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Conclusion
resegregation and the pursuit  

of common purpose

The next generation of middle-class Americans is destined 
to enjoy the unprecedently rich life that the post-industrial, 
national urban society will offer. Our central domestic task now 
is deliberately to invent ways of extending those opportunities to 
those groups that future history threatens to exclude.

—m e l  w e bbe r ,  “The Post-City Age” (1968:  110 9)

Forget about intentions . . . . “Good intention” is a hall pass 
through history, a sleeping pill that ensures the Dream.

—ta-n e h i s i  coat e s ,  Between The World 
And Me (2 015:  33)

in the decade that has passed since the first foreclosure signs 
began popping up in East County and around the country, the intertwined 
questions of race and segregation have only grown more visible in the United 
States. Attention to the violence of dispossession and lost homes morphed 
into deep concern about the direct and even more racialized violence against 
black lives. Activists and scholars wasted no time in connecting these differ-
ent forms of violence to the profound and ongoing legacy of postwar racial 
segregation (cf. Chang 2015; Coates 2015; Taylor 2016).

No single place has been as important to this recognition as Ferguson, 
Missouri. Ferguson’s racialization began not as a place where Michael Brown 
was killed, but as a place where Michael Brown would not have been wel-
come. The first African American homeowner would not be allowed to live 
there until 1968, and even then not without a struggle (Rothstein 2014). 
While we may imagine “white flight” as something that happened from  
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central cities to suburbs, it also happened from suburbs like Ferguson, only a 
decade (or two or three) later.

When we look at the underlying structure of Ferguson—a city where two-
thirds of the residents are black but where the city council and police force at 
the time of Brown’s death were overwhelmingly white—we must see it as the 
coming together of different eras of segregation and urban change, not sim-
ply the legacy of redlining and suburbanization. While certainly no excuse 
for its actions, it is important to understand part of the reason why Ferguson’s 
council used its police force and its courts to target its own citizens—it was 
caught in an even worse fiscal bind than many California cities. Right-wing 
ideology in the Missouri state house starved cities of needed resources, a 
racialized legacy of the Reagan doctrine that typified the neoliberal era.

We must also recognize that at no point in its postwar history was racial-
ized segregation absent from Ferguson. It may have changed form, changed 
location, changed structure and impact and even meaning, but it was always 
there.

The necessity of understanding segregation as both an ongoing process 
that never ended and one that is produced by complex historical interactions 
holds true throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. As I have tried to make 
clear throughout this book, new forms of geographic inequality and new 
forms of racialized space are not just a result of redlining, racial covenants, 
and disinvestment in inner cities, but of the many decisions that have been 
made in the aftermath of that era, often as a reaction to that era. Subprime 
lending may have been a poison manufactured by the financial industry, but 
it was allowed and even encouraged to flourish in part because it was seen as 
the long-awaited arrival of mass credit to communities of color who were 
denied it in an earlier era (Wyly et al. 2009). The fact that the terms of the 
deal were invariably worse than for white borrowers (Chiteji 2010) was seem-
ingly less important than the intention behind it.

In the years since the crisis began, one of the most important contribu-
tions that contemporary scholars of race and segregation have made is to 
foreground the question of intent. Writers like Ta-Nehisi Coates and Nikole 
Hannah-Jones have worked to confront the combined myths that contem-
porary segregation is either unintentional, or simply the result of trying and 
failing by a well-meaning public. In the pithy words of Hannah-Jones, “We 
didn’t try very hard for very long” (quoted in Misra 2017: n.p.).1

For all that this book attempts to emphasize the ways that segregation has 
changed in places like the San Francisco Bay Area, and how this new form of 
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mobile segregation is now as prevalent or more prevalent in Northern 
California than older forms of ghettoized segregation, the question of intent 
is more important. Yes, scholars and activists and policymakers and citizens 
would do well to better appreciate the constant mutations of racialized seg-
regation, to see how these different forms represent different eras coming 
together and appear differently in different places. It is vital for people to 
recognize that achieving the American Dream only to realize it was built on 
a bad foundation is different than being told from the outset that this dream 
is not for you, and that both can be products of segregation. It is important 
to understand that having to move far away for an affordable home, decent 
schools, and safe streets is not the same as being trapped in a disinvested 
neighborhood, but that they are two sides of the same coin and both can be 
forms of segregation.

But misunderstanding segregation is not the same as pretending it is not 
constantly being reproduced, not the same as imagining that “we tried really 
hard . . . and it just didn’t work” (ibid.). This is particularly important in a 
place like the San Francisco Bay Area, a region that prides itself on being 
“progressive.” Few places have taken Coates’s “hall pass” through history 
quite like the Bay Area, mostly in the form of excuses.

One excuse that is too easy and too convenient is that the resegregation of 
the Bay Area was the unwitting consequence of reactions to the environmen-
tal sins of the postwar era, the end result of rebelling against top-down, 
“growth machine”—style politics that would have gladly paved over most of 
the Bay and anyone and anything in its way. A related excuse comes from the 
other “side”—the Bay Area is simply too expensive to build because of all 
these regulations, and if only developers had been given free rein everyone 
would have a nice house in a nice place. One can also look at earlier eras of 
California history and argue for path dependency, that inequality was so 
ingrained in the landscape that little could be done. It is also too easy to look 
outside the region for excuses, to powerful ideologies and agencies and indus-
tries and political parties and presidents, which certainly did make a bad situ-
ation worse.

Like others who criticize historical inaction, I fully recognize that  
hindsight is 20 / 20 vision. I have tried in this book to offer clear empirical 
evidence that had political leaders and a broad coalition of interest groups 
truly wanted to heal both wounds from the postwar era—racialized segrega-
tion and environmental destruction—far more could have been done. All 
told, the utterly broken politics of urbanization and development in the Bay 
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Area became and remain a useful excuse from varying political sides, a way 
of abdicating responsibility in the face of history. Not only did the Bay Area 
largely fail Mel Webber’s above-quoted challenge to extend benefits of a 
wealthy region and wealthy nation “to those groups that future history 
threatens to exclude,” it failed to even properly acknowledge just how deeply 
the region was constructed upon past exclusions, and to fully include those 
already excluded.

stuck in dougherty valley

As I have also tried to make clear over the course of this book, leaders and 
activists in the region have known about the problems of segregation and 
resegregation, unaffordability and exclusion, inequality and injustice for two 
generations now. They have had plenty of good policy ideas and plenty of 
good plans with which to potentially fix them, but the deeply fragmented 
politics of urbanization and development derailed them from the start. 
Actually changing the course of history was never considered truly feasible, 
because the increasingly combative and sclerotic politics of region-building 
predetermined fundamental limits on what was considered possible. In the 
sadly apt language of Judith Butler (2002), alternative histories were “fore-
closed” from the outset.

