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In the 1980s Chicago was a “progressive city.” Harold Washington won office in 1983 as 
the city’s first African American mayor and as a reform mayor who was dedicated to 
reducing the inequalities in wealth and power that had persisted under a notorious 
political machine government; what is less remembered is that Washington pursued 
redistributive objectives by incorporating neighborhood activists and their ideas.  
 
Chicago was not the only city to adopt redistributive policies. Most typical of other cases 
were attempts to cut housing costs and to pay more attention to the distributive impacts of 
city services. They compensated, in effect, for the upwardly redistributive effects of the 
market – in particular, in real estate prices.1     
 
Chicago’s approach to progressive policy was fundamentally different: it sought to retain 
manufacturing jobs, typically higher paying than other blue collar sectors, in the face of 
regional and national  decline. Mayor Harold Washington and Economic Development 
Commissioner Robert Mier established “task forces” for several manufacturing sectors 
and experimented with “early warning systems” to forestall plant closings in smaller 
firms. They greatly expanded the city’s contact with firms that might need assistance and 
created a “Local Industrial Retention Initiative” (LIRI) by delegating significant 
responsibilities to nonprofit agencies. Eventually the city initiated Planned Manufacturing 
Districts (PMDs) – a zoning device that protected factories from encroachment by other 
uses – later supplemented with a “Model Industrial Corridor” infrastructure planning 
program.  
 
On the surface,  this was less successful than some of the other cities’ efforts, as 
manufacturing jobs continued to decline. But Chicago’s economic development policy 
was a profound challenge to the practice of the day, for at least these reasons: 

 
• Chicago’s policy approach countered inequality by trying to change the structure of 

the local economy – or at least  slow down the loss of the manufacturing base. Rather 
than abet the real estate boom, it articulated “jobs not real estate” as the centerpiece of 
city economic policy; and it sought not just any jobs, but to “build on the basics” – 
manufacturing jobs. 

 
• Unlike most cities, the Washington administration sought a new and different 

political constituency – a coalition of manufacturers and their neighborhood based 
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labor force. In doing so, it successfully bypassed a powerful interest group, the real 
estate lobby while coopting two of its major players to lead a “Task Force on Steel” 
inquiring what to do about fast disappearing jobs and plants in a key manufacturing 
sector. 

 
• It engaged research that challenged the underlying economic arguments and dogma of 

the period: that of the “natural” shift of the nation’s activity from manufacturing to 
services sectors. 

 
• It tested and challenged not only local and regional, but national economic policy. 
 
• These local and national arguments and political issues have their echoes in 2011 as 

the nation tries to dig its way out of a serious recession and recreate the balance 
between manufacturing and other sectors in the economy.  

 
Building on the Basics  
When Chicago activists met in 1982 to formulate a neighborhood-friendly electoral 
platform for local economic development, one of their key principles was that economic 
development should mean “jobs, not real estate.” Chicago’s history primed them for this 
approach. Like much of the Midwest, it was a labor stronghold, and it was one that had 
developed a taste for its own independent thinking and action. It was also home to dozens 
of neighborhood organizations, which  had moved beyond any desire for dependency on 
city hall for palliatives  -- rather they saw the need for jobs as the key to their own 
viability.   
 
And job losses were a crisis, particularly in manufacturing. This was a particular problem 
in the Midwest: in the “East North Central” group of five states including Illinois, the 
1979-1986 figures were a loss of 19.3 percent for manufacturing employment compared 
to 10.2 percent for the nation. The number was 36 percent for Chicago (from 1979 to 
1989).2   
 
Moreover, Chicago activists and researchers saw the loss of manufacturing jobs as a 
“structural” issue resulting not mainly from autonomous market forces (the mainstream 
view) but from biases in local and national policies and from management and ownership 
failings and prejudices. From that analysis, they sought to fix it: if the problem was 
institutional, they argued, let’s change the institutions. “Jobs not real estate” quickly 
connected to “build on the basics” – manufacturing, they thought, could be saved, or at 
least the losses could be slowed.  
 
