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Abstract: This article explores the mutual influence between a city government’s jurisdictional 
capacity (its ability to plan and implement policy) and its interactions with other governance 
actors. It does so by quantifying, categorizing, and analyzing the composition of governance 
actors at various levels (national, regional, local) and of various types (public, private, civic) 
that are active in large-scale urban development projects in three cities: Hamburg, Manchester, 
Pittsburgh. Considering these findings in the context of national governance infrastructures, 
the article argues that divergent arrays of jurisdictional capacity (linked to multilevel 
distributions of state power) influence how city governments engage with other governance 
actors and influence which governance actors they engage with. This not only impacts project 
outcomes but also ultimately reinforces the kinds of governance strategies in which cities 
engage.  
 
Introduction 
 
This article explores the mutual influence between a city government’s jurisdictional capacity 
(its ability to plan and implement policy) and its interactions with other governance actors. It 
does so by quantifying, categorizing, and analyzing the composition of governance actors at 
various levels (national, regional, local) and of various types (public, private, civic) that are 
active in large-scale urban development projects in three cities (Hamburg, Manchester, 
Pittsburgh). 

We argue that divergent arrays of jurisdictional capacity, which are linked in part to 
multilevel distributions of state power, play a role in shaping how city governments engage 
with other governance actors, including which governance actors they engage with. This not 
only influences project outcomes but also ultimately circles back to reinforcing the kinds of 
governance strategies in which cities engage. 

We begin by reviewing the literature regarding relationships between governments and 
other governance actors at different levels and in different sectors. We then set forth our 
methodology, which draws in particular upon work by Sellers (2002a; 2002b; 2005; 2011) on 
cross-city governance comparisons. Next, we present our findings regarding large-scale project 
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governance in Hamburg, Manchester, and Pittsburgh, placing these cases in the context of their 
national governance infrastructures. We then analyze urban development project governance 
as an expression of governance type, gaining particular inspiration from Pierre’s (2011) 
typology of urban governance. Finally, we present our conclusions on the mutually constitutive 
relationships between city government jurisdictional capacity and urban governance processes. 

 
Jurisdiction and governance across sectors and levels 
 
Due to the rising influence of cities worldwide, national governments are no longer the primary 
actors in public policy. As Peters and Pierre (1998) suggest, the dwindling of national 
government power and the concomitant increase in the international presence of cities may be 
seen as representing the emergence of “governance without government.” In this sense, 
‘governance’ refers both to activities undertaken by the state and to “various forms of authority 
exercised by agents other than states at and across a variety of geographical scales” (Agnew 
2013, 1). When considering the ways in which places are governed at various scales, it is thus 
necessary to consider non-governmental actors (businesses, philanthropic institutions, 
community groups, individual residents) as well as governmental actors (national, regional, 
and local government authorities, institutions, and publicly owned companies). In contrast to 
the internal workings of government itself (with its formalized mechanisms and 
infrastructures), the processes by which governance is exercised are more obscure, given that 
interactions between governmental and non-governmental governance actors lack “clearly 
defined and commonly accepted rules, norms and procedures” (Sørensen and Torfing 2007, 
26). For Pierre and Peters (2000, 26), “The actual role which the state plays in governance is 
often the outcome of the tug-of-war between the role the state wants to play and the role which 
the external environment allows it to play.” 

Raco (2018, 8) sees a “growing dissonance between the policy narratives and agendas 
found in metropolitan cities and amongst national governments,” due not only to a sense of 
urban cosmopolitanism but also to specifically city-level convergences of public and private 
sector interest. Katz and Nowak (2017) describe a ‘new localism’ in the United States, with 
crucial governance innovations occurring within multisectoral networks, as a forward-looking 
and functional local political systems distance themselves from the operations of the highly 
partisan federal government. In Germany, a similar contrast can be seen in the rise of right-
wing populists in national politics, demanding stricter immigration controls, while city 
governments organize the necessary resources for refugee reception, including health, housing, 
and education (Katz et al. 2016). 

The above examples involve city governments exercising governance in a manner that –
if not necessarily opposed to national interests and priorities—focuses on local needs. 
However, the precise role that a local government plays in governing the city depends on its 
power vis-à-visa other actors involved in local governance, including both non-governmental 
actors and governmental actors at different levels (e.g. national, regional, and supranational 
actors as well as competing local government actors). Although it is clear that local, regional, 
and national government powers are not equal, neither can the distribution of state authority be 
considered in a straightforward, internationally comparable hierarchy. It is for this reason that 
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Baldacchino (2002, 352) introduces the term ‘jurisdictional capacity’ as a means of 
conceptualizing: 

the competence of a state and its structures to pass laws, build effective and efficient 
administrative processes, facilitate the inward movement of capital, encourage 
education and training, cultivate and support the development of a climate conducive 
to economic growth. […] Ceteris paribus, states, by definition, enjoy the highest level 
of jurisdiction. Meanwhile, and conversely, the exercise of jurisdiction is brought 
about by the existence of a de facto (though not always de jure) jurisdictional status, 
the epitome of which is political sovereignty. However, there is a key difference 
between merely enjoying jurisdictional status on one hand and translating that 
strategically into an economic policy tool on the other. The capacity may be there, but 
is it recognized and is it deployed properly? 