Instead, the region has been trapped in a series of either / or dichoto-
mies—no matter which way you turned, the problem got worse. Dougherty 
Valley symbolizes what happens when two powerful forces collide and the 
greater good loses regardless of who “wins.” The gentrification dilemma sym-
bolizes the fact that low-income communities and communities of color 
generally have a choice between investment that won’t help them and will 
likely produce displacement, and disinvestment that makes things worse. The 
planning dilemma means that virtually any decision by a municipality to 
make a place nicer to live in (and less vulnerable to foreclosure) also makes it 
more expensive and thus more exclusive.

But these dilemmas are not inherent, even if they seem inborn. They were 
created and perpetuated, in part by a collective political imagination that is 
similarly limited. For Californians of my generation, we have never known 
anything different.

As touched on in previous chapters, the decade since the crisis does offer 
more hope for Northern California politics than earlier decades. Equity 
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organizations have grown stronger and more diverse, and are now able to 
insist on a seat at the table, not simply be granted one. The environmental 
justice movement has built some bridges with the mainstream environmental 
movement. The newest round of regionalism has a very wide base of institu-
tions.2 The affordable housing crisis has reached such a crescendo that more 
political attention is being paid. Housing has become a greater priority at the 
statewide level, and state government now represents a major opportunity for 
rebuilding common purpose.

But two recent developments suggest that many voices in the Bay Area 
and California are content to let Dougherty Valley remain the dominant 
political paradigm. At the statewide level, instead of trying to build a more 
effective politics, powerful actors decided that the problem is the California 
Environmental Quality Act. In a caricature of a growth-machine reunion 
party, the Bay Area Council, developers, banks, and many government agen-
cies banded together to push CEQA reform. This spurred a “Save CEQA” 
movement by environmentalists, who this time have environmental justice 
organizations on their side. CEQA became the problem, not the lack of com-
mon purpose or California’s dysfunctional development politics that allow 
CEQA to be both a political weapon and the only defense against terrible 
projects simultaneously. The CEQA debate is Dougherty Valley and Beyond 
Sprawl 3.0, with little to be gained for most of California no matter what 
happens.

In the Bay Area, YIMBY groups have emerged to supposedly oppose 
NIMBYs. Groups like the San Francisco Bay Area Renters’ Federation 
(SFBARF) and others claim to represent pro-development renters fighting 
for more development and denser housing.3 They have quickly developed a 
statewide presence and gained national and international media coverage 
(Dougherty 2016; McCormick 2017).

While it may be disrupting San Francisco politics, the emergence of 
YIMBYs has drawn more lines in the sand, and in some ways has furthered 
the either / or divides that are the grist for California’s excuse-making mill. 
The problem is often now portrayed as anti-development forces aligned with 
anti-system activists, versus the supposedly more practical YIMBYs who 
would work with developers (Johnson 2017). This twenty-first-century ver-
sion of Dougherty Valley is summed up by a UCLA researcher (ibid.): “You 
could say we need to blow up the system, but it doesn’t strike me as being 
particularly realistic. I think the YIMBY movement is right to work within 
that system and work with developers.”
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But neither working within the system nor blowing up the system is going 
to actually change anything. The “build build build” slogan popular with 
journalists covering the rise of YIMBYs is seemingly at odds with similarly 
loud cries for rent control, which have also grown in recent years throughout 
the region, as even suburban cities react to widespread displacement and 
insecurity (White 2017). But to imagine both widespread rent control and a 
massive uptick in home-building is seen as an impossibility, a violation of 
market rules based upon deeply ingrained understandings of economics, and 
more importantly, an acceptance of business-as-usual politics. Imagining a 
true solution to the gentrification dilemma so that vulnerable communities 
do not feel compelled to fight development is not the fundamental goal, as it 
needs to be. True fiscal and economic reform that changes the underlying 
rules for municipalities remains outside of most political imaginations, as 
does game-changing financing, ownership, and tax structures that would 
fundamentally fix the system for producing housing, transportation, and 
other foundational systems.

The YIMBY debates also typically offer very little to places like East 
County. As discussed in chapters 5 and 7, even as some groups sue or threaten 
to sue elitist suburbs, they still epitomize a San Francisco–centered or urban 
core–centered politics that obscures the lived reality of resegregation. The 
debates spurred by the rise of YIMBYism largely forget about the communi-
ties that already built a lot of housing, but lack the transportation infrastruc-
ture or fiscal stability to make them complete communities. “Build build 
build” is a slogan, not a solution.

The limited geographical imagination of so many people in power and 
even more people who write about power continues to hamstring any possi-
bility of real reform. Any solution that is not fundamentally about the spaces 
of the megaregion that have borne the brunt of multiple generations of racial-
ized inequality is not a solution at all. This is not simply a moral argument 
but a practical one. No amount of new housing on a few strips of buildable 
San Francisco and Oakland will change the story of the region, even if were 
100 percent affordable and maximally dense. To imagine so is to ignore the 
full extent of the transformation described in this book, to once again plan 
for a region as we imagined it should have become or once was, not the region 
it most certainly has become. Sprawl and resegregation are the realities for 
the overwhelming majority of Californians, not a future to be avoided or a 
reality to be ignored, no matter what happens on any given street corner in 
San Francisco.
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imagining a new political economy of 
urbanization and development

Instead of drawing lines in the sand on CEQA reform, or arguing the merits 
of “build build build,” what is needed is to make more possibilities possible. 
The questions of housing affordability and segregation, transportation infra-
structure and fiscal crisis, environmental sustainability and climate change 
adaptation cannot be addressed for the 10 million residents of the Bay Area or 
the 40 million residents of California until bigger ideas become thinkable.

Neither policy ideas nor new plans can fundamentally change the broken 
system, nor can we afford to operate in a break-the-system / preserve-the-system 
dichotomy. This is not to say that policy and plans do not matter, but they mat-
ter in the ways in which they can contribute to a stronger political foundation 
in the future. The pathway forward must be a long-term vision for constructing 
a new, more effective political economy of urbanization and development.