Manufacturers As Political Base  
One might not have thought of factory owners as a natural constituency for progressives 
in the 1980s. They were on different sides in labor conflicts, and often disengaged from 
issues in their own neighborhoods. But the city had a history of reaching out to them: 
Robert Mier, Washington’s new Commissioner of Economic Development, had 
established relations with some through industrial retention studies he did a community-
involved faculty member at the University of Illinois-Chicago; Washington had made a 
campaign commitment to set up a Task Force on Steel; and an early initiative to let 
contracts to support “early warning” projects resulted in new contacts with small factories 
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in the city’s west side. By the end of the 1990s, political scientist Joel Rast saw the 
emergence – if not dominance – of a “..jobs-based development strategy supported by a 
coalition of manufacturers, workers and neighborhood organizations. 3  
 
Dan Swinney, a labor activist who led one of the early warning projects, put together a 
staff that surveyed and visited hundreds of small factories, finding that the vast majority, 
while facing problems, did not need to close if timely interventions could happen. 
Closings, they found, were often generational issues. Owners, originally from the 
neighborhood, had moved into the suburbs and, facing retirement, found that their 
children had no interest in returning – a problem exacerbated by the new racial makeup 
of these areas, now unfamiliar. Swinney eventually reconceived the plant closing 
problem as one of labor supply, and by the end of the 1990s was focusing not on early 
warning, but the creation of the Austin Polytechnic High School; and on entrepreneurship 
programs for the city’s now mainly African American populations. 4 
 
A parallel experience was that of Donna Ducharme, who began contacting small 
manufacturers in the city’s near North West side in 1982 as director of an outreach 
program at the New City YMCA. She was looking for ways to secure jobs for at-risk 
youth in her organization’s neighborhood, and found manufacturers who were hampered 
by encroaching residential and commercial uses. She studied city planning at MIT where 
she conceived the planned manufacturing district (PMD), an innovation in zoning laws 
that would protect manufacturing zones from encroachments by residential and 
commercial developments – what zoning doctrine saw as “higher uses.”  She then 
circulated in neighborhood organizations and with the manufacturers that were facing 
problems, building support for the proposed changes. Real estate developers, who would  
gain by converting factory buildings to residential and commercial uses, stood in 
opposition. But Ducharme built support, and by the end of the decade had not only gotten 
the first PMD approved but converted the new mayor, Richard M. Daley to the concept. 
(For three years, she became Daley’s Deputy Commissioner of Planning for Industrial 
Development, and initiated a series of complementary city initiatives in support of 
industrial retention). 5   
 
Within city hall, DED expanded a business visitation program called “Technical 
Assistance to Business Groups,” and re-oriented a set of “delegate agencies.” The new 
DED team took this set of some 35 neighborhood business groups that had been receiving 
staff attention with little accountability, and divided them into four categories that would 
be given different support levels and treatment based on periodic evaluation of 
capabilities. They also singled out a top group that was most concerned with industrial 
retention (manufacturing) as a Local Industrial Retention Initiative (LIRI), doubled their 
financing support and withdrew DED staff, letting the LIRI groups control their own 
relations with and services to industrial firms.  Overall DED expanded the delegate 
agencies to over 100 groups, and increased the financial support, from $400,000 to over 
$3 million. 6   
 
Task Forces 
The idea of the industry “task force” may have come from abroad, where British activist 
Tony Benn had pioneered something similar under a Labour government in the 1970s. As 
implemented in Chicago, the task force was to create a bridge across ideological and 
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experiential chasms: management and labor, neighborhood and city hall, academics and 
executives. 7  These divides were serious. Race was an increasingly difficult issue as the 
city’s demography tilted. Mier later described a meeting between Washington, the black 
mayor, and a top business leader: neither could make eye contact with one another, 
preferring to make their representations to Mier as an intermediary.  
 
The barriers were nearly insurmountable in the case of the Task Force on Steel in 
Southeast Chciago. Mier and Washington took several months and extraordinary care in 
selecting the membership but nevertheless, some issues were never resolved. A 
fundamental problem was that the major steel corporations were international in scope, 
and did not see their problems as locally contained. The one steel corporation still 
headquartered in Chicago, Inland Steel, never agreed to formal membership (though it 
did finally hold informal talks with task force members later in the process). Overall, 
DED had more luck with smaller, local manufacturers, the vast majority of firms in any 
case. 
 
