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Course Overview

This seminar provides an introduction to urban public policy and issues of urban management. The first part of the course examines U.S. urban policy in the context of intergovernmental relations, highlighting the ways in which local governments are interdependent with one another, their states, and the federal government. The second part of the course examines the consequences of residential location, disparities in public services among jurisdictions, and how life opportunities are shaped by where one lives. The last part of the course examines the development incentives of local governments and explores institutional alternatives for providing public services. 
Required Texts 
 

The majority of required readings are scholarly articles. These readings will be available via the university library system: http://eres.lib.ku.edu/eres/courseindex.aspx?page=search. The password for the course page is puad825 (no space).
HowThere is one required book for the course which is available in the KU Bookstore:
Managing Urban America, 6th edition. (2007), by David Morgan, Robert England, and John Pelissero. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press. 
Grading

Mid-term exam                                              20%

Final exam   



           25%

Topic presentation


           20%

Research Paper 

                       20% 
Contribution to class discussions
           15%
It is PUAD department policy to issue only whole grades (no plusses or minuses). The following grading scale is used: 100-90=A; 89-80=B; 79-70=C; 69-60=D; 59 and below=F. Final course grades will be determined by the cumulative total of the weighted averages listed above. 
Assignments

Preparation and Participation in Weekly Discussions– Given that the class meets only once per week, attendance is critical. We will have discussions each class session that relate to the reading material, so missing class will cause you to miss out on an important of the educational experience. Students should come prepared to discuss reading materials and to contribute to the class discussion. 
Exams – There will be two exams covering the material from the required readings, lectures, and in-class discussions. Exams will be in-class, and essay format. Make-up exams will be given at the discretion of the instructor, and only for compelling reasons.

Topic Presentation – In the second week of class, I will assign each student a presentation topic. The topics will be assigned on a random basis and will correspond to a particular date and subject we are discussing in class that evening. Students should consult with the instructor prior to preparing their presentation for guidance and suggestions on supplementary materials to draw upon. The presentation is worth 20% of your final grade, and therefore it is expected that students will put considerable effort into preparing their presentations. Two students will present each week, so you are highly encouraged to coordinate your presentations. Each student should plan to present for 20-30 minutes on the topic they are assigned. 
Urban Issue Research Paper – Students are required to write a 10-12 page research paper on a pressing urban issue that we have touched upon in the course. Topics can include one of the presentation topics or some variation on one of the topics. In the interest of time, students may wish to develop their presentation topic into a research paper, or they may elect another topic. Either way, students should inform the instructor of their topic choice no later than the fifth week of the semester. This is a research paper. Sources of information must be properly referenced, using standard citation formats (consult the APA style manual or the Chicago Manual of Style). The paper must be typed, double-spaced in 12 point font and conform to standard conventions of English language. Papers should read as professional work products, as though you were writing for a government agency, policy think tank, or an academic publication.  

Academic Misconduct

Cheating, plagiarism and all other forms of academic dishonesty or misconduct are unacceptable and will not be tolerated. Incidents of such will be addressed according the university policy and procedures. The following is Article II, Section 6 of the University Senate Rules and Regulations, revised August 2004. 

· 2.6.1 Academic misconduct by a student shall include, but not be limited to, disruption of classes; threatening an instructor or fellow student in an academic setting; giving or receiving of unauthorized aid on examinations or in the preparation of notebooks, themes, reports or other assignments; knowingly misrepresenting the source of any academic work; unauthorized changing of grades; unauthorized use of University approvals or forging of signatures; falsification of research results; plagiarizing of another's work; violation of regulations or ethical codes for the treatment of human and animal subjects; or otherwise acting dishonestly in research.

Week 1 (1/22):
Urban Public Policy & Policy-Making: Introduction
Course Overview and Introductions
Week 2 (1/29):
American Cities in the 21st Century

· Morgan, England and Pelissero, 2007. Ch. 1., 4, and 6, and 10 in Managing Urban America
· Harrigan, J. and Vogel, R. 2007. “Twenty-first century cities and the Challenge of Urban Governance,” Ch. 1 in Political Change in the Metropolis
· U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1999. “The State of the Cities.” 

