Political Geography, Vol. 16, No. 4. pp. 273-306, 1997
© 1997 Elsevier Science Ltd

Printed in Great Britain. All rights reserved
0962-6298/97 $17.00 + 0.00

Pergamon

S0962-6298(96)00003-0

State territorial restructuring and the
production of spatial scale

Urban and regional planning in the Federal Republic of
Germany, 1960-1990

NEiL. BRENNER

Department of Political Science, University of Chicago, 5828 S. University Avenue,
Chicago, IL 60637, USA

Apstract. The concept of the "nation-state’ is too often deployed both as a
generic term ftor central state apparatuses and us a reference to the distinct
spatial scales on which nation-state power is organized. One problematic
consequence of this conceptual slippage among state theorists has been a
failure to distinguish adequately shifts in the regulatory capacities of the central
state from more general reconfigurations of state territorial organization on
divergent spatial scales. This essay argues that currently unfolding transforma-
tions of state form are associated above all with shifts along the latter axis, that
of the socio-spatial organization of state power. After a brief theoretical
discussion of the spatial dimensions of the modern nation-state based on Henri
Lefebvre's theory of ‘state space’ (H'espace étatiqite). this argument is developed
through an examination of post-war regional and urban planning policies in the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG). A major concern of this study is to explore
and concretize Lefebvre's thesis that the capitalist state is constantly engaged in
the “production of space’. Shifts in regional and urban planning policy in the
FRG since the mid-1970s. it is argued. are systematically linked to a
reconfiguration of the spatial form of the nation-state under global capitalism,
embodied above all in a transformation of the spatial scale on which state power
is deployed. The growing importance of regional and local states as both agents
and sites of capitalist restructuring is linked to structural shifts in the spatial scale
of state territorial organization. This approach to the production of spatial scale
entails a critique of ‘phase models’ of capitalist development (such as regulation
theory and world-system analysis) which fail to specity the spatial scale to which
each periodization corresponds. The territorial scale of capitalist socio-spatial
organization has been reconfigured at various junctures during the history of
global capitalist development: spatial scale is socially produced. © 1997 Elsevier
Science Ltd. All rights reserved

Each new form of state, cach new form of political power. introduces its own
particular way of partitioning space. its own particular administrative classifica-
tion of discourses about space and about things and people in space. Fach such
form commands space, as it were, to serve its purposes. (Lefebvre, 1991: 281)
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Globalization, state form and spatial scale

Though world-system theorists have long emphasized the globalizing parameters of
capitalism, today more than ever before the accumulation of capital is occurring with
direct reference to the requirements of profitability on the world market. Since the
economic crises of the early 1970s, a complex process of capitalist restructuring has
begun to unfold which has radically reconfigured global social space. The autocentric,
Fordist national economies that predominated along the North Atlantic rim during the
post-war period have been debilitated, fragmented and transformed in conjunction with
the regionalization and globalization of the world economy. As Castells (1989: 26) notes,
‘what is new [since the early 1970s] is the increasing interpenetration of all economic
processes at the international level with the system working as a unit, worldwide, in real
time’. In the closing decades of the 20th century the very notion of an autocentric, closed
national economy appears to be a reification conditioned by the dominant ideologies and
policies of the Fordist-Keynesian era of state capitalism (Radice, 1984).

The current wave of globalization has also been associated with massive reconfigura-
tions of state territorial organization throughout the older industrialized world. In the late
20th century, state—economy relations cannot be analyzed adequately in terms of the
once-paradigmatic case of the linkages between the central state apparatus and the
accumulation process within a single national economy, with regional and local states
understood simply as the obedient, passive instruments of the central state’s orders.
Under current conditions, the primacy of the central state has been compromised, both
from below and above, by the expanding role of regional and local states in promoting
capital accumulation within subnational territorial units, as well as by the growing
importance of supranational institutions such as the European Union, NAFTA, the World
Bank, the IMF and the UN, which have usurped various tasks previously monopolized by
central states. The local states that govern urban and regional agglomerations must today
compete with one another ever more intensely for capital investment, both within
individual nation-states and across the global space of the world economy. Translocal
linkages are today frequently just as crucial to urban economic development as the
guidance and financial support of the central state (Jessop, 1994; Mayer, 1994).

These transformations present demanding new tasks for state theory. It is clear, on the
one hand, that the current wave of capitalist restructuring has not obliterated the nation-
state: the latter remains a key site of capital accumulation, politico-economic regulation,
military power and social struggle (Jessop, 1994; Hirsch, 1994; Hirst and Thompson,
1995). On the other hand, however, in the face of the breakdown of the global Fordist
geo-economic and geopolitical order, the territorial nation-states that prevailed along the
North Atlantic rim during the post-war era have been radically transfigured. In Taylor's
(1994) formulation, the state’s role as a “container’ of political, economic and cultural
processes has been significantly eroded. Under these circumstances, inherited state
theories have become inadequate to the extent that they continue to focus primarily upon
the interplay of political institutions, economies, cultures and civil societies *within® self-
enclosed and sovereign nation-states.’

What is needed under these circumstances, I suggest, is an approach to state theory that
is attuned to the intricate effects of capitalist restructuring on state form but which avoids
the simplistic assumption that the current round of globalization necessarily entails the
nation-state’s definitive crisis or obliteration. In this context it is useful to introduce an
analytical distinction between two dimensions of state restructuring that are frequently
conflated in contemporary research on the nation-state—first, the erosion of central state
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regulatory control over the economy; and second, the reconfiguration of state territorial
organization on divergent spatial scales. The concept of the ‘nation-state’ is too often
deployed both as a generic term for central state apparatuses and as a reference to the
distinct spatial scales on which nation-state power (including that of central, regional and
local apparatuses) is organized. One problematic consequence of this conceptual
slippage among state theorists has been a failure to distinguish adequately shifts in the
regulatory capacities of the central state from more general reconfigurations of state
territorial organization on divergent spatial scales. Whereas most social scientific
discussions of the ‘future of the nation-state’ and the “crisis of the welfare state’ focus
primarily on the former dimension of state restructuring, 1 argue in what follows that
currently unfolding transformations of state form are associated above all with
reconfigurations along the latter axis, that of the spatial scale of state power.

After a brief theoretical discussion of the spatial dimensions of the modern nation-
state based on Henri Lefebvre's theory of “state space’ (I'espace étatique), 1 develop this
argument through an investigation of regional and urban planning policies in the
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) between the early 1960s and the early 1990s. Shifts
in regional and urban planning policy in the FRG since the mid-1970s, I argue, are
systemically related to an on-going reconfiguration of the spatial form of the nation-
state under global capitalism, embodied above all in a transformation of the spatial
scale on which state power is deployed. A major concern of this essay is to concretize
Lefebvre's thesis (1978, 1991) that the capitalist state is constantly engaged in the
‘production of space’. To this end I analyze the role of regional and urban planning
policies as instruments of state intervention in dynamically changing national, regional
and urban spaces. The argument focuses in particular on the differential roles of the
central, regional and local state apparatuses in the restructuring process, as well as on
various shifts in the spatial form, scale and location of the targets of state intervention.
The growing importance of regional and local states as both agents and sites of global
restructuring reflects structural shifts in the spatial scale of state power. The nature of
state form under global capitalism is better understood in terms of this emerging, multi-
layered socio-spatial matrix than through the unilinear trope of the nation-state’s
‘demise’.

Throughout this essay the concept of “post-Fordism' is used in the literal sense of the
French term ['aprés-fordisme (literally. “after-Fordism'), not to imply an essentialist
theorization of the contemporary configuration of capitalism, but rather to indicate that
current re-scalings of capitalist socio-spatial organization result in part from the crisis of
the North Atlantic Fordist social configuration in the early 1970s (for similar formulations
see Kritke, 1991a; Jessop, 1992; Peck and Tickell, 1994; Tickell and Peck, 1995). I will use
the term ‘North Atlantic Fordism’ instead of simply "Fordism™ in order to emphasize the
distinctly geographical pattern of capitalist industrialization that emerged during the post-
war period: the propulsive growth centers of North Atlantic Fordism were clustered in
various core industrial regions located roughly along the North Atlantic rim—from the
northeastern manufacturing belt in the USA and parts of Ontario to the English midlands,
northern France, Belgium and the Rhine—Ruhr district in the FRG, along with various
outlying regions in northern Italy, Sweden and the Netherlands (see Storper and Scott,
1989: 25; Scott and Storper, 1992). One implication of this spatialized mode of analysis is
to problematize the notion that capitalist development necessarily takes place in neatly
separable ‘phases’. The Lefebvrian approach deployed here suggests that the scale of
capitalist socio-spatial organization has been periodically reconfigured during the history
of capitalist development. An adequate periodization of contemporary transformations
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must necessarily specify the determinate spatial scale to which each historical-
geographical configuration of capitalist development corresponds.

Lefebvre’s theory of state space

In the last volume of his four-volume work, De !'Etat, Lefebvre castigates political theory
for its neglect of space and advocates, in a programmatic statement worth citing at length,
a comprehensive spatialization of all political and economic concepts.

Curiously, space is a stranger 1o customary political reflection. Political theory
and the representations it unfolds stand ‘in the air’, with only an abstract relation
to the soil and even the national territory . . . Space belongs to the geographers
in the academic division of labor. Then it reintroduces itself subversively
through the effects of the peripheries. the margins, the regions, the villages and
local communities long abandoned, neglected, abased through state concentra-
tion [abaissés par la concentration étatique] . . . The state conceives itself, in
itself and for itself, as a real abstraction, without spatial embodiment [sans corps
spatiall, without any concrete support but its ‘subjects’ or ‘the people’. In the
conception proposed here, the relations bave social space for support . . . This
entails a spatialization of political theory, including a critique of deterritori-
alized abstractions which, at the same time, takes into account localities and
regions, differences and the multiple, conflictual associations which are linked
to the soil, to living arrangements, to the circulation of things and people, to the
practical functioning of space. This entails as well a reconsideration of the
economy in terms of space, of the flux of stocks, of mobile elements and stable
elements, in short, of the production and reproduction of space. (Lefebvre,
1978: 164-165; emphasis in original)

Lefebvre's call for a spatialization of state theory is based upon an elaborate analysis
of transformations in modern capitalism that, in his view, have rendered space
increasingly central at once to theoretical understanding, state institutions, economic
dynamics and everyday social struggles. According to Lefebvre, this state of affairs
generates the intellectual and political need for what he calls ‘spatio-analysis’ (spatio-
analyse), a perspective equipped to grasp the interlacing socio-spatial configurations
that are produced within contemporary capitalism and the new forms of political
struggle over space that have emerged in conjunction with the latter (Lefebvre, 1978:
283ff; 1991: 343, 404).