Research 
The main success of the steel task force was its contribution to the rationale for industrial 
retention, which also applied to other sectors than steel; and DED was distinguished 
generally in its use of research to illuminate and influence policy questions that faced the 
city. This reflected the realization, by Mier and others, that much of the opposition to 
“progressive” programs was rooted in biases that would not stand up to careful scrutiny. 
DED under Mier supported research with the potential to provide such scrutiny.  
 
Steel.  An early example – to be repeated on other occasions and venues – was Ann 
Markusen’s research with the Steel task force. Mier hired her after earlier work she had 
done on plant closings in California and gave her the responsibility, with DED staff 
members, of establishing whether there was a future for steel production in the city. Her 
report, done in 1985 and presented that fall, made a persuasive case. Her research 
supported these conclusions: (1) contrary to some opinions, including within the industry, 
steel manufacturing was not a dying industry. (2) Primary production of steel, which still 
employed over 7000 workers in Southeast Chicago in 1983, was connected to a far 
greater group of suppliers and purchasers including secondary producers of products like 
machinery and consumer durables –15,000 in Southeast Chicago, but also nearly 300,000 
workers in the larger region around Chicago. Thus (3) steel production, rather than dead, 
still was an opportunity—to the extent steel jobs could be saved, they would trigger a 
much larger savings in the larger “steel industrial complex.” The Task Force could see 
the point.  

 
The final step in Markusen’s argument was a survey of what might be done. There had 
been studies of steel production and decline in several different places. Markusen spoke 
of a typology of responses: (1) “bowing out” – i.e. just give up on producing steel; (2) 
“bidding down” the cost of doing business, particularly labor costs; and (3) “building on 
the basics.”  Markusen, arguing for the third, recommended city support for the 
maintenance to of at least some steel production capacity; and the final task force report 
stressed the reversibility technology lag and of an adverse macroeconomic environment 
including trade policy, and urged “…the mayor to exert leadership in creating a regional 
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and national political agenda aimed at reversing the harmful effect of macroeconomic 
policies on basic industry.” 8   
 
In the end the Task Force did not adopt the most dramatic recommendations suggested by 
Markusen’s findings – support for financing to keep at least one of the mills open. As she 
put it, “…it demurred from drawing the analogy between urban renewal, with its strong 
quasi-governmental development agencies and powers of eminent domain, and industrial 
renewal.” But in a recent comment, she stressed the positive results: 
 

We made a large argument, inevitably, about the manufacturing economy in 
general, because some of steel's problems were machinery and auto industry 
problems.  You cannot imagine how strong the pessimism was in those days, both 
on the part of workers and communities and on the part of economists and 
opinion-makers - they just thought steel was dead!  Although the industry did 
retrench a lot in the 1980s, especially in Pittsburgh, Youngstown and other land-
locked sites, it was far from fatally ill, and I think we made a big difference in the 
public case for manufacturing.9 
   

The R & D Division.  Chicago repeated the research approach on many fronts, in 
particular through the creation of a “Research and Development Division” within DED. 
This unit, managed first by Kari Moe and later by Robert Giloth, supported a variety of 
collaborative initiatives that investigated different subsectors of manufacturing. The 
Apparel Task Force examined the potential for retaining the few remaining large firms 
and supporting new designer-oriented firms. The Printing Task Force, convened by the 
Center for Urban Economic Development (CUED) at the University of Illinois, 
developed a series of business development and education and training recommendations 
for an industry that was relatively stable. The Research and Development Division led a 
study of industrial displacement that supported Ducharme’s PMD proposals, in particular 
documenting the displacement of firms from the River North neighborhood. The unit 
supported a number of other research and action projects related to other manufacturers 
such as electroplaters and automotive suppliers. 10 
 
A lot of the policy and coalition framing for these manufacturing initiatives was provided 
by the Chicago Works Development Plan of 1984 which emphasized jobs and balanced 
growth. Within this plan, the administration took an important step in institutionalizing its 
collaborative and equity-oriented approach to the manufacturing sector. The updating of 
this plan in Chicago Works Together II  provides one reflection of the success and 
future possibilities of this approach.11 The goals of jobs, balanced growth, and assisting 
neighborhoods to develop remained central and the concept of “build on the basics” 
became one of eight “development principles” that cut across and informed all 
development strategies: 
 
• Goal 1, Increase Job Opportunities, included Chicago’s Fair Share Agenda; Public 

Technology for Job Creation (recycling); Labor Force Development; Targeted  
Business Investments in Support of Job Development; Infrastructure for Job 
Development; and Joint Problem Solving for Job Creation and Business Retention.  
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• Goal 2, Balanced Growth, included the policy Balanced Investments and Benefits that 
articulated, again, the need for a diverse Chicago economy and balance between 
downtown and neighborhoods, which included many manufacturing businesses. 

