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ABSTRACT

TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT AND THE IMPLICATIONS FOR EQUITABLE
DEVELOPMENT: A CASE STUDY OF THE MILWAUKEE STREETCAR

by
Joshua Diciaula

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, 2019
Under the Supervision of Professor Kirk Harris

Many cities across the US have reintroduced the streetcar as an economic development
tool, or as an image-branding and tourism-promoting amenity, while public transportation
benefits are largely afterthoughts. The purpose of this research is to investigate the Milwaukee
Streetcar as a transit-oriented development strategy, the distribution of benefits and burdens, and
its implications for equitable development. Guided by semi-structured interviews and
content/discourse analysis of planning/policy documents through an equity lens, this study
analyzed Milwaukee’s initial downtown streetcar routes against the potential extension lines into
the more transit-dependent communities of Bronzeville and Walker’s Point. The findings
suggest that the initial routes and possible extension lines were engaged in very different political
and planning processes, the latter of which employed explicit attention to equitable development.
While certain tools have been identified to address concerns of displacement resulting from
transit-oriented development, there continues to be several barriers to overcome to achieve

equitable development.
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INTRODUCTION

Many cities across the United States are currently experiencing a resurgence of the
modern streetcar. In the past—prior to the automobile-centric design of cities and the
widespread suburbanization during the post-war era—streetcars were essential for daily urban
life and the expansion of cities, which allowed people to live further away from the pollution and
bustle of central urban areas. After the 1930s, President Roosevelt’s New Deal—along with the
rise of the personal automobile and other political interventions from automakers'—fostered the
expansion of suburbs and highways, and rendered the streetcar technology obsolete. Since then,
nearly all the 45,000-miles of streetcar lines in the United States have been abandoned or
dismantled, and in Washington D.C., the last streetcar ran in 1962 (Smithsonian, n.d.).
Currently, there are 32 cities operating streetcars in the United States, and an additional 76 cities
are seriously considering or are in the actively planning stage of developing a streetcar system
(APTA, 2019a, 2019b).

The rebirth of the modern streetcar offers alternative modes of transportation, but also
promises the benefits of increased private investment and local economic development. Modern
streetcar projects are hailed as catalysts for transit-oriented development (TOD), improved
pedestrian environments and walkability, enhanced multi-modal transit services, as well as the
enriched livability and quality of urban life in the corridors served (King & Fischer, 2016). This
research area is significant because in many cases, the improved efficiency and accessibility of
the transit network are secondary to the economic benefits derived from TOD (Brown, Nixon, &
Ramos, 2015; Culver, 2017; King & Fischer, 2016; Lowe & Grengs, 2018). Thus, if

transportation goals are not the main drivers of these modern streetcar projects, then the

See St. Clair (1981) for a more detailed discussion of the organized campaign intent on eliminating viable public transit by GM
and other automakers between.1935-1950.

www.manaraa.com



questions become centered around how and where wealth is generated and distributed from
TOD, and how to ensure and encourage development that is equitable and serves the needs of
transit-dependent populations.

In 2018, Milwaukee’s modern streetcar project began its operation with a 2.1-mile
downtown loop, and is expected to begin service of its 0.4-mile lakefront extension and 0.3-mile
Wisconsin Center extension in 2020, ahead of the Democratic National Convention. While these
initial streetcar routes serve the central business district of downtown Milwaukee and the
predominately affluent neighborhoods of the Lower Eastside and Historic Third Ward, there
have been discussions about how to extend the streetcar to reach more transit-dependent
communities and integrate it with the overall transportation network more effectively. With a
focus of equitable-TOD (e-TOD) and anti-displacement, Milwaukee’s Department of City
Development devised plans for two possible streetcar extension lines to the more transit-
dependent neighborhoods of Bronzeville and Walker’s Point.

The purpose of this study is to examine TOD and its implications for equitable
development in the modern streetcar resurgence era. From an investigation of the Milwaukee
Streetcar as a case study, this research will unpack the thinking surrounding the streetcar with a
comparison between the planning processes of the initial routes and potential extension lines,
evaluate the distribution of the benefits and burdens associated with TOD, and explore its
implications for equitable development. In other words, to what extent does the Milwaukee
Streetcar as a TOD strategy contribute to or detract from the challenges associated with equity,
community development, and the growing inequality in Milwaukee?

In the next section, the literature review will explain neoliberal urban development

strategies and why they are significant for this research. The methodology section reveals the
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research design of this study, which will be drawing on qualitative content and discourse analysis
of newspaper articles and planning and policy documents, and supplemented by semi-structured
interviews with relevant stakeholders. The following section will examine the case study of
Milwaukee in greater detail, including the historical context of the Milwaukee Streetcar. Next,
the discussion section will contain a deeper analysis of the major findings from the previous
section, and its implications for equitable development. Finally, concluding remarks will be

made on the limitations of this research and recommendations for future research.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Neoliberal Urban Restructuring: Entrepreneurial Cities

Theoretical frameworks of urban political scientists have evolved over time to account
for structural and economic changes in the distribution of power and urban governance. Within
contemporary urban studies scholarship, it is generally accepted that the broad pattern of urban
restructuring in recent decades has been informed by “neoliberalism” as the key logic that is
continuously and “profoundly shaping the ideological and operational parameters of
urbanization” (Culver, 2017; Peck, Theodore, & Brenner, 2013, p. 1091). Understood as both an
ideology and a set of structural changes, neoliberalism created a permanent fiscal crisis for
municipalities since the 1980s—due to federal government cutbacks and rollbacks, welfare
reform, decentralization, privatization, and deregulation of the market in response to population
shifts and the globalization of the economy. Furthermore, intergovernmental reforms have
dramatically reshaped the roles, functions, and jurisdictional powers of local government—

which exacerbated the challenges associated with the allocation and distribution of resources and
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services within their limited capacities—and forced municipal managers to develop strategic and
innovative strategies to secure and expand its tax-base and attract capital investment.

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s, the effects of globalization became more visible and
theories of structuralism—which argue that private enterprises find themselves in a privileged
political position due to the mobility of capital—evolved to account for the shift of urban
governance. Harvey (1989) characterized these transformations of urban governance as a shift
from “managerialism” to a mode of “entrepreneurialism” with the speculative investment of
public funds to generate economic growth (MacLeod, 2011). The decentralization of the
government prompted municipalities to form public-private partnerships (PPPs) with a diverse
set of actors (e.g., the private sector, non-profits, community-based organizations, non-
governmental organizations, etc.) to facilitate the general provision of services with greater
flexibility without bureaucratic oversight, and in effect, reinforced an ever-increasing influence
of competitive market logics over urban development (Culver, 2017; Harvey, 2005; MacLeod,
2011; Theodore & Peck, 2011). Hence, the neoliberalization of urban governance entailed a
decades-long shift from the welfare-state ideal that was dedicated to serving the “public good”
and addressing social needs, to an “entrepreneurial paradigm in spatial development” wherein
cities compete within and across multiple geographical scales—from the global to the regional
and down to the local level—for urban economic development (Culver, 2017; MacLeod, 2011;
Theodore, Peck, & Brenner, 2011).

