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ABSTRACT

Urban containment policies have gained importance over the past decades in the

American land-use policy landscape. Urban containment programs aim at containing

urban growth and at protecting farmlands, open spaces and environmentally sensitive

areas, by geographically shaping growth patterns. However, their effectiveness, defined as

the ability of such programs to reach their intended outcomes and change the existing

patterns of development, still remain a source of debate. In many cases, it appears that

local governments are likely to be influenced by the local political demand in the way

land-use policies are adopted and implemented. Often they are reluctant to counter the

prevailing patterns of development and frustrate local interest groups or coalitions.

Following a regime theory approach, this research argues that the effectiveness of

urban containment programs is influenced both directly and indirectly by local coalition

politics. Previous studies do not clearly demonstrate the influence of local coalitions on

the implementation of such programs, although the literature emphasizes the existence of

such links, at least theoretically. Effectiveness is measured through questions concerning

the effectiveness of the land-use management system in reaching fourteen goals

associated with urban containment, further reduced to three main effectiveness

components: accommodating, containing and restricting growth. Effectiveness is

influenced by the extent to which local planning and local decision-making is dominated

by coalitions that impose their views about growth and support or not the adoption and

implementation of specific policies, based on the goals these coalitions seek to achieve.

Three main hypotheses are derived from the conceptual framework regarding coalition

politics. The first hypothesis states that the regime in place will directly influence the

adoption of urban containment programs. The second hypothesis states that policies will

be most effective in reaching urban containment goals when the local coalition reflects a

broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. The third hypothesis refers to the



xi

regime in place having an indirect influence on the effectiveness of policies in reaching

containment goals through the adoption of urban containment policies

The hypotheses and other causal relationships are examined through a path

analysis employing original survey data and secondary data, including views of planning

directors from 242 local jurisdictions in six states. The analysis attempts to isolate the

effects of coalition politics on the adoption and implementation of containment policies,

controlling for the intergovernmental context, the mobilization potential and the multi-

facets of the containment programs. 

The results of the path analysis support the expectation that local coalitions

directly and indirectly influence the effectiveness of containment goals. Adoption of

urban containment programs is positively influenced by the existence of a local coalition

reflecting broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. As coalitions move

toward a pro-growth management stance, and become more broad-based, the adoption of

policies aiming at containing growth, preserving environmentally sensitive areas and

managing rural growth is increased. The effectiveness of urban containment goals is

positively influenced by the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of

growth management. The jurisdictions where the dominant coalition is a broad-based

coalition in favor of growth management therefore experience a greater success in

containing urban growth and reducing urban sprawl, in protecting agricultural and open

spaces, and in protecting environmentally sensitive areas. The findings also support the

expectation that the effectiveness of containment goals is indirectly affected by the local

coalition in place through its influence on containment policies. The findings support this

expectation for the effectiveness of accommodating and containing urban growth.



CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

 

Urban containment policies have gained importance over the past decades in the 

American land-use policy landscape. Urban containment programs aim at containing 

urban growth and at protecting farmlands, open spaces and environmentally sensitive 

areas, by geographically shaping growth patterns. These programs have been seen as a 

response to urban sprawl and have been adopted either at the local level or through 

growth state management programs.  

Since World War II, the restructuration of the global economy in a post-industrial 

era and the existence of a relatively decentralized federal system encouraging 

competition among sub-national governmental units have rendered cities vulnerable to 

economic changes. As local governments receive little help from other governmental 

levels, they tend to rely upon their own revenue sources to provide services and keep the 

tax base relatively low, in order to attract more activity and retain investment. These local 

governments also tend to adopt economic development policies that have increased 

development and urbanization (Nelson and Duncan, 1995).  

The rapid urbanization and development have resulted in an increasing 

consumption of land. In turn, this consumption of land has led to a spatially expansive, 

discontinuous suburban development style referred to as urban sprawl. Urban sprawl 

reflects the domination of lifestyle choice for single-family housing, automobile 

ownership, low-rise workplace and small local governments. Urban sprawl is often 

characterized as the result of rapid, uncontrolled and uncoordinated single-use 

development that does not contribute to an attractive and functional mix of uses and is 

not functionally related to surrounding land uses. It often takes the appearance of low 

density, ribbon or strip, scattered, leapfrog or isolated development (Nelson and Duncan, 

1995; Nelson et al., 2002).  

Urban sprawl has been criticized on the basis that it is inefficient in terms of the 

use of land, inequitable, and environmentally insensitive. Desirable urban form has been 

described as a compact urbanized area that avoids sprawl because it is fiscally efficient in 
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providing urban services and infrastructures, in protecting environmental resources and 

the agricultural industry, in maintaining the existence of central cities and downtown 

centers. Compact urban forms also display higher densities, mixed uses with mass transit 

and less automobile dependency (Berke, Godschalk and Kaiser, 2006).  

In order to counteract sprawl, cities and county governments have enacted 

policies aiming at containing growth, and an increasing number of state governments are 

mandating or encouraging them through state growth management programs (e.g. 

Oregon, Florida, Vermont, Washington). Containment policies have two main goals: the 

promotion of compact and contiguous patterns of development that can be efficiently 

served by public services and the preservation of open spaces, agricultural lands and 

environmentally sensitive areas not suitable for urban development (Nelson and Duncan, 

1995). More specifically, urban containment aims at preserving public goods, minimizing 

adverse land use interactions and maximizing positive land use interactions, minimizing 

tax payer exposure, distributing benefits and burdens equally and improving overall 

quality of life (Nelson, 2003).  

The basic idea of urban containment is to encourage urban development inside a 

perimeter drawn around a specific urban area and discourage development outside of this 

area, based on projections for a ten-to-twenty years time period. The traditional urban 

containment tools are greenbelts, urban growth boundaries and urban service areas. 

However, a wide variety of tools can affect containment, not only regulations but public 

ownership of land, policies regarding timing and sequencing of public infrastructures, 

farmland preservation policies such as property tax relief, right-to-farm law, agricultural 

zoning, development rights and conservation easements (Nelson and Duncan, 1995; 

Martin, Pendall and Fulton, 2001). Urban containment policies encompass a large range 

of regulations and public investments that constrain urban growth and create incentives 

for infill development and redevelopment inside more central urban areas.  The 

increasing number of governmental units having adopted urban containment clearly 

reflects the growing importance of these policies in the land-use policy landscape.  

However, for urban containment policies to be effective, that is to say to reach the 

specific goals and objectives they aim to fulfill, they need to be implemented efficiently 

(Dalton, 1989; Burby and Dalton, 1994; Burby et al., 1997). In order to reduce sprawl, 
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urban containment policies need to be effective in changing development patterns and 

preserving natural and agricultural resources. The outcomes are intended to achieve 

policy goals and objectives. If urban containment policies aim at reducing sprawl, then 

increased densities inside the urban core, and lower densities outside, would be good 

indicators of effectiveness.  Evidence shows that in many cases, urban containment 

policies are not implemented in an effective way, even in the presence of a state mandate. 

Leapfrog development, increasing social costs, increasing land prices, exclusion of 

certain income groups, are some the unintended consequences of urban containment 

policies (Nelson, 2003; Pendall, 1999; Carruthers, 2002).  

This research argues that effectiveness of urban containment depends on the 

notion of political consensus. We examine the thesis that the effectiveness of urban 

containment policies depends on the extent to which local planning and local decision-

making is dominated by coalitions that impose their views about urban containment and 

support or not specific programs based on the goals they seek to reach. For instance, 

these coalitions influence the implementation of policies adopted by local governments to 

carry on state mandates. There is evidence at the local level that the persistence of pro-

growth coalitions can create a pro-growth environment in which urban containment 

policies are rendered insignificant despite the implementation of state growth 

management programs. This illustrates the idea that “local political demands tell much 

more about the effectiveness of growth management policies than the policies or plans 

themselves” (Nelson, 1996: 242).  

 

 

URBAN CONTAINMENT  

 

 

The idea of containing urban development is not a recent one. The formal idea of 

greenbelt originated in England during the 19
th

 century and was popularized with the 

work of Ebenezer Howard (1902). The first system of greenbelts surrounding an existing 

major urban area was introduced in London with the Greenbelt Act of 1938. Since then, 

many cities have adopted systems similar to London throughout the world. In the United 

States, the first examples of containment are Lexington and Fayette County, Kentucky, in 
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the late 1950s. They represent the first attempt to locally control urban sprawl by putting 

a limit on development with a service line and the preservation of urban scale residential 

development. Following the trend, state and metropolitan regions initiatives started as 

well, with the state of Hawaii creating the Hawaii state Land Use commission and the 

State of Oregon implementing the first attempt to create a state growth management 

program, followed by Florida, New Jersey, Vermont, and Washington among others 

(DeGrove, 1984).  

There are four most prevalent styles of urban containment in the United States: 

sub-metropolitan, unbounded metropolitan, bounded metropolitan and natural 

containment (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003). Sub metropolitan containment refers to 

programs adopted by local governments, usually in a fast growing region, to counter the 

development patterns taken place at the region level e.g. California. Unbounded 

metropolitan containment refers to metropolitan-wide containment efforts e.g. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul. Bounded metropolitan containment also refers to metropolitan 

effort to contain growth, but the differences depend upon the administration of the 

containment effort (regional body) and the extension of the containment efforts outside of 

the boundary e.g. Portland, Oregon. Natural containment refers to containment occurring 

because of natural or political limitation e.g. Los Angeles. Differences among 

containment programs can be categorized based on several criteria: hierarchy of 

oversight, scale, treatment of exurban and rural land for development, land supply 

orientation and degree of housing inclusion (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003: 8-11).  

Recent attempts to categorize urban containment have focused on the goals and 

policy differences and the differences in patterns of intergovernmental coordination, as 

laid out in local comprehensive plans. Containment programs are found to differ along 

two lines, their main emphasis or goal and the strength of the urban containment program 

(Nelson and Dawkins, 2003: 14). The presence or absence of an aggressive program to 

accommodate projected growth determines whether the program is restrictive or 

accommodating. The strength of the programs varies from weak to strong, where strong 

programs include policies that ensure an adequate supply of land, facilitate the provision 

of adequate infrastructure and promote land conservation outside the urbanizing areas. 
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The number of adopted policies supporting these four objectives determines its strength 

(Nelson and Dawkins, 2003: 27) 

Urban containment programs fall under five main categories. Urban services and 

facilities encompass urban service area, infrastructure phasing, municipal boundary, 

levels of service standards, spatial capital investment, special service districts. Urban 

growth phasing encompasses tiered growth strategy, urban reserve district and public 

land management. Rural growth management encompasses agricultural/open space 

district, urban fringe resource management and rural growth monitoring. Rural/open 

space preservation encompasses transfer of development right, purchase of development 

right, urban fringe land acquisition, urban/rural buffer and community separator. Finally, 

intergovernmental agreements encompass joint planning areas, spheres of influence and 

extraterritorial jurisdiction (Nelson, 2003).  

The effectiveness of urban containment programs has been the object of many 

discussions among planning scholars. One discussion focuses on the issue of adequately 

measuring effectiveness. Scholars agree that the use of variables such as land prices 

inside and outside the boundary, densities inside and outside the boundary, amount and 

location of urban development, and housing prices, can provide good measures for 

assessing the effective implementation of urban containment policies at the local level. 

Another discussion focuses on the capacity of urban containment programs to fulfill the 

goals they aim to reach, as many studies reveal issues related to their implementation at 

the local level.  

Urban containment policies affect land supply and land markets, housing markets, 

the location and patterns of growth, farmland preservation and economic performance 

(Nelson, 1986; Dowall and Landis, 1986; Knaap, 1985; Knaap and Nelson, 1992; 

Fischel, 1989; Nelson, 1992; Landis, 1992; Nelson and Moore, 1996; Pendall, 1999; 

Nelson and Peterman, 2000; Nelson et al., 2002; Downs, 2002). Urban containment 

places limits on the amount of land available for urbanization, therefore affecting land 

prices and the type of development as well. For instance, it is expected that land prices 

inside an urban growth boundary will increase while land prices outside decrease, along 

with higher densities (meeting planned densities inside and outside the boundary) in order 

to avoid leapfrog development and changes in housing types (increasing number of multi-
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family units). Urban containment should also lead to an increase in housing prices, to the 

preservation of farmlands, and to a reduction in the cost of infrastructure.  

The empirical evidence of the effects of urban containment programs is mixed. 

The benefits of containing urban development within urban growth boundaries, urban 

service limits or other regulatory tools have been widely described within the literature. 

There is evidence that proper urban containment planning results in the following 

outcomes: increasing densities inside the urban core, in reducing sprawl (depending on 

the type of policies in use), public facility and service saving, improved delivery of social 

services, more efficient transportation systems, improved interaction among economic 

activities, lower housing package costs (although with possible higher density and lower 

housing space), lower energy costs, more efficient government management (assuming 

flexible management schemes such as interlocal cooperative agreements), improved 

interaction between social classes, improved sense of place, and preservation of open 

spaces outside urban development for farming, forestry, recreation, flood control, and 

other purposes (Knaap and Nelson, 1992; Phillips and Goodstein, 2000; Nelson, 1991; 

Nelson, 1992; Weitz and Moore, 1998; Pendall, 1999; Nelson and Peterman, 2000; 

Nelson and Duncan, 1995). 

On the other hand, urban containment may cause ex-urban sprawl, be inefficient 

in managing growth, threaten existing neighborhoods, raises housing prices by making 

area more attractive and economically efficient, decrease home ownership, increase 

infrastructure costs in the short term, increase local expenditures to conduct 

comprehensive planning, push some economic activities out, reduce opportunities to live 

on large lots, inflate property values, deflate farmland value, or reduce population growth 

(Dowall and Landis, 1982; Elliot, 1981; Fischel, 1989; Audirac, Shermyen and Smith, 

1990; Glickfeld and Levine, 1992; Liou and Todd, 1994; Ehrenhalt, 1997; Pendall, 1999; 

Carruthers, 2002; Nelson, 2003; Weitz, 1999).  

The effectiveness of urban containment policies, that is to say their success in 

achieving the desired patterns of development, depends to a large extent on their design 

and implementation (Nelson and Moore, 1996; Nelson et al., 2002). So it matters if urban 

growth boundaries are drawn tight or loose. If boundaries are too tight, it leads to land 

price inflation. When boundaries encompass a sufficient amount of land for future 
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growth, there is no inflationary effect. If the boundary is drawn too loose, there is no 

significant change in development patterns. A large number of variances emitted might 

also decrease the effectiveness of urban containment. Variances are requests for land-use 

changes such as rezoning or special exceptions that decision makers review and approve 

or deny. The changes requested can be private or public. Furthermore, the adoption of 

other policies can undermine containment efforts e.g. approving projects inside the 

boundary at densities lower than planned. The implementation of urban containment 

programs is clearly linked to the political pressures exercised at the local level (Nelson, 

1996; Kang and Feiock, 2006). 

 

 

POLITICAL DIMENSION OF URBAN CONTAINMENT  

 

 

The literature on plan adoption and implementation emphasizes the importance of 

the intergovernmental context in which these programs take place, as it influences both 

the type of plan being adopted at the local level and its implementation. The 

intergovernmental context is characterized by two main aspects: the presence or absence 

of a state mandates (Burby et al., 1993; Berke and French, 1994; Burby and Dalton, 

1994; Burby et al., 1997), and the degree of regulatory fragmentation (Pendall, 1999; 

Carruthers, 2002; Nelson and Dawkins, 2003).  

The literature on the effectiveness of urban containment programs also reveals 

another fundamental aspect that cuts across studies and that needs further explanation, 

that is to say the importance of the local political context, or local political demand. This 

relates to the idea that there is a need for a better understanding of how states, regional 

and local planning growth management systems play out from a governance perspective 

(DeGrove, 1984). 

There is evidence at the local level that the persistence of pro-growth coalitions 

can create a pro-growth environment in which urban containment policies are rendered 

insignificant, even despite the presence of state growth management programs 

encouraging or requiring the adoption of such policies (Logan and Zhou, 1989; 1990; 

Turner, 1992). In many cases, the adoption of such policies is merely symbolic (Warner 
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and Molotch, 1995). In other cases, growth controls are implemented with the support of 

anti-growth coalitions and are so restrictive that they become exclusionary (Nelson et al., 

2002). This illustrates the idea that local political demands tell much more about the 

effectiveness of growth management policies than the policies or plans themselves. 

(Nelson and Moore, 1996: 242). Whether urban containment policies are required or 

encouraged by state legislation or adopted at the local level, these specific land-use 

programs reflect active political, economic and social forces in the body politics that 

generate the impetus for reform and shape the procedures and instruments of changes 

(Knaap and Nelson, 1992: 187). 

In that sense, the study of containment programs put into light the power 

relationships existing between the different private and public entities involved in the 

decision-making and implementation processes. The growth machine and regime theory 

are theoretical approaches that frame land-use politics. Regime theory and the growth 

machine arguments are similar in the identification of local political struggles, the 

organization, mobilization and resource base of contentious local groups, and the 

resolution of discrete political issues as determinative of local policy (Goetz, 1994; 87). 

Both regime theory and the growth machine posit an inherent conflict between the 

business community and residents over growth policies (Molotch, 1976; Logan and 

Molotch, 1987; Elkin, 1987; Stone, 1989; Logan et al., 1997). In the view of the growth 

machine, local governments have extensive authority and fiscal responsibility for land 

use decisions, revenues, and levels of urban services. Cities need to maximize exchange 

value of their commodities (land) while also maintaining quality of life, thus enduring a 

tension where urban groups compete to maximize their respective uses. Those seeking to 

maximize exchange value of land have structural advantages in urban decision-making. 

Political and business coalitions are united behind the ideology of growth and seek to 

pursue, via collective action, policy that creates the conditions for growth (Molotch, 

1976; Logan and Molotch, 1984).  

Building on the arguments of the growth machine, regime theory allows to 

envision a situation where private interests form a coalition at the local level for instance 

in a case of agency capture. Regime theory states that there is a relationship between the 

public sector and the private sector, which priorities revolve around the attraction and 
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investment of mobile capital (Stone, 1989; Stocker, 1995; Reese and Rosenfeld, 2001). 

Regimes are made of governmental and non-governmental actors having access to 

institutional resources. These actors work together within an informal network in order to 

achieve a common goal. Regime theory assumes that the effectiveness of local 

governments depends on their ability to marshal governmental and nongovernmental 

resources. Governments depend on resources of the private sector and the private sector 

is dependent on government actions, especially with regards to land-use decisions. This 

interrelationship is essential to understand how coalitions can take place even in the 

context of state growth management regulations. Regime theory/analysis helps to provide 

a complex, layered explanation of decision-making. It looks for the network of relations, 

the ties of loyalty and cooperation that explain the patterns of local policy-making over 

time. 

The numerous problems brought by uncontrolled development have created 

dissatisfaction that resulted in movements to oppose, slow or regulate growth, so called 

anti-growth movements (Vogel and Swanson, 1989; Logan and Molotch, 1984). The 

debate over growth is a struggle between growth machine activists and anti-growth 

coalitions (Molotch, 1976). These groups are said to influence the adoption of growth 

control policies, although the results of empirical studies concerning the factors 

influencing the adoption of growth controls do not agree on the exact role of local 

support and if it plays a role at all. In some cases, the adoption is indeed related to the 

support of growth limitation by local activists (Gottdiener and Neiman, 1981; Baldassare 

and Protasch, 1983; Logan, 1978; Knaap, 1989). Furthermore, the adoption of local 

growth controls that are ineffective reflects the persistence of the growth machine at the 

local level (Logan and Zhou, 1989,1990; Warner and Molotch, 1995). Growth policies 

can be seen as “symbolic manipulations used to forestall local mobilization on growth 

issues rather than a consequence of such mobilization” (Logan and Zhou, 1990; 125). 

Growth controls might not be a true reflection of local policy regarding growth and might 

be adopted to provide the appearance of prudent planning, therefore reflecting not the 

strength but the failure of local challenges to development (Logan and Zhou, 1990). 

Regime theory also asserts that urban growth is not uncontroversial. It provides a 

response to the model of cities driven by economic determinism displayed by Peterson 
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(1981). The consensus on growth can often break down over secondary issues, such as 

how to finance growth, what kind of growth to pursue, and who will be inconvenienced 

by it. Growth is still accepted but not without controversy. The choices about growth are 

made according to the ideology of the dominant local regime, defined as an informal 

network of groups and individuals that dominate local governance. At issue is whether 

external economic factors or internal political factors have more influence on local 

growth strategies. The nature of this influence will depend on the coalition’s perception 

of and support toward growth. Regime theory also emphasizes the predisposition of 

public officials toward certain groups, and the set of strategic dependencies growing out 

of a stratified socioeconomic system, guiding the public officials (Stone, 1980). In 

governing, public officials are strongly drawn to the upper strata or elite and their 

decisions reflect this attraction. Numerous studies substantiate the argument that the 

effectiveness of planning depends upon the political climate in which the planning 

process takes place. 

 The research on land-use politics and policies focuses on two main themes: the 

sources leading to the adoption of growth-related policies, especially the influence of 

governing coalitions, and the effects of policies and politics on specific outcomes. One 

assumption from the growth machine and regime theory is that the adoption of growth 

control policies is related to the existence of coalitions challenging the pro-growth 

interests. Previous research shows the evidence of the growth machine being challenged 

by anti-growth coalitions (Trounstine and Christensen, 1982; Vogel and Swanson, 1984). 

Their existence has a significant impact on the type of growth strategies adopted at the 

local level (Clark and Goetz, 1994). The variations in types of growth coalitions and 

growth-related policies relates to the relative success of anti-growth groups or actors 

(Logan et al., 1997: 611).  

Evidence from previous research on the factors influencing the adoption and 

implementation of growth controls show that several factors play an important role. In 

some cases, the adoption is indeed related to community mobilization against growth, 

which is linked in turn to the socio-economic situation of the community itself. Anti-

growth movements have been found more likely to emerge in communities where 

residents have higher levels of education, presence of home owners, income, and 
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occupation in professional and high-tech professions (Protash and Baldassare, 1983; 

Clingermayer and Feiock, 1990; Donovan, 1993; Clark and Goetz, 1994). Wealthy 

communities are said to have a greater capacity to mobilize successfully, as they display 

political and financial resources, residential stability, social homogeneity, and 

organizations long in place (Donovan, 1993; Clark and Goetz, 1994). The existence of 

conflict related to growth, higher degree of community mobilization served by 

socioeconomic status, higher average education and income are factors that explain the 

adoption of growth control policies at the local level (Baldassare, 1986; Donovan and 

Neiman, 1991; Logan et al., 1997). The past growth rate experienced by the communities 

is also a predictor of the adoption of growth control policies (Protash and Baldassare, 

1983, Donovan and Neiman, 1991). However, these findings are viewed as controversial 

because of weak evidence (Knaap, 1987; Glikfeld and Levine, 1992). Other studies find 

that there is no relationship between education, home ownership, residential stability and 

the adoption of growth controls, as well as past growth rates (Logan and Zhou, 1989; 

1990). There is mixed evidence regarding the sources of adoption of growth control 

policies. 

The effects of policies and politics on growth control effectiveness constitute 

another aspect of the research on land-use politics. Studies seek to assess whether the 

implementation of growth controls indeed control growth. In the case of growth controls, 

it is expected that the key constraint to their effectiveness will be the high level of 

political conflict over the application of instruments such as zoning, environmental 

regulation etc. Few studies find some effect of growth control and growth management 

policies as limiting population growth (Feiock, 1994), increasing housing prices (Kratz 

and Rosen, 1987), and lowering increases in median income family (Neiman, 1980). 

There is in fact mixed evidence from the literature that local policies have long-term 

consistent effects in terms of population growth, but also in terms of housing prices, 

socioeconomic status and racial composition (Lyon et al., 1981; Krannich and 

Humphrey, 1983; Logan and Zhou, 1989; 1990; Donovan, Neiman and Brumbaugh, 

1994; Logan et al., 1997; Logan and Crowder, 2002).  

One conclusion that can be derived from these studies is that the presence of 

growth-limitation or growth management policies can mask a pro-growth reality (Logan 
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and Zhou, 1990; Vogel and Swanson, 1989; Warner and Molotch, 1995; Turner, 1990). 

The adoption of local growth controls, which reveal themselves ineffective, reflects the 

persistence of the growth machine at the local level (Logan and Zhou, 1989,1990; 

Warner and Molotch, 1995). Growth policies can be seen as symbolic manipulations used 

to forestall local mobilization on growth issues rather than a consequence of such 

mobilization. (Logan and Zhou, 1990: 125). Growth controls might not be a true 

reflection of local policy regarding growth and might be adopted to provide the 

appearance of prudent planning, therefore reflecting not the strength but the failure of 

local challenges to development (Logan and Zhou, 1990). The adoption and 

implementation of growth-related programs (either growth control or economic 

development) is influenced by local politics, which in turn are influenced by the 

mobilization potential or socio-economic characteristics of communities, although the 

evidence of such relationships are mixed. Previous studies do not clearly demonstrate the 

influence of local coalitions on the implementation of such programs, although the 

literature emphasizes the existence of such link, at least theoretically.   

Even in the perspective of state growth management programs, local 

governments’ responses to land-use regulations instituted from higher levels of 

government can illustrate how pro-growth and antigrowth coalitions are able to use 

regulatory framework’s to orient land-use decision-making. Cases studies of Florida 

show the evidence of pro-growth interests that dominate at the local level and create a 

pro-growth environment in which growth control policies have been relatively 

insignificant despite the implementation of a state growth management program (Turner, 

1990; Kerstein, 1993). Coalitions are essential to understand inconsistencies in the 

application of growth management programs, and therefore urban containment programs, 

at the local level. These inconsistencies reflect a lack of or a low compliance with state 

regulations (Burby and Paterson, 1993). States have the choice of implementing growth 

either directly or through local governments. When the implementation is left to local 

governments, it is often done in an ineffective way. When reliant on municipalities for 

compliance with state directed goals, growth management becomes revealing of the use 

and holding of community power. One common argument advanced to explain such 

behavior relates to local governments’ lack of capacity to induce compliance by finding 
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violations and asking for correction. A more recent argument focuses on the reluctance of 

local governments to counter prevailing development patterns and /or frustrate local 

citizens and interest groups. This can be related to the lack of commitment from the part 

of developers, and therefore the political pressure they put on local governments. Local 

policy makers are more likely to be influenced by situational factors such as local 

political demands in the way they implement state development control policies (Burby et 

al., 1997).  

 

 

SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY  

 

 

 Few studies looking at the direct and indirect impacts of local political demands 

on the effective implementation of urban containment policies have been conducted. 

Since the 1970s, numerous studies have been conducted to examine the impacts of urban 

containment policies implemented through state mandate on various outcomes e.g. land 

prices, housing prices, densities, development of rural lands. Oregon’s state growth 

management program has provided one of the most popular research setting for these 

studies. Numerous studies have also been concerned about the issues related to the 

implementation process at the local level. Finally, other studies have been interested in 

the political economy of state growth management programs and the persistence at the 

local level of growth coalitions shaping the local response to growth. The present 

research examines the role of coalition politics in influencing the effectiveness of urban 

containment programs by directly and indirectly affecting their adoption and 

implementation. It seeks to demonstrate that when active local stakeholder groups form 

an operational consensus supporting growth management, adopted growth management 

tools are more likely be effective.  
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RESEARCH QUESTION AND METHODS 

 

The main research question derived from the literature review in Chapters Two 

and Three is stated as followed: Do stakeholder coalition breadth and orientation 

influence the effective implementation of urban containment policies at the local level?  

The research examines whether the effective implementation of urban 

containment policies also depends on the extent to which local planning and local 

decision-making is dominated by coalitions that impose their views about growth and 

support or not the goals of urban containment, depending on the policy agenda they seek 

to promote. In other words, urban containment programs are expected to vary in terms of 

their design and implementation, depending on the breadth and orientation of local 

coalitions that dominate the land-use decision-making process. Essentially, broad-based 

coalitions in favor of growth management are expected to lead to the adoption of well-

designed containment programs and to an effective implementation of these programs. 

Broad-based coalitions are described as regimes or coalitions in which community groups 

strike a balance with pro-growth interests in favor of growth management. Assessing the 

relationship between coalition politics and urban containment programs requires 

controlling for the intergovernmental context in which these programs take place, the 

mobilization potential existing at the local level, and the multiple facets of urban 

containment programs.  

This research uses path analysis employing data from original survey research and 

secondary sources. The survey gathers the views of planning directors from local 

jurisdictions of 25,000 inhabitants and more located in six different states. Secondary 

data come from the U.S. Census. The analysis will attempt to isolate the effects of 

coalition politics on the adoption and implementation of containment policies, controlling 

for the intergovernmental context, the mobilization potential and the multi-facets of the 

containment programs.  

The dependent variables will be measured through questions concerning the 

effectiveness of the land-use management system in reaching fourteen goals associated 

with urban containment. Coalition politics will be assessed using the following variables: 

the identification of the most influential groups at the local level measured through their 
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level of activity, and their position in relation with growth management. Urban 

containment programs will be assessed by the array of policies being adopted and the 

goals they intend to reach. The strength of the containment program will depend on the 

number of policies supporting containment goals and objectives. The intergovernmental 

context will be assessed by looking at the characteristics of the state mandate and the 

degree of regulatory fragmentation. Finally, the mobilization potential will be assessed by 

the following variables: median income, population growth between 1990 and 2000, and 

the existence of conflict or disagreement at the local level in relation with growth issues. 

The first step of the analysis will be to reduce the large number of effectiveness and 

policy variables using Principal Component Analysis in order to simplify the subsequent 

path analysis.   

 

 

OUTLINE  

 

 

 Chapter Two will provide a literature review of the notion of urban containment. 

It will review the history of urban containment, the goals such policies and programs seek 

to reach, and the evidence of their impacts (positive or negative) on development 

patterns, land values and housing values, farmland preservation and economic 

performance. The chapter will also provide a discussion on the importance of the 

intergovernmental framework for implementing urban containment programs, and the 

issue of local compliance to state goals. Chapter Three will review the literature on the 

political dimensions of land-use planning from a political economy standpoint, with a 

focus on urban containment policies. Following the literature review findings, a 

theoretical framework to conceptualize the local political system and its relationships to 

the effective implementation of urban containment programs will be presented. Chapter 

Four will introduce the main research question, hypotheses and other causal relations, and 

will describe the methodology used to test them. The results of the path analysis 

conducted for the research will be exposed in Chapter Five. Finally, in Chapter Six, 

contributions of the findings to theory and practice will be highlighted, and 

recommendations for future research will be provided.  
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CHAPTER TWO: URBAN CONTAINMENT 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

The idea of containing urban development is not a recent one. The formal idea of 

greenbelt originated in England during the 19
th

 century and was popularized with the 

work of Ebenezer Howard and his book Garden Cities of Tomorrow (1902). The first 

system of greenbelt surrounding an existing major urban area was introduced in London 

with the Greenbelt Act of 1938. Since then, many cities have adopted systems similar to 

London throughout the world. In the United States, the first examples of containment are 

Lexington and Fayette County, Kentucky, in the late 1950s. They represent the first 

attempt to locally control urban sprawl by putting a limit on development with a service 

line and the preservation of urban scale residential development. Following the trend, 

state and metropolitan regions initiatives started as well, with the state of Hawaii creating 

the Hawaii state Land Use commission and the State of Oregon implementing the first 

attempt to create a state growth management program, followed by Florida, New Jersey, 

Vermont, and Washington among others.  

Urban containment programs have two main goals: the promotion of compact and 

contiguous patterns of development and the preservation of open spaces, agricultural 

lands and environmentally sensitive areas. The basic idea of urban containment is to 

shape the geographical patterns of growth by encouraging urban development inside a 

perimeter drawn around a specific urban area and discourage development outside of this 

area, based on projections for a ten to twenty years time period. The traditional urban 

containment tools are greenbelts, urban growth boundaries and urban service areas. 

However, a wide variety of tools can affect containment, not only regulations but public 

ownership of land, policies regarding timing and sequencing of public infrastructures, 

farmland preservation policies such as property tax relief, right-to-farm law, agricultural 

zoning, development rights and conservation easements (Nelson and Duncan, 1995; 

Pendall and Martin, 2001). Urban containment policies encompass a large range of 
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regulations and public investments that constrain urban growth and create incentives for 

infill development and redevelopment inside more central urban areas.  The increasing 

number of governmental units having adopted urban containment clearly reflects the 

growing importance of these policies in the land-use policy landscape. In 1994, 17 

percent of around 1,000 jurisdictions in the largest metropolitan areas had adopted urban 

growth boundaries (Pendall, 1994). The most recent numbers show that eighty-seven 

metropolitan areas have now at least one example of metropolitan wide or local 

government type of urban containment (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003). 

Chapter Two reviews the literature on urban containment and covers the types and 

categories of urban containment programs, the importance of the programs characteristics 

in terms of goals and strength and the intergovernmental context in which they take 

place. Chapter Two also focuses on the debate over the impacts of urban containment 

programs and their effectiveness, and finally on the importance of the local context to 

understand the adoption and implementation of urban containment programs.  

 

 

TYPES AND CATEGORIES OF URBAN CONTAINMENT PROGRAMS 

 

 

There are four most prevalent styles of urban containment in the United States 

according to Nelson and Dawkins (2003): sub metropolitan, unbounded metropolitan, 

bounded metropolitan and natural containment. Sub metropolitan containment refers to 

programs adopted by local governments, usually in a fast growing region, to counter the 

development patterns taken place at the region level e.g. California. Unbounded 

metropolitan containment refers to metropolitan-wide containment efforts e.g. 

Minneapolis-St. Paul. Bounded metropolitan containment also refers to metropolitan 

effort to contain growth, but the differences rest on the administration of the containment 

effort (regional body) and the extension of the containment effort outside of the boundary 

e.g. Portland, Oregon. Natural containment refers to containment occurring because of 

natural or political limitation e.g. Los Angeles. Differences among containment programs 

can be categorized based on several criteria: hierarchy of oversight, scale, treatment of 
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exurban and rural land for development, land supply orientation and degree of housing 

inclusion (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003: 8).  

Five main categories of urban containment programs have been identified: urban 

services and facilities, urban growth phasing, rural/open space preservation, and 

intergovernmental agreements (Figure 2-1). These categories encompass the most 

common tools of urban containment, urban growth boundaries, urban service areas, and 

greenbelts. They also encompass policies and programs which primary goal is not 

containment per se, but which appear to have some containment effect e.g. farmland 

preservation policies. The following description mostly derives from the most recent 

work conducted by Nelson (2003). For the purpose of this literature review, the focus will 

be mainly on the first four categories of containment policies, as the intergovernmental 

context is treated as a separate aspect of containment policies. Nevertheless the 

intergovernmental agreements category is briefly described in the following sections.  

 

Urban Services and Facilities 

 

Urban services and facilities encompass urban growth boundaries, urban service 

area, infrastructure phasing, municipal boundary, level of service standards, spatial 

capital investment, and special service districts.  

Urban growth boundaries aim at constraining the geographical expansion of urban 

growth through the use of regulatory techniques such as zoning. Parcels or properties 

located inside the boundary and designated for urbanization will be zoned for urban use. 

Parcels and/or properties outside the boundary will be zoned for rural and agricultural use 

(Pendall, Martin and Fulton, 2002: 4). Urban growth boundaries can be enforced in a 

variety of ways, the most effective being the municipalities refusing to plan, budget for or 

extend municipal services outside the urban growth boundary, the state authority refusing 

to provide financial assistance for infrastructure improvements beyond the urban growth 

boundary other than to maintain pre-existing facilities, or intergovernmental agreements.  

Urban services areas refer to policies that tie urban growth to the provision of 

urban infrastructure in order to solve the problems of leapfrogging and low-density 

development. Urban service areas create geographical limits on urban growth that 

requires the extension of water and sewer systems. 
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However, they tend to be more flexible and easier to modify that urban growth 

boundaries, because they are concerned with the geographic sequential of growth rather 

than its constraints (Pendall, Martin and Fulton, 2002: 5). The main reasoning behind the 

adoption of urban service areas is the idea of reducing the costs of infrastructures for the 

communities in which growth takes place.  

Infrastructure phasing refers to the plan for location and timing of future urban 

service extensions. This plan serves as a basis for capital improvement investments. 

Municipal boundary refers to key facilities and services being provided only by the 

municipality. Levels of performance standards are standards set for urban services that 

vary spatially between urban and rural land uses (e.g. rural areas not allowed to have 

public/community water and sewer). Spatial capital investment focuses new 

infrastructures investments in existing or planned urban areas. Special service districts are 

exclusive providers of key public facilities and services and adopt policy of limiting 

infrastructure extensions to areas targeted for urban development (de factor urban service 

limit).  

 

Urban Growth Phasing 

 

Urban growth phasing encompasses tiered growth strategy, urban reserve district 

and public land management. Tiered growth strategy identifies “rings” of development 

intensity and infrastructure provision e.g. central core, mid-city, evolving city and future 

city tiers with different planning and design standards. Pricing strategies are often used. 

Urban reserve district are special areas reserved for future urban-scale development at the 

urban fringe, usually through large lot zoning, non-urban infrastructure and “shadow” 

platting. Urban infrastructures are installed at appropriate time and development allowed. 

Public land management aims at preserving publicly owned land from development. It 

can take the shape of the trade of publicly owned land where development should occur 

with owners of rural land where development should not. Public land management relates 

to the notion of land banking, that is to say the public or publicly authorized acquisition 

of land (either a single plot for specific purpose or a large scale purchase of land) to be 

held for future use to implement public land-use policies (Strong, 1979).  
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Rural Growth Management 

 

Rural growth management encompasses agricultural/open space districts, urban 

fringe resource management and rural growth monitoring. Agriculture/open space 

districts refer to areas where only farm, forest and other open space uses are allowed, 

combined with very large minimum lot sizes and none or few urban residences allowed. 

It is also referred to as agricultural zoning, a regulatory approach to restrict land uses to 

farming and other open space activities, and which can be exclusive or non-exclusive 

(Pfeffer and Lapping, 1994). Urban fringe resource management overlays district in rural 

areas where new development are reviewed under stringent standards to protect habitat, 

sensitive landscapes, etc. It requires management plans. Rural growth monitoring takes 

into account the projected demand for legitimate development of rural lands and selects 

rural lands allocated for low-density urban development not using key urban facilities and 

services. 

 

Rural/Open Space Preservation 

 

Rural/open space preservation encompasses transfer of development right, 

purchase of development right, urban fringe land acquisition, urban/rural buffer and 

community separator. In case of transfer, development rights are assigned to rural 

“sending” areas but cannot be exercised unless purchased by developer and transferred to 

“receiving” areas. In case of purchase, the development rights are acquired by local 

government through a voluntary purchase program. The main idea behind these two 

techniques, also referred to as conservation easements, is that landowners possess a 

combination of separable property rights that may be used or disposed of separately 

(Pfeffer and Lapping, 1994). It can also include privately donated conservation 

easements. Urban fringe land acquisition refers to the acquisition by local governments or 

state and regional funds of urban fringe lands in order to contain urban development. 

Urban/rural buffer refers to small-scale greenbelt edge around a city. The land is acquired 

through a combination of acquisition and donation with conservation easement. It 

encompasses privately owned land not provided with key urban services and limited to 

open space uses. Community separators are narrow bands of open spaces separating 
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communities. Land uses are restricted to non-urban activities and urban services are not 

allowed.  

 

Intergovernmental Agreements 

 

Intergovernmental agreements encompass joint planning areas, spheres of 

influence and extraterritorial jurisdiction. Joint planning areas are agreements between 

municipalities on land use development affecting unincorporated areas. These agreements 

are implemented through inter-local agreement enforceable by any party. Spheres of 

influence are future annexation areas of municipalities designated by states. States also 

create independent boards to ensure that development in affected unincorporated areas is 

consistent with the overall development plans of the relevant municipalities. 

Extraterritorial jurisdiction refers to the authorization by the legislature to municipalities 

to review and approve subdivisions, rezoning requests and other land use actions in 

unincorporated areas within one to five miles. 

 

 

VARIATIONS AMONG URBAN CONTAINMENT PROGRAMS 

 

 

Recent attempts to categorize urban containment have focused on the goals and 

policy differences of containment programs and the differences in patterns of 

intergovernmental coordination. This section reviews the differences between urban 

containment programs in term of their main goals and their strength or number and types 

of policies adopted. This section also focuses on the influence of the intergovernmental 

context (the presence of a growth management state mandate and its characteristics, and 

the level of institutional fragmentation) on the types of urban containment programs 

adopted and their implementation.  
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Goals and Policy Differences 

 

Containment programs differ along two lines, their emphasis on development 

accommodation and their strength (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003). The presence or absence 

of an aggressive program to accommodate projected growth determines whether 

programs are restrictive or accommodating. Restrictive plans seek to cap future 

population growth, while accommodating plans seek to implement measures to 

accommodate all projected growth.  

The strength of the programs varies from weak to strong, where strong programs 

include policies that ensure an adequate supply of land, facilitate the provision of 

adequate infrastructure and promote land conservation outside the urbanizing areas. 

Strength is measured by the number of adopted policies supporting these four objectives. 

The strength of the urban containment program is indicated by the number and types of 

adopted policies supporting urban containment (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003:27). Strong 

plans have more adopted policies than weak plans (Figure 2-2).  

A plan’s strength in one dimension, for instance policies restricting growth 

outside of an urban containment boundary, is related to the plan’s strength in another 

dimension, in this case strong programs to accommodate housing and infrastructure 

within the boundary. The largest numbers of plans that are strong are also 

accommodating (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003: 29).  

This goes along with the idea that growth management programs such as 

containment programs are made of individual policies that are designed to fulfill a wide 

range of land use objectives. As many of them are complementary, the outcomes depend 

on whether the particular combination of techniques is adequate for reaching the desired 

objectives (Figure 2-3). Therefore the effects of growth management policies will vary 

according to the package of policies adopted together (Carruthers, 2002).  

Zoning for large lots, limiting issuance of building permits, and establishing 

moratoria on development for instance, can limit the supply of new housing in the 

jurisdictions that impose them.  
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However it is not clear whether new development responding to demand will 

occur as infill in existing urbanized areas or as sprawl in newly developed areas. 

Reduction of sprawl can be obtained through urban growth boundaries and adequate 

public facilities ordinance or AFPO. 

Urban growth boundaries can contribute to increase density in some metropolitan 

areas but only when coupled with local zoning ordinances that preclude suburban 

boundary system outside the boundary and encourage smaller lots inside. Systems like in 

Oregon also presuppose that all jurisdictions act together to adopt growth boundaries. 

Adequate public facilities ordinances aim at charging developers for schools, parks, 

roads, police and fire stations, storm water infrastructure, libraries and other urban 

systems that require construction to maintain a certain service level as the population 

increases. They are sometimes adopted in parallel with development impact fees, and 

they should promote higher densities and discourage sprawl as landowners and 

consumers both seek economies in land.  

The outcomes of urban containment programs depend on the nature of the 

program used, whether it seeks to shift the cost of development away from the general 

public to builders e.g. adequate public facilities ordinance, or to mandate lower densities 

e.g. urban growth boundaries (Pendall, 1999).  

This is consistent with the findings from previous studies of state growth 

management programs. The “success” of the Oregon experience in preserving farmland 

relies on a combination of different techniques that reinforce each other: exclusive farm 

districts for preserving farmland, urban growth boundaries for preventing urban sprawl, 

exurban districts for accommodating the demand for rural lifestyle, farm tax deferral and 

right-to-farm laws for creating incentives for farming activities, and comprehensive plans 

for legitimizing the whole process. Therefore, the most effective solution to preserve 

resource land is a mix of policies implemented at the local level by local governments 

e.g. policies controlling land uses inside and outside of urban growth boundaries, and 

policies enforced jointly by the state or region and local governments e.g. Oregon urban 

growth boundary (Nelson, 1992). Urban growth boundaries for instance cannot be 

effective by themselves, but only in combination with other containment and land-use 

techniques. 
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Intergovernmental Context 

 

The intergovernmental context in which urban containment programs take place is 

essential to understand differences among such programs. 