Focusing on the political is not without its pitfalls. Given the political 
logjams documented in this book, it is tempting to take any number of prob-
lematic stances that may seem justified, but which do not offer real possibili-
ties for change. Some would focus on a single enemy, be it regulators or tech 
or developers or unions or environmentalists or NIMBYs or YIMBYs or the 
poor themselves. Choose an ideology, and it will give you a seemingly clean 
and clear picture of who is the problem. But as this book has attempted to 
show, this stance would be empirically wrong. Responsibility should be 
viewed as a formula based on power, and there were many different institu-
tions that wielded and continue to wield their power in problematic ways. 
Instead, an operating philosophy for a new political economy of urbanization 
and development must start with T. L. Marrow’s (1999) famous maxim: 
“Don’t hate the play[er], hate the game.”

Some would just keep pushing for “more participation” or “more democ-
racy,” furthering important political advances in how the public is involved 
in planning and decision-making. While participation is certainly impor-
tant, there is little proof that simply adding more voices will result in better 
housing and better transport. There must be a qualitative change, a new 
means of giving not only effective voice but ensuring that our collective 
voices produce an effective politics, i.e., one that actually builds and preserves 
and enhances the urban systems we need to survive.

Others would focus exclusively on building power for the powerless. 
While this is absolutely vital, it is not enough. While I too look to grassroots 
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organizations and activists for inspiration, and those in power should be 
humbled by the work that people have had to do just to hang on over the past 
generation, the Bay Area is simply too big and too diverse to build any sort of 
coalition of the powerless that can fundamentally change the game. Even in 
the face of mounting inequality, the region is not made up simply of haves 
and have-nots, but a vast spectrum of people and communities with various 
degrees of power, wealth, and privilege. Only a coalition among actors across 
the power spectrum can make fundamental change.

Still others would choose an anti-political stance with regard to urban 
development. More than a few dedicated urbanists look to Chinese authori-
tarianism with envy. Every time NIMBYism, endless lawsuits, dysfunctional 
political meetings, and contentious and time-consuming politics appear to 
delay needed development, people in the development community wish that 
everyone would shut up, and in the British parlance, let the experts “just get 
on with it.” But depoliticizing development is neither possible nor desirable. 
Tip O’Neill’s famed maxim that “all politics is local” has long had a planner’s 
addendum that “all local politics is about development.” This is not going to 
change, but what can change is the nature of this politics.

Finally, there is cynicism. The very act of imagining a different politics of 
development in the Bay Area and California seems absurd to anyone who 
engages with it. Even to suggest the possibility of a grand bargain, a new coali-
tion, a major political compromise, or new ideas leaves one open to being 
branded as naïve, as a romantic, or as some depoliticized centrist. Many who 
have spent their lives in the “trenches” will dismiss this conclusion as an aca-
demic’s fantasy. But cynicism is just a tautology, reinforcing its own truth, and 
is often perpetuated by those in relatively comfortable positions of power. 
They claim the game can’t be changed because they don’t want the game to 
change; after all, they have invested a lifetime in learning how to play it.

eight principles for building  
common purpose

No matter how warranted any of the above approaches may feel, they are 
either inadequate to change the game or a pathway to further dysfunctional-
ity and inequality. In what follows, I sketch out a series of principles around 
which a new political economy of urbanization and development can be 
built. These principles are imagined as a pathway forward for the specific 
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politics of development that helped resegregate the San Francisco Bay Area, 
but it is my hope that they are useful outside of the region.

1. Embrace an Urbanization-Centered Politics

As crazy as it may sound, the Bay Area needs to first embrace urbanization 
and development as the very center of politics.4 The saddest truth of the 
resegregation of the Bay Area and the generalized crisis of metropolis-build-
ing is that it actually does not get enough political attention. Our political 
system is not organized around the building of regions. Our education sys-
tem is not organized to ensure that all citizens know how things get built or 
could be built. Our leaders are generally not trained to understand sewerage 
and housing costs, transportation and park development.

In order to change the game, we must begin to see that systems like hous-
ing, transport, public space, education, food, water, health care, etc.—what 
my colleague Stephen Hall and I call foundational urban systems (Hall and 
Schafran 2017)—should be the primary purpose of twenty-first-century poli-
tics. How to build, maintain, strengthen, and expand access to these systems 
must become the heart of basic debates between human beings as to how to 
act institutionally and collectively. In the language of the 1978 Urban Strategy 
document, discussed in chapter 8, it is our “common purpose.” Building bet-
ter systems is why we need to be talking to our neighbors, why we need com-
plex arrangements of organizations and institutions, why we need differently 
scaled systems of governance. Note that I did not say government, but politics 
and governance. In the state of California, as in most places, government is 
only one set of institutions out of many that are engaged in these 
conversations.

This is what I call urbanization-centered politics, one where we refocus 
collectively around these core parts of our collective life that matter. It is a 
real challenge to think this way. As political theorist Warren Magnusson 
(2010, 2014) has so eloquently written, politics since the days of the Greeks 
has been obsessed with issues of sovereignty, with the “state,” with ideological 
debates about power and markets and the public and the private. For thou-
sands of years, we have imagined political structures and then applied them 
to the systems we need to govern. This is what I call a politics-centered 
urbanization, or a politics-centered politics. It becomes about the shouting, 
not the systems, or about war, social issues, and false narratives. This has to 
change.
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Instead, we need to start “seeing like a city” in Magnusson’s words, to 
begin treating the seemingly mundane debates about transit systems and 
affordable housing as “high politics.” The systems are what matters, and we 
need a bespoke political economy for each of them. Housing is not food. 
Transport is not health care. We must start with the system, and build the 
politics (and governance structures) that help deliver what people want and 
need.

In an urbanization-centered politics, how to make homes, schools, and 
transport systems is what gets debated on television and on what elections are 
won or lost, not political ideology about states and markets, quasi-religious 
beliefs about the role of government, toxic discourses driven by xenophobia 
or anger, or political power games played by increasingly useless political par-
ties. Who people are sleeping with becomes less important; how to provide 
everyone with a place to sleep becomes more important. Instead of debating 
“the economy,” we discuss different economies, for the economy of housing is 
different than the economy of water which is different from the economy of 
food or education or public space. An urbanization-centered approach rec-
ognizes that public safety is an economy as well, with its own institutions and 
logics, not just an arena of policy only discussed when there is a problem. An 
urbanization-centered approach recognizes that metropolis-building always 
requires complex mixes of institutions, capital, labor, and materials, and 
starts from this point. It does not start from an ideological viewpoint about 
states, markets, certain types of institutions, or scales of engagements.