 
• Goal 3, Assist Neighborhoods to Develop, included the policy for the Preservation of 

Industrial and Commercial Areas. A second policy under this goal was to Target 
Resources: Area and Sector – that is, the City of Chicago recognized that “efficiency 
gains in resource allocation apply to targeting industry sectors.” 

 
A core campaign document for the 1987 re-election campaign reaffirmed several of these 
priorities. The jobs pledge emphasized new industrial parks, an expanded early warning 
network for industrial retention, and implementation of industry task force 
recommendations. The platform called for a more aggressive state and federal policy 
agenda to support urban revitalization and job development. 12 
 
 
National Economic Policy 
Key Washington staffers knew at the time that they were creating a new functionality and 
role of local government related to the economy.  But they also realized – or soon came 
to realize – that some initiatives were risky in the national policy environment of the 
1980s, and they sought to change them. There were harbingers of diverse policy 
approaches at the local level in addition to Chicago’s, -- Markusen’s typology was 
certainly empirically based -- and much discussion of “industrial policy” in the business 
press and in academic discussion. In early 1984, Walter Mondale thought – briefly – that 
industrial policy would be the issue that could carry him to victory over Ronald Reagan 
in the presidential election that fall. But it was a matter of concern to use whatever “bully 
pulpit” Harold Washington had attained to push national policy in supportive directions. 
 
Thus in a retrospective account Giloth and Mier, reflecting on their efforts in 1988, 
wrote: national policy needed to emanate not from the top down; rather it should take 
account of local initiatives and situations: 
 

We believe the presidential debates, with their focus on the global economy, have 
overlooked recent local experiences that contain lessons for a new national 
strategy. We suggest that distinctive local responses to events of economic 
restructuring, such as plant closing, show that there are continuing opportunities 
at the local level to articulate new development ideas and practices, to cultivate 
new coalition, and to explore new relations between government institutions and 
social movements. 13  

   
Even a brief review of the course of “industrial policy” is disquieting: with a welter of 
opposing interests, any sense of national direction is difficult to discern, and policy tends 
to be subject to simplistic and ideological posing, with one initiative undercutting 
another. The dominant example is “trade policy,” but defense buildups and bailouts have 
also been prominent. In the 1970s the Carter administration was a great disappointment – 
local initiatives undercut by large corporate access to the administration, and the 
impression “the Carter Administration had not done its homework. Later the Reagan 
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administration undercut the “building on the basics” approach through its own defense 
buildup, and general hostility to anything that smacked on “planning.”  
 
In this atmosphere there was little federal capacity to put together a sensible policy. 
Stephen Alexander, a key city official involved in the steel task force, looking back in 
2008, commented that “we stayed with it for a long time, but in the end the one thing we 
could not counter was the lack of a national policy.”  The Chicago proposals – sensible 
though they might have been, were a voice in the wilderness. 14  Federal policies that 
distinguished between sectors, or between cities, were beyond the capacities of the 
United States in the 1980s. National policy toward manufacturing in the 1980s was both 
ad hoc, and constrained by ideology. There were “bailouts” when large corporations 
faced bankruptcy (Chrysler, Lockheed); but also a general antipathy to actions that 
looked as if they undermined “market function.” 
 
Manufacturing, which had peaked at 28 percent of the U.S. output force in 1959, 
continued to slide backward so that by 1999 it was only 17 percent, and in 2008 11.5 
percent of the total. Its place had been taken by other kinds of business, most notably that 
called “FIRE” i.e. finance, insurance and real estate. 15 
 
 
 
Echoes in 2011 
The losses in manufacturing jobs and output, alarming in the 1980s, were cushioned by a 
series of “fixes.” Credit “bubbles” get the attention in 2011, but one can also point to war 
spending and other factors. By the middle or end of the 2000-2010 decade it might have 
been obvious that the services economy had reached its limit. And the new president, 
taking office after the financial meltdown became apparent in the midst of the campaign 
in the fall of 2008, seemed aware of that. America, he said, needed to once again “make 
things.” And there would follow a series of efforts – experimental and constrained – at a 
new industrial policy. 16 
 
It will be worthwhile to explore, summarize the parallels – and divergences – with the 
situation in the 1980s: 
 
1- As before, almost all of the public discussion is about trade policy, burdened and 

oversimplified by a partly ideological debate about “free trade” and its effects; and 
mostly debated at the national level, without sufficient attention to the nuances of 
difference among sectors and regions. 