The intergovernmental context is said to influence both the type of plan being 

adopted at the local level and its implementation (Figure 2-4). The question of the 

presence or absence of a plan mandate has been widely discussed in the planning 

literature. Research conducted mostly on natural-hazard reduction shows that state 

planning mandates have an effect on the content and quality of local plans (Burby et al., 

1993; Berke and French, 1994; Burby and Dalton, 1994; Burby et al., 1997). State 

mandates have a clearly measurable effect in enhancing plan quality, as well as plan 

design. For instance, mandate features such as local commitment building and goal 

clarity are strongly related to the strength of local plans. It is more likely that a state 

mandate would have some effect on the type of containment plan adopted by local 

governments. States that encourage or require the adoption of local urban containment 

policies should be more likely to produce strong local urban containment plans with a 

large number of required local urban containment policies (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003: 

31).  

Mandate features aim at structuring and facilitating intergovernmental 

implementation. In terms of structure, they specify the content or format of local plans. 

Goal clarity (degree to which mandates clearly specify state goals and aspirations), 

importance of goals (importance of goals for one issue compared to other mandate 

issues), authority to coerce (authorization of state agencies to coerce local governments to 

achieve compliance) and intergovernmental complexity (degree of intergovernmental 

implementation complexity, such as the number of state agencies involved) are the four 

dimensions of the structure function of state mandates. 

In terms of facilitation, state mandates specify how state agencies build local 

capacity and commitment to carry out the mandate and how they are to empower and 

induce local governments to fulfill mandate intents.  
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State mandate should help building local capacity by requiring state agencies to 

undertake actions to increase local governments’ ability and will to plan e.g. technical 

assistance, staff training, incentives to support local planning. State mandate should also 

build commitment by authorizing state agencies to encourage local government to value 

plan and plan making. Strong local capacity can be rendered ineffective without adequate 

commitment. Low commitment also means a plan of low quality. The implementation 

style of state agencies, that is to say the extent to which these agencies use coercive 

actions that are authorized by state mandate is an important element. State 

implementation efforts (expenditure per jurisdiction), that is to say the resources to fund 

agencies to assist communities in making plans, is another feature to consider (Burby and 

May, 1997).  

The effectiveness of urban containment strategies is said to decrease within each 

level of the intergovernmental scale. This comforts the view that the adoption of growth 

strategies by state governments suggests that local governments must be pushed to 

manage growth effectively (Porter, 1991). Studies of Oregon’s urban growth boundaries 

show that state intervention in land-use programs (intergovernmental approach to growth 

management) contribute to the significance and predictability of the effects of 

containment programs (Knaap and Nelson, 1992). Municipal containment strategies 

adopted without state support face the biggest challenges, especially when they are 

adopted in unsupportive counties (Pendall, Martin and Fulton, 2002).  

Many urban containment programs take place in the context of state growth 

management mandates. Growth management has been defined as “a rational planning 

process”, but seeking “to arrive at community decisions regarding growth rates, the mix 

of residential, industrial and commercial development, the trade-off between “use” and 

“exchange” values, the provision of public services, and the protection of the 

environment” (Vogel and Swanson, 1989: 66). Growth management is “ a system for 

guiding, directing, limiting, and encouraging growth so that we can meet the inevitable 

demands for housing, infrastructure, and other growth support systems” (DeGrove, 1984: 

1). Although state growth management programs vary from state to state, they share a 

common objective that is to coordinate the planning activities of local governments in 
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order to produce a uniform framework for dealing with population growth and 

development (Bollens, 1992).  

A large portion of the literature on growth management has focused on the types 

of state growth management mandates. Gale (1992) identifies four models of state-

sponsored growth management programs, based on plan review procedures, consistency 

and compatibility requirements, state roles (in terms of financial assistance and sanctions 

for compliance) and key features of the programs: state dominant e.g. Oregon, Florida, 

Maine, and Rhode Island, regional-local cooperation e.g. Vermont, Georgia, state-local 

negotiated e.g. New Jersey, and fusion e.g. Washington state.  

Bollens (1992) distinguishes three main types of intergovernmental structures of 

state-regional growth policies. The preemptive/regulatory structure is characterized by 

direct state land use regulatory power and preemption of local authority and/or repeal 

power over local decisions that deal with developments which importance is more than 

local. It was the case for example of the early efforts or waves of growth management 

programs such as Florida (1972). The conjoint/planning structure is characterized by the 

local implementation, through required plan making, of state and regional goals and 

standards. Local consistency with these goals is ensured by penalties and mandates e.g. 

Florida, Oregon, California, Hawaii, Washington. Finally, the cooperative/planning 

structure is characterized by the local implementation, through voluntary plan making, of 

the state and regional goals and standards. Incentives are used to ensure local plan 

consistency with these goals e.g. New Jersey, Vermont, Georgia, Maryland (Bollens, 

1992: 457). Contemporary state planning mandates generally follow either a conjoint or 

cooperative approach (Bollens, 1992: 457).  

Most of the growth management programs share a change in the allocation of 

authority and responsibility vertically, and new coordination requirements horizontally 

between and among state agencies, and between and among cities and counties involved 

in the growth management process. The more comprehensive a system, the more it 

changes behaviors at all levels of government (DeGrove, 1984: 41). The idea of 

consistency requirement is essential and varies according to the state mandate. 

Consistency has been defined as the idea that links and defines intergovernmental roles in 

growth management (DeGrove and Metzger, 1993). Vertical consistency requires local 
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plans to be consistent with policy objectives defined by the state. Horizontal consistency 

requires that local plans and development regulations (especially zoning ordinances) to 

be consistent. These two types of consistency aim at coordinating local planning 

practices, while internal consistency requirement intent to ensure that plans are carried 

out once they have been prepared (Carruthers, 2002). The number of type of consistency 

a state mandate requires determines its strength. A strong plan will require all three types, 

while a weaker framework would require less, or only encourage consistency (Gale, 

1992; Burby and May, 1997; Weitz, 1999).  

In addition to comprehensive planning, certain states such as Oregon prescribe the 

use of specific policy instruments, including urban growth boundaries and/or concurrency 

requirements or internal consistency. These policies are meant to regulate the expansion 

of urban development outside of specific limits (Nelson and Knaap, 1992; Nelson and 

Duncan. 1995).  

The intergovernmental context also encompasses the notion of fragmentation. It is 

said that in fragmented metropolitan areas where local governments compete for business 

and population, these entities may be less likely to adopt regionally beneficial policies 

such as affordable housing policies (Lewis, 1996). Political fragmentation is said to 

negatively influence the success of state growth management programs by weakening the 

objective of regulatory consistency promoted by those programs (Carruthers, 2002). If 

the institutional setting of a region is fragmented, the land-use regulations are more likely 

to lose their overall consistency and the region is more likely to suffer from urban sprawl. 

 Carruthers (2002) measures the institutional setting in four ways: per capita 

municipalities, per capita special districts, counties containing a central city and city-

county governments consolidated. The institutional setting is assumed to have an impact 

on the outcomes of state mandated growth management programs. Indeed, Carruthers 

(2002: 1974) finds that political fragmentation (per capita municipalities and per capita 

special districts) is associated with lower densities, higher property values, and lesser 

amount of urbanized land, and no significant impact on infrastructure expenditures. 

Central city and consolidated governments are denser, contain greater amount of 

urbanized land, have lower property values and are associated with greater infrastructure 

expenditures. Similarly, in a study of the effects of land use controls on sprawl, Pendall 
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(1999) finds that political fragmentation, as measured by the 25
th

 percentile jurisdiction 

area per thousand of km
2
 and by the number of jurisdiction, contributes to sprawl. 

Nelson and Dawkins (2003: 31) use two variables to capture the 

intergovernmental context in which plans are adopted: the number of municipal or 

township government within a region, as possibly having an effect on the type of plan 

adopted by local government, and an intergovernmental coordination score (constrain on 

local governments from adopting exclusionary land use policies that maximize the local 

property tax in the context of local government competition). The authors find that a 

strong level of intergovernmental coordination appears to increase the likelihood that 

plans will accommodate rather than restrict growth.  

The review of literature on the types and characteristics of urban containment 

programs show the importance of the goals and strength of these programs, as well as the 

importance of the intergovernmental context in which they are adopted and implemented. 

The following section explores the effectiveness of these containment programs in terms 

of their expected outcomes.  

 

 

OUTCOMES OF URBAN CONTAINMENT PROGRAMS  

 

 

Over the past decades, much research has examined the impacts of urban 

containment programs and the implementation issues related to their use. Much of the 

research deals with the impacts and implementation of a large range of growth 

management policies, and not only containment policies (Pendall, Martin and Fulton, 

2002). The following review focuses on the studies examining the effectiveness of urban 

containment programs in relation to the achievement of their goals (for a review of the 

literature on the effectiveness of growth controls, see Deakin, 1989). Most of the early 

empirical work on the impacts or outcomes of urban containment programs has focused 

on the specific case of the urban growth boundaries system of Oregon (Knaap, 1985; 

Nelson, 1986; Knaap and Nelson, 1992). More recently, studies have looked at urban 

containment programs across the nation or states (Nelson and Moore, 1996; Weitz, 
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1999). Recent studies have also focused on the effects of the combination of growth 

management/containment policies (Pendall, 1999; Carruthers, 2002).   

These studies mainly focus on three major types of impacts: land supply and land 

market, housing, and location and patterns of development, and farmland and open space 

preservation. Two others categories of impacts are also considered: farmland and open 

space preservation, and economic performance (Figure 2-5). These impacts are 

interrelated, so their unique effects are not easily separated.  

   Empirical evidence shows that urban containment programs have effects on these 

major outcomes. However, conclusions about their efficiency are more controversial. 

From an extensive review of studies on the effects of growth controls, Fischel (1989) 

concludes that growth controls do affect housing and other land-use markets, but that 

such effects are, on balance, inefficient, and also contributes to metropolitan sprawl 

(Fischel, 1989: 80).  

One problem associated with growth management and growth control is that the 

measured effects might not be a consequence of these policies. The question is to identify 

what really causes changes in land markets and housing. For instance, higher housing 

prices can be seen as a measure of the cost of growth policies. However, it can also be 

seen as the reverse, depending on what cause the increase in prices, whether it is the 

result of an outward shift in demand or an inward shift in supply (Fischel, 1989).  

Discussions focus on the issue of adequately measuring effectiveness. Scholars 

agree that the use of variables such as land prices inside and outside the boundary, 

densities inside and outside the boundary, amount and location of urban development, 

and housing prices, can provide good measures for assessing the effective 

implementation of urban containment policies at the local level. Discussions also focus 

on the capacity of urban containment programs to fulfill the goals they aim to reach, as 

many studies reveal issues related to their implementation at the local level. This leads to 

broad questions such as whether the programs are working as intended, have appropriate 

scopes, and have reasonable benefit-cost ratios (Deakin, 1989:12).  

In short, urban containment programs intend to affect land supply and land market 

by directing growth into specific areas and placing limits on the amount of land available 

for development, therefore affecting land prices and the type of development as well. 
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Figure 2-5: Urban Containment Programs and their Intended Impacts
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For instance, it is expected that land prices inside an urban growth boundary will 

increase while land prices outside will decrease, along with higher densities (meeting 

planned densities inside and outside the boundary) in order to avoid leapfrog 

development, and changes in housing types (increasing number of multi-family units). 

Urban containment are also expected to lead to an increase in housing prices because of 

the increase in land prices, unless the increase in land prices is counterbalanced by 

changes in housing type or by increases in the densities at which housing is built. Urban 

containment programs are expected to have impacts on the location and patterns of 

development by increasing densities inside the urban perimeter and reducing 

leapfrogging.  

Urban containment programs are expected to have impacts on farmlands by 

influencing the land market. Urban containment programs are also expected to have 

impacts on economic performance and income by providing a more efficient delivery of 

urban services and public facilities (at a lower cost per unit of delivery), by ensuring a 

greater certainty to where development should take place and at what scale, and by 

offering relative advantages to development firms (more investment capital available 

because of savings in public facilities). Table 2-1 illustrates the expected impacts of each 

category of urban containment programs on the outcomes described above.  

 

Impacts on Land Markets 

 

The literature on urban containment looks at how urban containment policies 

affect land markets. A classical model used to assess such effects examines the impacts 

of urban containment policies on land values inside and outside urban growth boundaries. 

Empirical studies demonstrate that urban containment programs have an influence on the 

land market. Early empirical studies conducted in the 1980s reveal that these programs 

are reflected in land values. Studies of Oregon demonstrate that the urban growth 

boundaries established created a market discontinuity in land values, with increasing 

values toward the urban core, low values in the boundary or greenbelt, and higher values 

farther out (Knaap, 1985; Nelson, 1986; Fischel, 1989).  
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Table 2-1: Expected Impacts of Urban Containment by: Program Type 
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These studies reveal one potential problem generated by the presence of urban 

growth boundaries: the increasing gap value between different types of land, according to 

their geographic location (Nelson, 1986), which suggests that boundaries cause some 

exurban sprawl (Fischel, 1989: 62). This gap is also likely to reveal existing income gap 

between residents of a community. If the use of growth boundaries increases as expected 

the residential densities, then the value of rent is increasing as well. Therefore it can 

impact negatively residents whose income level is not sufficient enough to afford 

increasing rents. As a result, residential segregation patterns are reinforced as people are 

forced to move where they can find affordable housing. The idea of compact growth is 

also sometime linked to the notion of downtown revitalization and gentrification. Both 

ideas contribute to the increase of residential segregation. 

 From their extensive study of Oregon, Nelson and Knaap (1992) find empirical 

evidence supporting the idea that urban growth boundaries can affect land values in a 

manner that is consistent with the predictions of economic models associated with urban 

containment. Urban growth boundaries affect land values over some period of time, 

depending on the distance to the boundary. Urban growth boundaries also influence land 

market actors and land allocation. 

The impacts of urban growth boundaries on urban land supplies are less clear. The 

supply of urban land highly depends upon approbation of zoning, issuing of building 

permits and provision of urban services by local governments. Urban growth boundaries 

also affect equity, as wealth is transferred from people owning land outside of the 

boundary to people owning land inside the boundary, and according to the distance from 

the boundary. This redistribution of wealth has not been proven to be more equitable than 

that which would occur in the absence of the urban growth boundary. Based on empirical 

evidence from Portland and Salem, Nelson and Knaap conclude that urban growth 

boundaries influence to some extent land values (Nelson and Knaap, 1992). 

Drawing widely applicable policy lessons from the Oregon experience, Knaap 

and Nelson (1992) conclude that urban containment policies in general and urban growth 

boundaries in particular can affect current land values and allocation.  “If future land use 

designations are firm, well known and represent a public commitment to future 

development, then participants in the marketplace can make investment decisions 
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consistent with public plans, thus resulting in a more efficient development process. If 

future use designations are not well known or, even worse, unreliable, then the potential 

for this kind of dynamic efficiency is lost” (Knaap and Nelson, 1992: 67).  

The example of Oregon suggests that urban growth boundaries have limited 

ability to manage urban growth. For instance, development taking place inside the 

boundary has displayed lower densities than planned, and inverse for development 

occurring outside. However, the processes by which urban growth boundaries are 

established and enforced will create differences in terms of the size and location of the 

boundary. In Oregon, state intervention has led to greater consistency in their effects on 

development patterns and land use values (land values and development densities higher 

inside than outside). State participation also makes urban growth boundaries more 

“circumspect” than if drawn by local governments.  

 

Impacts on Housing 

 

The literature on urban containment looks at how urban containment policies 

affect housing. Studies have looked at the impacts of these programs on variables such as 

the volume of affordable housing (low cost multifamily and attached single family 

housing), the housing prices (rank for affordable housing among nation), the median sale 

prices, and income. The main focus of many studies has been the relationship between 

growth controls and growth management, and the increase in housing prices. 

From a purely economic standpoint, urban containment programs are expected to 

lead to an increase in housing prices because of the constraint put on land availability for 

development, and therefore on land prices (Nelson, 2002; Fischel, 2002; Nelson et al., 

2002).  

Studies looking at the effects of growth controls and growth management on 

housing prices show mixed evidence. Several studies from California show that housing 

prices increased due to the presence of growth control ordinances (Schwartz, Hansen and 

Green, 1981; Dowall and Landis, 1982; Elliot, 1981; Rosen and Katz, 1981). 

Furthermore, whether communities adopt growth controls or growth management 

regimes result in differences in the housing and land markets. Flexible urban growth 
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boundaries and strict growth controls have different effects e.g. strict growth control can 

increase housing prices (Landis, 1986; Nelson, 2002). However, other studies contradict 

the idea that growth controls increase housing prices (Landis, 1992). These relates to the 

notion that growth controls do not necessarily limit growth and therefore have an effect 

on housing prices (Glickfeld and Levine, 1992; Warner and Molotch, 1995).   

Studies from Oregon show that the Portland urban growth boundary has not 

substantially increased housing prices. However, prices did rise faster from 1990 until 

1994-1996 (Downs, 2002). This suggests that the urban growth boundary had some 

effects on housing prices during this period. Urban growth boundaries do not necessarily 

increase housing prices, even if they are strictly drawn. Two explanations can account for 

the increase in housing prices in this case: the extensive drawing of the boundary and the 

economic depression taking place in the 1980s and continuing throughout the 1990s, after 

the boundary was in place (Nelson et al., 2002; Pendall, Fulton and Martin, 2002). A 

combination of a tightly drawn boundary and other factors such as job growth and rising 

incomes can cause prices to rise (Downs, 2002).  

Explanations differ regarding the reasons behind this increase in prices during the 

1990s. One explanation assumes that because of economic recession, Portland has been 

previously undervalued (Pendall, Martin and Fulton, 2002). Another explanation views 

this increase as being a consequence of speculative bidding, and not a result of the urban 

growth boundary (Phillips and Goodstein, 2000). Yet another explanation suggests that 

the entire planning system in place in Oregon has possibly produced regional amenity 

levels that have enhanced housing demands in the area, therefore suggesting that urban 

growth boundaries cause increase in housing prices when there is some strong stimulus 

on the demand side of the market as well as strong constraints on the supply side, as set 

by the boundary (Pendall, Fulton and Martin, 2002; Downs, 2001). Also the decision of 

Portland Metro not to expand the boundary in a significant way during the 1992 review 

process of the urban growth boundary, combined with a period of job increase and 

income increase, can explain a rapid increase in prices from 1990 until 1994-1996. The 

rate close to the national average after 1996 could show that Portland’s growth 

management policies have increased housing supply relative to demand (Nelson et al., 

2002).  
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Nelson et al. (2002) emphasize the idea that the effects of growth management 

policies on housing prices depend on how they are designed and implemented. Housing 

prices rise if policies restrict land supply, unless the increase in land prices is 

counterbalanced by changes in housing types or by an increase of the rate at which 

housing is built. From their comprehensive review of the academic literature on the role 

of growth management on affordable housing, Nelson et al. (2002) find that the primary 

determinant of housing prices is the market demand or strength of the housing market, 

not the land constraint. The effects of growth management policies are difficult to 

determine because of intervening factors such as variation in policy styles and 

implementation, structure of local housing market, patterns of land ownership and 

stringency of other local regulations.  

 Studies also demonstrate that urban containment programs also shift land use and 

densities in relation to housing. Trends of increasing densities, increasing volume of 

multiple family and attached single-family houses, and trends of decrease in the average 

lot size of single-family houses have been described (Knaap and Nelson, 1992; Phillips 

and Goodstein, 2000). These trends have been explained for the case of Oregon as a 

combination of market factors (increase in demand for affordable housing because of 

economic depression) and effects of the urban growth boundary and the Metropolitan 

Housing Rule
1
.  

A recent development of the research on urban containment looks at the effects of 

urban containment policies and mandatory housing elements on racial segregation. 

Nelson, Sanchez and Dawkins (2004) show evidence that urban containment, and not 

mandatory housing, contributes to the decline in percentage of racial segregation between 

1990 and 2000 in U.S. metropolitan areas. Areas that adopted strong urban containment 

policy for 10 years experienced a 1.4 percent less Anglo-African American segregation 

than those that did not, holding other causal factors constant. Therefore the authors imply 

that urban containment might be a better tool to reduce racial segregation than mandatory 

housing policies.  

                                                 
1
 The Metropolitan Housing Rule requires a modification of zoning ordinances to achieve specified 

average densities and also requires that at least 50 percent of dwelling unit capacity are in multi-family 

zones  
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Nelson et al. (2004) also measure the impacts that urban containment policies in a 

metropolitan areas had in 143 central cities from 1985 to 1995 on the change in the 

number of units per capita of single family housing, multi-family housing and residential 

additions, but also on the real change in the value of construction per capita in 

commercial additions, offices and retail/warehouses. The authors find evidence that urban 

containment of any type positively contributed to all these measures except for 

retail/warehouses construction.  

The literature displays evidence that urban containment programs lead to 

increased densities and even promote multi-family housing. However, “the overall impact 

of these changes on the metropolis as a whole depends on the way that containment 

policies work together and the level to which they direct growth into specific areas” 

(Pendall, Martin and Fulton, 2002; 32).  

 

Impacts on Location and Patterns of Development 

 

Some studies have been especially concerned with the effectiveness of urban 

containment policies in reducing sprawl. As mentioned earlier, the way containment 

programs are implemented is essential to understand their effects on the location and 

patterns of development. Tighter containment strategies tend to encourage greater 

increase in density in the areas designated for growth, as long as local policy allows it. 

Tighter containment strategies also make it more likely for growth to leapfrog outside of 

the boundary. Boundaries’ characteristics are therefore very important: a boundary tightly 

drawn and difficult to change is more likely to induce a more rapid and dramatic change 

that a boundary that is loose and flexible. Urban containment policies do not 

automatically lead to high densities inside the boundary and large-scale land conservation 

outside, because residents and property owners still have influence in those areas. 

Nelson and Moore (1996) conducted a study that proposes several variables for 

assessing the effectiveness of urban containment policies in terms of development 

patterns: contiguous pattern of growth (residential development contained by urban 

growth boundaries), density of residential development (density levels in multiple family 

zones and singles family zones, as compared to the planned densities), density and 
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configuration of exurban development adjacent to the boundary (parcel size and 

configuration of low-density urban development within one-two miles of the boundary 

and parcelization and development configuration adjacent to the boundary
2
), amount of 

vacant land developed since the adoption of urban growth boundaries (rate per year), 

amount of farmland and forest lands converted into urban use both inside and outside the 

urban growth boundary, amount of gross buildable acres within the boundary (how well 

does the annual rate match the mandatory period), increase residential densities by local 

governments, measure of boundary adjustment over the years, measure of change in 

approaches to growth management (unnecessary adjustment of the boundary every five 

year to replenish the 20-year supply), and finally amount of land classified as exception, 

in which increases in development density can be approved by governing bodies (over 

certain period of time), and which can undermine efforts to direct development into the 

urban growth boundaries.   

Drawing conclusions from their study, Nelson and Moore (1996) identify five 

issues related to development patterns, as influenced by local administration of growth 

management. The first issue relates to the development outside the boundary compared to 

the development inside. A second issue is the density and configuration of exurban 

development adjacent to urban growth boundaries. The third issue relates to whether or 

not the development of urbanizable land is achieving the densities stated in the plan. The 

fourth issue relates to the question of whether or not urban growth management 

objectives are met. The fifth and last issue relates to the development potential outside 

the urban growth boundaries (development in exception areas). 

In light of the issues revealed by their study, Nelson and Moore (1996) also 

identify several policy corrections to overcome these issues, such as prohibiting land 

divisions in urbanizable areas until urban services are available, establishing minimum as 

well as maximum densities permitted by zoning, etc. The policies recommended need to 

be imposed by the state into the local land use decision making to improve the 

consistency of implementation. Otherwise, local plans are less likely to be used as the 

                                                 
2
 According to Nelson and Moore (1996), the larger the percent of population residing within cities, the 

lower the percent of the region’s new development occurring outside of the urban growth boundary 
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basis for guiding implementation consistent with the policies defined at the state level 

(Nelson and Moore, 1996). 

Following on Oregon’s studies, Weitz and Moore (1998) find that recent 

developments inside the urban growth boundary are predominantly contiguous to the 

urban core, as stated in Oregon’s policies. However, urban development patterns can be 

improved by applying additional growth management tools that would favor 

predominantly urban core development, and would also allow for a combination of 

development that is primarily urban infill, redevelopment, or contiguous to the urban core 

over time (Weitz and Moore, 1998).  

Using a survey of 1510 jurisdictions in the 25 largest metropolitan areas of the 

United States, Pendall (1999) examines the impacts of a wide range of land-use controls 

on sprawl. In order to investigate the effects of land use controls on urban sprawl, Pendall 

(1999) creates a measure of sprawl or density calculated as the change in county 

population between 1982 and 1992 divided by the change in urbanized acres of land over 

the same time period as estimated by the National Resources Inventory. The independent 

variables fall under two main categories: land-use controls and other control variables. 

The land use control variable is defined as the percentage of land area controlled by: 

adequate public facilities ordinances, building-permit cap, low-density-only zoning, 

residential moratoria and urban growth boundaries. The other control variables are 

measures of metropolitan fragmentation, farming characteristics, housing values, local 

governments spending, transportation infrastructures and minority population.   

According to Pendall, land use will be denser if appropriate land-use controls are 

in place and other are absent
3
, farms produce valuable products

4
, municipal 

fragmentation is limited, metropolitan areas are dominated by physically extensive 

jurisdictions
5
 and have fewer municipalities, housing prices are high

6
, local governments 

                                                 
3 By hypothesis, APFO will increase compactness, low density zoning, building permit caps and moratoria 

will reduce it, and urban growth may have both results 
4 In such places farmers should outbid developers. This is the variable most importantly related to sprawl in 

the model 
5
Jurisdiction size is directly related to compactness 

6 High and rapidly growing housing prices should promote more compact development because high prices 

translate backward into high land values which promote higher densities 
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do not rely heavily on property tax to finance public services and infrastructure
7
, 

transportation accounts for smaller proportions of public spending
8
, proportion of Black 

residents is lower, and that of Hispanic residents is higher
9
. 

The findings highlight the fact that land-use controls shifting the cost of 

development away from the general public to builders are reducing sprawl. On the 

contrary, land-use controls that mandate low densities are found cumulatively to increase 

sprawl. Urban containment systems have limited cumulative effects. Urban growth 

boundaries do not have a significant effect on sprawl, neither reducing it nor inducing it. 

On the contrary, policies such as adequate public facilities ordinances, which require that 

new development should pay its own way, encourage higher densities (Pendall, 1999). 

Among the latest studies on the effectiveness of growth management programs, 

Carruthers (2002) study the impacts of growth management programs on urban form and 

property value, and in turn their impacts on infrastructure expenditures and population 

changes. Urban form is measured by density and the spatial extent of urbanized land area. 

These are said to be direct measures of the degree of sprawl of an urban area, 

characterized by the spread of development and its bulk or density. Growth management 

programs having strong consistency requirements are more likely to reduce urban sprawl, 

whereas growth management programs that do not require consistency or have weak 

enforcement procedures are more likely to contribute to the sprawl problem.  

Wassmer (2005) studies the influence of local urban containment and statewide 

growth management policies on the size of the 452 census designated urban areas in 

2000. Using the square miles of land that make up these urban areas as dependent 

variable, Wassmer finds evidence that different forms of state growth management 

(vertical, horizontal integrated and internally consistent) and urban containment, 

especially restrictive urban containment, decrease the square mile size of urbanized areas. 

The outcomes of the different forms of these policies are not equal. Only statewide 

growth management programs with vertically or horizontally integrated components are 

                                                 
7 High debt and heavy reliance on property tax promote less compact development (current residents are 

paying to subsidize new development). Per capita indebtedness and reliance on property tax are both 

associated with sprawl.   
8 Areas with long commute time should become more compact as household look for opportunities to live 

closer to work, and heavy highway expenditures in local budget should be associated with less compact 

development 
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effective in reducing the square miles size of urbanized areas. Furthermore, local urban 

containment programs that are restrictive in accommodating future population growth are 

twice as effective at reducing the square miles size of urban areas.  

Overall, studies have demonstrated that urban containment programs have shaped 

urban forms in an effective way, have contain development of urban densities, and have 

preserved farmlands and forest lands from being urbanized. However, studies also 

demonstrate that urban containment programs have resulted in lower residential densities 

at the edge of cities, and have failed to avoid leapfrogging. Furthermore, in many cases 

the development inside the boundaries has not reached the desired urban density.  

 

Impacts on Farmland Preservation  

 

Urban containment programs also have impacts on farmland preservation. Many 

states have adopted a mix of policies to preserve farmland from excessive urbanization. 

These policies include exclusive farm zones to preserve farmland for farming, urban 

growth boundaries to limit urban sprawl, exurban districts to accommodate the demand 

for rural residential development without harming commercial farm operations, farm tax 

deferral and right-to-farm laws creating incentives for farmers to keep farming, and 

comprehensive plans to legitimize these policies (Nelson, 1992).  

Again, the evidence is mixed. Studies looking at the effects of exclusive 

agricultural zoning on the value of land find that parcels under restrictions lose some of 

their value compared to unrestricted ones, therefore undermining the rationale behind the 

preservation of farmlands, and the idea that without farmland preservation, development 

will encroach upon existing farms and lower the value of their operations (Berry, 1978; 

Vaillancourt and Monty, 1985; Fischel, 1989). Farmland preservation is expected to raise 

the value of farmland by eliminating possible urban nuisances, therefore 

counterbalancing the loss due to restrictions on use of individual properties (Fischel, 

1989).  

To be considered effective, these policies must influence the land market in four 

ways. They must increase the productive value of farmland, stabilize, reduce or eliminate 

                                                                                                                                                 
9 Regions with higher percentage of black residents would become less compact (white flight) 
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consumptive value
10

, eliminate inefficient speculative value of farmland, and finally 

eliminate the impermanence syndrome (Nelson, 1992: 469). The effectiveness of 

farmland preservation policies has been assessed using variables such as the number of 

new dwellings on exclusive farm use lands (expected to decrease over time), the average 

parcel of new farm dwelling approval (expected to increase over time), the change in 

distribution of farms by size and total farm acreage, the number of commercial farms and 

acreage in commercial farms, and the ratio of commercial farms to all farms. The 

effectiveness of farmland preservation policies can also be assessed by using a farming 

vitality indicator, representing the following items: land in farms, average farm size, 

harvested cropland, irrigated farmland, nominal value per farm, nominal value per acre, 

and sale value per farm (Nelson, 1992).  

Empirical evidence of success is mixed. Early studies have revealed no substantial 

differences in farming performance between Oregon and Washington State, and the rest 

of the nation. More recent work shows that farmland policies are effective in preserving 

prime farmland from urban infringement, with Oregon gaining land in farms, whereas 

Washington and the rest of the nation lost farmlands, although farms are lost at the same 

rate (Daniels and Nelson, 1986; Nelson, 1992).  

 

Impacts on Economic Performance  

 

Land use policies also affect infrastructure expenditures indirectly through their 

impact on urban form (compact development is necessary for efficient service provision). 

The more efficient urban form sought by urban containment programs is expected to 

reduce the costs of growth by channeling new development into more efficient urban 

forms (Nelson and Duncan, 1995; Nelson and Peterman, 2000). Shaping urban form in a 

more efficient way leads to a spatial concentration of activities resulting in economic 

advantages and greater rates of economic development. Nelson and Peterman find that 

metropolitan statistical areas using growth management at least since 1982 display some 

improvement in market share (measured by personal income), as compared with other 

metropolitan areas.   

                                                 
10 Consumptive value is defined as the value of farmland tracts as a single home site (Nelson, 1992: 469) 
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The idea that compact urban development results in economic and fiscal benefits 

has been criticized on the basis that concentrated development runs counter to many 

people’s preference for low densities. Also, the idea that sprawl is costly remains 

controversial and unresolved (Audirac, Shermyen and Smith, 1990; Weitz, 1999).  

Finally, the last outcome of growth management programs is population change, 

although this effect still needs to be investigated. The argument is that policies can 

increase property values in such ways that people are priced out of land and housing 

markets (Carruthers, 2002:1963-1964). 

  The review of literature provides mixed evidence regarding the impacts of urban 

containment programs and policies on land market, housing, location and patterns of 

development, farmland preservation and economic performance. Figure 2-6 displays a 

summary of the relationships between specific containment programs and their intended 

impacts, as measured by the variables identified in the literature review. The mixed 

evidence leads to questions regarding the effectiveness of urban containment. This will 

be explored in the following section. 

 

 

EFFECTIVENESS OF AND LOCAL RESPONSE TO URBAN CONTAINMENT 

PROGRAMS 

 

 

 This section reviews the ongoing debate on the effectiveness of urban 

containment programs, and examines the importance of the local context in influencing 

effectiveness. From the previous sections, the literature emphasizes the importance of the 

characteristics of containment programs in determining their effectiveness. It also 

emphasizes the importance of the intergovernmental context in which programs take 

place, as it influences both the types of plan being adopted and its implementation. This 

section shows that the characteristics of containment programs and the presence of a state 

mandate are not the only factors influencing effectiveness. The local political context or 

local political response to state mandates and containment programs also influences the 

effectiveness of urban containment programs.  
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Current Debate on the Effectiveness of Urban Containment Programs 

 

The emerging empirical evidence concerning the impacts of urban containment 

shows positive and negative sides.  

The benefits of containing urban development within urban growth boundaries, 

urban service limits or other regulatory tools have been widely described within the 

literature. There is evidence that proper urban containment planning results in public 

facility and service saving (Nelson and Knaap, 1987), improved delivery of social 

services, more efficient transportation systems, improved interaction among economic 

activities, lower housing package costs (although with possible higher density and lower 

housing space), lower energy costs, more efficient government management (assuming 

flexible management schemes such as interlocal cooperative agreements (Nelson, 1991), 

improved interaction between social classes, improved sense of place, and preservation of 

open spaces outside urban development for farming, forestry, recreation, flood control, 

and other purposes (Knaap and Nelson, 1992; Nelson, 1991; Nelson, 1992; Phillips and 

Goodstein, 2000; Weitz and Moore, 1998; Pendall, 1999; Nelson and Peterman, 2000; 

Nelson and Duncan, 1995). 

On the other hand, urban containment causes ex-urban sprawl, is inefficient in 

managing growth, threatens existing neighborhoods, raises housing prices by making area 

more attractive and economically efficient, possibly decreases home ownership, increases 

infrastructure costs in the short term, increase local expenditures to conduct 

comprehensive planning, pushes some economic activities out and reduces opportunities 

to live on large lots (Dowall and Landis, 1982; Elliot, 1981; Fischel, 1989; Audirac, 

Shermyen and Smith, 1990; Liou and Todd, 1994; Ehrenhalt, 1997; Pendall, 1999; Weitz, 

1999; Carruthers, 2002; Nelson, 2003). Critics of growth management also argue that it 

may promote urban sprawl instead of limiting it (especially when there are containment 

programs), inflate property values and reduce population growth (Richardson and 

Gordon, 2001).  

The most widely cited example of successful compact urban form, Portland, 

Oregon, is the best illustration of this paradox. It illustrates the positive aspects of urban 

containment programs, but also the weaknesses associated with such programs.   



49

U rb an  G row th

Ph asin g

Ru ral  G ro wth

M an ag emen t

Ru ral /O pen  Sp ace
P res erv atio n

L and  M ark et

H ou sin g

L o cation  and  P at terns  
o f D ev elop men t

Farmlan d  
P res erv atio n

U rb an  Services  

an d  Facil it i es

E cono mic Perfo rman ce

- L a nd va lue 

- Dista nc e  to the  bounda ry

- Am ount  of l a nd a vai l a ble for de ve lopme nt

- Cha nge  in housing pri c e s

- Am ount  of a fforda ble  housing

- Cha nge  in housing pri c e

- Me dia n sa le  pric e

- Inc om e

- Volum e  of m ul ti -fa m i ly / a tt a c he d single

- Ave ra ge  lot  si ze  for single fa m i ly housing

-Infra st ruc ture  e xpe ndi ture s

-Pe rsona l  inc om e  

- Re side nt i a l de ve lopm e nt inside  UGB

- De nsi ty of re side nt i a l de ve lopm e nt  

- De nsi ty a nd c onfigura t ion of e xurba n de ve lopm e nt

- Am ount  of va c a nt l a nd de velope d sinc e  c onta inm e nt

- Am ount  of fa rm la nd c onve rte d to urba n use  inside  a nd 

out side  the  UGB

- Am ount  of gross bui lda ble a re a s wi thin the bounda ry

- Me a sure  of bounda ry a djustm e nt  ove r t im e

- Am ount  of l a nd cla ssi fi e d a s e xce pt ion

- Spra wl  indic a tor

- Spa t i a l  e xte nt of urba niz e d la nd a rea  

- Va lue  of fa rm la nd (produc t ive , c onsum pt ive  a nd spe c ula t ive

- Num be r of ne w dwe l l ings on e xc lusive  fa rm  use  la nd

- Ave ra ge  pa rc e l  of ne w fa rm  dwe l ling a pprova l

- Cha nge  in di st ribution of fa rm s by si ze  a nd tota l fa rm  a c re a ge

- Num be r a nd a c re a ge of c om m e rc ia l fa rm s

- Ra t io of c om m e rc ia l  fa rm s to a ll  fa rm s

- Fa rm ing vi t a li ty indic a tor (l a nd in fa rm , a ve ra ge fa rm  siz e,

ha rve ste d c ropla nd,  i rriga te d fa rm la nd, nom ina l va lue pe r fa rm ,

nom ina l  va lue pe r ac re , a nd sa le va lue  pe r fa rm )

Figure 2-6: Urban Containment Programs and their Specific Impacts 

 



On one hand, urban growth boundaries encourage more compact development 

and cheaper-to-service development, and limit sprawl. On the other hand, it is necessary 

to have restrictive zoning outside the boundaries, but also to have policies on phased 

growth within boundaries that can be changed like zoning, in order to avoid an increase 

in the cost of land if the boundaries are too tight (Daniels, 1999).  As a result, regulatory 

tools such as urban growth boundaries have become more controversial over time. 

Downzoning and maintaining non-urban zoning for the parcels on the fringes of urban 

areas in which urban growth is pushing have resulted in series of property rights lawsuits 

brought by landowners against governmental agencies. Furthermore, a debate has taken 

place between proponents of urban growth boundaries as effective tools for constraining 

growth and their opponents.  

 

Importance of the Local Context 

 

The literature on the effectiveness of urban containment programs reveals one 

fundamental aspect that cuts across studies and that needs further explanation. This 

aspect is the local response to urban containment. It relates to the idea that there is a need 

for better understanding how states, regional and local planning growth management 

systems play out from a governance perspective (DeGrove, 1984).  

The effectiveness of urban containment policies such as urban growth boundaries 

depends on their implementation. In turn, implementation depends on how local 

governments carry out state recommendations or requirements in local plans’ 

implementation e.g. drawing required urban growth boundaries either tight or loose. If 

boundaries are drawn too tight, they can result in land price inflation. When boundaries 

encompass a sufficient amount of land for future growth, there is no inflationary effect. If 

the boundaries are drawn too loose, there is no significant change in development 

patterns and no prevention of urban sprawl. A large number of variances emitted by local 

governments might also decrease the effectiveness of urban containment. Furthermore, 

the adoption of other projects and/or policies can undermine containment efforts e.g. 

approving projects inside the boundary at densities lower than planned.  
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Urban growth boundaries in Oregon are enforced jointly by local governments 

and the state, while land use controls inside and outside the boundary are enforced only 

by local governments (Knaap and Nelson, 1992). Local governments can implement land 

use plans by using building permits, zoning, road and public facility construction, 

subdivision regulation and other implementation ordinances. Therefore this creates 

variability in the management of growth and the effectiveness of the policies adopted. 

The effectiveness of state planning policies depends on the extent to which local planning 

agencies administer local plans consistent with the state’s interests and respond to state 

oversight (DeGrove, 1984; Nelson and Moore, 1996). This is consistent with the 

argument that land use issues such as zoning and politics are inseparable (Weaver and 

Babcock, 1979).  

Evidence from Oregon shows the difficult political process of drawing urban 

growth boundaries, which in turn affect the development patterns in specific areas e.g. 

development at lower densities than permitted (Moore and Nelson, 1994). The size of 

urban growth boundaries is essential because too little land can lead to land price 

inflation and too much land does not prevent urban sprawl. Counties allowing too much 

development in exclusive farm use and forest zones, development inside the urban 

growth boundary at lower densities than those indicated in plans and development 

regulations, and emission of variances, are some of the issues occurring in practice 

(Nelson, 1994).  

For a long time local governments adopted and implemented land-use regulations, 

often according to their own orientation toward growth. Within a state mandate 

framework, local governments still have this authority, but constrained by the state 

mandate. What they think was their right is no longer their own. This in turn leads to the 

problem of local compliance with and implementation of state mandates, even when 

these mandates are well established (Dalton, 1989; Burby et al., 1997; Burby and Dalton, 

1997; Burby et al., 1998). Evidence suggests that commitment to comply with 

regulations from regulated entities is more efficient than enhancing the capacity to 

enforce from state agencies (Burby et al., 1998). Commitment is better obtained through 

voluntary compliance, rather than enforced compliance or at least it has a positive 
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influence on commitment to comply (Burby et al., 1998). However, commitment needs to 

be built and obtained. This can be difficult when the situation at the local level is tense.  

Several studies show the evidence of inconsistencies in the application of growth 

management programs at the local level (Carruthers, 2002). In a comparative study of the 

effectiveness of growth management programs, Carruthers concludes that Florida’s 

planning mandate, requiring plans at the municipal level along with vertical, horizontal 

and internal consistency, is surprisingly ineffective and that the extend of urbanized land 

has in fact increased over time. Two main explanations have been advanced to explain 

the ineffectiveness of Florida’s program despite its comprehensive scope. First, the 

concurrency requirement might have in fact contributed to leapfrog development (Turner, 

1990; Carruthers, 2002). Concurrency is a legal requirement that local governments may 

not issue a development order unless the order will not degrade mandated service levels 

for six kinds of public facilities (DeGrove, 1992: 7). Second, there is a widespread non-

compliance among local jurisdictions. Deyle and Smith (1998), looking at coastal storm 

hazard policies, conclude that local officials in many Florida communities are unaware or 

pay little attention to these policies. These behaviors suggest that the strength or 

substance of the state planning mandate does not have much consequence without local 

commitment to the policies contained in the plan (Deyle and Smith, 1998). Finally, the 

substantial variation in the degree to which the communities meet planning requirements 

is reinforced by the selective application of state’s coercive powers (Carruthers, 2002).  

Kang and Feiock (2006) look at the implementation of growth management 

policy in Florida cities in terms of zoning approval and regulatory policy enforcement. 

Their study investigates the extent to which city governments vary in their 

implementation of land use policies and how local demands, political institutions and 

community contexts influence implementation of growth management (Kang and Feiock, 

2006: 86). One of their main arguments is that even communities with the same land use 

policies can implement them in different ways. Variations in implementation result in 

divergent outcomes and differences in terms of whether cities facilitate and accommodate 

development or manage and restrict development. Kang and Feiock (2006) state that 

growth management relies on the ability of government to act independently of the 

growth machine and anti-growth coalition forces and to institutionalize regulatory and 
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planning powers so that it can manage the benefits and costs of growth. However, 

problems relate to the degree of state intervention in local decision-making and the extent 

to which local jurisdictions comply to state standards. Using a political market approach, 

Kang and Feiock find that implementation (zoning request approval and regulatory 

enforcement) is shaped by community demands e.g. median income, home ownership, 

percent of Democrats, and municipal context e.g. county comprehensive planning 

expenditures, rather than incentives from political institutions e.g. form of government, 

council size.  

In terms of growth management and the regulation and enforcement of rules in 

Florida, the state develops the land use regulations (consistency and enforcement), and 

the local governments develop their land use regulations and their monitoring and actual 

enforcement. In their review of the implementation records of the Florida concurrency 

requirement from 1985 to 2000, Ben Zadok and Gale (2001) find that “state and local 

bureaucrats resorted to ambiguous and case-by-case flexible practices to maintain the 

political feasibility of concurrency and accommodate local pressure” (p. 864). The main 

example of such behavior is transportation and road construction. These practices led to 

what the authors refer to as the breakdown of the concurrency requirement. In terms of 

enforcement, the review shows that many discretionary exceptions with regards to 

demands and support from local officials and developers. The difficulties of 

implementing Florida’s concurrency requirement have become apparent through a series 

of relatively weak and variable local responses (Ben Zadok and Gale, 2001: 864).   

