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Abstract:  Based on interviews with 95 mayors and council members in 12 cities in Kansas, Missouri, and California, we proposed that urban officials be regarded more as moral agents seeking various conceptions of the public good and justice than as either prisoners of their environments whose ideals have little impact or as cultural warriors with rigid ideological goals.  As shown in previous research from our Ethics Matters project, city officials have varying allegiance to many moral and justice principles.  In this paper we show that how these principles impact their policy positions, by considering their responses to a variety of hypothetical issues.
For many years, the urban politics literature suggested that mayors and council members are prisoners of their environment.  Exemplified by Paul Peterson’s City Limits (1981), urban theory and research stressed how economic needs, governmental structures, jurisdictional limitations, cultural values, and other contextual variables influence the policies of cities; the dispositions, beliefs, values, and principles of decision-makers were deemphasized in most general explanations of urban policy outcomes.  

During the past two decades, regime theory emerged and acquired near paradigmatic status in the field, in part because it challenged the contextual determinism of conventional theory and recognized the influence of ideas on urban policy (Stone, 2005: 322-325).  But what ideas need to be analyzed?  Regime theory stressed specific aims and policy goals, such as completion of a particular economic development (Jones and Bachelor, 1993) or achieving more equal educational outcomes (Henig, et al., 1999).
  Meanwhile, another analytical perspective, culture war theory, also has gained prominence by stressing broad ideological differences (Fiorina, 2005; Sharp, 2005; Wolfe, 2006).  But do the specific goals stressed by regime theory and the broad but competing ideologies stressed by culture war theory exhaust the sort of ideas that officials bring to bear on urban policy?  We posit that urban officials have and apply various moral and justice principles that are more general than specific policy goals yet less encompassing than broad ideologies.  We further suggest that mapping these principles may prove more theoretically fruitful than analysis of specific goals and broad ideologies.  

The specific goals stressed by regime theory are usually manifestations of broader principles.  For example, a downtown redevelopment project is proposed as a means of achieving economic growth.  Reducing educational disparities is regarded as crucial to achieving equal opportunity.  To integrate their research into broader theory, regime theorists typically discuss the moral and justice principles that are furthered when regimes muster the power to achieve specific policy goals (Stone, 1993; Mossberger and Stoker, 2001), but they seldom examine systematically the various principles held and applied by decision-makers.  As a result the competing moral and justice values that are at stake on urban issues are neglected.

Of course, culture war theory does emphasize competing values, but the conflicting liberal and conservative ideological orientations stressed by culture war theorists may be too general to have much predictive power (Schumaker, 2008).  Both liberals and conservatives are committed to economic development and to equal opportunity, but some liberals and conservatives oppose particular policies intended to further these values because such policies seem to undercut other liberal or conservative principles.  Ideological orientations are multi-dimensional, and few officials may be committed to all the ideas held by ideological purists.  To understand how “ethics matters” in urban policymaking, it may be useful to go beyond ideological labels and study the diverse moral and justice principles that policymakers hold and apply.

An overview of such theoretical concerns is presented in the next section.    In the following section, we describe the stances of urban officials in our 12 sample cities on ten policy issues, and we discuss the contextual factors, personal characteristics, ideological orientations, and ethical principles that are correlated with and that seem to most directly influence these stances.  In the fourth section, we discuss the multi-dimensionality of ideological differences in order to underscore the limitations of the culture war thesis.  Ideological labels do serve as reasonably good predictors of the broad principles that officials bring to bear on policy decisions and to their stances on many issues, but officials seldom adhere to all of the principles that comprise liberal or conservative ideologies expressed as ideal types.  Because there are many types of liberals and conservatives and because officials’ responses to policy issues are shaped by their specific moral and justice principles (and other considerations), city councils are unlikely to have hardened blocs of liberals opposed by hardened blocs of conservatives, even on the most contentious issues.  We conclude by discussing the implications of our findings for the culture war thesis and for urban research.  
Theoretical overview: reconstructing pluralism