Space within capitalism, in Lefebvre's view, is itself an ensemble of social relationships,
not a collection of concrete objects, a static material entity, a physical medium, a
formalistic void or a dimensionless container. ‘The space engendered [in capitalism] is
“social” in the sense that it is not one thing among other things, but an ensemble of links,
connections, communications, networks and circuits’ (Lefebvre, 1978: 305; 1991: 2633,
73). Lefebvre introduces the notion of the ‘production of space’ through an analogy to
Marx’s critique of classical political economy. Whereas the classical political economists
focused their attention on the circulation of individual commodities, Marx’s critique of
their work generated a comprehensive theory of the capitalist production process and the
historically specific social relations on which it is based. Likewise, according to Lefebvre
(1978: 279-280; 1991: 88-92), the theory of the production of space must provide a
critique of descriptions of particular spaces, enumerations of things in space and
discourses about space, in favor of a dialectical analysis of the social processes through
which abstract social space itself is produced in late-20th-century capitalism. He



NEIL BRENNER 277

distinguishes his own conception of production sharply from perspectives that
understand this notion solely in terms of the industrial capitalist labor process. For
Lefebvre production refers to a far more general spatio-temporal structuration and
rationalization of social relations. In his most lucid formulation: ‘[Production] organizes
a sequence of actions with a certain “objective” . .. in view. It imposes a temporal and
spatial order upon related operations whose results are coextensive' (Lefebvre, 1978:
168-169, 264-265, 279-280; 1991: 71, 37, 68-73; on the ‘production of space’ see also
Gottdiener, 1985; Swyngedouw, 1992a; Merrifield, 1993; Soja, 1996).

Throughout De I'Etat Lefebvre argues in detail that the interventions of the state in the
capitalist economy must be conceived spatially, as attempts to organize, instrumentalize
and regulate social space to serve its own strategic political ends. Space is one of the
‘privileged instruments’ of the state in its efforts to control social relations among
individuals, groups, class fractions and classes (Lefebvre, 1976a,b, 1977, 1978). But the
state, according to Lefebvre, does not simply manipulate pre-existing spatial grids from
some neutral, dimensionless position external to social space. In his view the state is itself
a socio-spatial configuration, a form of ‘social architecture’ which is constantly engaged
in the production of matrices of social space that extend its power and control over social
relations in the midst of the anarchic, global space of the world economy (Lefebvre, 1978:
260-262; 1991: 349, 280282, 378). It is on this basis that Lefebvre develops his notion of
state space (!'espace étatique), the central category he deploys to theorize the spatial form
of the modern nation-state (1978: 259-324).

Lefebvre (1978: 259-262) conceives state space in terms of three fundamental
elements—national territorial space; an internal grid of social space composed of built
environments, politico-institutional configurations and symbolic monuments; and the
mental space produced by the state. First, he conceives the modern nation-state as a ‘spatial
framework’ characterized by the domination of a centralized administrative apparatus over
a dispersed national territory within which commodity production and circulation take
place (1978: 75, 259-260; 1991: 281). Second, state space is associated with the production
of socio-spatial configurations such as bureaucratic and institutional hierarchies, legal
networks, built environments and political monuments, all of which interlace national
territorial space as well as that of civil society (1978: 260). Third, in an argument that draws
upon and spatializes Gramsci’s concept of ‘hegemony’, Lefebvre suggests that state space
occupies everyday consciousness to generate a ‘mental space’ which establishes both
social consensus and mass support for state operations (1978: 261).

Equally central to Lefebvre’s analysis of state space, however, is the notion that the
abstract space of modern capitalism is permeated by contradictions which the state must
attempt to manage—above all, the contradiction between exchange-value and use-value;
but also those between work and leisure, production spaces and consumption spaces,
homogenous spaces and fractured spaces, the center and the periphery, global spaces and
fragmented spaces, and finally, the contradiction between the territorialization of surplus-
value in the secondary circuit of landed property and its deterritorialization in global capital
flows (Lefebvre, 1978: 274ff; 1991: 47, 292—356, 363—365). The state, in short, must attempt
atonce to repair the abstraction and destruction of everyday social space that is engendered
by the capitalist accumulation process while simultaneously producing grids of social space
that might permit the crisis-free, uninterrupted continuation of the latter. Confronted with
these contradictory tasks, according to Lefebvre, the state adopts various strategies, all of
which entail the production, control and surveillance of diverse matrices of social space.
These include the creation of transportation infrastructures such as highways, canals,
railroads, and the like; the production and regulation of energy resources such as gasoline,
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electricity and nuclear power; the deployment of regulatory policies to impose order and
coherence on the uneven development of localities and regions; the subsidization of large-
scale scientific research to expedite technological innovation and rationalize state
economic and social policy; and finally, the planning and construction of built
environments in cities that are functional for the reproduction of both labor-power and
capital (Lefebvre, 1978: 296-303). The central role of the state within the social space of
contemporary capitalism, in Lefebvre's view, is to ‘maintain a hierarchical ensemble of
places, functions and institutions’, a task that entails at once biological reproduction, the
reproduction of the labor force, the reproduction of the means of production and the
reproduction of the social relations of production and domination (1978: 307-308; 1991:
32). Finally, Lefebvre (1977; 1978: 312-313) suggests that the 'state mode of production’ (/e
mode de production étatigue) emerges when the state begins to base its own reproduction
upon the reproduction of the same abstract social spaces it aspires to regulate.

Lefebvre's theory of state space can provide a useful framework for studying historical
transformations in the spatial form of the modern nation-state, both in terms of its internal
territorial structure and its changing modes of articulation with the world economy. Just
as early, competitive capitalism entailed the ‘encaging’ of social relations within national
territorial boundaries and the growing monopolization of political power by central state
apparatuses (see also Poulantzas, 1978: 97-108; Mann, 1993; Taylor, 1994), the global
expansion of capitalism in the late 20th century has produced spatial grids of state power
that are increasingly intertwined with the world economy. Below, I argue in some detail
that the current round of capitalist restructuring has generated a reconfiguration of state
space in the FRG, associated above all with the production of new spatial scales of state
power.

Before turning to this analysis, however, I want to explicate one further concept drawn
from Lefebvre that will prove useful, namely his ‘principle of interpenetration and
superimposition of social spaces’ (1978: 208, 295; 1991: 85-88). According to this notion,
global capitalism can be conceived as an amalgam of overlapping socio-spatial networks
articulated on divergent geographical scales that interlace the entire world-system: "We
are confronted not by one social space but by many—indeed, by an unlimited multiplicity
or uncountable set of social spaces . . . No space disappears in the course of growth and
development: the worldwide does not abolish the local’ (Lefebvre, 1991: 86; emphasis in
original). On this basis Lefebvre rejects the attempt to attribute causal primacy to any
single spatial scale, be it the local, the regional, the national or the global.

The places of social space are very different from those of natural space in that
they are not simply juxtaposed: they may be intercalated, combined, super-
imposed—they may even sometimes collide. Consequently the local . . . does
not disappear, for it is never absorbed by the regional, national or even
worldwide level. The national and regional levels take in innumerable ‘places’;
national space embraces the regions: and world space does not merely subsume
national spaces. but even . . . precipitates the formation of new national spaces
through a remarkable process of fission. All these spaces. meanwhile, are
traversed by myriad currents. The hypercomplexity of social space should now
be apparent. embracing as it does individual entities and peculiarities, relatively
tixed points. movements. and flows and waves—some interpenetrating, others
in contlict. and so on. The principle of the interpenetration and superimposition
of social spaces . . . means that each fragment of space subjected to analysis
masks not just one social relationship but a host of them that analysis can
potentially disclose. (Lefebyvre, 1991: 88: emphasis in originab)
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From this point of view, local, regional, national and global social relations coexist and
overlap within the same worldwide territorial grid. What changes historically, Lefebvre
suggests, is their socio-spatial form, territorial scale and mode of articulation.

One of Lefebvre's central theses is, in fact, that the reproduction, consolidation and
globalization of capitalism are associated with an epochal transformation from the
production of individual commodities within space (early, competitive capitalism) to the
production of space itself, a ‘second nature’ of institutions, techno-economic forces,
productive relations and socio-spatial ensembles through which surplus-value is
extracted and capital is valorized (‘neo-capitalism’). The ‘state mode of production’ is one
of the central organizational structures of this socio-spatial configuration (Lefebvre, 1978:
262-263, 279-280; 1991: 36-37, 229, 357-358, 377-379, 410-415). According to Lefebvre
(1977), the state mode of production has today enframed the entire globe, constituting an
intricate and uneven mosaic of interpenetrating, overlapping geographical configurations
oriented towards the endless accumulation of capital.

Though Lefebvre himself does not directly link his theory of state space to the "principle
of superimposition and interpenetration of social spaces’, both notions are implicit in his
brief discussion of changing forms of state intervention in the closing sections of The
Production of Space (1991: 377-379). Here Lefebvre provides an important clue
concerning the role of the state in producing and transforming scales of socio-spatial
organization. Though global, national, regional and local spaces interpenetrate one
another throughout the history of capitalism, Lefebvre suggests, the state plays a major
role in molding these scales into relatively stable territorial matrices associated with
distinct historical patterns of capital accumulation (Lefebvre, 1978: 280). He argues
explicitly that the role of the state in structuring and producing spatial scale has radically
intensified during the current conjuncture of capitalist development.