Thus, municipal governments have been entwined with the evolution of the neoliberal
paradigm, which favors unfettered entrepreneurialism, unencumbered free markets, individual
property rights over collective action, and enforces ideological “market-rule” on all aspects of

society (Brenner & Theodore, 2002). In effect, “Neoliberalism holds that the social good will be
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maximized by maximizing the reach and frequency of market transactions, and it seeks to bring
all human action into the domain of the market” (Harvey, 2005, p. 3). Departed from the city’s
previously defined managerial role that embraced distributive and allocation focused strategies,
in its entrepreneurial role municipalities have progressively embraced pro-growth development
strategies, which emphasize the notion that intensive growth and development patterns have
collective benefits to the local citizenry at large (e.g., strengthening the local tax base, creating
jobs, meeting the local housing demand, etc.), and prioritize individual benefits and advantages
(e.g., tax abatements, tax incremental financing districts, direct loans, zoning code changes, etc.)
to private interests and developers (Harvey, 1989; Harris, 2015). The market-driven
entrepreneurial logic of the neoliberal paradigm, however, ignores the distinction between use-
values and exchange-values, and the concerns that the benefits derived from the pursuit of
exchange-values by intensive development are unevenly distributed across the urban landscape
(Harris, 2015; Logan & Molotch, 1987). Rather, traditional supply-side strategies function to
move business activity and capital across geographic locations, and tend to mitigate job and tax-

base benefits for location-specific communities within a region (Harris, 2015; Reese, 1998).

Neoliberal Urban Restructuring: The City as a Growth Machine

As an alternative to the over-deterministic structuralism theorizations of the urban
political economy, Molotch (1976) argued that the essence of government and the key function
of any locality is rooted in growth, and hence, coined the phrase “the city as a growth machine.”
Molotch contextualized the political economy of the growth machine around “members of
politically mobilized local elites” (p. 310) that have invested interests in local development and

use public authority and private power to enhance their local business interests. Thus, instead of
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a clear departure from structuralism, growth machine theory combines human agency and
human-interests with market-forces that strive for the accumulation of wealth and power as the
key drivers of urban growth patterns, since at least the nineteenth-century. Logan and Molotch
(1987) identified such actors as “place-entrepreneurs” who capitalize on the exchange-values of
urban land-use markets: either through rent-collection, buying and selling land based on market
trends, and/or “actively involved in changing the environment of development to profit from the
rearrangement of place” (Farahani, 2017). Growth machine theory suggests that growth is
considered a public good and beneficial for all, yet Molotch (1993) and Purcell (2000) highlight
the sparse evidence that growth stimulates the acquisition of the growth machine’s acclaimed
outcomes.

Economic development strategies of growth machine dynamics have garnered enormous
expenditures of federal, state, and municipal tax dollars at the local level that advanced these
private-interests over the years, yet existing empirical evidence provides no substantive proof
that such economic development incentives and subsidies promote or cause economic growth
(Harris, 2015; Krumholz, 1999; Sagar, 2011). Furthermore, Judd and Swanstrom (2010) show
how U.S. federal aid was historically crucial for enabling municipalities to extend welfare
services into the 1980s, until the Reagan Administration halved several aid programs, and therein
effectively entreated municipal governments into the neoliberal entrepreneurial agenda
(MacLeod, 2011). Such constraints on local growth machine initiatives inspired place-
entrepreneurs to enlist a range of influential actors to achieve its agenda by forming what Logan
and Molotch (1987) termed a “growth coalition:”

Coalition partners can range from local and metropolitan capital in construction, finance

and banking; professional practices in law, architecture, design and planning; city

politicians keen to acquire sponsorship; other indirect beneficiaries of developments like
local media and utility corporations; and ‘auxiliary players’ with compelling local
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attachments including universities, theatres, professional sports clubs, small retailers and
labor and community groups. (MacLeod, 2011, p. 2634)

The wide social base of the growth coalition not only instills ideological hegemony, but also the
political legitimacy and unifying consensus behind citywide growth and urban development as a
public good, and thereby effectively positioned the electorally- or politically-appointed beyond
the purview of public accountability (Jonas & Wilson, 1999; Logan & Molotch, 1987; MacLeod,

2011).

Neoliberal Urban Restructuring: Urban Regime Theory

A closely related but alternative perspective to analyze how municipalities have
responded to neoliberal urban restructuring was conceptualized by Stone’s (1989, 1993, 2005)
“urban regime theory.” Since the 1960s, the increased mobility of capital and businesses
required cities to adopt entrepreneurial strategies and reposition themselves to create a climate of
business retention and spur urban development. In attempt to bypass the “economic
determinism” foundation of growth coalition theory (i.e., elite power over the economic
landscape), urban regime theory seeks to examine and explain the alliances between elected
officials and individual actors that make urban governance possible. The study of urban regimes
analyzes who cooperates and how their cooperation is achieved through informal arrangements
across institutional sectors and actors, with an emphasis on political leadership and the policy
formulation of urban development and political action. Urban regime theory also includes an
examination of how that cooperation is maintained when confronted with an ongoing process of
social change, influxes of new actors, and potential breakdowns through conflicts or
indifference. In urban regime theory, different cities behave differently under similar economic

conditions, and regimes differ based on their responses to the tensions between politics and
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markets. Local variations of each individual case can turn out to be quite unique from city to
city, thus, giving the rise to the framework of urban regime theory.

Stone depicted urban regimes as having four core elements: (1) the capacity to do
something; (2) a set of actors who do it; (3) a relationship among the actors that enables them to
work together; and (4) the durability of these arrangements to last over some period of years
(Stone, 1989; Thomas, 1998). Developing this, Stone (1993) argued that urban regimes
inevitably—despite conflicts among partners—coalesce into agenda-setting, resource
mobilization, and coalition building. Coalitions can range from “development regimes” (pro-
growth), “middle-class progressive regimes” (slow-growth), “maintenance regimes” (service-
delivery), or “lower-class opportunity expansion regimes” (intergovernmental), depending on its
composition and unique historical context (Stone, 1993). In doing so, Stone offered researchers
variations to the patterns of urban governance beyond growth politics (MacLeod, 2011; Wood,
2004).

From a structuralism standpoint, there is little independence for citizens and
policymakers to operate outside the confines of global capitalism. However, there are always
choices for how local political regimes react to marketplace conditions and its citizenry,
respectively. Likewise, Wong (1988) argues that urban policymaking can result from political
choice as well as economic consideration. In this same vein, Stone advanced Abrams’ (1982)
contention that structures are relationships, and relationships are socially fabricated: real, but not
fixed, and subject to purposive modification. Structuring then—rather than a fixed structure—is
the appropriate way to consider urban regimes, for Stone. For example, regime continuity is
dependent on the capacity to adapt or reinforce existing structures amidst the ever-present

possibility of change in the contentious political environment. For instance, growth machine
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theory discounts the interests of the community and emphasizes the need for cooperation with
the business-class above all else. From an urban regime perspective, however, the demands of
the community and their voting power hold elected officials publically accountable, and thus,
hold some degree of power within urban politics. The interests of the business elites and the
interests of the community are often polarized, but it is the duty of city officials to establish an
equilibrium between the two sides.

Urban regime theory, thus, departs from the division of labor between the state and the
market, and focuses attention on the themes of power and governing capability. Instead of
exercising social control with “power over” (whether from pluralist coalition power or elitist
command power), urban regime theorists describe power as “power to” achieve a governing
capacity of social production, and argue that it is highly unlikely for any one group to exercise
absolute control over the urban landscape (MacLeod, 2011; Stone, 1989). Instead, Stone argued
that informal arrangements between governing bodies and private interests necessarily function
together to make and carry out governing decisions (Stone, 1989). Stone’s social production
model highlights mutually beneficial interdependence within the political economic model by
investigating who is empowering groups and drawing them into the regime, rather than exerting
power over them.