‘Jurisdictional capacity’ and related concepts have proven useful for discussing relative 
distributions of de facto and de jure powers among governments at different levels and at the 
same level (e.g. Baldacchino 2020; Grydehøj 2018; Oberst and McElroy 2007). In the present 
article, a nuanced understanding of jurisdictional capacity can assist in efforts to analyze the 
activities of city governments relative to the other governance actors with which they interact. 

Sellers (2002a; 2002b; 2005; 2011) approaches the comparative study of relationships 
between governments at different levels in a methodologically sophisticated manner. 
Comparing urban governance in France, Germany, and the United States, Sellers (2002b, 612) 
argues that “the supralocal contexts of nation-states can be so decisive as to alter not just the 
opportunities but also the aims of urban governing coalitions.” That is to say, a city’s de facto 
jurisdictional capacity is strongly relational, and its desire and ability to exercise certain kinds 
of governance depend on both its legal powers and the overarching governmental and societal 
framework. 
 
Methods 
 
Sellers’ (2002a; 2002b; 2005; 2011) framework provides a basis for selecting variables for 
cross-city comparison that takes into account the impact of national governance frameworks 
on urban governance frameworks. This helps address some of the concerns that have 
traditionally opened comparative analysis of dissimilar cities (e.g. rich and poor, capitalist and 
socialist) to theoretical and methodological criticism (Robinson 2011). Our own efforts to 
consider the distinct cross-sector and multilevel governance contexts of Hamburg, Manchester, 
and Pittsburgh are facilitated by a schema that breaks variables into factors that are internal 
and external to urban governments themselves and that have specific and diffuse effects on 
cities (Sellers 2002b). Sellers (2005, 430) calls for a de-centered analysis of comparative urban 
politics in order to discern the influence of ‘national infrastructures’ on municipal agency, 
arguing that “the national […] exerts a pervasive influence on urban governance and politics.” 
Sellers’ (2011, 626) “typology of national infrastructures of local governance” seeks to identify 
the degree to which urban governance is integrated into national governance and the amount 
of local government participation in urban governance. 
 
Table 1. Elements of national infrastructures for urban governance. Source: Sellers 2005, 430. 
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A sound analytical approach to discerning complex multiscalar relationships is crucial 

for comparative urban studies. Sellers’ primary objective has been to examine how multilevel 
governance influences policy outputs, and his approach has built upon extensive interview and 
survey data, statistical work (2002b), and largely synthetic articles (2002a, 2005, 2011). In the 
present article, we approach governance in the specific context of the governance of large-scale 
urban development projects. 

Drawing upon Pierre’s (2011), Sellers’ (2002a; 2002b; 2005; 2011), and Pickvance’s 
(2001) frameworks for comparative analysis, we have developed a hybrid approach to data 
acquisition and urban development project governance analysis. Our data consists of interviews 
with key actors in development projects from the public, private, and civic spheres; publicly 
available documents from the case cities, development corporations, and public-private 
partnerships (PPPs); and newspaper articles and other public reports. The projects were 
selected on the basis of project size (>€5 million investment), the authors’ subjective evaluation 
of their public importance, and their availability in the Construction Intelligence Centre 
database search tool. The Construction Intelligence Centre database allows us to identify the 
public, private, and civic actors participating in the governance of individual projects at each 
stage in the project cycle. The database only permits a binary measurement of 
participation/non-participation. 

We examined 22 projects through a five-stage governance cycle: design, planning, 
financing, delivery, and management. At the start of the development process, concepts were 
formulated and then designed. Next, the planning application and approval for the large-scale 
project were secured. In the financing stage, the project’s budget and funding resources were 
allocated. During the delivery stage, the project was constructed. After completion of the large-
scale project, operations continued in the management stage. 

After identifying the actors involved over the course of the governance cycle, we mapped 
out multi-actor (public, private, civic) and multilevel (local, regional, national, international) 
engagement. Drawing upon Sellers’ (2005) analytical formulation of government and policies, 
political organization, economic organization, and structural elements at the local and national 
levels, we analyzed project governance in Hamburg, Manchester, and Pittsburgh in terms of 
governmental organization, relevant governmental and non-governmental actors, jurisdictional 
capacity (including economic capacity), and cross-sector and multilevel collaboration. All the 
actors involved at each stage of the project cycle were identified in the projects examined in 
this study. The 22 projects, listed in Table 2, were sourced from the categories of public 
transport, energy-efficient buildings, and renewable energy. 