Truly embracing an urbanization-centered politics is the foundation for 
building a new social contract based on urbanization and development. As I 
discuss in more depth in forthcoming work with Stephen Hall and the phi-
losopher Matthew Noah Smith (Schafran, Smith, and Hall 2019), this new 
social contract—what we call the Spatial Contract—focuses on developing a 
general political agreement between individuals and institutions with regard 
to the building and rebuilding of the core systems upon which we all rely for 
survival.

This broader commitment to a more effective politics of urban systems, to 
more debates about housing, transport, water, and food, to a “common pur-
pose” defined through foundational urban systems, is the first of many steps 
toward reconstructing the political economy of urbanization. In a twenty-first 
century where history will be written through how we deal with urbanization 
and its challenges, and how we use urbanization to meet the combined chal-
lenges of poverty, climate change, and disaster, this is the only way forward.

Schafran-The Road to Resegregation.indd   263 18/06/18   9:56 PM



264 • conc lus ion

In the Bay Area in particular, this new social contract must be developed 
as a coalition, a true sustainability coalition that binds together equity, envi-
ronmental, and economy actors in ways which this book has shown has never 
truly happened. Institutions of every shape, size, and sector in the San 
Francisco Bay Area need to redouble their commitment to making these 
politics effective so they produce, protect, and govern the systems we depend 
on for survival. And it must begin by accepting the diversity of institutions 
that plan and make the metropolis.

2. Demand Broad Institutional Responsibility  
for Urban Development

In her deeply unsettling book on the construction of California’s prison com-
plex during the same era as this story, Ruth Wilson Gilmore (2007: 178) 
discusses the involvement of local activists in the small Central Valley towns 
that became sites of incarceration as engaging in “the tarnished practice of 
planning.” These were not government officials, but activists and NGOs, 
developing their own alternative plans in the hopes of building their com-
munities on something other than one of the great human rights disasters of 
late twentieth-century America.

Further on in the same section she refers to the planning practice of  
yet another nongovernmental institution, namely the corporate and  
banking forces she sees as integral to the construction of land and property 
markets (and deconstruction of industrial labor markets), which form an 
underlying pillar in her explanation for prison-building. The way these enti-
ties determine “the movement of capital across the land feature[s] central 
planning as a fundamental activity of their institutions and organizations” 
(ibid., 179).

Her purpose in discussing planning in this context is to elicit the ways in 
which prison-building was a form of anti-development, to use the language 
of James Ferguson (1990), a way that plans are sold to or forced upon poorer 
regions in the name of development, but where the end result is the opposite. 
But in doing so, she defines planning in a way that renders the state as but one 
of many actors involved in the production of our urban region.

This is a perspective that is historically unassailable in California. In a 
book I have repeatedly referenced, Mark Weiss (1987) shows how almost 
every aspect of the planning system we think of as government was put in 
place by the development industry. Planning commissions were designed to 
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help developers self-regulate, weeding out unscrupulous actors who were 
tarnishing an industry just getting off the ground.

In the years that followed, other institutions—unions, environmental 
organizations, community groups of different sizes, shapes, and political 
orientations—found their voice. As this book has tried to show, the political 
system that governs how we build regions in California and the Bay Area 
does not originate from government. We are not France or the UK or a cen-
tralized nation. Ours is a system born fragmented, where every type of insti-
tution is involved—for better or for worse—in the production of our cities 
and towns, in our economies of urbanization.

Again using housing as an example, this book has worked to show how at 
different points in history, virtually every type, size, and sector of organiza-
tion has contributed to the region’s failure to build enough housing at afford-
able prices in an accessible location. This is the fault of “planning,” but not 
only of those with planning in their title. Developers need to accept collec-
tive responsibility that they too are “planners” in this sense, and are part of 
both success and failure. The same is true for all other institutions where 
humans band together in an institutional form in a way that attempts to 
determine what gets built where, or how foundational urban systems func-
tion, expand, or are sustained.

This is not a value judgment, but a fact. There is no future political economy 
of development in California without diverse actors, without bankers and 
developers and environmentalists and tech industry players and unions and 
civil rights groups and local block associations and grassroots organizations 
and universities and innumerable other institutions. The first step toward 
building an effective urbanization-centered politics is thus to ensure that all 
institutions involved in the production of urban systems and the urban sector 
accept responsibility for what occurs. Urban planning is not something done by 
governments or by experts, but by all institutions involved in the production 
of space, place, and structures. We are most of us planners, and we need a 
broader acceptance of responsibility for making it work. Ideological view-
points that see problems in urbanization as the responsibility or fault of any 
one sector are just empirically wrong. All institutions have a role, from all 
sectors—the greater the institution’s power, the greater the responsibility. But 
as long as “planning” is viewed as a governmental activity—whether by those 
who are ideologically for or against it—the system will not produce.

This acceptance of responsibility must come before any formal restructur-
ing of the political process. The project in the Bay Area that comes closest to 
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taking a step toward common purpose is not Plan Bay Area, nor anything in 
San Francisco, Oakland, or Silicon Valley, but rather Vallejo’s experiment 
with participatory budgeting.5 Barely four years after becoming the largest 
municipal bankruptcy in California history in 2008, the city garnered 
national attention as the first city in the country to adopt participatory budg-
eting citywide.6

What makes this project important is not “participation,” nor is it a sugges-
tion that this is the only way to budget—Vallejo, like most cities engaged in 
participatory budgeting, only distributes a small percentage of its budget this 
way. What makes the project important is that it is built on a wildly diverse 
group of civil society actors from across a very diverse city—one which has 
suffered as much as any in the process described in this book—banding 
together and accepting responsibility in new ways for how the city is built. It has 
also produced a new environment in which people can learn about city-build-
ing, and can see the sources and flow of ideas and how they are discussed.

What also makes participatory budgeting in Vallejo important is that it 
was a political decision, not a policy one. It can only be seen as a step toward 
somewhere, not a “solution.” It does not engage with “solutionism” so popu-
lar in Silicon Valley, nor is it entirely about reinventing or technology. It is 
about taking steps toward a new political compromise. If the Bay Area wants 
to solve its growing social and environmental problems, it needs to embrace 
the political spirit behind participatory budgeting in Vallejo, one that can 
potentially make possible the actual policy fixes like tax base sharing, 
statewide tax reform, major investments in transportation and housing and 
education, etc., that are needed over the next two generations.