These examples are consistent with the three main theoretical arguments related 

to implementation: the policy type, the political and bureaucratic pressures on regulatory 

agencies and the interactive rather than hierarchical nature of the implementation process 

(Dalton, 1989). Often regulatory agencies are left with the details of how to apply 

legislative intentions to individual situations, or to pass questions along to the court. This 

situation brings uncertainty, which in turn may lead staff agencies to be overly cautious 

in administering a law or even adopt a favorable attitude toward the group they attempt to 

control. This occurs because public interest and support for regulation decline over time, 

and the public can be satisfied with the symbolic act of getting the legislation adopted 

(Sabatier, 1975; Edelman, 1964). This can lead to the phenomenon of agency’s capture in 
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which the policies pursued coincide with the preferences expressed by those being 

regulated (Sabatier, 1975). Continuum of regulatory policies ranges from policing to 

balancing and self-regulating
11

. This applies for land use as well. Land-use policies can 

be considered as self-regulating policies by stabilizing a very fragmented and volatile 

market, therefore allowing in some cases to help maintaining monopoly power of large 

developers e.g. San Francisco Bay area. This is similar when regulatory policies are 

combined with redistributive policies.  

The implementation of urban containment programs is clearly linked to the 

political pressures exercised at the local level. Local governments are part of a local 

political system that needs to be assessed in order to understand and evaluate urban 

containment programs adoption, implementation and effectiveness.  

 

Summary 

 

The literature review focused on four main categories of urban containment 

programs: urban services and facilities, urban growth phasing, rural growth management 

and rural/open space preservation.  

Each of these programs uses different policies to reach different goals e.g. 

containing urban growth, linking infrastructures to development, protecting farmland and 

open spaces, etc. So these programs vary in terms of their content (the type of policies 

they include), but also in terms of their strength. The more policies included in the 

programs, the stronger these programs are.  

Urban containment programs are also influenced by the intergovernmental 

context in which they take place. The intergovernmental context is characterized by the 

presence or absence of a state planning mandate, its features, and by the degree of 

regulatory fragmentation.   

Taking all their characteristics into account, urban containment programs have 

impacts on five main types of outcomes, all interrelated: land market, housing, location 

and patterns of development, farmland preservation and economic performance. Each of 

                                                 
11 Policing refers to changing one group’s behaviour to benefit other. Balancing refers to seeking to modify 

the behaviour of the regulated but not such as to cause economic disruption. Self-regulating refers to 

constraining members of a group for the benefit of the group as a whole, often affecting others in a negative 

way as a result 
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these outcomes can be measured by using a wide array of variables described in the 

literature. Figure 2-7 displays the relationships between the intergovernmental context, 

the urban containment programs, and their expected outcomes, as identified in the 

literature. 

The empirical evidence of the impacts of urban containment programs, as 

compared to the desired outcomes, is mixed. As a result, the effectiveness of such 

programs becomes questionable. It appears that the impacts of urban containment 

programs vary according to the degree to which these programs are well implemented. 

The implementation of such programs is influenced by the local context in which they 

take place. However, it is difficult to judge the extent of this influence, as evidence is 

scattered and contextual.  

Therefore it is necessary to turn to another set of literature to understand what 

happens at the local level e.g. how the local context affects the adoption and 

implementation of urban containment programs. If some groups, as suggested by the 

literature, influence the adoption and implementation, which ones are they? Do they 

really have an impact on the adoption and implementation of urban containment 

programs? How can we explain that urban containment programs are successful or not 

from a political perspective? These issues will be investigated in Chapter Three.  
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Figure 2-7: Relationships between Intergovernmental Context, Urban Containment Programs and Expected Outcomes

 



CHAPTER THREE: THE POLITICS OF URBAN 

CONTAINMENT 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Whether urban containment policies are required or encouraged by state 

legislation or adopted at the local level, these specific land-use programs reflect active 

political, economic and social forces in the body politics (Knaap and Nelson, 1992: 187). 

In that sense, the study of containment programs put into light the power relationships 

existing between the different private and public entities involved in the decision-making 

and implementation processes. These forces generate the momentum for reform and 

shape the procedures and instruments of changes. The adoption and implementation of 

growth management policies are highly political processes. Therefore it requires an 

appropriate conceptual framework to investigate such phenomenon. This chapter 

develops such a framework, beginning with the examination of the growth machine and 

regime theory as theoretical approaches framing land-use politics.   

The following sections provide a review of the most recent theoretical and 

empirical developments of the growth machine theory and regime theory as well as a 

review of the empirical evidence on the sources of adoption and implementation of 

growth control policies. Finally, this section concludes with the elaboration of a 

conceptual framework, which integrates elements of growth machine theory and regime 

theory, along with other dimensions identified by the most recent developments of these 

models. This conceptual framework will provide the basis to examine the implementation 

of urban containment programs at the local level and to better understand how local 

politics plays a significant role in both the adoption and implementation process of such 

policies. 
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OVERVIEW OF GROWTH MACHINE AND REGIME THEORY 

 

 

This section provides an overview of the growth machine model of land use 

policies and governance, as well as an overview of regime theory, which builds on the 

arguments of the growth machine. Both theories are concerned with the relationships 

between public and private elites or actors to explain urban politics and posit an inherent 

conflict between the business community and residents over growth policies. The section 

highlights the main arguments of both approaches, but also their weaknesses. Finally it 

presents the recent evolutions of both the growth machine and regime theory.  

 

 

Growth Machine Model of Local Governance 

 

The growth machine model of local land-use politics has emerged in response to 

the pluralist and elitist conceptions of community power developed around the 1950s. In 

the view of the growth machine, local governments have extensive authority and fiscal 

responsibility for land use decisions, revenues, and levels of urban services. Cities need 

to maximize exchange value of their commodities (land) while also maintaining quality 

of life, thus enduring a tension where urban groups compete to maximize their respective 

uses. The growth machine views the city as the expression of land-based elite, as a 

mosaic of competing interests capable of strategic coalition and action (Molotch, 1976). 

The growth machine literature focuses on the analysis of the relationships between local 

political, social and business elites coalescing around various development projects. 

Those seeking to maximize exchange value of land have structural advantages in urban 

decision-making. Political and business coalitions are united behind the ideology of 

growth and seek to pursue, via collective action, policy that creates the conditions for 

growth (Molotch, 1976; Logan and Molotch, 1984).  

The overriding communality and the unifying theme of urban politics is the 

interest in growth. Growth machine activists assert that growth strengthens the local tax 

base, create new jobs, provide resources to solve existing social problems, meet the 

housing needs caused by natural population growth, and allow the market to serve public 

tastes in housing, neighborhood and commercial development.  
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The growth machine logic is said to present a structural asymmetry. People who 

participate in local politics have much to gain and lose. The best represented, organized 

and unified group is said to be the business sector, and elected officials are confronted 

with this. Thus, a mutually symbiotic relationship is forged that is in the interest of both 

groups to maintain institutions that promote the city. Power and access to decision-

making is not symmetrical and urban growth is the result of this uneven tension, which 

stratifies places according to the ease with which it can attract capital. Planners are said to 

be at the service of the growth machine.  

Community elites such as local businessmen form a coalition devoted to the goal 

of promoting growth because of the tangible economic outcomes that will derive from it 

e.g. increased markets and property values. According to Molotch (1976), although the 

basic purpose is to allow the community to compete with other communities for 

increased, growth, very few residents really benefit from the community growth, besides 

local elites. Tax burdens increase during growth periods, and the commonly expected 

benefits, lower unemployment rate, does not occur. Therefore the local elites have 

convinced residents that the quality of life improves with growth when it actually 

deteriorates (Molotch, 1976; Lyon et al.,1981).  

The growth machine model (Figure 3-1) asserts a strong positive relationship 

between business power and population growth. Although there are other types of growth 

that can be considered besides population growth, population growth has been seen as a 

key variable of the growth machine model. It is expected that the greater the power of 

local business is, the greater the local growth. The model also specifies that business 

strength will reduce the tax rate and the power of unions. The tax rate (also referred to as 

burden or effort) is a ratio of local governmental revenues to local property values. The 

higher the revenues and the lower the property values, the higher the tax rate.  

Union power is measured by an index that estimates the perceived influence of 

unions in local decision-making. In addition, it is expected that population growth will 

have effects on other policy outputs. As the growth rate increases, the model predicts 

increases in tax rate and per capita expenditures, a decrease in net revenues and no 

change in employment. Growth is also expected to increase property values and thereby 

benefit the business elites that promote it ((Molotch, 1976: 311-325).  
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Figure 3-1: Growth Machine Model (Adapted from Lyon et al., 1981) 
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However, the numerous problems brought by uncontrolled development, traffic 

congestion, air and water pollution, increased crime, social unrest, higher costs of living, 

and a decline in the quality of life (Feagin, 1988; Vogel and Swanson, 1989), have 

created dissatisfaction that resulted in movements to oppose, slow or regulate growth, so 

called anti-growth movements (Vogel and Swanson, 1989; Logan and Molotch, 1984). 

The growth objective is not in the interest of the entire community, contrary to Peterson’s 

argument (1981) whose work derives from Tiebout’ public choice approach (1956).  

According to Peterson (1981), the adoption of development policies is a response 

to economic need. Cities that experience economic decline are more likely to pursue 

economic development policies (this is also referred to as the model of spatial influence). 

It outlines a broad theme of research, that is to say the omnipresent imperative of city 

pursuit of economic development. Cities are limited by their reliance on property tax 

base, with increasing fiscal strain cities are in position of competing with other cities for 

mobile industries. Cities within a region must pursue developmental policy that seeks to 

enhance the economic position of the city. The pursuit of development is in the interest of 

the city as a whole and is a rationale response to a market economy, nonetheless with 

some negative externalities. 

The growth machine literature suggests that often those at the forefront of the 

local decision-making are not representative of the entire community. Growth is seen as 

the transfer of wealth and quality of life from the general public to certain segments of 

the local elite. The enduring function of urban politics is the battle between “use” versus 

“exchange” value (Logan and Molotch, 1987). Patterns of development are the result of 

the preferences of the growth coalition and its subsequent conflicts with other actors such 

as environmental groups, residents, whose interests are driven by promoting use value. 

This results in economic stratification or class disparity at the local level.  

Ultimately, the debate over growth is a struggle for controlling the built 

environment between growth machine activists, the city-based elites favoring growth as a 

way to increase their profits, and anti-growth coalitions, composed of local citizens 

organized to resist the pro-growth forces (Molotch, 1976; Logan and Molotch, 1987; 

Pierannunzi, 1989).  
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Regime Theory 

 

Building on the arguments of the growth machine, regime theory envisions a 

situation where a coalition of government officials and other groups is formed at the local 

level to meet social production goals
12

 rather than exercising social control (Stone, 1980; 

Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002). Regime theory and the growth machine arguments are 

similar in the identification of local political struggles, the organization, mobilization and 

resource base of contentious local groups, and the resolution of discrete political issues as 

determinative of local policy (Goetz, 1994: 87). Both regime theory and the growth 

machine posit an inherent conflict between business community and residents over 

growth policy (Molotch, 1976; Logan and Molotch, 1987; Elkin, 1987: Stone, 1989; 

Logan et al., 1997).  

Regime theory states that there is a relationship between the public sector and the 

private sector with priorities revolving around the attraction and investment of mobile 

capital (Stone, 1989; Stocker, 1995; Reese and Rosenfeld, 2001). Regimes are made of 

governmental and non-governmental actors having access to institutional resources. More 

specifically, urban regime is defined as the formal arrangements by which public bodies 

and private interests function together in order to be able to make and carry out governing 

decisions (Stone, 1989). These actors work together within an informal network in order 

to achieve a common goal. Regime theory assumes that the effectiveness of local 

governments depends on their ability to marshal governmental and nongovernmental 

resources. Governments depend on resources of the private sector and the private sector 

is dependent on government actions, especially with regards to land-use decisions 

(Feagin, 1988). This interrelationship is essential to understand how coalitions can take 

place even in the context of state growth management regulations.  

Regime theory asserts that there is a division of labor between state and market in 

which the private sector owns the means of production while the government is subject to 

popular control (Elkin, 1987; Stone, 1980). Regime theory is said to be concerned with 

the interface between the public and private sectors. The regime is the organism that 

                                                 
12 Social production goals refer to the ideas of making things happen in a community, gather resources, 

bring interests together, and enact and implement policies 
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mediates the relationships between popular control and private control of the economy 

(Stone, 1993; 1998; Jones, 2002). 

Regime theory focuses on the many issues at play in urban politics (social, 

cultural, environmental) and believes that local action can make a difference in the 

economic life of city. Economic forces shape and are shaped by local politics (Stone, 

1989). The importance of cultural and historical trends and how local social, political and 

economic relations are created and maintained are key components of regime theory. 

There are two aspects to this. First, government is elected by popular will, not just 

economic interests. Simultaneously, private interests drive the economy. A regime 

bridges government institutions and a fluid economy, that is to say the division of labor 

between the market and the state. Regime theory sees public policy shaped by three 

factors: the composition of governing coalitions, the mature relationship behind its 

members, and the resources members bring to the coalition (Stone, 1993).  

To achieve the desired outcomes, governing alliances need to generate and 

manage resources necessary to govern. Regime capacity defines the coalition’s ability to 

reach its goals. Capacity is depending on two elements: the cohesiveness of leadership or 

civic cooperation and the organizational resources (funding and staff). Cohesive 

coalitions with a strong consensus on the governing tasks and strategies will increase 

regime cooperation and coordination. Less cohesive coalitions will face difficulties 

coordinating and implementing governing strategies (Figure 3-3).  

Regime formation, according to Stone, results from “cooperative relations that are 

based on tacit understandings, selective incentives, and small opportunities” (DiGaetano 

and Klemanski, 1993: 59). In response to this argument, it is said that political consensus, 

defined as shared conceptions among regime participants about which tasks to focus on 

and which governing strategies to adopt, is very important for creating and sustaining 

cooperative arrangements among coalition partners (DiGaetano and Klemanski, 1993). 

This is consistent with the argument that politics of economic development policy 

adoption are expected to be consensual (Molotch, 1976; Elkin, 1987; Donovan, 1993).  
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Fundamental to regime theory are the notions of systemic power and pre-emptive 

power (Stone, 1980; 1989). Each local system varies in its response to systemic power 

interests (in time and by issue). In market society, governments are strongly predisposed 

toward the preference of business leaders. Systemic power is defined as the dimension of 

power in which durable features of the socio-economic system give advantages and 

disadvantages to groups in ways predisposing public officials to favor some interests at 

the expense of others (Stone, 1980: 80). 

Favored groups are usually the ones concerned with economic growth, while 

other groups are more interested in redistribution (Jones, 2002: 2). Business interests are 

likely to exercise a privileged influence on the policy agenda, as they control productive 

resources. This privileged position allows them to exercise pre-emptive power (deriving 

from systemic power), that is to say the capacity to occupy, to hold and to make use of a 

strategic position (Stone, 1988: 83). The state-market division tends to endorse private 

interests with the capacity for pre-emption or the capacity to occupy a strategic position 

(Jones, 2002: 2). It is said that systemic power creates the conditions in which pre-

emption can occur. Pre-emption itself depends on the exercise of those capacities.  

Regime theory classifies regimes systematically according to the character of 

local politics, that is to say the composition of the governing coalition, and the balance of 

power among competing coalitions, usually referred to as pro-growth and anti-growth 

groups or coalitions (Logan et al., 1997: 606). The variation in the type of political 

regime or coalition found at the local level is said to have an impact on the type of 

policies being adopted (depending on the nature of the agenda being promoted) and on 

their implementation.  

The literature displays a great number of typologies of regime. These typologies 

have helped framing the process of inquiry and erect a conceptual apparatus to critically 

evaluate how certain coalitions use institutional means and the maintenance of direct 

electoral support and political power to forge urban policy in their favor (reference). The 

Fainstein and Fainstein (1986) typology consists of directive, concessionary and 

conserving regimes. The emphasis is on the historical time periods in which regimes take 

place. Directive regimes (1950-1964) encouraged development through the domination of 

government and business. Concessionary regime (196-1974) presented the same features, 
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but also some policy concession to lower-class interests. Finally, conserving regimes 

(1975 until now) are dominated by elites who encourage a more conservative fiscal 

agenda.  

  Elkin’s typology (1987) consists of federalist, pluralist and entrepreneurial 

regimes, and is based on both time and geography. Pluralist regimes were found in the 

Midwest and Northwest during the 1960s and are similar to directive regimes. Federalist 

regimes were prevalent during the 1960s and 1970s and are similar to the concessionary 

regime, in terms of their emphasis on redistribution of benefits to lower classes. Finally, 

entrepreneurial regimes, located mostly in the South after World War II, are similar in 

composition and emphasis to the growth machine.  

Stone’s typology (1989) consists of corporate, progressive, and caretaker regimes. 

Stone’s typology is one of the most commonly used references within the regime 

literature. Corporate regimes include governmental officials in governing coalitions with 

interests represented by the growth machine (realtors, bankers, developers, and other land 

interests). The main governmental goal is to attract business by offering incentives and 

employing land-based strategies. Caretaker regimes usually involve citizen groups or 

neighborhood interests and small/local businesses. The main goal is to limit activities and 

initiatives and therefore taxes. Progressive regimes require higher educational levels 

among citizens and significant citizen involvement. The policies supported aim to 

increase the amenities and redistribute benefits of development (Stone, 1989). The 

original Stone’s typology was expanded later to four categories, developmental, 

maintenance, middle-class progressive, and lower-class opportunity regimes (Stone, 

1993).  

However, because these typologies have failed to capture all the variations in the 

character of the dominant policy orientation of local governments, the process of 

qualifying regime assumptions and expanding regime typologies has continued 

(DiGaetano and Klemanski, 1991; Turner, 1992; Stone, 1993; Sites 1997; Imbroscio 

1998).  

Some typologies offer a departure from the growth machine model and the early 

typologies such as Elkin (1987). In these alternative views, the momentum for growth is 

tempered by concerns about its negative consequences. DiGaetano and Klemanski (1991) 
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and Turner (1992) both propose a continuum of regime types. This continuum includes at 

one end the facilitator or pro-growth regime that promotes a pro-growth agenda. The 

growth management or director regime is a regime in which community groups dominate 

or strike a balance with pro-growth land interests. In this case, zoning is used to regulate 

growth, with environmental constraints that are more or less stringent (Logan et al., 1997: 

607). This goes along with the idea that growth management can appear to provide a 

compromise between market-driven growth and no-growth that can satisfy both the 

environmental groups and the developers (Vogel and Swanson, 1989: 67). The other end 

of the continuum is marked by the existence of exclusionary regimes, in which dominant 

residential interests impose stronger controls e.g. highly restrictive zoning. This 

continuum reflects the range of growth strategies found in suburban regions and 

documented by the literature, where suburbs can compete for economic development but 

can also restrict it (Logan, 1976; Johnston, 1980; Donovan, Neiman and Brumbaugh, 

1994).  

Other interesting variation from the traditional typologies are illustrated by the 

work of Stoker and Mossberger (1994), Ramsay (1996), Kantor, Savitch and Haddock, 

(1997), Dowding et al. (1999), DiGaetano and Klemanski (1993). Stoker and Mossberger 

(1994) differentiate three types of regimes, organic, instrumental and symbolic. While the 

first two are similar to the caretaker and developmental regimes, the symbolic regimes 

focus on changing local images (transitional regimes forming during periods of local 

revitalization). Kantor, Savitch and Haddock (1997) describe a set of different regimes: 

planner, distributor, clientelist, commercial, and free enterprise. These regimes can be 

identified by their bargaining environments, which are structured by the positional 

advantage between the public and private sectors, and include aspects of democratic 

conditions, market positions and intergovernmental environments of cities (Kantor, 

Savitch and Haddock, 1997: 350).   

DiGaetano and Klemanksi (1993) associate modes of governance with five types 

of regime defined by their political orientation toward economic development, and which 

are not mutually exclusive types. Market-led pro-growth regimes facilitate development 

by reducing government planning, regulation of business and taxes, and provision of 

necessary infrastructures. Government-led pro-growth regimes stimulate development by 
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providing public subsidies and other incentives to businesses. Growth management 

regimes attempt to minimize the negative effects of growth on the quality of life by using 

planning and other land-use powers to limit or direct urban development. Social reform 

regimes encourage a balance of neighborhood and downtown development by using 

exactions on private development and/or public resources. Finally, caretaker regimes, 

being fiscally conservative, offer routine provision of services by avoiding issues of 

economic development.  

Table 3-1 illustrates an example of typology developed by DiGaetano and 

Klemanski (1999), based on Stone’s original typology. It shows that according to the 

different governing agendas, the strategies and goals will differ, as well as the tools used 

to reach such goals. Urban governing agendas encompass the strategies and policies 

formulated by governing coalitions (DiGaetano and Klemanski, 1999). It also shows the 

relationships between who governs (coalition composition) and what they seek to 

accomplish (agenda).  

This profusion of typologies has lead Stoker and Mossberger (2000) to express 

concerns about regime theory being stretched beyond its original definition. Stoker and 

Mossberger argue that regimes must have specific characteristics to be qualified as such: 

they must be informal yet stable coalitions with access to resources, they must contain 

governmental and business actors (therefore cutting across the public and private sectors), 

they cannot be assumed to exist in all cities, they have distinctive policy agendas and they 

are based on a history of consensus and selected incentives (Stoker and Mossberger, 

2000: 5).  

Furthermore, there are doubts concerning some regimes’ ability to succeed in 

being effective and overcome pro-development regimes e.g. growth management 

regimes. Concerns have arisen about the necessity for anti-growth regimes to cop 

with/negotiate with business because of its control of key resources (DeLeon, 1992; 

Stone, 1989; Swanstrom, 1985), but also the effectiveness of anti-growth regimes to 

actually stop growth and do more than simply engaging in symbolic politics (Vogel and 

Swanstrom, 1989).  
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Table 3-1: Governing Agendas in Urban Development Politics  

 

Governing 

Agenda/Composition 

Governing Strategies  Programmatic Tools 

Pro-growth  

 

Elected officials, 

development 

professionals, and 

powerful economic leaders  

Regional Capital  

 

Industrial Development 

Reduce government 

regulation of business, 

reduce taxes, provide 

public subsidies, and 

provide necessary 

services and 

infrastructures 

 

 Human Capital  Provide educational 

and/or employment 

programs to upgrade the 

skills of the work force 

Growth management  

 

Elected officials, 

planners, middle-class 

preservationists, or 

environmentalists 

Growth control  Use planning and land-use 

powers to regulate the 

kind and rate of growth  

 Environmental improvement Develop programs and 

policies that facilitate 

improvements in the built 

environment and/or green 

space 

Social reform  

 

Elected officials, 

progressive development 

and planning 

professionals, and lower 

class community activists  

Community development  Use a mixture of public 

and private resources for 

affordable housing and 

job opportunities for 

disadvantaged 

neighborhoods  

 Human investment  Target disadvantaged 

groups and individuals 

with educational 

training, and employment 

programs  

Caretaker  

 

Fiscally conservative 

elected and professional 

officials and small 

property owners  

Routine service provision Limit or reduce role of 

government in development 

and other strategic 

decision-making processes 

 

From: DiGaetano and Klemanski, 1999: 7 
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These concerns are consistent with the issues raised by Molotch (1988), Logan 

and Zhou (1989) and Warner and Molotch (1995). The appearance of more restrictive 

regimes can mask a pro-growth reality where developers adapt to growth controls by 

promoting responsible growth rather than growth limitation (Logan et al., 1997: 609). 

Therefore research is still needed to measure the strength and capacity of pro-growth and 

anti-growth regimes, and to distinguish clearly the balance of power between 

stakeholders in terms of the local policies being adopted.  

 

 

EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE ON THE DETERMINANTS OF GROWTH CONTROLS 

ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION  

 

 

The research on land-use politics and policies focuses on two main themes: the 

sources leading to the adoption of growth related policies, especially the influence of 

governing coalitions and the context in which these coalitions emerge, and the effects of 

policies and politics on specific outcomes e.g. population growth. Each of these themes 

will be reviewed in detail in the following sections, with a strong emphasis on growth 

control policies. 

 

 

Local Sources of Adoption of Growth Control Policies 

 

The research on growth politics focuses on the sources of different growth 

coalitions and growth policies. Studies have concentrated on both growth policies and 

economic development policies. Several sources have been identified to explain the 

adoption of growth control policies. These sources are not antagonistic but rather interact 

with each other.  

A large amount of the literature deals with the determinants of the adoption of 

economic development policies, especially the existence of groups favoring development. 

Most research on growth politics uses indicators of municipal policy rather than studying 

the character of local coalitions or regimes. The critical defining characteristic of each 

type of regime is the relative strength, coherence and organization of the local pro-growth 
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coalition. Often the regime is treated as an independent variable, and the interest focuses 

on its consequences for growth policies and growth outcomes (Logan et al., 1997: 610). 

In their study of the adoption of economic development policies by large cities, 

Clingermayer and Feiock (1990) operationalize the notion of growth coalition by looking 

at the level of activity of civic and business organizations, whether or not there is an 

overarching or elite organization leading development efforts or coordinating the 

activities of other community groups, the level of activity of neighborhood groups, and 

whether or not local media were supportive of economic development efforts 

(Clingermayer and Feiock, 1990: 544). The authors use a nation-wide survey instrument 

of public officials responsible for economic development. Their findings show that all 

indicators examined significantly predict economic development policy adoption.  

Clark and Goetz (1994) use survey indicators of the political influence of business 

that appear to be unrelated with the adoption of growth control policies, for instance how 

frequently the city has responded in a positive way to business preferences in budget 

decisions. Lyon et al. (1981) use some rating by key informants of the business influence 

on several issues (urban renewal, mayoral elections, air pollution and anti-poverty 

activities) that turns out to be related to population growth.  

The municipal bureaucracy also plays a role in pro-growth coalitions by acting as 

a stabilizing force that display a favorable attitude toward development proposals (Logan 

et al., 1997). Studies have shown that the presence of economic development 

organizations and the size of the local bureaucracy are significant predictors of 

development promotion actions and the promotion of development incentives (Rubin, 

1986; Fleischmann, Green and Kwong, 1992). Studies have also suggested that the 

bureaucratic capacity of city agencies in controlling growth is a limiting factor for the 

effectiveness of more restrictive local regimes (Calavita, 1992; Horan, 1991: Goetz, 

1994). 

Among the recent attempts to empirically investigate the adoption of growth 

policies, Basalo (2000) test two competing explanations for city spending on economic 

development versus affordable housing. One explanation is the inter-city competition 

model based on the arguments developed by Tiebout (1956) and Peterson (1981). The 

other explanation is the local politics model, which encompasses notions of growth 
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machine, regime theory, interest group and political culture (Basalo, 2000:3). Basalo tests 

for the significance of the local politics model by using a measure of the business 

influence (subjective estimation based on the perceptions of economic development 

professionals) and a measure of elected officials’ support for economic development. 

Two institutional factors supporting the local politics model are also included: the form 

of government, either strong mayor or city council, and the existence (or not) of an 

economic development plan. 

Findings show that the support of local officials for economic development and 

the existence of formal economic development plans influence the tendency to spend 

more on economic development versus affordable housing. The influence of business on 

development activities is not significant. Cities with higher levels of competition are 

likely to spend more money on economic development, but the effects of inter-city 

competition on the propensity to spend more revenues on economic development versus 

affordable housing are weaker compared to the political variables (Basalo, 2000). Basalo 

concludes that results from the analysis support a synthesis of the public choice argument 

and the local politics argument (Basalo, 2000). 

The research on the opposition to growth, or community mobilization, takes for 

granted the existence of a pro-growth coalition and therefore focuses on the degree of 

contestation by other actors. The possible variations in types of growth coalitions and 

growth-related policies relate to the relative success of anti-growth groups or actors 

(Logan et al., 1997: 611). These groups can influence the adoption of growth control 

policies. Case studies have shown evidence of the growth machine being challenged by 

anti-growth coalitions in the Sunbelt and the Snowbelt (Trounstine and Christensen, 

1982; Vogel and Swanson, 1989; Swanstrom, 1985). This is an important factor, as pro-

growth coalitions can be diminished or can crystallize because of existing opposition. 

Clark and Goetz (1994) find that the strength of anti-growth movements is key to the 

political process underlying growth politics. Their study of California cities shows that 

anti-growth coalitions are present in 26 percent of the cases and that these groups have a 

significant impact on the type of growth strategies adopted at the local level (Clark and 

Goetz, 1994).  
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In what context these coalitions emerge? Two determinants have been considered: 

the interests and the influence of residents, that is to say their power and status, and the 

sentiments and cultural systems that guide the pursuit of local use values (Logan and 

Molotch, 1987: 123). Studies of community mobilization (based on the attitudes of 

residents or politicians toward growth or on the existence of an organized opposition to 

growth) and studies of local politics support the view that wealthy neighborhoods are 

more effective at protecting the use value of their neighborhoods than poor and minority 

neighborhoods because of their capacity to mobilize successfully, as they display political 

and financial resources, residential stability, social homogeneity, and organizations long 

in place (Clark and Goetz, 1994; Clingermayer and Feiock, 1991; Donovan, 1993, Goetz, 

1994). The presence of an anti-growth coalition or active neighborhood association has 

an effect on growth control strategies but also on the amount of subsidies provided to 

business investors (Clingermayer and Feiock, 1991; Clark and Goetz, 1994). Levels of 

economic development adoption have been proved to be lower in cities where there is 

more controversy over development issues, which is more likely to occur in higher-

income cities (Donovan, 1993). Such cities are more likely, for instance, to adopt 

alternative development policies that redirect benefits to the community at large (Goetz, 

1994). 

Anti-growth movements are more likely to emerge in communities where 

residents have higher levels of education, income, and occupations in professional and 

high-tech professions, but also higher rates of home-ownership (Protash and Baldassare, 

1983; Clark and Goetz, 1994). These factors have been linked to the emergence of a new 

political culture that emphasizes social concerns and consumption over fiscal issues and 

promote the protection of the local environment and quality of life over economic 

development (Clark and Goetz, 1994). Growth control policies appear to be adopted in 

communities which display anti-growth sentiments or in which mobilization is greater. 

High average education and income, public movement against development, 

socioeconomic status and residential stability are factors that explain the adoption of 

growth control policies (Protash and Baldassare; 1983; Clark and Goetz, 1994). 

Community mobilization directly affects the adoption of policies to restrict densities and 

local land use. 
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Politics of local economic development policy adoption are expected to be 

consensual, with greater consensus leading to a greater number of economic development 

policies adopted (Molotch, 1976; Elkin, 1987; Wong, 1988; Donovan, 1993). 

Controversy, conflict and local mobilization of community residents against uncontrolled 

development may restrain development promotion (Baldassare, 1985; Donovan and 

Neiman, 1992; Logan and Zhou, 1990; Baldassare and Protash, 1982).  

According to Donovan, controversy can take two forms: it can relate to conflict 

over the path of development, growth and community change, in relation to higher status 

groups hostile to local growth and community change (Donovan, 1993: 391; Logan and 

Molotch, 1987; Molotch and Logan, 1984). It can also relate to the presence of groups in 

need of jobs and/or better access to jobs, putting pressure on elected officials to promote 

development who in turn would put pressure on local agencies to implement such 

policies (Donovan, 1993). Constructing an indicator of public controversy around local 

economic development issues and measuring controversy in term of the perceptions of 

local economic development officials
13

, Donovan demonstrates that higher levels of 

controversy lead to a decrease in development policies adopted (Donovan, 1993). Cities 

in which officials identified controversy displayed lower levels of policy activism
14

. 

Controversy is linked to the presence of high status groups, income and important 

neighborhood groups. There is also some evidence that controversy might be associated 

with groups in need. Community controversy appears to be directly associated with less 

use of public policies aiming at promoting development. Furthermore, there are indirect 

relationships between the social composition of the city and levels of policy adoption, as 

mediated by levels of controversy (Donovan, 1993: 398). 

Other studies focus on the degree of mobilization of local citizens and the degree 

of conflict as perceived by local planners. The extent to which citizen mobilize against 

growth is said to affect the actions of cities to control growth. Variations in the level of 

citizen mobilization translate social group pressures into variations in policy outcomes 

(Donovan and Neiman, 1991). The interplay between levels of conflict over growth 

issues, levels of citizen mobilization and the resulting land use policies is considered as 

                                                 
13 The officials were asked how controversial economic development issues were in their cities.  
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essential to understand the adoption of local growth control policies. Greater mobilization 

appears to generate more stringent regulation over growth, although policies drafted by 

city councils are less likely to be regulatory than policies drafted through the direct 

democracy process (barometer of the local orientation toward growth). Citizen initiatives 

also increase the number of growth policies being adopted. Local growth controversy 

appears to be a precipitating factor in the adoption process. Local controversy over 

growth and the reality or expectation of local citizen initiatives related to growth is 

strongly associated with the presence of a greater number of growth management 

policies. Growth management policies are viewed as the result of the dynamics of local 

politics and residents’ activism (Lewis and Neiman, 2002). 

Sometimes local conflicts erupt over residential proposals, maybe because of the 

deterioration of local conditions that is blamed on growth, or the emergence of an anti-

growth political entrepreneur. If city officials do not act sufficiently rapidly or strongly to 

answer citizen’s concerns or persuade residents that the city has taken steps to 

accommodate new housing, the result may be sustained controversy over residential 

growth, perhaps enough to affect local mayoral or council elections. This can lead to the 

creation of local groups favoring slow/managed growth or no growth at all (Lewis and 

Neiman, 2002: 49). 

Growth policies and local housing policies are affected by four sets of factors: 

local political and fiscal factors, the demographic makeup of the city, city size and 

location, and local infrastructures and growth-related conditions. Lewis and Neiman 

(2002) find that the level of citizen opposition to growth is a fairly consistent determinant 

of local residential policies. Citizen controversy is more likely to arise under certain type 

of conditions. Local political factors are considered as potentially important. These 

political factors include: a measure of citizen opposition to growth (controversy), the 

percentage of major-party registered voters who are democrats, the number of planning 

staff per 1,000 residents, the dollar amount of own-source city government revenues per 

capita and the estimated percentage share of all property taxes paid by city residents that 

go toward the city government (as opposed to the county, school district, or special 

                                                                                                                                                 
14 Public effort to promote development is defined as the number of public economic development policies 

a city adopts. 
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districts). It can also include the following: the importance of neighborhood groups and 

business groups in local development policymaking, whether the city council members 

are elected by district or at large, how active is the city in redevelopment policy and the 

crime rate of the city. It is expected that cities with higher levels of citizen opposition to 

growth will have city government doing more to limit residential development. The 

influence of Democratic Party affiliation is less clear. Cities with high levels of local 

revenue, or a larger percentage share of the property tax, might be more willing to accept 

housing, often seen as fiscally costly. However a recent study (Diaz and Green, 2001) 

finds evidence of the opposite in Wisconsin. The effect of the planning staff element is 

unclear. 

Several studies support the causal model in which higher socio-economic status 

and residential stability increase residents’ mobilization against growth, but also the 

experience with threat to the environment. This mobilization is then reflected in the 

adoption of more restrictive growth policies (Logan et al., 1997: 614). However these 

findings are seen as controversial because of weak evidence (Knaap, 1987; Glickfeld and 

Levine, 1992). The literature supports the idea that there is not a relationship between 

education, home ownership, residential stability and the adoption of growth controls 

(Logan and Zhou, 1990). Logan and Zhou do not find evidence that socio-economic 

status and community attachment are associated with the adoption of growth controls 

such as moratorium, growth limitations, environmental impacts statement, open space 

zoning, zoning to protect the environment, public facilities requirement and public land 

dedication (Logan and Zhou, 1990).  

This model has been further developed by the addition of the past growth rate as a 

predictor of growth control policies’ adoption (Protash and Baldassare, 1983; Logan and 

Zhou, 1989). The adoption of local growth control is seen as the response of broad-based 

concerns to regional uncoordinated growth. This socio-spatial approach reflects public 

sentiments that support an active local government role in managing the impacts of 

spatially manifested growth trends (Gottdiener and Neiman, 1981; Glickfeld and Levine, 

1992). However, this hypothesis also displays little empirical support, and recent studies 

have shown conflicting results (Protash and Baldassare, 1983; Donovan and Neiman, 

1992; Logan and Zhou, 1990). Protash and Baldassare (1983) and Donovan and Neiman 
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(1992) find that population growth rate in the previous decade had significant impacts on 

restrictive growth policies. However, Logan and Zhou (1990) find no effect of previous 

growth rates on the adoption of growth control policies.  

More complex models have attempted to explain the adoption of local growth 

controls by including socio-economic variables, measures of attitudes of residents and 

decision-makers toward growth, decision-making style  (e.g. rational planning model), 

and political culture (Logan and Zhou, 1990). The socio-economic model, as previously 

described, suggests that past growth rates, occupational status and percentage of 

homeowners through mobilization influence the adoption of growth policies. The attitude 

model shows a link between mayors’ attitudes and the adoption of growth policies, but 

also between community residents and the adoption of local growth policies. These two 

models suggest a class bias hypothesis. Residents of wealthy areas, benefiting from all 

the advantages it comprises, are more likely than others to join community organizations, 

to have organizations and to be politically effective. The rational planning model refers to 

the idea developed by Protash and Baldassare (1981) that growth control policies are 

adopted as a result of previous growth rates. Controls appear to be more frequent in 

communities that experienced high past growth rates. The political culture model, derived 

from Liebert (1976), describes an interventionist planning bureaucracy or town 

government that exerts influence on growth policy. In this model, the adoption of growth 

policies would be more likely in communities where the local government assumes a 

large number of functional responsibilities or where expenditures for general government 

are quite high (Logan and Zhou, 1990).  

Using a national survey of all municipalities over 10, 000 residents, Logan and 

Zhou do not find evidence that the adoption of moratorium, growth limitations, 

environmental impacts statement, open space zoning, zoning to protect the environment, 

public facilities requirement and public land dedication is a direct result of previous rapid 

growth and that socio-economic status and community attachment are associated with the 

adoption of growth controls. The rational and political culture models display none or 

negative relationships with growth controls. Logan and Zhou conclude from these results 

that growth control policies are “symbolic manipulations used to forestall local 

mobilization on growth issues rather than a consequence of such mobilization” and that 
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also maybe “some class of controls quickly become routine, administrative rather than 

political choices” (Logan and Zhou, 1990; 125). 

Despite the fact that the class bias approach finds little empirical evidence, Knaap 

(1989) argues that most theories of growth control at all level of government share the 

idea that these controls benefit the upper class at the expense of the lower class. This 

class-based approach has been criticized on the basis of weak correlations between 

support for growth control and measures of social class (Gottdiener and Neiman, 1981; 

Protash and Baldassare, 1983; Connerly and Frank, 1986; Clark, 1979; Logan and Zhou, 

1989). However, Knaap insists on the fact that the attacks on such approach do not 

impede empirical evidence of support for growth management divided by social strata 

(Knaap, 1989). Support for growth management appears to be correlated with occupation, 

income, education, housing-ownership status, gender and location of the population. 

Knaap attributes the rejection of the class-based theory of growth management to the fact 

that “the social divisions that stratify the support for growth management are only weakly 

correlated with the social divisions that stratify class” (Knaap, 1989: 43). Reviewing the 

literature on the political movement to control growth in Oregon, Knaap finds that these 

studies demonstrate significant social divisions in political support. The evidence 

provides support for the class-based theory only if class is defined along the lines of 

income and occupation, and not along traditional class lines.  

Another point that needs to be mentioned concerns the issue raised by Gottdiener 

(1983) about the distinction between support for growth control and support for growth 

management (Knaap, 1989). A movement to control growth develops out of social forces 

that are manifest in a political context. Growth management, which occurs after a 

political resolution to control growth, is seen as the administrative process of controlling 

growth. Therefore questions arise about the political forces that shape the administrative 

process of controlling growth and concerning the nature of the support for a mature 

growth management system, whether it differs from the support that led the system into 

place (Knaap, 1989). Using a framework develop by Godwin and Shepard (1975) for 

analyzing the dynamics of state-level growth management policies and predict the 

winners and lowers of such process, Knaap examines the dynamics of growth 

management in Oregon. Among the conclusions reached, Knaap finds that the popular 
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support for the movement to control growth in Oregon differs little from the actual 

support for growth management (Knaap, 1989).  

 The literature reviewed in this section presents mixed evidence in terms of the 

sources of adoption of growth control policies: the existence of anti-growth coalition, the 

existence of potential for community mobilization (socio-economic variables), the 

existence of controversy over development, and past growth rates are variables that are 

said to influence the adoption of growth control policies. However, the causal 

relationship between these variables and policy adoption is not substantiated by all the 

studies reviewed, suggesting either a conceptual or a measurement problem.  

 

Effects of Policies and Politics on Growth Control: Do Growth Controls Control 

Growth? 

 

 The effects of policies and politics on growth control effectiveness constitute 

another aspect of the research on land-use politics. Studies seek to answer questions such 

as: Do the implementation of growth controls control growth? In the case of growth 

controls, which are set to balance the path of growth or redirect growth in specific areas, 

rather than attempting to put a stop to it, it is expected that the key constraint to their 

effectiveness will be the high level of political conflict over the application of 

instruments such as zoning, environmental regulation, etc. According to Logan and 

Crowder (2002), there is mixed evidence from the literature that local policies have long-

term consistent effects. From a study of 48 cities that intend to test the growth machine 

model, Lyon et al. (1981) find that the power of business elite is associated with 

population growth between 1960 and 1970. However, another study by Krannich and 

Humprey (1983) shows that pro-growth policies are negatively related to population 

growth.   

Studies looking more specifically at the effects of growth controls also present 

mixed evidence. The empirical evidence of the effectiveness of growth management 

measures varies with the specific measure and the context in which it takes place 

(Deakin, 1989: 12). Using population growth as the dependent variable, Logan and Zhou 

(1989) examine the impacts of a series of growth controls adopted by suburbs 

 79



(moratorium on development, growth limitations, environmental impact statements, open 

space zoning, zoning to protect the environment, public facilities requirements, and 

public land dedications) and find no significant impact of these growth control policies 

on population growth over a 10-years time period (Logan and Zhou, 1989). 

 Other studies using a political perspective present similar evidence. Baldassare 

and Protash, attempting to test and modify the growth machine theory (1983), and 

Donovan, Neiman and Brumbaugh (1994), find no evidence that growth controls control 

growth, that is to say reduce population growth.  These findings question the true 

direction of the causal relationship between growth controls and growth (Logan et al., 

1997).  

However, some effects of growth controls have been demonstrated. Looking at 

the economic impacts of local adequate public facilities requirements in Florida counties, 

Feiock (1994) concludes that the implementation of the Florida Growth Management Act 

and the concurrency requirements limit the supply of new development, when it should 

relocate it, and therefore limit population growth. The study questions the efficiency of 

state versus local control over growth management and argues that because 

environmental costs and benefits are diffuse while economic costs and benefits are more 

concentrated, special interests may organize around growth promotion and dominate the 

local agenda (Feiock, 1994).  

Studies have also looked at impacts other than population growth, such as housing 

price, resident’s socio-economic status, and racial composition (Logan and Crowder, 

2002; 117). Again, the evidence is mixed. From their study on the San Francisco Bay 

Area, Kratz and Rosen (1987) find that growth controls (numerical limitation or 

moratorium on the issuance of building permits) increase housing prices. In a study of 39 

suburbs in the Milwaukee metropolitan area, Neiman (1980) finds that large lot zoning 

tends to maintain and increase median family income, while high density zoning appears 

to be related to lower increases in median income family. Other study found no impacts 

of growth limitation measures on suburban community characteristics such as median 

income, median rent, and percentage African-American (Logan and Zhou, 1989).  

The mixed evidence suggests that growth controls do not control growth (Logan 

et al., 1997: 620). It is said that “the formal ability of a community to control its own 
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growth, and even the formal adoption of growth controls and environmental limitations, 

do not guarantee their implementation” (Logan and Zhou, 1989: 468). However it might 

premature to conclude that growth controls are totally ineffective, as no study so far has 

looked at the effects of the local regimes themselves (Logan et al., 1997: 621).  

Thus, one conclusion that derives from these studies is that the presence of an 

anti-growth or growth-limitation regime can mask a pro-growth reality (Molotch, 1988; 

Logan and Zhou, 1989; Warner and Molotch, 1995). Ineffective growth control policies 

are said to reflect the persistence of the growth machine at the local level (Logan and 

Zhou, 1989,1990; Warner and Molotch, 1995). Growth controls might not be a true 

reflection of local policy regarding growth and might be adopted to provide the 

appearance of prudent planning, therefore reflecting not the strength but the failure of 

local challenges to development (Logan and Zhou, 1990). This leads Logan and Zhou to 

refer to growth control policies as “symbolic manipulations” which hinder local 

mobilization on growth issues and to argue that maybe “some class of controls quickly 

become routine, administrative rather than political choices” (Logan and Zhou, 1990; 

125).  

