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Y theme is the emergence and trajectory M of cities as centers of production and 
work in modern capitalist society. I am above 
all concerned with the ways in which cities as 
geographical entities are constructed around the 
intertwined processes of the social division of 
labor, the location and interlinkage of produc- 
tion units, and local labor market formation. I 
am also concerned with the ways these pro- 
cesses are expressed in (and are in turn depen- 
dent on) the social structure of the modern 
metropolis. In what follows, I seek to identify 
some elements of a preliminary framework for 
the investigation of these issues. 

Toward a Reconsideration of the 
Urban Question 

Observe that in the opening lines of the above 
paragraph, I already distance myself from that 
version of the urban question that has been 
bequeathed to us through much of the literature 
of the 1960s and 1970s. In that literature, there 
was fairly common agreement that the central 
agenda for urban research was defined by a con- 
ception of the city as a locus of consumption 

activities, housing processes, and neighborhood 
dynamics. To be sure, theorists were deeply 
divided among themselves about just how to set 
about pursuing this agenda. On the one side, 
neoclassical urban economists put their faith in 
behavioristic micro-economic analysis and lib- 
eralistic policy prescriptions (e.g., Alonso 1965; 
Richardson 1977). On the other side, Marxists 
rooted their thinking about the city in the con- 
cept of the mode of production and class strug- 
gle (e.g., Castells 1973; Harvey 1973). Notwith- 
standing these significant differences, almost all 
parties to the debate seemed ready, tacitly or 
explicitly, to insist on the central significance of 
the social space of the city (the domain of house- 
holds and family life), while relegating produc- 
tion space (the domain of production and work) 
to the status of simple background and the exog- 
enously given. As important as their writings 
have undoubtedly been, I shall argue that these 
theorists of the urban question failed to come to 
grips with the problem of urbanization, for they 
never effectively dealt with those crucial mech- 
anisms of production and work that secure the 
reproduction of city life at the outset. If we are 
to avoid the same failure, we must put an elab- 
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orately conceived production space before 
social space in the analytical order of discourse. 

Notice, too, that the very title of my paper is 
an open challenge to all those social theorists 
who have proclaimed the advent, here and now, 
of post-industrial society, and by extension, of 
the post-industrial city (Bell 1973; Sternlieb and 
Hughes 1975). As will appear more clearly at a 
later stage, the post-industrial hypothesis is 
unsound and misleading to the degree that it sug- 
gests that capitalistic relations of production and 
reproduction no longer dominate American soci- 
ety. To be sure, office and service functions are 
currently growing apace, especially in large met- 
ropolitan regions. These functions are precisely 
geared, however, to the tasks of ensuring more 
effective commodity production and social 
reproduction in modern industrial capitalism. In 
the words of Noyelle and Stanback (1983, 2) the 
rise of office and service functions is principally 
associated with 

the growing role of activities of the corporate com- 
plex (e.g. banking, insurance, advertising, legal 
counsel and the service-like functions carried out 
within the central offices of corporations) us inter- 
mediate inputs in the roundabout processes of pro- 
duction and with the rise of public sector and non- 
profit (health and education) services to fulfill the 
demands of an increasingly complex and human 
capital intensive modern society (emphasis added). 

To mistake these functions for signs of an 
emerging information-processing utopia-as is 
done in some extreme versions of the post- 
industrial hypothesis (e.g., Dakin 1979)-is to 
deform their real status as normal imbricated 
moments in the workaday world of modern 
industrial capitalism. In fact, as I intend to show, 
industrialization continues to be as significant 
for an understanding of the late twentieth- 
century city as it was for the nineteenth-century 
city. This means that if we want to explain the 
urban process in its fullness, we must seek to 
comprehend how it is that capitalism creates and 
shapes those large agglomerations of capital and 
labor that continue to form the inner substance 
of the city. As a first step in this direction, we 
now consider some elements of the theory of 
industrial organization. 