 
2- On the other hand, over the last few years there have been a focus on auto bailouts, 

auto-effected communities, exports, innovation (R&D), new industry development 
(green), infrastructure (as support and demand generator, e.g., high speed rail), 
various interests in training and education – middle skill jobs. These add up to a 
“building on the basics” model a bit like Chicago, but with money. It’s not industrial 
policy in the sense of picking winners and losers or establishing new regulatory 
regimes, etc.  Rather, it’s working to change demand conditions, invest in 
modernization, help certain firms and industries transition (up or down), and deal 
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with workforce training. How effective this all is, especially in the short run, is 
unclear. But this more targeted approach seems new and hopeful. 

 
3- The story of “green manufacturing” as supported by the Obama administration 

through the stimulus package and otherwise is promising in that it indicates how local 
private sector interest can be tapped given supportive policies. Leigh and Hoelzel 
describe local industrial policy networks and waste to profit networks in “a few key 
U.S. cities.” 17 

 
4- But the idea of “local industrial policy” as it emerged in Chicago, not to mention such 

other places as Pittsburgh, Cleveland and other impacted industrial areas in the 1980s, 
was far from the local norm in 2011. Cities, seeing the contraction in federal aid and 
encouraged to be “entrepreneurial” by federal administrations since at least the 
beginning of the 1980s, found the best options in real estate development, not 
industrial retention.  

 
Chicago itself offers a poignant example. The industrial retention strategies initiated 
under Washington had an aftermath after his death in 1987. Interim mayor Eugene 
Sawyer continued most of these, and after 1989 the new Daley administration continued 
others -- after initial and well publicized opposition, Daley not only came to support the 
planned manufacturing district idea, he appointed its chief advocate, Donna Ducharme, as 
Deputy Commissioner of Planning for Industrial Development ---she remained in the 
position for three years and initiated a series of “industrial corridor” studies that led to 
major infrastructure improvements and organizational linkages among area 
manufacturers, to mutual benefit. 18  But this ended in 1995. Daley let go his key advisor 
Valerie Jarrett, soon followed by Ducharme. The new emphasis in City Hall – led by new 
advisor Jeff Boyle – focused more on real estate, and there were reports of a wholesale 
shift in power from neighborhood groups.19 This  coincided with a major innovations in 
how the city was to do physical improvements. As described by Rachel Weber, not only 
was the new financial instrument, the Tax Increment Finance bond now to be the device 
for infrastructure and real estate development within the city (the new “urban renewal”); 
the city took the lead in selling TIF financing to investors and intermediaries, thus 
becoming an agent in the development of the finance sector itself, and developing a 
substantial staffing and clientele infrastructure for it. Weber claims that Chicago was but 
one example of a national trend at the municipal level. 20 
 
 In contrast to the 2011 reality, DED staff were left to wonder what might have happened 
had Washington lived.  DED might have kept more of a focus on economic policy ( it got 
distracted to ad hoc development deals, like sports stadiums, even under Sawyer); more 
staff would have stayed around. They would have worked with more industries, 
developed a better articulated policy agenda, gotten deeper into specifics on technology, 
put more of a focus on implementing the task forces, a greater development of the 
“politics” of manufacturing.   
 
But perhaps the nation would come out of the 2008-2011 recession and budget crises 
with more of a manufacturing policy. Perhaps small successes would lead to the political 
space to expand the nation’s current efforts to “rebalance” the economy toward one that 
not only consumes (on credit) but also “makes things.” The obvious need is to balance 
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the policy-making community so that initiative at the top is qualified by awareness of 
what is going on locally. This was Mier’s proposal in 1993. We can elaborate with the 
following points: 
 
 
1. Municipal R&D for Economic Development. It was a good thing Mier was able to 

set up the R&D Division in DED, and future federal policy ought to make this sort of 
thing easier and more appealing to mayors. Too often economic development is 
buried in departments devoted to real estate, downtowns, or financing alone. Cities 
need to develop their own knowledge, capacity and relationships about the local 
economy and the industries within it if they are going to add value, make the right 
investments, support catalytic partnerships and formulate smart policies. The point 
was the bridge created by DED and its research, connecting the neighborhood and 
labor interests with the business community.   

