
Thecryptic approachof thebookalsoleadsto scientific insufficiency.It often feelsas
if oneis readingthroughlists of measuresandinstitutionsor, whentheoreticalreflections
are made, as if one is being speededthrough enumerationsof concepts that are
insufficiently explainedandsuperficiallyhooked-upto theoreticalarguments.Obviously,
a bookreviewis not theplaceto scrutinizechapterby chapterwhathasgonewrongin the
analysis.But by way of illustration of what went wrong let us look at the debateon the
conceptsof region,territory andplacein Chapter1. Someauthorswhohavecontributedto
this debateare pinpointed.But the rich tradition of debatethroughoutthe world (Latin
America, USA, France)about, for example,territorialization, spaceand social space,
regionalizationand regionalismis not summarizedand put into context. Authors like
Markusen,Lipietz and Corraggioare not cited althoughthey played a key role in the
internationaldebatesbackin the1980sor before.Anotherexampleof analyticalfailure is
in Chapter6 andconcernsthepolitical economyof regionalism.Only authorsof thenew
regionalismschoolandthesocialcapitaldebatearecitedhere.Theserepresentonly some
sides of the picture. Unfortunately, the political economy of regional development
(Lipietz, Massey,Hudson,e.g.)doesnot play a significantrole in this chapter.Authorsof
this schoolor currentof analysishaveshownthatthefirst processof regionalismis thatof
regional segmentationin the production system, uneven regional development,and
therefore the impossibili ty of ‘a’ new regional development paradigm. Regional
developmentis not the samefor winning and losing regions,and many more territorial
distinctionsmustbe madebeforewe canspeakabouta regionaldevelopmentmodeland
strategyfor a specific region. Of courseMick Dunford’s analysisof unevenregional
developmentis cited elsewherein the book, but the consequencesof his analysisfor
regionaldevelopmenthavenot beendrawn;a missedopportunity.

By seekingto be thematicallyexhaustive— few themesin the regionalismdebate
are not named— in the spaceof a short book, Michael Keating only exceptionally
reachesthe stageof analysis.As a consequence,it is very hard to find intellectual
satisfactionin readingthis book.It needsdisciplineto follow analyticalargumentsthat
remainoftenembryonic,while theinstitutionalandhistoricalinformationis too limited
to beusefulandcanbetterbepursuedfrom othersourcessuchaslegaltextsandhistory
booksproperlyspeaking.

Frank Moulaert, University of Newcastle upon Tyne

Roger Keil 1998: Los Angeles: Globalization, Urbanization and Social Struggles. New York:
John Wiley & Sons (World Cities Series).

How canresearchon world city formationadequatelyaccountfor andencouragelocal
intervention?For Keil this problemrequiresattentionto thediversesocialandpolitical
strugglesover city developmentpolicies — theseconflicts mediateglobal forces,
translate them into built form within local milieus and dialectically reconstruct
globalizationdiscourse.Using Los Angelesto exposethis process,this book provides
an impressivereview of currentwriting on the regionanda selectiveoverviewof the
region’spolitical historyoverthepast30years.Thebookalsocommunicatesa senseof
placethrough60photographicplatesscatteredthroughoutthetext,depictingeverything
from downtownarchitectureandtraffic to streetvendorsandorganizedlabourprotests.

Keil’s focus on political, agencyservesas an important counter to deterministic
interpretationsand justifications of global restructuringin large metropolises.For
instance,throughoutthe 1970sand1980s,Los AngelesmayorTom Bradleychoseto
postponedealingwith the Fordist growth-inducedcrisesof economicrecessionsand
urban uprisings through an overt internationalizationof the city. This included the
creation of foreign investment incentives, an accommodatingtransportationinfra-
structurefor imports,anda world-city imagethat culminatedin the successfulhosting
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of the1984Olympic Games.In this context,Los Angelesbecamea ‘testinggroundfor
post-Fordistinnovation’ (p. 99), characterizedby the deindustrializationof factories,
the reindustrialization of craft production,and the emergenceof a vast yet polarized
servicesector.