3. Restorative Justice

Accepting institutional responsibility must be followed by accepting histori-
cal responsibility. Most of the institutions involved in making California 
have been involved in doing so for a long time, and bear responsibility both 
for the successes and failures across history. The most fundamental obstacle 
in building any new social contract around urbanization and development is 
that trust in virtually all of the institutions engaged in building, repairing, 
and governing our urban systems has been severely undermined by both the 
history told in this book and that which came before.

This lack of faith comes in many forms. For many communities of color, 
it is taken as common knowledge that the game is rigged, that the disinvest-
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ment in the inner-city Bay Area was just part of a larger plan to gentrify those 
places. People don’t trust developers, local government, state government, 
national government, transit agencies, “planners,” NIMBYs, YIMBYs, politi-
cians, bankers, “experts,” or most any other institution in which they do not 
play a role. As one longtime Contra Costa environmental advocate told me, 
“NIMBYism was the lack of faith that anyone would follow through with 
what they were promising.”7

In 2016, San Francisco approved one of the largest residential complexes 
in the history of the Mission district, roughly 300 units, of which 35–42 per-
cent will be affordable. Even by San Francisco standards, that is a high per-
centage of affordable housing. Yet it was still very controversial, with opposi-
tion from a number of sources. In response to this opposition, the project’s 
developer was quoted in a local newspaper, arguing that “Fundamentally, it 
is a shame that a Mission project with unprecedented affordability faced such 
opposition” (Green 2016: n.p.). Whether or not the “Beast on Bryant” pro-
posal is “good” or “bad” is not the point. The point is that any developer 
working in the Mission should be able to understand why so many are upset, 
why faith is so low.8 More importantly, no developer should fail to under-
stand the ways in which the development community—a group that has built 
many wonderful and needed structures—has contributed to this lack of 
faith.

Like the cases discussed in chapter 7, a more productive response would 
have been for the developer to use this moment to recognize their industry’s 
role in creating such a poor political climate for development, to call for more 
contrition by institutions in positions of power. This is what is needed through-
out the region. It is impossible to build an effective system of housing, trans-
port, etc., without the major for-profit, nonprofit, and public sector organiza-
tions that have historically been part of their development. But building a 
better politics means making a concerted effort to build faith and build trust, 
and this can only happen when institutions make it clear that they recognize 
why trust is so low.

The notion of restorative justice provides a pathway toward this acknowl-
edgment. Developed as an alternative means of reconciliation between 
offenders and victims, it has famously been used in South Africa in the after-
math of apartheid. There is a large restorative justice community in the Bay 
Area, with trained leaders and an ethos that appeals broadly across a variety 
of Bay Area subcultures.9 The region is well prepared to apply restorative 
justice principles and techniques toward a collective and institution-focused 
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acknowledgment of what has been done—intentionally or not—to further 
resegregation and the unequal and unsustainable restructuring of the region.

Restorative justice provides a proven and established set of practices that 
can help major organizations in the Bay Area begin to acknowledge mistakes, 
to acknowledge the ghosts that they helped nurture, ghosts which continue 
to undermine the possibility of a new politics, no matter how much water has 
flowed under the seven bridges. They can do so in a way which demands that 
others do the same, but do it they must. The only way forward in an era of 
great tension is to admit what has been done, to be contrite in the face of 
irrefutable history. As I have tried to make clear throughout this book, any 
organization or institution with the guts to come forward can find some 
solace in knowing they are just one of many.

4. Exploitation and the Duty to Protect

Restorative justice and institutional honesty not only can begin building 
faith in the institutions made to make the region, but it can help isolate those 
only motivated by exploitation. One critique that can and perhaps should be 
leveled at this book is that it does not spend enough time showcasing the 
ways in which the resegregation of the Bay Area was profitable or the result 
of corruption. Subprime lending is a classic example of the way in which 
segregation is and always has been a system of exploitation for economic gain. 
As Matthew Desmond (2016) reminds us, poverty remains endemic in the 
United States in part because poverty is profitable.

If restorative justice is a means to address the past, developing a basic yet 
concrete institutional commitment to opposing exploitation in the provision 
of foundational urban systems is critical for the present and future. 
Exploitation is not as simple as profit, for history has shown that exploitation 
can come from all forms of power, and that all forms of profit are not 
exploitative.

The question needs to become: how much profit and on what type of sys-
tem? Earning a 7 percent return on housing development and a 30 percent 
return are not the same thing. Systems cost money to build and maintain. 
But what percent goes to real costs, and what percent to speculation, or the 
demands of capital far away, to asset managers and various betters who are 
investing in exploitation, not housing?

In the aftermath of foreclosure, one of the most troubling developments 
has been the steady acquisition of foreclosed homes by Wall Street investors, 
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particularly large hedge funds that have set up massive corporate structures 
to own and rent homes (Schafran, Fields, and Taylor 2017). The problem is 
not that families are renting single-family homes, but that under the current 
system, they are vulnerable to exploitation. Wall Street landlords have now 
organized themselves politically to ensure that regulations do not impede 
their attempts to profit or their launch of new forms of securitization based 
on rental streams rather than mortgages.10

Part of the reason why the politics of urbanization and development 
around the world are getting more and more contentious is the recognition 
that housing, transportation, public space, energy, water, and even schooling 
are increasingly targets for exploitation. The pursuit of yield in an era of his-
torically low interest rates has attracted investors of all kinds into infrastruc-
ture, real estate, and urban systems, pushing these vital systems to operate 
more according to Wall Street logics and the demands of capital than the 
needs of those who consume them.

All this money sloshing around urban systems has not gone unnoticed by 
Bay Area tech giants. “Smart cities,” driverless cars, hyperloops, and many other 
technological innovations are spurring a massive investment by technology 
corporations and their venture partners into all aspects of city-making. As I 
discuss in more detail below, these technical interventions are vital. We must be 
able to imagine a future metropolis where technology (and technology corpora-
tions) make a major contribution, as they have since the invention of the wheel 
and the sewer and the toilet. As I argue above, all institutions are needed for the 
future of city-making, and technology corporations are vital participants.

But all institutions, and especially for-profit ones, must take clear and 
concrete steps to show that they recognize the contemporary and historical 
injustice of exploitation when it comes to urbanization. Profit margins on 
housing and transport cannot be the same as profit margins on space explora-
tion or whiskey or gambling. We must develop a system by which profit on 
urbanization systems is minimized in exchange for greater political certainty 
and the social assumption of risk.11

A firm and concrete stance against exploitation is also the only way to 
escape the gentrification dilemma, the only way to convince those not in 
power that somehow development, new technology, and new and renewed 
systems—all of which we need—are worth supporting politically because 
one has faith that what is made will support rather than exploit.