 
2. Deep Knowledge of Local/Regional Economy. A focus on sectors or industries 

enables the development of important and timely knowledge that benefits local 
investment as well as business decision-making. This is a matter of research, of 
course, but also requires deep engagement with businesses, especially small 
businesses. This engagement supports smart public and private investments, policy-
making, and partnership-building, and establishes the relationships needed for 
workforce advances. 

 
3. Unlikely Partnerships and Coalitions. Engagement with small manufacturers 

around bread and butter infrastructure, regulations, investment, and workforce issues 
creates the opportunity for fashioning sector-specific workforce partnerships as well 
as broader policy coalitions. This intersection of interests holds great potential for 
building the kind of local economy politics that can, in some circumstances, promote 
both equity and competitiveness. And paying attention to the more localized 
manufacturing firms would seem to be a federal priority, if only because progress in 
creating a constituency for support for manufacturing seems more likely – as occurred 
with Ducharme for the PMDs and Swinney and others working with smaller factories. 
We do not deny the importance of the larger, multi-national firms – just that they are 
a different kind of problem. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 10

                                                 
1   There are several accounts of Progressive cities in the United States. Norman 

Krumholz and John Forester, Making Equity Planning Work (Philadelphia: Temple 
University Press 1990) on Cleveland ; Stella Capek and  John Gilderbloom,  
Community Versus Commodity : Tenants And The American City (Albany : State 
University of New York Press, 1992) (Santa Monica); Stephen Soifer, The Socialist 
Mayor: Bernard Sanders in Burlington, Vermont (New York: Bergin and Garvey, 
1991)  are good examples for the United States.  Pierre Clavel, The Progressive City: 
Planning and Participation, 1969-1984 (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University 
Press, 1986) reviews experience in Berkeley, Burlington, Cleveland, Hartford and 
Santa Monica; and Activists in City Hall: The Progressive Response to the Reagan 
Era in Boston and Chicago (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2010) gives 
attention to Boston and Chicago. For sources see: http://www.progressivecities.org. 

 
 
2   A. R. Markusen and V. Carlson, “Deindustgrialization in the American Midwest: 

causes and responses.” In Lloyd Rodwin and Hidekiko Sasanami, 
Deindustrialisatiopn and Regional Economic Transformation: The Experiencs of 
the Unitesd States (Boston: Unwin Hyman, 1989), pp. 29-59; David Ranney, Global 
Decisions, Local Collisions: Urban Life in the New World Order (Philadelphia: 
Temple University Press, 2003), pp. 79-80, citing David Bensman and Robertea 
Lynch, Rusted Dreams: Hard Times in a Steel Community (New York: McGraw 
Hill 1987), p. 42. William Serrin describes the irony in Homestead: The Glory and 
Tragedy of an American Steel Town (New York : Times Books, 1992.) where union 
halls were never so full as in the wake of an announced mill closing. 

 
3    Joel Rast, Remaking Chicago: The Political Origins of Urban Industiral Change 

(DeKalb, IKL: Northern Illinois University Press, 1999), p. 108. 
 
4    Swinney, Dan. (July 1998, 2000). Building a Bridge to the High Road: Expanding 

Participation and Democracy in the Economy to Build Sustainable Communities.  
Center for Labor & Community Research website, Retrieved March 7, 2011.  
http://www.clcr.org/publications/pdf/building_a_bridge.pdf 

 
5    Donna Ducharme, “Planned Manufacturing Districts: How a Community Initiaitve 

Became City Policy.”  Pierre Clavel and Wim Wiewel, eds., Harold Washington and 
the Neighborhoods: Progressive City Government in Chicago, 1983-1987, (New 
Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1991, pp. 221-237.  