 
Table 2. Development projects. 
 

The first author validated preliminary findings in workshops in each case city with 
public, private, and civic sector governance actors (stakeholders) participating in the 
development projects. In Hamburg, 18 stakeholders participated in a workshop hosted by the 
mayor at townhall on 3 May 2016. In Manchester, 19 stakeholders participated in a workshop 
held at Manchester University on 5 May 2016 at the invitation of the deputy mayor. In 
Pittsburgh, 16 stakeholders participated in a workshop hosted by Carnegie Mellon University 
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on 27 June 2016. The workshops aimed to present and discuss research findings, ultimately 
resulting in refinements, which were then themselves distributed to the stakeholders involved 
in the research for further comment.  

 
Project governance in Hamburg, Manchester, and Pittsburgh 
 
We will now consider large-scale urban development project governance in the three case 
cities, placing this in the appropriate jurisdictional context. 

 
Hamburg 
Germany is unique among the case countries in terms of the degree to which the national 
government devolves powers and resources to states and cities. The country’s politics are also 
notably consensus driven. In the Bundesrat, the upper chamber of the federal legislature, 
representatives from the 16 federal states meet weekly to discuss regional conditions. Within 
each state, cities and boroughs meet every Tuesday to discuss affairs in the individual states. 
This responsive mechanism for discussing urban affairs at the federal and state levels ensures 
a high degree of political involvement across national, state, and city levels of government 
(Hamburg, n.d.). Furthermore, Germany’s financial equalization system deploys extensive 
redistribution of tax revenues across the federal states, thereby enhancing the ability of 
relatively poorer states to effectively exercise their jurisdictional capacity. In the national 
redistributive index, Hamburg is indexed at 120, meaning that it contributes 20% of its revenue 
to cross-state redistribution (Free and Hanseatic City of Hamburg Ministry of Economics, 
2011). A close-knit social and fiscal network contributes to mutual collaboration, consensus, 
and progress across and within German cities and states. As a result, German cities and states 
possess considerable jurisdictional capacity, possessing not just strong de jure capabilities to 
plan policy but also the economic wherewithal to implement these policies in practice. Even 
within the German context, Hamburg has a particularly large public sector, in part due to its 
city-state status, which creates the institutional framework and economic resources necessary 
to both finance projects and structure governance collaboration across sectors. 

Governance in Hamburg is a bargaining process between diverse interests, both within 
government and between the public, private, and civic sectors. Local government is an 
instrument for achieving consensus and orchestrating public-private governance activity. With 
its strong fiscal powers and city-owned public development companies, Hamburg’s municipal 
government is well placed to implement its strategic plans. The government’s collaboration 
with the private sector results in projects that combine public interest with private capacity. 
These collaborations come through clearly in the data, which shows that, of the three case 
cities, the public sector plays the largest role in project governance in Hamburg. One example 
of public-private collaboration is the city’s cluster policy, which seeks to create innovation 
hubs connecting businesses, suppliers, workers, and educational institutions in a particular 
field. This policy has resulted in an environmental partnership consisting of 1,000 business, 
political, and administrative actors with the aim of fostering dialogue and collaboration, 
resulting in annual savings of €50 million in public sector operating costs through greater cross-
sector coordination and alignment (Hamburg 2016). 
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Reflecting this governance approach, Hamburg has successfully deployed state-owned 
enterprises (SOEs), especially in the form of the publicly owned and privately run development 
corporation, HafenCity Hamburg GmbH. The redevelopment of the HafenCity district expands 
Hamburg’s city center by 40%, constructs 7,000 new housing units, and creates an estimated 
45,000 jobs. HafenCity Hamburg GmbH organizes and facilitates this large-scale development 
project, taking a strong lead in the project governance process. The local government’s 
jurisdictional capacity is also expressed by its ability to insist that private developers reserve 
33% of the building stock for social housing in order to make HafenCity accessible to low-to-
middle-income residents (HafenCity n.d.). This form of governance provides entry points for 
the city government to shape outcomes through design, financing, and delivery at a granular, 
project-by-project level. 

The city government has also successfully revamped building standards, with a focus on 
energy efficiency. These regulatory tools have been complemented by city government 
schemes to support sustainable development and green building construction. The Hamburg 
Investment and Development Bank (IFB), a city-owned investment and development 
institution, provides public support for business development, housing, innovation, and 
environmental protection through low-interest loans, direct subsides, and grants as well as 
advice on funding from the Senate, the federal government, and the European Union. To 
encourage voluntary investment in energy and resource efficiency enterprises, a partnership 
program was established, which saves 134,000 tons of CO₂ emissions each year, with the help 
of €146 million in privately invested funds, supplemented by €15 million in municipal support 
(European Commission. n.d.). 