But solving the gentrification dilemma also means committing to protec-
tion as a collective value.12 This is both a moral and a political necessity. The 
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moral component should be obvious, as homeless encampments increasingly 
dot the landscape, as racialized inequality cuts too many lives short and 
reduces too many others to a daily struggle to survive.

The political question should also be obvious, but it is not. The combina-
tion of increasing exploitation and the broken politics of urbanization has 
left many people uncertain and fearful, and rightly so. Even Proposition 13, 
with its clear racial undertones, was based in part on legitimate fear by lower-
income homeowners that they would lose their houses to rising property tax. 
Lost in the constant stream of neoclassical economic attacks on rent control 
is the fact that rent regulation is not about housing economics, but about 
protecting people, and about making people feel protected.

In Bay Area affordable housing circles, there is increasing talk about the 
three p’s—preservation, protection, and production. Everyone knows that all 
three are needed to solve the housing crisis. But what needs to be clearer is 
that protection is the first step. If we do not make people feel safe from dis-
placement, secure in their homes and communities, they will not support the 
massive uptick in production that is needed.

5. Reconstruct the Growth Machine

Exploitation has long been a problem in the economies of urbanization  
like housing. Exploitation does not just happen in fields and factories, but  
in the basic social reproductive functions. Sometimes this happens in the 
economy itself through low wages, other times when those low wages prevent 
people from consuming these vital economies. Part of the reason why these 
economies are currently a major focus of exploitation is not just interest rates, 
but size—more and more, the economies involved in producing California, 
in building its houses and staffing its schools and hospitals and moving  
its people and its goods, are a greater and greater component of our overall 
economy.

Figure 11 shows the size of the transportation, construction, and real estate 
economies in the state of California between 1963 and 1998 relative to the 
manufacturing and extractive (agriculture and mining) industries. Even as 
the latter two industries declined, the making of California did not. These 
sectors form the heart of what I like to talk about as the economies of urbani-
zation.13 These are the industries common to all regions that construct and 
provision the metropolis. Construction, real estate, and transportation are 
clearly part of this process. But what about utilities, schools, and hospitals? 
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What about the basic services we all depend on to live—the markets and 
shops, the logistics and wholesalers?

If we expand our notion of urbanization economies to the basic economies 
that we all depend upon to survive, it is more than half of the economy of 
California. Yet economic thinking has historically not been concerned with 
these economies (a) that we all need and (b) which employ the majority of 
workers. Urban development is traditionally viewed as an input into a larger 
and more important “real economy,” or as a by-product, a result of the “mul-
tiplier effect,” something that just naturally happens. But as we can see from 
this text, it does not. Demand for homes, schools, and transport networks 
may arise from economic growth, but the homes, schools, and transport net-
works themselves do not. How else would a region continue to grow wealthier 
and fall behind in housing production by hundreds of thousands of units, and 
largely fail to build a sustainable and humane transport network?

Even before David Dowall’s (1984) Suburban Squeeze, there has been this 
idea that the region’s lack of affordable living threatens its livelihood. Both 
equity and business advocates have made similar arguments, even if their 
agreement on this fact has not been enough to forge compromise on how to 
do it. Clearly, this is not the case. No matter how absurd the resegregation of 
the region has become, no matter how unaffordable most housing is to most 
people, the Bay Area’s heady mix of an innovative culture, a highly trained 
workforce, strong economic institutions, and the largest venture capital pool 
on the planet has kept the economic machine humming.14

Fundamental to developing an effective urbanization-centered politics is 
to better understand these economies of urbanization. Increasingly, people 

figure 13. Economic sectors as percent of total California GDP, 1963–97. SIC codes. 
Source: BEA; calculations by author.
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are realizing that these overlooked sectors of our economy are more than just 
the “multiplier effect,” more than an automatic by-product of the “real” 
economy. Some have called these important sectors “maintainers,” to distin-
guish from the emphasis on “innovators” (Bliss 2016). While it is vital to 
better integrate the high-paying corners of the economy—a fact that is 
increasingly getting recognition throughout the region—a diverse tech 
industry only solves part of the economic problem. Somebody will always 
have to clean the building.

Maintainers are undoubtedly the sectors that sustain our society, the sec-
tors which take the fruits of economic innovation and translate them into 
basic life. These sectors are the purpose of economic activity in the first place, 
of all that innovation and company-building. This push for recognition of 
the value of all kinds of labor and industry, from the most informal labor in 
the global South to more formal versions of the same in the global North 
(Chen, Roever, and Skinner 2016), is a growing call in economic thinking. 
These are part of what colleagues in Manchester would call “foundational 
economies” (Bentham et al. 2010). Increasingly, the millions of people who 
contribute their labor to these industries cannot afford to consume the core 
product of these industries, especially housing and transportation.

The Bay Area is proof that we cannot take the existence of these econo-
mies for granted, assuming they will automatically appear because the 
economy is growing, or that the product of these economies will be affordable 
to those who make them. Yes, these are economies ripe for abuse and exploi-
tation, as we all depend on them. But they are also excellent arenas for alter-
native economies, new institutional and organizational structures that 
attempt to produce and provide differently.15 These industries also represent 
vast networks of companies, labor markets, supply chains, and other institu-
tions, with powerful corporate and labor alliances alike.

These industries, even in their alternative form, are fundamentally part of 
the growth machine, and for all of their sins, the growth machine is integral 
to the economy of the state and to the provision of basic life. It must be recon-
structed, invested with new life and ideas and ways of doing business, not 
simply opposed or destroyed. The growth machine must embrace more equi-
table forms of land ownership, must embrace political peace and more guar-
anteed if smaller profit margins, and must wean itself from predatory capital 
and speculative greed. Instead of build build build with the old ways or blow-
ing up the system, we must be able to imagine and demand a smarter, less 
exploitative urbanization industry that combines some of the best innova-
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tions from both radical grassroots organizations and social entrepreneurs, 
while respecting the skill and effort involved in creating these vital systems.

6. Develop a Vision for All People and Places

Few institutions in the Bay Area would admit to not being inclusive. It is one 
of the many buzzwords of contemporary progressivity, for good reason. But 
when it comes to urban geography, few truly practice what they preach. Our 
politics of urbanization and development are still mired in imaginations of 
the right way to live, of the good place and the bad, the right scale and the 
wrong scale. This twentieth-century mentality only furthers fragmentation, 
and prevents the formation of a true twenty-first-century social contract of 
space and place.