Administrative and political state apparatuses are no longer content (if they ever
were) merely to intervene in an abstract manner in the investment of capital . . .
Today the state and its bureaucratic and political apparatuses intervene
continually in space, and make use of space in its instrumental aspect in order
to intervene at all levels and through every agency of the economic realm.
Consequently, (global) social practice and political practice tend to join forces in
spatial practice, so achieving a certain cobesiveness if not a logical coberence.
(Lefebvre, 1991: 378; emphasis added)

Lefebvre’s argument in this passage closely resembles the conception of the “spatial fix’
developed more recently by David Harvey (1981; 1982: 414—444) to describe the
temporary resolution of the contradictions inherent in capitalism through the construction
of socio-spatial configurations. According to Harvey, periods of expanded capital
accumulation always entail determinate spatial preconditions that help secure continued
surplus-value extraction and temporarily prevent crises of overaccumulation. These
spatial preconditions range from concentrations of fixed capital in the built environment,
supplies of labor-power and urban-regional agglomeration patterns to national political
structures and the international division of labor. Harvey introduces the term “spatial fix’
to theorize this complex matrix of socio-spatial organization and its corresponding
temporal dimension, embodied in the socially average turnover time of capital at a given
historical conjuncture. A spatial fix, he argues. is secured through the construction of
territorial configurations within which expanded capital accumulation can be generated;
it entails ‘the conversion of temporal into spatial restraints to accumulation’ (Harvey, 1982:
416). A spatial fix does not resolve the endemic problem of overaccumulation. but
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provides a relatively coherent geographical framework that temporarily displaces the
latter during periods of growth and expansion. Harvey interprets the uneven historical
geography of capitalism on this basis, as an expression of the contradictory tendencies
inherent within the capital relation: capital requires a spatial fix to ensure its own
accumulation and valorization, and yet its own ruthless dynamism constantly undermines
these conditions, generating incessant geographical restructuring and social transforma-
tion (on the concept of the spatial fix, see also Smith, 1984; Duncan and Goodwin, 1988:
65-73; Kritke, 1991a: 7-26; Swyngedouw, 1992a).

Harvey likewise acknowledges the role of the state in securing a spatial fix for
capitalism (1982: 423-424, 448-449; 1985, but see Brenner, 1996b; Gottdiener, 1985:
98-99). Lefebvre’s theorization, however, highlights more explicitly the intimate links
between patterns of capital accumulation and changing forms of state territorial
organization. If we link this spatialized understanding of the state to Harvey’s conception
of the spatial fix, we can begin to grasp some of the intricate processes through which
spatial scale is socially produced under capitalism. On the one hand, social space in
capitalism is produced through the totalizing logic of accumulation on a world scale,
grounded on capital’'s drive to ‘annhilate space through time’” (Marx, 1973: 539). In
Harvey’s formulation, ‘surplus value must be produced and realized within a certain
timespan. If time is needed to overcome space, surplus value must also be produced and
realized within a certain geographical space’ (1982: 416; see also Harvey, 1977). On the
other hand, as Lefebvre emphasizes in the passage cited above, the state plays a key role
in organizing these patterns of capital accumulation into distinct historical-geographical
configurations, composed of temporarily stabilized articulations of global, national,
regional and local relations. Lefebvre’s approach points at once to the role of the state in
securing a spatial fix—‘a certain cohesiveness if not a logical coherence’ (Lefebvre, 1991:
378)—for capital accumulation and to the dialectical links between the spatial scales on
which both state power and capital are organized.

These considerations provide us with various analytical tools for a critical analysis of
recent shifts in the territorial organization of state power. Lefebvre’s conception of
capitalism as a global matrix of superimposed, interpenetrating social spaces enframed by
changing forms of state territorial organization enables us to relate state forms to
configurations of capital without fetishizing the activities of the central state apparatus. In
particular, his framework can provide a fruitful way of conceptualizing the effects of
globalization on the contemporary nation-state: from this point of view, shifts in the socio-
spatial structures of global capital accumulation can be related systematically to the
changing scale of state territorial organization. [ deploy this theoretical framework below to
argue that one of the chief effects of globalization on the spatial form of the West German
nation-state has been a reconfiguration of the scale on which state power is deployed.?

Spatial policy and state form: the production of state space in the FRG

The following analysis examines the evolution of regional and urban planning policies in
the FRG during the post-war period. Lefebvre's relatively abstract model of state space
will be concretized through the meso-level concepts of spatial tactics and spatial targets.
Regional and urban planning policies can be conceived as spatial tactics—techniques
deployed by the state to regulate, produce and reproduce configurations of social space
adequate 1o the continued accumulation of capital. The deployment of spatial policies by
the state also entails the delineation of highly specific spatial targets—the local, regional
and/or national territorial matrices within which state intervention is to occur. Spatial
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tactics refer to the various instruments with which the state engages in the production of
space; spatial targets refer to the divergent territorial scales on which these instruments are
deployed. The discussion below highlights the transformation of both the spatial tactics
and targets of regional and urban planning policies in the FRG since the early 1970s.
These meso-level categories, spatial tactics and spatial targets, will enable us to deploy
Lefebvre’s state theory historically to analyze shifts in the state space of the FRG during
this period of global crisis and transformation.?

First, whereas state spatial tactics in the FRG during the 1960s and early 1970s were
predominantly based on indirect modes of intervention (demand-side policies such as
the promotion of collective consumption, industrial location policies, and so on), since
the mid-1970s the state has increasingly mobilized direct techniques of spatial
intervention (including supply-side policies such as the financing of capital investment,
‘public—private partnerships’ and job-creation and innovation programs).® Second,
whereas the major targets of central state regional planning during the 1960s were the
internal peripheries and rural zones of the FRG (the ‘urban-rural opposition’), since the
early 1970s the crisis-ridden urban agglomerations themselves have become primary sites
of state intervention. While state spatial planning policies in the 1960s and early 1970s
were oriented towards the nation-state as a whole, conceived as a homogenous territorial
space in which evenly articulated equilibrium growth was to take place, by the late 1970s
these policies had become increasingly differentiated and fragmented, and no longer
presumed that economic growth could occur in a geographically equilibrated manner.
Regional policy was no longer oriented towards the redistribution of productive
capacities evenly across the national territory, but towards the preservation and
development of ‘endogenous’ regional and urban growth potentials. The uneven
geographical development of capitalism was no longer to be obliterated through state
intervention, but had become one of the most fundamental premises on which state
policies were based (see Table 1).

The spatial form of the nation-state under post-war, Fordist capitalism in the FRG was
associated with an extensive integration of central, regional and local state apparatuses
into a national mode of social regulation steered above all by central state initiatives and
indirect spatial tactics.® The crisis of North Atlantic Fordism in the early 1970s, however,
gradually undermined this nation-state-centered spatial formation and contributed to an

TasLe 1. The transformation of state spatial planning in the FRG.

Form of

planning Spatial tactics Spatial targets

Fordist Indirect intervention led by the central Core cities, peripheries and rural

(1960s, state: promotion of collective zones: main goal is the abolition of

early 1970s) consumption; incentive policies and uneven development within the
capital subsidies to influence industrial nation-state as a whole.
location; etc.

post-Fordist Direct intervention led chiefly by City-regions: main goal is urban

(late 1970s regional and local states: financing of redevelopment through

1o present) capital investment and technological entrepreneurial regional and local
innovation through public—private policies oriented towards global
partnerships, job-creation programs. etc. flows of production, finance and

consumption.
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intensification of conflict within the state administrative hierarchy (a trend to which
Lefebvre likewise drew attention during the 1970s; see for example, 1978: 208; 1991: 379,
416). By the late 1970s, the national territory had become increasingly polarized among
urban and regional agglomerations competing with one another to attract capital
investment. A new division of political labor emerged in which regional and local states
acquired a heightened importance in promoting and regulating capital accumulation. This
process of state territorial restructuring signified not only a partial erosion of central state
control over the economy, but the emergence of qualitatively new scales of state socio-
spatial organization through which the regions and cities of the FRG were to be
embedded within European and global circuits of capital. Because of its emphasis on the
socio-spatial organization of state power, Lefebvre's theory of state space can guide our
analysis of these transformations.

The central state and Fordist regional planning: a spatial fix on a national scale?

The busic elements of the West German variant of Fordism appeared in a piecemeal
fashion as early as the 1920s, but were first consolidated on a broad societal scale during
the period of rapid growth of the 1950s and early 1960s (Winkler, 1974; Hirsch and Roth,
1980: 48-50; Kritke, 1990). The upswing of the post-war West German economy was
based less upon the mass production of consumer durables for domestic consumption
than on the export of capital goods for the world market. The boom was spearheaded
above all through export-oriented manufacturing industries such as chemicals, metal-
working, mechanical engineering, electronics, oil refining, plastics and automobile
construction (Schlupp, 1979; Deubner, 1984: Leaman. 1988; Jessop, 1989). State
intervention during the 1950s and early 1960s was predominantly indirect, based (at least
in principle) on the ideology of the “social market economy’ (soziale Marktwirtschaft). Its
goal was to secure the general conditions for the reproduction of both capital and labor-
power. above all through infrastructural investments such as railways, highways and
public utilities, and through collective consumption measures such as housing
construction and urban renewal. The CDU/CSU-led regimes which governed from 1949
until the rise of the ‘Grand Coalition’ in 1966 also pursued more limited supply-side
policies to regulate industrial location patterns and promote capital formation. It was not
until the recession of 19667, however. which coincided closely with the entry of the SPD
into the governing coalition, that fully fledged Keynesian demand management policies
were deployed (Semmler, 1982; Hirsch, 1986).