Week 3 (2/5):

Urban Policy in Intergovernmental Context: Federal & State Relations
· Morgan, England and Pelissero, “Cities and the System of Intergovernmental Relations,” Chapter 2
· Agranoff, R. and M. McGuire, 2001. “American Federalism and the Search for Models 

of Management,” Public Administration Review, 61(6): 671-681.
· Eisinger, P. 1998. “City Politics in an Era of Federal Devolution,” Urban Affairs Review, 33(3): 308-325 
· Teaford, J. 2000. “Urban Renewal and its Aftermath” Housing Policy Debate, 11(2): 443-465 
Week 4 (2/12):
Urban Policy in Intergovernmental Context: Regionalism and

                                    Interlocal Cooperation
· W. Lyons and J. Scheb, 1998. “Saying ‘No’ One More Time:  The Rejection of Consolidated Government in Knox County, Tennessee,” State and Local Government Review, 30(2): 92-105
· Savitch, H. and Vogel R. 2000. “Paths to New Regionalism” State and Local Government Review, 32(3): 158-168.
· Rusk, D. 1999. “Dayton, Ohio’s ED/GE:  The Rewards (and Limits) of Voluntary Agreements,” from Inside Game/Outside Game 

· Swanstrom, T. 2001.  “What We Argue About When We Argue About Regionalism” Journal of Urban Affairs, 23(5): 479-496
· Thurmaier K. and Wood, C. 2002. “Interlocal Agreements as Overlapping Social Networks: Picket-Fence Regionalism in Metropolitan Kansas City,” Public Administration Review, 62(5): 585-598.
Student presentations begin

Week 5 (2/19):
Urban Governance Structures: Political and Reform Institutions
· Chapter 3, Morgan, England and Pelissero, “Urban Political Structures”

· Welch S. and T. Bledsoe, Urban Reform and Its Consequences (1988), Ch 1,3, 5

· Feiock, R. and C. Stream 1998. "Explaining the Tenure of Local Government Managers," Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 8(1): 117-130
· Svara, J. 1999. “The Shifting Boundary between Elected Officials and City Managers in Large City Manager Cities,” Public Administration Review, 59(1): 44-53.      
· Frederickson, H.G. and G. Johnson, & C. Wood. 2001. “The Adapted American City: A Study of Institutional Dynamics,” Urban Affairs Review, 872-884.
Week 6 (2/26):
Race, Ethnicity, and Minority Political Power in Urban America
· Harrigan J. and R. Vogel., 2007. Ch. 5, “The Politics of Racial and Social Change,” in Political Change in the Metropolis
· Browning, R., D.R. Marshall and D. Tabb, 2003. Chs. 1, 7, and 13 in Racial Politics in American Cities.  Allyn Bacon and Longman Publishers.
· Hula, R. and C. Jackson-Elmoore. 2001. “Nonprofit Organizations as Political Actors: Avenues for Minority Political Incorporation,” Policy Studies Review, 18(4): 27-51.
· LeRoux, K. 2007. “Nonprofits as Civic Intermediaries: The Role of Community-Based Organizations in Promoting Political Participation.” Urban Affairs Review, 42(3): 410-422.
Week 7 (3/5):

Competing Theories of Residential Location Decisions: 
Sorting and Segregation
· Tiebout, C. 1956. “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures,” The Journal of Political Economy, 64(5): 416-424.
· Ostrom, V., Tiebout C. and Warren R. “The Organization of Government in Metropolitan Areas,” The American Political Science Review, 55(4): 831-842.
· Massey, D. and N. Denton. 1988. “Suburbanization and Segregation in U.S. Metropolitan Areas,” American Journal of Sociology, 94(3): 592-626.
· Farley, R. C. Steeh, T. Jackson, M Krysan, and K. Reeves. 1993. “Continued Racial Residential Segregation in Detroit: “Chocolate City, Vanilla Suburbs” Revisited.” Journal of Housing Research, 4(1): 1-38.
Week 8 (3/12):

MID-TERM EXAM 
Week 9 (3/19):

SPRING BREAK
Week 10 (3/26): 
Service Delivery: Improving Efficiency

· Morgan, England and Pelissero, Ch. 7 in Managing Urban America
· Boyne, G. 1998 “Bureaucratic Theory Meets Reality:  Public Choice and Service Contracting in U.S. Local Government,” Public Administration Review, 58(6): 474-484 

· Moon. M. J. and P. 2001. DeLeon, “Municipal Reinvention:  Managerial Values and Diffusion Among Municipalities,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 11(3): 327-351 
· T. Poister and G. Streib, 1999. “Performance Measurement in Municipal Government: Assessing the State of Practice,” Public Administration Review, 59(4): 325-335 
· Moore, A., J. Nolan, and G. F. Segal. 2005. “Putting Out the Trash: Measuring Municipal Service Efficiency in U.S. Cities,” Urban Affairs Review, 41(2): 237-259.