Urbanists have been particularly wary of pluralism (Ricci, 1980).  Both orthodox pluralism that overstated the democratic effectiveness of city governance (e.g., Dahl, 1961) and subsequent neopluralisms that recognized some of the democratic deficiencies that arise within pluralist politics (e.g., Manley, 1983) focused on the material interests of actors, the resources they bring to bear on policy decisions, and the contextual factors that affect the distribution of power within cities.  But political theorists have been reconstructing pluralism in ways that supplement a narrow focus on material interests, incentives, and conditions and incorporate the important role that ethical principles can and do play in effective politics (Eisenberg, 1995; Campbell and Schoolman, 2008). Contemporary pluralists stress that politics involves a wide variety of moral principles (Kekes, 1993; Galston, 2004) and justice principles (Walzer, 1983), and they attempt to determine when particular principles should and do come into play.  While regime theory and culture war theory resemble reconstructed pluralism by recognizing that politics involves conflicting political goals and ideas, they have not systematically considered the moral and justice principles that concern contemporary pluralists.

Urbanists may dismiss the ethical principles of reconstructed pluralism as being irrelevant to their scientific concerns.  Ethical considerations are normally regarded as providing prescriptions to improve urban governance but as telling us nothing about “the real world of city politics” which is best understood by assessing power struggles to achieve concrete material interests.  Propositions including ethical considerations are also regarded as being incapable of empirical verification.  Such dismissals are unfortunate if ethical judgments – as well as material interests and other “realistic” considerations – influence political outcomes generally and urban policies specifically (Stoker, 1992). 

There are obvious theoretical reasons for believing that ethics matter.  Most policymakers hold a variety of principles about morality (pursuing what is good for the community and its citizens) and justice (distributing social goods fairly); it would be astonishing if they did not try to apply these principles when making policy decisions. Political issues typically begin when someone proposes to remedy a bad condition or sees an opportunity to achieve some public good.  Many of these ideas are dropped before they get very far because, on balance, they aren’t very good ideas, at least in the minds of others whose support is needed.  Further reflection brings into question the ability of a policy initiative to advance a given moral principle or leads to the realization that pursuing the policy initiative may undermine other principles.  Other ideas may be dropped because – despite being judged as generally good ones that further some moral concern – they are seen as unjust, as undermining some conception of fairness.  But some proposals survive such evaluations, are pursued, and eventually come to fruition.
  In this commonsensical understanding of how urban policies come about, the key factors in explaining outcomes are ethical:  adoption of proposals depend on collective determinations of their moral goodness and their justice.  

When we recognize the importance of ethical judgments, we are encouraged to ask a host of questions about the role of ethics in urban policymaking.  What kinds of ethical concerns are brought to bear on various issues?  Who raises such concerns and who is moved by them? What kinds of ethical concerns are most likely to derail proposals?  What kinds of ethical concerns are most easily incorporated into proposals, producing “better” modifications of them?  What kinds of ethical concerns are most likely to be ignored?  How important are ethical concerns relative to economic and political factors as determinants of various policies?  Under what conditions do ethics matter most?  Such are our larger theoretical concerns.  
A 12 city study:  Using hypothetical issues to study the role of ethics in urban policymaking

To investigate these questions, we conducted 95 interviews with elected officials in 12 cities – four in Missouri, four in Kansas, and four in California, as described in Schumaker and Kelly (2013).  In this paper we focus on how officials moral and justice principles are related to their policy positions as revealed by their answers to 10 hypothetical issues that were posed to them.  During the recent past, the following types of policy issues appear to be among the central foci of the agendas of city councils: the general level of municipal spending and taxation (city budgets); the public versus private provision of services (privatization); the distribution of city services (locational decisions); municipal contributions to social services (public assistance); neighborhood revitalization (and affordable housing); economic regulation (and property rights); economic development (and incentives for developers); downtown redevelopment (directing resources to “the heart of the community”), and social issues (limiting individual freedom and choices to promote certain cultural or religious values).  Cities confront numerous and different concrete manifestations of these types of issues.  To provide equivalent cases that officials throughout our 12 cities could address, we developed hypothetical issues intended to encompass in totality these various policy domains, often tapping into more than one of them.  In this paper we summarize the positions of the officials in our sample on ten hypothetical issues,  and consider both the correlates of these positions and the factors that seem to most directly influence these stances.  Table 1 summarizes the distribution of support for alternative outcomes on these issues.  Table 2 provides zero-order correlates of these positions.  Table 3 lists the key determinants of these positions – those factors that have significant independent effects on positions as suggested by stepwise regression analysis.

