Jo Auuelf)
ayp st ated yeqy spisino uondo Ajuo ay apqeyuriun st Adurn 4oy ‘wistjendes
moyum Asesdowd( AIRIX0WIP 19NILW-321) JO SIN[EA JISEQ Y}, SALIQID 11

g trnmssmemit it ey o cm e -

usym Aus ajdurs e 03 sred &>enowap/wsijerrdes ay) sonpas o3 se Iej os sa08
uaa3 (£z -d) £48s1eng L111ndag [euoneN sysng ‘(G561 z1eH os[e 3a5) wopaayy
feonnod Jo JusWaAyde 3y premoy suesw dlqesuadsiput ue *** sy wopaayy
dwou0dd,, (8 'd ‘7961) pandie oym ‘uewparzy uoiy ‘WIST[EIdQI[03U JO I}
Buipunoj ay3 jo auo syesas yeyy wrep e 3730 31 INOYIIM pUEIS JouuRd Yoeg
"premio) hem sqqeurBewr Ajuo ay a1ea1> 01 1oy1afor dn punoq Ajqestnxaur
are asudisyus 91 1syendes pue Lerowoap [e1aquy :Jedp> st ewtedAmyng yum
Aimunuos ayy Oruoar Aurensas st ( fapow Jqeurelsns f3uls e,) Juswe)s
143 JO 2Injeu UeLIRTEI0) AU JJIYM as11dIaus 221y pue Aoerdowsp ‘wopaayy
*$§3001s [euonEu 10§ [Ppour J[qeurelsns s[3uls e pue—wopasy jo §3010§ 3y}
10§ AIOIJIA JAISIDAD € (IM PIPUI WISIUBLIEN[EIO) pue £)13q1[ usamiaq Aamuad
yenuaml oy jo sa[d3nas 1eaif oy, ey pangie uonensiuIupe ay ‘(A1 -d
‘T00T WUdpIsaId Y3 JO DY) BIUIWY JO sajeIg PaIug 3y Jo 48a1eng fiandag
[BUChEN $3 U] "PlIOM 31)) BUIWIIOJSURI) 10) UOISIA DIUBISSIUI © ojul “Jay)iey
yonuwr Justm3ie sy uaye) sey ‘srayio Suowe ZIIMOJIOM [NBq JO SdU3NjjUL Y3
Japun ‘uonensiuiwpe ysng-198unod ay 1, ‘uonexnsiuIwpe ysng 183y ay) Jopun
a3koidwo usuniedap-ajers e se JuswmSie [ewduo sty pauuad ewednyng
(661
ewednyng) A>ersowsp Yumarquedwodur A[feyuswepuny s1e WSIUNWWos pue
WISHBID0S “UaY) ‘UOISUIIXI AQ "UIGD 3UIES Y} JO SIPIS OM] DT SIFWNSUOD EETY
pue suszn 5319 *(¢ *d ‘6861 Twrednyng) siaxaew 3315 jo red [einyeu a1y axe
Suon33P 3313 1101IUUOD Y3 Se wopssyy Juiziiqowu sem ‘s[eraqoau unapg
JUOI 211 01 119y [e2130[03p1 ‘eureAnyng  ‘wstjelaqy [eontjod pue JIWIoU03
Jo A10131a payseqeun,, ay) Supunouue uf "wsifeinrdes pue £>erowap [elaq
Jo ydwnwn [euy ayy pue A1ty jo pus aip, parepdp ewrednyng souerg
‘SUII0J21 [BJIGI{O3U 0] SAEUIA[E OU ST 2193, Jey paysnd LBYNey] wiediep
se 350 AdeI>0WAP [LIIqI] JO SWLIO] JUIDSEU JO dUBIWS NI YIIm pauuIM)
Ajre13ojoapi s1 uonezieqo(d [eraqijosu Y3noays suonepar [edos isiendes jo
ddueApe 3y :Jeruts A[BUn{Lus st e yuasaid ay g, Auueis) jo suL10j [je 1suteSe
pat[ie Ajjeanieu jeyy ‘wopaayy 4q payur) Jred [etiuassa ue se pajuasard alom
Asenowap pue wsiende)) Auueidy ueneieio) pue wstunwiwod jsuiefe
POO3s “sem 3a113q 3y} “Aredowdp feraqi) pue wisijendes jwiepp [es180[0ap1 1Y)
Agiprjos padiay e1a epm ploD sy "WOp331) OU 3q UE) 313} ‘SpIoM 1310 Ul
‘wisijestdes pa1ayajun oy pasasard Aj2a1193J32 aq Aew wopaaly yorym
ut 4321505 & surBewr 0} yNOYJIp ST 31 suonMINSUI 353 YIM PIIBIDOSSE 2ANLIIIUIL
pue 1amod pasnygip ay) noyim 10 Yayrew aanuadwos a3 pue 4yiadoad
jearrd ur jatpq jo auNPap e, Moqe wiree sassaidxs 3 ‘uIsT[eIaqiosu jo
S3N[EA 34} 03 san[eA [EIIQI] YI0S JO [EAIAINS Y3 SAININS USY) JUSWIIN LIS E A

(¢¥61 4191308 U] 1uC)
"‘umo
13U} Inq smaa [e esaiqo pue ssaxddns ues Loy yoym ug samod jo uonssod e