Such cross-sector collaborative but ultimately local government-led governance 
processes are evident in our quantitative analysis of the urban development projects under 
study. The dominant actors across all phases of the development projects in Hamburg were 
primarily local public entities, making clear that the city played a decisive role in steering 
projects. Table 3 categorizes governance actors into sectors and levels. Figures 1 and 2 position 
governance actors within each stage of the development cycle by sector and level. 

The aggregate results reveal that the largest number of governance actors came from the 
public sector (56%) at the city level (54%). When breaking down actor position across project 
phases, we see the local government leading the design, planning, and finance stages. 
Hamburg’s development projects during this period relied heavily on local public funds, 
enabling the local government and administration to retain significant oversight and control.  

Of the projects analyzed in Hamburg, the city’s SOEs, such as HafenCity Hamburg 
GmbH, were always involved in the finance stage. Projects relied upon private firms 
(predominantly international) for project delivery. After completion, the projects were 
predominantly managed locally. 

 
Table 3. Aggregate results of project governance in Hamburg. Source: Construction 
Intelligence Centre database. 
 
Figure 1. Actor sector by stage. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 

 
Figure 2. Actor level by stage. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 
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Manchester 
The United Kingdom has a highly centralized system of governance (Billing et al. 2019). In 
2010, just around 5% of all taxes in the UK were raised by local governments, compared with 
a 50% average in Continental Europe (Storey and Farrar 2009). The UK national government 
constrains local governments’ ability to borrow for housing purposes as well as increase 
property taxes and fees on planning applications, while income tax contributes entirely to 
national tax revenues. For this reason, Manchester and other UK cities are more reliant on 
national government funding than are most Continental European cities. As a result, UK 
national government actors have a large influence on the governance practices of local 
government actors. 

In 2010, the UK national government launched the ‘Big Society’, an initiative that sought 
to devolve power from national government to local governments as well as to local civic and 
private sector actors. In the same spirit, at around the same time, City Deals were negotiated 
between the national government and local governments regarding specific local investments, 
such as infrastructure, urban regeneration, and youth job creation (Department for 
Communities and Local Government n.d.). An initial round of City Deals concluded in 2012, 
with 20 individually negotiated city deals. One of the primary goals of the City Deals was to 
unlock the economic potential of cities, thereby incentivizing local economic growth by 
enabling collaborative governance among local public, private, and civic actors. Illustrative of 
this was when Manchester in 2014 entered into a ten-year partnership with Abu Dhabi United 
Group to build more than 900 new homes in the boroughs of Ancoats and New Islington 
(Manchester Life 2015). 

The UK, however, began these devolution initiatives as the most centralized government 
in Europe. Furthermore, these devolution efforts were packaged within an ideological 
commitment to shrinking the state (Smith and Jones 2015), as exemplified by the national 
government’s parallel decision to abolish the Regional Development Agency system—a form 
of “institutional dismantling” under the emerging austerity state (Pike et al. 2018). The Big 
Society was ultimately a call for strengthened cross-sector governance, though one that focused 
on the transfer of responsibilities from the state to private, civic, and community actors (Bailey 
and Pill 2011). The result was a form of devolution that did indeed enhance the de jure 
jurisdictional capacity of cities and municipalities relative to the national government but that, 
by constraining local economic room to maneuver, in fact represented a de facto weakening of 
jurisdictional capacity for increasingly cash-strapped local governments. 

It is in this context that governance in Manchester must be understood. Since 2010, 
austerity measures have cut funding and created the need for the local government, civic sector, 
communities, and residents to form new relationships with one another. At the same time, 
however, devolution has granted Manchester new powers in transport, housing, jobs, planning, 
policy, and business, and under a system introduced in 2017, Greater Manchester now has a 
directly elected mayor to provide political leadership. On 1 April 2016, Greater Manchester 
was granted full control over its £6 billion health and social care budget and has sought to 
reapply these resources in the service of a more holistic and better integrated healthcare system. 
Relative to most other UK cities and municipalities, Manchester’s government also has 
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substantially enhanced de jure jurisdictional capacity with regard to transportation, housing 
and planning, education, and employment support. 

It must nevertheless be remembered that these are instances of Manchester being granted 
new powers over how public funds are spent, while the city continues to lack the ability to 
itself raise funds and remains dependent on allocation of funds from the national government 
(Etherington and Jones 2017; Travers 2015). The de facto expansion of the city’s jurisdictional 
capacity is thus real but still limited. The city government’s strategy of building cross-
disciplinary and cross-sector teams to tackle complex issues may thus be good policy but it is 
also a matter of working with the governance tools that the city government has available. 