However, Gendron (2006) alleged that power-to and power-over are intertwined, and not
mutually independent. For Gendron, public-private partnerships are not necessarily voluntary,
but rather are a form of coerced “shared power” employed to dominate and control the
opposition. Revisiting his earlier analysis, Stone (2005) too admitted that cooperation is not the
norm and acknowledged that “in the US especially, business enjoys ready-made advantages as a

willing and able participant in priority agendas” (Stone, p. 315). Harvey (1989) illustrated this
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favorable business climate by emphasizing how business elites with access to financial (and
other) resources are placed in a privileged position to exert influence on regime agendas, and
often resulting in relaxed planning regulations, low-interest loans, tax abatements, and even
direct subsidies to private investors and developers (MacLeod, 2011). In fact, both
perspectives—growth coalitions and urban regimes—begin with the premise that local
governments do not have the capacity to act or govern on their own. The major difference
between the two is that growth coalition theory begins with the private sector and analyzes how
those actors influence government, whereas regime theory starts with the government and

examines how elected officials find coalition partners in the private sector.

Neoliberal Urban Development Strategies.: Public-Private Partnerships

In either case, public-private partnerships (PPPs) were fostered in the 1980s, by the
Thatcher and Reagan Administrations respectively, as the main strategic response for urban
development during the retrenchment era of the welfare state. PPPs often form to reconcile the
institutionally weak position of urban governance and gain access to the resources needed for
redevelopment. Justified by the presumed inefficiencies of the public sector from the “rolling-
back” of the Keynesian-welfare state and the “rolling-out” of the neoliberal state (Peck &
Tickell, 2002), localities use PPPs to reduce government expenditures on public services and
shrink its area of responsibility and accountability (Miraftab, 2004). Scholars have remained
skeptical of the preeminence of market-driven merging of public/government interests with
private/corporate interests—arising from the assumption that developers would operate
unchecked by the public sector and influence policy decisions—and raised concerns about the

accountability of governance (Sagalyn, 2007).

10
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For example, Miraftab (2004) argued that there is a strong likelihood that PPPs would
become a form of privatization under neoliberal policies of decentralization, and compared PPPs
with the Trojan Horse: “Like the Trojan Horse, these partnerships might arrive with the promise
of a gift but only to further dispossess the poor from their locally mobilized resources” (p. 98).
Through her review of PPP literature—most of which was found to be funded and published by
development agencies as promotional material—Miraftab uncovered a conspicuous silence.
Little prior research provided any evidence about PPPs’ equity dimension or any documented
records of PPPs servicing the interests of the poor. Similarly, most research had little to say
about whether and how such partnerships replace the public sector’s responsibility to serve the
public good. As Purcell (2008) put it:

Oligarchic institutions like public-private partnerships and quasi-public agencies are

increasingly making decisions that were formerly made by officials directly elected by

the public ... [with] ... citizens and their representatives ... 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. (Purcell, 2008, p. 27, as

cited by MacLeod, 2011, p. 2648)

The underlining assumptions of PPPs advance the ideological neoliberal script by asserting that
partnerships that are good for the market are also good for the poor—because they create jobs as
well as economic growth—and therein conflate economic growth and poverty alleviation with an
unexamined assumption that the wealth created by these partnerships are distributed equitably:

Local governments that receive only limited funds from other tiers of government or

from subsidies across public agencies are expected to raise their own revenues. To

increase revenue, local governments are also urged to function as a private sector firm
does, insisting on full cost recovery for services and competing to make their area more
attractive to local or multinational investors. To gain a competitive advantage, then, local
governments often ease regulations—among them labor or environmental protections—to
be more ‘market-friendly’ to potential investors ... In either case, whether the state creates
new but ineffective decentralized administrative structures or adopts the operating
principles of the for-profit private sector, the outcome is often similar: the regulatory role

of the government presumed to address equity in partnerships remains as toothless
abstraction. (Miraftab, 2004, pp. 94-95)

11
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Thus, Miraftab argued that PPPs (despite their names) belong among the privatization strategies
of the neoliberal agenda that removes public amenities from the responsibilities of government,
and reduces the urban poor’s access to basic services.

Despite these criticisms of PPPs, Sagalyn (2007) contended that much of the academic
literature on the subject has misunderstood the context and complexity of such partnerships. She
argued that the “generalizations based on downtown [public/private] projects offered misleading
notions of how negotiations would play out in inner-city neighborhoods and situations that
deliberately incorporated a range of stakeholder interests” (Sagalyn, 2007, p. 12). Instead,
incorporating lessons learned from practice, Sagalyn showed how community benefit
agreements—a legally enforceable contract negotiated between the developer of a project and
organized representatives of the affected community—are part of a larger effort to produce
“development without displacement” or “equitable development.” Thus, for PPPs to be both
economically successful and equitable, they require intentional mediation either by the
community, or by the government on the behalf of the community.

The capacity to promote equity is explicitly linked to the functional role of government,
as well as the accountability of municipal actors for leveraging a broader set of community
interests, thereby ensuring that the public good and social justice are promoted across a broad
array of local and community stakeholders (Harris, 2015). However, neoliberal development
and urban governance restructured as an entrepreneurial and market-oriented scheme that is
regarded to be beneficial to all social groups therein effectively places social justice and racial
equity concerns outside the purview of the neoliberal state in favor of revenue generation (Mele,

2013). In this regard:

12
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The role of municipal governments has transmuted from an overarching guidance of
spatial, economic, and social order to a development pattern where all factors are
subsidiary to economic development and the drive for economic growth, with its
presumed result of the expansion of the municipal revenue base. (Harris, 2015, p. 5)

Moreover, the functional role of municipal governments is called into question wherein the
benefits of local economic development tend to be “privatized,” and the related risks or burdens
of those initiatives are essentially “socialized” and borne by the local government (Barnekov &
Rich, 1989; Harris, 2015). In this respect, municipal governments have become a “civil service”
for private-interests and a symbolic interface for the social good of public-interests as market-
oriented growth in the neoliberal era.

While contemporary entrepreneurial cities deploy well-established entrepreneurial
toolkits (i.e., public-private investment ventures, municipal real-estate speculation, place-
branding, inter-urban competition), Lauermann (2018) argued that these tools are used to pursue
multiple political logics in parallel with growth, and suggests a more interventionist role for
municipalities in development in three ways:

[1] First, entrepreneurial city governments have diversified their investment and policy

portfolios ... [to] articulate visions for urban development ... [that] marks a return to

classical urban regime politics, [and] often means reaching beyond municipal territory to
garner support and financing for local agendas ...

[2] Second, entrepreneurial cities increasingly rely on experimentation rather than

speculation. This means moving towards a variety of metrics for evaluating

entrepreneurial ‘success’ and ‘failure’ in terms other than local economic growth.

Historically, ... [e|ntrepreneurial projects were typically evaluated based on a return on

investment, with return measured in the terms of growth ... New instruments like tax-

increment financing and bond derivatives allowed municipal governments to

‘financialize’ their operations ...

[3] Third, analysts highlight how contemporary entrepreneurial cities engage in both

inter-urban competition and inter-urban diplomacy ... to compete more effectively, but

also to build inter-urban cooperation in a more diplomatic fashion. (Lauermann, 2018, pp.

213-216)

In short, recent research suggests that urban politics of the entrepreneurial city are evolving as

the practices of entrepreneurialism are increasingly separated from the logics of growth politics.
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Yet, moving entrepreneurialism beyond growth politics does not in itself lead to more
participatory urban politics, nor does the diversifying entrepreneurial city agendas separate itself
from the political economic logics of profit and growth thereof (Lauermann, 2018). The
proliferation of entrepreneurial labels (e.g., concepts of the “creative city,” the “eco-city,” the
“sustainable city,” the “green city,” the “smart city,” or the “inclusive city,” etc.) has allowed the
depoliticizing of diverse agendas that can be rearticulated through the lens of growth
(Lauermann, 2018; Swyngedouw, 2009). Admittedly, Lauermann’s call for a post-neoliberal
entrepreneurialism would not necessarily move beyond growth politics, but would signify that
“entrepreneurial cities are engaged in parallel, diverging, and contradictory political agendas

which cannot be described solely through a neoliberal analytic” (Lauermann, 2018, p. 220).