- Tables 1, 2, and 3 go here -

Budget deficits.  “An economic recession and reduced state aid has resulted in a large projected budget deficit for the upcoming year.  All painless solutions have been exhausted, and your options come down to increasing taxes or reducing services.  Would you opt to reduce services to overcome the shortfall, or would you choose to increase taxes?”

As shown in Table 1, there is a wide distribution of positions on how to respond to a budget crisis, but “extremists” – those who would like to push through a reduction in public services or impose tax increases – comprise a minority of our overall sample; they seldom comprise a majority in any city.  Such a distribution suggests that, in order to address such a crisis, compromises and concessions must be made with “moderates” or those who seek to balance service cuts with tax increases.


Table 2 reveals almost no significant correlates of officials’ positions on this issue.  Perceptions of the economic, political, and cultural conditions of their city are unrelated to their spending-and-taxation positions.  Various personal characteristics are also unrelated.  Only the overall (self-reported) ideological and partisan orientations of officials and their more specific economic ideological orientations
 are associated with their position on how to respond to budgetary crises.  Liberals and Democrats are more supportive of tax increases than conservatives and Republicans, even though none of the specific moral and justice principles explored in this study are significantly correlated with taxing-and-spending preferences.  As shown in Table 3, a broad understanding of respondents’ economic conservatism and liberalism – essentially their commitment to laissez-faire – is sufficient to account for their stances in the budgeting arena.  But other policy arenas are more complicated, as we shall see.  

Privatization.  “A task force has examined public and private options for dealing with trash collection and recycling. Under maximum privatization, the role of the city would be very limited.  Residents would pay user fees to licensed haulers based on how much trash was removed from their residences. Residents could contract with haulers to remove all their unsorted trash, or they could choose to sort their recyclable trash and pay private recycling companies to remove and ensure reuse of such trash.  Under maximum public involvement, the city’s sanitation department would pick-up and process both non-recyclable and various categories of recyclable trash, and this service would be paid for out of general funds.  Would you support the privatization or public provision option?” 

Support for privatization, at least in this policy area, is widespread among officials in our sample, as shown in Table 1.  Two-thirds of our sample is either strongly or moderately supportive of having citizens deal with private haulers.

Table 4 shows that a large number of factors are significantly associated with officials’ positions on the privatization issue.  However, only ideological orientation seems to be a key determinant of support for public provision of trash collection and recycling.  As shown in Table 3, once ideology is taken into account, the principles of morality and justice that are significant correlates of public provision in Table 2 add little to our ability to explain positions on the issue.  This does not mean that these principles are unimportant or that they are only spuriously related to positions on privatization; rather, they could be subsumed by the measure of ideology.  For example, rejection of libertarianism [of governmental programs that entail (redistributive) taxation] is strongly associated with supporting public provision of recycling.  But this correlation recedes to statistical insignificant after ideology has been considered.  We interpret this to mean that – on the privatization issue – liberalism is largely defined as opposition to libertarian principles and conservatism is defined as embracing libertarian principles, an interpretation that will receive some support from our analysis in part 4 below.

Service Distribution.  “Suppose a city has funds to expand library facilities and the Library Board has come up with two main options.  One option is to build a single, centralized, state-of-the art facility in the rapidly developing and affluent part of the community. A second option is to build several smaller branch libraries designed to serve particular neighborhoods, including in the most run-down part of town where—the Library Board points out—there are fewer library users and whose residents contribute very little in city taxes to support such facilities.  Would you tend to support the centralized or dispersed approach?”

As shown in Table 1, most officials prefer the decentralized option, but the advantages of centralized libraries are also widely recognized.  

The factors significantly correlated with officials’ stances on service distribution are shown in the “decentralize” column of Table 4.  Neither ideology nor partisanship is among these factors, but specific principles of justice seem to have an impact on officials’ stances here.  As shown in Table 5, the more officials are committed to equal rights, the greater is their support for distributing library services widely throughout the community.  The more officials believe that their local cultures support utilitarian principles – to pursuing the overall public good – the greater is their support for a centralized public facility.  Electoral concerns also seem to come into play on this issue, as those officials who claim that they have a grassroots electoral base are most oriented toward the decentralization of public facilities.

A living wage ordinance.  “A number of community organizations and activists have pushed for a living wage ordinance for your city.  They have proposed that any business receiving a significant municipal contract or a large incentive to invest in the community must agree to pay its employees a living wage: a wage that would raise a family above the official poverty level as well as provide health benefits.  Many members of the business community object to this proposal, claiming that it would raise the costs of doing business throughout the community and would deter private investments in the city.  The city council is meeting to vote on whether or not to adopt this living wage proposal.  Would you be opposed to or supportive of such an ordinance?”