During the early 1960s, the structures of the Fordist social formation appeared to many
as the necessary, inevitable outcome of a world-historical process of economic
‘modernization’. The basic patterns of endless capital accumulation, industrialization,
mass consumption, rising profits, social redistribution and state intervention were reified
into stati¢, evolutionary trends that would supposedly persist indefinitely into the distant
future: Everything was subordinated to growth' (Lefebvre, 1976¢: 111). Under these
circumstances, the West German central state attempted to construct spatial configura-
tions. coextensive with the national territory, within which the productivist logic of
Fordism could continue its linear unfolding. Fordist state space in the FRG was organized
primarily around the national territorial scale: local and regional states were understood
as mere instruments of central state policies; and both industrialization and urbanization
were to be spread as evenly as possible across the national territory. The goal of state
intervention, in Lefebvre's (1976: 112) formulation, was “the indefinite extension of the
centres, nuclei and growth poles” within the territorial space of the nation-state.
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The deployment of regional planning policies in Germany began in the early 20th
century (Hofmann, 1980), but it was only in the mid-1930s, under the Nazi regime, that
a national program of spatial planning (Raumordnung) was developed and implemented
by the central state.® Immediately after the Second World War responsibility for spatial
planning was decentralized and, for the most part, transferred to the Ldnder. The primary
goal of regional planning during this period was reconstruction, in particular through
housing and transportation programs. It was not until the late 1950s that the central state
began once again to engage extensively in spatial planning on a national scale (Lange,
1908; Viith, 1980: 129-152; Zielinski, 1983: 72-76). The first comprehensive central-state-
led regional planning policies in the FRG were implemented during the 1960s, a period
in which state power on the federal level was increasingly expanded and centralized. The
centerpiece of these policies was the 1965 Federal Spatial Planning Law (Bundesrau-
mordnungsgesetz; hereafter ROG).

The major goal of the ROG was not merely to regulate a preconstituted territorial space,
but to help producethe spatial grids within which capital was to be accumulated. It entailed
the structuration of state—capital relations upon the spatial scale of the nation-state. Its
explicit goal, rooted in the assumptions of central place theory (see Christaller, 1933; Losch,
1954), was to balance the effects of capital accumulation as evenly as possible throughout
the nation-state as a whole—‘the equalization of life conditions in all zones [of the country]
(Hubler et al., 1980: 1). A crucial clause of the law read as follows:

In areas in which living conditions in their totality are significantly lagging
behind the federal average [im Verbdltnis zum Bundesdurchschnitt wesentlich
zuriickgeblieben sind), or in which such a lag [Zuriickbleiben) is to be
anticipated, the general economic and social conditions as well as the cultural
facilities are to be improved (Bundesraumordnungsgesetz, 1965: 5-6).”

The quality of living and working conditions in each area was to be measured according
to four basic priorities: an equilibrated (ausgeglichenes) relation between total population
and regional economic capacities; balanced (ausgewogene) economic structures;
adequately ‘healthy’ public and private infrastructural facilities; and adequate employ-
ment opportunities and means of transportation (Bundesraumordnungsgesetz, 1965: 5;
Akademie fir Raumforschung und Landesplanung, 1970: 2471-2472). On this basis, the
spatial targets of the ROG were classified into four geographical categories: urban
agglomerations ( Verdichtungsrdumen), characterized by a high concentration of
population and jobs; rural zones (ldndlichen Rdumen). which were not defined
explicitly; underdeveloped or ‘lagging’ areas (zuriickgebliehenen Gebieten), in which
living and working conditions ‘lagged behind the federal average’; and the Eastern border
zone (Zonenrandgebiet) adjacent to the GDR and Czechoslovakia, which had been cut
off from much of its economic hinterland since the Second World War (Bundesrau-
mordnungsgesetz, 1965: 5-6, Akademie fiir Raumforschung und Landesplanung, 1970:
881-884, 24662479, 3894—3902). During the early 1960s most major cities were still sites
of high employment and population growth. Hence the main spatial targets of the ROG
were, in practice, the rural and border zones, both of which fell into the target category
of ‘lagging areas’. It was here, in the internal periphery of the nation-state, that the
problem of underdevelopment took root under West German Fordism, embodied above
all in the ‘urban—rural opposition’. Thus it was towards these rural zones that the central
state directed its tactics of spatial intervention (see Figure 1).

The ROG was grounded on the assumption that the maximal concentration of labor-
power and capital within a national framework of “central places’ (Zentrale Orte)—in
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short, the urbanization of the entire surface of the national territory—would solve the
problem of uneven geographical development. Distinct geographical areas were
delineated according to their level of socio-economic development, conceived as a
uniform evolutionary scale against which the productive capacities of any territorial entity
might be measured. Whereas zones that had attained the “federal average’ (in practice,
almost without exception, the urban agglomerations) were considered to be the sites of
'normal’ development, those rural areas that ‘lagged behind’ were classified as ‘problem

Ficure 2. The network of urban agglomerations and central places in the FRG, 1969. Source:
Akademie fir Raumforschung und Landesplanung (1970: 2469—2470).
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areas’ in need of state intervention in order to ‘catch up’. Growth was to be promoted
along ‘development axes’ (Entwicklungsachsen) that linked the central places together
within a broad national network (see Figure 2).

The central places were to be sites of infrastructural investment, locations for
commercial activity and, above all, centres for industrial production. It was assumed
that industrial development within these central places would in turn lead to the
industrialization of their surrounding hinterlands. The role of the state in this context
was to promote growth through bureaucratic coordination, public services, the
regulation of industrial location and financial incentives to capital (Casper, 1980:
90-109; Hiibler et al., 1980). From this point of view, central places constituted the
basic spatial pattern of industrialization on a national scale. Increasing urban concentra-
tion—the agglomeration of capital and labor-power within coordinated networks of
central places—was viewed as the necessary trajectory for the modernization of the
nation-state as a whole. To realize this goal of spatial equilibrium on a national scale,
the state had only to reconfigure the accumulation process within a dense network of
cities, sites in which capital and labor-power could be deployed to their optimal
capacities, until the problem of developmental ‘lag’ (literally ‘falling behind’) had been
abolished altogether. The project of Fordist state intervention embodied in the ROG
was nothing less than the containment, regulation and, in principle, the total
obliteration of uneven geographical development, in favor of a spatial fix anchored
firmly within the national territorial matrix. The notion that industrialized city-regions
might themselves become zones of decay, decline and economic crisis remained
altogether unthinkable within this linear framework.

The free-market discourse of West Germany’s post-war ordo-liberals notwithstanding,
the above considerations suggest that the ‘Fordist state’ in the FRG was never a stable
point situated ‘outside’ of capitalist social relations, oriented simply towards the
regulation of an accumulation process structured along Fordist lines, the provision of
infrastructure or the generalization of Fordist consumption patterns. Rather, the state
during this period was itself actively engaged in producing the spatial configurations
within which the post-war system was constructed, reproduced and, eventually,
challenged. The common denominator of the state’s spatial tactics in this period was not
only the concern to mold social relations according to the Fordist logic of growth, but
most importantly in the present context, the implicit yet pervasive assumption that the
national territory as a whole was the fundamental geographical scale on which a spatial
tix for capitalism could be secured.

The local state and Fordist urban planning

Though the regional policies of the 1950s and 1960s targeted primarily peripheral
zones, cities were still crucial nodes of the Fordist socio-spatial configuration. Cities
and their surrounding networks were one of the basic sites on which the economic
geography of North Atlantic Fordism was grounded: they were the propulsive growth
centers in which the major mass production industries clustered throughout the North
Atlantic rim (Storper and Scott, 1989; Scott and Storper, 1992). For the most part, the
local states of the post-war FRG were a ‘long arm’ of the central state: their major
function was simply to administer policies that were determined largely on the tederal
level and by the Ldnder. The primary operations of the Fordist local states of the FRG
were ‘managerial’, directed towards infrastructure development, collective consump-
tion and social welfare. As a result. urban politics under West German Fordism was
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focused above all on economic growth, wealth redistribution and social engineering;
it implicitly presupposed a linear continuation of both crisis-free urbanization and
expanded capital accumulation (Mayer, 1989, 1991). This extensive integration of local
states into the central state apparatus during the post-war period led Offe (1975) to
describe municipal politics in the FRG as a mere ‘buffer zone' (Pufferzone) con-
structed by the central state to insulate itself from social conflict and legitimation
crises.

Throughout the 1950s, the tasks of urban reconstruction, traffic planning and mass
housing provision dominated urban planning and local politics. From 1960, when the
Federal Building Law (Bundesbaugesetz) was approved, local states began to undertake
more comprehensive urban renewal projects through land-use ordinances, zoning
provisions and social welfare programs. Sites of production were separated from
residential, shopping and leisure zones; standardized public housing settlements,
suburbs and satellite towns were planned; city streets were modernized, enlarged and
reconfigured to accommodate the massive influx of automobile traffic; and highways
were built to link central cities to expanding networks of suburbs. Zoning laws in
particular were among the major policies deployed by the local state to impose a
functional differentiation of urban space, to limit city size, and to steer urban economic
growth (see for example, Von Einem, 1982: 18; Kaczmarczyk, 1985: 359ff; Diefendorf,
1989; Miuiller-Raemisch, 1990: 28-74; Schmoll, 1990). The forms of production and
consumption that emerged in this period gave rise, in Kritke's formulation (1991a: 20),
to a generalized ‘standardization of urban living spaces’.

This process of ‘standardization’ did not go uncontested. By the end of the 1960s,
cities had become sites of open political opposition to the dominant social dynamics
of the Fordist period, including the imperatives of endless growth, the monotonous
rhythms of consumerism, the commodification and bureaucratization of living space,
the Fordist gender division of labor and widespread ecological destruction. It was
above all in the urban context that various 'new social movements' and ‘citizens’
initiatives’ began to gain momentum (Roth, 1991; Keil and Lieser, 1992: 46—47,
Mayer, 1993, 1989). Yet by this time the Fordist nation-state was not only under
attack ‘from below’, in the cities. Since the late 1960s, the global configuration of
North Atlantic Fordism had begun to exhibit the first signs of structural crisis.
Increased competition on the world market had gradually equalized productivity
rates and diminished profit margins throughout the older industrialized world; and
with the collapse of the Bretton Woods monetary system in the early 1970s, global
financial markets were deregulated and radically destabilized (Thrift, 1988; Hubner,
1991; Altvater, 1992; Swyngedouw, 1992b). These global shifts generated a wave of
industrial restructuring that, in turn, had major consequences for state territorial
organization in the FRG.®

From spatial polarization to the production of spatial scale

Following Lefebvre’s “principle of superimposition and interpenetration of social spaces’,
the spatial ramifications of North Atlantic Fordism’s crisis can be conceived as a complex
rearticulation of urban, regional and national spaces with global social space, rather than
as a unilinear implosion of the world economy into disintegrating national and
subnational arenas. Lefebvre describes this re-scaling of social space as one of the major
paradoxes of globalization:
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How and why is it that the advent of a world market, implying a degree of unity
at the level of the planet, gives rise to a fractioning of space—to proliferating
nation-states, to regional differentiation and self-determination, as well as to
multinational states and transnational corporations which, although they stem
from this strange tendency towards fission, also exploit it in order to enforce
their own autonomy? Towards what space and time will such interwoven
contradictions lead us? (Lefebvre 1991: 351)

In Lefebvre’s view, then, intensified global interdependence generates, paradoxically, an
increasing fission, differentiation and fragmentation of social space on all scales. This
conception of globalization as a re-scaling of global social space—a process described
more recently in terms of the ‘local-global nexus’ and the dynamic of ‘glocalisation’
(Swyngedouw, 1992b; Tickell and Peck, 1995)—will enable us to analyze state territorial
restructuring in the FRG as an integral aspect of the structural shifts in the world economy
associated with the crisis of North Atlantic Fordism. State territorial restructuring has
played an especially important role in mediating the local-global interplay that links the
cities and regions of the FRG to both European and worldwide capital flows.