Growth control policies can be classified under four categories: symbolic politics, 

episodic intervention, countervailing policies and initiatives of the regulated (Warner and 

Molotch, 1995). Symbolic politics refer to growth control that may be another arena in 

which policy makers, under constituents’ demand to do something, create formal rules 

and a lot of talk about regulation but without material consequences. Episodic 

intervention refers to a policy that may be applied only sporadically. If developers are 

periodically able to take advantage of opportunities, growth control may perhaps change 

the distribution of approvals over time, but not reduce its total. In the case of 

countervailing policies, complex organizations, whether private or governmental units, 

have contradictory internal tendencies, and local governments might restrain growth with 

some policies while encouraging it with others. Finally, initiatives of the regulated refer 

to the potential advantages that actors may take of opportunities to ignore the rules or 

unforeseen slack. Depending on their type, government actions are expected to be more 

or less effective. Symbolic commitments to growth control have weak impacts on growth, 
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whereas a combination of downzoning and a change in legislative voting requirements 

may have strong consequences (Warner and Molotch, 1995).  

Warner and Molotch (1995) find limited impacts of residential growth controls in 

three Californian cities. In their view, growth controls are often symbolic, adopted by 

officials under pressure to respond to public concerns but have no intention to implement 

these policies. Also, municipal intervention is often episodic e.g. moratorium imposed for 

a brief time, and stimulating higher levels of growth just before and after its effective 

dates. Finally, real estate developers might just not comply but instead attempt to take 

advantage of possible weaknesses in the legislation or take legal actions against 

regulations they find too stringent. 

In a study of suburban communities, Logan and Zhou show that the growth 

controls in use had only modest effects on population growth, racial change and housing 

prices (Logan and Zhou, 1989). In a study of local growth controls in California, 

Glickfeld and Levine (1992) mention political compromise as one of the possible 

explanations for the ineffectiveness of local growth controls, as policies are watered 

down with variances and exceptions to accommodate and protect the interests of real 

estate and construction industries.  

The study conducted by Turner (1990) describes the evolution of growth 

management in Florida and shows the evidence of pro-growth interests that dominate at 

the local level. Kerstein (1993), in a case study of Hillsborough County, Florida, shows 

that growth interests have been dominating from the 1970s to the 1980s, creating a pro-

growth environment in which growth control policies have been relatively insignificant 

despite the implementation of a state growth management program. This is consistent 

with the absence of correlation between the presence of one or more growth control 

measures and the rate of growth observed by Logan and Zhou (1989; 1990).  

Vogel and Swanson (1989) conclude their study of anti-growth coalitions in 

Florida by saying that there is little evidence that growth management can make growth 

pay its own way, and that the growth machine makes a compromise by adopting liberal 

growth management (liberal growth ideology with government intervention to promote as 

well as to regulate growth, Swanstrom, 1985). Developers do not lose by accepting 

growth management because their growth strategy, at least in Florida, calls for industries 
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respectful of the environment in order to protect the amenities that make Florida 

attractive to capital (Vogel and Swanson, 1989: 79). Growth management is then only an 

effort to rationalize development and accommodate the population that is already there, at 

least in South Florida. A key problem the authors see is that there is no consensus on 

what is the best interest of the community, and no community-wide approach to 

problems. According to Vogel and Swanson, “local government is likely to become an 

instrument of the politically attentive and their narrow views” (Vogel and Swanson, 

1989: 81). The authors question whether anti-growth can actually stop growth beyond 

engaging in symbolic politics.  

Among the most recent studies on growth controls, Logan and Crowder (2002) 

provide a study of political regimes and suburban growth in nearly 300 incorporated 

suburban communities using census data from 1980 and 1990 and survey data from 

community leaders. The authors focus on the level of political activity of various groups 

and not the existence of an overarching pro-growth or pro-development organization in 

the community (Clingermeyer and Feiock, 1990), arguing that such organization can play 

only formal roles (Logan and Crowder, 2002: 119). Therefore their classification of 

regimes takes into account the relative balance of activity of each group and organization 

and their position on growth issues.  

Logan and Crowder define political regime in terms of two main criteria, the 

identification of the most active groups in local politics (real estate developers, chamber 

of commerce, neighborhood associations) and their positions on growth issues (Logan 

and Crowder, 2002: 122). The most active groups are considered as the most influential. 

Their findings support the hypothesis that pro-growth coalitions are the most common 

types of regimes that can be found in suburban communities, and that these regimes are 

less likely to be present in higher-status communities. Logan and Crowder (2002) suggest 

that the type of regime that dominates local politics has significant impacts on the growth 

policies adopted by these suburban communities. Regimes vary according to the socio-

economic status of the community’s population (education level and median income used 

as main indicators, but also rental units, employment in the community, population 

composition, and region). However, their findings do not provide evidence that either 

growth policies or regimes influence in a significant way changes occurring in population 
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size, racial composition, or median income (variables used to measure suburban growth) 

over the 10 years period studied. Pro-growth and anti-growth regimes do not seem to 

affect any of the expected outcomes. Anti-growth regimes fail to limit population growth 

and experience similar trajectories than other comparable suburbs do in terms of class or 

racial change (Logan and Crowder, 2002: 131).  

Logan and Crowder argue that there is a need to take into account the extra-local 

dimensions of local places (Logan and Crowder, 2002: 132). This is consistent with the 

recommendations of other research on regime theory (DiGaetano and Lawless, 1999; 

Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002). As we will see in the next section, dimensions such as state 

intervention are essential to take into account. The embeddeness of localities in a larger 

context needs to be conceptualized. One way to do so is to look at the local-state 

relationships, or the intergovernmental context in which regimes take place.   

There is also a need to consider the issue of measurement of the impacts of 

growth policies. Logan and Crowder (2002) suggest that other aspects of growth policies 

or other growth-related outcomes might be more revealing of impacts of growth policies 

than population change, racial composition and median income.  

The literature reviewed in this section reveals the existence of models that attempt 

to explain the formation of coalition and the impacts such coalitions have on the adoption 

and implementation of policies (Figure 3-3). The empirical evidence on the determinants 

of coalitions and on the influence of coalitions over the adoption of growth policies and 

their implementation is mixed. Socio-economic variables are found to influence coalition 

type. Coalitions are found to influence policy type. However, coalitions and growth 

control policies are found to have little impact on growth. This last point raises some 

interesting questions, such as the measurement issue, and needs further exploration.   
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Figure 3-3: Determinants and Intended Effects of Local Coalitions
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RECENT EVOLUTION OF GROWTH MACHINE AND REGIME THEORY 

  

 

The growth machine thesis has been the target of criticism, related to the 

evolution of the urban political economic thought. The primary criticisms revolve around 

four main points (Molotch, 1993): the growth machine thesis is overly economically 

deterministic, stresses structure over agency, is too totalistic, and does not consider the 

environmental and growth management challenges that clearly dominate at the local level 

(Molotch, 1993; Gottdiener, 2000).  

Regime analysis has encountered criticisms as well and has been identified with 

theoretical flaws or weaknesses. One major weakness lies in its inability to link the 

structure of local political regimes to wider systems of accumulation, modes of regulation 

and state policy changes (Gibbs and Jonas, 2000; McLeod and Goodwin, 1999).  Another 

criticism relates to the fact that regime theory presents weaknesses within a spatial 

context and ignores local response to actions undertaken at other scales (Ward, 1997). 

Regime analysis is also limited in term of strategic and territorial reorganization (Gibbs 

and Jonas, 2000). Regime theory does not fully incorporate larger environmental forces 

(Sites, 1997), for instance it is concerned with the composition of the governing coalition 

but not so much with the patterns of policy benefits resulting from the actions of such 

coalition. It is said that regime theory also underestimates the effect of state and federal 

impacts on local policy-making, although intergovernmental relationships are very 

important for local politics and policy-making. Regime theory has been criticized for 

putting not enough emphasis on market conditions, community pressures, economic 

restructuring and national-state cutbacks (Sites, 1997). 

Regime theory does not adequately theorize fundamental interests in local 

economic development and the contingent conditions that surround it e.g. policies, state 

structure, regulations (Cox, 1997). Cox (1997) emphasizes the importance of cooperation 

in regime theory. The effectiveness of local governments is said to depend on the 

cooperation of non-governmental actors and on the combination of state capacity with 

non-governmental resources (Stone, 1993; Cox, 1997). The notion of governance relates 

to the formation of coalitions and the relationship of trust in the cementing of the 

structures of cooperation among public and private interests (Cox, 1997).  
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Leo (1997) argues that “cities are subjected to a wider range of pressures for 

homogenization, of urban built form, of urban physical form, and of administrative and 

political arrangements, as a result of technological and economic developments that are 

global in scope” (Leo, 1997: 78). Bargaining over urban development involves three 

parties, the state, citizen and market. Citizens are involved in the decision-making 

process whether they participate directly or not. Based on the work done by Savitch 

(1988), Leo distinguishes three types of decision-making process: corporatist (no citizen 

involvement), pluralist-corporatist (citizen intervene but stay outside of the decision-

making process) and liberal corporatism (collaboration and integration into the decision-

making process, participation is institutionalized). In any case, their impact is said to be 

limited. In term of the influence of capital (market), development pressures influence 

local governments. Decision-making is marked by the city’s perceived need to attract 

investment, increase the value of land, augment tax revenues, and provide jobs. Power 

fragmentation is an important concept and has consequences for political outcomes. The 

degree of local autonomy in land development matters between local governments and 

national governments is essential. Decisions about land use are the result of a bargaining 

process between local authorities, the developers or other corporate interests, and any 

citizen that become involved in the decision-making process. 

 Two sets of power relationships emerge from this: the power relationships 

between corporations and local governments, and the power relationships between local 

state and citizens, sometimes representing the neighborhoods most affected by a 

development proposal and some times constituting broader coalitions. This gives a 

complex intergovernmental pattern of social production (Leo, 1997). The criticism of 

regime theory relate to the fact that research on regimes is constituted of urban case 

studies of a single city or comparison of cities, which are not viewed in a global context. 

It might be more useful to think in terms of coalitions and not regimes, each coalition 

being constituted to address a different set of policy concerns (Leo, 1997).  

Along these lines, Kantor, Savitch and Haddock (1997) assert that regime theory 

does not take into account specific political and economic contexts that might exercise 

some influence on the formation of regimes, and focus instead on the internal decision-

making dynamics to explain economic development policy. It exaggerates the role of 
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agency over the institutional structures (underlying conditions, institutional constraints). 

The re-conceptualization of regime theory sees regimes as bargaining agents within 

specific liberal-democratic political economies. Regimes are viewed as “governmental 

agents that function to bargain out the terms of cooperation between the public and 

private sectors” (Kantor, Savitch and Haddock, 1997: 349). 

 Governments must bargain for political support and over the conditions to attract 

the private sector and achieve economic goals shared by dominant political interests. 

Local communities vary in term of the democratic conditions in which regimes bid for 

support to advance public programs. They also differ in term of their ability to encourage 

private investment as a result of their competitive position with other cities in attracting 

private investments. Finally, cities vary in term of their intergovernmental environments, 

some providing greater assistance in regulating the local capital investment process.  

Three elements will influence the character of the dominant regime: the 

composition of the governing coalition, the public-private cooperation and the dominant 

policy agendas (collective versus selective benefits, residential versus commercial 

development). Democratic conditions (well-developed popular control systems) shape 

regimes by motivating the formation of inclusive governing coalitions limiting the power 

of any one group, especially business interests. They also motivate the promotion of 

policy agendas generating diffuse public benefits because of the need to mobilize 

representative coalitions of players and broad citizen support. However, these 

dispositions can be frustrated by circumstances such as the lack of resources for getting 

business to cooperate. The ability of a city to attract investment depends on its market 

situation (location, transportation, concentration of specialty services) as well as the 

intergovernmental framework in which it takes place (financial and economic 

assistance/degree of intervention and sensitivity to capital fluctuation). Bargaining 

contexts will differ according to these two factors (structural-institutional conditions: 

market position, popular control and intergovernmental support) and lead to different 

types of regimes: planner, distributor, clientelist, commercial and free enterprise (see 

Figure 3-4).  
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Figure 3-4: Re-Conceptualization of Regime Theory (Adapted from Kantor et al., 

1997)
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 DiGaetano (1997) focuses on the modes of urban governance to widen the theory 

of urban power structures (conceived as structures of power that shape political decision-

making) and develop an analytical framework for explaining how governing coalitions 

are built and maintained (DiGaetano, 1997). Two elements of modes of governance are 

essential: the nature and extent of interaction among governing elites and the importance 

of a city’s larger political-economic environment in the formation of governing 

coalitions. DiGaetano summarizes this framework by portraying different modes of urban 

governance that correlate different forms of political power and modes of decision-

making (Table 3-2).  

When decision-making is characterized by conflict, power is fragmented and used 

to overcome adversaries. This is referred to as command power, or the ability to exercise 

domination over others, and it is used under conditions of direct conflict in which 

relationships are enough asymmetrical for one party to dominate (Stone, 1986). When 

decision-making is cooperative, it fosters relations among governing elites in which 

coalition building can take place. Bargaining power, used to build coalitions and to move 

from costly conflict to cooperative relationship of negotiation to compromise (Stone, 

1986), serves to bind alliances that are contingent (marriage of convenience) around 

particular governing agendas. Cooperation based on preemptive power or the capacity to 

occupy, hold, and make use of a strategic position so to direct policy setting and 

discourage possible opposition, is enduring and forms the basis for the creation of 

regimes that both dominate agenda setting and exclude challengers from that process.  

More recently, DiGaetano and Lawless (1999) expand the definition of regimes 

by including governing structures and policy agendas. Governing structures broaden the 

notion of regime composition by including a set of relationships between the state and 

society. These relationships can be particularistic, bureaucratic, elite negotiation or 

pluralistic. The governing logic of decision-makers can be pragmatic (politicians and 

clients), consensual (politicians and civic leaders), technocratic (civil servants and 

politicians) or conflict management (politicians and interest groups). Policy agendas 

include pro-growth, social reform and caretaker agendas. 
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Table 3-2: Modes of Urban Governance 

 

Types of Power Urban Power Structure Modes of Decision-Making 
 

Command 

 

 

Competing factions 
 

Conflict 

 

Bargaining 

 

 

Coalitions 
 

Contingent cooperation 

 

Preemptive 

 

 

Regimes 
 

Enduring cooperation 

From: DiGaetano, 1997: 848. 
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  However, this framework is said to miss important elements such as the 

intergovernmental relations, history, local visions and goals, input mechanisms and so on 

(Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002). This needs a broader framework that takes into account 

social structures and cultural values to depart from a narrow focus on interests.  

Savitch and Kantor (1999) expand their model by introducing the concept of local 

culture. Local culture is considered to be the extent to which a community shows 

evidence of “post-materialist” attributes e.g. white-collar employment base, large 

managerial and professional employment, small households, and values favoring 

individual benefits. Local culture is included in their larger model in which market 

conditions and the extent of intergovernmental integration shape the local culture and the 

extent of popular control. However, some authors have questioned the role of the market 

forces and of the intergovernmental relations in causing particular cultures to develop 

(Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002).   

Reese and Rosenfeld also expand the notion of regime by looking at the civic 

culture of place (2002). Looking at the influence of the local civic culture on the adoption 

of economic development policies, Reese and Rosenfeld conclude that many cities, 

especially the smaller ones, appear to have no regime, using Stone’s definition. 

Furthermore, some cities categorized as having development regimes appear to be 

supporting progressive policies devoted to public sector ends, rather than pro-business 

policies. These inconsistencies reflect the importance of taking into account 

considerations of the larger civic culture that shape regimes, as cities with similar regimes 

can have different policy outcomes (Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002: 377).  

Reese and Rosenfeld argue that the numerous regime typologies suggest that an 

examination of regime alone is not sufficient to understand policy and process across a 

wide range of cities (Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002: 378). The notion of regime is not broad 

enough to capture urban political systems. For this reasons they argue in favor of a local 

civic culture framework that frame and shape political processes and policies and 

therefore play a role in determining policy outputs (Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002).  

Civic culture includes the structure of the local economic development decision-

making enterprise, the process through which decisions are made, the interests that are 

involved in decision-making, and the decision styles in the local political arena (Reese 
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and Rosenfeld, 2002: 41). The locus of power relates to questions of who has power and 

access in development decisions: the locus of power in economic development decision 

making, the groups that are involved in decisions, the relative importance of 

governmental actors as compared to extra-governmental actors, the balance of power 

between appointed and elected development officials, possible change in the balance 

depending on the nature of the policy/project at hand, the extent to which the community 

and/or neighborhood groups have input into or influence in this type of decisions, the 

extent to which business interests dominate in local decision-making, the structure of the 

relationship between local, regional, state, and federal government, and the nature of the 

intergovernmental relationships (antagonist or cooperative). The decision-making style 

refers to the use of rational planning, decision analysis, and/or policy evaluation.  

 The most recent developments of the growth machine and regime theory put into 

light the weaknesses of such concepts, and offer new perspectives that justify taking a 

broader definition of coalition and integrating intergovernmental variables into the 

development of a conceptual framework of land-use politics that is presented in the 

following section.  

 

  

TOWARD A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

 

 

The core argument derived from the previous sections of the literature review is 

that the effective implementation of urban containment policies depends on the extent to 

which local planning and local decision-making is dominated by coalitions that impose 

their views about growth management and support or not the goals of urban containment, 

depending on the policy agenda they seek to promote. The existence of coalitions affects 

both policy adoption and policy implementation, even in the presence of state mandate.  

Such coalitions are likely to influence the implementation of urban containment 

programs, even those required by the state, by exercising pressure on local agencies. The 

nature of this influence will depend on the coalition’s perception of and support toward 

growth management/growth control. Numerous studies substantiate the argument that the 

effectiveness of planning depends upon the political climate in which the planning 

 93



 

process takes place. When reliant on municipalities for compliance with state directed 

goals, growth management becomes revealing of the use and distribution of community 

power. 

Our conceptual framework asserts that an examination of land-use politics at the 

local level can provide explanations for why urban containment programs are not 

implemented in a more effective way at the local level, as shown in Chapter Two. 

Similarly to economic development policies, urban containment programs are political in 

the sense that they involve different parties and that they seek to bring changes in the 

current land use patterns. The growth machine theory and regime theory both provide a 

solid theoretical framework for understanding the politics of local land uses. Both 

theories are concerned with land-use politics.  

The consideration of the local political context is essential to understand how 

land-use regulations are carried out and implemented at the local level. However, the 

complexity of the adoption and implementation of land use policies requires a conceptual 

framework that can encompasses the various dimensions linked to the local political 

system but also its greater environment. Regime theory underestimates the effects of state 

and federal impacts on local policy making Therefore the notion of regime needs to be 

extended to take into account, as suggested by the literature on the evolution of regime 

theory and supported by conclusions of recent studies, the larger context in which 

regimes take place. These considerations are integrated in the conceptual framework as 

the intergovernmental context, defined as the presence of a state mandate and the degree 

of regulatory fragmentation.   

Furthermore, the notion of coalition needs to be framed in such as way it 

encompasses a wider array of elements than previous studies. There is a need to take into 

account more outcome variables, as previous studies have focused on specific variables 

e.g. population growth, income and race, and admitted that the list was maybe too narrow 

to effectively estimate the effects of coalitions on the effective implementation of growth 

control policies. The absence of impacts of growth policies can be related to the measures 

traditionally used in the growth machine literature. Using measures looking at other 

aspects of growth policies or other growth related outcomes might reveal more 

substantial impacts of growth policy (Logan and Crowder, 2002: 131).  In this sense there 
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is a need to take into account variables that have been linked to the specific programs 

under investigation, as is to say the specific outcomes attached to specific urban 

containment programs 

To answer the question of whether or not the breadth and orientation of local 

coalition influence the effective implementation of urban containment policies, the 

research needs to specify the different aspects of the local context but also to characterize 

the intergovernmental framework in which the implementation of urban containment 

programs takes place. The conceptual context asserts that the effectiveness of urban 

containment programs, defined as the ability of such programs to reach their intended 

outcomes (goals/objectives), is a function, both directly and indirectly, of the coalition 

politics, controlling for the intergovernmental context, the potential mobilization context, 

and the multi-facets of urban containment programs. The conceptual framework (Figure 

3-5) will encompass four sets of independent variables: the coalition context, the 

intergovernmental context, the mobilization potential or context, and the multi-facets of 

urban containment programs. 
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Figure 3-5: Conceptual Framework 

 96



CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH METHOD 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

  

Chapter Four presents the research design developed for answering the main 

research question. The following sections of the Research Method Chapter will provide a 

summary of the literature review that led to the development of the research question, a 

detailed account of the research questions under investigation, and a description of the 

research design, beginning with the unit of analysis, and followed by the sample frame, 

the survey questions and administration, the variables and finally the data analysis 

methods.  

 

 

Summary of the Literature Review on Urban Containment and Coalition Politics 

 

The review of literature on urban containment in Chapter Two finds that urban 

containment policies have gained importance over the past decades in the land-use policy 

landscape. Urban containment programs have been seen as a response to urban sprawl 

and have been adopted either at the local level or through state growth management 

programs. The review of literature also identifies the specific outcomes that urban 

containment programs are expected to lead to. Urban containment programs are expected 

to have impacts on land markets, housing, location and patterns of development, 

farmland preservation, economic performance and even segregation, depending on the 

specific objectives of each program. The effectiveness of urban containment programs, 

that is to say the ability of such programs to reach their intended objectives, is affected by 

two sets of factors: the multi-facets of urban containment programs, measured by the 

array of policies being adopted and their intrinsic specificities (e.g. transfer of 

development rights aiming to protect open spaces), and the intergovernmental context, 

measured by the presence/absence of a state mandate and the degree of regulatory 

fragmentation.  
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Many studies suggest that the effectiveness of urban containment programs also 

depends on the way these programs are being implemented by local governments. The 

variability in urban containment outcomes is said to depend on the extent to which local 

planning agencies administer local plans. Often, local governments are reluctant to 

counter the prevailing patterns of development and frustrate local interest groups or 

coalitions. Local governments are likely to be influenced by factors such as the local 

political demand in the way land-use policies are adopted and implemented. However, 

very few studies of urban containment programs investigate this specific issue. Therefore, 

assessing who occupies the key positions in local governance is essential to understand 

not only local responses and local attitudes toward growth and growth policies but also 

local variation in policy implementation and outcomes.  

Some answers are provided by the literature on the political economy of land-use 

policies. The review of literature on land-use politics displayed in Chapter Three finds 

that the adoption and implementation of growth-related programs (either growth control 

or economic development) is influenced by local politics, which in turn are influenced by 

the mobilization potential or socio-economic characteristics of communities, although the 

evidence of such relationships are mixed. Previous studies do not clearly demonstrate the 

influence of local coalitions on the implementation of such programs, although the 

literature emphasizes the existence of such link, at least theoretically.  

 

Main Research Question 

 

The main research question derived from the literature review is stated as 

followed: Do stakeholder coalition breadth and orientation influence the effective 

implementation of urban containment policies at the local level? 

The research argues that the effective implementation of urban containment 

policies also depends on the extent to which local planning and local decision-making is 

dominated by coalitions that impose their views about growth and support or not the 

goals of urban containment, depending on the policy agenda they seek to promote. In 

other words, urban containment programs are expected to vary in terms of their design 

and implementation, depending on the breadth and orientation of local coalitions that 

dominate the land-use decision-making process. Essentially, broad-based coalitions in 
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favor of growth management are expected to lead to the adoption of well-designed 

containment programs and to an effective implementation of these programs. Broad-

based coalitions are described as regimes or coalitions in which community groups strike 

a balance with pro-growth interests in favor of growth management. The conceptual 

framework (Figure 4-1) presents a model for evaluating the effectiveness of urban 

containment programs that seeks to integrate these two existing bodies of knowledge. 

Assessing the relationship between coalition politics and urban containment 

programs requires controlling for the intergovernmental context in which these programs 

take place, the mobilization potential existing at the local level, and the multiple facets of 

urban containment programs. The next step of the research involved the development of a 

research methodology for examining the relationships displayed in the conceptual 

framework. 

 

Main Hypotheses and Causal Relations 

 

Three main hypotheses are derived from the conceptual framework regarding the 

coalition politics. Coalition politics are characterized by identifying the most active 

players at the local level, and by identifying their policy preferences regarding land 

development. The combination of these factors determines the type of regime or coalition 

in place. 

The first hypothesis states that the regime in place will directly influence the 

adoption of urban containment programs. Urban containment policies are more likely to 

be effective when the regime in place support growth management. The second 

hypothesis states that urban containment policies will be most effective in terms of goal 

achievement when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth 

management. The third hypothesis refers to the strength and direction of interest group 

coalitions having an indirect influence on the effectiveness of containment goals through 

the adoption of urban containment policies.  

The research also investigates other causal relationships regarding the adopted 

urban containment programs, the role of the intergovernmental context and the role of the 

mobilization context. These causal relationships have been outlined in the Chapters Two 

and Three.
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Figure 4-1: Conceptual Model
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Figure 4-1: Conceptual Model 
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Urban containment programs goals and policy differences influence the 

effectiveness of the programs themselves. A large array of policies being adopted makes 

the program stronger and more likely to be effective in changing the patterns of 

development and in reaching containment goals. The type of policies being adopted is 

positively related to the effectiveness of specific outcomes, that is to say that expected 

outcomes in term of effectiveness of urban containment programs will vary according to 

the type of containment program being adopted and implemented. The goals of the 

policies being adopted make a difference, whether the programs are designed to restrict 

growth or accommodate growth e.g. adoption of urban growth boundary versus 

exclusionary zoning. Restrictive programs, more likely implemented when an 

exclusionary regime exists, might results in exclusionary effects, and undermine the 

effectiveness of the programs. 

The intergovernmental context, characterized by the presence or absence of state 

mandate and the degree of regulatory fragmentation, weights on coalition politics, urban 

containment programs adoption and their implementation. The presence of a state 

mandate, and its characteristics, whether it is a strong mandate that requires horizontal, 

vertical and internal compliance, and whether it displays features such as facilitating 

intergovernmental cooperation and local commitment building, are essential factors. 

These characteristics lead to stronger urban containment programs, with a large number 

of required policies, and a more effective implementation of these policies at the local 

level. The intergovernmental context influences the formation of a broad-based coalition 

in favor of growth management. A high degree of regulatory fragmentation, on the 

contrary, has a negative impact on the adoption of urban containment policies. The level 

of fragmentation is expected to negatively influence the formation of a broad-based pro-

growth management coalition, whereas state mandate is expected to have a positive 

influence. Characteristics that create or encourage local commitment to state goals are 

likely to generate a broad-based consensus in favor of growth management at the local 

level. The institutional fragmentation can weaken the objectives of land-use programs by 

reducing their consistency, in the case of state growth management programs, or by 

creating a competing environment in which local governments compete for business and 

population, and therefore are less likely to adopt policies that seek to manage or restrict 
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development. A high degree of regulatory fragmentation leads to a less effective 

implementation of urban containment policies in term of fulfilling their goals. Both the 

presence of a state mandate and the political fragmentation are interrelated. In one hand, 

the presence of a state mandate that promotes intergovernmental coordination can 

constrain local governments from adopting exclusionary land-use policies. In the other 

hand, a high degree of regulatory fragmentation can weaken the objective of regulatory 

consistency of the state mandates and contribute to urban sprawl. 

The mobilization potential concerns the socio-economic characteristics of the 

communities and the existence of controversy over growth issues. Both factors influence 

the type of coalitions being in place at the local level and they have an indirect influence 

on the type of policies being adopted and their implementation. Higher socio-economic 

status promotes the formation of anti-growth groups and therefore increases the adoption 

of urban containment programs. Population growth favors the formation of growth 

management coalitions. Finally, the socio-economic status of a jurisdiction and the past 

growth rates favor the adoption of containment policies. 

 

 

RESEARCH DESIGN 

 

 

The hypotheses and causal relationships were examined through a path analysis 

employing data from original survey research and secondary sources. The survey 

gathered views of planning directors from 372 local jurisdictions located in six different 

states. Secondary data came from the U.S. Census. The analysis attempts to isolate the 

effects of coalition politics on the adoption and implementation of containment policies, 

controlling for the intergovernmental context, the mobilization potential and the multi-

facets of the containment programs.  

 

Unit of Analysis 

 

The current study is a cross-sectional study of local jurisdictions (counties and 

cities), in contrast to the case study design that dominates the literature on coalition 

politics. The cross-sectional survey provides comparable data on a wide range of 
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variables for a large number of cases. It allows for path analysis. Finally, it provides a 

more inclusive picture of what local jurisdictions are doing in terms of urban containment 

and the forces behind it. The literature reviewed reveals the difficulty to address complex 

political situations using surveys. Most of the research has been based on intensive field 

studies of one or few localities. Very few have attempted to conduct large-scale studies 

(Clingermayer and Feiock, 1990; Logan and Zhou, 1989; 1990; Logan and Crowder; 

2002; Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002). However, these studies demonstrate that using a 

cross-sectional design provide valuable insights of complex political situations.  

To obtain the political variables, the research includes a survey of local planning 

directors of jurisdictions to build data on the political landscape surrounding the adoption 

of the programs as well as opinions about their implementation. Planning directors are 

expected to have relevant views of the local political situation, as they are involved 

directly with the planning and decision-making process. Strategies for collecting the 

names and addresses of respondents have been devised as follow. The names and 

addresses of local planning directors have been obtained through state directories of 

planning directors, often obtainable from the state Department of Community Affairs or 

its equivalent, through the local chapter of the American Planning Association and 

through the state municipal league directory of municipal and county officials (if 

existing).  

 

Sample Frame 

 

The sample design intends to sample jurisdictions over a minimum size in high 

growth states. Because of their fast rate of growth, these states have specific interests in 

growth-related policies. They also vary in their responses to growth issues. These 

variations are expected to translate at the local level. 

 The U.S. Census Bureau provides a ranking of the states by the percentage of 

population change from 1990 to 2000 (U.S. Census, 2001). From this ranking six states 

have been chosen among the twelve fastest growing states, on the basis that they have 

more than one jurisdiction displaying urban containment programs. This selection is 

based on the work done by Nelson and Dawkins (2003), and Nelson (1999), as cited in 

Burby and al., (2000), in trying to identify jurisdictions and metropolitan areas 
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throughout the United States in which urban containment policies are in use. The selected 

states are Arizona, Colorado, Florida, North Carolina, Oregon and Washington.  

Arizona displays a 40 percent increase rate in population from 1990 to 2000, with 

a population increasing from 3,665,228 million in 1990 to 5,130,632 million in 2000. 

Colorado displays a 30.6 percent increase rate in population from 1990 to 2000, with a 

population increasing from 3,294,394 million in 1990 to 4,301,261 million in 2000. 

Florida shows a 23.5 percent increase rate in population from 1990 to 2000, with a 

population increasing from 12,937,926 million in 1990 to 15,982,378 million in 2000. 

North Carolina experienced a 21.4 percent increase rate in population from 1990 to 2000, 

with a population increasing from 6,628,637 million in 1990 to 8,049,313 million in 

2000. Oregon displays a growth rate of 20.4 percent from 1990 to 2000, with a 

population increasing from 2,842,321 million in 1990 to 3,421,399 million in 2000. 

Washington shows a growth rate of 21.1 percent from 1990 to 2000, with a population 

increasing from 4,866,692 million in 1990 to 5,894,121 million in 2000 (U.S. Census, 

2001).  

Oregon, Florida and Washington are among the states that qualify as having 

comprehensive growth management programs (Weitz, 1999; DeGrove, 2005). These 

states play an active role in land use by reviewing local comprehensive plans or by 

having agencies that review plans in sub-state regions. These growth management 

systems are based on a state plan or state goals and require consistency (Weitz, 1999).  

Oregon has been extensively studied for its growth management program, its 

mandate to plan and zone and its state review of plans and regulations to ensure 

compliance with statewide planning goals. The Oregon Land Use Act was enacted in 

1973 and mandates local plan preparation and state-level review, plan enforcement and 

appeal processes. Urban growth boundaries represent a key component of the 

comprehensive planning scheme of Oregon. Urban growth boundaries now encompass all 

urban areas in the state (Knaap and Nelson, 1992: 39).  

The Florida Growth Management Act was enacted in 1985. Along with the local 

and regional comprehensive planning requirement, it includes a concurrency provision 

which requires new public facilities and services to meet the demand of new development 

to be installed at the same time the development takes place (DeGrove, 1992). The 
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Growth Management Act of Washington State was enacted in 1990. The submission of 

local plans is mandatory for counties of 50,000 populations and more with a growth rate 

of 10 percent and more between 1980-1990 and for counties of less than 50,000 

populations where the rate was greater than 20 percent during the same time period 

(Gale, 1992: 426; Weitz, 1999). Counties and communities are required to submit plans 

for review. The remaining counties can choose to participate in the growth management 

program. Over the years, several measures aiming at strengthening the Growth 

Management Act have been adopted. One of the requirements of the Act is the five-year 

review process for cities and counties of their comprehensive plans and development 

regulations. The first reviews were to be completed by September 2002.  

Colorado, North Carolina and Arizona are more difficult to classify, as they do 

not qualify as “growth management” states (Weitz, 1999). For instance, the state of 

Colorado plays a weak role in the review of local comprehensive plans, therefore it is not 

considered as a growth management state, although it has adopted a critical-area 

legislation and mandates comprehensive planning. Recently, the state launched a smart 

growth initiative entitled “Smart Growth: Colorado’s Future”, with the creation of an 

Office of Smart Growth within the Department of Local Affairs during the 2000 

legislative session (the goal is to assist local governments in addressing the impacts of 

growth and to designate Colorado Heritage Communities). Other measures were also 

been adopted, regarding the use of additional criteria for local comprehensive plans, the 

promotion of urban redevelopment and infill trough state income tax incentive, the 

provision of a state income tax credit to developers for building low-income rental 

housing, and a state tax refund for donation of conservation easements. In 2001, four 

planning-related bills were enacted, allowing certain municipalities to collect impact fees, 

setting forth procedures to resolve conflict, altering the process for certain annexation 

processes, and requiring certain counties and cities to adopt master plans. These last 

measures have been criticized because they do not really solve problems related to 

uncontrolled growth. Furthermore, other reforms have been defeated, for instance the 

2000 ballot measure proposed by the Coloradoans for Responsible Growth calling for the 

designation of urban growth boundaries and the impact analysis of growth plans and 

regional cooperation (APA, 2002a).   
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Similarly, North Carolina is not considered as a growth management state, despite 

the enactment of the Coastal Area Management Act in 1974, which includes mandatory 

local comprehensive planning. The state comprehensive planning statutes for local 

jurisdictions are said to have barely evolved from the 1920s model legislation from which 

they were derived. It is said that smart growth proposals have had little impacts in front 

of development interests and local control groups. There have been attempts to introduce 

growth management legislation in the recent years but with limited success. In 2000, an 

additional article to state laws entitled Conservation, Farmland and Open Space 

Protection and Coordination was passed. This includes the preservation of one million 

acre of open space land by the end of 2009, using conservation easements and other 

farmland protection programs (APA, 2002b).  

Arizona passed both a mandatory local comprehensive planning legislation and a 

mandatory zoning legislation but has failed to pass critical area legislation. In 1998 the 

state legislature passed a law authorizing municipalities to establish procedures of 

transfer of development rights and has passed the 1998 Growing Smart Act (mandate to 

local jurisdictions to give more thoughts to location, timing, financing and pattern of 

growth). More recently, in 2000, the state has passed a smarter growth law entitled The 

Growing Smarter Plus Act (Weitz, 1999; APA, 2002c). However, the same year voters 

defeated two ballots related to growth management, Proposition 100, a governor’s 

proposal for a constitutional amendment to create the Arizona Conservation Reserve 

(state trust land), and Proposition 202, a Citizen Growth Management Initiative 

sponsored by the Sierra Club, and concerning the adoption by cities and counties of urban 

growth boundaries (APA
c
, 2002).  

Within these six states, local jurisdictions that have 25,000 residents or more have 

been selected. The population size threshold of 25,000 residents or more is commonly 

used in studies that survey local jurisdictions. This provides a sample frame of 372 cities 

and counties.  

The final sample frame includes a total of 372 local jurisdictions located in six 

different states, Arizona, Colorado, Florida, North Carolina, Oregon, and Washington, 

which have 25,000 residents or more. These states are among the twelve fastest growing 

states in terms of the percentage of population increase between the years 1990 and 2000. 
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32 local jurisdictions from the sample are located in Arizona, 37 in Colorado, 124 in 

Florida, 96 in North Carolina, 36 in Oregon, and 62 in Washington (U.S. Census, 2000). 

At least 63 local jurisdictions and metropolitan areas have been identified as having some 

kind of containment devices adopted within the six states (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003; 

Burby et al., 2000).  

 

Survey Questions and Administration 

 

The survey includes four sections: questions about the background of the local 

jurisdiction, questions about the land management system and the urban containment 

programs that have been adopted at the local level; questions on the effectiveness of these 

programs; and another section on the factors that influence the implementation of urban 

containment programs. The survey instrument includes open-ended, close-ended and 

partially close-ended types of questions. For a more detailed review of the questionnaire, 

see Appendix A. 

Respondents were asked questions concerning the socio-economic characteristics 

of their jurisdiction, and the surrounding institutional setting. Respondents were asked 

about the jurisdiction’s main issues in terms of development. Respondents were asked 

about the existence of possible conflicts related to the growth of business and industry, to 

the growth of residential, and more generally to urban development.  

Respondents were asked what types of mandates are in place. Respondents were 

asked to choose among a list of urban containment tools and to identify the ones in place 

in their communities (if any). Respondents were asked to identify the main goals and 

objectives of these programs and to identify the main factors contributing to their 

adoption. Respondents were asked if the current land management system, in their minds, 

achieves its goals the way it is currently implemented.  

Finally, respondent were also be asked questions concerning coalition politics. 

Respondents were asked to identify the most influential individuals and groups in terms 

of land-use decision-making through their level of activity. Respondents were asked to 

identify their positions concerning growth-related issues. 

The survey is a mail survey. The formal framework established by Dillman 

(1978) was followed. The survey was pre-tested on different groups of people and was 
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administered in four waves in order to maximize the response rate (Dillman, 1978). 

Approximately one week after the mailing of the survey, a postcard was sent to all 

respondents to thank the ones that have responded and remind the ones that have not 

done so yet. Two weeks after the postcard, a letter was sent, along with a replacement 

survey, to those who did not respond. A similar operation was repeated four weeks after 

the third wave (Dillman, 1978).  

 

Measurement Scale and Data Preparation 

 

Some of the data collected are interval data. This requires some justification, as 

the debate on using ordinal data as interval data for statistical analysis is controversial. 

Some have argued that ordinal-based results where interval data are required will be 

inconclusive, since some legitimate transformation of the ordinal observations will 

reverse the conclusions reached (Wilson, 1971; Asher, 1976). Others have argued that the 

absence of interval data should not prevent from proceeding with model testing and 

parameter estimations. It is argued that treating ordinal variables as if they were interval 

allows one to employ more powerful and sophisticated statistical techniques, for instance 

path analysis (Asher, 1976: 65). Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) assert that the distinction 

between continuous and discrete variables is not always clear and that any continuous 

measurement may be rendered discrete (or dichotomous) by specifying cutoffs on the 

continuous scale. In addition, Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) argue that the property of 

variables that is crucial to the application of multivariate procedures is not the type of 

measurement so much as the shape of the distribution. Sometime categorical or ordinal 

variables are used in multivariate analyses in place of continuous ones if there are 

numerous categories and the categories represent a quantitative attribute (falling along a 

quantitative continuum). 

This type of procedure has become common in social sciences. It is assumed that 

the intervals are equally spaced. The use of ordinal variables like Likert scales is very 

common with interval procedures such as regression or path analysis, techniques that 

assume interval data. Likert scales are very commonly used with interval procedures, 

provided the scale item has at least five and preferably seven categories. Most researchers 

would not use a three-point Likert scale with a technique requiring interval data. The 
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fewer the number of points, the more likely the departure from the assumption of normal 

distribution, required for many tests. In a recent review of the literature on the topic of 

using techniques that assume interval data with ordinal Likert scale items, Jaccard, James 

and Wan (1996) summarize that for many statistical tests, rather severe departures from 

intervalness do not seem to affect Type I and Type II errors dramatically (Jaccard, James 

and Wan, 1996). 

 

Dependent, Intervening and Independent Variables  

 

The subjective dependent variable of effectiveness was derived from the measure 

of effectiveness based on the perception of survey respondents. Effectiveness was 

measured through questions concerning the effectiveness of the land-use management 

system in reaching 14 goals associated with urban containment (see Chapter Two). These 

goals are the following: physically contain growth, restrain population growth, preserve 

agricultural lands and open spaces, accommodate urban development, restrict urban 

development, improve quality of life, provide economic opportunities, provide housing 

opportunities, improve infrastructure, reduce urban sprawl, improve neighborhood 

quality and increase vitality of the downtown (Table 4-1). Each goal was assessed using a 

similar Likert scale, from ineffective to very effective. These variables were reduced 

using Principal Component Analysis. The results are presented in Chapter Five.  

Intervening variables are variables that are both dependent and independent in the 

path model. These intervening variables were derived and synthesized from the literature 

reviewed in the Chapters Two and Three. Coalition politics were assessed using the 

following variables: the identification of the most influential groups at the local level 

measured through their level of activity, and their position in relation with growth 

management. Urban containment programs were assessed by the array of policies being 

adopted and the goals they intend to reach. The strength of the containment program 

depended on the number of policies supporting containment goals and objectives. The 

survey instrument provided information regarding the coalition politics and the adopted 

policies (Table 4-2). 

The independent variables were derived and synthesized from the literature 

reviewed in the Chapters Two and Three. The variables refer to the intergovernmental 
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context and the mobilization potential. The intergovernmental context was assessed by 

looking at the characteristics of the state mandate and the degree of regulatory 

fragmentation. An arithmetic average was used for creating an index of state mandate 

strength or features. The mobilization potential was assessed by the following variables: 

median income and population growth between 1990 and 2000. The mobilization 

potential is assessed through variables measuring the existence of conflict or 

disagreement at the local level in relation with growth issues. The survey instrument 

provided the relevant information, except for the income and population growth 

information, provided by the U.S. Census (Table 4-2). 

For the jurisdictions background presented in the first section of the Chapter Five, 

respondents were asked to answer questions regarding the following items: assessment of 

the jurisdiction’s feelings toward the growth of business and industry, toward residential 

growth, and toward development, identification of the factors contributing to the adoption 

of land-use policies seeking to limit development and/or protect farmlands and 

environmentally sensitive areas, and identification of the key goals that urban 

containment programs are designed to advance.  