Living wage ordinances are regarded as among the most controversial innovations in urban politics (Martin, 2001), and Table 1 shows that our rendering of the issue produced the most polarized responses of any of the hypothetical cases in our study.  While 28 percent of our respondents claim to be highly supportive of such ordinances, 32 percent are highly opposed.  

Ideological and partisan differences are apparent on this issue, as are differences on several justice principles.  Table 5 shows that our simplified expression of the difference principle made prominent by Rawls (1999) – the idea that officials should focus on the disadvantaged and try to improve their condition – is the justice principle that has the greatest independent affect on officials’ stance on the living wage ordinance; even when ideological and partisan orientations are taken into account, allegiance to this principle matters.  As in the privatization case, other principles of justice – like rejection of libertarianism and pursuing stronger conceptions of equal opportunity - seem to be deeply embedded in the ideological self-identification and partisan attachments of officials and probably are among the reasons that liberals and Democrats are most supportive of living wage policies.

Homeless shelters.  “A task force has documented an increased number of homeless people in your city but is divided between two approaches to the problem.  One group wants to ‘toughen up’ on the homeless, proposing that the city pass ordinances that restrict panhandling, loitering, etc., hoping make the community less hospitable to the homeless.  Another group wants the city to provide more generous subsidies to social service agencies that provide shelters for the homeless.  Would you favor being tough on or being generous to the homeless?”

Half of our respondents profess to support generosity toward the homeless, as shown in Table 1.  An additional third of our sample has mixed feelings on the matter; most of these rejected our phrasing of the issue and think cities should adopt a combination of approaches that involve public funding of homeless shelters but include policies that both restrict access to these shelters for those who fail to comply with certain requirements (such as being enrolled in some sort of program intended to remove their dependence on social services) or that provide clear signals to the transient poor that such behaviors as aggressive panhandling are prohibited in the community.  Only a few officials reject the idea that the city has any obligations to support the homeless.

As on the living wage issue, Table 4 reveals that positions on the homeless issue are significantly associated with officials’ ideological and partisan orientations and many of their ethical principles.  But as shown in Table 3, rejection of libertarian justice principles, rather than adherence to Rawlsian ones, seem to have the greatest independent affect on officials’ positions regarding the homeless.  Here we suspect that the principle of focusing on the poor and improving their condition and such other redistributive principles as providing floors and stronger conceptions of equal opportunity have a role in enhancing officials’ support for generous policies toward the homeless, but the effect of these principles is encompassed by their ideological and partisan orientations.  Some conservatives and Republicans support municipal provisions for the homeless, despite their general resistance to such redistributive principles.  Their support seems to rest on the understanding that libertarian justice principles are simply too rigid; they recognize that local governments should increases taxes on well-off property-owners to provide a modicum of help to the homeless.

Spatially-dispersed low-income housing.  A local housing agency has attained a subsidy from HUD to build affordable housing units in your community, provided that the city agrees to two conditions.  First, most of the housing units must be rented to individuals or families below the poverty level.  Second, most units must be located in neighborhoods comprised largely of homes occupied by middle and upper-middle income residents. Would you be opposed or supportive of such a project?

Perhaps NIMBY (not in my backyard) movements have receded as influential actors in local politics.  Almost 70 percent of our officials claim that they would support locating low-income housing units in more affluent neighborhoods. Many of these mentioned the increasing acceptance of spatially dispersed housing policies among their constituents, but about 20 percent claim to oppose such projects.

Broad ideological and partisan differences do not relate strongly to officials’ stances on low-income housing.  Perhaps NIMBY protestors of such projects have difficulty keeping low-income housing projects out of their neighborhoods because they face a bipartisan and non-ideological coalition of officials.  As shown in Table 5, when officials think that pro-growth values are strongly embedded in their local culture, they are most supportive of building affordable housing, even in more affluent neighborhoods.  Both liberal Democrats and conservative Republicans often recognize such projects as a necessary component of pro-growth policies, and they may be able to form a coalition favoring these projects with other officials who are committed to achieving diversity within their cities.