As Lefebvre's statement indicates, shifts in state power may be triggered by the
globalizing dynamic of capital, but the state in turn plays a major role in organizing and
restructuring the territorial conditions under which accumulation occurs. Indeed, even
the globalizing "space of flows’ (Castells, 1989) is necessarily territorialized in urban and
regional agglomerations whose viability as sites of accumulation is crucially conditioned
by the state apparatuses that administer them. The "global” dimension of globalization can
never be delinked entirely from the subglobal scales upon which it is superimposed. Thus
globalization and state territorial restructuring are closely intertwined processes; both play
a major role in producing the spatial scales within which accumulation occurs. The
struggle of local and regional states to secure a spatial fix for capital under the increasingly
globalized conditions of post-Fordist capitalism can be viewed as an expression of these
interwoven, contradictory dynamics.

Contrary to the goals of the ROG, the global transformations of the early 1970s radically
intensified and rearranged previously existing disparities among West German cities and
regions (Afheldt, 1979; Schlupp, 1980; Semmler, 1982; Deubner, 1984; Simonis, 1992).
Since the mid-1970s, the national territory has been increasingly differentiated and
polarized among cities and regions competing with one another for capital investment.
This emerging form of internal spatial polarization is no longer defined primarily by the
classical Fordist opposition between core industrial cities and underdeveloped rural
hinterlands, but by post-Fordist forms of interspatial competition among cities and
regions themselves, rooted in their differential strategic positions in the world economy.
Though all cities and regions in the FRG were subjected to the shock waves of
deindustrialization that unfolded in the late 1960s and early 1970s, some were better
positioned than others to adjust to the latter. The post-Fordist matrix of spatial polarization
in the FRG has been determined less by uneven geographical development between
cities and rural zones (though the latter certainly continues to exist) than by a
rehierarchization of the urban—regional system as a whole (Kritke, 1991a,b, 1992).

Researchers in the mid-1980s characterized these trends in terms of a ‘north—south
divide’, defined by increasing disparities between the declining, “older industrial zones of
the west and north (as in the Ruhr region, Bremen and Hamburg) where Fordist mass
production industries once predominated, and the more diversified southern regions (such
as Bavaria and Baden-Wiirttemberg), where the largest proportions of high-technology
industries have agglomerated (Brake, 1986; Hiukermann and Siebel, 1986, 1987; Lipple,
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1986). Since then, however, various authors have relativized this thesis by indicating the
persistence of massive intra-regional disparities throughout the FRG (see, for example,
Esser and Hirsch, 1989; Kritke, 1991a,b). Thus it would be problematic to speak of a
uniform ‘replacement’ of Fordist industrial spaces by entirely new, post-Fordist production
systems located in separate agglomerations. What is taking place in the FRG, rather, is a
reorganization and reconfiguration of national social space within an increasingly
regionalized and globalized world-system (Kritke, 1991b: 253—258). These shifts are not to
be understood simply as a seesaw’ of booming and declining regions, but as Kritke (1991b:
257) suggests, in terms of a heterogenous series of “interregional shifts in positions and
intra-regional distributions within a relatively stable spatial structure of location centres’.

However, it is above all with reference to the West German urba# system that a north—
south divide can be said to have emerged, for internal spatial polarization has been
expressed most dramatically through growing disparities in employment and economic
power among the major cities. Though all major cities in the FRG experienced population
growth and high employment until the mid-1960s, by the early 1970s conditions among
them had come to differ quite radically. Whereas some cities (such as Berlin, Hamburg,
Bremen, Hannover, Diisseldorf, Bochum and Essen) became sites of disinvestment, high
unemployment and demographic decline, other urban centers (such as Frankfurt, Stuttgart
and Munich) attracted many of the most dynamic high-technology firms, advanced
producer and financial services industries, and headquarters of transnational corporations
(HiuBermann and Siebel, 1990; Kritke 1991a,b). The differentiation of the national urban
system of the FRG into a polarized hierarchy of internationally competitive, prospering,
declining, stagnating and shrinking city-regions constitutes one of the central character-
istics of the FRG's post-Fordist geography. These patterns of spatial polarization and
interspatial competition were further complicated by the reunification of Germany in 1990,
which thrust a new axis of massive east—west polarization onto previously existing intra-
national disparities. Though Berlin may eventually move to the apex of the German urban
hierarchy (Kritke, 1991a: 80-90), the new states of castern Germany are currently in the
throes of a massive economic crisis characterized by enforced deindustrialization,
skyrocketing unemployment and extreme urban decay (Gornig. 1992; Sinz, 1992; Bremm
and Ache, 1993: 998; Gornig and HiuBermann, 1994). In any case, these trends confirm that
the Fordist equation of the c¢ity with growth, prosperity and expanded capital accumulation
has now been radically undermined in the face of an increasing differentiation and
polarization of urban types within the national territory.

These shifts in the West German urban—regional hierarchy have been closely linked to
a reconfiguration of the territorial scale of state power. Beginning in the late 1960s,
relations between the central, regional and local apparatuses were gradually reconfigured
to confront the transformed geographical preconditions of capital accumulation, at first
through the SPD’s program of crisis management and administrative centralization, and
then, as of the late 1970s, through an inverse shift towards a decentralization and
regionalization of state power (for an overview of these trends see Herrigel, 1996a:
262-288). These rearrangements entailed a growing recognition that a spatial fix for
capitalism could no longer be organized on the national scale. and thus led to a “search
for a new institutional fix" (Peck and Tickell, 1994) on regional and urban scales. State
territorial restructuring since the 1970s can be understood above all in terms of two
intertwined processes: first, a gradual erosion of the central state’s regulatory control over
national space; and second, the growing structural importance of regional and local states
in directly financing and managing capital accumulation. These trends have also signaled
a re-scaling of state power upwards towards the EU level and downwards towards
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subnational institutional-regulatory systems. This re-territorialization of state organization
can be interpreted as an effort to promote renewed capital accumulation—a post-Fordist
spatial fix—in the face of the ‘new spatial disorder” of the 1980s and 1990s. Under these
circumstances, both the ‘politics of place’ (struggles over the trajectory and form of
growth within cities and regions) and interspatial competition (struggles between cities
and regions 1o secure growth) have become increasingly crucial in transforming the
spatial scales of socal life (see Swyngedouw, 1992b).

The central state and regional planning since the 1970s

The transformed global conditions of the 1970s were reflected in two major changes in
the central state’s regional planning policies: first, the traditional Fordist goal of spatial
equilibrium on a national scale, as embodied in the ROG, was gradually discredited; and
second, the targets of regional planning shifted from the internal peripheries to the crisis-
prone cities. This reconfiguration of the central state’s spatial planning agenda was
signaled as early as 1971, with the approval of the Urban Development Assistance Act
(Stadtebauforderungsgesetz). Through this policy, the central state began to allocate
substantial funds for urban redevelopment, in particular to deindustrializing cities. The
Stadtebauforderungsgesetz funded projects to generate commercial expansion; to extend
central business districts into residential neighborhoods (as in Frankfurt's Fingerplan); to
manage urban sprawl; and to minimize urban environmental damage (Wollmann, 1974;
Bundesminister flir Raumordnung, Bauwesen und Stidtebau, 1982: 13-18; 1990: 54-63;
Konukiewitz, 1986; Kaizenstein, 1987: 55-56). Shortly after the introduction of the
Stddtebauforderungsgesetz, the central state began to reconfigure its regional planning
agenda and to include deindustrializing cities among the major target zones for state
intervention.

The contradictions of regional planning during this period were embodied most clearly
in the Federal Spatial Planning Program (Bundesraumordnungsprogramm; hereafter
BROP), which attempted to reformulate the project of the earlier ROG to confront the new
conditions of the 1970s (Vith, 1980: 174—-210; Hibler, 1991: 38—44). The goals and tactics
of the BROP were clearly derived from the Fordist, nation-state-centered and equilibrium-
oriented planning agenda of the earlier ROG. Like the latter, the BROP reaffirmed the
need to reduce regional disparities and to establish ‘the spatial prerequisites for equal
living conditions’ throughout the national territory, and aspired to achieve these ends
through traditional strategies of infrastructural investment and central-place policies
(Vith, 1980: 211-270; Schulz-Trieglaff, 1983). The BROP reconfigured the national
territory into a grid composed of 38 territorial units ( Gebietseinheiten), defined statistically
in terms of population density and degree of urbanization, within which balanced,
“decentralized’ urban concentration was to be promoted (see Figure 3.). Because living
conditions were to be measured with reference to each territorial unit in its entirety,
without regard for the intra-regional disparities within it, the BROP (much like its *high
Fordist” predecessor) could confront the problem of uneven geographical development
solely on the scale of the nation-state as a whole (Evers, 1974, 1975; Ellwein, 1979; Viith,
1980: 211-234).