Proto-Urban Forms: Locational 
Concentrations of Production 

If we follow Harvey’s (1973) line of reasoning, 
we can elucidate the urban process (within the 

theory of the capitalist mode of production) as 
a mechanism of concentrating and extracting a 
social surplus. So far so good. The problem with 
this formulation, however, is that it cuts corners 
around all the really interesting meso-level ana- 
lytics that might help us understand just how the 
mode of production is translated into specific 
geographical outcomes. 

For the moment, let us stand back a little from 
this issue, and by way of fixing ideas, let us 
invoke a favorite theme of regional scientists 
and spatial economists of the 1960s, namely, the 
problem of growth center development. In crude 
outline, this theme may be rehearsed as follows 
(see Hansen 1972). To begin with, let us assume 
that a central pole of economic activity has been 
located somewhere in geographical space (per- 
haps in conformity with Weberian locational 
logic). By definition, the pole has many back- 
ward linkages and many of the firms thus linked 
to the central pole begin to move into the local 
area in a process of import substitution. The 
emerging node of economic activity that is 
created by these events is reinforced by the 
development of radiating transport lines con- 
necting it to ever-widening markets. Multiplier 
effects engender numerous non-basic and ter- 
tiary economic functions in the vicinity of the 
pole and its appendages. The whole is consoli- 
dated by localization and urbanization econom- 
ies, including the formation of a multifaceted 
labor force in the surrounding region. 

Now, as useful as this story undoubtedly is 
(when appropriately filled in with the necessary 
details and subtleties), it still remains silent on 
some of the fundamental issues of urban devel- 
opment. I shall argue, in fact, that the most 
essential element of the whole process of geo- 
graphically concentrated development and 
growth center activity is omitted. What is miss- 
ing is precisely the organizational and local labor 
market processes alluded to in the previous sec- 
tion, and, above all, the dynamics of the social 
division of labor. It is my contention that this 
latter phenomenon is fundamental in mediating 
general forms of capitalist production out into 
urban realization. 

I should state forthwith that I am not the first 
to have made this sort of claim and indeed a long 
line of urban theorists has also made reference 
in one way or another to the same idea. In chro- 
nological order, Weber (1899), Haig (1927), 
Allen (1929), Perrin (1937), Florence (1948), 
Wise (1949), Lampard (1955), Hoover and Ver- 
non (1959), Hall (1962), Tsuru (1963), Sjoberg 
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(1965), Thiry (1973), and Webber (1984), among 
many others, have alluded to the notion of the 
city as an outgrowth of the social division of 
labor and industrial diversification. This is a vein 
of urban analysis that differs quite markedly 
from the work of the Chicago School and its 
epigoni. Even so, this putative tradition has 
never successfully adduced a really strong and 
elaborate account of the precise mechanisms 
that govern these relationships between the pro- 
duction system and urbanization in capitalist 
society. My objective in this paper is to redress 
in part (though assuredly not in  whole) this 
shortcoming. The generalized argument that 
now follows is based on the findings of a 
research project, the details of which have been 
published elsewhere (Angel 1985; Henderson 
and Scott 1985; and Scott 1983a, 1983b, 1983c, 
1984a, 1984b, 1984c, 1985, 1986). 