City public and private governance collaboration has been further strengthened by a local 
enterprise partnership (LEPs), an organization tasked with planning regional growth, 
development, and infrastructure. The national LEP system replaced the previous Regional 
Development Agency system, with key differences being that the LEPs were not pushed to 
follow particular national strategies (Pike et al. 2015) and that “the limited Government 
prescription as to both the form and function of LEPs has also contributed to a fundamental 
ambiguity as to their roles and ‘legitimate spheres’ of activity” (Rossiter and Price 2013). The 
Greater Manchester local enterprise partnership for its part helped establish the region’s two 
enterprise zones (Airport City and a life sciences zone at Corridor Manchester). Since 2010, 
24 enterprise zones have been created to cater to private corporations by offering business rate 
discounts, simplified local planning laws, tax relief, and support (Greater Manchester Local 
Enterprise Partnership, n.d.). 

It was hoped that these new types of collaboration would bring together Manchester’s 
public officials, politicians, private business representatives, and civic sector actors. However, 
public officials are motivated by different stakes and often choose to pursue economic goals 
favored by businesses due to the strong incentive structures (in the form of limited 
jurisdictional capacity when it comes to economic levers) put in place by the national 
government. The challenge remains that although the national government is making shifts 
toward greater devolution to local governments, fiscal devolution remains lacking 
(Government Office of Science 2014). With a lack of funds, local governments such as 
Manchester must raise capital elsewhere, particularly from private sector actors. 

This governance setting is evident in the quantitative analysis of the Manchester’s urban 
development project governance. Lacking the fiscal capacity to conduct large-scale urban 
projects without substantial national assistance (Bernstein 2016), the city government ceded 
leadership over project governance to private and national-level actors. Government actors 
took the lead in planning and finance, while the private sector led design and dominated 
delivery. The private sector also led the management phase. These findings are illustrated in 
table 5 and figures 3 and 4. The majority of large-scale projects were executed by the private 
sector (241 private actors, amounting to 80% of the total) and were mostly conducted at the 
national level (43%). Among the case cities, Manchester featured the greatest numbers of both 
private sector actors and national level actors. 

 
Table 4. Aggregate results of project governance in Manchester. Source: Construction 
Intelligence Centre database. 
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Figure 3. Governance actor sector by stage. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 
 

Figure 4. Governance actor level by stage. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 
 
Pittsburgh 
In Pittsburgh, the state government of Pennsylvania sets the rules for municipalities and 
counties, including demarcating their boundaries and determining their powers. Intense 
localism across the state’s 2,566 municipalities, coupled with considerable bureaucratic 
fragmentation, has often caused municipalities to compete against one another rather than 
collaborate on shared challenges. For example, there are 130 municipalities in Allegheny 
County, including Pittsburgh. This fragmentation makes it difficult for the local government to 
respond collectively and comprehensively to cross-city economic, environmental, and social 
challenges.  

Hoffmann-Martinot (2006, 425) note that Pittsburgh is characterized by a “geopolitical 
fragmentation” of governance between wealthy and middle-class areas and poorer city center 
areas. As far back as Hartz (1955, cited in Lucas 2017), North American liberal fragmentation 
of government has been both praised and criticized. Carpenter (2001) thus argues that each of 
the many fragments making up local governments in North American cities serves its own 
purpose and fosters its own culture and rules. Nevertheless, it may be argued that this leads to 
a duplication of roles and responsibilities across a multitude of small municipalities, leading to 
overlapping and ambiguous jurisdictional capacities. This fragmented environment leaves 
governance space that can be occupied by private actors.  

In Pittsburgh’s highly fragmented bureaucracy, the public sector has multiple centers of 
authority: county government, city government, federally mandated structures, and numerous 
local public authorities. The private and civic sectors are also fragmented across business 
associations, philanthropic foundations, large educational and medical institutions, and a 
plethora of neighborhood groups and non-profit organizations. On account of its past industrial 
strength, Pittsburgh has an unusually wealthy philanthropic and university sector, which is 
itself interested in promoting growth. In recent years, numerous private and civic groups have 
united behind a more shared and coherent vision for the city and led-city initiatives, including 
large urban redevelopment projects and efforts to assist socially excluded youths (Allegheny 
Conference of Community Development n.d.). Private and civic sector actors play crucial roles 
in the city’s governance, compensating for the weakness of Pittsburgh’s local government, 
which faces significant structural fiscal issues. The city has a relatively small spatial footprint, 
a large number of non-profit institutions (such as numerous public and private universities) that 
do not pay property taxes, aging infrastructure that requires constant investment, high levels of 
poverty, and substantial pension liabilities (Allegheny Conference of Community 
Development n.d.). As a result, despite its substantial de jure jurisdictional capacity, the city 
government faces severe de facto restrictions related to its financial weakness. 