However, insofar as some of the deindustrialized cities were eventually included
among the major targets of the BROP. the latter acknowledged in practice the
obsolescence of the Fordist socio-spatial order. In 1978 a new category appeared in the
central state's official reports on spatial policy: in addition to the traditional distinction
between ‘urban agglomerations’ and ‘rural areas’. the report referred as well to “older
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Fiouere 3. Territorial units of the Federal Spatial Planning Program, 1976. The darkened regions
received the bulk of federal aid under the BROP. Source: Kommission fiir wirtschaftlichen und

sozialen Wandel (1977: map 1)
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industrialized areas’ (altindustrialiserte Gebiete) to demarcate those urban zones
dominated by classically Fordist sectors that were now in the midst of deindustrializa-
tion (Deutscher Bundestag, 1978; Vith, 1980: 225-226; HiuRermann and Siebel, 1986:
103). No longer could the state equate cities unproblematically with growth, profits and
economic surpluses which were to be redistributed to peripheral areas, for many of the
territorial units that contained these declining ‘older industrialized cities’ were now
likewise classified as ‘problem-areas’ (Problemgebiete) in need of extensive state
intervention. This situation, however, contradicted the principle of urban concentration
on which both the ROG and the BROP were based: in the face of urban deindustrializa-
tion, it was no longer clear that the agglomeration of capital and labor-power in cities
would necessarily generate industrial development, much less obliterate regional
disparities. Now that the declining urban agglomerations had become targets of
regional planning, the task of the state was no longer simply to redistribute the surplus
among ‘central places’, but rather to preserve and promote capital accumulation,
whenever feasible, on whatever spatial scale it could be secured.

The tensions and inconsistencies within the BROP reflected the contradictory
position of the central state in the face of a global restructuring process that was
substantially undermining its control over national territorial space. The BROP can be
viewed as an expression of the central state’s futile attempt to secure a spatial fix for
capitalism on a national scale just at the moment when the nation-state was being
fragmented and polarized into regions and cities struggling for strategic advantages in
the world economy. Since the late 1970s, however, it had become clear to most
government planners that the ideal of spatial equilibrium embodied in the ROG and the
BROP would never be attained: the existence of uneven geographical development was
not to be obliterated by state intervention, but only managed more or less effectively.
Thus, in 1976 a commission established by the central state to study ongoing socio-
economic changes declared that the goal of balancing spatial disparities on a national
scale had become altogether unrealistic on ‘financial, ecological, technological and
socio-economic grounds’; it was the result of ‘traditional equilibrium thinking” (Kom-
mission fur wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Wandel, 1977: 323, 337). The same commis-
sion went on to propose an alternative model of national spatial planning based on a
functional division of space, according to which the state’s goal would be less to
promote an equalization of living conditions than to allocate specific functions
(production, settlement, leisure, agriculture, and so on) to distinct spatial sites
distributed throughout the national territory (Kommission fiir wirtschaftlichen und
sozialen Wandel, 1977: 327-341). This type of criticism, however, led less to an
alternative, ‘post-Fordist’ reformulation of the central state’s regional planning agenda
than to a more general skepticism concerning the effectiveness of the latter in any
possible form under the new conditions.

From the early 1980s, this widespread loss of confidence in national regional
planning was reflected even in official policy statements, which began to question
explicitly whether central-state-led regional planning was financially and practically
viable (see, for example, Presse- und Informationsamt der Bundesregierung, 1982:
386ff; Hesse, 1983; Akademie Umforschung und Landesplanung. 1988). At this juncture
the central state also began to highlight the importance of promoting ‘endogenous
regional potentials’, implying in effect that nationally oriented regional planning had
become a dispensable component of macroeconomic policy (Presse- und Informa-
tionsamt der Bundesregierung, 1987: 598). This trend towards a regionalization of
Raumordnungspolitik has continued even more extensively since German reunification,
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with the introduction of a new Spatial Planning Policy Framework (Raumordnungspoli-
tischer Orientierungsrabmen) that likewise prioritizes decentralized planning and
regional flexibility (Bundesforschungsanstalt fiir Landeskunde und Raumordnung,
1993). Meanwhile, the crisis of national spatial planning in the FRG has been
accompanied by the gradual transfer of various planning functions to the supranational
apparatuses of the European Union, which has in turn developed and deployed a
variety of policies to alleviate spatial polarization and uneven development on a
European scale (Weyl, 1979: 59-63; Albrechts and Swyngedouw, 1989; Amin and Thrift,
1995; Amin and Tomaney, 1995). In the face of the increasing consolidation of the
European economy into a unified regional bloc within the world economy, the German
central state’s concern to balance subnational spatial disparities has been eclipsed in
importance by the EU’s supranational project of regulating the uneven geographical
development of European economic space as a whole (Bullmann, 1994; but see also
Amin and Tomaney, 1995).

What is perhaps most paradoxical in this context is the fact that, despite its implicit
acknowledgement that the Fordist project of regional planning had become obsolete by
the early 1980s, the German central state has nevertheless continued to uphold the
principle of spatial equilibrium. In the new versions of the ROG approved in 1989 and
1991, the priority of an ‘equalization of living conditions’ throughout the national
territory is explicitly reaffirmed (Bundesgesetzblatt, 1991; Hiibler, 1991: 43—45). Each of
these revisions of the ROG was justified in part with reference to the liberal principles
of social equality, liberty and community embodied in the German federal constitution,
all of which presuppose a bounded, self-enclosed nation-state as the ontologically
primary terrain of politics (see Held, 1991; Khilnani, 1991). Why this apparently
stubborn adherence by the central state to ideals that would seem to be the reified
artifacts of a superseded socio-spatial configuration? This situation, I suspect, is
ultimately rooted in the structural position of the central state within the nation-state
form. It may be the case, in fact, that the central state is structurally ‘pre-programmed’
to deploy many of its policies with reference to the national territory as a whole, for
even today this remains the fundamental geographical unit on which the juridical
fiction of state sovereignty is based.

State territorial restructuring and the production of new scales

Initially, the state responded to the crises of the 1970s with an extensive centralization
of its policies under the umbrella of Keynesian deficit spending and the corporatist
program of ‘concerted action’ sponsored by Brandt's socio-liberal coalition (1969-73).
As economic stagnation deepened, however, a second wave of crisis-management
politics known as ‘Modell Deutschland’ was introduced under the Schmidt government,
this time based largely on supply-side measures to encourage technological innovation,
labor-market flexibility and the modernization of West German capital to compete more
effectively on the world market (Kommission fiir wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Wandel,
1977: 244-248; Schlupp, 1980: 80-85; Deubner, 1984; Hirsch, 1986: 20-45, 1980;
Leaman, 1988: 176-181, 216-251). Throughout this phase of crisis management and
political restructuring, which continued until the late 1970s, various steering measures
were adopted to coordinate central state policies with those of the regional and local
states, generally at the expense of the autonomy of the latter. The concept of
Politikverflechtung (which roughly means “intergovernmental relations’) has been used
extensively to characterize the increasing importance of vertical interlinkages among
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the administrative levels of the state in the implementation of federal policies (Scharpf
et al., 1976; Bruder and Ellwein, 1979; Hesse, 1983: Fiirst, 1984). These centralizing
trends included, among other measures, the 1967 Act for the Promotion of Stability and
Economic Growth (Gesetz zur Forderung der Stabilitdt und des Wachstums der
Wirtschaft), which tied local and regional economic policies to the Keynesian counter-
cyclical tactics deployed by the central state; the introduction of Joint Tasks ( Gemein-
schaftsaufgaben) in 1969 and 1971 to coordinate finances, rationalize resource
distribution and steer regional and local policies according to federal macroeconomic
goals; and the highly contested territorial reform (Gebietsreform), which between 1967
and 1978 massively reduced the number of independent local governments by
approximately two-thirds (Dammann, 1980; Zielinski, 1983: 76—84: Katzenstein, 1987:
50-55, 260-271).

The neo-conservative Wende (turn) of 1982-3 signaled less the collapse of the SPD’s
Modell Deutschland than its ‘self-correction’ through a revamped, right-wing ‘economic
attack on the world market’ (Jessop, 1989: 272ff). The Kohl regime, however, abandoned
the Keynesian goal of linking full employment, social redistribution and economic
growth, in favor of increasingly direct forms of intervention to finance capital
accumulation, secure competitiveness for the major West German industries and supply
the latter with appropriately flexible forms of labor-power. This post-Fordist regime has
aspired above all to protect and promote the strategic position of West German capital in
the world economy under increasingly competitive conditions (Hirsch, 1986: 46-55; 1991,
Jessop, 1989: 277-280; Schiupp, 1992: 316-321). Indeed, the more recent Wende
associated with German reunification can be viewed as an extension of this neo-
conservative accumulation strategy in the context of an effort to strengthen Germany’s
economic and political hegemony in the EU (Hoglin, 1992; Schlupp, 1992).

With the fragmentation of the national territorial space of the FRG into regions and
cities competing with one another to attract capital investrment, it became increasingly
difficult for regional and local states to orient their policies primarily towards goals and
priorities articulated on the federal level, with reference to the developmental trajectory
of the nation-state as a whole. Regions and cities that were engaged in intense
interspatial competition could no longer function as the obedient tools of a unified,
central state policy. From the late 1970s, therefore, the centralizing measures introduced
during the previous decade were counteracted with a wave of decentralizing reform
which enabled regions and cities to construct policies according to their own particular
cconomic problems. By the end of the 1970s, Land and local state policies were
oriented more directly towards the promotion of "endogenous growth potentials’ than
the macroeconomic agendas of the central state. Esser and Hirsch (1989: 430) sum up
this state of affairs with the suggestion that “all Land governments now behave like the
management of a business, attempting to direct their entire policy at the needs and
requirements of the Land as an industrial location in postfordist world capitalism’. The
same can be said of local states in the FRG under present conditions (Keil and Lieser,
1992; Mayer, 1992, 1990; Ronneberger and Keil, 1993).