The research design developed to answer the research question is a cross-sectional 

study of local jurisdictions of 25,000 inhabitants and more in six states with different 

growth experiences. The survey addressed to local planning directors was administered in 

four waves, and mostly produced interval data. The survey covered questions about the 

background of the local jurisdiction, the land management system and the urban 

containment programs that have been adopted at the local level, the effectiveness of these 

programs, and the factors influencing the implementation of urban containment 

programs. Data were analyzed using the path analysis procedure, presented below. 
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Table 4-1: Dependent Variables Effectiveness of Urban Containment Goals 

 

Perceived 

effectiveness 

Expected 

Effects 

Type of 

Variable 

Data 

Source 

Question 

Number 

Physically contain 

urban growth 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Restrain population 

growth 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Preserve 

agricultural lands 

and open spaces 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Protect 

environmentally 

sensitive areas 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Accommodate urban 

development 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Restrict urban 

development 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Improve quality of 

life 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Provide economic 

opportunities 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Provide housing 

opportunities 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Improve 

infrastructure  

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Reduce urban sprawl + Endogenous Survey III 1 

Improve neighborhood 

quality  

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Increase vitality of 

the downtown  

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 

Promote fiscal 

health 

+ Endogenous Survey III 1 
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Table 4-2: Intervening and Independent Variables  

 

 Variables Type of 

Variable  

Data 

Source  

Question 

Number 

 

Mobilization 

Potential 

 

Population 

growth 1990-

2000 

 

 

Percentage population 

increase between 1990 

and 2000 

 

Exogenous  

 

Census 

 

 Income  

 

Mean family income  Exogenous Census  

 Conflict  Existence of conflict 

related to growth 

issues  

Exogenous  Survey  I 3 – I 7 

 

Containment 

Policies  

 

 

Strength  

 

 

Number of policies 

being adopted 

 

 

Endogenous/

intervening  

 

Survey 

 

II 6 

 

Intergovernmental 

Context 

 

State mandate 

 

Goals and objectives 

definition 

 

 

Exogenous 

 

Survey 

 

II 5 

  Technical and 

financial assistance 

 

Exogenous Survey II 5 

  Local commitment 

building 

 

Exogenous Survey II 5 

  Stakeholder 

involvement  

 

Exogenous Survey II 5 

  Intergovernmental 

coordination  

 

Exogenous Survey II 5 

  Compliance monitoring 

 

Exogenous Survey II 5 

 Fragmentation  Number of local 

jurisdictions in MSAs 

and counties 

 

 

Exogenous  

 

Census 

 

 

Coalition Politics 

  

Coalition 

 

Level of 

activity/involvement 

 

 

Endogenous/

intervening  

 

Survey 

 

IV 1 

  Stance toward growth 

management 

 

Endogenous/

intervening  

Survey IV 4 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

 

 

This section details the different statistical techniques that are used for the 

analysis of the survey results. The first step is to reduce the large number of effectiveness 

and policy variables in order to simplify the subsequent path analysis. Principal 

Component Analysis is briefly described here, followed by a more detailed presentation 

of the path analysis, its basic concepts and the preliminary specification of the path model 

for the effectiveness of containment goals. 

 

 

Principal Component Analysis for Data Reduction 

 

Considering the large number of dependent and independent variables retained in 

the causal model, it is necessary to use some data reduction technique. Principal 

Component Analysis or PCA was performed on the measures of effectiveness of goals 

and on the policy variables. Principal Component Analysis (PCA) and factor analysis are 

used for the following purposes: to reduce the number of outcome variables to a smaller 

set of statistically uncorrelated variables or components, to reveal patterns of 

relationships among variables, and to detect clusters of variables, each of which contain 

variables that are strongly intercorrelated and therefore somewhat redundant (Agresti, 

1999; Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996).   

The goal is to reduce a large number of observed variables to smaller number of 

components independent of one another and which will reflect the underlying processes 

that have created the correlations among these variables (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). 

Principal Component Analysis, as a major type of factor analysis, is essentially the 

solution of choice for research where the interest is to reduce a large number of variables 

to a smaller number of components. Mathematically, Principal Component Analysis 

produces several linear combinations of observed variables. Each linear combination is a 

component or factor (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996).  

The purpose to use Principal Component Analysis for the present research is to 

extract from the set of dependent and independent variables a reduced set of component 
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that would simplify the subsequent path analysis and provide component scores more 

reliable than scores on individual observed variables. 

The steps in Principal Component Analysis include: selecting and measuring a set 

of variables, preparing the correlation matrix, extracting a set of components from the 

correlation matrix, determining the number of components, rotating the factors for 

increasing their interpretability, and interpreting the results. It is important to mention 

that an important test for the analysis is the interpretability of the components retained 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996: 636). These steps are described in greater details for both 

Principal Component Analyses in Chapter Five. 

 

Basic Concepts of Path Analysis 

 

Path analysis is a structural equation modeling procedure (also referred to as 

causal modeling). Sewall Wright developed the original idea of path analysis as early as 

1921. The technique was originally used this technique to study the direct and indirect 

effects of variables taken as causes of variables taken as effects. Path analysis is 

described as a method applied to a causal model developed by researchers on the basis of 

knowledge and theoretical considerations, rather than a method for discovering causes 

(Pedhazur, 1982: 580). Path analysis is characterized by the presence of endogenous and 

exogenous variables. Endogenous variables have their causal antecedents specified within 

the model, and they are determined or caused by exogenous variables whereas the causes 

for exogenous variables are outside of the model (Kline, 2005). Asher (1976) summarizes 

the notion of path analysis in the following statement: “path analysis is basically 

concerned with estimating the magnitude of the linkages between variables and using 

these estimates to provide information about the underlying causal processes“(Asher, 

1976: 29). 

Path analysis uses regression models to test the causal/theoretical relationships 

developed in the conceptual model. The path model tests these theoretical relationships 

among independent measured variables and dependent measured variables, and the direct 

and indirect effects of the independent variables on the dependent variables (Kunnan, 

1998).  It consists of a series of regression analyses, providing that the regression 
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assumptions are met
15

, and where the presumed causal relationships must be clearly 

specified. The path coefficients are obtained by regressing each endogenous variable on 

the variables, either endogenous or exogenous or both, that directly affect it (Asher, 

1976). The path coefficient indicates the amount of expected change in the dependent 

variable as a result of a unit change in the independent variable (Pedhazur, 1982: 583). It 

enables to display the direct and indirect effects of a variable on another and get a good 

sense of intervening variables.  

The path models can be either recursive or non-recursive. A recursive model 

refers to a model in which the causal flow is unidirectional. This rules out reciprocal 

causation between variables that is found in non-recursive models. In a recursive model, 

a variable cannot be both a cause and an effect of another variable (Pedhazur, 1982). The 

recursive model includes residuals to indicate the effects of variables not included in the 

model, as it is almost never possible to account for the total variance of a variable 

(especially the exogenous variables which are dependent on variables outside of the 

model). As the recursive model is used in the analysis, the non-recursive model will not 

be further discussed. 

There are some assumptions regarding the data and the model. One concerns the 

sample size. Researchers have usually suggested large sample sizes, but there is no real 

agreement on a minimum sample size.  Researchers have suggested between 100-150 and 

400 subjects for path analysis (Hatcher, 1994; Kunnan, 1998). Another approach is to 

consider the number of subjects in relation with the number of variables. Bentler and 

Chou (1987) suggest a ratio as low as 5 subjects per variable or per parameter to be 

estimated for normal and elliptic distributions and a ratio of 10 subjects per variable for 

other distributions
16

. Another assumption concerns the normal distribution of the 

data/values. The statistical tests such as the model chi-square and the significance tests 

for path coefficients assume a normal distribution. The relationships between the 

variables should be linear, additive, and causal (versus curvilinear and interactive). Path 

analysis also assumes the absence of multicollinearity between variables. 

                                                 
15 Asher (1976) states that the requirement that the residual variables are uncorrelated with the explanatory 

variables in the regression equation is particularly important.  
16 The total number of parameters includes the path coefficients, the variances and the covariances 

(McCallum, 1995; Hatcher, 1994).  
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Concerning the level of measurement, opinions differ. Some researchers have 

argued that all four levels of measurement, categorical or nominal, ordinal, interval and 

ratio, can be used in structural equation modeling, with the recommendation that they 

should not be mixed in a correlational or covariance matrix (Kunnan, 1998). Other state 

that endogenous and exogenous variables should be assessed on an interval or ratio level, 

although it is said that exogenous variables can be assessed at the nominal level if they 

are dummy variables (Hatcher, 1994). It has also been argued that ordinal data can be 

treated as interval data without major problems (Asher, 1976). The absence of interval 

data should not prevent from proceeding with model testing and parameter estimations. It 

is argued that treating ordinal variables as if they were interval allows one to employ 

more powerful and sophisticated statistical techniques (Asher, 1976: 65). Asher (1976) 

argues that the violation of the interval requirement may not be so critical or 

consequential, especially with a large number of categories in the ordinal variables. 

However, one should exercise care in the violating this assumption, and be aware that in 

some extreme cases, the correspondence and relationship between ordinal and interval 

results (scales) are weak. 

Regarding the path model itself, all nontrivial causes should be included, meaning 

that the model should be self-contained, and the model should be over-identified, as 

opposed to under-identified or just-identified. The inclusion of nontrivial causes relates to 

the model specification. All known nontrivial causes or constructs of the endogenous 

variables should be included in the path model as independent variables. If important 

independent variables are omitted, then the path coefficients for the remaining 

independent variables are likely to be biased. If the model is self-contained, then the 

residual terms in the model should be uncorrelated (Hatcher, 1994). 

The issue of identification is one of the most important concepts in causal 

modeling. An under-identified model is a model with fewer linear equations than 

unknowns (Asher, 1976). If a model is under-identified prior to the estimation, this means 

that there will be an infinite number of solutions to generate the parameter estimates, 

making the results will be meaningless. A just-identified model is a model with as many 

equations as unknowns. An over-identified model is a model in which more equations are 

generated than unknowns. Running an over-identified model will result in only one set of 
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parameters. The kind of model also can be tested for overall goodness of fit of the model, 

which is not the case for a just-identified model, as it is providing a perfect fit to the data 

(Hatcher, 1994). 

There are several important steps in doing a path analysis: the specification of the 

model to be estimated (represented by a path diagram), the estimation of the model, the 

evaluation of the fit of the model using several measures of goodness of fit e.g. chi-

square, some possible model modifications, based on the results of specific modification 

indices, and the interpretation of the final results (Hoyle, 1995). Each of these steps will 

be followed and described in Chapter Five. 

 

Preliminary Specification of the Path Analysis for Effectiveness of Containment 

Goals  

 

The conceptual framework is used as the basis for developing an initial path 

analysis diagram. Figure 4-2 provides a preliminary path diagram for the effectiveness of 

urban containment programs, representing cause-effect relationships by arrows pointing 

toward the effect variable and leading from the causal (explanatory) variable. The model 

developed from the conceptual framework only includes manifest variables. A manifest 

variable is directly measured or observed during data collection, while a latent variable is 

a hypothetical construct not directly observed or measured. 

The intergovernmental context and the mobilization potential influence the 

coalition politics, which in turn affect policy adoption and policy implementation. The 

adoption and implementation are also affected by the intergovernmental context and the 

mobilization potential directly. The intergovernmental context also has a direct effect on 

the effectiveness of containment goals. Coalition politics and containment programs are 

considered as intervening variables. Coalition politics have a direct effect on programs 

strength and characteristics but also on effectiveness, and an indirect effect on 

effectiveness through program strength and characteristics. 



 

IC = Intergovernmental Context  
MP = Mobilization Potential 
CP = Coalition Politics  
UCP = Urban Containment Programs  
E = Effectiveness   

E
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IC 

MP 

CP

UCP

Figure 4-2: Preliminary Input Path Diagram for Effectiveness of Urban Containment Programs   



 

Path analysis begins with a set of structural equations representing the structure of 

interrelated hypotheses and then follows standard statistical procedures for tracing paths 

(Reese and Rosenfeld, 2002). In order to obtain the direct effects for each endogenous 

variable in the path model, it will be necessary to run linear regressions and to report the 

beta coefficient in order to obtain the path coefficients. These coefficients are displayed 

in Figure 4-3.  

Because the model has two or more causal variables, the path coefficients are 

partial regression coefficients, which measure the extent of effect of one variable on 

another in the path model, controlling for other prior variables. The path model will be 

specified by the following path equations:   

 

 

 

Equation 1:  

Coalition i = b0 + b1 Population Growth + b2 Income  + b3 Fragmentation + b4 State Mandate Features + ei

 

 

Equation 2
17

: 

Containment Policies i = c0 + c1Coalition  + c2 State Mandate Features + c3 Fragmentation + c4 Income + ei  

 

 

Equation 3
18

: 

Effectiveness i = d0 + d1Coalition + d2 State Mandate Features + d3 Fragmentation + d9 Policy Components  

+ ei

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 The letter “c” for coefficients in equation 2 is used instead of “b” to differentiate them from the 

coefficients in equation 1 
18 The letter “d” is used for coefficients in equation 3 instead of “b” or “c” to differentiate them from the 

coefficients in equations 1 and 2 
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Figure 4.3: Preliminary Output Path Diagram 

 

 

 

IC = Intergovernmental Context 

MP = Mobilization Potential 

CP = Coalition Politics 

UCP = Urban Containment Programs 

E = Effectiveness  

a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h = path coefficients 
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 Path coefficients can be used to decompose correlations in the model into direct 

and indirect effects corresponding to direct and indirect paths reflected by the arrows. It 

is based on the notion that in a linear system, the total causal effect of variable X on 

variable Y is the sum of the values of all the paths from X to Y.  The indirect effects are 

calculated by multiplying the path coefficients for each path from X to Y.   

Using the preliminary output path diagram displayed above, the indirect effects 

will be calculated as follow: 

 

Intergovernmental Context → Coalition Politics → Urban Containment Programs 

                   = c x f  

 

Intergovernmental Context → Coalition Politics → Effectiveness 

  = c x e 

 

Mobilization Potential → Coalition Politics → Urban Containment Programs  

  = d x f 

 

Mobilization Potential → Coalition Politics → Effectiveness 

  = d x e   

 

Mobilization Potential → Urban Containment Programs → Effectiveness 

  = h x g  

 

Coalition Politics → Urban Containment Programs → Effectiveness 

  = f x g  
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Summary 

 

This study seeks to show that coalition politics influence the effectiveness of 

urban containment programs by affecting their adoption and implementation. To 

investigate such relationship, the main hypotheses were examined through a path analysis 

employing data from original survey research and secondary sources. The study provided 

data on a large range of variables for a large number of cases and more generalizable 

findings about the effects of local coalitions on the adoption and implementation of urban 

containment programs. Ultimately, the study seeks to demonstrate that the strength and 

direction of stakeholder coalitions affect the effectiveness of urban containment 

programs.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS OF THE 

INFLUENCE OF LOCAL COALITIONS ON THE 

EFFECTIVENESS OF URBAN CONTAINMENT GOALS 

 

 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Do stakeholder coalition breadth and orientation influence the effective 

implementation of urban containment policies at the local level? This chapter presents the 

evidence resulting from the survey and analysis.  

The conceptual framework presented in Figure 5-1
19

 derives from the urban 

containment literature and the urban politics literature presented in the previous chapters. 

The literature review shows that local governments are likely to be influenced by factors 

such as the local political demand in the way land-use policies are adopted and 

implemented. Assessing who occupies the key positions in local governance is essential 

to understand not only local responses and local attitudes toward growth and growth 

policies, but also local variation in policy implementation and outcomes. The central 

tenet of the present research is that the effective implementation of urban containment 

goals and policies depends on the extent to which local planning and local decision-

making is influenced by coalitions that impose their views about growth and support or 

not the goals of urban containment, depending on the policy agenda they seek to promote. 

Urban containment programs are expected to vary in terms of their design and 

implementation, depending on the breadth and orientation of local coalitions that 

dominate the land-use decision-making process. Essentially, broad-based coalitions in 

favor of growth management are expected to lead to the adoption of well-designed 

containment programs and to effective implementation of these programs. Broad-based 

coalitions are described as regimes or coalitions in which anti-growth community groups 

                                                 
19 The conceptual framework presented in Figure 5-1 is identical to the conceptual framework in Figure 4-

1, Chapter Four 
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and pro-growth interests have reached an operational consensus in favor of growth 

management.  

Three main hypotheses are derived from the conceptual framework regarding the 

coalition politics. The first hypothesis states that the strength and direction of interest 

group coalition will directly influence the adoption of urban containment programs. The 

second hypothesis states that when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in 

favor of growth management, urban containment goals will be most effective. The third 

hypothesis refers to the strength and direction of interest group coalition having an 

indirect influence on the effectiveness of containment goals through the adoption of 

urban containment policies.  

The research also investigates other causal relationships regarding the adopted 

urban containment programs, the role of the intergovernmental context and the role of the 

mobilization context. These causal relationships have been outlined in the Chapters Two 

and Three and summarized in Figure 5-1.  

Urban containment programs are believed to directly influence the effectiveness 

of urban containment goals. The adoption of a large array of containment policies makes 

the program stronger and more likely to be effective in changing reaching containment 

goals. The type of policies being adopted is positively related to the effectiveness of 

specific outcomes, that is to say that expected outcomes in term of effectiveness of urban 

containment programs will vary according to the type of containment program being 

adopted and implemented. 

The intergovernmental context characterized by the nature of the state 

intervention and the degree of regulatory fragmentation, weights on urban containment 

programs adoption and their implementation, but also on the formation of local 

coalitions. The presence of supportive state mandate leads to the adoption of stronger 

urban containment programs. The presence of a supportive state mandate increases the 

effectiveness of the containment goals (implementation of policies). A high degree of 

regulatory fragmentation, on the contrary, has a negative impact on the adoption of urban 

containment policies.  
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Intergovernmental Context

-Presence of a state mandate

-Degree of regulatory fragmentation

Coalition Politics

-Level of activity 
-Position on growth 
management          

Urban Containment Programs

- Urban services and facilities
- Urban growth phasing 
- Rural growth management
- Rural/open space preservation

Effectiveness of Urban Containment 

Programs  

Mobilization Potential

-Socio-economic variables
-Existence of controversy

Figure 5-1: Conceptual Model 
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A high degree of regulatory fragmentation leads to a less effective 

implementation of urban containment policies in term of fulfilling their goals. The 

intergovernmental context influences the formation of a broad-based coalition in favor of 

growth management. The level of fragmentation is expected to negatively influence the 

formation of a broad-based pro-growth management coalition, whereas state mandate is 

expected to have a positive influence.  

The mobilization potential concerns the socio-economic characteristics of the 

communities and the existence of controversy over growth issues. Both factors influence 

the type of coalitions being in place at the local level and they have an indirect influence 

on the type of policies being adopted and their implementation. Higher socio-economic 

status promotes the formation of anti-growth groups and therefore increases the adoption 

of urban containment programs. Population growth favors the formation of growth 

management coalitions. Finally, the socio-economic status of a jurisdiction and the past 

growth rates favor the adoption of containment policies.  

Chapter Five provides a brief overview of the survey responses, followed by an 

overview of the general context of the jurisdictions surveyed. The chapter focuses then on 

the results of the univariate statistics for the variables originally retained for the analysis. 

It presents the results of the principal component analyses for policy adoption and 

effectiveness of goals. The chapter also presents the results of the quantitative analysis of 

the determinants of the effectiveness of urban containment goals with sections related to 

the model building and model findings for the path analysis. 

 

 

SURVEY RESULTS 

 

 

The survey results cover some background information regarding the local 

jurisdictions surveyed as well as a description of the univariate statistics for both the 

dependent and independent variables. The data are screened for potential outliers and 

issues of normality, as well as for multicollinearity. The statistics for skewness and 

kurtosis are assessed in term of their potential departure from normality, to see whether 

the transformation of some variables is needed, and the bivariate correlations are 

examined. The outliers are removed from the data set, the variables under scrutiny are 
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found to be non-to moderately skewed and kurtotic and there is no multicollinearity 

among bivariate pairs 

 

 

Background Information on the Cases 

 

A total of 372 survey instruments were addressed to planning directors of local 

jurisdictions with at least 25,000 and more residents in the six states surveyed. The 

response rate is 65.0 percent after four waves, with 242 responses out of 372 surveys 

mailed. By state returns are presented in Table 5-1; the proportion of responses by state is 

consistent. The survey targeted planning directors of the cities and counties as they were 

thought the most knowledgeable persons regarding planning policies in their 

communities. 

 

General Context 

 

The survey included questions concerning some background information on the 

jurisdictions, the jurisdiction land-use management system, the effectiveness of the land-

use management system, and coalitions politics and land-use planning. Reviewing the 

univariate results can help to understand the local context in term of local attitudes 

toward growth issues, priorities in the jurisdictions regarding development, the factors 

contributing to the adoption of urban containment programs, and the importance of 

specific containment goals in relation to these programs. These responses will be briefly 

described in this section. The more detailed frequency tables are provided in Appendix B. 

For the most part there is agreement that growth should be encouraged. 

Respondents were asked to characterize the local sentiment toward growth of business 

and industries, and toward residential development, from a general consensus that it 

should be restricted to a general consensus that it should be encouraged (scale one to 

five). The two variables have respective means of 4.4 (s.d. = 0.88) and 3.8 (s.d. = 1.11). 

The sentiment toward the growth of business and industry shows less variation in the 

responses than the sentiment toward residential development. There is general consensus 

that the growth of business and industry should be encouraged in 61.2 percent of the 

cases. The jurisdictions show little disagreement on the matter.  
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Table 5-1: Survey Sample and Responses by: State 
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Sample size 

 

Percentage  

 

31  

 

8.3% 

 

31  

 

8.3% 

 

118  

 

31.7% 

 

91  

 

24.5% 

 

35  

 

9.4% 

 

61  

 

16.4% 

 

372 

 

100% 

 

Responses 
 

Percentage 

 

20  

 

8.3% 

 

25  

 

10.3% 

 

82  

 

33.9% 

 

55  

 

22.7% 

 

22  

 

9.1% 

 

37  

 

15.3% 

 

242 

 

100% 
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Residential development is not as consensual. In 30.9 percent of the cases the 

growth of residential development is encouraged, and in 35.6 percent it is encouraged in 

some cases. Still, the cases show a stronger orientation toward encouraging even with 

some restrictions (66.5 percent of the cases are in favor of encouraging residential growth 

in some cases to simply encourage). The cases in which development is restricted 

represent only 1.3 percent of the sample (for both aspects). This means that the local 

jurisdictions surveyed are in general in favor of economic and residential growth.  

Respondents were asked to characterize a set of 16 priorities according to their 

importance in the jurisdiction, from low to high (scale from one to five). The variables 

have means between 2.3 (s.d. = 1.04) and 3.9 (s.d. = 1.01), showing moderate to large 

variations in the responses. The results show that the main priorities in the surveyed 

jurisdictions are: lack of government funding (high priority in 32.1 percent of the cases), 

school crowding (high priority in 25 percent of the cases), traffic congestion (high 

priority in 23 percent of the cases) and then urban sprawl (high priority in 18.3 percent of 

the cases). This shows that the main priorities in the local jurisdiction are not urban 

containment. These priorities do not reflect the state priorities, which are set on growth 

management. This shows the discrepancy that can exist between the preoccupation of 

local jurisdictions and the goals and objectives of state mandates oriented toward growth 

management. The main priority is to obtain funding to be able to adopt and implement 

policies.  

The factors leading to the adoption of urban containment policies and programs 

are strongly connected to the identified priorities and to the goals of programs. 

Respondents were asked to qualify the importance of several factors in term of their 

contribution to the adoption of urban containment policies, from not important to very 

important (scale from one to five). The variables have means from 2.6 (s.d. = 1.15) to 

3.41 (s.d. = 1.17). In 21 percent of the cases, state mandate is the factor that is the most 

important contributor, followed by local political action and funding (18.6 percent). In 

53.3 percent of the cases, local political action is important to very important, followed 

by plan recommendation (52.3 percent), and land available for development (47.5 

percent). This shows the relevance of studying the political aspect of land use policies 

and programs.  
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When policies are adopted, the goals they seek to achieve are a mix of 

containment and economic development. Respondents were asked to qualify the 

importance of several goals to the adoption of mechanisms, programs or practices dealing 

with urban containment from not important to very important (scale from one to five). 

The variables have means from 1.86 (s.d. = 1.06) to 3.87 (s.d. = 1.03), showing moderate 

to large variations in the responses. Protecting environmentally sensitive areas is a very 

important goal in 32.6 percent of the cases, followed by providing economic 

opportunities and improving quality of life. Improving quality of life is an important to 

very important goal in 70 percent of the cases, followed by protecting environmentally 

sensitive areas (67.8 percent), providing economic opportunities (60.6 percent), and 

accommodating urban development (57.2 percent). This shows the stance of local 

jurisdictions between complying with urban containment mandates, often state based, and 

providing economic opportunities for their jurisdictions. The goals of restraining 

population growth and restricting urban development are important to very important in 

only 8.3 percent and 19.3 percent of the jurisdictions respectively.   

 

Results of Univariate Statistics for the Dependent and Independent Variables 

 

This section presents and analyses the univariate statistics for the dependent 

variables effectiveness of containment goals, and for the independent variables urban 

containment policies, intergovernmental context, mobilization context, and coalition 

politics. Data are screened for outliers and issues of normality, as well as for the presence 

of multicollinearity between variables.  

 

Effectiveness of Containment Goals  

 

The dependent variables measure the effectiveness of 14 urban containment goals. 

Respondents were asked to characterize the effectiveness of these goals, from ineffective 

to very effective (scale one to five). The variables have means from 2.13 (s.d.= 1.11) to 

3.66 (s.d. = 1.01), which shows variation in the responses. 

Respondents generally view containment goals as effective in their jurisdictions. 

There is no mean higher than 3.7 (accommodating urban development) for the 
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effectiveness of goals. The jurisdictions are effective to very effective in accommodating 

urban development (62.2 percent), in protecting environmentally sensitive areas (56.2 

percent), and in improving economic opportunities (51.9 percent). This represents an 

interesting mix of being effective in accommodating development and in protecting the 

environment. These findings are similar to the results from the goals local jurisdictions 

seek to achieve when adopting urban containment policies. The goal of containing urban 

growth is effective to very effective in 42.8 percent of the surveyed jurisdictions. The 

jurisdictions are least effective in restraining population growth (37.9 percent of the 

cases) and in restricting urban development (21.6 percent of the jurisdictions). This is an 

expected outcome, as these goals, being the most restrictive, are more likely not to be 

achieved in most communities, and even not to be desired. 

 

Urban Containment Policies 

 

The independent variables, both exogenous and endogenous, are 19 urban 

containment policies, one socio-economic measure, income, one measure of population 

growth from 1990 to 2000, a measure of the level of fragmentation of the local 

jurisdictions surveyed, and 6 state mandate characteristics. 

Respondents were asked to identify the mechanisms, programs or practices used 

in their jurisdiction and the approximate time of use from a four points scale, with one 

corresponding to not in use, two to in use less than one year, three to in use from one year 

to five years, and four to in use more than five years. The policy variables have means 

between 1.43 (urban fringe resource management, s.d. = 1.01)) and 2.9 (level of service 

standards, s.d. = 1.33). Level of service standards, small lot zoning, municipal boundary, 

infrastructure phasing and spatial capital investment are the policies adopted in more than 

60 percent of the cases since less than one year or more. Two policies, municipal 

boundary and level of service standards, are in used for more than five years in 54 

percent of the surveyed jurisdictions.  

Policies aiming at managing and protecting rural and open areas show some 

interesting results. Besides public land management and agricultural and open space 

districts, adopted in respectively 60 percent and 47 percent of the jurisdictions, all these 

policies are not use in around 80 percent of the local jurisdictions e.g. greenbelt is not in 
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use in 79 percent of the jurisdictions surveyed. These numbers can be explained by the 

fact that most jurisdictions in the sample are urban jurisdictions, in the sense that they 

belong to Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Therefore one could assume that these 

jurisdictions have little use for rural growth management policies for example. A proxy 

variable urban-rural was created to try to understand why these policies were hardly 

adopted. However it did not give a clear sense of what is happening. The urban 

jurisdictions represent 80 percent of the cases, whereas the remaining 20 percent are rural 

jurisdictions, mostly counties. Most of the rural jurisdictions do not have adopted these 

policies. For example, greenbelt is not in use in 80 percent of the rural jurisdictions. The 

percentage is similar for the urban jurisdictions. 

 

Intergovernmental Context  

 

Respondents were also asked to characterize the role played by the state 

government in influencing land use planning in the surveyed jurisdictions, and the 

strength of the state mandate, from weak to strong (scale from one to five). The role of 

the state government is articulated around six points: defining specific goals and 

objectives, providing technical and financial assistance, building local commitment to 

state goals, emphasizing stakeholder involvement, facilitating intergovernmental 

cooperation, and monitoring compliance. The state mandate characteristics have means 

from 2.23 (s.d. = 1.15) to 2.98 (s.d. = 1.4). This shows moderate to large variation in the 

responses. From the frequencies it appears that the strength of planning mandates lie 

mostly in the definition of goals and objectives, as it appears quite strong to strong in 40 

percent of the cases. No other characteristic reaches this percentage. The second strongest 

characteristic is stakeholder involvement (28.6 percent). However, the mandates are quite 

weak to weak in building local commitment to state growth management goals, in 

providing technical assistance and in promoting intergovernmental cooperation. This can 

explain why the implementation of state growth management mandates at the local level 

is sometime difficult e.g. Florida.  

The level of fragmentation is another measure of the intergovernmental context. It 

seeks to assess the degree to which local jurisdictions are fragmented in term of their 

regulatory framework. The variable is calculated by the ratio of a single jurisdiction to 
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the number of jurisdictions in the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) or county in 

which it is located. The variable has a mean of .17 (s.d. = 0.2), a minimum of .02 and a 

maximum of .75. Considering the mean, it appears that the jurisdictions surveyed are 

quite fragmented (consensus), with the worst score being represented by the jurisdictions 

located in the Miami-Dade County MSA in Florida, with a level of fragmentation of .02.  

 

Socio-Economic Status and Past Growth  

 

Median income for the year 2000, the only socio-economic variable retained for 

the statistical analysis, has a mean of 40, 511 (s.d. = 9 845), a minimum of 20, 652 and a 

maximum of 101, 592. 

Population growth from 1990 to 2000 shows a mean of 25.4 percent (s.d. = 37), a 

minimum of -.12.2 percent and a maximum of 345 percent (Arizona). These statistics 

show a large variation in the responses.  

 

Characterization of Local Coalitions 

 

One of the first steps in the analysis was to define and identify the character of the 

local political regimes, in order to create a regime variable. Political regimes were 

defined according to the positions of groups and individuals on growth issues and 

according to their level of activity at the local level (or how influential they are). Three 

questions helped captured the positions of various local actors on growth related-issues. 

The first question was:” Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your 

knowledge, have supported or opposed the construction of apartment or housing within 

your jurisdiction”. The second question was:” Please identify the individuals or groups 

who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed the growth of business 

and industry within your jurisdiction”. The last question was:“ Please identify the 

individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed 

growth management efforts within your jurisdiction”. 

Respondents were asked to report on the stance of 18 groups and individuals 

ranging from city officials to local realtors, civic groups and media. The stance of the 

different groups and individuals was ranked on a scale from one to five (one = opposed; 

five = supported).  
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These regimes were created following Logan and Crowder´s approach (2002). 

The information regarding the level of involvement in local political issues and the 

attitude toward growth management of targeted groups (development groups, land 

developer trade associations, real estate associations, environmental groups and 

neighborhood groups) were assessed on a case-by-case basis to determine the character of 

the political regimes in the jurisdictions included in the study.  These results led to the 

development of a new classification scheme of regimes with six categories.  

The rational for characterizing local regimes based on attitudes toward growth 

management only is twofold: first, the issue had been hardly explored in the literature on 

regimes, except for few cases studies e.g. Florida (Turner, 1992); second, the research 

focuses on policies that are often (although not only) associated with growth management 

programs adopted at the state level. Therefore it appears that the focus on attitudes 

toward growth management could reveal very valuable information. 

 

Following this rationale, 6 categories of local regimes are identified: 

 

1) Hegemonic pro-growth management regimes: These are jurisdictions in which the 

most active groups favor growth management. There is a high degree of local consensus 

on growth management. 

 

2) Contested pro-growth management regimes: In another type of jurisdictions, the most 

active groups have a pro-growth management position, and the other groups, although 

clearly less active, are anti-growth management or neutral. These jurisdictions are 

referred to as contested pro-growth management regimes. 

 

3) Split regimes: In a larger number of jurisdictions, the most active groups have 

opposing views on growth management issues. In such places, the balance of power is 

uncertain. Therefore these are referred to as split regimes. 

 

4) Contested anti-growth management regimes: These are jurisdictions in which the most 

active groups (groups of the growth machine coalition) are opposed to growth 
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management and the other groups (neighborhood associations and environmental 

groups), although less active, are pro-growth management or neutrals. These jurisdictions 

are referred to as contested anti-growth management regimes. 

 

5) Hegemonic anti-growth management regimes: There are jurisdictions in which an anti-

growth management coalition, always including the growth coalition, but also 

neighborhood associations and environmental groups, is clearly dominant. These are 

referred to as hegemonic anti-growth management regimes. 

 

6) Neutrals: Those are cases in which the most active groups have taken no position on 

growth issues or there are no active groups at the local level. Growth issues are not at the 

heart of local politics. 

 

The choice of the variables retained for the analysis include the variables created 

by taking the growth coalition actors together, and the groups traditionally associated 

with anti-growth movements in the literature (neighborhood and environmental groups), 

rather than using all individuals and groups. 

The regime variable retained for the analysis is a scale from one to five, with one 

standing for hegemonic anti-growth management
20

, two standing for contested anti-

growth management
21

, three standing for split
22

, four standing for contested pro-growth 

management
23

, and five standing for hegemonic pro-growth management
24

. The mean is 

3.13 (s.d. = 0.98). With regards to the mean and the standard deviation, two-third of the 

responses lies between 2.15 and 4.11. This suggests a wide disparity among the responses 

(see Appendix B for more details).  

                                                 
20 The most active groups are anti-growth management and all other groups are anti-growth management or 

neutral.  
21 The most active groups are anti-growth management and neutral and the groups with lower 

involvement/activity may be pro-growth management.  
22 The most active groups are split on growth management; other most active groups may be neutral.  
23 The most active groups are pro-growth management and neutral and the groups with lower 

involvement/activity may be anti-growth management. 
24 The most active groups are pro-growth management and all other groups are pro-growth management or 

neutral 
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The extreme ends of this scale are the most interesting as they suppose a broad-

based consensus across several actors and groups (whether oppose or in favor) on growth 

management. The hegemonic anti-growth regime is found in 5.9 percent of the cases. The 

repartition by state shows that the largest fraction of hegemonic anti-growth management 

regimes is found in Florida and North Carolina (33.4 percent of the cases) followed by 

Arizona (16.7 percent) and Colorado and Oregon (8.4 percent). No hegemonic anti-

growth management regime has been identified in Washington. The hegemonic pro-

growth management regimes represent 10.3 percent of the cases. The major fraction of 

hegemonic pro-growth management regimes is found in Florida (57.1 percent), followed 

by Oregon (14.3 percent), Arizona and North Carolina (9.5 percent), and Colorado and 

Washington (4.8 percent). 

 

Data Screening 

 

Prior to analysis, data were screened for outliers and issues of normality, 

following the protocol outlined in Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) and Pallant (2001). The 

Mahalanobis Distance statistic was calculated for each case for both the dependent and 

independent variables in order to identify potential outliers. A linear regression was run 

on any measure of effectiveness of goals, and the distances saved in the data file as an 

extra variable (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996; Pallant, 2001). The critical chi- square value 

at .001 significance level was determined to be 55.47 using the number of independent 

variables as the degree of freedom, in this case 27. The Mahalanobis D
2
 values were then 

compared with the chi-square value. Five cases were identified as outliers and were 

deleted from the data set. These outliers represent cases with extreme values regarding 

population growth e.g. more than 300% growth rate over 10 years, and income. 

Mahalanobis distances were also checked for the dependent variables. No outliers were 

identified for the dependent variables. 

The data screening process identified issues of skewness and kurtosis or deviation 

from normally distribution. There are standardized measures of skewness and kurtosis 

that permit the comparison of different distributions to the normal curve (DeCarlo, 1997). 

The value of the standardized kurtosis index in a normal distribution equals 3.0, a value 

greater than 3.0 indicate positive kurtosis and a value lower less than 3.0 indicates 
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negative kurtosis. Some statistical computer programs like SPSS and SAS subtract 3.0 

from the kurtosis index before printing its value. The value of this rescaled index is zero 

for a normal distribution, and its sign indicates the type of kurtosis, negative or positive. 

The ratio of the value of an unstandardized skew index or kurtosis index over its standard 

error is interpreted in large samples as a z test of the null hypothesis that there is no 

population skew or kurtosis. However, these tests may not be very useful in large samples 

because even a slight departure from normality may be statistically significant. An 

alternative is to interpret the absolute values of standardized skew or kurtosis indexes, but 

there are few clear guidelines for doing so. Some suggestions can be offered, though, that 

are based on computer simulation studies of estimation methods used by SEM computer 

programs (Curran, West and Finch, 1997). Variables with absolute values of the skew 

index greater than 3.0 seem to be described as extremely skewed by some authors of 

these studies. There is less consensus about the kurtosis index however. Absolute values 

from about 8 to over 20 of this index have been described as indicating extreme kurtosis. 

A conservative rule of thumb, then, seems to be that absolute values of the kurtosis index 

greater than 10.0 may suggest a problem and values greater than 20 may indicate a more 

serious one. 

After consideration of the skewness and kurtosis statistics, the variables under 

scrutiny were found to range from non-to moderately skewed and kurtotic (Kline, 2005; 

Byrne, 1994; DeCarlo, 1997). The relevant statistics are provided in the Appendix B. 

Therefore all variables were retained for the analysis. However, even a moderate 

violation of normality can bias the interpretation of the usual parameters (Byrne, 1994), 

as structural equation modeling assumes multivariate normality. Therefore the final path 

models are checked for multivariate normality. This will be developed in the following 

sections. 

 This section presented an overview of the survey results. The response rate for the 

survey is 65 percent in four waves. The univariate statistics reveal that most jurisdictions 

agree that growth should be encouraged. The main priority for the jurisdictions is the lack 

of funding, not urban sprawl. Concerning the adoption of urban containment programs, 

state mandate and local political action are the most important factors. When the policies 

are adopted, the most important goals are providing economic opportunities and 
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protecting environmentally sensitive areas. Restricting urban development is not an 

important goal. Urban containment programs are viewed as effective in most 

jurisdictions. The most effective goals are accommodating growth, followed by 

protecting environmentally sensitive areas and providing economic opportunities. Levels 

of service standards, small lot zoning, municipal boundary, infrastructure phasing and 

spatial capital investments are policies adopted in more than 60 percent of the 

jurisdictions for one year and more. Policies aiming at managing and protecting 

rural/open spaces are hardly adopted in the surveyed jurisdictions. The strength of 

planning mandates lie mostly in the definition of goals and objectives, stakeholder 

involvement. However, the mandates are quite weak to weak in building local 

commitment to state growth management goals, in providing technical assistance and in 

promoting intergovernmental cooperation. The institutional setting is quite fragmented. 

And the majority of local regime are split regimes. Pro-growth management regimes are 

mostly found in Florida and Oregon, whereas anti-growth management regimes are found 

paradoxically in Florida, and in North Carolina.  

The results of the bivariate correlations demonstrate the absence of 

multicollinearity among bivariate pairs (see Appendix B for the detailed correlation 

matrix). Finally, data screening reveals the presence of five outliers, removed from the 

data set, as well as issues of normality. However, after consideration of the skewness and 

kurtosis statistics, the variables under scrutiny are found to be non-to moderately skewed 

and kurtotic. Therefore transformation of the variables is judged unnecessary for the 

following analyses.  

 

 

DATA REDUCTION FOR POLICY ADOPTION AND EFFECTIVENESS 

 

 

This section presents the results of the Principal Component Analyses for the 

dependent variables effectiveness of goals and for the independent variables urban 

containment policies. The Principal Component Analysis on the effectiveness of goals 

leads to the identification of three components, whereas the Principal Component 

Analysis on the containment policies reveals four policy components. The component 
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scores are saved in the dataset as variables, and later used in the path analysis. The 

following sections describe the steps followed for both data reduction procedures.  

 

 

Effectiveness of Urban Containment Goals 

 

The first step is to assess the suitability of the dependent variables for principal 

component analysis. The bivariate correlations (see Appendix B) between the dependent 

variables show that there are substantial numbers of correlation over .30 among the 

targeted variables, therefore the magnitude of the correlations is sufficient for the use of 

Principal Component Analysis technique. Furthermore, two statistical measures help 

assess the factorability of the data: the Bartlett’s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy. Both measures are satisfying. The 

Bartlett’s test is significant (p<.05) and the KMO index is .876
25

. 

The selection of components is a critical step in PCA. It depends in part on the 

goals of the analysis, whether it is to simply describe a variable set without further use, or 

to use the components as predictors of a dependent variable, in which case the 

correlations with the dependent variable should be considered as well (Dunteman, 1989). 

A first estimate is provided by the size of the eigenvalues reported with the 

outputs of PCA. Each eigenvalue represents the amount of variance captured by one 

component (Wuensch, 2005). Each component is a linear combination of the variables 

that constitute it. The first component accounts for the largest amount of variance, the 

second for the second largest after extraction of the variances associated with the first 

component, and so on. The solution is to retain eigenvalues of one or more according to 

the Kaiser rule (1960), as it is said that principal components with eigenvalues less than 

one contain less information than a single standardized variable whose variance is one 

(Dunteman, 1989:22). However, following this rule strictly can lead to disregard small 

components that might be important. 

A second criterion is the scree test developed by Catrell (1966). The scree test is a 

plot that displays eigenvalues on the ordinate axis and component numbers on the 

abscissa (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). The plot provides a visual representation of the 

                                                 
25 The KMO ranges from 0 to 1, with .6 suggested as the minimum value for a good factor analysis. 
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decrease in the eigenvalues of the components. The indication of how many components 

to retain is given by the point where the line linking the points changes slope, which 

means at what point including additional component no longer increases the amount of 

variance accounted for by a non negligible amount (Wuensch, 2005). The problem with 

this method is that the decision is quite arbitrary, especially regarding the steepness of the 

plot (Dunteman, 1989). Dunteman concludes that “all these rules are arbitrary and should 

be applied with caution“ (Dunteman, 1989: 23). 

 The principal component analysis for the effectiveness of containment goals 

reveals the presence of 3 components with eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 

respectively 30.8 percent, 21.4 percent and 13.3 percent of the variance. The three factors 

solution explains a total of 65.5 percent of the variance. An inspection of the scree plot 

(Figure 5-2) shows a break after the third component. Therefore the three components 

solution was retained. 

The rotated orthogonal solution (Varimax rotation) presented in Table 5-2 shows 

a fairly simple structure, with each component showing a number of relatively strong 

loadings, and with all variables loading substantially on one component. The analysis was 

also attempted with an oblique solution (Oblimin method). It showed a less clear pattern 

of variables loading on components, with negative factor loadings for one component, 

and issues of cross-loading for two variables. Therefore the results provided by the 

orthogonal Varimax rotation were retained. 

The Cronbach Alpha (1951) was used to measure the internal consistency among 

the sets of variables forming the different components identified. This coefficient ranges 

from zero to one. It determines the degree to which a set of items forms a reliable scale. 

In addition to estimating internal consistency from the average correlation, the formula 

for alpha also takes into account the number of items on the ground that the more items, 

the more reliable a scale will be. That is, when the number of items in a scale is higher, 

alpha will be higher even when the estimated average correlations are equal. As the 

number of items rises, alpha rises (Hatcher, 1994). The Cronbach Alpha is .83 for the 

first component, .89 for the second component, and .70 for the third component. These 

coefficients reveal a good internal consistency of the components, from acceptable to 

very good. 
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Figure 5-2: Scree Plot for the Dependent Variables Effectiveness of Goals 
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Table 5-2: Rotated Component Matrix for Effectiveness of Goals 

 

Component Loading  

 1 2 3 

Fiscal Health .819   

Economic Opportunities .790   

Housing Opportunities .743   

Downtown Vitality .724   

Quality of Life .708   

Neighborhood Quality .704  .403 

Efficient Infrastructures .647 .419  

Accommodate Urban 

Development 
.573   

Agriculture and Land-Open 

Space 
 .815  

Contain Urban Growth  .772  

Reduce Urban Sprawl  .703  

Environmentally Sensitive 

Areas 
 .686  

Restrain Population Growth   .795 

Restrict Urban Development  .471 .644 

 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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There can be some questioning regarding a component with only two variables 

loading on it. When two variables load on one factor, the question of reliability depends 

on the pattern of correlation of these variables with each other and with other variables 

(Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996)
 26

. The two variables are moderately correlated with each 

other at .551, but not strongly correlated with other variables The component is assumed 

to be reliable, and its Cronbach Alpha is acceptable, but one needs to be cautious about 

the interpretation of the component. 

The interpretation of the three components can be linked with the literature on the 

goals of urban containment. The current discussion on urban containment shows that 

containment programs can be restrictive or accommodating in term of dealing with 

growth e.g. restrictive plans seek to cap future population growth, while accommodating 

plans seek to implement measures to accommodate all projected growth (Nelson and 

Dawkins, 2003). The three main goals of urban containment plans and programs 

identified by Nelson and Dawkins (2003) are physical containment of urban 

development, open space preservation, and urban development accommodation. The 

components represent a slight departure from these three goals. 