In the absence of a resource-rich local government, collaborative public-private-civic 
efforts have sought to steer the city’s development and the direction of the economy. The local 
government has supported the development of new markets through land use, flexible planning, 
industry zoning, and other policies, and the local government’s deployment of business 
improvement districts and economic development corporations uses various public incentives 
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to facilitate economic growth. These efforts have been financed by a combination of public, 
private, and civic capital. Capital from local institutions, such as philanthropic organizations, 
universities, and business corporations, has been deployed to improve the public realm and 
spark business growth and job creation. The underlying notion is that the city government can 
best improve economic conditions by creating value for private and civic actors. In this manner, 
Pittsburgh, like many other cities across the USA, is co-governed, with its market revival co-
produced by the private, civic, and public sectors (Allegheny Conference of Community 
Development n.d.). 

The aggregate results of development projects demonstrate a significant role for civic 
actors, some public involvement, and strong reliance on the private sector. Similar to the 
findings for Manchester, most of the actors came from the private sector (73%). The planning, 
finance, and management phases of the project governance cycle indicate a high degree of 
coalition building across the public, private, and civic sectors. Pittsburgh’s projects were 
delivered entirely by the private sector. The largest number of actors (40%) were local, while 
slightly more were national (30%) than regional (25%). There was limited international 
participation (5%). In Pittsburgh’s project governance, the municipal government primarily 
plays a coordinating role relative to public, private, and civic actors. In particular, the city’s 
universities, businesses, and philanthropic organizations play crucial roles in all stages of the 
project cycle, particularly in raising the investment capital for urban development. 

 
Table 5. Aggregate results of the analysis for project governance in Pittsburgh. Source: 
Construction Intelligence Centre database. 

 
Figure 5. Governance actor sector by stage. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 

 
Figure 6. Governance actor level by stage. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 
 
Urban development project governance as an expression of governance type 
 
The above presentations of Hamburg, Manchester, and Pittsburgh hint at the myriad ways in 
which governance infrastructures influence large-scale urban development project governance. 
We will now consider what these findings can tell us about wider governance processes in 
these cities. 

Cities are deeply embedded within institutional, economic, and political frameworks—
each with their own sets of key actors and stakeholders—and as a result experience complex 
governance powers and constraints (Healey 2006). Jurisdictional capacity is not determined by 
the law alone but depends on a variety of internal and external factors. 

There is a general tendency for subnational jurisdictions to seek greater policymaking 
powers, a tendency present in both centralized and decentralized political systems. As 
Baldacchino and Milne (2000, 236-237) note of “the economics of jurisdiction,” “it is scarcely 
surprising that local governments are both jealous to protect what jurisdictional levers they 
already enjoy and are eager to enlarge their repertoire of constitutional instruments.” This 
strategy of jurisdictional capacity maximization is attractive regardless of how much power a 
local government has at present, but the way in which the strategy is pursued is strongly 
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dependent on the existing government infrastructure. In environments in which other 
governance actors are weak, a government may be able to get away with largely ignoring them 
when exercising governance (e.g. Petridou, Olausson, and Ioannides 2019), but engagement in 
deep cross-sector collaboration may be desirable even for a government with strong 
jurisdictional capacity (e.g. McBride 2019). 
 By now discussing our case study findings in light of Pierre’s (2011) typology of urban 
governance, we seek to better understand the mutual relationship between governance 
infrastructure, urban development project governance, and city jurisdictional capacity. Pierre 
(2011, 44) identifies four overarching urban governance types: the managerial city, corporatist 
governance, pro-growth governance, and welfare governance, emphasizing however that these 
are ‘ideal types’ that are present to some extent in “almost all cities.” Regardless of the 
governance infrastructure in which urban governance occurs, successful urban political 
leadership is dependent upon negotiations and compromises among a wide range of governance 
actors, including private stakeholders, residents, resident groups, and government bodies 
themselves (Peters and Pierre 2012). In the cases of a city government seeking to develop and 
implement policy, engagement with public, private, and civic actors in the governance process 
presents opportunities for co-opting multiple local actors but also to some extent makes the 
city government accountable to these actors (Noring 2019), requiring public authorities to 
navigate between multiple and often competing political pressures (Mitchell 1993; Borras et. 
al. 2011). 