One further consequence of the new interspatial competition between cities and
regions has been an intensification of distributional conflict, both vertically and
horizontally, among all administrative levels of the state. Subsequently, the central state
has transferred new responsibilities, tasks and expenditures to regional and local states
while simultaneously diminishing their revenues (Hesse ef al., 1983: Evers and Wollmann,
19806; Rodenstein, 1987; HiuRermann 1991). In conjunction with these austere budgetary
conditions and increased administrative burdens, however, the regional and local states
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have actually come to acquire a growing importance in regulating, financing and directing
the accumulation process, above all through their new ‘entrepreneurial’ role in promoting
urban and regional economic development. In the face of the increasingly globalized
conditions of post-Fordist capitalism, regional and local states are far more effective than
either the central state or capitalist firms in organizing the general conditions for capital
accumulation within their territories (Mayer, 1994, 1991, 1990; Kritke and Schmoll, 1987;
Jessop 1993). Though German reunification has generated formidable problems for local
and regional governments—particularly in the new states of the east, but also in richer
Lénder such as Baden-Wiirttemberg, which is currently experiencing a major recession
(see Herrigel, 1996b)—decentralized governance structures are still favored almost
universally over central state-led forms of industrial regulation. Reunification has
intensified the dilemmas of local and regional states without undermining their central
importance as regulatory institutions (Jeffery and Sturm, 1993; Wollmann, 1994: 21-27;
Herrigel, 1996a: 193-204, 275-286).

Another major dimension of this re-scaling of state power, finally, is associated with
European integration. As the dominant position of the central state in the territorial
hierarchy of political power was undermined through decentralization, the supranational
apparatuses of the EU also partially usurped important functions, including trade
regulation, international monetary policy, labor law and social welfare. In addition to this,
the EU has introduced various supply-side economic policies to promote structural
competitiveness, technological innovation and flexible labor markets throughout
European economic space (Bremm and Ache, 1993; Jessop, 1994). In this context. the
Linder have also intensified their efforts to gain influence in policy-making at the
European level, both indirectly, through cooperation with the central state on EU
initiatives, and particularly since the approval of the Single European Act, more directly,
through various independent activities that bypass the central state altogether (Hrbek,
1991; Jeffery and Sturm, 1993).

No longer is state space in the FRG neatly subsumed within the all-encompassing
administrative umbrella of the central state; it has now become fragmented, differentiated
and polarized in the face of intensified interspatial competition, European integration and
globalization. But if capital has today become increasingly globalized, state territorial
organization has been ‘glocalized’ (Swyngedouw, 1992b): state power no longer overlaps
neatly with the national scale, but acquires new subnational and supranational territorial
forms as the spatial preconditions of capital accumulation are reconfigured. The
‘hollowing out” of the central state (Jessop, 1993, 1994) is one crucial dimension of the
process of state territorial restructuring that has helped produce the new scale
articulations outlined above. So far these emergent socio-spatial forms do not herald a
new spatial fix for capitalism but rather illustrate the persistent search for ways to resolve
a prolonged global crisis (Peck and Tickell, 1994). The reorganization of spatial scale is
proving to be a major aspect of this struggle for renewed capital accumulation.

The entrepreneurial local state: towards a spatial fix on an urban scale?

Since the mid-1970s the local and regional states of the FRG have been at the vanguard
of the attempt to reconfigure and regulate the post-Fordist economy. As the industrial
foundations of the major West German city-regions have been restructured to compete in
the new international division of labor, the state apparatuses that administer them have
acquired a central importance as agents, managers and financiers of the accumulation
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process. A transnational network of local states has come to function as a kind of nervous
system through which urban and regional spaces are articulated, integrated and
coordinated with the rhythms of the global economy. In the face of the escalation of
global interspatial competition since the early 1970s, however, the local and regional
states of the FRG have begun to reduce or privatize various social welfare programs and
to favor increasingly direct, supply-side tactics of intervention to promote urban
economic development. Their strategies to this end have included anti-unemployment
and job-creation programs; direct subsidies to capital in conjunction with ‘public—private
partnerships’; the planning and financing of high-technology production complexes; the
improvement of transportation and communication infrastructures; as well as investment
in cultural facilities such as concert halls, art museums, theaters and convention centers
to improve the local ‘quality of life’.?

The local state under post-Fordist capitalism, then, is no longer merely an instrument
of collective consumption, oriented towards the reproduction of labor-power, but an
‘entrepreneurial’ state, directly embedded in circuits of capital, concerned above all to
maximize competitiveness, bolster labor-market flexibility, encourage technological
innovation and, thereby, to lure capital flows into the city-region (Mayer, 1990). In the
present context, what is most significant about these entrepreneurial forms of local and
regional state intervention is not only their tendency to privilege direct over indirect
spatial tactics, but their concern to promote endogenous urban-regional development
without immediate reference to either the problems of the rural hinterland or the
macroeconomic policy agendas of the central state (Hiuermann and Siebel, 1987; Kritke
and Schmoll, 1987; Mayer, 1990, 1992, 1994; Danielzyk, 1992; Keil and Lieser, 1992).

These shifts in the nature of local and regional governance since the collapse of North
Atlantic Fordism have also given rise to new forms of urban planning. During the mid-
1970s, West German local states abandoned the Fordist project of comprehensive urban
planning (Fldchensanierung) in favor of more localized, small-scale and flexible tactics of
intervention in carefully delimited city spaces. These post-Fordist urban planning
strategies have been officially labeled ‘careful urban renewal’ (bebutsame Stadterneuer-
ung), a notion that is intended to imply active democratic participation, a minimal
demolition of existing structures and widespread public support (Kaczmarczyk, 1985:
300-363; Bundesminister fiir Raumordnung, Bauwesen und Stidtebau, 1990: T62; Miiller-
Raemisch, 1990: 18-20). Yet post-Fordist urban planning projects are often deployed
through para-state apparatuses concerned above all to defuse local political opposition
through small-scale concessions. Such approaches to urban planning are not only
instruments of local state economic policy, but political-ideological strategies for
legitimating capitalist restructuring (Kritke and Schmoll, 1987; Keil and Lieser, 1992:
53-59).

In the current configuration of global capitalism, local and regional states must find
new ways to manage social conflicts without compromising the competitiveness of their
city-regions in the international division of labor. This contradiction is at the core of the
‘politics of place’ that has emerged in conjunction with the current wave of globalization
(see Keil and Lieser, 1992; Ronneberger and Keil, 1993; Keil and Ronneberger, 1994). On
the one hand, local and regional states play an increasingly central role in organizing the
territorial conditions within which accumulation occurs; in this sense they are now major
regulatory coordinates of the world economy. On the other hand, as Swyngedouw
suggests, the current re-scaling of state power may also signal a new relation between
capital and territory that entails intensified constraints upon local and regional regulatory
institutions:



NEIL BRENNER 297

The geographical scale of the codification and implementation of institutional-
regulatory systems . . . simultaneously defines and circumscribes the power of
capital to command space . . . A reduction in the scale of regulatory-institutional
organisation increases the power of capital over space and constrains the
command of territorially-organised interests to control territorial organisation.
Scale reduction, therefore, reconfigures the boundaries of territorial organisation
and intensifies inter-territorial struggle. The struggle over scale and its
substantive definition works itself out as a struggle over the command over
space and territory. (Swyngedouw, 1992b: 61)

Clearly, local and regional states will be crucial components of any spatial fix for
capitalism that might be secured in the 1990s and beyond. Yet the heightened importance
of local and regional regulatory institutions as scales of state territorial organization does
not translate into increased power in relation to capital. On the contrary, the Lefebvrian
conception deployed here suggests that the devolution of state power towards
subnational spatial scales must be understood as part and parcel of a larger process of
globalization—these re-scalings are superimposed upon one another in a complex
dialectic of fission, fragmentation and differentiation (Lefebvre, 1991: 351). The concept
of ‘glocalisation’ usefully highlights this contradictory co-production of divergent spatial
scales: the localization/regionalization of state power and the globalization of capital are
inherently related movements within a single process of worldwide socio-spatial
restructuring (Swyngedouw, 1992b: 40—41). This need not mean, on the other hand, that
local and regional states are helpless in the maelstrom of global capitalism. It does mean,
however, that their ability to secure a spatial fix within their territories will ultimately
depend upon a ‘local-global interplay’'—complex articulations with larger spatial scales,
including that of the nation-state, that of transnational institutional blocs such as the EU
and, indeed, that of the world economy. It is within these socio-spatial parameters that the
bargaining power of local and regional governments is circumscribed.

Conclusion: state power and the production of spatial scale

The Lefebvrian analysis developed in this essay entails a critique of approaches to state
theory that presuppose an ontological differentiation between state and economy within
individual nation-states. Much of post-war state theory conceived the spatiality of state
power simply in terms of the territorial boundaries that delimit and demarcate the
sovereignty of isolated, self-enclosed nations from one another. On this basis it was
generally assumed that a separation of state and economy exists internally within each
nation-state, and that the task of state theory was simply to analyze the dynamics of policy
formation, legitimation and state intervention in distinct state—economy blocs articulated
on a national spatial scale (Held, 1991). This essay has suggested, however, that such
‘internalist’ models of state—economy relations reify the specific spatial configurations of
North Atlantic Fordism, in which accumulation was regulated largely within closed national
boundaries and in which, to an historically unprecedented degree, central state
apparatuses dominated regional and local states. The reconfiguration of state space
throughout Europe and North America since the 1970s has blurred this model of state—
economy relations in various ways.

First, the fragmentation and polarization of national territorial space since the 1970s
undermines the notion that the state and the economy overlap evenly and neatly within
the same national spatial grid, introducing by contrast a2 more complex model of the
divergent spatial scales on which both the state and capital are organized. Second, on the
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basis of Lefebvre’s theory of state space, I have analyzed the state and the economy as
spatially coextensive social forms that co-evolve within the developmental dynamic of
global capitalism. From this point of view, states and economies are not neatly bounded
units whose components are ontologically differentiated, but rather superimposed,
overlapping territorial grids whose spatial patterns and modes of interconnection change
historically. Finally, the preceding account of the growing importance of direct modes of
state intervention by regional and local states suggests yet another problem with
differentiation models of state—economy relations, namely their empirical inadequacy
under current conditions. As state institutions become agents, promoters and financiers of
the accumulation process, they are directly embedded within circuits of capital, thereby
undermining the differentiation presupposed by much of post-war state theory. Under
post-Fordist capitalism, it is increasingly unclear on what grounds state activities can be
distinguished coherently from supposedly distinct ‘economic’ processes.