Week 11 (4/2):
Service Delivery: Equity and Responsiveness

· Kelly J. and D. Swindell, 2002. “Service Quality Variation Across Urban Space: First Steps Toward a Model of Citizen Satisfaction,” Journal of Urban Affairs, 24(3): 271-288.
· Swindell, D. and J. Kelly. 2000. “Linking Citizen Satisfaction Data to Performance Measures: A Preliminary Evaluation,” Public Performance and Management Review, 24(1): 30-52.
·  J. Melkers and J.C. Thomas.1998. “What do Administrators Think Citizens Think?: Administrator Predictions as an Adjunct to City Surveys,” Public Administration Review, 58(4): 831-842.
· Lipsky, M. “Toward a Theory of Street-Level Bureaucracy” in Theoretical Perspectives on Urban Politics
· Scott, P. 1997. “Assessing Determinants of Bureaucratic Discretion:  An Experiment in Street-Level Decision Making,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory, 7(1): 35-57.
Week 12 (4/9):
Economic Development: Traditional Approaches to Growth
· Morgan, England and Pelissero, Ch. 5 in Managing Urban America
· Nunn, S. 1994 “Regulating Local Tax Abatement Policies,” Policy Studies Journal, 22(4): 572-588
· Oden, M. and E. Mueller, 1999. "Distinguishing Development Incentives from Developer Give-aways: A Critical Guide for Development Practitioners and Citizens," Policy Studies Journal, 27(1): 147-164.  
· Greenbaum, R. and J. Engberg, 2000. “An Evaluation of State Enterprise Zone Policies,” Policy Studies Review,   
· Weber, R. 2002 “Do Better Contracts Make Better Economic Development Incentives?” Journal of the American Planning Association , 68(1): 43-55
Week 13 (4/16):
Economic Development:  Reactions to Traditional Approaches and 




Emergence of Alternatives
· Johnson, J. 2002. “A Conceptual Model for Enhancing Community Competitiveness in the New Economy,” Urban Affairs Review, 37(6): 763-779. 
· Clarke, S. and G. Gaile, 1998 “The Fourth Wave,” from The Work of Cities 
· Rubin, H. 2000. Renewing Hope within Neighborhoods of Despair:  The Community
Based Development Model Chs. 1 and 11

· Reese, L. 1998. “Sharing the Benefits of Economic Development:  What Cities Use Type II Policies,” Urban Affairs Review, 33(5): 686-711 
· Chapin, T. 2002. “Beyond the Entrepreneurial City: Municipal Capitalism in San Diego,” Journal of Urban Affairs, 24(5): 686-711. 
· Etzkowitz, H. 1997. “From Zero-sum to Value-added Strategies: The Emergence of  Knowledge-based Industrial Policy in the United States.  Policy Studies Journal, 25(3): 412-424.
Week 14 (4/23):
No class this week – work on Urban Research Papers
Week 15 (4/30):
 Downtown Development 

· Eisinger, P. 2000. “The Politics of Bread and Circuses: Building the City for the Visitor Class,” Urban Affairs Review, 35(3): 316-333. 

· Levine, Marc V. 1987. “Downtown Redevelopment as an Urban Growth Strategy: A Critical Appraisal of the Baltimore Renaissance,” Journal of Urban Affairs, 9(2): 103-123. 

· Porter, Michael E.1997. “New Strategies for Inner City Economic Development” Economic Development Quarterly, 11(1): 11-27

· Rosentraub, Mark. 1997. “Sports and Downtown Development II: Cleveland, the Mistake by the Lake, and the Burning of Cuyahoga,” from Major League Losers. 

· Moulton, Jennifer. 1999. “Ten Steps to a Living Downtown,” working paper published by Brookings Institution.
Week 16 (5/7):
Course Wrap-Up

· Morgan, England and Pelissero, Ch. 12 in Managing Urban America
· Harrigan, J. and Vogel, R., Ch. 12 in Political Change in the Metropolis
URBAN RESEARCH PAPERS DUE
Week 17 (5/14):
FINAL EXAM
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