Hamburg’s government plays a strong role in its local governance network, with both the 
government proper and its associated SOEs dominating the project governance cycle. 
Germany’s federal system grants Hamburg city-state status and thus jurisdictional capacity 
encompassing both public investment and project execution. Hamburg exhibits strong traits of 
what Pierre (2011) terms the corporatist governance model, characterized by a strongly 
collectivist political culture, expressed through a large local government and public 
administration, extensive redistributive policies, comprehensive welfare, a high degree of 
political involvement, and strong voluntary associations (see also Katzenstein 1987). National 
and local governance processes are characterized by negotiation, compromise, and coalitions, 
as governments are typically composed of several political parties. This is supported by 
proportional representation electoral systems, which incorporate minority parties and align 
with strong participatory democracy. 

In Hamburg’s rather corporatist system, the municipality not only engages in long-term 
planning but also drives investment through a rich network of SOEs and a cluster approach. 
Local government is present throughout the project cycle. The city’s ability to lead projects is 
bolstered by its ample financial capacity and facilitated by extensive devolution from higher-
level governments, which enables Hamburg to charge 60% of taxes locally (Pörksen 2016). 
The local government leads consensus making and orchestrated public-private-civic action 
within its governance network, while at the same time exploiting the expediencies and 
expanded de facto jurisdictional capacity that governments can harness through savvy use of 
SOEs (Grydehøj 2016). The city government engages in a kind of democratic corporatism, 
enforcing governance participation between and cooperation among all interest groups, across 
sectors. This process also reinforces the strong tradition of dialogue, collaboration, and 
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compromise between disparate political parties, organizations, and societal actors to identify 
common ground.  
 
Table 6. Governance characteristics of Hamburg. 

 
Manchester shows traits associated with Pierre’s (2011) managerial type, a model 

connected with the emergence of New Public Management (NPM), which was ushered into the 
UK in the 1980s in response to a wider Western European public sector fiscal crisis. Because 
NPM has the underlying assumption that the market provides the best delivery of public 
services, local governments under NPM are seen as public organizations tasked with resolving 
collective needs and interests through market and business principles. NPM shifts political 
focus away from collective political involvement and toward pursuit of the interests of 
individual consumers. This enables public choice driven by consumers rather than by politics. 
Local government becomes a service provider instead of a policymaker. NPM heralded a wave 
of outsourcing of public service delivery to private market actors (Pierre 1999). Strong moves 
were made during the Thatcher era to simultaneously centralize government in the UK and to 
introduce the ‘business-like’ professionalization of public administrations across the country. 
Local governments and their administrations are from this perspective seen as executive 
branches of the national government. 

Manchester’s governance system is characterized by politically motivated private sector 
service delivery. The city has a small public sector yet still struggles with continual budget 
deficits (Bernstein 2016). The national government, which determines access to finance, plays 
a large role in Manchester, but national-level austerity politics means that this role often centers 
on efforts to limit the city government’s role in society. Political devolution without fiscal 
devolution can represent something of a double-edged sword, making local government actors 
accountable for policies that they lack the de facto capacity to implement. As a result, although 
Greater Manchester has recently expanded its de jure jurisdictional capacity, the city 
government is in a relatively weak position in governance negotiations with private sector 
actors. 

In order to address the challenges associated with its economic weakness, Manchester—
like many other UK cities—has turned to private sector actors for the driving and financing of 
urban development projects. Private sector participation is also facilitated by decades of 
favoring the privatization and outsourcing of public service production and delivery. 
Throughout the project cycle, there is a strong presence of both national government and 
international and local private sector actors. 

 
Table 7. Governance characteristics of Manchester. 

 
Characterizing many USA cities as pro-growth, Pierre (2011) emphasizes that this 

governance type favors political elites by fostering close collaboration between the local 
government and the private actors that are relied upon for project realization. The pro-growth 
type is predominately present in strongly capitalist societies, such as in the United States, and 
the findings regarding project governance in Pittsburgh suggest that the city fits this model. 
Local governments in pro-growth governance contexts tend to equate the interests of their 
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industrial and business communities with the interests of the broader community (Peterson 
1981), and as a result, that the pro-growth model tends to prioritize the interests of local 
industrial and business actors. The underlying logic is that, with minimal government 
interference, the free market economy will reach a perfect equilibrium to the benefit of society 
as a whole. In the process, local politics assimilate with economic interests. It follows that pro-
growth governance is characterized by close public-private-civic collaboration (Mollenkoft 
1983; Pierre 1999) and governance networks dominated by private actors, with political elites 
and local business and civic leaders playing key roles as policy brokers. Pierre (2011, 67) warns 
that this “jeopardizes transparency and accountability and raises political concerns for those 
constituencies that are not part of the pro-growth coalition.” For this reason, the pro-growth 
model risks becoming the least participatory of the three types discussed here. 