The point of this argument, however, is not to deny altogether the distinction between
the state and capital, but rather to suggest that their forms of interconnection are far more
historically and geographically specific than differentiation-theoretical models have
implied. If the globalization of capital has triggered a devolution of state power towards
regional and local scales, the latter in turn are now playing a major role in organizing the
territorial conditions under which accumulation on all scales can occur. Lefebvre’s theory of
state space enables us to conceptualize changing forms of state territorial organization and
the developmental dynamic of capital as intrinsically related processes through which the
socio-spatial configurations of global capitalism are produced. I have attempted to show
that the production of spatial scale is a central, and increasingly important, moment of the
struggle for control over the organization of social space under global capitalism (see also
Brenner. 1996h).

Finally, this analysis of socio-spatial restructuring in the FRG points to a deficiency of
most ‘phase models” of capitalist development. namely the failure to specity the spatial
scale to which each "phase’ corresponds. Despite their focus on divergent spatial scales,
studies of capitalist restructuring by world-system theorists and regulation theorists share
the problematic assumption that all phases of capitalist development correspond to a
fundamentally static territorial unit. conceived respectively as a world-economy or as a
nation-state. On the one hand. most world-system theorists tend to reify global social space,
equating the latter directly with the asymmetrical division of labor between the core,
periphery and semi-periphery of the world-system. From this point of view, the spatial scale
on which capitalist development unfolds has always been global. ever since the world
economy first emerged in the late 16th century. Accordingly, current shifts amount simply
to a transitional moment between Kondratieft cycles (see, for example, Amin et al., 1982,
Chase-Dunn, 1989). On the other hand, beginning with Aglietta's classic study of Fordism in
the USA (1979). regulation theorists have grounded their work on the equally problematic
assumption that the nation-state is the basic territorial unit of capitalist development. For
example, many regulation theorists have implied that *“Fordism™ and ‘post-Fordism’ are
entirely distinct social formations whose central institutional, social and spatial features are
constituted primarily within individual nation-states, the result of a functional meshing
between nationally articulated regimes of accumulation and modes of regulation.
Regulation theorists tend to treat global social space simply as an aggregation of distinct
national spaces (see. for example, Hirsch and Roth, 1980; Lipietz, 1987).""

By contrast, this essay has shown that spatial scale is itself socially constructed, the
product of changing configurations of capital and state territorial organization. On the
basis of Lefebvre's principle of “superimposition and interpenetration of social spaces’, I
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have developed a periodization of capitalist restructuring in the FRG that emphasizes the
reconfiguration of the spatial scale on which local, regional, national and global spaces
are produced, articulated and organized. T have argued that, since the 1970s, as the
territorial organization of the West German nation-state was restructured, localities and
regions have been interlinked to one another and to global economic spaces in ways that
have in turn reconfigured the national territory. If North Atlantic Fordism congealed
around the national spatial scale, the emerging post-Fordist socio-spatial configuration is
grounded on new articulations among subnational and supranational scales within an
increasingly globalized world-system (see also Moulaert et al., 1988; Swyngedouw,
1992b; Martin, 1994). The current round of globalization entails less an obliteration of the
national spatial scale than its rearticulation with the subnational and supranational spatial
configurations on which it is superimposed.

A more exact theorization of these emerging socio-spatial patterns awaits further
research, guided by the methodological premise that spatial scale, like space itself, is not
a static, neutral medium within which capitalist development unfolds, but is itself
produced, restructured and transformed historically (see also Smith, 1984: 135-147; 1992;
Smith and Dennis, 1987; Jonas, 1994). A systematic analysis of spatial scale along these
lines would undermine the notion that the ‘phases’ of capitalist development consist in
entirely distinct temporal units situated within a stable, static territorial frame. The
territorial scale of capitalist socio-spatial organization has been periodically reconfigured
during the history of global capitalist development: spatial scale is socially produced.
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Notes

1. Held's assertion concerning the ‘internalist’ presuppositions of democratic theory holds equally
true for much of post-war state theory: ‘It has been assumed that the state has control over its
fate. subject only to compromises it must make and limits imposed upon it by actors, agencies
and forces operating within its territorial boundaries” (Held. 1991: 201).

2. In this section I have not attempted to criticize various highly problematic aspects of Lefebvre's
work—among other issues, his occasional tendency to privilege class over all other social
referents; his somewhat traditional use of the classical Marxist distinction between the forces
and relations of production; and his transhistorical, neo-Hegelian attempt to develop a theory of
modes of production that encompasses all of human history. My goal has been simply to
excavate his theory of state space for methodological insights and conceptual tools useful for a
spatialized analysis of contemporary state forms. For more detailed discussions and elaborations
of Lefebvre's approach see Brenner (1996a). Gottdiener (1983), Martins (1982). Merrifield
(1993), Smith (1984), Soja (1996) and Swyngedouw (1992a).

3. In Vol. 3 of De I'Etat Letebvre provides a very briet discussion of the West German state as an
instance of the state mode of production’ (1977: 363-3065). Here he polemicizes against German
federalism’ for masking the expansion of state control over everyday social life, and emphasizes
various continuities between the Bismarckian state of the Kaiserreich and that of the FRG. In this
context, Lefebvre also refers to some of the centralizing measures approved by the central state
in the late 1960s (1977:36-).
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This argument relies strongly on the work of Gottdiener, who defines the distinction between
indirect and direct modes of state intervention as follows:

Direct forms of intervention involve the state actively as an employer,
consumer. taxer or financier for capital and labour. Indirect forms find the
state creating the incentive or opportunity structures that channel invest-
ments and resources to capital and labour but which do not involve direct
means.(Gottdiener, 1990: 388)

Thus. whereas indirect modes of state intervention contribute to the reproduction of labor-
power or help secure the conditions for continued accumulation, direct modes of intervention
are embedded within circuits of capital. However, as Gottdiener notes, both direct and indirect
modes of state intervention almost always coexist within the same state apparatus—their
precise relationship may vary historically. The claim here is not that indirect forms of state
intervention disappear altogether after Fordism, but that they are increasingly subordinated to,
and integrated within, direct modes of intervention (for related arguments see Moulaert et dl.,
1988: Jessop, 1994).

. In what follows the term ‘central state’ refers solely to the tederal level of government in the

FRG. the Bund, the term regional state” refers to state or regional governments, those of the
Lénder. and the term "local state’ refers solely to municipal governments, those of the cities and
Gemeinden. The important role of the Ldnder in the “decentralized” federal system of the FRG
has led to terminological confusions in much of the literature on the West German state: the
Lédnder are often incorrectly classified under the rubric of the “central state’. I have introduced
the slightly unwieldy term ‘regional state” to differentiate the Ldnder from both the federal and
local administrative levels. Though the FRG is somewhat unique among European nation-states
due its relatively decentralized administrative structure (see Gunlicks, 1980; Katzenstein, 1987),
the approach developed here could also be deploved to examine the restructuring of more
centralized administrative systems. such as the UK and France. in the face of the global
economic crises of the early 1970s. In fact, Lefebvre (1977: 269-373) devotes a large portion of
volume 3 of De I'Ftat to a comparative analysis of various state structures, ranging from those
of the USA and China to those of France. Senegal and Algeria. For a comparative analysis of
administrative  restructuring since the 1970s in various older industrialized countries see
Pickvance and Preteceille (1991); for a particularly detailed analysis of Thatcherist state
restructuring in the UK see Duncan and Goodwin (1988).

The first regional economic planning apparatus 1o emerge in Germany was the Ruhr Regional
Planning Authority (Siedlungsverband Rubrkoblenbezirk). established in 1920 o steer the
sprawling growth and expansion of the Ruhr industrial agglomeration (Kohl, 1968: Viith. 1980:
104=111). The Nazis founded the Imperial Bureau for Spatial Planning (Reichsstelle fiir
Raumordnung) and the Academy for Spatial Research and Regional Planning (Akademie fiir
Ravmordnung und Landesplanung) in 19335, Though these institutions functioned primarily as
military planning agencies. even in the mid-1930s Nazi planners had already begun to grapple
with many of the major issues that later dominated post-war regional and urban planning—
above all the need to control unchecked urban sprawl. to supply infrastructure (such as
highways), and to counter rural underdevelopment (Kohl, 1968: Vith, 1980: 104-128). Tt was,
therefore, under the Nazi regime that the concept of Raumordnung became the standard term
for all state policies oriented toward the ordering. regulation and reconfiguration of pational
territorial space.

. This clause was justified as a derivation from Article 2 of the Basic Law. or Grundgesetz, which

guarantees each citizen the right to the free development of his/her personality, and Article 72,
which requires “uniformity of living conditions’ (FEinheitlichkeit der Lebensverhdiltnisse)
throughout the national territory (Hiibler et af., 1980: 1-2: Vith, 1980: 152-159).

. Despite a wide range of national variation, it can be argued that patterns of state territorial

restructuring throughout the older industrialized world—whether oriented towards intensified
decentralization. as in the FRG and France. or centralization. as in Denmark and the UK—have
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been triggered above all by the crisis of traditional Keynesian strategies of demand management
and the rise of neo-liberalism as the dominant approach to state interventionism (see Pickvance
and Preteceille, 1991: 197-224; Jessop, 1993; Tickell and Peck, 1995).

9. Examples of the para-state apparatuses associated with post-Fordist public—private partnerships
include Hamburg's Economic Development Association ( Wirtschaftsforderungsgesellschaft);
Frankfurt's Economic Development Corporation ( Wirtschaftsforderungs GmbH); Berlin's Center
for Innovation and New Enterprises (Berliner Innovations- und Griinderzentrum) and the IBA-
Emscher-Park in the Ruhr district (see Dangschat, 1993; Keil and Leiser, 1992; Kern, 1986;
Danielzyk, 1992: 90-93).

10. Perhaps the most explicit statement of this view is by Lipietz: ‘In reality, struggle and
institutionalized compromises tend to arise within the framework of individual nations; hence
the methodological priority given to the . .. primacy of internal causes (Lipietz, 1987: 21-22).
For recent discussions and revisions see Lipietz (1993), Saillard (1993). Other critical revisions
of this assumption within the parameters of regulation theory are developed by Duncan and
Goodwin (1988), Stoker (1990), Painter (1991), Keil and Lieser (1992), Tickell and Peck (1992:
209-10; 1995), Goodwin et al. (1993). Peck and Tickell (1994).
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