There are many ways of identifying the social 
division of labor. One is to define it in terms of 
occupational structure; another is to assimilate 
it into the idea of sectoral differences in the pro- 
duction system (textiles, steel, machinery, and 
so on). In this paper, I propose to employ the 
term in yet a third way by restricting its meaning 
to the phenomenon of verticul disintegration. 
Specifically, vertical disintegration refers to the 
general process of the fragmentation of different 
elements of the labor process into specialized 
but functionally interlinked units of production. 
It thus has both intra-sectoral and inter-sectoral 
dimensions. The converse phenomenon, corre- 
sponding to a narrowing of the social division of 
labor, is designated, of course, vertical integra- 
tion, and I shall deal with this at a later stage. 
For the moment, note that as vertical disinte- 
gration comes about, new and increasingly spe- 
cialized units of production make their appear- 
ance within the economic system. Vertical 
disintegration is also a highly dynamic process in 
the sense that when it occurs it is usually asso- 
ciated with deeply rooted qualitative changes in 
the whole organizational structure of produc- 
tion. A loose but simple way of saying the same 
thing is to observe that after vertical disintegra- 
tion, the sum of the parts will tend to be greater 
than the initial whole. Note,  too, that with 
increasing vertical disintegration, there is a wid- 
ening efflorescence of the external transactional 
activity (i.e., linkages in the form of circulating 
capital and information flows) between estab- 
lishments. From this we may immediately aver 
that linkage structures are not exogenous to the 
production process as such, but are indeed inter- 

nal subjacent moments within the system of 
industrial production. They are, if you will, part 
of the whole technology of production. 

These remarks call for some amplification and 
illustration. I do not propose here to enumerate 
the myriad substantive conditions under which 
vertical disintegration may occur. In the absence 
of a mature literature on the subject, such an 
attempt would in any case be somewhat peril- 
ous. Instead, I propose to sketch out a few 
suggestive guidelines using Adam Smith’s par- 
able of the division of labor in pin manufacture 
as a point of departure. Smith suggested that the 
fragmentation of labor tasks is posited first of 
all on expansion of the market, for this expan- 
sion makes economic specialization more and 
more economically feasible. Often, such frag- 
mentation will occur w~ithin the firm, thus lead- 
ing to an internal technical division of labor. This 
will especially be the case where internal econ- 
omies of scope are strong so that specialized 
labor tasks will be integrated under a single man- 
agerial apparatus (Brander 1981 ; Goldstein and 
Gronberg 1984). But where internal economies 
of scope are negligible (or negative) the frag- 
mented labor tasks may be reconstituted within 
specialized individual firms. More specifically, 
if internal economies of scope are so small that 
they cannot offset the contending economic 
advantages of externalized transactional activity 
(via markets), then the whole manufacturing 
process will break down into a multiplicity of 
vertically disintegrated independent procedures. 

Out of the many empirical circumstances 
under which this latter state of affairs will occur, 
four would seem to be especially pertinent to the 
problem of urban growth and development. 
These four circumstances are briefly described 
here for illustrative purposes; but under no cir- 
cumstances should they be interpreted as rep- 
resenting the totality of the problem of vertical 
disintegration in industrial organization. First, 
fragmentation of labor processes may be 
expected to be a common event where the pro- 
duction system resists resynthesis so that labor 
processes are technically and economically 
disarticulatable from one another, in the sense 
that changes in production procedures at one 
stage in the manufacturing process have limited 
repercussions on production procedures at other 
stages. Second, as Carlton (1979) has shown, 
fragmentation will be accentuated in  cases 
where output markets are uncertain and unsta- 
ble so that firms will tend to disintegrate as a 
means of avoiding the backward transmission of 
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production irregularities through their vertical 
structure. Third, it sometimes happens that 
firms need services which can most efficiently 
be carried out on capital equipment that few 
individual firms are able to keep in full-time 
operation. Law firms, for instance, have fre- 
quent need of printing services, but this need is 
rarely large enough to sustain economically an 
in-house printing shop. In situations like this, 
disintegration occurs, and by pooling demands, 
the equipment can be operated efficiently and 
cheaply (Scott 1983b). Fourth, fragmentation is 
also often a response to the emergence of seg- 
mented labor markets in which work tasks can 
be subcontracted out from firms in primary labor 
market sectors to firms in secondary labor mar- 
ket sectors. Friedman (1977) has provided an 
analysis of this aspect of vertical disintegration 
for the case of the British car industry. We 
should notice in passing that very general theories 
of vertical disintegration have been proposed by 
Stigler (1951) and Williamson (1975). I have tried 
to show elsewhere (Scott 1985), that these the- 
ories are unsatisfactory in several respects, and 
more importantly for present purposes, they do 
not take us very far along the path of urban and 
regional development theory. 