A new politics can only occur if we stop the long tradition of devalorizing 
and denigrating how and where other people live. This includes currently 
“unsustainable” or even some unsanitary ways of living. History has shown 
that one group vilifying another group’s way of life and place of living only 
furthers political fragmentation, only undermines common purpose. Calling 
a place names never helped that place change.

Some of this devaluing occurs in brutal, derogatory fashion, such as “slum 
talk” and other forms of overt discrimination (Schafran 2013). But it often 
occurs through more subtle forms of disinvestment. In the postwar era, this 
was famously done in inner-city areas. In the current era, it is just as likely to 
occur in faraway regions on the metropolitan edge, areas like East County 
and the Cities of Carquinez, like Patterson and Manteca and Lathrop and 
Stockton. These are places that, as I have argued, must be viewed as incom-
plete, not inherently problematic.

If we see the new zones of segregation as incomplete rather than inferior, 
it enables us to work to weave in all the places of the metropole, even ones 
that perhaps should not have been built in the first place. We cannot erase 
history or turn back time. Building East County in the way it was built was 
a mistake, but it is now home to a quarter of a million people, and it can only 
be included. This is both a practical and a political statement. But common 
purpose has to be just that—common.

This applies not just to East County but to all the spatial divisions that 
fragment metropolitan space—cities versus suburbs, rural versus urban, etc. 
We can only build common purpose if we commit to working on the map as 
we have built it, not as different parties wished it to have been built.
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One barrier to this, one which is most evident in the anti-sprawl literature 
and in the Tea Party backlash to smart growth, is how different groups regard 
their way of living as the best way. The existing politics of urbanization espe-
cially needs to move on from its obsession with different types of places, and 
more specifically, different types of housing tenure. In recent work with col-
leagues Jake Wegmann and Deirdre Pfeiffer (Wegmann, Schafran, and 
Pfeiffer 2017), we try to push American housing politics and policy away 
from the tired debates between renting and owning, and away from those 
who focus exclusively on alternatives like community land trusts or accessory 
dwelling units. These are great policy ideas, but in housing, as in all urbaniza-
tion politics, one size never fits all. We need an agreement where the full 
range of housing choices is supported, made less risky and less exploitative, 
where people have real choice in how and where they live at different times 
in their lives. We need to recognize that different people want different 
degrees of control over their homes, and different degrees of equity risk. 
Debating housing on ideological terms is one of the many reasons why hous-
ing has never become common purpose.

Part of the Tea Party–esque backlash against Plan Bay Area is the belief 
that planners are involved in a conspiracy to “stack and pack,” i.e., to force 
everyone out of their homes and into high-density apartments around tran-
sit. It is an absurd proposition—the goal has only been to make these types 
of living a choice, when low-density, transit-inaccessible housing has long 
been the only choice. But the constant mantra of density, density, density has 
clearly failed to engage in what we call 100 percent housing politics—making 
people feel that no matter their housing desires, the housing system is 
designed to meet it.16 We can and always will have a system of different densi-
ties, tenures, types, sizes, etc., of housing, and we need to focus on (a) making 
the choice between different lifestyles a real choice, and (b) making sure that 
risks that come from each tenure are minimized.

This is not Shangri-la, have-your-cake utopianism. Not only are urban, sub-
urban, and rural lives compatible, all three and various hybrids are needed and 
can be woven together in a sustainable and equitable way, but only through a 
new social contract that explicitly recognizes the totality of the region, not just 
the lifestyle choices of millennials or some other favorite group. The reverse is 
also true—no new social contract is possible based on a political alliance of 
similarly living households, a return to the dark ages of postwar division.

The sheer diversity of place types, lifestyle approaches, housing tenures, 
and landscapes that characterize hyper-diverse places like the Bay Area must 
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become a political strength, not an unending source of political conflict. This 
can only happen if people in all types of environments learn how they are 
connected through the systems we depend upon to survive.

7. Teach Urbanization Widely

Developing an effective political economy of urbanization and development 
also means building a body politic that knows more about the systems 
involved. Our education systems are designed around the old conception of 
politics. Children in public schools learn more about how Congress “works” 
and how the Constitution was formed and why, than about how housing gets 
built, or sewers, or roads, or hospitals. We learn little or nothing about taxes, 
fiscal issues, or most every issue discussed in this book. Learning about the 
economies and systems that sustain our communities is often absent from 
formal education in American society. Yet somehow, we expect our politi-
cians to know how things work, and in California, we regularly vote on 
incredibly complex taxes and bonds that determine what gets built where. 
This is madness.

If we are going to build a better political economy of urbanization by 
making the politics of urbanization more central to politics in general, all of 
us need to know more about how urban systems and sectors work, and how 
they could work. This learning needs to be a formal part of education, start-
ing in elementary school and continuing all the way through graduate school. 
This learning needs to be considered integral to being a true citizen of any 
place in the country.

This does not mean “teaching” in the old-fashioned sense, nor necessarily 
employing more people like me. Learning also needs to come through the 
political process itself, and not just when a developer, politician, or official 
makes a proposal. This is the second major accomplishment of Vallejo’s par-
ticipatory budgeting—they have changed how and where and when people 
learn about the city. The wonderful thing about urban systems is how spread 
out the knowledge is in actual society; teaching and learning is not just about 
formal degrees. We certainly need degree programs to build experts, but as 
part of those programs students need to be teaching their new expertise in 
public education settings (Schafran 2015b), and citizen experts need to train 
professional experts at the same time.

Our educational institutions also represent a massively underutilized 
resource for building new and immediate places of political debate and 
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engagement. As I have mentioned throughout this book, every aspect of the 
standard approach to how urbanization is done politically is a modern inven-
tion, from who proposes ideas to how and where they are discussed and 
debated to how they are decided upon and implemented. Schools and univer-
sities can play a much larger role in two key areas of urbanization politics—
how we learn and where we discuss and debate.

As media is transformed across the landscape, universities in particular 
need to play a much greater role as the primary way through which citizens 
learn and engage with urban change. The decline of local newspapers is both 
a problem and an opportunity. As great as local journalism has been, news-
papers have long been the key voice of the powerful more than the power-
less.17 Working with civil society of all kinds, universities can fundamentally 
reconstruct and dramatically increase the ability of people to engage with 
and understand what is happening around them in terms of urbanization 
and development.