Eminent Domain for private purposes.  “A national corporation has brought before the council a plan to redevelop a deteriorated section of the city, replacing older rundown buildings with a new restaurant and theatre complex.  Most of the owners whose buildings are located in the area have already agreed to sell their property to the company, but one owner and his current tenants object to the proposed project.   Despite the disadvantages they stress, the complex would be expected to have many community-wide benefits, such as enhancing tax revenues by millions of dollars annually.  The city council is meeting to vote on whether or not to take over the property of the lone holdout and to approve the project.  What would be your position on this issue? 

The issue of whether city officials should exercise their powers of eminent domain to facilitate private economic ventures skyrocketed to public attention while we were completing our interviews.  In June 2005 in the case of Kelo v. New London, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled 5 to 4 that local governments have broad powers to seize private property to generate tax revenue.  As shown in Table 1, most of our officials – both those interviewed before and after the Supreme Court ruling – agreed with the Court, though many claimed these are among the most wrenching issues that they encounter.  In general, they insisted that generous compensation and relocation policies accompany any use of eminent domain powers, especially for private development.  

Most commentaries on Kelo v. New London would lead one to believe that this decision is yet another shot in the culture war dividing liberals and conservatives.  But, as shown in Table 2, our sample did not divide along ideological lines on this issue.  Most self-defined conservative officials, as well as liberal ones, endorsed using eminent domain for private projects if the city as a whole benefited and various legal criteria were met (such as that the property in question was indeed blighted).  As shown in Table 3, adherence to two justice principles – the desirability of promoting economic growth and the fairness of rewarding those who make market contributions - seemed to increase support for eminent domain practices. 

The third factor that has an independent impact on officials’ positions on this issue was not one of our ethical principles, but is very interesting and relevant.  Officials who characterize their governing regime as “progressive” were particularly supportive of eminent domain for private purposes.  This may seem counter-intuitive, as the urban literature usually juxtaposes developmental regimes and progressive ones, and developmental regimes would seem most inclined to use eminent domain for purposes of economic development.  However, when we inquired with officials about the type of regimes that dominated their local politics, we defined “progressive regimes,” as those that that seek to enhance the capacity of municipal governments to respond to a variety of economic and social problems.
  Given this characterization, it makes good theoretical sense that those in progressive regimes view eminent domain as an important tool of their governments, enabling them to revitalize deteriorated sections of their cities and attain additional revenues to address various policy goals.

Linkage economic development policies.  “Cybertech, a giant in the computer industry, is interested in locating in your community, investing hundreds of millions of dollars in an office park and providing hundreds of well-paying jobs.  Cybertech seeks city support, including large and enduring abatements on local taxes, claiming other communities offer generous incentives to locate in these alternative locations.  There is widespread support for this project, but there are also some community organizations and activists who believe that Cybertech should be asked to provide “community benefits” or “linkage policies.”  Such linkages would help those in the community who are not direct beneficiaries of the office park - for example by providing large annual contributions to a community development fund providing improvements in the inner (or impoverished) part of the city.  Would you be inclined to oppose or approve the linkage requirement as a condition for approving the incentives for Cybertech?”

This hypothetical produced fairly polarized responses, as shown in Table1.  While over half of our officials claim to be very or moderately supportive of such “linkage” policies, a large minority (38 percent) is either strongly or mildly opposed.

As on our other hypothetical issues involving redistribution, Table 4 reveals that (economic) ideological orientations, partisan identifications, and various justice orientations are related to support for linkage policies.  Officials tend to like linkage policies if they support egalitarian principles (including focusing on the poor and providing floors), if they seek to promote diversity, and if they reject libertarianism.  But such orientations can be quite well summarized by defining ideological orientation in mere economic terms – as whether or not one supports the idea of laissez-faire and opposes governmental regulation and taxation.  Then it is sufficient for predicting positions on linkage policies to know whether an official is economically liberal or economically conservative. 

Table 3 also shows that we can also improve our predictive ability by knowing the race of urban officials.  Regardless of their ideology and their commitment to various justice principles, nonwhite officials tend to support linkage policies.  It seems obvious that blacks, Hispanics, and other minorities would represent those populations that would most benefit by our hypothetical linkage policy.  

Domestic Partners.  “A group of city employees has proposed a domestic partners ordinance that would extend health benefits to the partners of gay and lesbian employees.  Under their proposal, such domestic partners would be eligible for health insurance in a manner that was equivalent to that available to the spouses and children of other employees.  Would you be inclined to approve this ordinance?”