Component One includes the following effectiveness of goals variables: 

improving fiscal health, providing economic opportunities, providing housing 

opportunities, increasing downtown vitality, improving quality of life, increasing 

neighborhood quality, providing more efficient infrastructures, and accommodating urban 

growth. These goals are not restrictive in nature. They denote a non-aggressive 

program/approach to accommodate the projected urban growth. They are concerned with 

accompanying development rather that containment per se, with a priority set on 

development management. They have no notion of spatial limit on growth. Therefore the 

component is named effectiveness of accommodating and managing urban growth 

(accommodating in short). 

Component Two includes the following effectiveness of goals variables: 

preserving agricultural and open spaces, containing urban growth, reducing urban sprawl 

                                                 
26 Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) state if the two variables are strongly correlated with each other e.g. .70, 

and relatively uncorrelated with other variables, the factor or component may be reliable. However the 

interpretation can be hazardous (p. 674).  
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and protecting environmentally sensitive areas. This component relates to the goals 

mostly associated with the urban containment idea of promoting compact and contiguous 

patterns of development and preserving open spaces, agricultural lands and 

environmentally sensitive areas (Nelson and Duncan, 1995). It represents the middle 

range in the containment continuum between accommodating and restricting. Therefore it 

is named effectiveness of containing urban growth. 

Component Three include the following effectiveness of goals variables: 

restraining population growth and restricting urban development. This component covers 

the other end of the containment objectives spectrum. These goals are associated with 

restrictive containment plans or programs seeking to put a limit on growth (putting cap on 

development). Therefore the component is named effectiveness of restricting 

development. 

 

Endogenous Containment Policy Variables 

 

Principal Component Analysis was first run for all the containment policy 

variables. However, the results failed to produce clear patterns of components and 

component loadings. The issue of cross loading was present, but in absence of a clear 

theory underlying the policy groupings found in the literature, and in the light of loading 

clearly in opposition to what is found in the literature, these first attempts were discarded. 

The variables were then checked for outliers, meaning variables with low squared 

multiple correlation with other variables, and possibly low correlations with important 

factors (procedure available in SAS). These variables are usually ignored and often 

deleted from the analysis (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996).  The outliers identified, that is to 

say the variables with low squared multiple correlations with all other variables, were 

similar to the variables displaying low correlations in the previous correlation matrix (see 

Appendix B).  

The correlation matrix showing the bivariate correlation between the containment 

policies was examined. The pattern of correlation coefficients among the policy variables 

is not as clear as for the dependent variables (e.g. highest correlation coefficients below 

.30). One suggested first step in doing principal component analysis is to check the 
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correlation matrix and to delete variables not correlated with others, prior to the analysis 

(Wuensch, 2005). 

Based on these two findings, the variables with highest correlations below .30 and 

with squared multiple correlation coefficients around .20 and below were deleted. The 

following policy variables were dropped from the analysis: special service district, small 

lot zoning and open space zoning. 

The first results were also hindered by issues of component cross loading for three 

variables, urban fringe resource management, urban reserve district, and infrastructure 

phasing. In order to obtain a simpler structure, the policies loading on several 

components were considered for removal from the analysis (Pallant, 2001), and the 

principal component analysis was run again. 

The final results for the Principal Component Analysis show that both the 

Bartlett‘s test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measures are satisfying. The 

Bartlett’s test is significant (p<.05) and the KMO index is .681. 

The examination of the scree plot (Figure 5-3) reveals two possible solutions, one 

retaining five components and one retaining four components. The solution with five 

components has eigenvalues over 1, but the components are not easily specified and 

defined, whereas the solution with four factors provides more satisfying results. 

Therefore, the solution with four components was retained for the analysis. The four 

components solution explains 58.3 percent of the variance, with each factor explaining 

respectively 16.5 percent, 15.7 percent, 13.7 percent and 12.2 percent of the variance. 

An oblique rotation of the components using the method Oblimin displayed 

correlations between the variables lower than the ones displayed in the correlation matrix. 

Therefore the orthogonal Varimax results were retained, as they provide the simplest 

structure, with all variables retained loading strongly on one component only (Table 5-3). 

The results for the Cronbach Alpha show that the components (.65, .60, and .66 

respectively for the first, third and fourth components) can be considered as borderline 

acceptable (especially since they only include between three and five variables), except 

the second component, considered as acceptable at .73. 
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Figure 5-3: Scree Plot for the Independent Policy Variables  
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Table 5-3: Rotated Component Matrix for Urban Containment Policies 

 

Component Loading  

 1 2 3 4 

PDR .817    

Urban Fringe Land 

Acquisition 
.651    

Greenbelt .636    

TDR .623    

Public Land Management .405    

UGB  .834   

Urban Service Area  .832   

Municipal Boundary  .703   

Agriculture-Open Space 

District 
  .769  

Rural Growth Monitoring   .727  

Large Lot Zoning   .646  

Spatial Cap Investment    .828 

LOS Standards    .812 

 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Because of the results of the Cronbach’s Alpha, the internal consistency of the 

factors was tested by looking at the estimates of the squared multiple correlations or 

SMCs of the component scores (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). It is said that in a good 

solution, SMCs for the identified components range between zero and one, and a large 

SMC means a stable factor or component. It measures the certainty with which the 

factors are fixed in the variable space.  

A high SMC (.7 or more) means that the observed variables account for 

substantial variance in the factor score. A high SMC (1.000) was obtained for each of the 

four policy components
27

. Therefore they are considered as internally consistent. 

Similar question arises regarding the fourth component with only two variables 

loading on it (Tabachnick and Fidell, 1996). The two variables are moderately correlated 

with each other (around .50), but not strongly correlated with other variables. Therefore 

the component is assumed to be reliable. Furthermore, the Cronbach Alpha, although 

low, is acceptable in the sense that the component only includes two variables, and the 

SMC estimate is very high. 

Component One includes the following policies: purchase of development rights 

or PDR, transfer of development rights or TDR, greenbelt, urban fringe land acquisition 

and public land management. PDR and TDR are incentives developed to protect open 

spaces through the acquisition of development rights to land that is near urban areas and 

threatened by development. Greenbelt is of the more widely described containment 

policy and refers to a an area of open space surrounding a jurisdiction, intended to be 

permanent, and typically created through public or non-profit acquisition of open space 

or development rights. Urban fringe land acquisition refers to urban fringe lands 

identified and targeted for acquisition for containing urban development through regional 

or state funds (most of the time). Public land management preserves publicly owned land 

from development. Under the classification of policies established by Nelson and 

Dawkins (2003), the first four policies, although initiated at different levels (local, 

regional or state level), fall under the category rural/open space protection as they relate 

to the protecting of sensitive areas threatened by development e.g. farmlands, by dealing 

with public ownership and development rights of the land. Public land management can 

                                                 
27 The estimation of the SMCs was done with SAS. 
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be considered as a growth-phasing instrument, but it also carries the notion of public 

intervention. There are two main notions underlying this component: the idea of 

protecting rural/open land from development, and the notion of public intervention, 

generally through public acquisition of land and/or development rights, to reach this goal. 

Therefore the component is called Public Land Acquisition.  

Component Two includes the following policies: urban growth boundaries, urban 

service areas and municipal boundaries. These policies, especially UGBs and urban 

services areas, are the core policies of the urban containment framework. Urban service 

area limits the geographic extent of services, with rural areas denied urban services. 

Urban growth boundaries represent a line drawn around an urban area to separate it from 

the surrounding rural areas, with land inside the boundary considered for urban use and 

the land outside for rural use. Municipal boundary refers to key facilities and services 

being provided only by the municipality. These policies refer to the spatial limit on 

growth, especially in term of services and facilities but also regarding land available for 

development. Therefore the component is called Boundary-based Containment. 

Component Three includes the following policy variables: agricultural-open space 

districts, rural growth monitoring, and large lot zoning. The two first policies are referred 

to in the literature as rural growth management policies. Rural growth monitoring relates 

to the undertaken of projected demand for legitimate development of rural lands, with 

selected rural lands allocated for low density urban development, not using key urban 

facilities and services. Agricultural-open space districts only allow exclusive farm, forest 

and other open space uses, along with very large minimum lot sizes (large lot zoning or 

downzoning), and no or few urban residences allowed. Downzoning or large lot zoning is 

an approach that requires minimum lot sizes large enough to discourage residential 

development. The three policies are interrelated as they share the idea of the 

planning/monitoring and management, and ultimately the protection of rural lands 

through the use of tools such as downzoning and limited services and facilities. Therefore 

the component is called Rural Land Management.  

Component Four includes only two policies, level of service standards and spatial 

capital investment. Although these policies have been described as belonging to the urban 

services and facilities category in the urban containment literature (Nelson and Dawkins, 
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2003), there is a rationale for them constituting an independent component. Levels of 

service standards or LOS state that performance standards for urban services vary 

spatially between urban and rural land uses. Spatial capital investment focuses new 

infrastructure investments in existing or planned urban areas. These policies are related to 

the implementation of procedures translating in practice the urban containment ideas and 

goals. LOS standards are an element of adequate public facilities requirements or 

concurrency, which states that development, cannot proceed without the infrastructures 

capacities and specific urban services are in place to serve the new developments e.g. 

transportation infrastructures (De Grove, 2005; Chapin, 2007). These service standards 

and investments are said to vary among jurisdictions. Spatial capital investment can take 

the form of Priority Funding Areas, geographic areas designated for funding by counties 

in concert with the state to which state funding is targeted e.g. existing communities, 

industrial areas, and planned growth areas. Funding includes capital investments and 

grant and loan programs administered by various state agencies. The two policies are 

interrelated. Level of service standards set the standards (amount of infrastructure to be 

provided by public sector) for different types of facilities and spatial capital investment 

focus on how they will be achieved through public infrastructure investment or 

improvements in service provision (concurrency also needs a financing plan to pay for 

existing and planned facilities and services). Therefore the component is called 

Services/Infrastructures Provision. 

In addition to the Principal Component Analyses conducted for the effectiveness 

of goal variables and the policy variables, the state mandate characteristics have been 

reduced using an arithmetic average. The resulting variable is a state support variable that 

represents the strength and nature of the state mandates in place in the six states. The 

Cronbach Alpha (1951) was used to measure the internal consistency among the sets of 

variables forming the different components identified. The Cronbach’s alpha of .876 

shows a very good internal consistency of the state mandate scale.  

The section on data reduction for policy and effectiveness describes the reduction 

procedures performed for the endogenous policy variables and for the dependent 

variables. The Principal Component Analysis on the effectiveness of goals leads to the 

identification of three components, effectiveness of accommodating urban growth, 
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effectiveness of containing urban growth and effectiveness of restricting growth. The 

Principal Component Analysis related to containment policies identifies four policy 

components, public land acquisition policies, boundary-based containment policies, rural 

land management policies, and services and infrastructures provision policies. These 

components are saved as new variables in the dataset, in preparation for the path analysis. 

Finally, results show bivariate relationships similar to the original correlation matrix (see 

Appendix B for the detailed correlation matrix with transformed variables). Results also 

show the absence of multicollinearity.  

 

 

PATH ANALYSIS: MODELS BUILDING AND FINDINGS  

 

  

This section presents the results of the path analyses performed. The first step 

presents the path models to be estimated, with a brief overview of the exogenous, 

endogenous and dependent variables, and the estimation procedure used for estimating 

the operational models. The section goes over the goodness of fit of the models, and the 

issue of normality in path analysis, and assess whether the models need modification or 

not in term of improving their overall goodness of fit. Finally it presents the models 

findings. Three models are estimated, one for each dependent variable identified by the 

Principal Component Analysis. The findings are assessed in light of the three main 

hypotheses and the causal relations previously described. Each model focuses on the 

direct and indirect effects of exogenous and endogenous variables on each of the three 

dependent variables, effectiveness of accommodating urban growth, effectiveness of 

containing urban growth, and effectiveness of restricting growth. A summary of the 

findings is provided at the end.  

 

 

Estimated Path Model 

 

Indicators for the concepts that are included in the operational model are 

described in order from exogenous to endogenous as they appear in the model. This 

section focuses on the specification of the model. 
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There are four exogenous variables: a socio economic measure, a population 

growth measure, a level of fragmentation measure, and a measure of state mandate 

characteristics. The socio-economic measure is median income. Population growth is the 

population growth rate from 1990 to 2000 in the surveyed jurisdictions. The level of 

fragmentation measure is described in the first section of the Chapter. The state support 

variable is the arithmetic average of the state mandate features presented earlier in this 

Chapter.  

There are five endogenous variables. The first endogenous variable is the political 

variable regime, a scale from one to five, covering the spectrum of positions toward 

growth management. The other endogenous variables are the four factor policies 

described in the Principal Component Analysis section: Public Land Acquisition, 

Boundary-based Containment, Rural Land Management, and Services and Infrastructures 

Provision. 

There are three dependent variables. These three variables correspond to the 

components identified in the Principal Component Analysis conducted for reducing the 

number of effectiveness of goal variables. The first dependent variable is 

accommodating, the second is containing, and the third is restricting. 

The conceptual model was re-specified into an operational causal model displayed 

in Figure 5-4, using the available measures for the evaluation of the research question and 

the testing of the hypotheses deriving from the conceptual framework. The direction of 

the expected relationships is summarized in Table 5-4. 

The causal model suggested in Figure 5-4 is run using the SAS command PROC 

CALIS for each of the dependent variables. PROC CALIS is a command specifically 

designed to conduct structural equation modeling (Hoyle, 1995). The PROC CALIS 

procedure (Covariance Analysis of Linear Structural Equations) estimates parameters and 

tests the suitability of structural equation models using covariance structural analysis 

(Hatcher, 1994; Suhr, 2002). The direct coefficients are expressed using a p <. 10 

significance level test, a p < .05 significance level, and a p < .01 significance level. The 

critical value of the test statistics used for estimating the parameters are respectively 1.64, 

1.96 and 2.58 (two tailed-test). The standardized coefficients are reported. The method of 

estimation of the parameters is the maximum likelihood method.  
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Figure 5-4: Identified Recursive Model 
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Table 5-4: Expected Relationships between Variables 

 

Variable Expected 

Relationship 

Variable 

Income + Regime 

Population growth + Regime 

Level of fragmentation - Regime 

State mandate  + Regime 

Level of fragmentation - Public land acquisition 

Level of fragmentation - Boundary-based containment 

Level of fragmentation - Rural land management 

Level of fragmentation - Services/infrastructures 

provision 

Level of fragmentation - Accommodating 

Level of fragmentation - Containing 

Level of fragmentation - Restricting 

State mandate + Public rural/open space 

protection 

State mandate + Urban growth containment 

State mandate + Rural growth management 

State mandate + Services and infrastructures 

implementation 

State mandate + Accommodating 

State mandate + Containing 

State mandate + Restricting 

Regime + Public rural/open space 

protection 

Regime + Urban growth containment 

Regime + Rural growth management 

Regime + Services and infrastructures 

implementation 

Regime + Accommodating 

Regime + Containing 

Regime + Restricting 
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One first step was to ensure that the models were over-identified, in order to be 

able to test their goodness of fit. One criterion for over-identification is that the number 

of data points
28

 should exceed the number of parameters to be estimated (Hatcher, 1994). 

The models involve 36 parameters and 55 data points. Therefore they meet the criterion 

of being over-identified and are testable. 

 

Goodness of Fit of the Models 

 

 The goodness of fit tests determine if the overall models should be accepted or 

rejected. These tests should however be considered with caution. The topic of goodness 

of fit is quite controversial. There is little consensus regarding the best index of overall fit 

for evaluating structural equation models (Hoyle and Panter, 1995). It often happens that 

different aspects of the results lead to conflicting conclusions regarding the fit of this 

model. A good model fit does not necessarily reflect an adequate structural model. It also 

does not mean that a model is strong. It is said that fit indexes are relative to the progress 

in the field of research (Bollen, 1989). The different levels or cut-off for these indexes 

can be considered arbitrary. A more interesting criterion might be to compare the fit of 

the model with previous model fits (Bollen, 1989), when it is possible. The two common 

ways are the chi-square goodness of fit statistic and the fit indexes (Hu and Bentler, 

1995). 

For the models under consideration four indexes are reported. The goodness of fit 

index provides a test of the null hypothesis that the theoretical model fits the data. It tests 

whether the model covariance structure is significantly different from the observed 

covariance matrix. If the model provides a good fit, one would expect to find small chi-

square value and a large, non-significant p value for the chi-square (Hatcher, 1994). 

Inversely, if the model chi-square is significant, the model is rejected. For models with 

sample size above 100, the chi-square is almost always significant since the magnitude is 

affected by the sample size. It is also affected by the correlations in the model (the larger 

the correlations, the poorer the fit). 

                                                 
28 The data points are calculated with the following equation: number of data points = (p (p + 1) )/2, where 

p is the number of manifest variables in the analysis (Hatcher, 1994).  
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 The Bentler-Bonnet Normed Fix Index or NFI (1980) has been proposed as an 

alternative to the chi-square test. It belongs to a class of indexes called comparative 

goodness-of-fit indexes, assessing the goodness of fit in relation to a more restrictive 

model (Bollen, 1980). Values can range from zero to one, with values between .90 and 

.95 are acceptable, and above .95 as good. It is defined by Anderson and Gerbing “ as the 

percentage of observed-measure covariation explained by a given measurement or 

structural model, compared with an overall null model that solely accounts for the 

observed measure variances (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988: 421).  It indicates the 

proportion of in the improvement of the overall fit the model relative to a null model, the 

“independence model” (model in which all variables are assumed to be uncorrelated). An 

NFI of .90 means that the overall fit of the model under testing is 90 percent better than 

that of an independence model, based on the sample data. 

 The Bentler and Bonnet Non Normed Fit Index or NNFI (1980) is a variation of 

the NFI, assessing the improvement from an exploratory model compared to a null model 

when assessed by maximum likelihood (Hu and Bentler, 1995). It is said to better reflect 

the model fit for all sample sizes, whereas the NFI has problems of underestimation of 

small samples (Bollen, 1980). The CFI or comparative fit index is similar to the NNFI, as 

it provides an assessment of fit regardless of the sample size. Values greater than .90 are 

considered well fitting.  

The three models provide a satisfactory range of goodness of fit statistics and 

indexes (Table 5-5). The chi-square and the p values are significant in the three models, 

as well as the Bentler’s Comparative Fit Index. The Normed Fit Index and Non Normed 

Fit Index are above .90 in the three models, which is the cutoff value usually used with 

these indexes. The Comparative Fit Index for the three models is also above the .90 

cutoff level. It is important to remark that a good fit does not necessarily mean that the 

model is proved (Kline, 2005), but can simply reject a false model. Researchers suggest 

relying not only on statistical criteria in model evaluation, but also on how well the 

theory constrains possible outcomes e.g. whether it can accurately predict, how closely 

the actual outcomes fit with these constrains, and if plausible alternative outcomes would 

have been inconsistent with the theory (Kline, 2005; Robert and Pashler, 2000).  
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Table 5-5: Goodness of Fit Indices for the Path Models 

 

 Chi-Square df P (χ2) NFI NNFI CFI 

 

Model 1 

 

11.90 

 

13 

 

.53 

 

.91 

 

1.04 

 

1.00 

 
 

Model 2 

 

15.03 

 

13 

 

.30 

 

.92 

 

.95 

 

.98 

 
 

Model 3 

 

12.87 

 

13 

 

.45 

 

.89 

 

1.01 

 

1.00 

 
Note: N = 146. df = degree of freedom, p (χ2) = probability of chi-square, NFI = Normed 
fit index; NNFI = Non normed fit index; GFI = Goodness of fit index; CFI = Comparative 

fit index. 
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 The modification indexes Lagrange Multiplier and Wald tests were examined for 

modifying and improving the models. The Lagrange Multiplier test estimates the 

decrease in the overall chi-square that would result from freeing one parameter, which is 

to say from adding a new causal path. The Wald test estimates the change in chi-square 

that would results from deleting a path existing in the current model (Hatcher, 1994; 

Hoyle, 1995). These tests suggested adding few paths to the model. However, the 

addition of these paths was not significant in term of improving the overall goodness of 

fit of the models, and their theoretical significance was weak.  

Therefore it was not added to the model, and the models were kept as initially 

tested. The removal of non-significant paths was then considered to improve the model, 

but it was decided that even if these paths were non-significant, they still carried 

theoretical meaning. Therefore these paths were kept in the models.  

 

 Testing for Multivariate Non-normality of the Estimated Path Models 

 

The current literature on structural equation modeling suggests that under 

conditions of severe non-normality, SEM parameter estimates e.g. path estimates, are still 

fairly accurate but corresponding significance coefficients are too high (Kline, 2005; 

West, Finch and Curran, 1995). Chi-square values, for example, are inflated. Inflated chi-

squares can lead researchers to think their models are in need of more modification than 

they actually are. The same bias occurs for other indexes of fit beside the model chi-

square. Violation of multivariate normality also tends to underestimate standard errors 

moderately to severely. These smaller standard errors mean that regression paths for 

example are found to be statistically significant more often than they should be. Non-

normality also lead to modest underestimations of fit indexes such as the Normed Fit 

Index or the Comparative Fit Index (West, Finch and Curran, 1995).  

However, maximum likelihood and generalized least square estimation 

procedures appear to be fairly robust against moderate violation of this assumption 

(Anderson and Gerbing, 1988; Joreskog and Sorbom, 1989). Furthermore, it is important 

to note that structural equation modeling is still unbiased and efficient in the absence of 

multivariate normality, if residuals are multivariate normally distributed with means of 0 

and have constant variance across the independents, and if the residuals are not correlated 
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with each other or with the independents. The main question that derives from the current 

discussion is how to assess the degree of violation of the normality assumption. 

One solution to test for multivariate normality is offered with the Mardia 

multivariate kurtosis coefficient and its variants. The Mardia command also provides 

information on the cases that contribute the most to this measure of multivariate kurtosis. 

These distances are related to the Mardia’s measure of multivariate kurtosis, in that the 

average of the sum of the Malahanobis distances raised to the fourth power gives 

Mardia’s measure. Mardia’s measure has been shown to have good properties for 

detecting multivariate outliers in some situations (DeCarlo, 1997). There are various 

interpretations of the multivariate kurtosis coefficient values. There is still no absolute 

determinant of the extent to which a sample can be considered non-normal. Mardia’s 

values of 1.96 or less (for the Mardia’s coefficient) mean there is non-significant kurtosis. 

Values higher than 1.96 mean there is significant kurtosis, which means significant non-

normality (Kline, 2005). Very small multivariate kurtosis values e.g. less than one, are 

considered negligible, while values ranging from one to ten often indicate moderate non-

normality. Values that exceed ten indicate severe non-normality. Other suggests that the 

values should be less than three to assume that the assumption of multivariate normality 

is met. Bentler (1989; 1993) suggests that large positive values of the normalized Mardia 

multivariate kurtosis indicate significant positive kurtosis, while large negative values 

indicate significant negative kurtosis. The literature provides examples of non-normal 

multivariate distribution with a normalized Mardia coefficient of 37.13 (Byrne, 1994), as 

well as examples of moderately non-normal/normal distribution with a normalized 

Mardia coefficient of 3. 84 (Normandeau and Guay, 1998). Curran, West and Finch 

(1995) argue that a distribution that violates the multivariate normality assumption is a 

distribution with skewness above 3.0 and kurtosis above 21. This is considered as 

severely abnormal. Any distribution below this level is either normal or moderately non-

normal. The coefficients obtained for the three models are summarized in Table 5-6.  
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Table 5-6: Measures of Multivariate Kurtosis for the Estimated Models 

 

 Mardia’s Multivariate 

Kurtosis 

 

Normalized Multivariate 

Kurtosis 

 

Model One 

 

-.60 

 

 

-.23 

 

Model Two 

 

.68 

 

 

.26 

 

Model Three 

 

2.11 

 

 

.81 
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The coefficients reveal that the three models can be considered as multivariate 

normal. The normalized coefficients are close to zero. In only one case the Mardia 

multivariate kurtosis exceed two, but the normalized coefficient is satisfactory. Given 

what is known about the robustness of the maximum likelihood estimation procedure, 

given the findings of previous research using multivariate and given the results obtained 

from the multivariate normal coefficients and tests, it is concluded that the models do not 

violate the assumption of multivariate normality.  

 

Path Models Findings  

  

The path analysis estimates three models, each one predicting a specific 

dependent variable. Model One measures the effectiveness of accommodating urban 

growth. Model Two predicts the effectiveness of containing urban growth. Model Three 

predicts the effectiveness of restricting population and urban growth. The results are 

reviewed in the light of the three main hypotheses but also in the light of the established 

causal relations. The direct and indirect effects of the exogenous and endogenous 

variables on the dependent variables are presented and discussed.  

 

Model One: Effectiveness of Accommodating Urban Growth 

 

This section presents the results of the path analysis for Model One measuring the 

effectiveness of accommodating urban growth (Figure 5-5). The total direct and indirect 

effects on the dependent variable are displayed in Table 5-7. The direct effects of the 

exogenous and endogenous variables on accommodating urban growth are displayed in 

Table 5-8. A summary of the direct effects on the endogenous and dependent variables is 

provided in Table 5-9.  

As previously described, the three main hypotheses relate to the coalition politics. 

The first hypothesis states that the regime in place shall influence the adoption of urban 

containment programs. Adoption of urban containment programs will be more likely 

when local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. 

Model One supports this hypothesis. The regime variable has a positive direct effect on 

two policy components, boundary-based containment policies (p = .167**) and rural land 

management (.216**).  
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Figure 5-5: Model One Predicting the Effectiveness of Accommodating Urban Growth

 
 

 



This means that as coalitions move toward a pro-growth management stance, and 

become more broad-based (more consensual), the adoption of policies aiming at 

containing growth, preserving environmentally sensitive areas and managing rural growth 

is increasing. However, the relationship does not stand for public land acquisition and 

protection and services and infrastructures provision.  

The second hypothesis states that urban containment goals will be most effective 

when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth 

management. In this sense, the local regime directly affects the effectiveness of 

containment goals. This hypothesis is not supported in Model One. The type of regime in 

place at the local level has no direct positive influence on the effectiveness of 

accommodating urban growth.   

The third hypothesis states that the local coalition in place will indirectly affect 

the effectiveness of policies in achieving their goals through its influence on containment 

policies. This hypothesis is weakly supported in Model One. The regime variable has 

indirect effects on the effectiveness of accommodating urban growth, as shown in Table 

5-7. The variable has a negative indirect effect on the effectiveness of accommodating 

urban growth through rural land management (coefficient = -.04). The indirect effect is 

greater than the direct effect (coefficient = -.03). However, the total indirect and direct 

effects are weak. The results from the direct and indirect effects on the dependent 

variable (Table 5-7) show that local coalitions have much less effects on the effectiveness 

of accommodating urban growth than the level of fragmentation and the containment 

policies.  

Concerning the set of causal relationships related to the urban containment 

programs and policies, the adoption of a large array of containment policies makes the 

program stronger and more likely to be effective in changing reaching containment goals. 

Model One supports this causal relationship. Three policy components, public land 

acquisition, rural land management, and services and infrastructures provision have a 

direct effect on this set of goals, but in different directions. The first two have a negative 

direct effect (p = -.181**; p =. –192**), whereas the third one has a positive direct effect 

(p = .193**). Therefore the effectiveness of accommodating urban growth in terms of 

goal achievement is weakened.  
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Direct path coefficients for 

exogenous and endogenous Variables 

Dependent variable 

Accommodating 

Regime ns 

State support ns 

Level of fragmentation -.224** 

Public land acquisition -.182** 

Boundary-based containment ns 

Rural land management -.192* 

Services and infrastructures 

provision 

.193** 

R2 .206 

 Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total causal 

effect 

Regime -.03  -.07 

 Regime and rural 

land management 

 -.04  

State support -.04  -.05 

 State support and 

rural land 

management 

 -.04  

 State support and 

services and 

infrastructures 

provision 

 .03  

Level of fragmentation -.223  -.263 

 Fragmentation and 

services and 

infrastructures 

provision 

 -.04  
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Note: ns = non significant 

 

Table 5-8: Direct Effects on the Dependent Variable Accommodating 

 

 

Table 5-7: Total Effects of the Endogenous and Exogenous Variables on 

Accommodating 
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Table 5-9: Direct Effects on the Endogenous and Dependent Variables for Model One
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Regime -.03 .136  -.05 -.137     .02 

Public land 

acquisition 

.193**  .007 -.124 .113     .05 

Boundary-based 

containment 

.180**  .167** .182** -.04     .10 

Rural land 

management  

.127  .216*** .224*** .217**     .12 

Services 

infrastructures 

provision 

-.05  .04 .161** -.220***     .08 

Accommodating   -.03 -.04 -.224** -.181** .09 -.192** .193** .206 



The type of policies being adopted is expected to be positively related to the 

effectiveness of specific outcomes. In other words, the expected outcomes in term of 

effectiveness of urban containment programs will vary according to the type of 

containment program being adopted and implemented. The results support this 

relationship.  

Goals of accommodating urban growth are negatively predicted by public land 

acquisition (p = -.181**) and rural land management policies (p = .-192**), whereas 

services and infrastructures provision policies are positively influencing this set of goals 

(p = .193**). The public land acquisition and rural land management policies can be 

more stringent than the provision of services and infrastructures in term of coping with 

growth. This would lead to the conclusion that level of service standards and spatial 

capital investments, with local variations in the set up of standards for example (like in 

Florida), are more likely to accommodate growth than policies focusing on the protection 

and management of rural and open spaces. It shows that local jurisdictions adopt policies 

that are complementary in theory and that can lead to opposite effects in practice.  

The third set of causal relates to the intergovernmental context. The presence of a 

supportive state mandate should lead to the adoption of stronger urban containment 

programs. This causal relation is supported in Model One. State support positively 

contributes to the adoption of three policy components, boundary-based containment (p = 

.171**), rural land management (p = .216***), and services and infrastructures provision 

(p = .162**). These findings are in the expected direction. In this context, states that 

encourage or require the adoption of urban containment policies should be more likely to 

produce strong local containment plans with a large number of required local urban 

containment policies.  

The presence of a supportive state mandate should increase the effectiveness of 

the containment goals (implementation of policies). The results do not support this 

relationship for Model One. State support is not significantly influencing the goals of 

accommodating growth. It could be that accommodating urban growth is more a question 

of implementation at the local level. State support has a weak indirect negative effect on 

the effectiveness of accommodating urban growth through rural land management 

policies and services and infrastructures provision.  
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A high degree of regulatory fragmentation should have a negative impact on the 

adoption of urban containment policies. This causal relation is supported for the services 

and infrastructures provision component (p =. -220**). When the institutional setting of a 

jurisdiction is fragmented, the land use regulations such as urban containment are more 

likely to lose their overall consistency. It is worth noticing an unexpected positive sign in 

predicting rural land management policies (p = .217**). It may be related to the fact that 

these policies are mostly jurisdiction-based (local initiatives), therefore the fragmentation 

of decision-making within the MSA or county is not as important. It can also be linked to 

the fact that few jurisdictions actually adopt this kind of policies. One would expect these 

policies to be adopted in rural areas where the level of fragmentation is not high to begin 

with. However, the use of the proxy variable urban-rural did support this argument.  

Fragmentation should lead to a less effective implementation of urban 

containment policies in term of fulfilling their goals. This relationship is supported for 

Model One. The level of fragmentation has a negative influence on the effectiveness of 

accommodating urban growth (p = -.224***). This is consistent with the notion that 

political fragmentation is contributing to urban sprawl and therefore undermines the 

effectiveness of urban containment policies and programs. The results from the direct and 

indirect effects of the level of fragmentation on the dependent variables show that the 

level of fragmentation has a strong effect on the effectiveness of accommodating urban 

growth (coefficient = -.227).  

Finally, the intergovernmental context should have an impact on the formation of 

a broad-based coalition in favor of growth management. This relationship is not 

supported in the model. State mandate has no positive influence on the formation of pro-

growth management regime, and level of fragmentation has negative influence on the 

formation of the same type of regime.  

For the direct path coefficients regarding the established causal relations 

concerning regime, it is found that none of the predicted effects of the variables income, 

population growth, level of fragmentation and state mandate have a significant direct 

effect on the type of regime being found at the local level. 
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Model Two: Effectiveness of Containing Urban Growth 

 

This section presents the results of the path analysis for Model Two measuring the 

effectiveness of containing urban growth (Figure 5-6). The total direct and indirect 

effects on the dependent variable are displayed in Table 5-10. The direct effects of the 

exogenous and endogenous variables on containing urban growth are displayed in Table 

5-11. A summary of the direct effects on the endogenous and dependent variables is 

provided in Table 5-12.   

 With regards to the coalition politics, the first hypothesis states that the regime in 

place will influence the adoption of urban containment programs. Adoption of urban 

containment programs will be more likely when local coalition reflects a broad-based 

consensus in favor of growth management. This hypothesis is supported in Model Two. 

The regime variable has a positive direct effect on two policy components, boundary-

based containment policies (p = .167**) and rural land management (.216**). This means 

that as coalitions move toward a pro-growth management stance, and become more 

broad-based (more consensual), the adoption of policies aiming at containing growth, 

preserving environmentally sensitive areas and managing rural growth is increasing. 

However, the relationship does not stand for public land acquisition and services and 

infrastructures provision.  

The second hypothesis states that urban containment goals will be most effective 

when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth 

management. In this sense, the local regime directly affects the effectiveness of 

containment goals. This hypothesis is only supported in Model Two. The type of regime 

in place at the local level is found to have a direct positive influence on this set of goals 

(p = .137**). The local jurisdictions where the dominant coalition is a broad-based 

coalition in favor of growth management will experience a greater success in containing 

urban growth and reducing urban sprawl, in protecting agricultural and open spaces, and 

in protecting environmentally sensitive areas. This means that the basic goals of urban 

containment, to promote compact and contiguous patterns of development and to 

preserve open spaces, agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive areas are affected 

by the existence and the type of local coalition in place.  
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Acquisition

Boundary-based
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Management
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.224***
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.193**

R
2
 = .418 

P χ2
 = .30 

NNFI = .95 

NFI = .92 

CFI = .98 

Figure 5-6: Model Two Predicting the Effectiveness of Containing Urban Growth



The third hypothesis states that the local coalition in place will indirectly affect 

the effectiveness of goals through its influence on containment policies. This hypothesis 

is supported in Model Two. The regime variable has indirect effects on the effectiveness 

of containing urban growth, as shown in Table 5-10. The variable has a positive effect on 

the effectiveness of containing urban growth through rural land management (coefficient 

= .07) and through boundary-based containment policies (coefficient = .06). The total 

indirect effect is .130, almost as large as the direct effect (p = .138**). This shows that in 

a jurisdiction where the dominant coalition is in favor of growth management, the stance 

on growth will reflect positively on goals that seek to contain urban growth and preserve 

sensitive areas through the adoption of policies targeting these specific goals. This 

finding shows that policies seeking to contain growth do not have to be merely symbolic 

but that they can lead to the effectiveness of containment goals when the local political 

context is largely supportive. Regime is comparable in effect to some areas of policy 

adoption in its effects on the effectiveness of containing urban growth. 

Regarding the established causal relationships, the adoption of a large array of 

containment policies makes the program stronger and more likely to be effective in 

changing reaching containment goals. Model Two shows the effects of three policy 

components, public land acquisition (p = .123*), boundary-based containment (p = 

337***) and rural land management (p = .318***) on the effectiveness of containing 

urban growth. 

The type of policies being adopted is expected to be positively related to the 

effectiveness of specific outcomes. In other words, the expected outcomes in term of 

effectiveness of urban containment programs will vary according to the type of 

containment program being adopted and implemented. The results support this 

relationship. Effectiveness of containing urban growth is positively predicted by the 

adoption of public land acquisition, boundary-based containment and rural land 

management policies. The combination of these policies is effective in containing urban 

growth and in protecting agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive areas. 
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Table 5-10: Total Effects of the Endogenous and Exogenous Variables on 

Containing 

 

 Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total causal 

effect 

Regime .137  .267** 

 Regime and urban 

containment 

 .06  

 

 Regime and rural 

growth 

management 

 .07  

State support .260  .390*** 

 State support 

and boundary-

based 

containment 

 .06  

 State support 

and rural land 

management 

 .07  

Level of fragmentation .02  .09 

 Fragmentation 

and rural land 

management 

 .07  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5-11: Direct Effects on the Dependent Variable Containing 

 
Direct path coefficients for 

exogenous and endogenous variables 

Dependent variable Containing 

Regime .137** 

State support .260** 

Level of fragmentation ns 

Public land acquisition .123* 

Boundary-based containment .337*** 

Rural land management .318*** 

Services and infrastructures 

provision 

ns 

R2 .418 

 
Note: ns = non significant 
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Table 5-12: Direct Effects on the Endogenous and Dependent Variables for Model Two 
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Regime -.03 .136  -.05 -.137     .02 

Public land 

acquisition 

.193**  .005 -.124 .113     .05 

Boundary-based 

containment 

.180**  .167** .182** -.04     .10 

Rural land 

management 

.127  .216** .224** .217**     .12 

Services 

infrastructures 

provision 

-.06  .04 .161** -.220**     .08 

Containing   .137** .260** .02 .124* .337*** .318*** -.04 .418 

 

 



The presence of a supportive state mandate should lead to the adoption of stronger 

urban containment programs. This relationship is confirmed in Model Two. The state 

mandate positively contributes to the adoption of three policy components, boundary-

based containment (p = .182**), rural land management (p = .224***), and services and 

infrastructures provision (p = .161**). These findings are in the expected direction. In 

this context, states that encourage or require the adoption of urban containment policies 

should be more likely to produce strong local containment plans with a large number of 

required local urban containment policies.  

The presence of a supportive state mandate is expected to increase the 

effectiveness of the containment goals (implementation of policies). The results confirm 

this relationship for Model Two. State support has a direct positive influence on the 

effectiveness of containing urban growth and protecting agricultural lands and open 

spaces (p = .260***). This reinforces the idea that the intergovernmental context directly 

influences the implementation and the effects of containment policies. State support also 

has strong total effects on the dependent variable, as shown in Table 5-11. 

A high degree of regulatory fragmentation should have a negative impact on the 

adoption of urban containment policies. This relationship is supported for the services 

and infrastructures provision component (p =. -220**). When the institutional setting of a 

jurisdiction is fragmented, the land use regulations such as urban containment are more 

likely to lose their overall consistency. It is worth noticing an unexpected positive sign in 

predicting rural growth management policies (p = .217**). It may be related to the fact 

that these policies are mostly jurisdiction-based (local initiatives), therefore the 

fragmentation of decision-making within the MSA or county is not as important. It can 

also be linked to the fact that few jurisdictions actually adopt this kind of policies. One 

would expect these policies to be adopted in rural areas where the level of fragmentation 

is not high to begin with. However, the use of the proxy variable urban-rural did support 

this argument. 

A high degree of regulatory fragmentation should lead to a less effective 

implementation of urban containment policies in term of fulfilling their goals. This 

relationship is not supported for Model Two. The level of fragmentation does not have a 

negative influence on the effectiveness of containing urban growth. This is not consistent 
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with the notion that political fragmentation is contributing to urban sprawl and therefore 

undermines the effectiveness of urban containment policies and programs.  

The intergovernmental context will have an impact on the formation of a broad-

based coalition in favor of growth management. This relationship is not supported in 

Model Two. State mandate has no positive influence on the formation of pro-growth 

management regime, and level of fragmentation has no negative influence on the 

formation of the same type of regime.  

For the direct path coefficients regarding the causal relations concerning regime, it 

is found that none of the predicted effects of the variables income, population growth, 

level of fragmentation and state mandate have a significant direct effect on the type of 

regime being found at the local level. 

 

Model Three: Effectiveness of Restricting Urban Growth 

 

This section presents the results of the path analysis for Model Three measuring 

the effectiveness of restricting urban growth (Figure 5-7). The total direct and indirect 

effects on the dependent variable are displayed in Table 5-13. The direct effects of the 

exogenous and endogenous variables on restricting urban growth are displayed in Table 

5-14. A summary of the direct effects on the endogenous and dependent variables is 

provided in Table 5-15. 

The three main hypotheses relates to the coalition politics. The first hypothesis 

states that the regime in place will influence the adoption of urban containment programs. 

Adoption of urban containment programs will be more likely when local coalition reflects 

a broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. This hypothesis is supported in 

Model Three. The regime variable has a positive direct effect on two policy components, 

boundary-based containment policies (p = .167**) and rural land management (.216**). 

This means that as coalitions move toward a pro-growth management stance, and become 

more broad-based (more consensual), the adoption of policies aiming at containing 

growth, preserving environmentally sensitive areas and managing rural growth is 

increasing. However, the relationship does not stand for public land acquisition and 

services and infrastructures provision. 
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Figure 5-7: Model Three Predicting the Effectiveness of Restricting Urban Growth

 
 

 



The second hypothesis states that urban containment goals will be most effective 

when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth 

management. In this sense, the local regime directly affects the effectiveness of 

containment goals. This hypothesis is not supported in Model Three. The type of regime 

in place does not have a direct positive influence on the effectiveness of restricting urban 

growth goals.  

The third hypothesis states that the local coalition in place will indirectly affect 

the effectiveness of goals through its influence on containment policies. This hypothesis 

is not supported in Model Three. The regime variable does not have indirect effects on 

the effectiveness of restricting urban growth. This shows that in a jurisdiction where the 

dominant coalition is in favor of growth management, the stance on growth does not 

reflect on goals that seek to restrict growth. This reveals the difficulty of such strong 

position toward growth. The total effects of regime on the effectiveness of restricting 

growth, shown in Table 5-13, are weaker that the total effects of state support and 

services and infrastructures provision. 

Other causal relationships explored relate to the urban containment programs and 

policies. The adoption of a large array of containment policies makes the program 

stronger and more likely to be effective in changing reaching containment goals. Model 

Three support this causal relationship. Model Three, where only one set of policies, 

services and infrastructures provision (p = .156*), has a weak positive influence on the 

effectiveness of restricting urban growth. This model shows less effectiveness in 

restricting urban growth.  

The type of policies being adopted is positively related to the effectiveness of 

specific outcomes. In other words, the expected outcomes in term of effectiveness of 

urban containment programs will vary according to the type of containment program 

being adopted and implemented. The results support this causal relation. Goals of 

restricting urban growth are positively predicted by services and infrastructures provision 

(p = .156*).  
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Table 5-13: Total Effects of the Endogenous and Exogenous Variables on 

Restricting 

 

 Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total causal 

effect 

Regime .033  .033 

State support -.110  -.085 

 State support and 

services and 

infrastructures 

provision 

 .025  

Level of fragmentation .013  .013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5-14: Direct Effects on the Dependent Variable Restricting 

 
Direct path coefficients for 

exogenous and endogenous variables 

Dependent variable 

Restricting 

Regime ns 

State support ns 

Level of fragmentation ns 

Public land acquisition ns 

Boundary-based containment ns 

Rural land management ns 

Services and infrastructures 

provision 

.156* 

R2 .05 

 
 

 

 
Note: ns = non significant 
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Table 5-15: Direct Effects on the Endogenous and Dependent Variables for Model Three
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Regime -.03 .136  -.05 -.137     .03 

Public land 

acquisition 

.193**  .005 -.124 .11     .05 

Boundary-based 

containment 

.180**  .167** .182** -.04     .10 

Rural land 

management 

.127  .216** .224** .217**     .12 

Services 

infrastructure 

provision 

-.05  .04 .161** -.220**     .08 

Restricting   .03 -.103 .013 .103 .055 -.025 .156* .05 



This would lead to the conclusion that level of service standards and spatial 

capital investments, with local variations in the set up of standards for example (like in 

Florida), are more likely to accommodate growth than policies focusing on the protection 

and management of rural and open spaces. It shows that local jurisdictions adopt policies 

that are complementary in theory and that can lead to opposite effects in practice.   

The presence of a strong state mandate should lead to the adoption of stronger 

urban containment programs. This causal relation is supported in Model Three as well. 

The state mandate positively contributes to the adoption of three policy components, 

urban containment (p = .182**), rural growth management (p = .224***), and services 

and infrastructures implementation (p = .161**). These findings are in the expected 

direction. In this context, states that encourage or require the adoption of urban 

containment policies should be more likely to produce strong local containment plans 

with a large number of required local urban containment policies.  

The presence of a strong state mandate should increase the effectiveness of 

restricting goals (implementation of policies). The relationship is not supported in Model 

Three. The state mandate has no direct positive influence on the effectiveness of 

restricting urban growth and restricting population growth. 