Whatever the reasons may be for vertical dis- 
integration of labor processes, it creates what 
Young (1928) has described in a classic paper as 
increasing returns via external economies i.e., 
steadily falling production costs resulting from 
specialization as fragmentation increases. This 
is part of what Young also calls the increasing 
“roundaboutness” of production. Stigler (1951) 
has suggested that vertically disintegrating func- 
tions will be typified by strong internal econ- 
omies of scale and will thus tend to be large in 
size. This is by no means necessarily the case, 
however, for once we take into account the role 
of internal economies of scope (as suggested by 
Brander (1981) and Goldstein and Gronberg 
(1984)), it is evident that even functions with 
restricted scale economies may successfully dis- 
integrate. Thus, vertical disintegration may well 
bring into being large numbers of small special- 
ized firms with limited capacities for growth. If 
this is the case, increases in the extent of the 
market will be associated not just with vertical 
disintegration but rising levels of horizontal dis- 
integration too. That is, both the variety and 
number of firms will tend (though not without 
exception) to increase. As a corollary, an indus- 
trial complex will be engendered in the form of 

a sectorally stratified cluster of firms with many 
detailed and changing transactional relations 
among its different levels (Coase 1937; Holmes 
1986; Richardson 1972). 

These transactional relations are frequently 
intricate and multifarious, ranging as they do 
from material input-output flows, through sub- 
contracting partnerships, to detailed exchanges 
of information and face-to-face contacts. They 
also often have onerous geographically depen- 
dent costs attached to them. The greater the 
magnitude of these costs per unit of transac- 
tional activity, the greater is the likelihood that 
particular subsets of producers will converge 
toward their own center of gravity. This ten- 
dency will be all the more pronounced where 
some particular kinds of transactions have char- 
acteristics that intensify their cost. 

We may note three major cases where such 
intensification occurs (see Scott 1983~). First, if 
linkages are small in scale, they are usually 
unable to command significant discounts and 
hence muvt pay premium transport rates per 
mile. Second, if linkage structures are con- 
stantly changing, linkage partners must be con- 
tinually rediscovered and contacts rebuilt, and 
both of these activities incur heavy fixed and 
variable costs. Third, if linkages are problemat- 
ical in some way (in the sense that any given 
transaction must be carefully negotiated) then 
they will in general be effectuated by means of 
face-to-face contact, and this is notoriously 
expensive in both time and distance terms (Pye 
1977). 

Industrial establishments that are small in 
scale, produce unstandardized outputs in small 
batches, and face unstable markets are espe- 
cially likely to have linkage structures with some 
or all of the three features noted above. Such 
establishments are also likely to be strongly 
marked by vertical and horizontal disintegra- 
tion. The combined effect of these organiza- 
tional and transactional relations is to encourage 
intense geographical as well as functional asso- 
ciation among producers. In other words, under 
these sorts of conditions, producers (whether 
engaged in manufacturing or office and service 
activities) will tend to locate near to one another 
so as to cut the costs of external transactional 
activity (Goddard 1973; Mock 1976). Because 
geographical association reduces transactions 
costs, it in turn stimulates yet more vertical dis- 
integration. Conversely, where linkages are 
large in scale and stable in their spatio-temporal 
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structure, geographical dispersal of producers 
will be more likely to occur, as Brooks, Gilmour, 
and Murricane (1973) and Gilmour (1971) have 
shown in detailed empirical studies of manufac- 
turing activity in Montreal and its surrounding 
area. Even today, however, when the physical 
and time costs of transport and communications 
are so much lower than they once were, the 
heavy costs of much transactional activity 
enforces considerable agglomeration of produc- 
ers. Each agglomeration is then spatially under- 
pinned by the wide variety of infrastructural 
artifacts and other indivisibilities that are com- 
monly supplied by local collectivities in order to 
enhance the workability and efficiency of dense 
land use systems (Scott 1980). 