 
 6   Robert Mier, Social Justice and Local Development Policy (Newbury Park, CA: 

Sage, 1993), pp. 98-100; “Vazquez interview,”  Norman Krumholz and Pierre Clavel, 
Reinventing Cities: Equity Planners Tell Their Stories (Philadelphia: Tample 
University Press, 1994) p. 92. 

 
7   Stephen Alexander, Robert Giloth and Joshua Lerner, “Chicago’s Industry Task 

Forces: Joint Problem-Solving for Economic Development,” Economic Development 
Quarterly, Vo. 1, No. 4 (November 1987), pp. 352-357.  Also City of Chicago, 



 11

                                                                                                                                                 
Building on the Basics: The Final Report of the Mayor’s Task Froce on Steel and 
Southeast Chicago (Chicago: City of Chicago, 1986). 

 
8   Ann R. Markusen, “Planning for Industrial Decline: Lessons from Steel 

Communities.”  Journal of Planning Education and Research (1988) Vol. 7, No. 3: 
173-184, p. 180. 

 
9   Communication to Pierre Clavel, 28 March 2008. 
 
10  Robert Giloth, “Making Policy With Communities.” Pierre Clavel and Wim Wiewel, 

eds., op. cit., pp. xx-120; City of Chicago, Cooperation for Survival and Growth: 
New Designs for Apparel Manufacturing in Chicago (Chicago: City of Chicago, 
1987) (New City YMCA, et al., 1986) 

  
11  City of Chicago, 1984 Development Plan: Chicago Works Together (Chicago: City 

of Chicago, 1984);  Chicago Works Together Planning Task Force. Chicago Works 
Together II: Recommended changes to the 1984 Chicago development plan. 
(Chicago: Author, 1987). 

 
12   City of Chicago,  Mayor Washington’s Action Agenda for Chicago’s Future  1987 

– 1991. 
 
13  Mier, op. cit., Ch 9, p. 145. 
 
14  Markusen, op. cit. 
 
15  Richard McCormack, “The Plight of American Manufacturing.”  The American 

Prospect, January-February 2010, pp. A2-A5. 
 

16  Louis Uchitelle, “A White House Campaign for Factories” New York Times, 
September 10, 2010. The president was quoted saying:  

"We see a future where we invest in American innovation and American 
ingenuity; where we export more goods so we create more jobs here at home; 
where we make it easier to start a business or patent an invention; where we build 
a homegrown clean energy industry, because I don't want to see new solar panels 
or electric cars or advanced batteries manufactured in Europe or in Asia. I want to 
see them made right here in the U.S. of A. by American workers."  

But the constraints were at least as monumental in 2011 as earlier. Giloth and Mier 
had written : 

 
Efforts to design local industrial policies in Chicago confronted opposition 
ranging from amused disbelief to hostility. There was a common belief that 
economic development was simply a matter of real estate development, 
particularly downtown development…Even when manufacturing was 



 12

                                                                                                                                                 
acknowledged as important, a pervasive e feeling existed that it was a national 
problem that localities could not affect. [Mier, op cit., p. 155] 
 

While the New York Times account had Obama’s  special advisor for manufacturing 
“shunning the term ‘industrial policy.” 

 
17  Nancy Green Leigh and Nathanael Hoelzel, “Planning’s Role in Urban Manufacturing 

Decline and Revival,”  Paper presented to Annual Conference of the Association of 
Collegiate Schools of Planning, Minneapolis, MN, October 7, 2010. 

   
18  Washington died at his desk in 1987, six months into a second term. But there was an 

aftermath. His industrial retention policies had a certain longevity – as Rast 
established (op. cit., above). Not only interim mayor Eugene Sawyer, but longtime 
successor Richard M. Daley continued them for several years. But there was a break in 
1995 and the legacy was thus ambiguous: Washington adherents could claim the 
beginnings of institutionalization, but one could also see a different direction by the 
end of the 1990s.  

 
19   Pierre Clavel, Activists in City Hall: The Progressive Response to the Reagan Era 

in Boston and Chicago (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2010), p. 165. 
 
20  Rachel Weber, “Selling city futures: The financialization of urban redevelopment 

policy.” Economic Geography.86 (3): 251-274  July 2010. 


	[UAA for New Orleans 7 MAR 2011.doc]
	Manufacturing and National Urban Policy: Clues from Chicago in the 1980s
	Task Forces
	Research
	National Economic Policy
	Echoes in 2011