The principal challenge is the extent to which the urban governance model context 
permits political choices that do not contribute directly to the local economy. Through a strong 
focus on local industry and business interests, pro-growth municipal governments make 
choices that are conceived as economic rather than political. However, despite focusing on 
local economy, growth, and competitiveness, economic choices have profound political 
ramifications. It is thus that local governments are confronted with tensions between, for 
example, desires for urban regeneration versus socially inclusive housing, short-term versus 
long-term objectives, and relationships with business versus civic leaders. 

Local government in Pittsburgh is characterized by a high degree of fragmentation 
caused by the large number of local municipalities coexisting and sometimes competing against 
each other. Furthermore, a multitude of local agencies and authorities cut across the city’s 
municipal borders, adding to the complexity of local government. In the absence of a strong 
and unified local government, private and civic actors play crucial roles throughout the project 
cycle. These actors consist mainly of businesses, universities, and philanthropic organizations. 
Neither universities nor philanthropic organizations pay property tax, and as non-profit 
organizations, they are also exempt from paying income tax. As a result, neither of them 
contributes to the city’s weak tax base. The local economy and its potential for growth 
represents the unifying interest of public, private, and civic actors. However, because there is 
a focus on economic rationales, the scope for political choice is reduced and is limited to narrow 
economic considerations. With a relatively weak local government, the city focuses on 
coalition building and coordinating projects of common interest across sectors. The public 
sector dominates the initial project phases of planning and designing, while private and (to a 
lesser extent) civic sector actors dominate the remainder of the project cycles. 

 
Table 8. Four key governance characteristics of Pittsburgh. 
 

The two figures below illustrate the aggregate results of the urban development project 
governance analyses. Figure 7 compares the shares of public, private, and civic actors in large-
scale project governance processes in Hamburg, Manchester, and Pittsburgh. This overview 
shows a very low participation of civic actors in all three case cities, with Pittsburgh having 
the strongest representation of this sector. Private actors dominated the Manchester and 
Pittsburgh projects, in contrast to the results from Hamburg, which featured a large number of 
public and private actors, with the public sector leading the way. 
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Figure 7. Share of public, private, and civic actors in project governance in Hamburg, 
Manchester, and Pittsburgh. Source: Construction Intelligence Centre database. 

 
Figure 8 provides an overview of project participation at the city, regional, national, and 

international levels. Projects in Hamburg (50%) and Pittsburgh (40%) were predominately 
executed by city-level actors. Manchester had the highest level of national participation in 
project governance (40%). Manchester (30%) also stands out for its high number of 
international actors. In Pittsburgh, the relative prominence of city-level actors (40%) contrasts 
with a very low level of international engagement (5%). 

 
Figure 8. Multilevel project participation. Source: Data derived from Construction Intelligence 
Centre database. 

 
Conclusion 

 
This article has explored 1) how relationships between governments at various levels and 
resultant distributions of jurisdictional capacity influence the governance of large-scale urban 
development projects and 2) what the composition of actors within these examples of project 
governance can tell us about their wider governance contexts.  

Our three case cities possess very different arrays of de facto and de jure jurisdictional 
capacity, ranging from the legally empowered and economically robust city-state government 
in Hamburg to the politically powerful but financially constrained government of Manchester 
to the fragmented and impoverished government of Pittsburgh. Furthermore, the overarching 
governance infrastructures help shape the selection, sectors, and levels of the governmental 
and non-governmental actors with which these city governments must engage when exercising 
governance. Drawing upon Sellers (2005) for our methodology, we have quantified and 
categorized (by level and type) the participation of governance actors in large-scale urban 
development projects. This has in turned allowed us to analyze the manner in which local 
governments practice governance in these cities, utilizing Pierre’s (2011) urban governance 
typology as an analytical tool. 

It has become clear not only that national governance infrastructures have an influence 
on a city’s ability to devise and execute policy but also—and perhaps more significantly—that 
these influence city-level patterns of governance, including the ways in which city 
governments interact with other governance actors. The granular multi-sector and multilevel 
analysis evidences how the case cities’ differences structural, economic, and jurisdictional 
differences make themselves felt at all five stages in the project governance cycle. There is 
thus a circular or mutually constitutive relationship between how a city’s governance type and 
the manner in which its projects are governed: a city government that can leverage strong 
jurisdictional capacity in its interactions with other governance actors is better able to control 
the aims and outcomes of development projects, thereby reinforcing its own capacity to 
influence governance; in contrast, a weak city government finds it necessary to relinquish 
control over the governance process to other governmental and non-governmental actors, 
thereby losing out on opportunities to build up its economic capacity in particular.  
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Ultimately, the distinct approaches to development that we find in each city are 
embedded within their national governance infrastructures, but there is no unidirectional 
determinism at work here. Knowledge of urban governance contexts—particularly the 
composition of public, private, and civic actors within the local governance system—is equally 
important for understandings how city governments do and do not work in practice. 
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