In these ways, intensely developed clusters of 
producers develop on the landscape, and with 
the growth of markets the clusters themselves 
grow in size and become increasingly internally 
differentiated. On such terrains as these, indus- 
trial invention and innovation find an especially 
propitious medium of subsistence. Any one 
cluster or agglomeration of producers consti- 
tutes a rich stock of organizational complexities 
within which new specialized firms can find 
accommodating niches. Further, the experi- 
enced entrepreneurs and workers in the local 
area are optimally positioned to seize on any 
new business or technical opportunity when it 
becomes economically feasible. Hence, so long 
as technical and social conditions give rise to 
easily appropriatable opportunities at the mar- 
gins of current practices, much new economic 
activity is likely to be created. This occurs by 
“spin-off” in both vertical and horizontal direc- 
tions. In the nineteenth century, the textile 
region of South Lancashire was an outstanding 
center of such industrial invention, innovation, 
and spin-off, just as today the microelectronics 
industry of Silicon Valley has many of the same 
characteristics (Henderson and Scott 1985; Sax- 
enian 1983). These examples help to pinpoint 
some important common features of industrial 
organization and complex development at dif- 
ferent times in different places. 

Organizational fragmentation and locational 
convergence of producers is observable today 
both in the long-establishd metallurgical and 
assembly industries of the Manufacturing Belt 
and in the newer high technology industrial com- 
plexes of the Sunbelt. Each of these patterns of 
industrial agglomeration is associated with char- 
acteristic urban forms. More specifically, disin- 

tegration and clustering are typical of such urban 
industries as clothing, furniture, foundry work, 
plastics molding, machinery assembly, electron- 
ics, instruments, business services, and research 
and development. The degree of breakdown and 
interconnection within these sectors is often so 
great that they form specializedindustrial quar- 
ters within large cities. We will often find that 
the functional core of any urban industrial com- 
plex is constituted by a dominant central pole of 
activity with many transactional ramifications 
(such as the car industry in Detroit). It is, how- 
ever, by no means always necessarily the case 
that urban growth will be posited on such a dom- 
inant pole, and sometimes (as demonstrated in 
the account by Allen ( 1  929) of nineteenth-cen- 
tury Birmingham) the urban process will flourish 
where only small-scale disintegrated industries 
occur. By the same token, it is indeed possible, 
as already noted by Pred (1965) and Smolensky 
and Ratajczak (1963, for major urban centers to 
appear in areas that lack a significant natural 
resource base. 

Whatever the idiosyncrasies of the local situ- 
ation may be, it is the potent increasing returns 
to scale engendered by rising levels of external- 
ization of the production process that basically 
drives the local development dynamic forward. 
As we have seen, any particular city may con- 
tain several different overlapping complexes (as, 
for example, in the case of the aerospace, film, 
and clothing industries of Los Angeles) all held 
together locationally by reason of the stock of 
urbanization economies that they jointly call 
into being. In addition, complexes in one city 
are invariably connected to complexes in other 
cities, and so the whole urban system becomes 
locked together within a structure of long- 
distance multiplier effects, input-output rela- 
tions, and information flows (Hermansen 1972; 
Pred 1977). 

As a result of these forces, nucleated com- 
plexes of industrial production appear at various 
locations on the landscape, and grow together. 
Nevertheless, these agglomerations of economic 
activity are not yet fully and finally urban, for to 
be so, they must be complemented by a working 
population together with all the emergent effects 
that are set in motion as that population sets 
about the task of occupying a residential space. 
Before we deal with this crucial matter, how- 
ever, we need to consider some of the counter- 
vailing tendencies to deconcentration and 
decentralization that sometimes act as dissol- 
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vants of established industrial complexes and 
their associated urban communities. 