Neoliberal Urban Development Strategies.: Creative Cities

A highly influential political agenda adopted by many municipalities across the United
States in recent decades has been popularized by Florida’s (2002, 2003, 2012, 2017) “creative
class” theory, which seeks to explain and inform the relationship between the creative class and
economic growth. Florida argued that cities should reorganize their built environments to
accommodate the needs and desires of the creative class (i.e., scientists, engineers, university
professors, programmers, designers, architects, entertainers, poets, novelists, and opinion-
makers), “whose economic function is to create new ideas, new technology, and/or creative
content” (Florida, 2002, p. 8). In doing so, they would then find themselves stronger and more
prosperous than ever, because regional economic growth is driven by the specific locational
choices of creative people (Florida, 2002; Zimmerman, 2008). To this extent, Florida declared

that members of the creative class are more geographically footloose than members of the
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traditional working class, and argued that people do not follow jobs so much as the jobs follow
creative people (Zimmerman, 2008). Peck (2005) identified this tangible expression in which
the creative class will thrive, per Florida, as the “buzzing, trendy neighborhood,” equipped with a
multitude of informal social houses (e.g., coffeehouses, bookstores, urban recreational nightlife
ecologies, etc.) enhanced by a presumably open and tolerant culture with a large concentration of
bohemians and gays (Zimmerman, 2008).

Florida argued that the success of economic development depends on a region’s ability to
foster talent, tolerance, and technology (the “3 T’s”), and developed the “Creativity Index” to
measure cities and regions against each other (Florida, 2002). The Creativity Index was
generated from four regional measures: creative class concentration (workers with creative
occupations); the Talent Index (populations with higher-education); the Innovation Index
(patents per capita); and a High-Tech Index based on IT software and biomedical industries
(Sadler, 2005). Florida (2003) later developed the “Gay Index” and “Bohemian Index” as
indicators for tolerance of diversity, and argued that the presence of bohemians and gays are
strong predictors for high-technology and population growth of creative capital, thereby making
his contribution to the “human capital” conversation expressively cultural (Zimmerman, 2008).
Despite heavy criticism from many scholars (Culver, 2017; Glaeser, 2005; Maliszewski, 2004;
Peck, 2005; Storper & Scott, 2009; Zimmerman, 2008), Florida’s theories have been championed
and adopted by several municipalities across the United States as part of their “creative city
development toolkits” nested within the neoliberal entrepreneurial logic to attract the creative
class (Collis, Felton, & Graham, 2010). This happened to be especially the case in slow-growth
metropolitan areas of post-industrial rustbelt cities that have experienced decades of relative

decline (Zimmerman, 2008).
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Of the many critiques, prominent among them were those that questioned Florida’s
assumptions about the relationship between the creative class and economic growth, as well as
the extent to which the statistical analyses of index indicators were empirically grounded and
could hold indicative value that would be predictive of economic growth. For example, Glaeser
(2005) ran regressions on Florida’s Bohemian Index data and found that there was very little
independent effect from bohemian concentrations after controlling for young college-educated
adults (as cited in Zimmerman, 2008). Kotkin and Siegel (2004) showed that Florida’s creative
urban hub clusters exhibited above average unemployment rates compared to other areas of the
metropolis (as cited in Zimmerman, 2008). Likewise, Malanga (2004) argued that the existence
of “bohemian neighborhoods” was most likely a consequence of economic growth, rather than a
cause of it, and that Florida’s argument was entirely based on circular logic (as cited by
Zimmerman, 2008).

Furthermore, the intensifying of socioeconomic inequalities has been among the most
critical observations of case-study research conducted on creative city practices (Culver, 2017;
Grodach, 2013; Maliszewski, 2004; Peck, 2005, 2007). For instance, Maliszewski (2004)
continued the offensive and criticized Florida’s economic theory for wholly ignoring the
intensifying problems of urban inequalities and condemned his thesis as an exercise in “yuppie
self-indulgence,” wherein Florida celebrated “job insecurity” and “uncertainty” as “liberating”
workers from large corporations, factories, and unions (as cited in Zimmerman, 2008). Peck
(2005) stressed that Florida’s creativity script recodifies and even extended the neoliberal
syllabus that was based on intensifying urban competition, place-marketing, property-led
development, and gentrification (as cited in Zimmerman, 2008). Later, Peck (2007) and

Grodach (2013) alleged that creative city strategies exacerbated socioeconomic inequalities
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because they have been formulated to exist alongside inequality rather than alleviating it (as cited
in Culver, 2017).

Correspondingly, Wilson and Keil (2008) displayed how creative city strategies were
designed to cater to the desires of an already-privileged, well-educated, and economically better-
off demographic, rather than addressing social inequalities and the needs of the
socioeconomically marginalized (Culver, 2017). More critically, other scholars have positioned
social justice at the core of neoliberal creative city urban development criticism in relation to
gentrification and social inequalities (Burnett, 2013; Culver 2017; Parekh, 2014; Sims, 2015;
Smith, 2002). Scholarly work on social justice is broadly concerned with the question of how
more equitable geographies can be produced, while recognizing that unjust spaces are socially
constructed and actively contributes to (re)producing social inequalities in a dialectic relationship
(Dikec, 2001; Culver, 2017; Harvey, 2009; Soja, 2010).

Florida (2012) revisited his creative class thesis and addressed the critics whom
challenged his methods of statistical analyses and determined that his arguments misunderstood
causality, and were based on circular logic. Tasked with maintaining his core arguments and
defending assessments of correlation versus causation, Florida invoked the “chicken versus the
egg” paradox to assert his emphasis on human capital and creative talent: do people follow jobs,
or do jobs follow people? In doing so, Florida continued to argue that building a creative
community is the panacea for the city’s economic ills (D’andrea, 2013; Florida, 2012). To be
sure, Florida is not without his supporters, nor should enhancing the quality of place be a faulty
virtue. However, the concerns therein are that:

Creative place-making illustrates the power of policy discourse, but as a cultural policy

movement, its projects struggle with engendering revitalization in disadvantaged places,

supporting artistic development alongside community development, and may be
exploited to spur property-based development schemes. (Grodach, 2017, p. 89)
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Additionally, beyond a few isolated case studies, there is little to no empirical research on the
community and economic development impacts of creative city place-making (Grodach, 2017).
In his latest rendition, Florida (2017) struggled to rectify the result of the widespread
deployment of his creative class theorem by policymakers: gentrification and the widening of
social inequities resulting from uneven development. That is to say—there are certainly benefits
that can be derived from deploying methods to enhance an urban environment designed to attract
and retain the creative class—albeit the burdens resulting from such practices rests on the
historically marginalized working-class of the urban poor. Florida framed his defense in a
“winner-take-all-urbanism,” one that is both paradoxical and contradictory wherein the interplay
of innovation and agglomeration gave rise to uneven development, the uneven distribution of
income and wage inequality, concentrated poverty, and the deepening of residential segregation
by income and rising housing prices (Beauregard, 2017; Florida, 2017). In Florida’s words:
Winner-take-all urbanism means that a few big winners capture a disproportionate share
of the spoils of innovation and economic growth, while many more places stagnate or fall
further behind. (Florida, 2017, p. 186)
To this end, Florida remarked on how urban amenities that should benefit all residents—such as
transportation and urban parks—have become the spoils of the urban elites (Florida, 2017;
Plummer, 2018). Central to this observation, Florida highlighted how cultivating a nightlife,
attracting start-ups and tech firms, and creating transit options without thinking about inclusion
and equity is what led to inequality (Florida, 2017; Plummer, 2018). Yet, this is not an argument
about contradictions or exclusion, but about distribution and how economic and political power
divides the spoils of growth and decline through a process of exploitation (Beauregard, 2017). To

be sure:
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Prosperity and poverty exist together, with the implication being that prosperity depends
on deprivation or, to state it bluntly, the rich are rich and creative cities are prosperous
because other people and other places are exploited and marginalized. (Beauregard, 2017,
pp- 1028-1029)

It seemed to come as a surprise to Florida that cities can both be diverse and segregated at the
same time, until he ultimately acknowledged that “knowledge-based places don’t just reflect
inequality, they help create it” (Florida, 2017, p. 88).