Two-thirds of the officials in our sample were generally receptive to this proposal. However, as shown in Table 1, over a quarter remain strongly or moderately opposed to it.

Officials’ support for this gay right is correlated with quite predictable factors.  Liberal and Democratic orientations and support for a variety of fairly egalitarian justice principles are positively related to such support.  As shown in Table 3, a general liberal orientation has a strong independent affect on supporting gay rights.  Support for the principle of pursing diversity also has an independent affect on supporting gay rights, an impact beyond that contained in a general liberal orientation. And the more conservative moral principle that officials should pursue policies that reflect dominant religious beliefs also enhances their readiness to reject domestic partner ordinances.

Faith-based provision of social services.  “A member of the city council has proposed developing a new RFP (Request for Proposals) for the delivery of city funded drug rehabilitation and mental health counseling services.  The primary change in the guidelines would be a provision that would allow the funding to go to organizations integrating religious content into the delivery of these services.  Would you tend to support or oppose this proposal?” 

Funding faith-based institutions to provide social services is widely supported, as shown in Table 1.  It might then seem that if conservatives are losing the “gay rights” culture war issue, they are at least winning this one.  But as shown in Tables 2 and 3, officials’ stances here are unrelated to their ideological and partisan orientations and their moral and justice principles.  Indeed, the only significant factor enhancing support for funding faith-based organizations was the frequency with which officials attend church.  Not surprisingly, the most religiously observant officials were most supportive of funding faith-based organizations.

Ethical pluralism of and the multidimensionality of ideology

When discussing the factors associated with officials’ stances on urban policies, we frequently pointed to both the predictive power of officials’ ideologies and to the need to look beyond single dimensional conceptions and measures of ideological orientation.  Using officials’ self-reported location on a simple conservative-liberal continuum was the most important single factor that affected their stances on our hypothetical issues; Table 3 shows this factor’s independent impact on stances on four of our ten issues.  Our more focused measure of economic liberalism was also an important independent factor predicting stances on two additional issues.  Nevertheless, these ideological conceptions of officials’ moral and justice predispositions are crude instruments indeed.  Embedded in ideological orientations are a wide variety of moral and justice principles (as well as other philosophical, social, economic, and political beliefs and values).  

Even though officials and other elites are thought to have much more “ideological constraint” than mass publics (see the massive literature going back to Converse, 1964), the data we have presented throughout this paper indicate that officials seldom hold ideologically consistent principles of morality and justice.  Table 4 examines this matter more directly.

-- Table 4 goes here --

Officials’ self-defined ideological orientations must have considerable validity, or else this measure would not be such good predictors of their stances on both our hypothetical issues (as discussed in the last section) and such strong correlates of many moral and justice principles.  Nevertheless, the finding that so many principles are moderately related to self-defined ideology means that no single principle or no small set of principles comprises an acid test for thinking of oneself as a conservative or liberal.  Most self-defined liberals reject the principle that dominant religious beliefs should be reflected in policy and they accept the principles of pursuing equal opportunity, enhancing diversity, focusing on the poor and the other such principles shown to be significant correlates of a liberal orientation in the first column of Table 4.  But because these elements of a liberal orientation are only moderately correlated, specific officials rarely proclaim allegiance to all the principles that are usually held by liberals.  Such ideological inconsistency means that more precise understandings of the role of moral and justice principles in policymaking are best achieved by going beyond general ideological orientations.

It is often suggested that this problem of inconsistency can be adequately addressed by understanding that there are two principal dimensions to ideology: an economic and a social one.  In this interpretation, today’s economic conservatives seek to conserve or resurrect the classical liberal allegiance to laissez-faire (or governmental noninterference in the marketplace), while contemporary economic liberals are happy to regulate the behavior of actors in the marketplace and redistribute the rewards that are allocated by the market.  In this interpretation, social conservatives seek to regulate individual behavior so that it better conforms to cultural and religious norms, while social liberals seek to maximize the social freedoms of individuals.  In our study, officials’ allegiance to economic liberalism and social liberalism were completely unrelated (r = .01).   Indeed, a number of our officials insisted on being designated either economic liberals and social conservatives or (more often) economic conservatives and social liberals.  But both economic liberalism and social liberalism themselves have multiple dimensions, as shown in columns 2 and 3 of Table 4.  Just because one believes in equal opportunity does not mean that one is committed to focusing on the least advantaged (r = .35).  Just because one believes that policies should reflect dominant cultural values does not mean that one believes that policies should reflect dominant religious beliefs (r = .39).  Positive but modest intercorrelations among the many principles embedded in ideological designations – whether these be one or two dimensional – points to the limits of settling for ideological differences to understand how officials will align on issues and generate policy.
  