Urbanization and the New Spatial 
Division of Labor 

Localized industrial complexes do not nec- 
essarily grow indefinitely, and units of industrial 
production do not necessarily always continue 
to locate within them. From the very beginnings 
of capitalist urban development, indeed, some 
decentralization of industry away from major 
foci of production has been observable. In 
recent decades,  such decentralization has 
become a flood tide, with important conse- 
quences for the course of urban and regional 
development. In particular, there has been much 
recent readjustment within urban production 
systems and much recent growth in the geo- 
graphical spaces that separate big cities from 
one another. As we shall see below, these events 
have helped to bring the space-economy into 
new focus within an overarching metropolis- 
hinterland system. I have written extensively 
elsewhere about the many different accounts 
given in the literature of the process of industrial 
decentralization (Scott 1982). These accounts 
range from descriptions of an eclectic assort- 
ment of “push” and “pull” variables to elabo- 
rate discussions of product cycle theory. I shall 
not enter into the intricacies and relative merits 
of these different accounts here. Instead, I shall 
try simply to show how much of the problem of 
industrial decentralization can be captured 
within a few simple but powerful general prin- 
ciples adduced by extension from the analysis 
already sketched out above. 

At the outset, let us take cognizance of the 
obvious but important point that technological 
and organizational change in production systems 
is endemic in capitalism. Sometimes, as we have 
observed, this change is manifest in a widening 
social division of labor and the fragmentation of 
production processes. Sometimes, however, it is 
associated with decisive reversals of these ten- 
dencies, resulting in considerable reintegration, 
resynthesis, and streamlining of production sys- 
tems. An example of this kind of reversal might 
be the invention of a pin-making machine that 
then causes the collapse of the division of labor 
by resynthesizing whole sets of disintegrated 
activities within one mechanical operation (see 
Robinson 1931). This sort of capital deepening 

often results in horizontal (as well as vertical) 
integration of industrial processes. It is usually 
associated with significant stabilization of mar- 
kets, standardization of products, and a shift to 
large-batch and mass production processes 
(Abernathy, Clark, and Kantrow (1983); Piore 
and Sabel (1984)). One critical consequence of 
such developments is that the external linkages 
of restructured production units become larger 
in volume and more predictable in their spatio- 
temporal structure, all of which leads to dra- 
matic reductions in unit transactions costs (Scott 
1983~). These developments are also, as it hap- 
pens, capable of inducing severe erosion of old 
industrial complexes based on intricate social 
divisions of labor. This has been demonstrated 
dramatically by Allen (1929) for the case of the 
Birmingham gun industry, which was almost 
wholly reconstructed in organizational and spa- 
tial terms after the development of large inte- 
grated capital-intensive forms of production in 
the 1850s and 1860s. 

These remarks still leave open the question of 
the locational proclivities of resynthesized, stan- 
dardized production units with simplified exter- 
nal linkages. The fact that such units face greatly 
reduced transactions costs across space means 
that they no longer need to locate close to some 
central industrial complex. In any case, a given 
complex will invariably generate many different 
kinds of agglomeration diseconomies, and 
when (restructured) establishments are no 
longer dependent on the compensatory external 
economies of the complex, they will tend to 
decentralize. In brief, the high land prices, high 
wages, high taxes and recalcitrant labor of many 
central complexes will eventually drive establish- 
ments (both new and old) with streamlined 
external linkages to peripheral areas. The exis- 
tence of an experienced and organized working 
class in older centers of production is an espe- 
cially strong inducement to industrial decentral- 
ization, and I shall return to this important point 
in the next section of the paper. If, in addition, 
the labor processes in these establishments have 
been deskilled, they are all the more likely to 
seek out cheap labor at scattered hinterland 
sites, or in Third World cities, or, indeed, any- 
where where historical and geographical cir- 
cumstances have created reservoirs of politically 
passive underemployed people. These tenden- 
cies to decentralization are further accentuated 
by the improvements in transport and commu- 
nications technologies that have gone on steadily 
with the course of time. 
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Once all of this has been said, however, there 
is still much that we need to learn about the 
underlying economic mechanisms of industrial 
decentralization. In particular, we also need to 
attempt to comprehend it as a process of the 
spatial switching and re-switching of techniques 
(along the neo-Ricardian lines suggested by 
Barnes and Sheppard (1984) and Huriot (1981)) 
in which critical decisions are made between 
alternative locations and forms of production 
relative to the prevailing rates of profit and 
wages. 