Yet, through to the end Florida still maintained the core arguments of his creative class
theory, and continued to suggest that creative cities present both the problem and the solution
(Florida, 2017). In a PBS News Hour interview, Florida discussed his influence on urban revival
and what he characterized as the “crisis of success:”

A bigger, denser city in general increases the rate of innovation, increases the rate of

start-up, increases the rate of productivity. At the same time, the bigger, the denser, the

more knowledge-intensive increases the rate of inequality, increases the rate of economic
segregation, makes housing less affordable. So, it’s a two-sided monster. So, the second
dimension is, I kind of call it a crisis of success. These places now become terribly
unaffordable for anyone who’s not either a knowledge worker or a techie or a member of
the super-rich. Now owning real estate in a superstar city becomes another class of asset.

I realized that this urbanism, winner-take-all urbanism, it was benefiting one group much

more disproportionately than the other two. If the old urban crisis was about the middle-

class flight from the city to the suburbs, the new urban crisis is about really the
disappearance of middle-class neighborhoods from our society. That’s the great
contradiction of today’s urbanized capitalism. You know, if we want to have a productive
city, an innovative city, a country that innovates and creates good jobs, we need them,
but, at the same time, that the very thing that is driving our economy forward is creating

these divides. (PBS, 2017)

Finally, in attempt to promote inclusion and alleviate concerns of displacement, gentrification,
and deepening inequalities within the creative city paradigm, Florida postulated a series of policy
recommendations geared to solve this “new urban crisis” including place-based initiatives, land-
value taxes, tax increment local transfers, and investments in mass transit (Florida, 2017).

Seemingly though, not much has changed between the entrepreneurial practices that exacerbated

these inequities and the solutions that fit within the neoliberal logic to rectify itself.
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Transit-Oriented Development and Implications for Equitable Development

The evolution of the neoliberal paradigm positioned municipal governments as the
entrepreneurs of place-based initiatives, and Florida’s (2002, 2003, 2012, 2017) highly
popularized creative class theory tasked municipalities with rebranding themselves through
place-making strategies of growth, driven by securing the mobile human capital of creative
people. Catalytic transit-oriented development (TOD) projects—such as the modern streetcar—
offered municipalities the promise of rebranding their city to attract the creative class and
enhance the transportation options of a given locality, while generating economic development
through sustained private investment. As a result of these trends, many cities across the United
States have been investing in mass transit and are now experiencing a resurgence of modern
streetcar projects that can be understood as a shift towards “strategic spatial planning” (King &
Fischer, 2016), or more precisely as a “creative city development tool” (Culver, 2017).

King and Fischer (2016) identified a shift of traditional transportation planning practices,
and argue that contemporary streetcar projects have been used as a form of strategic spatial
planning at the expense of integrated transportation planning. Traditional urban planning efforts
combine various functions and priorities into a single framework to develop a robust and holistic
network. Conversely, strategic spatial planning involves the setting of principles and
frameworks to guide the location of development. Modern streetcar projects, for example, vary
from one city to another with respect to the design characteristics, fare payment systems, and
owners and operators. Common among them, however, are the way in which “streetcar
investments consistently invoke spatial planning and are justified with the expectation of
increased land value and property development benefits” (King & Fischer, 2016, p. 283).

Emphasis on place-shaping and its isolation from the broader context of other long-range
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planning efforts of city and regional planning agencies is how King and Fischer see modern
streetcar projects as embodying this strategic spatial planning.

Culver (2017) developed King and Fischer’s ideas further to argue that the streetcar is not
just a form of strategic spatial planning, but more precisely a creative city development tool
intended to attract the affluent millennials of the creative class, and thus embedded in the general
trajectory of neoliberal urbanization. Culver’s claims are supported by Brown, Nixon, and
Ramos (2015). They find that enthusiasm for streetcars remained high among proponents—
despite poor performance and low-ridership compared to local bus routes operating in the same
general area—because the streetcar was not seen as primarily a transportation investment, but
instead as a catalyst to jump-start economic activity, an attraction for young professionals, and a
symbol of permanent public investment to encourage sustained long-term private investment.
The authors substantiated their claims through an investigation of five modern-era streetcar
systems—Portland, Seattle, Little Rock, Memphis, and Tampa Bay—and found that the primary
purpose of all the streetcar systems was to serve as an economic development tool, with the
secondary objective to serve as a tourism-promoting amenity, while transportation objectives
were largely afterthoughts (Brown, et al., 2015). The study urged local planners and
policymakers alike to consider the fundamental purpose of any proposed streetcar system in their
community, and to consider its unintended consequences. For example, the streetcar systems in
Little Rock and Memphis were designed to attract tourist-travel markets and experienced lower
ridership and poor performance due to their vulnerability to economic conditions, compared to
those that focused on serving a wider array of potential users (Brown, et al., 2015).

Essentially, contemporary streetcar projects are funded by capital subsidies administered

through a variety of Federal Transit Administration (FTA) programs—including the
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Transportation Investment Generating Economic Recovery (TIGER) and Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) funds—and are predicated on local financial matches
(Mallet, 2014). The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) TIGER grant application process
requires municipalities to submit a cost-benefit analysis of proposed projects. Through their
investigation, King and Fischer (2016) found that from 2009-2013, approximately $866 million
was spent on streetcars (with $279 million, or 32% covered by TIGER grants), and
approximately 75% of the expected benefits derived from generating economic development.
Upon consideration of these findings, King and Fischer emphasized that “not only are these
economic development benefits presented with a degree of certainty, the majority are calculated
as property value increases which mostly accrue to private owners” (p. 386). Given the strong
role of spatial planning and funding coming from both local and federal sources, it is important
to investigate the major assumptions promoted by the policy framework and to ask whom the
vision benefits and whom it excludes:

It is unclear how enhanced property values in select, preferred locations align with

national transportation priorities related to increasing transit modal split, reducing

congestion and improving environmental outcomes. (King & Fischer, 2016, p. 387)
Thus, King and Fischer concluded that these projects should be evaluated by the FTA against
other economic development strategies rather than against other transportation improvements,
and they set the stage to raise important questions regarding the role of federal transportation
funding for the benefit of private developers and property owners.