If simple ideological differences were adequate, then cultural war depictions of urban politics might be convincing.  Polarized blocs of liberal Democrats would confront polarized blocs of conservative Republicans.  Perhaps the U.S. Supreme Count can be understood in these terms, but city councils cannot.  First, ideological orientations and partisanship themselves are only moderately related (r = .54); while such a link may be strong given the formal nonpartisanship that is suppose to prevail in most cities, it is too weak to indicate that any sort of disciplined parties organize ideological and policy differences at the local level.  Second, only a quarter of our officials believed that their city councils could be well-characterized as having a high degree of bipolar conflict; almost half (43%) claimed that their councils generally operated consensually while the rest (29%) said that important issues were resolved without consensus, but that different lines of conflict arose on different issues.  

Conclusions

We find that while urban policy conflict is frequent and based on differences in moral and justice principles (often as summarized by ideological labels), such conflict is not well characterized by polarized culture war theoretical approaches.  We find few strong “ideologues” among our officials.  Less than 15% of our sample claimed to be “strong conservatives” and only another 15% claimed to be “strong liberals.” Almost half of our officials thought of themselves as “moderates,” “middle-of-the-roaders,” or in terms of similar designations.  And even those who thought of themselves as strongly conservative or liberal seldom adhered consistently to each of the many principles that contribute to being a conservative or a liberal in any pure sense of those terms.  Because officials find value in many often competing principles, they recognize their own uncertainly of where to stand on issues that seem to involve these conflicting principles.  Additionally, city councils are seldom controlled by a faction with a strong ideological orientation.  This means that “cultural warriors” on behalf of liberal or conservative causes must appeal to those who are not similarly committed, and this means that they must moderate their own positions to get much accomplished.  

Instead of regarding urban politics as characterized by cultural warriors, we think urban politics can be better regarded as practiced by moral agents who seek to achieve their ideals of the community good and justice.  Officials bring a wide variety of moral and justice concerns to policy decisions.  Urban policymaking involves officials believing that their moral and justice concerns can be furthered by certain policy outcomes, and their task is to convince other officials that certain ethical principles are at stake on particular issues and that such ethical principles are sufficiently important that they ought to be embodied in urban policymaking.  At least some of the time this is the case.  We do not deny that urban policymaking also reflects the power and interests of various actors, economic constraints and requirements, jurisdictional limitations and all the other factors stressed by most urban theory and research.  But sometimes ethics matters, and we hope others will join us in seeking to better understand when, how, and why it does matter.  

Endnotes
� Eulau and Prewitt (1974) anticipated regime theory in this respect, analyzing the “policy maps” held by city council members in the San Francisco Bay area.


� Of course some proposals that are thought to be good turn out badly.  The neoconservative literature on policy failures, commencing with the seminal work of James S. Coleman (1966, 1977), addresses these matters.


� Stepwise regression sorts through significant correlates (as determined in Table 3) that are entered into the model and finds that factor or those factors most highly linked to the dependent variable measuring officials positions on the issue.  If other correlates add little to our ability to explain officials’ positions, they are dropped from the model.


� An index of officials’ economic liberalism was created by their support for regulating property, supporting tax increases for public services and public assistance, and rejecting a laissez-faire approach to economic matters.


� We asked official to rank order the extent to which their local politics exhibited the characteristics of  five regime types: (1) progressive ones as well as (2) socially conservative ones that seek to maintain traditional values, (3) economically conservative regimes that seek to promote free enterprise and keep taxes low, (4) liberal regimes that emphasize reaching out to minorities and the disadvantaged, and (5) populist regimes that align themselves against big business.  Our measure of political regime here is based on how highly the respondent ranked  the progressive option.


� A more theoretical and philosophical discussion of the multidimensionality of ideologies and the need to move beyond the limitations of ideologies to more open-ended public philosophies are provided in (Schumaker, 2008).
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