With the evolution of f m s  into multi-establish- 
ment organizations, the entire decentralization 
process is raised to a new level of activation. To 
begin with, multi-establishment firms are typi- 
fied by a drive to largeness of scale through the 
pursuit of managerial economies of scale and 
scope (Penrose 1959). As a consequence, such 
firms tend to become increasingly vertically 
integrated in terms of organizational span while 
simultaneously experiencing geographical dis- 
integration of their various internal components. 
Here we have, a s  Dunning (1981), Rugman 
(1982), and other theorists of the multinational 
corporation have proposed, a process that com- 
bines the benefits of internalized transactions 
(especially in cases where proprietary advan- 
tages can be put to use) with locational special- 
ization of the aliquot parts of the firm. This geo- 
graphical disintegration is encouraged by the 
circumstance that the manufacturing activity of 
multi-establishment firms is often (though not 
without many exceptions) constituted within 
standardized mass-production branch plants. 
Like standardized deskilled production gener- 
ally, these branch plants are frequently assigned 
to low-wage peripheral regions where they func- 
tion within the overall network of corporate 
activity, as Dunford (1986) and Perrons (1986) 
have shown in their studies of branch plant 
development in Southern Italy and Ireland, 
respectively. 

Taylor and Thrift (1982), among others, have 
suggested that the spatial extension of the mul- 
tinational corporation is further encouraged by 
the increased operating flexibility that comes 
from the ability of such corporations to control 
a series of far-flung constituent elements. Thus, 
such forms of corporate behavor as parallel pro- 
duction strategies, global scanning, the manip- 
ulation of differential labor turnover and wage 
policies at different locations begin to emerge. 
These forms of behavior enhance the commer- 
cial viability of the spatially extended multi- 

establishment corporation and help to underpin 
its widening geographical range. Simulta- 
neously, the unstandardized labor-intensive 
white-collar functions within the corporation 
start to emerge as separate, geographically spe- 
cialized units of production. These functions 
locate preferentially in centralized metropolitan 
business complexes. Here they perform in many 
ways like much urban manufacturing activity. 
They have a strong tendency to vertical disin- 
tegration (hence their strong association with 
broad constellations of business service func- 
tions), they are tightly interlinked within intri- 
cate transactional structures, and they cluster 
closely together within the geographical area of 
the metropolis, especially, of course, within the 
central business district. Even within these busi- 
ness complexes, there is a tendency for sub- 
nuclei of specialized activities to form around 
locally intense transactional structures, as Gad 
(1979) and Goddard (1973) among others have 
demonstrated. 

These several locational trends are the basis 
of a new spatial and indeed international division 
of labor (Frobel, Heinrichs, and Kreye 1980) 
consisting, in essence, of ( I )  a peripheral branch 
plant economy controlled and managed by office 
staffs located in the metropolis, combined with 
(2) increasing production subcontracting out to 
the periphery in cases where direct investment 
carries no particular advantages over partner- 
ship arrangements. Partly as a consequence of 
this, many of the large cities of the United States 
have experienced relative and absolute loses  of 
blue-collar jobs while white-collar jobs have 
tended to increase. 