Even where municipalities diversify their portfolios, such as the case study of Detroit’s
Public-Private Streetcar (Lowe & Grengs, 2018), there is still concern for substantial and
equitable collective benefits when public dollars combine with private funds. Mirroring the

same concerns of King and Fischer, the authors remained skeptical of streetcars as U.S. DOT
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investments without the proper mechanisms in place “to ensure collective benefits from projects
focusing on increased property value, so that collective transportation benefits are not so
contingent on individual actors” (Lowe & Grengs, 2018, p. 12). While advocates for such
projects point to Portland as showcasing the “gold standard” for modern streetcar projects that
spur TOD with enhanced property values and greater urban livability, critics contend that
development subsidies and other incentives had a greater impact on property development than
the streetcar investment itself—which accrue to private owners and raise concerns about the
equitable distribution of benefits and burdens (Hovee & Gustafson, 2012; King & Fischer, 2016;
O’Toole, 2012a, 2012b). Others have argued that without explicit considerations to confront
social disparities, sustainability initiatives and “green” developments can reproduce racialized
and spatialized social inequalities, and drive displacement and gentrification (Alkon &
Agyeman, 2011; Checker, 2011; While, Jonas, & Gibbs, 2004). Herein explains Portland’s
“urban sustainability fix” (While et al., 2004) of how the inequitable distribution of green
investment in the downtown area has led to a more White and affluent urban core, and
highlighted the uneven development and distribution of opportunity-costs that ultimately
contributed to the demarcation of racialized poverty along 82" Avenue of East Portland:

The sustainability fix is very much a spatial one; as capital returned to inner Portland

under the banner of sustainability, livability, and neighborhood revitalization, devaluation

of East Portland’s built environment ensued—even as population increased. (Goodling,

Green, & McClintock, 2015, p. 516)
Therein privileging economic growth over equity in effort to expand its tax-base, cities are
tasked with the entrepreneurial efforts to attract affluent, well-educated, environmentally-minded
residents and the businesses that cater to their tastes. Under such circumstances:

Streetcars do little for and may even harm accessibility for transit-dependent populations

—through bus service changes to accommodate streetcar service and indirectly through
opportunity costs and future siphoning of limited subsidies. [Detroit Streetcar] supporters
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argue that the project does deliver collective benefits through economic development, but

the direct economic benefit will be concentrated among property owners ... Instead of

competition to attract affluent millennials, we argue that public sector officials must
leverage their roles in public-private deals to ensure more spending that serves transit-

dependent populations by design, not by chance. (Lowe & Grengs, 2018, p. 12)

There is still much debate surrounding the economic development effects of modern streetcar
projects, although they appear to be major determinants of the decision to build streetcars in most
cities, regardless of its transportation effects (Brown et al., 2015).

Furthermore, there is no empirical evidence that modern streetcar systems produce clear
transportation benefits, nor is there any clear evidence that streetcars attract new users to transit
(Mallet, 2014). Economic and political rent-seeking behavior underlie the growth machine
dynamics and explains why streetcar projects remained appealing to those actors despite the
mode’s weak transportation performance (Ramos-Santiago, Brown, & Nixon, 2016). Likewise,
there is no guarantee that local sustainable development projects and TOD—such as the modern
streetcar—within existing neighborhoods will encourage or even maintain existing social
diversity and equity. Dale and Newman (2009) argued that livability without equity leads to the
gentrification of the “retailscape,” and a shift towards higher-income residents:

There may be an inverse relationship: ‘greening’ of neighborhoods can increase

desirability and thus spur gentrification that drives up housing prices, making those

developments increasingly less affordable and paradoxically decreases the diversity that

Florida (2002) claims is so crucial for the creative class. (Dale & Newman, 2009, p. 672)
Even where some degree of accessible housing is mandated as a requirement for development,
the authors contended that the reality of the housing types and retailscapes offered often do not
meet the needs of lower-income families.

Importantly, Brown, et al. (2015) determined from key informant interviews that

streetcars have taken on a symbolic role separate from its transportation function in many

cities—for image-branding and place-marketing to others outside the community—with the
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intention of generating tourism, attracting visitors, and promoting itself to the creative class.
Cox (2017) described the role of ideology in growth coalition urban politics as:
How, that is, the growth coalition fostered and benefited from a discourse that promoted
the growth of the city and a subsequent national visibility as something that would work
to the advantage of all, if only at the level of identity. (Cox, 2017, p. 391)
Manville and Cummins (2015) illuminated how ideological discourse created the disparity
between transit support and actual transit use, identified as a collective action problem. Their
findings revealed that public support for transit is grounded in its anticipated social (not private)
benefits, and showed that transit supporters (predominately White and affluent) and transit users
(predominately African-American, Latino, and/or low-income) are demographically very
different people. The concern with these findings is that:
Put simply, Americans are more likely to see transit as a way to solve social problems
than as a way to get around ... Politically, convincing people to finance transit is easier
than convincing them to ride it, because financing transit requires no change in travel
behavior. But transit’s benefits hinge on changes in travel behavior—on more people
riding and fewer people driving. (Manville & Cummins, 2015, p. 331)
This collective action problem stems from the belief that people can benefit from transit without
riding it, making it unlikely that transit voters will become transit riders. This is an important
distinction for the streetcar resurgence era—because streetcar projects are not principally about
providing transportation solutions—and neither transit supporters nor dependent transit users are
likely to substitute automobile trips or bus rides for streetcar rides.
While transit’s ambitions and numerous goals may or may not be poor public policy,
“they are increasingly not public policy for the poor” (Taylor & Morris, 2015, p. 365). For
instance, Culver’s (2017) qualitative content analysis study of 12 streetcar projects in 11 cities—

including Milwaukee’s M-Line/L-Line—found zero references regarding how the projects may

impact the socioeconomically marginalized (many of whom are captive transit users). In
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addition, Culver did not find any considerations for the streetcar’s purported impact on urban
economic development for the urban poor, nor to how it may function as an improvement to
local transit:
In a context wherein the predicted benefits of a streetcar for new transit riders and
tourists, for attracting new talent and residents, for attracting new and reinvigorating
existing businesses, and for increasing local property values and the local tax base are all
essential and consistent arguments, this discursive silence on the topic of social justice is
deafening (Culver, 2017, p. 27).
Thus, careful consideration and attention to the anticipated benefits and burdens of the

opportunity-costs of TOD streetcar projects need to be examined and scrutinized for its

implications for equitable development.

Racial Equity and Evaluating the Benefits and Burdens

Recently, with recognition to the challenges of growing inequality in urban space
exacerbated by neoliberal development strategies, governments themselves are starting to
respond in different ways around these concerns of equity questions. There is an emerging set of
literature and practices that offer new methods and toolkits to measure the benefits and burdens
of racial equity, and to examine ways to address it affirmatively. Among these are the
Government Alliance on Race and Equity (GARE) material and the Racial Equity Impact
Assessment (REIA) from the Race Forward material.

GARE was launched by the Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society at the
University of California Berkeley in 2014, and merged with Race Forward in 2017, under the
umbrella of the Center for Social Inclusion (Bernabei, 2017). The GARE and Race Forward
material present an emerging set of practices and principles around racial equity and

development, and are becoming a foundational part of the considerations for a jurisdiction’s

26

www.manaraa.com



place-making strategies. GARE works to advance racial equity and increase opportunities for all
communities by building the field of practice to advance racial equity within and through
government, and Race Forward crafts and applies tools and strategies to dismantle structural
racial inequity and transform policies and practices to create equitable outcomes for all (Nelson,
Spokane, Ross, & Deng, 2015). Since 2015, over 157 local and regional governmental
jurisdictions across the country have joined the ranks of GARE, including Milwaukee County in
2016 (GARE, 2019). In 2017, Milwaukee County created the Office on African American
Affairs to address concerns of race and equity more explicitly throughout the county, and
advance the practices and principles of the GARE and Race Forward toolkits.

The GARE Racial Equity Toolkit is guided by a simple set of questions: (1) What is the
proposal, and desired results and outcomes? (2) What is the data, and what does the data tell us?
(3) How have communities been engaged, and are there opportunities to expand engagement? (4)
Who benefits from or will be most burdened by the proposal, and what are the strategies for
advancing racial equity or mitigating unintended consequences? (5) What is the plan for
implementation? And, (6) How will accountability be ensured, and how will the results be
evaluated and communicated? (Curren, Liu, Marsh, & Rose, 2015; Curren, Nelson, Marsh, Noor,
& Liu, 2016). Likewise, the Race Forward REIA tool is:

A systematic examination of how different racial and ethnic groups will likely be affected

by a proposed action or decision. REIAs are used to minimize unanticipated adverse

consequences in a variety of contexts, including the analysis of proposed policies,

institutional practices, programs, plans and budgetary decisions. (Keleher, 2014, p. 29)
Much like environmental impact assessments, the REIA tool is intended to be conducted prior to
enacting new proposals and inform the decision-making process. Explicit consideration is

necessary, because “when racial equity is not consciously addressed, racial inequity is often

unconsciously replicated” (Keleher, 2014, p. 29).