State mandate is not significantly influencing the goals of accommodating and 

restricting urban growth. It could be that restricting growth is more a local decision than a 

state directive, whereas containing urban growth is usually part of the state mandate goals 

and objectives in term of growth management.  

A high degree of regulatory fragmentation should have a negative impact on the 

adoption of urban containment policies. This relationship is supported for the services 

and infrastructures provision component (p =. -220**). This finding is consistent with the 

idea that when the institutional setting of a jurisdiction is fragmented, the land use 

regulations such as urban containment are more likely to lose their overall consistency. It 

is worth noticing an unexpected positive sign in predicting rural growth management 

policies (p = .217**). It may be related to the fact that these policies are mostly 

jurisdiction-based (local initiatives), therefore the fragmentation of decision-making 

within the MSA or county is not as important. It can also be linked to the fact that few 

jurisdictions actually adopt this kind of policies. One would expect these policies to be 
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adopted in rural areas where the level of fragmentation is not high to begin with. 

However, the use of the proxy variable urban-rural did support this argument. 

A high degree of regulatory fragmentation should lead to a less effective 

implementation of urban containment policies in term of fulfilling their goals. This causal 

relation is not supported in Model Three. The level of fragmentation has no significant 

influence on the effectiveness of restricting urban growth. This is in contrast with the 

notion that political fragmentation is contributing to urban sprawl and therefore 

undermines the effectiveness of urban containment policies and programs.  

The intergovernmental context should have an impact on the formation of a 

broad-based coalition in favor of growth management. This relationship is not supported 

in Model Three. State mandate has no positive influence on the formation of pro-growth 

management regime, and level of fragmentation has negative influence on the formation 

of the same type of regime.  

For the direct path coefficients regarding the hypothesized relations concerning 

regime, it is found that none of the predicted effects of the variables income, population 

growth, level of fragmentation and state mandate have a significant direct effect on the 

type of regime being found at the local level. 

 

Cross-Model Findings 

 

Across models, we find that the regime variable positively influences the adoption 

of some of the policy components in the three models and the effectiveness of one 

dependent component. Regime positively predicts the adoption of boundary-based 

containment (p = .167**) and rural land management (p = .216***) in the three models. 

However it does not significantly predict the adoption of public land acquisition and 

services and infrastructures provision policies. Regime positively predicts the 

effectiveness of containment policies in achieving containment goals (p = .137**), but it 

does not have significant effect on the other dependent variables.  

Relationships between containment policies and their effectiveness in achieving 

containment goals vary according to the three models. Public land acquisition is 

negatively related to effectiveness in achieving the goals of accommodating urban growth 
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(p = -.182**), while it positively predicts effectiveness in achieving containment goals (p 

= .123**). It does not significantly predict effectiveness in restricting urban growth goals. 

Boundary-based containment is not related to effectiveness in achieving the goals of 

accommodating and restricting urban growth, but it positively predicts effectiveness of 

containing urban growth goals (p = .337***). Rural land management is negatively 

influencing effectiveness in achieving the goals of accommodating urban growth (p = -

.182**), and positively influencing effectiveness in achieving containment goals (p = 

.318***). It does not predict effectiveness in achieving the goals of restricting urban 

growth. Services and infrastructures provision is positively influencing effectiveness of 

the goals of accommodating urban growth (p = .193**) and restricting urban growth (p = 

.156*), but is not significant for the goals of containing urban growth.  

Regarding the intergovernmental context, we find that the variables state support 

and level of fragmentation influence the adoption of policy components and the 

effectiveness of policies in achieving their goals, although to varying degrees. None of 

the variables influence the regime in place. State support is positively associated in the 

three models with the adoption of three policies, boundary-based containment (p = 

.182**), rural land management (p = .224***), and services and infrastructures provision 

(p = .161**). It does not predict public land acquisition policies. It also does not predict 

regime in any of the three models.  It only positively predicts the dependent variable in 

one model, effectiveness of containing goal (p = .260**), but not in the models 

effectiveness of accommodating or restricting goals. Level of fragmentation is associated 

with two policy variables across the three models, rural land management (p = .217**) 

and services and infrastructures provision (p = -.220***). Level of fragmentation does 

not predict the type of local regime in place. It negatively predicts the dependent variable 

in one model, effectiveness of accommodating urban growth (p = -.224***), but it is not 

significant in the other models.  

In terms of the mobilization context, the variables income and population growth 

do not significantly predict the regime in place in the three models. None of the predicted 

effects of income and population growth have a significant direct effect on the type of 

regime in place in the jurisdictions surveyed. Income is positively associated with the 

adoption of public land acquisition (p = .193**) and boundary-based containment (p = 
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.180**) in the three models. Socio-economic conditions influence the type of policies 

being adopted at the local level in the predicted direction. However, population growth 

does not significantly predict the type of policies being adopted.  

Overall, the findings support the expectation that local coalitions directly and 

indirectly influence the effectiveness of containment policies in reaching their goals. 

Adoption of urban containment programs is positively influenced by local coalition 

reflecting a broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. As coalitions move 

toward a pro-growth management stance, and become more broad-based, the adoption of 

policies aiming at containing growth, preserving environmentally sensitive areas and 

managing rural growth is increased. The effectiveness of urban containment policies in 

reaching their goals is positively influenced by the local coalition reflecting a broad-

based consensus in favor of growth management. The jurisdictions where the dominant 

coalition is a broad-based coalition in favor of growth management therefore experience 

a greater success in containing urban growth and reducing urban sprawl, in protecting 

agricultural and open spaces, and in protecting environmentally sensitive areas. The 

findings also support the expectation that the effectiveness of policies in achieving 

containment goals is indirectly affected by the local coalition in place through its 

influence on containment policies. The findings support this expectation for the 

effectiveness of accommodating and containing urban growth. 

Other causal relationships are supported, except for the intergovernmental context 

that has no significant impact on the formation of a broad-based coalition in favor of 

growth management. The findings also do not support the expectations that higher socio-

economic status and population growth rates will promote the formation of anti-growth 

groups and therefore increase the adoption of urban containment programs.  
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

 

 

 

PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH 

 

 

We set out to examine the role of local political coalitions in influencing the 

effectiveness of local government urban containment policies. We thought that when the 

active local stakeholder groups had formed an operational consensus supporting growth 

management, that adopted growth management tools would more likely be effective. In 

order to test this thinking, we analyzed survey data compiling the experiences and views 

of planning directors in urban communities in six U.S. states.  

Identifying the factors influencing the effectiveness of urban containment policies 

is an important issue because the need to manage growth, to contain urban sprawl and to 

protect sensitive areas has become increasingly important over the years in the United 

States. Since the 1970s, numerous studies, discussed in Chapter Two, have been 

conducted to examine the impacts of urban containment policies implemented through 

state mandates on various outcomes e.g. land prices, housing prices, densities, 

development of rural lands. Oregon’s state has provided one of the most popular research 

setting for these studies. Other studies, described in Chapter Three, have also been 

concerned with the factors influencing the adoption and implementation of growth related 

programs at the local level, either growth controls or economic development policies. 

Among the factors identified is the local political demand from groups and/or individuals 

sharing similar goals and objectives in terms of urban development. However, these 

studies do not clearly demonstrate the influence of these groups on the implementation of 

land-use policies. Furthermore, the information comes for most part from detailed 

analysis of case studies. Reasons for this lack of visible connection vary from 

misspecification of the model to lack of variables included in the analysis. To date, few 

studies examining the influence of the political demand of local coalitions on the 

effectiveness of urban containment programs specifically have been conducted. 

Therefore, this research seeks to advance knowledge and understanding within the 
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planning field by contributing to the debate on the effectiveness of urban containment 

through the examination of the political dimension of these specific land-use policies. 

The research was conducted using a mail survey addressed to the planning 

directors of 372 local jurisdictions located in six different states, Arizona, Colorado, 

Florida, North Carolina, Oregon and Washington. A total of 242 survey instruments were 

returned in four waves. The quantitative analysis presented in Chapter Five, using the 

local jurisdictions as unit of analysis, was conducted using path analysis and examining 

three dependent variables. The conclusions focus on the findings and their contribution to 

the existing literature on urban containment effectiveness and on local coalitions. The 

contributions of the research for research and practice are explored, as well as the future 

research deriving from this research.   

 

 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  

 

 

 Three main hypotheses were examined: 1) the strength and direction of interest 

group coalition will directly influence the adoption of urban containment programs, 2) 

when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth 

management, urban containment policies will be most effective at reaching their intended 

goals, 3) interest group coalitions have an indirect influence on the effectiveness of 

containment policies in reaching their goals through the adoption of urban containment 

policies. The findings support the three main hypotheses, although to varying degrees. 

The adoption of urban containment programs is positively influenced by local coalition 

reflecting a broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. The effectiveness of 

policies in reaching urban containment goals is positively influenced by the local 

coalition reflecting a broad-based consensus in favor of growth management. The 

effectiveness of policies in achieving containment goals is indirectly affected by the local 

coalition in place through its influence on the adoption of containment policies. Other 

causal relationships were also included in our research, regarding the adoption of 

containment policies and their effectiveness, the intergovernmental context, focusing on 

the state mandate characteristics and the level of fragmentation, and the mobilization 
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context or potential. Each of the hypotheses and causal relations is reviewed in terms of 

research findings and findings implications.  

 

Coalitions and Adoption of Urban Containment Policies 

 

 This research finds support for the hypothesis that the regime in place influences 

the adoption of urban containment programs. Adoption of urban containment programs is 

positively influenced by local coalition that reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of 

growth management. The adoption of urban containment policies is found to be favored 

by a pro-growth management broad-based coalition. The regime variable has a positive 

direct effect on two policy components, boundary-based containment and rural land 

management policies, in the three models. This means that as coalitions move toward a 

pro-growth management stance, and become more consensual, the adoption of policies 

aiming at containing growth, preserving environmentally sensitive areas and managing 

rural growth increases, even when the overall sentiment in the jurisdictions is in favor of 

economic and residential growth. 

 Our findings are consistent with the literature on opposition to growth, where it is 

found that anti-growth coalitions can challenge and overcome the growth machine and 

influence the adoption of growth control and related policies (Logan et al., 1997; 

Trounstine and Christensen, 1982; Vogel and Swanson, 1989; Swanstrom, 1985). The 

findings are also consistent with the idea that these coalitions can do more than simply 

engaging in symbolic politics (Vogel and Swanstrom, 1989). Cities do not have a unitary 

interest in growth and economic development, as posed by Peterson (1981). Local 

regimes are not subject simply to market forces. They can do and affect the course of 

event in their communities (Vogel and Swanson, 1989).  

 Our findings depart from prior work regarding the notion of consensus itself. The 

adoption of containment policies in previous studies shows an anti-growth sentiment, and 

shows a greater mobilization across various groups and individuals. Community 

mobilization directly affects the adoption of such policies (Baldassare, 1985; Donovan 

and Neiman, 1992; Logan and Zhou, 1990; Baldassare and Protash, 1982). Our findings 

show that the consensus could relate to the idea of growth management, which does not, 

in principle, exclude growth. Vogel and Swanson’s case study of Gainesville shows that 
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the so-called anti growth coalition distinguish population growth, which they generally 

oppose, from economic growth, which they may support if current residents are not 

required to stand the costs of additional development and do not suffer from decrease in 

the quality of life (Vogel and Swanson, 1989). 

 The idea of mobilization can shift from controlling growth to containing growth. 

This is linked to the argument made by Vogel and Swanson (1989) regarding the notion 

of growth management as a middle ground between growth and anti-growth. Studies 

have pointed out the differentiation between support for growth control and support for 

growth management. A movement to control growth develops out of social forces that are 

manifest in a political context. Growth management, which occurs after a political 

resolution to control growth, is seen as the administrative process of controlling growth. 

Therefore questions arise about the political forces that shape the administrative process 

of controlling growth and concerning the support for a mature growth management 

system, whether it differs from the support that led the system into place (Knaap, 1989; 

Gottdiener, 1983). Knaap finds that in Oregon, the popular support for the movement to 

control growth differs little from the actual support for growth management. Most 

hegemonic pro-growth regimes are found in Florida and Oregon, two states with a long 

experience regarding growth management. This demonstrates that a coalition of public 

support for growth management can develop, as expressed by DeGrove (1984), where 

developers and environmentalists realize a mutuality of interests over managing growth. 

As communication increases on an ever-widening number of concerns among the many 

single-issue groups, broad coalitions form (Vogel and Swanson, 1989).  

  

Coalitions and Effectiveness of Urban Containment Goals 

 

 Urban containment policies are most effective in achieving their intended goals 

when the local coalition reflects a broad-based consensus in favor of growth 

management. In this sense, the local regime directly affects the effectiveness of policies 

in achieving containment goals. This hypothesis is supported in one model, the 

effectiveness of containing urban growth, while findings in the two other models were 

inconclusive. The type of regime in place at the local level is found to have a direct 

positive influence on this set of goals. The local jurisdictions where the dominant 
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coalition is a broad-based coalition in favor of growth management experiences a greater 

success in containing urban growth and reducing urban sprawl, in protecting agricultural 

and open spaces, and in protecting environmentally sensitive areas. This means that the 

basic goals of urban containment, to promote compact and contiguous patterns of 

development and to preserve open spaces, agricultural lands and environmentally 

sensitive areas (Nelson and Duncan, 1995), are affected by the existence and the type of 

local coalition in place.  

 This finding is consistent with the idea of the importance of the governance 

context in carrying out and implementing effective growth management policies and 

programs (DeGrove, 1984; 2005; Knaap and Nelson, 1992). Many studies have 

concluded that growth controls do not control growth, and that urban containment 

policies have mixed effects on outcomes such as urban sprawl, housing prices, densities, 

etc. However, the conclusion that these growth-related policies are ineffective is 

premature, as no study has looked at the effects of the local regime itself (Logan et al., 

1997). Previous empirical study of political regimes and suburban growth did not find 

evidence that regimes affect the expected outcomes of growth policies (Logan and 

Crowder, 2002). The present findings provide evidence for this argument, using different 

outcomes than the ones previously measured. The reality of growth management depends 

on the balance of power not only when the plan is adopted, but also during its 

implementation. The findings suggest that the power of a broad-based coalition can be 

reflected directly at the implementation stage.  

 When controlling for coalition politics, we see a greater effectiveness of policies 

aiming at containing urban growth and protecting environmentally sensitive and 

agricultural lands. When there is no opposition from groups and individuals during the 

review process, when few or no variances are granted, and when regulatory policy 

enforcement is stringent and put some constraint on growth, containment is effective and 

holds the line that prevent development beyond a certain limit. Adding to the literature on 

the variations in implementation of state mandates which illustrate the pressure of local 

governments to cope with local demands (Deyle and Smith, 1996; Carruthers, 2002; 

Kang and Feiock, 2006), we find that political consensus in favor of growth management 

positively predicts the effectiveness of containment policies to reach their intended goals.  
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Direct and Indirect Effects of Coalitions 

 

The local coalition in place indirectly affects the effectiveness of containment 

policies in achieving containment goals through its influence on these policies. This 

causal relation is supported in two models. The regime variable has indirect effects on the 

effectiveness of containment policies in achieving the goals of accommodating and 

containing urban growth. Regime has a negative indirect effect on the effectiveness of 

accommodating urban growth through rural land management. The indirect effect is 

greater than the direct effect. This shows that in a jurisdiction where the dominant 

coalition is in favor of growth management, the stance on growth will reflect negatively 

on goals that seek to accommodate growth rather than containing it. Regime has a 

positive effect on the effectiveness of policies in containing urban growth through rural 

growth management and through boundary-based containment policies. This shows that 

in a jurisdiction where the dominant coalition is in favor of growth management, the 

stance on growth will reflect positively on goals that seek to contain urban growth and 

preserve sensitive areas through the adoption of policies targeting these specific goals.  

Our findings are in contrast with prior work arguing that the presence of anti-

growth or growth limitation regime can mask a pro-growth reality (Warner and Molotch, 

1995). Ineffective policies are reflecting the persistence of the growth machine at the 

local level (Logan and Zhou, 1989, 1990; Warner and Molotch, 1995). Growth controls 

might not be a true reflection of local policy regarding growth and might be adopted to 

provide the appearance of prudent planning, therefore reflecting not the strength but the 

failure of local challenges to development (Logan and Zhou, 1990). Some controls 

become administrative rather than political choices, especially when pro-growth interests 

dominate the local scene. Our findings show that policies seeking to contain growth do 

not have to be merely symbolic, but that they can lead to the effectiveness of containment 

goals when the local political context is largely supportive 

 

Adoption and Effectiveness of Urban Containment Policies 

 

 Regarding the other causal relations identified in the conceptual model, the 

adoption of a large array of containment policies makes the program stronger and more 
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likely to be effective in changing reaching containment goals. Multi-faceted urban 

containment programs are more likely to be effective than single programs. The three 

models support this relationship in different ways. The model for containing urban 

growth shows the effects of three policy components, public land acquisition, boundary-

based containment and rural land management. The combination of these three 

components leads to a greater effectiveness of the goals than the model for restricting 

growth, where only one set of policies, services and infrastructures provision, has a weak 

positive influence on the effectiveness of restricting urban growth. It also leads to a 

greater effectiveness than the model for accommodating urban growth, in which two 

components have negative effects on the effectiveness of accommodating urban growth, 

public land acquisition and rural land management.   

These findings regarding the strength of growth management programs, defined 

by the number of policies adopted that support growth management and containment 

goals, are consistent with the argument developed by Nelson and Dawkins (2003). Strong 

plans are found to have more adopted policies than weak plans. A plan strength in one 

dimension, for example restricting growth outside of an urban growth boundary, is 

related to the plan strength in another dimension, for example accommodate housing and 

infrastructures within the boundary (Nelson and Dawkins, 2003). The outcomes depend 

on the particular combination of techniques adequate for reaching the desired objectives 

(Carruthers, 2002). Furthermore, the findings refute the idea that growth related policies 

are symbolic manipulations used to hinder local mobilization on growth issues rather than 

a consequence of such mobilization (Logan and Zhou, 1990). This outcome is closely 

related to the previous findings regarding the direct and indirect effect of the local regime 

on the adoption and effectiveness of containment policies. The presence of a growth 

management regime does not necessarily mask a pro-growth reality, as argued by 

Molotch (1988), Logan and Zhou (1989), and Warner and Molotch (1995). The 

effectiveness of the urban containment policies shows that the growth machine is not 

always persistent at the local level. The outcomes of urban containment programs are also 

said to depend on the nature of the program used, whether it seeks to shift the costs of 

development away from the general public to builders e.g. adequate public facilities 
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ordinances, or to mandate lower densities e.g. urban growth boundaries (Pendall, 1999). 

The findings show that the policies influence the outcomes in different ways.  

Another causal relation regarding the effectiveness of containment policies states 

that the type of policies being adopted is positively related to the effectiveness of specific 

outcomes. In other words, the expected outcomes in term of effectiveness of urban 

containment programs vary according to the type of containment program being adopted 

and implemented. The results support this causal relation. Effectiveness of containing 

urban growth is positively predicted by the adoption of public land acquisition, boundary-

based containment and rural land management policies. The combination of these 

policies is effective in containing urban growth and in protecting agricultural lands and 

environmentally sensitive areas. Goals of accommodating urban growth are negatively 

predicted by public land acquisition and rural land management policies, whereas 

services and infrastructures provision policies are positively influencing this set of goals. 

The public land acquisition and rural land management policies can be more stringent 

than the provision of services and infrastructures in term of coping with growth. This 

would lead to the conclusion that level of service standards and spatial capital 

investments, with local variations in the set up of standards for example (like in Florida), 

are more likely to accommodate growth than policies focusing on the protection and 

management of rural and open spaces. It shows that local jurisdictions adopt policies that 

are complementary in theory and that can lead to opposite effects in practice.  

This finding is consistent with the current research on the effectiveness of urban 

containment programs and state growth management programs, and on the variations in 

implementation at the local level (DeGrove, 2005; Carruthers, 2002). The effects of 

growth management policies are said to vary according to the package of policies 

adopted together (Carruthers, 2002). There is variability in the way growth is managed 

and regarding the outcomes of growth management policies (Knaap and Nelson, 1992), 

depending on how the policies are enforced and implemented. In Florida for example, 

Carruthers (2002) finds evidence of a widespread non-compliance among local 

jurisdictions to the Florida Growth Management Program.  
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Intergovernmental Context 

 

The intergovernmental context focuses on the characteristics of state support but 

also on the level of institutional fragmentation.  

Regarding the intergovernmental context, the presence of a supportive state 

mandate leads to the adoption of stronger urban containment programs. This relationship 

is supported in the three models. The state mandate positively contributes to the adoption 

of three policy components, boundary-based containment, rural land management, and 

services and infrastructures provision. These findings are in the expected direction.  

Our findings are consistent with the literature on intergovernmental context, in 

which some state mandate features e.g. building local commitment to state goals, goals 

clarity, are related to the strength, quality and design of local plans (Berke and French, 

1994; Burby and Dalton, 1994; Burby et al., 1997). In this context, states that encourage 

or require the adoption of urban containment policies are more likely to produce strong 

local containment plans with a large number of required local urban containment policies 

(Nelson and Dawkins, 2003), as it is the case in the present research.  

The presence of a supportive state mandate increases the effectiveness of the 

containment goals (implementation of policies). The results support this relationship for 

the model containing urban growth. The state mandate has a direct positive influence on 

the effectiveness of containing urban growth and protecting agricultural lands and open 

spaces. This reinforces the idea that the intergovernmental context directly influences the 

implementation and the effects of containment policies. However, state mandate is not 

significantly influencing the goals of accommodating and restricting urban growth. 

The finding that a supportive state mandate increases the effectiveness of 

containment goals is consistent with studies of Oregon urban growth boundaries showing 

that state intervention in land-use programs contribute to the significance and 

predictability of the effects of containment programs (Knaap and Nelson, 1992). The 

finding regarding the absence of influence on accommodating or restricting growth could 

relate to the fact that accommodating urban growth is more a question of implementation 

at the local level, and restricting more a local decision than a state directive, whereas 

containing urban growth is usually part of the state mandate goals and objectives in term 

 191



of growth management. This would be consistent with the idea of variability in the 

management of growth and the effectiveness of policies adopted e.g. variations in the 

level of service standards in Florida (Chapin, 2005), implemented by local governments. 

Local governments can implement land use plans through building permits, road and 

public facility construction, and other implementation ordinances. The effectiveness of 

state planning policies depends on the extent to which local planning agencies administer 

local plans consistent with the state’s interests and respond to state oversight (DeGrove, 

1984; Nelson and Moore, 1996). The effectiveness of urban containment policies depend 

on their implementation, that is to say how local governments carry out state 

recommendations or requirements in local plans implementation. Also the adoption of 

other policies can undermine the containment efforts.  

A high degree of regulatory fragmentation has a negative impact on the adoption 

of urban containment policies. This causal relation is supported for the services and 

infrastructures provision component. Also, a high degree of regulatory fragmentation 

leads to a less effective implementation of urban containment policies in term of fulfilling 

their goals. This relationship is supported for the effectiveness of accommodating urban 

growth. The level of fragmentation has a negative influence on the effectiveness of 

accommodating urban growth.  

The findings are consistent with the idea that when the institutional setting of a 

jurisdiction is fragmented, the land use regulations such as urban containment are more 

likely to lose their overall consistency and the area is more likely to suffer from urban 

sprawl (Carruthers, 2002). It is worth noticing an unexpected positive sign in predicting 

rural land management policies. It may be related to the fact that these policies are mostly 

jurisdiction-based (local initiatives), therefore the fragmentation of decision-making 

within the MSA or county is not as important. It can also be linked to the fact that few 

jurisdictions actually adopt this kind of policies. The findings are also consistent with the 

notion that political fragmentation is contributing to urban sprawl and therefore 

undermines the effectiveness of urban containment policies and programs (Pendall, 1999; 

Carruthers, 2002). Studies have found that political fragmentation is associated with 

lower densities, higher property values and lesser amount of urbanized land (Carruthers, 

2002). However, similar relations for the other models would be expected.  
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The final causal relation states that the intergovernmental context will have an 

impact on the formation of a broad-based coalition in favor of growth management. This 

causal relation is not supported in the three models. State support has no positive 

influence on the formation of pro-growth management regime, and level of fragmentation 

has no negative influence on the formation of the same type of regime.  

 

Mobilization Context 

 

Regarding the mobilization context of the local jurisdictions, regimes are expected 

to vary according to the socio-economic status of the jurisdiction’s population but also 

according to the past growth rates. Higher socio-economic status will promote the 

formation of anti-growth groups and therefore increase the adoption of urban 

containment programs. Population growth will favor the formation of growth 

management coalitions. These relationships are not supported in the models. Only the 

relation between socio-economic status and policy adoption is supported, with income 

having a significant positive influence on the adoption of public land acquisition and 

boundary-based containment policies. 

The findings regarding the formation of anti-growth movements reflect the current 

debate in the literature on community mobilization and coalition formation. Anti-growth 

movements have been found more likely to emerge in jurisdictions where residents have 

higher levels of incomes (but also education and occupations) (Protash and Baldassare, 

1983; Clark and Goetz, 1994, Logan et al., 1997). Past growth rates have been used in 

studies as a predictor of growth control policies adoption (Protash and Baldassare, 1983; 

Logan and Zhou, 1989) because it generates a sentiment in support for an active local 

government in managing the impacts of growth trends (Gottdiener and Neiman, 1981; 

Glickfeld and Levine, 1992). However the empirical evidence of a relation between 

measures of social class and past growth rates and support for growth control is criticized 

on the basis of weak correlations (Gottdiener and Neiman, 1981; Protash and Baldassare, 

1983; Connerly and Franck, 1986; Logan and Zhou, 1989). ). Research has provided 

mixed evidence for such relation (Knaap, 1987; Glickfeld and Levine, 1992). However, 

the findings regarding income and the adoption of policies are consistent with some of 

the studies concerning the factors leading to the adoption of growth-related policies 
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(Logan et al., 1997). A high socio-economic status leads to the adoption of policies 

aiming at preserving and protecting rural/open areas and at containing urban growth.  

 

 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THEORY AND RESEARCH 

 

 

The research findings may be seen as advancing the growth machine and regime 

theory and as advancing the literature on growth management more generally. The 

findings can also be linked to the themes of collaboration and consensus building. Each 

of these aspects will be reviewed in this section. 

In the context of regime theory, the findings of our work are as expected: when 

there is political consensus among active stakeholder groups, that consensus drives local 

decision making, both in terms of policy adoption and policy implementation. In the 

context of growth management implementation, however, these findings are helpful in 

explaining the widespread perception of failed effectiveness. Our work suggests that the 

often-seen failure of urban containment policies to lead to real urban containment may be 

understood as the result of unresolved local political disagreement. In communities where 

containment policies reflect real stakeholder consensus, those policies appear to be 

effective.  

The research explores forward the notion of political regime, by focusing and 

elaborating on the notion of growth management regime (DiGaetano and Klemanski, 

1999) through the identification of five types of regimes in the surveyed jurisdictions, 

from hegemonic anti-growth management to hegemonic pro-growth management. The 

regimes are based on the stance toward growth management, and the level of influence at 

the local level of a large array of groups and individuals. The classification follows 

Logan and Crowder for identifying regimes (2002), but adopts a different point of view 

on growth, as Logan and Crowder (2002) focused on residential and business growth and 

not on growth management.  

The research tries to broaden the notion of regime based on the latest 

developments and identified limitations of regime theory (Sites, 1997; Cox, 1997) by 

taking into account the scale and influence of the state policies and mandates on the local 
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policy-making. The dichotomy growth-anti growth is shifted toward a pro-growth 

management and anti-growth management dichotomy. In this sense, the regime 

categorization includes aspects of the intergovernmental context, sot that it fits the state 

and local context in a better way.  

The research expands the debate in the literature on urban containment regarding 

the question of whether or not containment policies really contain growth by 

investigating new sets of outcomes and providing an input regarding the question of how 

to measure the effectiveness of containment policies. The dependent variable of 

effectiveness is derived from the measure of effectiveness based on the perception of the 

planning directors surveyed. Questions concern the effectiveness of the land use 

management system as a whole in reaching the following goals and objectives identified 

in the literature: physically contain growth, restrain population growth, preserve 

agricultural lands and open spaces, accommodate urban development, restrict urban 

development, improve quality of life, provide economic opportunities, provide housing 

opportunities, improve infrastructure, reduce urban sprawl, improve neighborhood 

quality and increase vitality of the downtown. Each goal and objective/variable is 

assessed using a similar Likert scale, from ineffective to very effective. This measure 

shows significant results. Finally, the contribution to research lies in the use of structural 

equation modeling (path analysis) for measuring the direct and indirect effects of 

coalitions on the effectiveness of specific policies, as well as on their adoption. This is a 

departure from previous studies found in the growth machine and regime literature. 

Together with the conceptual framework linking two different literatures, the research 

provides a new insightful approach that can be reproduced in other settings.  

Finally, the findings of our research highlight the link with the idea of consensus 

building and collaboration in terms of broad-based consensus and levels of cooperation. 

Deliberative approaches to decision-making advocate more communicative and 

participatory processes (Forester, 1999; Scholz and Stiftel, 2005). Collaboration and 

consensus building have gained importance for topics such as growth management, 

following the evidence that collaborative approaches work better for growth management 

than do top-down planning processes (Innes, 1992).  
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Consensus among diverse stakeholders but also public involvement and support 

are essential for effective collaboration (Margerum, 2005). Collaboration leads to support 

and commitment building among participants (Innes and Booher, 1999; Scholz and 

Stiftel, 2005). Effective consensus requires participation, in the sense that the process 

should include all stakeholders, and public participation and involvement. Effective 

consensus also requires the joint exploration of information, which can lead to new 

options, and a common definition problem, and an increased understanding that help 

build support for policies and actions. An effective process also requires efficient 

facilitation, clear organization and procedures, ground rules, and decision-making and 

agreement through consensus (Innes and Booher, 1999). The outcomes of consensus 

building include agreement and support by stakeholders, political leaders and the public, 

but also innovative tools and policies, and coordination.  

The support and understanding should exist not only among the stakeholders 

directly involved but also among their network. Innes and Booher (2002) assert that 

collaborative planning can result in network power. Network power is an alternative form 

of power, deriving from consensus building and collaborative planning (Innes and 

Booher, 2002). Network power is defined as the shared ability of linked agents to alter 

their environment in ways advantageous to these agents collectively and individually 

(Innes and Booher, 2002: 225). Network power is created by communication and 

collaboration among individuals, public and private agencies, and businesses. Network 

power emerges as participants in a network focus on a common task and develop shared 

meanings and common principles that guide their actions. Network power grows as these 

players identify and build on their interdependencies to create new potential. In the 

process, innovations and new responses to issues such as growth can emerge. These 

innovations in turn make possible adaptive change and constructive joint action (Innes 

and Booher, 2002: 225). Planners are essential in this process. Planners must act as 

negotiators and mediators, and can promote effective process of public learning, practical 

instance of public deliberation, even consensus building (Forester, 1999; Stiftel, 2006). 

Planners have power through dialog and communication, through bringing agents 

together, building trust, representing interests, connecting networks, etc. Planners can 

contribute to the emergence of network power by shaping procedures, processes and 
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agendas, by participating in it, shaping its form and direction, influencing its outcomes, 

providing opportunities for it, and helping other agents to create and use it (Innes and 

Booher, 2002: 232).  

 

 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO PRACTICE 

 

 

The research also seeks to provide insights on more effective approaches to 

guiding growth in cities for planning practitioners and local officials. The findings 

highlight three main questions for practice: how can planners effectively implement 

urban containment policies, and which policies are more likely to be successful for 

achieving planners’ objectives? How can planners assess the political landscape in their 

jurisdictions in a productive way? How can planners encourage a useful political 

consensus regarding growth issues in their communities? 

Urban containment policies are effective in the right context and/or with the right 

political support. The research identifies two sets of policies that are coalitions 

dependent, boundary-based containment and rural land management policies. Urban 

containment and rural management policies positively predict the effectiveness of 

containing urban growth. The combination of these policies is effective in containing 

urban growth and in protecting agricultural lands and environmentally sensitive areas. 

Services and infrastructures implementation policies are context dependent (state 

mandate and level of fragmentation), as well as rural/open space protection policies 

(income). These policies are effective in accommodating and also restricting 

development. The success of the policies adopted in local jurisdictions depends on their 

specific goals and objectives. For instance, rural growth management and rural/open 

space policies are not contributing to the effectiveness of accommodating urban growth 

(negative relationships). However, to achieve a broad range of objectives, a combination 

of these policies will be most successful. It will prevent discrepancies between the 

policies and their implementation. 

How can planners assess the political landscape productively? The findings show 

that socio-economic indicators and past growth rates are not significantly related to 
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coalitions. These indicators are not sufficient to assess whether the community is likely to 

oppose growth and form anti-growth movements. Therefore one solution is for planners 

to assess the community sentiment regarding different growth issues e.g. residential 

growth, using tools like citizen survey. This kind of assessment would give planners an 

idea of where the majority of individuals stand regarding growth issues, and would 

provide them with a basis for dialog and information sharing. Stakeholder identification 

is another approach. The process of stakeholder identification can be viewed similar to a 

technique such as asset mapping used in area-based community development approach, 

although it does not have a spatial dimension. Similarly to the area-based approach, 

stakeholders as representing community or area assets (organizations, schools, churches, 

etc), which, through participation, can be recognized as potentials or resources for the 

area. The identification is often based on the knowledge of planners and experts. It also 

relies on the stakeholder knowledge of other potentially important stakeholders (snowball 

technique). 

How can planners encourage useful political consensus? The research shows that 

in many surveyed jurisdictions, split regimes are dominating. The decision-making is 

likely to be characterized by conflict because there are competing factions that have 

different opinions regarding growth issues. Split regimes show that the support for 

growth management is not uniform among the groups and individuals that can be 

influential in local jurisdictions, even within anti-and pro-growth management groups. 

There can be a general positive sentiment toward the idea of growth management, but the 

implementation of growth management policies can be problematic, because urban 

containment policies are benefiting some and harming some. It is important to try to 

understand local variations in term of dominant local regimes e.g. Florida, as the 

variation in implementation is connected to variations in local support toward 

containment goals. Therefore planners need to be informed about the existing 

divisions/controversies in their community about growth issues, and need to promote 

participation and collaboration.  

Lessons from previous studies show that consensus building is essential for the 

implementation of growth management (Innes, 1992; Margerum, 2005), and that 

participation has an effect on the perception of policies (Margerum, 2005). Broad-based 
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participation, understanding of policy effects and efficient implementation are essential 

for the long-term effectiveness of policy goals. Effective implementation depends on the 

commitment of elected officials and other stakeholders, but also on public input, in order 

to build broad-based and inclusive political coalitions in favor of growth management 

and urban containment. Collaboration needs support and information/understanding. 

Tools from deliberative participatory processes such as community workshops and 

forums or newspaper-based survey can help produce consensus. Consensual group 

process is another tool described by Innes (1992) in a study of three growth management 

processes. Groups are formed with experts, citizens, and high level officials and go 

through a process of mutual learning to create a shared conception of growth 

management and to agree on specific ways to implement it. Participation in forum has 

proved to have an effect on the perception of policies. Widespread participation can 

improve the understanding of and support for growth management and containment 

policies. It is important that the participatory process be linked to the decision-making 

process, otherwise it will falls not succeed in building long-lasting consensus on urban 

containment goals and objectives. It is also important for local planners and decision-

makers to consider who are the winners and losers of the plans and policies adopted and 

implemented. The effects of policies need to be considered on the ground of their various 

effects on different groups and individuals, for instance in term of redistribution of 

powers. Planners and policy makers need to take into account the fact that support for 

growth management can shift the balance of power between different groups and 

individuals. Therefore it is essential to take into account the effects of such policies to 

evaluate possible changes in support.  

 

 

FUTURE RESEARCH  

 

 

Our research presents limitations in terms of internal and external validity e.g. 

selection, reliability of measures used, generalization. Future research should explore 

avenues to overcome these limitations.  
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One limitation of our research relates to the potential for respondents’ bias. It is 

possible that the information reported are biased by the respondents’ standpoint, in this 

case the planning directors in the surveyed jurisdictions. This question of reliability can 

be addressed in future research with multiple respondents. The present research focuses 

on the opinion and perception of local planning directors. However, these opinions and 

perceptions might differ from other local actors, such as business or environmental 

groups. A fundamental extension of the research would be to collect similar data from 

other respondents e.g. chamber of commerce leaders, heads of environmental groups and 

neighborhood associations, in order to assess and compare the opinions and perceptions 

regarding growth issues, especially attitudes toward growth management. This would 

provide a more reliable approach.  

Furthermore, the model might need to be improved in term of specification. In 

this sense, the main question is: did we control for all possible variables? In this sense, 

further research is necessary to better understand the development of local coalitions, as 

the mobilization context explored in the present research did not lead to the expected 

outcome of predicting local regime. There is some indication that income could predict 

coalition, but the relationship was not significant. Therefore it is necessary to explore 

other avenues, for instance decision-making style and local political culture. These are 

elements that can contribute to explain why specific regimes take place in specific 

jurisdictions. Another avenue is to improve the validity of the regime measure. Future 

research should include the question of duration and endurance of the local coalitions. 

Among the recent developments of regime theory, DiGaetano (1997) focuses on the 

modes of urban governance and develop an analytical framework for explaining how 

coalitions are built and maintained, and become true regimes. The modes of governance 

relate to the decision-making context and to the relationships between groups and 

individuals. For instance, when decision-making is cooperative, it fosters relations among 

governing elites in which coalition building can take place. Depending on the type of 

power in place, whether bargaining power (used to build coalitions, moving from costly 

conflict to cooperative relationship of negotiation to compromise) or preemptive power 

(used to bind alliances that are contingent around particular agendas), cooperation will be 

more or less enduring and will form the basis for the creation of regimes that both 
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dominate agenda setting and exclude challengers from that process. The issue of time and 

the nature of the decision-making modes could actually improve the regime approach 

developed in the research.  

Finally, another limitation of our research concerns the generalization of findings. 

Would our findings regarding coalition politics hold in different places and times? One 

solution to address this problem is to transpose the conceptual framework to different 

settings e.g. Europe. A comparative work between the United States and some European 

countries experiencing sprawl around major cities could be undertaken in future research 

e.g. United Kingdom, Germany, as urban sprawl is also a major issue in most European 

countries. Another solution would be to have a larger sample in order to increase the 

generalization of the findings. 

Ultimately, by examining the role of local political coalitions in influencing the 

effectiveness of local government urban containment policies, our research finds that 

when the active local stakeholder groups have formed an operational consensus 

supporting growth management, that adopted growth management tools are more likely 

be effective. Our findings give support to the argument that that “local political demands 

tell much more about the effectiveness of growth management policies than the policies 

or plans themselves” (Nelson, 1996: 242), and open new avenues for future research. 
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APPENDIX A: 

LAND USE POLITICS SURVEY 
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FLORIDA PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY 

 

LAND USE POLITICS SURVEY 
 

 

These questions are designed to provide a picture of the land-use practices and issues related to urban growth 

that might exist in local jurisdictions. These questions are also designed to provide a better understanding of how 

different groups or coalitions influence the effectiveness of land-use policies aimed at containing growth. For the 

purpose of this survey, effectiveness is defined as the ability for land-use policies to attain their intended goals 

and objectives. 

 

SECTION I: Background Information on Your Jurisdiction  
The following questions are intended to get some information about the characteristics of your jurisdiction and 

the community sentiment about urban growth. 

 
1. Please rate the current situation and future outlook in your jurisdiction for each of the areas. Circle one 

number for each policy area for the current situation and for the future outlook  (1 = Very poor… 5 = 

Excellent). 

     

                                       CURRENT SITUATION                               FUTURE OUTLOOK 
                                                                  

  POLICY AREA                             1 2 3 4     5 1 2 3 4 5  

 Very poor              Excellent          Very poor             Excellent  
 

Economic opportunity 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5   

Housing affordability 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Housing quality 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Urban aesthetics 1 2 3 4 5 1 2     3     4     5 

Traffic flow 1 2 3  4     5 1 2 3     4 5 

Vitality of the downtown 1 2 3     4 5 1 2     3 4 5 

Open space 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Farmland preservation 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Recreation opportunity 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Air quality 1 2 3 4 5 1     2     3 4 5 

Water quality 1     2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5  

Neighborhood quality 1 2 3 4 5 1 2     3     4 5  

Public safety 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Urban land consumption 1 2     3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

Infrastructure 1 2 3 4 5 1     2 3 4 5 

 

2. What is, in your opinion, your jurisdiction’s sentiment toward the growth of business and industry? Circle the 

letter indicating best answer.  
 

a) There is general consensus that it should be restricted 

b) There is consensus that it should be restricted in some cases 

c) There is much disagreement on the issue 

d) There is consensus it should be encouraged in some cases 

e) There is general consensus it should be encouraged 

 

3.What is, in your opinion, your jurisdiction’s sentiment toward residential development? Circle the letter 

indicating best answer.  
 

a) There is general consensus that it should be strictly restricted 

b) There is consensus that it should be restricted in some cases 

c) There is much disagreement on the issue 

d) There is agreement it should be encouraged in some cases 

e) There is general consensus it should be strongly encouraged 
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4. To the best of your understanding, what is your jurisdiction’s attitude toward development? Circle one 

number for each type of development (1 = Highly discourage… 5 = Highly encourage).  

 

                                                                                                            ATTITUDE 

TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT   1 2 3 4 5 

                                                                Highly discourage              Highly encourage  

     
Commercial development 1 2 3 4 5 

Industrial development    1 2 3 4 5 

Residential development    1 2 3 4 5  

Multi-family housing    1 2 3 4 5 

Affordable housing     1 2 3 4 5 

 

5. According to your own view, which of the following issues should be a priority in your jurisdiction? Circle 

one number for each issue (1= Low priority… 5 = High priority).  

 

                PRIORITY 

 ISSUES      1 2 3 4 5 

                                                                                       Low               High 
 

Traffic congestion      1 2 3 4 5 

Supply of land for residential development    1 2 3 4 5  

Sewer capacity limits     1 2 3 4 5  

Urban sprawl      1 2 3 4 5  

Loss of agriculture to urbanization    1 2 3 4 5 

High housing costs     1 2 3 4 5 

Insufficient low-income housing    1 2 3 4 5  

School crowding      1 2 3 4 5  

Wastewater treatment facility capacity   1 2 3 4 5  

Limited water supply     1 2 3 4 5 

Water pollution      1 2 3 4 5 

Destruction of important wildlife and their habitats  1 2 3 4 5 

Urban decline      1 2 3 4 5  

Lack of fund for government projects   1 2 3 4 5 

Government encroachment on private property rights  1 2 3 4 5 

Long delays in the development permitting process  1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

SECTION II: Your Jurisdiction’s Land-Use Management System  
The following questions are intended to provide information concerning the land-use management system in 

place in your jurisdiction. 

 

1. Does your jurisdiction have an adopted comprehensive plan or its equivalent?  

 

No – Go to Question 5 

Yes 

 

2. Does state planning legislation require you to adopt a comprehensive plan? 

 

No – Go to Question 3  

Yes – Go to Question 4 

 

3. Does state planning legislation encourage you to adopt a comprehensive plan? 

 

No – Go to Question 5  

Yes – Go to Question 4 
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4. What role has the state government played in influencing land-use planning in your jurisdiction in terms of?  

Circle one number for each state role  (1 = Weak… 5 = Strong). 
 

                                                                                                                 STRENGTH OF STATE MANDATE 

       STATE’S ROLE     1 2 3 4 5    

                Weak                  Strong  
       

Defining specific goals and objectives 1 2 3 4 5 

Providing technical and financial assistance 1 2 3 4 5 

Building local commitment to state goals 1 2 3 4 5 

Emphasizing stakeholder involvement 1 2 3 4 5  

Facilitating intergovernmental cooperation 1 2 3 4 5  

Monitoring compliance 1 2 3 4 5  

 

 

5. Various mechanisms, programs or practices may be employed to manage urban growth and protect farmlands 

and environmentally sensitive lands. Please identify the mechanisms, programs or practices that are used in your 

jurisdiction from the following list and indicate the approximate time in use. Check all that apply. 
 