The internationalization of Los Angeleshasnot simply establisheda hegemonyof
global capitalandanti-urbaneconomicdevelopment,Keil argues.The growth process
hassimultaneouslycatalyzedinsurgentcivil societiesthathavesuccessfullyagitatedfor
social,environmental,andpolitical changeacrossdisparatecommunitiesandinterests:

thehundredsof thousandsof working-classAngelenos,mostof thempeopleof color (whoare
a majority in thecity), havebegunto claim spacesof alternatecivility that representa major
challengeto theanglo,middle-classsocietyLos Angeleswasbelievedto be.Exc1udedfrom
the benefitsof world city formation,thesecommunitieshavestartedto build a civil society
from below: in churches, labor unions, political organizations,environmental groups,
neighborhoodassociationsandotherforms,thepooranddisenfranchisedof LosAngeleshave
createda networkof democraticself- organization(p. 35).

This conceptof alternate,tacticalnetworksoperatingwithin thecracksof world city
restructuringis a salientandoptimistic contributionto globalizationandurbantheory.
OneexpectsKeil to connectdetailedexamplesof theseinsurgentcivil societiesto his
largerclaimsaboutthe mediatingfunctionsof politica1 struggles.Instead,readersare
led through severalcursory summariesof grassrootspolitical action and told that
important links do exist. For example,in the brief chapterentitled ‘Redevelopment’,
Keil narratesa history of partial successesin opposingthe destructiveplansof Los
Angeles’ Community Redevelopment Agency in Little Tokyo, Chinatown and
Hollywood, and then concludes:‘The resistanceof community activists and labor
organizersto thedictatesof the internationalizedrestructuringprovedpartly successful
andstoodastestimonythattheinternationalizationof spacein Los Angelesoccurredin
acontextof struggle’(p. 170).Unfortunately,this is theclosestKeil comesto achieving
thebook’spromiseof articulatinghow local political conflictsmediatelargerprocesses
of globalization— the thesisis compellingbut not substantiatedin this text.

Thereis a tensetheoreticalundercurrentfelt throughoutLosAngelesthatmayexplain,
in part, the elusivenessof the book’s promise.Keil clearly positionshimself in the neo-
Marxist campof Mike Davis,David HarveyandHenri Lefebvre,which ideally suitshis
macro-spatial and -economic critique, but he problematically dismisses everyday
practices,cultural experiencesand postmodernsensibilitiesin the process.Keil writes:
‘EverydayLos Angeles,first andforemost,is a result,terrainandorigin of political and
socialstruggles. . . While thestreetservesastheclassicalstagefor theeveryday,thereis
more to this dimension than the occupation with sidewalks, asphalt and chance
encounters’(pp. xxiv–v), Such formulationsintimate that the everydayis always only
political, and that meaning-makingpracticesare secondaryto and separatefrom social
struggles.

Keil thentakesthis positiononestepfurther to suggestthat researcherswho pursue
the theoreticalcomplexityof cultural experiencesandeverydaylife in world cities are
unwittingly serving the interestsof global capital: ‘Authors like Michael Dear and
EdwardSojahavedeconstructedLos Angelesinto a fragmentedpatternof placesand
temporalitiesin a way that suggeststheexistenceof a total(itarian)synchronicity’(pp.
6–7),and‘the neo-conservativecelebrationof pluralismandfragmentation. . . is a thin
veil in front of deregulationandprivatization’ (p. 232). In this case,it seemsthat Keil
has extendedhis interest in political opposition to the theoretical realm and has
constructedartificial oppositions,ratherthanmediations,betweendifferentapproaches
to scholarship.As aconsequenceof Keil’ saversionto theoriesof theeveryday,therich
ethnographicdetail presentin this book’sphotographsneverfinds anyvoice in textual
description,and readersare left with summariesor interestingeventsbut not the
palpableflavour of political action in Los Angeles.

Torin Monahan, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute
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