27

www.manaraa.com



Knowledge Gap

Much of the literature with attention to the recent reemergence of streetcars has mostly
been limited to more quantifiable issues such as its relation to economic activity and transit-
oriented development, construction and operation costs, impact on property values, congestion
mitigation, transit efficiency, public health, or value capture (Brown, 2013; Brown et al., 2015;
Currie, Delbosc, Harrison, & Sarvi, 2013; Currie & Shalaby, 2007; Foletta, Vanderkwaak, &
Grandy, 2013; Hinners, Nelson, & Buchert, 2018; Mokadi, Mitsova, & Wang, 2013; O’Toole,
2012a, 2012b; Ramos-Santiago & Brown, 2015; Richmond et al., 2014; Taylor & Morris, 2015;
Zhao, lacono, Lari, & Levinson, 2012). Others have focused on more qualitative issues such as
place-making, public perception and consensus, cultural politics, racialized space and mobility,
and transit-induced gentrification (Dorsey & Mulder, 2013; Gibson, 2017; Golub, Marcantonio,
& Sanchez, 2013; Immergluck & Balan, 2018; Manville & Cummins, 2015).

Pearsall and Pierce (2010) called upon the need for more theoretical and empirical
research on the conceptualization of social sustainability and its relationship to environmental
justice that addresses the distributive and procedural elements of an agenda or policy. Holifield
(2001) noted that empirical investigations of environmental justice have typically failed to
extend investigative analysis beyond sites of chemical hazards and environmental contamination.
Yet, as illuminated by Holifield, the U.S. DOT, Federal Highway Administration, and the FTA
consider “environmental justice policy” to be defined as ensuring that minority and low-income
populations benefit proportionally from transportation projects—including but not limited to
environmental effects such as aesthetic values, traffic congestion, and air quality, as well as

social effects such as community isolation or displacement (U.S. DOT, 2000; Holifield, 2001).
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Highlighted by Culver (2017), largely missing from the literature (with exceptions to
Dorsey & Mulder, 2013 and King & Fischer, 2016) have been political and political-economic
analyses of this major urban development trend, as well as its social implications. Following
Culver’s (2017) discussion for future research:

These projects should be scrutinized as to how the needs of the socioeconomically

marginalized and captive transit users are addressed by these plans, and whether and to

what degree the improved livability and economic benefit for some might come at the

cost of greater exclusion of the urban (mobility) poor. (Culver, 2017, p. 28)

As Culver suggests, mobility analysis should be considered through which social (in)justices are
produced as a spatial phenomenon. Considering that mobility is inherently a spatial phenomenon
(Cresswell, 2010), mobility must also be viewed as one site from and through which social
(in)justice is produced.

Mobility measures the ease of moving on the transportation network and the travel time
index (i.e., the ratio of travel time during congestion/peak-hours to the travel time in uncongested
conditions), whereas accessibility considers both mobility and the location of activities from
measuring the ease and efficiency that enables users to reach other people and places within the
metropolitan area (Levinson & Emilia, 2011). In short, mobility is about moving people and
goods from place to place, and accessibility is something that is easily approached, entered,
obtainable, or attained. Mobility provides access, but it is not access. Likewise, accessibility
does not necessarily provide or enhance mobility (Stanley, 2010). In this sense, accessibility can
be a valuable indicator for the equitability of TOD projects for a given region or community:

The choice, and even preference for, one transportation technology over another is driven

by the desire for mobility and its ability to provide as a means for accessing the goods

and services we want ... Simply adding transportation modes to an existing built
environment will not necessarily increase mobility or accessibility. (Stanley, 2010)
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More research is thus needed on the active role of TOD projects and its effects on accessibility,
as well as more generally on government’s co-constitutive role in the production of socially
(un)just geographies, and its implications for equitable development.

Duranton and Guerra (2016) argue that accessibility is the main quantity to consider from
an urban resource allocation standpoint as it links the two primary urban consumption goods:
land-use and transportation.

Accessibility is never absolute but always relative and conditional on one’s needs and

preferences. Consequently, any change in land use patterns or in the transportation

infrastructure will be positive for some and negative for others. Accessibility is inherently

a source of conflict. (Duranton & Guerra, 2016, p. 12)

Each urban policy will have multiple direct and indirect effects on accessibility. While urban
transportation infrastructure is a congestible public good, the locational choices of commercial
development, firm location decisions, and household location decisions are subject to
externalities (Duranton & Guerra, 2016). There has been little research devoted to the issues of
equity and accessibility to the transit system in relation to the modern streetcar resurgence, and
the production of socially just and unjust spaces alike resulting from TOD strategies. If in fact
the logic of the modern streetcar project is informed primarily as an economic development tool,
then the questions become centered around how and where the benefits and burdens of TOD are
distributed, and how to ensure that TOD projects produce equitable outcomes and improve
accessibility for those who depend on public transit the most. More explicitly, to what extent

does the Milwaukee Streetcar as a TOD project contribute to or detract from the challenges

associated with growing inequality, equity and community development in Milwaukee?
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METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this research is to investigate the Milwaukee Streetcar (“The Hop”) as a
creative city TOD tool, and to examine the distribution of benefits and burdens relative to
distinct constituencies within the City of Milwaukee. My analysis will be conducted on the
merits and claims of the streetcar resurgence as a neoliberal creative downtown development
tool, and will investigate the import of this development strategy relative to racialized poverty
located elsewhere in the city. Furthermore, it will include an exploration of what roles the
municipal government played in advancing the streetcar project with respect to promoting access
to urban opportunity, mobility/accessibility, and equitable development. Finally, a comparative
examination will be made between The Hop’s initial routes (the M-Line, L-Line, and Wisconsin
Center extension) and the possible extension routes (to Bronzeville and Walker’s Point) that
deliberately focus on equitable-TOD (e-TOD) outcomes and explicitly consider anti-
displacement strategies for implementation. This research will seek to shed light on the thinking
surrounding the streetcar that intersects with the issues of anti-displacement and e-TOD, with a
focus on whose needs are or are not being met, and how the benefits (and burdens) of the
Milwaukee Streetcar are distributed. Concluding remarks will be made concerning the limits of
this research and recommendations for future research.

This research will be drawing on qualitative content and discourse analysis” of newspaper

articles, public meetings, and policy and planning documents to understand the true dynamics of

2 Content analysis is the empirical documentation of quantitative frequencies of terminologies usage for a foundation, and
discourse analysis builds off the foundation to explore how these meanings and frequencies are used to reinforce or establish
meanings. Discourse is the guiding principle for policy and planning documents to frame its vision, goals, measurable objectives,
recommendations, and outcomes. Discourse analysis is used to understand how the deployment of language has social content
and societal effects, to identify discursive focus and discursive silence, and language difference between policy documents,
public opinion and media coverage (Hastings, 2000). “Arguably, much of the ultimate value of discourse analysis rests in its
capacity to be used as a critical tool for unearthing and, in the process challenging, deeply embedded assumptions and received
knowledge” (Hastings, 2000, p. 138). Discourse analysis could also shed light on contradictory elements between documents and
policy in action. Intertextuality works across different texts to identify the dominant discourse that helped stabilize common-
sense.ideas.and.acknowledges that meanings are co-created with an active audience (Waitt, 2010).
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the benefits and burdens of the streetcar as a TOD strategy and its impacts in Milwaukee. To
supplement my analytical perspective, this inquiry will also be based on five conducted semi-
structured interviews of relevant stakeholders, including city staff, elected officials, development
consultants, and community representatives of neighborhood and business organizations
(Interview questions can be found the Appendix). For this study, interviewee identities will be
kept confidential and quoted responses will be cited by a random number and the interviewer
initials (e.g., 25JD) to ensure anonymity of the participants. Guided by the REIA and GARE
material, this research will also be applying an equity lens to strategically question and analyze
the distribution of the benefits and burdens between different groups and stakeholders. The use
of multiple qualitative data sources allowed for the triangulation of data to be examined with an

analytical perspective of an equity lens.