Universities and educational institutions can also play a much greater role 
in trying to rebuild trust. While universities in particular are fully implicated 
in many of the problematic features of history, and certainly need to engage 
in some restorative justice of their own, they also represent a relatively neutral 
party in the complex political dynamics of urbanization. They thus make 
excellent venues for beginning the process of having a new kind of conversa-
tion, of doing the restorative justice work that is foundational to any new 
politics. In the Bay Area, universities can and should develop a multiyear 
commitment by every public and private college and university in the Bay 
Area to host a series of conversations and debates focused on how to build  
a more effective political economy of urbanization and development in the 
Bay Area.

8. Rebuilding the Possibility of Progress

Just north of central San Rafael sits one of the most fascinating and symbolic 
buildings in Northern California (Figure 14). Designed by Frank Lloyd 
Wright, the Marin County Civic Center is an icon of futuristic modernism. 
The building, completed in 1962, was so ahead of its time that it was the set-
ting for the future in the 1997 film Gattaca. It was the last building designed 
by Wright, who died before it began construction. It is now a state and 
national historic landmark, and was included as one of ten Wright buildings 
submitted to UNESCO for consideration of World Heritage Status.
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Wright’s building represents a grand, supposedly future-thinking act of 
building that would become impossible in Marin not long after it was com-
pleted. It symbolizes in so many ways the problems of the modernist era and 
the reaction to it. It stands out in part because it sits right in the heart of the 
“city-centered” corridor that Marin in theory was going to develop and never 
truly did. The Marin Civic Center should be harder to see, but instead it is 
surrounded by a sea of parking in a supposed environmental stronghold. It is 
a beautiful building that shows both what can be done and how little was 
done simultaneously.

Wright’s Civic Center, like the BART system that opened this book, is 
one of many potent symbols of both the hubris and lost hope of the postwar 
era. BART may not have been built ideally, but it was a vision that tried to 
get ahead of the curve, that saw the region for its size and complexity and 
tried to meet a dire need. Surely, its failings, like the failings of so many insti-
tutions in the Bay, can be pointed out ad nauseum. It is a good thing we have 
moved beyond some of the elitist and racist failures of the modernist era. 
There should be no mourning the old growth machine, especially not in the 
ways even today it tries to regain power in an unreconstructed way.

But the sins of the past era do not mean we should not “mourn the end of 
the hard-edged idealism” (Walker 2007: 142) that defined the modernist era, 

figure 14. Marin Civic Center. Photo collage by Ruth Schafran, 2005.
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the belief in the possibility of large-scale betterment. We must look back at 
some of the spirit of the modernist, postwar era, and find a way to recapture 
the possibility of a collective belief in progress. This does not mean losing 
track of the hard lessons learned over the past few decades from rebellions 
against the postwar mentality that underlay so many of the issues in this 
book.

What is needed instead is what I like to think of as the paramodern spirit, 
an attempt to combine the idealism of modernism and the belief in the pos-
sibility of progress while abandoning the one-size-fits-all mentality, the wor-
ship of expertise, or the belief in top-down power. A paramodern spirit is not 
the techno-fetishism of neomodern Silicon Valley, but one that is able to see 
the possibility of new technology and how it can be used for good, yet knows 
when to put the smartphone down. It is a spirit which recognizes that disrup-
tion can be part of the process, but building something new is the goal.

When it comes to urban development, we need to be able to think and act 
in large- and small-scale fashions alike, and recapture the possibility that 
progress can be envisioned in a more inclusive way. Accessory dwelling units 
are a popular new housing policy in part because they are small-scale, a 
micro-intervention in the suburban and urban fabric without major redevel-
opment. But the region also needs to be able to build large housing projects, 
and even consider New Towns for a growing region. The major base redevel-
opment projects need to be far more ambitious. The Bay Area must be able to 
build truly rapid transit from Marin to Vallejo, truly high-speed connections 
to the Central Valley, a true ferry system or even hyperloop-type projects 
without running the risk of being dismissed as naive, crazy, or technofetish-
istic, and must be able to see how this vision is not only compatible with 
biking and walking and the protection of the old and the natural, but that 
they go together. The region must build vast amounts of new units and pro-
tect millions of existing ones. It needs bike lanes and driverless cars, new 
forms of modular building and old-fashioned hammers and nails. It needs to 
invest energy and capital and ideas in some places, and leave other places 
alone. This both / and type of thinking is at the heart of what I mean by a 
paramodern spirit, and is the only solution to the constant either / or dilem-
mas that have plagued the region for a generation.

These eight principles—embracing an urbanization-centered politics; 
demanding broad institutional responsibility for planning; embracing restor-
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ative justice; protection not exploitation; understanding the economies of 
urbanization; developing a vision for all people and places; teaching urbani-
zation widely; embracing the paramodern spirit and the possibility of 
progress—can become the foundation for making common purpose out of 
urban and regional development. They would set a baseline for all institu-
tions, accepting the basic agonism that is politics but agreeing to focus politi-
cal energy in effective ways on foundational urban systems.

The region needs to get to the point where a radical grand bargain is pos-
sible. A grand bargain is where a reconstructed and reimagined development 
industry gets permission to build the units that need building, in exchange 
for rent control and other important neighborhood and environmental pro-
tections, where major investments in affordable housing are agreed upon in 
exchange for agreements to clamp down on predatory finance, where new 
transportation plans are envisioned at the radical scale needed, and include 
the automobile, often without a driver or as part of a sharing economy model. 
In a grand bargain, any sharing economy company that is part of this deal 
must agree to proper wages, protections, and standards, agree to end their 
exploitative practices, as do all others who want a seat at the table. The region 
can find a way to get the good out of sharing homes, while ensuring taxes are 
paid, neighbors are respected, and longtime tenants are not evicted in the 
name of profit. California can develop a plan to reform Proposition 13, reform 
CEQA without gutting it, share tax base and merge agencies when needed. 
The region can turn places like the Concord Naval Weapons Station into the 
grand example of what a new Bay Area planning can do.

But these are only possible if a new political economy of urbanization and 
development is imagined in the first place, and if all institutional actors 
accept responsibility for what has happened and what will happen. This has 
never been more necessary than now, as California and the Bay Area struggle 
to define what it means to resist in the face of racist demagoguery. Being a 
progressive in the twenty-first century means putting an end to excuses, 
embracing a new politics of urbanization, and redoubling efforts to put an 
end to the racialized segregation that has marked this region and all regions 
in the United States from the beginning. Only then can the Bay Area become 
the equitable and sustainable region it wants to be but has never been.
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