 

PROGRAMS 

 

Not used 

 

< 1 year 

In use 

1-5 

years 

 

5+ years 

Urban Services and Facilities      

a)    Urban service area 
(geographic limit of the extent of services) 

    

b)    Infrastructure phasing 
(plan for location and timing of future urban service extensions) 

    

c)     Municipal boundary 
(municipal  provision of key facilities and services) 

    

d)    Urban growth boundary 
(containment of urban-scale development within boundary) 

    

e)    Level of service standards        
(performance standards for urban services) 

    

f)     Spatial capital investment 
(new infrastructure investments in existing or planned areas) 

    

g)    Special service district 
(only provider of key public facilities and services 

    

Urban Growth Phasing     

h)    Urban reserve district 
(reserve for future urban-scale development at urban fringe) 

    

i)     Public land management 
(preserve publicly-owned land from development) 

    

Rural Growth Management     

j)     Agriculture/open space district 
(exclusive farm, forest and other open space uses) 

    

k)    Urban fringe resource management 
(overlay of district for rural areas with stringent standards) 

    

l)     Rural growth monitoring 
(monitor projected demand for rural land) 

    

Rural/Open Space Protection     

m)   Transfer of development rights 
(transfer development rights of rural area to urban area) 

    

n)    Purchase of development rights 
(public purchase of rural area development right) 

    

o)    Urban fringe land acquisition 
(public acquisition of urban fringe lands) 

    

p)    Urban/rural buffer or greenbelt 
(small-scale greenbelt around urban area) 

    

q)    Small lot zoning 
(small minimum lot size) 

    

r)     Large lot zoning 
(large minimum lot size in rural zoning districts) 

    

s)    Open space zoning 
(development allowed only on one portion of parcel) 
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6. How important have each of the following factors been in contributing to the adoption of policies seeking to 

limit development and/or protect farmland, and/or protect environmentally sensitive areas in your jurisdiction? 

Circle one number for each factor (1 = Not important… 5 = Very important). 
 

                                                                                                                         ADOPTION OF POLICIES                                                               

             FACTORS                                                                      1           2  3 4 5 

                       Not important       Very important  
 

Staff commitment to limit development   1 2 3 4 5  

Local political action     1 2 3 4 5  

Community wealth     1 2 3 4 5 

Existing densities      1 2 3 4 5  

Seriousness of the sprawl problem    1 2 3 4 5  

Plan recommendation     1 2 3 4 5  

Availability of land for development    1 2 3 4 5  

Availability of funding     1 2 3 4 5 

State mandate      1 2 3 4 5   

 

 

7. Following is a list of goals that are often associated with mechanisms, programs or practices to restrict urban 

growth and protect farmlands and environmentally sensitive lands programs. To what extent was each of these 

goals important to the adoption of these mechanisms, programs or practices? Circle one number for each goal  

(1 = Not important... 5 = Very important).  

 
                                                                                                                     IMPORTANCE                                                                                       

               GOALS                                                                1 2 3 4 5 

                                                                              Not important                               Very important 

   

Physically contain urban growth  1 2 3 4 5 

Restrain population growth    1 2 3 4 5 

Preserve agricultural lands and open spaces             1 2 3 4 5 

Protect environmentally sensitive areas               1 2 3 4 5  

Accommodate urban development                1 2 3 4 5 

Restrict urban development                 1 2 3 4 5 

Improve quality of life                 1 2 3 4 5 

Provide economic opportunities                 1 2 3 4 5 

Provide housing opportunities                1 2 3 4 5 

Provide more efficient infrastructures           1 2 3 4 5 

Reduce urban sprawl                 1 2 3 4 5 

Improve neighborhood quality            

Increase vitality of the downtown           

Promote fiscal health  
 

 

SECTION III: Effectiveness of Your Jurisdiction’s Land-Use Management System  
This section is concerned with evaluating the degree to which the land-use management system adopted in your 

jurisdiction has reached its intended goals and objectives.  
 

 

1. To the best of your recollection, what is the number of development orders that have been approved over the 

past twelve months? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

2. To the best of your recollection, what percentage of the permitted development required a variance? 

 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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3. In the implementation of land development policies, there are requests to allow exceptions or variances. What 

is your estimate of how often, in the past year, your jurisdiction granted exceptions for each of the following 

programs? Circle all that apply. If the program is not in use in your jurisdiction, leave blank (1 = Never 

granted… 5 = Always granted when requested). 

      

                       EXCEPTIONS                                                          
PROGRAMS                                                                         1 2 3 4 5 

    Never granted                          Always granted  

                     when requested  

Urban Services and Facilities 
a)    Urban service area    1 2 3 4 5 

b)    Infrastructure phasing    1 2 3 4 5 

c)     Municipal boundary    1 2 3 4 5 

d)    Urban growth boundary   1 2 3 4 5 

e)    Level of service standards   1 2 3 4 5    

f)     Spatial capital investment   1 2 3 4 5 

g)    Special service district    1 2 3 4 5 

Urban Growth Phasing 
h)    Urban reserve district    1 2 3 4 5 

i)     Public land management   1 2 3 4 5 

Rural Growth Management 
j)     Agriculture/open space district   1 2 3 4 5 

k)    Urban fringe resource management  1 2 3 4 5 

l)     Rural growth monitoring   1 2 3 4 5 

Rural/Open Space Protection 
m)   Transfer of development rights   1 2 3 4 5 

n)    Purchase of development rights   1 2 3 4 5 

o)    Urban fringe land acquisition   1 2 3 4 5 

p)    Urban/rural buffer or greenbelt   1 2 3 4 5 

q)    Small lot zoning    1 2 3 4 5 

r)     Large lot zoning    1 2 3 4 5 

s)    Open space zoning    1 2 3 4 5 

 

4. How effective do you think the land management system in place in your jurisdiction is in? Circle one 

number for each goal  (1 = Ineffective… 5 = Very Effective). 

 

                                                                                                                 EFFECTIVENESS                                                                                       

               GOALS                                                                1 2 3 4 5 

                                                                                  Ineffective                               Very effective 
   

Physically containing urban growth?  1 2 3 4 5 

Restraining population growth?                1 2 3 4 5 

Preserving agricultural lands and open spaces?             1  2 3 4 5 

Protecting environmentally sensitive areas?               1 2 3 4 5  

Accommodating urban development?               1 2 3 4 5 

Restricting urban development? 1 2 3 4 5 

Improving quality of life?                 1 2 3 4 5 

Providing economic opportunities?                 1 2 3 4 5 

Providing housing opportunities?                1 2 3 4 5 

Providing more efficient infrastructures?               1 2 3 4 5 

Reducing urban sprawl?                 1 2 3 4 5 

Improving neighborhood quality?   1 2 3 4 5 

Increasing vitality of the downtown?   1 2 3 4 5 

Promoting fiscal health?    1 2 3 4 5 
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SECTION IV: Coalition Politics and Land-Use Planning 

The following section explores some characteristics or traits of your jurisdiction regarding the local approaches 

to urban growth of various groups or coalitions, and individuals.  

 

1. Local jurisdictions vary in the degree of involvement of individuals and groups in local government issues. 

How would you describe the general level of involvement in local political issues of the following individuals or 

groups over the past five years? Circle the number that represents the level of involvement of each 

individuals or groups (1 = Not involved… 5 = Very involved).  

 

                                                                                                        LOCAL POLITICAL ISSUES                                        

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                1 2 3 4 5    

                                                                               Not involved                                            Very involved 

 

Local government department heads  1 2 3 4 5  

Local elected officials 1 2 3 4 5  

Individual citizens 1 2 3 4 5  

University representatives 1 2 3 4 5  

Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5  

Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce) 1 2 3 4 5  

Development groups (homebuilder association)  1 2 3 4 5  

Land developer trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Real estate associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Other trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Affordable housing groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Neighborhood groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Professional groups (e. g. architects) 1 2 3 4 5 

Property rights groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Good government groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Sportsmen’s groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Media groups 1 2 3 4 5 

   
 

2. Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed the 

construction of new apartments or housing within your jurisdiction. Circle the number that represents the 

level of support of each individuals or groups (1 = Opposed… 5 = Supported). 

 

                                                                                               NEW APPARTMENTS OR HOUSING                                         

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                1 2 3 4 5    

                                                                                      Opposed                                            Supported 

 

Local government department heads  1 2 3 4 5  

Local elected officials 1 2 3 4 5  

Individual citizens 1 2 3 4 5  

University representatives 1 2 3 4 5  

Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5  

Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce) 1 2 3 4 5  

Development groups (homebuilder association)  1 2 3 4 5  

Land developer trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Real estate associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Other trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Affordable housing groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Neighborhood groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Professional groups (e. g. architects) 1 2 3 4 5 

Property rights groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Good government groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Sportsmen’s groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Media groups 1 2 3 4 5 
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3. Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed the 

growth of business and industry within your jurisdiction. Circle the number that represents the level of 

support of each individuals or groups (1 = Opposed… 5 = Supported). 

 

                                                                                             GROWTH OF BUSINESS & INDUSTRY                                          

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                1 2 3 4 5    

                                                                                      Opposed                                            Supported 

 

Local government department heads  1 2 3 4 5  

Local elected officials 1 2 3 4 5  

Individual citizens 1 2 3 4 5  

University representatives 1 2 3 4 5  

Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5  

Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce) 1 2 3 4 5  

Development groups (homebuilder association)  1 2 3 4 5  

Land developer trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Real estate associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Other trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Affordable housing groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Neighborhood groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Professional groups (e. g. architects) 1 2 3 4 5 

Property rights groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Good government groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Sportsmen’s groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Media groups 1 2 3 4 5 

  

 

4. Please identify the individuals or groups who, to the best of your knowledge, have supported or opposed 

growth management efforts, more specifically the containment of urban sprawl, within your jurisdiction. Circle 

the number that represents the level of support of each individuals or groups (1 = Opposed… 5 = 

Supported). 

     

                                                                                                         GROWTH MANAGEMENT                                          

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                1 2 3 4 5    

                                                                                      Opposed                                            Supported 

 

Local government department heads  1 2 3 4 5  

Local elected officials 1 2 3 4 5  

Individual citizens 1 2 3 4 5  

University representatives 1 2 3 4 5  

Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5  

Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce) 1 2 3 4 5  

Development groups (homebuilder association)  1 2 3 4 5  

Land developer trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Real estate associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Other trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Affordable housing groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Neighborhood groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Professional groups (e. g. architects) 1 2 3 4 5 

Property rights groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Good government groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Sportsmen’s groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Media groups 1 2 3 4 5 
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5. In your opinion, what is the level of financial and human resources of the following individuals or groups? 

Circle the number that represents the level of resources of each individuals or groups (1 = Low level… 5 = 

High level). 

   

                                                                                                                     RESOURCES                                          

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                1 2 3 4 5    

                                                                                     Low level                                            High level 

 

Local government department heads  1 2 3 4 5  

Local elected officials 1 2 3 4 5  

Individual citizens 1 2 3 4 5  

University representatives 1 2 3 4 5  

Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5  

Business groups (e.g. chambers of commerce) 1 2 3 4 5  

Development groups (homebuilder association)  1 2 3 4 5  

Land developer trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Real estate associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Other trade associations 1 2 3 4 5  

Affordable housing groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Neighborhood groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Professional groups (e. g. architects) 1 2 3 4 5 

Property rights groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Good government groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Sportsmen’s groups 1 2 3 4 5 

Media groups 1 2 3 4 5 

   
   

 

6. How often would you say neighbors or other groups oppose projects that are technically legal (allowed by plan 

and zoning)? Circle letter indicating best answer. 

 

a) Never  

b) Less than half the time 

c) Half the time 

d) More than half the time 

e) Almost always 

 

7. What are the avenues for citizen input that are most frequently used in your jurisdiction? Circle all that 

apply. 

 

a) Appointed advisory group 

b) Public hearings 

c) Workshops or forums 

d) Citizen surveys 

e) Other (specify) 
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8. How often are the following individuals or groups represented during opportunities given to take part in the 

decision-making process regarding land use issues? Circle one number for each individual or group (1 = Not 

often represented… 5 = Often represented).   

           

                                                                                 LAND USE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS 

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                   1 2 3 4 5  

                                                                  Not often represented                                           Often represented  

 

Agricultural or forest industry groups  1 2 3 4 5 

Business groups (e. g. chambers of commerce)  1 2 3 4 5 

Development groups (homebuilder association) 1 2 3 4 5 

Land developer trade associations   1 2 3 4 5 

Real estate associations    1 2 3 4 5 

Other trade associations    1 2 3 4 5 

Affordable housing groups    1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental groups    1 2 3 4 5 

Neighborhood groups    1 2 3 4 5 

Professional groups (e. g. architects)             1 2 3 4 5 

Property rights groups    1 2 3 4 5 

Good government groups    1 2 3 4 5 

Sportsmen’s groups    1 2 3 4 5 

Individual citizens     1 2 3 4 5 

Media      1 2 3 4 5 

University     1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

9. How successful are the following individuals or groups in achieving their ends? Circle one number for each 

individual or group (1 = Not successful… 5 = Very successful). 

         

                                                                                                   SUCCESS IN ACHIEVING ENDS 

INDIVIDUALS OR GROUPS                                   1 2 3 4 5                      

                                                                               Not successful                                           Very successful   

 

Agricultural or forest industry groups 1 2 3 4 5          

Business groups (e. g. chambers of commerce)  1 2 3 4 5          

Development groups (homebuilder association) 1 2 3 4 5          

Land developer trade associations   1 2 3 4 5          

Real estate associations    1 2 3 4 5          

Other trade associations    1 2 3 4 5          

Affordable housing groups    1 2 3 4 5          

Environmental groups    1 2 3 4 5          

Neighborhood groups    1 2 3 4 5          

Professional groups (e. g. architects)              1 2 3 4 5          

Property rights groups    1 2 3 4 5          

Good government groups    1 2 3 4 5          

Sportsmen’s groups    1 2 3 4 5          

Individual citizens     1 2 3 4 5          

Media      1 2 3 4 5           

University     1 2 3 4 5          

 

 

 

 

 

 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR TAKING TIME TO REPLY TO OUR SURVEY. YOUR 

PARTICIPATION IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT, AND YOUR RESPONSES WILL REMAIN 

ANONYMOUS.  
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APPENDIX B: 

UNIVARIATE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS 
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Table 1: Sentiment toward growth Issues 
 

  

Growth Business 

and industry 

Sentiment 

Growth Residential 

Development 

Sentiment 

N Valid 237 236 

  Missing 5 6 

Mean 4.4262 3.7669 

Std. Deviation .87323 1.11505 

Minimum 1.00 1.00 

Maximum 5.00 5.00 

 

  

 

 

 

Table 2: Sentiment toward the Growth Business and Industry 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Restriction 3 1.2 1.3 1.3 

  Restriction 

in some cases 
8 3.3 3.4 4.6 

  Disagreement 

on the issue 19 7.9 8.0 12.7 

  Encouraged in 

some cases 62 25.6 26.2 38.8 

  Encouraged 145 59.9 61.2 100.0 

  Total 237 97.9 100.0  

Missing System 5 2.1   

Total 242 100.0   

 

  

 

 

 

Table 3: Sentiment toward the Growth of Residential Development 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Restriction 3 1.2 1.3 1.3 

  Restriction 

in some cases 
43 17.8 18.2 19.5 

  Disagreement 

on the issue 33 13.6 14.0 33.5 

  Encouraged in 

some cases 84 34.7 35.6 69.1 

  Encouraged 73 30.2 30.9 100.0 

  Total 236 97.5 100.0  

Missing System 6 2.5   

Total 242 100.0   
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Table 4: Priorities in the Jurisdictions  
 

  Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

N 

Traffic Congestion 3.5667 1.15518 1 5 240 

Land for Residential 

Development 
2.8410 1.14854

1 5 
239 

Sewer capacity limits 3.0169 1.18238 1 5 237 

Urban Sprawl 3.3191 1.26940 1 5 235 

Loss of agriculture to 

urbanization 
2.7093 1.30826

1 5 
227 

High Housing Costs 3.3808 1.10071 1 5 239 

Insufficient low-income 

Housing 
3.2845 1.12020

1 5 
239 

School crowding 3.4500 1.22286 1 5 240 

Wastewater treatment facility 

capacity 
3.0213 1.18915

1 5 
235 

Limited water supply 
3.1172 1.26810

1 5 
239 

Water pollution 3.1250 1.07511 1 5 240 

Destruction of wildlife 3.2605 1.08275 1 5 238 

Urban decline 2.9622 1.19891 1 5 238 

Lack of government funding 3.8875 1.01033 1 5 240 

Government encroachment on 

private property rights 
2.2887 1.03931

1 5 
239 

Delays in the development 

permitting process 
2.6625 1.18862

1 5 
240 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Traffic Congestion 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 15 6.2 6.3 6.3 

  2.00 30 12.4 12.5 18.8 

  3.00 54 22.3 22.5 41.3 

  4.00 86 35.5 35.8 77.1 

  5.00 55 22.7 22.9 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 6: Land for Residential Development 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 32 13.2 13.4 13.4 

  2.00 63 26.0 26.4 39.7 

  3.00 75 31.0 31.4 71.1 

  4.00 49 20.2 20.5 91.6 

  5.00 20 8.3 8.4 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 7: Sewer Capacity Limits  
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 34 14.0 14.3 14.3 

  2.00 38 15.7 16.0 30.4 

  3.00 78 32.2 32.9 63.3 

  4.00 64 26.4 27.0 90.3 

  5.00 23 9.5 9.7 100.0 

  Total 237 97.9 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
5 2.1  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 8: Urban Sprawl 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 30 12.4 12.8 12.8 

  2.00 30 12.4 12.8 25.5 

  3.00 53 21.9 22.6 48.1 

  4.00 79 32.6 33.6 81.7 

  5.00 43 17.8 18.3 100.0 

  Total 235 97.1 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
7 2.9  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 9: Loss of Agriculture to Urbanization 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 60 24.8 26.4 26.4 

  2.00 38 15.7 16.7 43.2 

  3.00 55 22.7 24.2 67.4 

  4.00 56 23.1 24.7 92.1 

  5.00 18 7.4 7.9 100.0 

  Total 227 93.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
15 6.2  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 10: High Housing Costs 

 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 10 4.1 4.2 4.2 

  2.00 45 18.6 18.8 23.0 

  3.00 69 28.5 28.9 51.9 

  4.00 74 30.6 31.0 82.8 

  5.00 41 16.9 17.2 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 

  

 

Table 11: Insufficient Low-Income Housing 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 14 5.8 5.9 5.9 

  2.00 48 19.8 20.1 25.9 

  3.00 68 28.1 28.5 54.4 

  4.00 74 30.6 31.0 85.4 

  5.00 35 14.5 14.6 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 12: School Crowding 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 15 6.2 6.3 6.3 

  2.00 44 18.2 18.3 24.6 

  3.00 59 24.4 24.6 49.2 

  4.00 62 25.6 25.8 75.0 

  5.00 60 24.8 25.0 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 13: Wastewater Treatment Facility Capacity 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 28 11.6 11.9 11.9 

  2.00 48 19.8 20.4 32.3 

  3.00 81 33.5 34.5 66.8 

  4.00 47 19.4 20.0 86.8 

  5.00 31 12.8 13.2 100.0 

  Total 235 97.1 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
7 2.9  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 14: Limited Water Supply  
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 32 13.2 13.4 13.4 

  2.00 43 17.8 18.0 31.4 

  3.00 69 28.5 28.9 60.3 

  4.00 55 22.7 23.0 83.3 

  5.00 40 16.5 16.7 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 

  

 

Table 15: Water Pollution 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 19 7.9 7.9 7.9 

  2.00 46 19.0 19.2 27.1 

  3.00 83 34.3 34.6 61.7 

  4.00 70 28.9 29.2 90.8 

  5.00 22 9.1 9.2 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 16: Destruction of Wildlife 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.0 8.0 

  2.00 33 13.6 13.9 21.8 

  3.00 79 32.6 33.2 55.0 

  4.00 81 33.5 34.0 89.1 

  5.00 26 10.7 10.9 100.0 

  Total 238 98.3 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
4 1.7  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 17: Urban Decline 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 30 12.4 12.6 12.6 

  2.00 58 24.0 24.4 37.0 

  3.00 68 28.1 28.6 65.5 

  4.00 55 22.7 23.1 88.7 

  5.00 27 11.2 11.3 100.0 

  Total 238 98.3 100.0   

Missing System 4 1.7    

Total 242 100.0    

 

 

 

Table 18: Lack of Government Funding 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 5 2.1 2.1 2.1 

  2.00 18 7.4 7.5 9.6 

  3.00 53 21.9 22.1 31.7 

  4.00 87 36.0 36.3 67.9 

  5.00 77 31.8 32.1 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 19: Property Rights  
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 60 24.8 25.1 25.1 

  2.00 87 36.0 36.4 61.5 

  3.00 62 25.6 25.9 87.4 

  4.00 23 9.5 9.6 97.1 

  5.00 7 2.9 2.9 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 20: Delays in the Development Permitting Process 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 45 18.6 18.8 18.8 

  2.00 67 27.7 27.9 46.7 

  3.00 73 30.2 30.4 77.1 

  4.00 34 14.0 14.2 91.3 

  5.00 21 8.7 8.8 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 21: Factors Contributing to the Adoption of Urban Containment Policies 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Staff 

Commitment  

Local 

Political 

Action 

Community 

Wealth 

Exist 

Densities 

Sprawl 

Problem 

Plan 

Recommendation 

Land 

Available 

for 

Development 

Fund 

Availability 

State 

Mandate 

N Valid 232 236 232 233 233 233 234 236 234 

  Missi

ng 
10 6 10 9 9 9 8 6 8 

Mean 3.1078 3.4068 2.6293 3.0773 2.6781 3.4120 3.2479 3.1017 2.8846 

Std. 

Deviation 
1.25926 1.18672 1.15117 1.10759 1.18696 1.16790 1.24925 1.32015 1.47931 

Minimum 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

Maximum 
5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 

  
 



Table 22: Staff Commitment to Limit Development 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 32 13.2 13.8 13.8 

  2.00 39 16.1 16.8 30.6 

  3.00 70 28.9 30.2 60.8 

  4.00 54 22.3 23.3 84.1 

  5.00 37 15.3 15.9 100.0 

  Total 232 95.9 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
10 4.1  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 23: Local Political Action 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.1 8.1 

  2.00 36 14.9 15.3 23.3 

  3.00 55 22.7 23.3 46.6 

  4.00 82 33.9 34.7 81.4 

  5.00 44 18.2 18.6 100.0 

  Total 236 97.5 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
6 2.5  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 24: Community Wealth 
 

  Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 47 19.4 20.3 20.3 

  2.00 60 24.8 25.9 46.1 

  3.00 68 28.1 29.3 75.4 

  4.00 46 19.0 19.8 95.3 

  5.00 11 4.5 4.7 100.0 

  Total 232 95.9 100.0   

Missing System 10 4.1    

Total 242 100.0    
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Table 25: Existing Densities 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 26 10.7 11.2 11.2 

  2.00 41 16.9 17.6 28.8 

  3.00 70 28.9 30.0 58.8 

  4.00 81 33.5 34.8 93.6 

  5.00 15 6.2 6.4 100.0 

  Total 233 96.3 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
9 3.7  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 26: Sprawl Problem 
 

Frequency Percent   

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 48 19.8 20.6 20.6 

  2.00 55 22.7 23.6 44.2 

  3.00 68 28.1 29.2 73.4 

  4.00 48 19.8 20.6 94.0 

  5.00 14 5.8 6.0 100.0 

  Total 233 96.3 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
9 3.7  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 27: Plan Recommendation 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 23 9.5 9.9 9.9 

  2.00 23 9.5 9.9 19.7 

  3.00 60 24.8 25.8 45.5 

  4.00 89 36.8 38.2 83.7 

  5.00 38 15.7 16.3 100.0 

  Total 233 96.3 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
9 3.7  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 28: Land Available for Development 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 29 12.0 12.4 12.4 

  2.00 34 14.0 14.5 26.9 

  3.00 60 24.8 25.6 52.6 

  4.00 72 29.8 30.8 83.3 

  5.00 39 16.1 16.7 100.0 

  Total 234 96.7 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
8 3.3  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 29: Funding Availability 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 36 14.9 15.3 15.3 

  2.00 42 17.4 17.8 33.1 

  3.00 64 26.4 27.1 60.2 

  4.00 50 20.7 21.2 81.4 

  5.00 44 18.2 18.6 100.0 

  Total 236 97.5 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
6 2.5  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 30: State Mandate 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 61 25.2 26.1 26.1 

  2.00 38 15.7 16.2 42.3 

  3.00 51 21.1 21.8 64.1 

  4.00 35 14.5 15.0 79.1 

  5.00 49 20.2 20.9 100.0 

  Total 234 96.7 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
8 3.3  

Total 242 100.0  
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Goals of the Land Use System 
 

  

 

Table 31: Contain Urban Growth 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 49 20.2 21.7 21.7 

  2.00 43 17.8 19.0 40.7 

  3.00 43 17.8 19.0 59.7 

  4.00 37 15.3 16.4 76.1 

  5.00 54 22.3 23.9 100.0 

  Total 226 93.4 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
16 6.6  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 32: Restrain Population Growth 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 115 47.5 50.4 50.4 

  2.00 54 22.3 23.7 74.1 

  3.00 40 16.5 17.5 91.7 

  4.00 13 5.4 5.7 97.4 

  5.00 6 2.5 2.6 100.0 

  Total 228 94.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
14 5.8  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 33: Protect Agricultural Land and Open Space 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 29 12.0 12.9 12.9 

  2.00 34 14.0 15.1 28.0 

  3.00 43 17.8 19.1 47.1 

  4.00 62 25.6 27.6 74.7 

  5.00 57 23.6 25.3 100.0 

  Total 225 93.0 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
17 7.0  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 34: Protect Environmentally Sensitive Areas 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 5 2.1 2.2 2.2 

  2.00 20 8.3 8.7 10.9 

  3.00 49 20.2 21.3 32.2 

  4.00 81 33.5 35.2 67.4 

  5.00 75 31.0 32.6 100.0 

  Total 230 95.0 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
12 5.0  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 35: Accommodate Urban Development 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 22 9.1 9.6 9.6 

  2.00 22 9.1 9.6 19.2 

  3.00 54 22.3 23.6 42.8 

  4.00 88 36.4 38.4 81.2 

  5.00 43 17.8 18.8 100.0 

  Total 229 94.6 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
13 5.4  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 36: Restrict Urban Development 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 64 26.4 28.1 28.1 

  2.00 69 28.5 30.3 58.3 

  3.00 51 21.1 22.4 80.7 

  4.00 30 12.4 13.2 93.9 

  5.00 14 5.8 6.1 100.0 

  Total 228 94.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
14 5.8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 37: Improve Quality Life 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 7 2.9 3.1 3.1 

  2.00 14 5.8 6.2 9.3 

  3.00 47 19.4 20.7 30.0 

  4.00 92 38.0 40.5 70.5 

  5.00 67 27.7 29.5 100.0 

  Total 227 93.8 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
15 6.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 38: Provide Economic Opportunities 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.2 8.2 

  2.00 20 8.3 8.7 16.9 

  3.00 52 21.5 22.5 39.4 

  4.00 69 28.5 29.9 69.3 

  5.00 71 29.3 30.7 100.0 

  Total 231 95.5 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
11 4.5  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 39: Provide Housing Opportunities 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.3 8.3 

  2.00 34 14.0 14.8 23.1 

  3.00 70 28.9 30.6 53.7 

  4.00 73 30.2 31.9 85.6 

  5.00 33 13.6 14.4 100.0 

  Total 229 94.6 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
13 5.4  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 40: Provide Efficient Infrastructures  
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 19 7.9 8.3 8.3 

  2.00 26 10.7 11.4 19.7 

  3.00 52 21.5 22.7 42.4 

  4.00 88 36.4 38.4 80.8 

  5.00 44 18.2 19.2 100.0 

  Total 229 94.6 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
13 5.4  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 41: Reduce Urban Sprawl 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 38 15.7 16.7 16.7 

  2.00 45 18.6 19.7 36.4 

  3.00 56 23.1 24.6 61.0 

  4.00 52 21.5 22.8 83.8 

  5.00 37 15.3 16.2 100.0 

  Total 228 94.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
14 5.8  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 42: Improve Neighborhood Quality 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 16 6.6 7.0 7.0 

  2.00 29 12.0 12.7 19.7 

  3.00 70 28.9 30.7 50.4 

  4.00 73 30.2 32.0 82.5 

  5.00 40 16.5 17.5 100.0 

  Total 228 94.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
14 5.8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 43: Increase Downtown Vitality 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 42 17.4 19.3 19.3 

  2.00 42 17.4 19.3 38.5 

  3.00 33 13.6 15.1 53.7 

  4.00 53 21.9 24.3 78.0 

  5.00 48 19.8 22.0 100.0 

  Total 218 90.1 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
24 9.9  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 44: Promote Fiscal Health 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid 1.00 22 9.1 9.6 9.6 

  2.00 31 12.8 13.6 23.2 

  3.00 61 25.2 26.8 50.0 

  4.00 59 24.4 25.9 75.9 

  5.00 55 22.7 24.1 100.0 

  Total 228 94.2 100.0  

Missin

g 

System 
14 5.8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 45: Policies Adopted in the Jurisdictions 
 

 Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Urban Service Area 2.6042 1.41036 1 4 

Infrastructure Phasing 2.6569 1.35948 1 4 

Municipal Boundary 2.8117 1.40307 1 4 

Urban Growth Boundary 2.4417 1.39212 1 4 

LOS Standards 2.8958 1.33882 1 4 

Spatial Capital 

Investment 
2.6569 1.37484 

1 4 

Special Service District 2.4083 1.41419 1 4 

Urban Reserve Dist 1.5542 1.12651 1 4 

Public Land Management 2.5983 1.39844 1 4 

Agric-Open Space 

District 
2.2427 1.38407 

1 4 

Urban Fringe Resource 

Management 
1.4370 1.01165 

1 4 

Rural Growth Monitoring 1.5816 1.11551 1 4 

TDR 1.4917 1.03896 1 4 

PDR 1.4561 1.01105 1 4 

Urban Fringe Land 

Acquisition 
1.5000 1.05100 

1 4 

Greenbelt 1.5208 1.06267 1 4 

Small Lot Zoning 2.6962 1.37182 1 4 

Large Lot Zoning 2.6318 1.42840 1 4 

Open Space Zoning 2.1561 1.36423 1 4 

 

 

 

Table 46: Urban Service Area 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 100 41.3 41.7 41.7 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
4 1.7 1.7 43.3 

  In use 1-5 

years 
27 11.2 11.3 54.6 

  in use 5 

years + 
109 45.0 45.4 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 47: Infrastructure Phasing 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 88 36.4 36.8 36.8 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
11 4.5 4.6 41.4 

  In use 1-5 

years 
35 14.5 14.6 56.1 

  in use 5 

years + 
105 43.4 43.9 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.3  

Total 242 100.0  

 
 

 

Table 48: Municipal Boundary 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 85 35.1 35.6 35.6 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
6 2.5 2.5 38.1 

  In use 1-5 

years 
17 7.0 7.1 45.2 

  in use 5 

years + 
131 54.1 54.8 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.3  

Total 242 100.0  

 

 

 

Table 49: UGB 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 110 45.15 45.8 45.8 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
6 2.5 2.5 48.3 

  In use 1-5 

years 
32 13.2 13.3 61.7 

  in use 5 

years + 
92 38.0 38.3 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 50: LOS Standards 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 72 29.8 30.0 30.0 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
12 5.0 5.0 35.0 

  In use 1-5 

years 
25 10.3 10.4 45.4 

  in use 5 

years + 
131 54.1 54.6 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 51: Spatial Capital Investment 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 90 37.2 37.7 37.7 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
10 4.1 4.2 41.8 

  In use 1-5 

years 
31 12.8 13.0 54.8 

  in use 5 

years + 
108 44.6 45.2 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.3  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 52: Special Service District 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 115 47.5 47.9 47.9 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
7 2.9 2.9 50.8 

  In use 1-5 

years 
23 9.5 9.6 60.4 

  in use 5 

years + 
95 39.3 39.6 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 53: Urban Reserve District  
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 191 78.9 79.6 79.6 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
3 1.2 1.3 80.8 

  In use 1-5 

years 
8 3.3 3.3 84.2 

  in use 5 

years + 
38 15.7 15.8 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 54: Public Land Management 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 96 39.7 40.2 40.2 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
12 5.0 5.0 45.2 

  In use 1-5 

years 
23 9.5 9.6 54.8 

  in use 5 

years + 
108 44.6 45.2 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.3  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 55: Agriculture-Open Space District 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 126 52.1 52.7 52.7 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
9 3.7 3.8 56.5 

  In use 1-5 

years 
24 9.9 10.0 66.5 

  in use 5 

years + 
80 33.1 33.5 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.3  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 56: Urban Fringe Resource Management 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 199 82.2 83.6 83.3 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
1 .4 .4 84.0 

  In use 1-5 

years 
11 4.5 4.6 88.7 

  in use 5 

years + 
27 11.2 11.3 100.0 

  Total 238 98.3 100.0  

Missing System 4 1.7  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 57: Rural Growth Monitoring 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 185 76.4 77.4 77.4 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
3 1.2 1.3 78.7 

  In use 1-5 

years 
17 7.0 7.1 85.8 

  in use 5 

years + 
34 14.0 14.2 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 58: TDR 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 192 79.3 80.0 80.0 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
7 2.9 2.9 82.9 

  In use 1-5 

years 
12 5.0 5.0 87.9 

  in use 5 

years + 
29 12.0 12.1 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 233  



Table 59: PDR 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 195 80.6 81.6 81.6 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
6 2.5 2.5 84.1 

  In use 1-5 

years 
11 4.5 4.6 88.7 

  in use 5 

years + 
27 11.2 11.3 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.2  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 60: Urban Fringe Land Acquisition 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 193 79.8 80.4 80.4 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
3 1.2 1.3 81.7 

  In use 1-5 

years 
15 6.2 6.3 87.9 

  in use 5 

years + 
29 12.0 12.1 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 61: Greenbelt 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 189 78.1 78.8 78.8 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
7 3.3 3.3 82.1 

  In use 1-5 

years 
12 5.0 5.0 87.1 

  in use 5 

years + 
31 12.8 12.9 100.0 

  Total 240 99.2 100.0  

Missing System 2 .8  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 62: Small Lot Zoning 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 86 35.5 36.3 36.3 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
11 4.5 4.6 40.9 

  In use 1-5 

years 
29 12.0 12.2 53.2 

  in use 5 

years + 
111 45.9 46.8 100.0 

  Total 237 97.9 100.0  

Missing System 5 2.1  

Total 242 100.0  

 

  

 

Table 63: Large Lot Zoning 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 99 40.9 41.4 41.4 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
6 2.5 2.5 43.9 

  In use 1-5 

years 
18 7.4 7.5 51.5 

  in use 5 

years + 
116 47.9 48.5 100.0 

  Total 239 98.8 100.0  

Missing System 3 1.3  

Total 242 100.0  

 
  

 

Table 64: Open Space Zoning 
 

  Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid not in use 130 53.3 54.4 54.9 

  In use less 

than 1 year 
11 4.5 4.6 59.5 

  In use 1-5 

years 
24 9.9 10.1 69.6 

  in use 5 

years + 
72 29.8 30.4 100.0 

  Total 237 97.9 100.0  

Missing System 5 2.1  

Total 242 100.0  
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Table 65: Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variables Effectiveness of Urban 

Containment Goals 

 
Dependent Variables Scale Mean Standard 

Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Contain urban growth  1 to 5 3.1696 1.33855 1 5 

Restrain population growth 1 to 5 2.1355 1.11134 1 5 

Preserve agricultural lands 

and open Spaces 

1 to 5 
3.0631 1.31665 

1 5 

Protect environmentally 

sensitive Areas 

1 to 5 
3.5451 1.04588 

1 5 

Accommodate urban development 1 to 5 3.6695 1.01190 1 5 

Restrict urban development 1 to 5 2.5872 1.12950 1 5 

Improve quality of life 1 to 5 3.3856 .87010 1 5 

Provide eco opportunities 1 to 5 3.4262 1.02502 1 5 

Provide housing opportunities 1 to 5 3.2996 1.00787 1 5 

Provide more efficient 

infrastructures 

1 to 5 
3.1845 1.06079 

1 5 

Reduce urban sprawl 1 to 5 2.9383 1.24648 1 5 

Improve neighborhood quality 1 to 5 3.2661 .96379 1 5 

Increase downtown vitality 1 to 5 2.9773 1.26218 1 5 

Promote fiscal health 1 to 5 3.1667 1.05737 1 5 

 

 
Percent of cases scoring  

Effectiveness 

Ineffective Not so 

effective 

Fair Effective Very 

effective 

Contain urban growth  15.2 16.1 25.9 22.3 20.5 

Restrain population growth 37.9 25.2 25.7 7.9 3.3 

Preserve agricultural lands and 

open Spaces 

16.2 17.6 27 22 17.1 

Protect environmentally sensitive 

Areas 

5.2 9 29.6 38.6 17.6 

Accommodate urban development 5.2 4.7 27.9 42.5 19.7 

Restrict urban development 17.9 33 27.5 15.6 6 

Improve quality of life 3.4 8.1 42.8 38.1 7.6 

Provide eco opportunities 4.6 13.1 30.4 38.8 13.1 

Provide housing opportunities 6.3 12.2 35.4 37.1 8.9 

Provide more efficient 

infrastructures 

9.9 12.4 33.5 37.8 6.4 

Reduce urban sprawl 15.4 21.6 29.5 20.7 12.8 

Improve neighborhood quality 4.3 15 39.1 33 8.6 

Increase downtown vitality 16.4 20 24.5 27.7 11.4 

Promote fiscal health 8.1 14.5 39.7 27.8 9.8 
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Table 66: Regime Variable 
 

Scale  Frequency Valid Percent 

Hegemonic anti-growth management 11 5.5 

Contested anti-growth management 28 14.1 

Split 103 51.8 

Contested pro-growth management 37 18.6 

Hegemonic pro-growth management 20 10.1 

Missing 38 16.0 

Total 237 100.0 

 

 

Table 67: Correlation Matrix -Variables Coding 
 

Containment Policies  

Urban service area V1 

Infrastructure phasing V2 

Municipal boundary V3 

UGB V4 

Level of service standards V5 

Spatial capital investment V6 

Special reserve district V7 

Urban reserve district V8 

Public V9 

Agricultural-open space district V10 

Urban V11 

Rural growth management V12 

PDR V13 

TDR V14 

Urban V15 

Greenbelt V16 

Small lot zoning V17 

Large lot zoning V18 

Open space zoning V19 

Mobilization Context  

Population growth V20 

Income V21 

Institutional Fragmentation  

Level of fragmentation V22 

State Mandate Features  

Goals and objectives V23 

Technical assistance V24 

Local commitment V25 

Stakeholder involvement V26 

Intergovernmental cooperation V27 

Monitoring compl

Local Coalition 

iance V

 

28 

Regime V29 

Effectiveness of containment goals  

Contain urban growth V30 

Restrain population growth V31 

Preserve agricultural lands and open 

spaces 

V32 

Preserve environmentally sensitive areas V33 

Accommodate urban development V34 

Restrict urban development V35 

Improve quality of life V36 

Provide economic opportunities V37 

Provide housing opportunities V38 

Provide more efficient infrastructures V39 

Reduce urban sprawl V40 

Improve neighborhood quality V41 

Increase downtown vitality V42 

Promote fiscal health V45 
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Table 68: Original Bivariate Correlation Matrix  

1

.450** 1

.426** .421** 1

.682** .401** .326** 1

.242** .300** .149* .236** 1

.226** .456** .324** .237** .497** 1

.251** .209** .137* .257** .268** .233** 1

.373** .133* .133* .337** .202** .167** 1

.276** .169** .225** .209** .297** .203** .212** .248** 1

.227** .214** .150* .231** .288** 1

.274** .206** .313** .139* .317** .139* .373** 1

.219** .229** .256** .172** .393** .319** 1

.202** .206** .173** 1

.208** .149* .499** 1

.156* .175** .309** .213** .248** .381** 1

.130* .179** .195** .233** .221** .132* .207** .320** .410** 1

.213** .149* .151* .129* .271** .205** .157* .205** .198** .249** .141* .159* .157* 1

.285** .220** .180** .138* .209** .182** .148* .345** .140* .273** .182** .295** 1

.176** .164* .247** .178** .275** .253** .168** .235** .140* .138* .273** 1

1

.130* .201** .215** .330** 1

-.130* -.212** -.216**-.211**-.275**-.135* -.155* -.346** 1

.188** .152* .305** .324** .152* .152* .227** .162* .221** 1

.184** .186** .162* .136* -.139* .535** 1

.138* .140* .518** .573** 1

.140* .133* .193** -.167* .484** .487** .583** 1

.134* .238** .142* -.152* .546** .581** .599** .620** 1

.224** .133* .206** .290** .273** .187** .231** .203** .135* .146* -.140* .584** .504** .521** .376** .519** 1

.156* .155* .200** .161* .159* 1

.464** .224** .174** .461** .188** .208** .278** .201** .225** .249** .193** .172* .158* .301** .270** .137* .166* .183** .321** .183* 1

.166* .376** 1

.268** .225** .189** .350** .219** .189** .182** .206** .164* .163* .245** .205** .598** .284** 1

.225** .188** .195** .164* .156* .186** .203** .140* .208** .169* .150* .144* .152* .161* .243** .155* .177** .201** .431** .177** .521** 1

.180** .178** .222** .177** .235** .154* .163* -.281** .221** .185** .248** .323** 1

.244** .141* .246** .198** .186** .179** .215** .180** .140* .224** .174* .176** .167* .191** .162* .214** .155* .560** .537** .433** .290** .137* 1

.138* .203** -.248** .136* .359** .351** .322** .337** .312** .364** 1

.175** .227** .133* -.315** .155* .146* .205** .461** .106 .507** 1

.174** .154* .142* .231** .160* -.170** .182** .180** .246** .218** .173** .466** .149* .489** .569** 1

.209** .288** .184** .224** .249** .373** .193** .161* -.334** .148* .170* .149* .194** .395** .308** .363** .348** .368** .350** .604** .504** .508** 1

.364** .219** .146* .377** .216** .275** .275** .292** .243** .211** .189** .162* -.138* .271** .240** .233** .195** .183** .314** .211** .690** .235** .577** .396** .303** .543** .438** .210** .282** .482** 1

.151* .239** .348** .184**-.274** .144* .165* .313** .303** .249** .322** .284** .393** .727** .470** .412** .511** .410** 1

.159* .265** .141* .138* .224** .415** .142* -.143* -.345** .195** .175* .262** .288** .163* .230** .365** .278** .496** .469** .464** .516** .406** .577** 1

.231** .347** .169* -.269** .187** .188** .320** .306** .182** .273** .336** .265** .666** .546** .531** .585** .348** .682** .622** 1

v1

v2

v3

v4

v5

v6

v7

v8

v9

v10

v11

v12

v13

v14

v15

v16

v17

v18

v19

v20

v21

v22

v23

v23

v25

v26

v27

v28

v29

v30

v31

v32

v33

v34

v35

v36

v37

v38

v39

v40

v41

v42

v43

v
1

v
2

v
3

v
4

v
5

v
6

v
7

v
8

v
9

v
1

0

v
1
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1
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v
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v
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v
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v
4

0

v
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1

v
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v
4

3

correlation significant at 0.01 level (2 tailed)**. 

correlation significant at 0.05 level (2 tailed)*. 
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Table 69: Bivariate Correlation Matrix with Transformed Policy and Effectiveness Variables  
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R
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Population growth 1 

Income .335** 1

State mandate ns ns 1

Level of 

fragmentation 
ns -.403** ns 1

Regime ns ns ns ns 1

Open space 

protection 
ns .153* ns ns ns 1

Urban containment ns .162* .157* -.179** ns ns 1

Rural growth 

management 
.188** ns .204** ns .206** ns ns 1

Implementation ns .147* .190** -.312** ns ns ns ns 1

Accommodate ns ns .180* -.318** ns ns ns ns .30** 1

Contain ns .177* .342** ns .238** ns .397** .409** ns ns 1

Restrict ns ns ns ns ns ns ns ns .152* ns ns 1

 
ns = non significant correlation coefficients 

** = significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed) 

*  = significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed)
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