CASE STUDY OF MILWAUKEE

Milwaukee’s Creative City Development Strategies

Zimmerman (2008) made the case that Milwaukee’s growth coalition adopted Florida’s
creative class theory of urban growth in the early 2000’s, and influenced policymakers to
envision a creative city development template that established a new wave of planning that was
“rooted squarely in a fortified regime of place marketing, property-led development,
gentrification and normalized sociospatial inequality” (p. 231). Derived from a detailed
investigation of planning documents and extensive interviews with Milwaukee stakeholders and
land-based interest groups, Zimmerman’s research demonstrated how Florida’s ideas were
assimilated into the infrastructure of Milwaukee’s urban promotion, and argued:

Milwaukee represents a strategic incubator site for the articulation of innovative
neoliberal policy innovations. That is to say, recent growth coalition activities in
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Milwaukee are essentially experiments emerging within the broader neoliberal syllabus,
which, among other things, dictates that urban space be mobilized as an arena for market-
oriented economic growth and elite consumption. (Zimmerman, 2008, p. 231)
Among the first efforts of growth coalition activities was to rebrand Milwaukee’s image from
“brew town to cool town” following Florida’s extensive tour of the city when he declared, “This
1s cool, this is really cool” (Gertzen, 2001, as cited in Zimmerman, 2008), and recommended that
the city highlight and promote its “coolness components” of place (Cigallio-Granger, 2003, as
cited in Zimmerman, 2008).

The Metropolitan Milwaukee Association of Commerce (MMAC)—one of the city’s
most influential business coalitions—brought Richard Florida to Milwaukee for a series of visits
beginning in 1999, which began his influential imprint on the Milwaukee business and
development community, and received considerable positive attention from the press (Sherman,
2015). Following his visit, the MMAC—along with the help from the OnMilwaukee news
publication—created a social network organization called the Young Professionals of Milwaukee
(YPM) to spark the creative class conversations in the greater metropolitan Milwaukee area, and
rebrand the city’s image (Sherman, 2015; Zimmerman, 2008). YPM (now known as Fuel
Milwaukee) also encouraged the spawning of other Florida-inspired organizations, such as
Newaukee and the Creative Alliance (Sherman, 2015). Between 1995 and 2005, Milwaukee’s
official promotional logo was represented by an industrial gear-like symbol reminiscent of the
industrial past, accompanied with the slogan “Milwaukee, the Genuine American City”
(Zimmerman, 2008, p. 233). Milwaukee’s rebranding efforts were not materialized until another
alliance of downtown business groups—the Spirit of Milwaukee (SOM)—conducted a study and
found that most Americans associated Milwaukee with “beer” and “cold,” and thus began their

campaign to dismantle the Genuine American City logo and replace it with “a new representation
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of Milwaukee—moving towards cool without screaming cool” (Zimmerman, 2008, p. 234).
Milwaukee’s new logo that launched in 2005 became a representation of the Calatrava-designed
addition of the Milwaukee Art Museum (MAM) that SOM determined to not only have stunning
visual images, but also produced the strongest identity of place (Zimmerman, 2008).

The Calatrava symbol worked on many fronts. Named after the internationally renowned
“starchitect” Santiago Calatrava, the new addition to the MAM elevated Milwaukee to an
international stage of recognition, generated measurable increases in tourism, and was
instrumental in producing a high-rise residential real estate boom in the surrounding area
(Murphy, 2003, as cited in Zimmerman, 2008). The $122 million addition of the MAM was also
representative of the entrepreneurial city’s strategy of “speculative development of place”
(Harvey, 1989, p. 8), wherein the MAM:

Became an apt symbol of recent growth-coalition activity in Milwaukee, in that it

mobilized both private and public funds to support selective economic growth and elite

consumption practices, while at the same time successfully merging the ‘creativity script’

with the symbolic economy of the city’s downtown neighborhoods. (Zimmerman, 2008,

p. 236)

Prior to the completion of the MAM expansion, Milwaukee had initiated a series of catalytic
projects that sought to humanize its streetscapes with mixed-use and pedestrian-friendly
redevelopment projects, and reestablish connections between downtown neighborhoods and the
riverfront.

Milwaukee’s 1999 comprehensive downtown plan was envisioned with a New Urbanist
ideal that began to shift the city away from the modern automobile-centric and mono-functional
zoning planning, and initiated a series of catalytic redevelopment projects that would help craft

more pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods. Spearheaded by Mayor John Norquist (1988-2004)—

and member of the Congress for the New Urbanism Board of Directors—the plan estimated that
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70% of streetscapes within the downtown area were unwelcoming to pedestrian use, and called
for the elimination of one-way streets and the conversion of vacant land, surface lots, and
brownfield sites into mixed-use pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods, each with their own distinct
identity (Zimmerman, 2008). The plan’s rhetoric represented a confluence of:
The discourse of ‘traditional’ cultural values, the ascendant planning discourse of New
Urbanism, and dominance of neo-liberalism in the arena of public policy converge in
Milwaukee’s image-making and development strategies. (Kenny & Zimmerman, 2004)
As highlighted by Kenny and Zimmermn (2004), New Urbanist design principles and neo-
traditional values are not necessarily linked inherently, but were conflated into a neoliberal
discourse that favors “individual responsibility over government subsidies and emphasizes
private-sector solutions for issues ranging from affordable housing to education” (p. 75). In
doing so, Mayor Norquist and the Congress for the New Urbanism championed civic
entrepreneurialism, and attributed uneven development and the flight of jobs and capital as the
result of an overbearing federal government (Kenny & Zimmerman, 2004).
Two of the largest redevelopment projects that resulted from the plan was the demolition
of the Park East freeway—Tlocated along a strip of prime real estate that also represented a
symbolic barrier between the downtown and the slowly gentrifying neighborhoods to the north—
and the development of a mixed-use neighborhood built along a brownfield riverfront corridor in
the Beerline district:
Beerline redevelopment efforts paid special attention to opening up the formerly-
inaccessible riverfront property, and re-establishing connections to the adjacent
neighborhoods. The downtown Riverwalk was extended along the entire waterfront
portion of the corridor, fashioning one of Milwaukee’s most unique semi-public spaces.
Pedestrian access to the neighborhoods above the bluff was provided by a series of
prominent outdoor staircases as well. Highlighting the emphasis on outdoor recreation
and the reclamation of the river for use by the creative class, the Milwaukee Row Club

was invited to make its home in a prominent location in the heart of the new
neighborhood. (Zimmerman, 2008, pp. 236-237)
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Within the following few years, roughly 3000 new residential units were constructed in the
central business district with an average of 500 new units per year, and property owners
registered a 54% increase of property values (Gertzen & Daykin, 2003, Gould, 2002, as cited in
Zimmerman, 2008). Figure 1 shows the marriage between redevelopment zones in Milwaukee
and the creation of new residential u