As important as the new spatial division of 
labor may be, however, we must not exaggerate 
its overall significance (Sayer 1986). It consists 
for the most part of an overlay of corporate func- 
tions and subcontracting linkages superimposed 
upon a prior and coexistent pattern of industrial 
location and regional specialization. It would be 
especially an error to suppose that corporate 
management and control activities are now the 
sole vocation of the large global cities of Amer- 
ica. Many of these cities are important providers 
of governmental and personal services. Many 
continue to operate as major, and in some cases 
even growing, centers of manufacturing employ- 
ment; as will be pointed out later, however, 
much of this manufacturing activity is nowadays 
more and more comprised of small sweatshop 
industries and subcontract shops. Finally, it is 
important to acknowledge that whereas the 
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extensive margin of industrialization is not usu- 
ally much given to in-depth economic develop- 
ment (Dunford 1986), it occasionally happens 
that new industrial complexes (and hence new 
patterns of urbanization) may spring up at  for- 
merly undeveloped sites. This has been espe- 
cially the case with the rise of the new high- 
technology growth centers of the Sunbelt, but it 
is also the case in parts of Europe and the Third 
World, as  we shall see below. These new centers 
exert strong competitive pressures on the older 
industr ia l  complexes .  S u c h  pressures  have  
recently helped to transform many of the tradi- 
tional industrial labor relations and practices 
that have been painstakingly built up over the 
decades in American cities: these  pressures  
have resulted in new threats to the wages and 
working condi t ions  of many working-class  
Americans-a point that Bluestone and Harri- 
son (1982) have made insistently in their study 
of the impacts of plant closures and industrial 
restructuring on urban communities. 

The Employment Relation, 
Community, and Locale 

The growth of dense complexes of economic 
activity on  the  landscape of capitalism also 
brings in its train the localized growth of large 
satellite populations. These populations supply 
the labor skills and human attributes necessary 
for the functional continuity of any system of 
production. Furthermore, as  local labor markets 
come into operation, innumerable additional 
external economies are created, and these also 
help to  hold the entire complex together as a 
geographical entity. Hence, just as the produc- 
tion system defines the territorial coordinates 
within which polyvalent pools  of urbanized 
labor come into being, so it in turn depends 
increasingly on that which it has engendered at  
the outset. Agglomerations of jobs result in par- 
allel c lus te rs  of  w o r k e r s ,  and  t h e s e  labor  
reserves  then a t t rac t  more j o b s  into central  
agglomerations. In this manner, the city proper 
emerges-analytically, that is-from the proto- 
urban processes and forms discussed above. 

By its very nature, capitalist society repre- 
sents a tense force-field of conflicting and cen- 
trifugal pressures. It is universally structured by 
the capital-labor relation (itself a domain of con- 
siderable political turmoil) and at  the same time, 

it is fractured by many different localisms and 
narrowly defined territorial interests. Nowhere 
are these fracturing effects more evident than in 
the urban arena. Thus,  each different city is 
marked by a specific local history that is shot 
th rough with t h e  pecul iar i t ies  of  p lace  and  
locale; and each city is also invariably internally 
subdivided in to  different  communi t ies  and 
neighborhoods (Fincher 1984; Harris 1984; FOS- 
ter 1968). Here we are face to face with one of 
the central puzzles of social history and urban 
geography. Does the spatial structure of urban 
settlements hinder the formation of class con- 
sciousness by dividing workers (including, now- 
adays, large numbers of white-collar workers) 
into widely varying communaliresidential affili- 
ations, as  Katznelson (1981) suggests'? Or  does 
the massing together in cities of large numbers 
of workers (thus facilitating political mobiliza- 
tion and organization) constitute the precondi- 
tion of its formation,  a s  Calhoun (1982) has  
claimed in his dense study of popular agitations 
in early nineteenth-century Britain? In what fol- 
lows, I shall propose that in a political-cum- 
ideological climate such as the current one, of 
massive depoliticization and sharply attenuated 
social conflict, there is much in city life that 
helps further to  assuage the tense capital-labor 
relation. It must be added forthwith, however, 
that I see no clear way of answering these ques- 
tions a s  a straightforward matter of abstract 
principle. What we undoubtedly most need at 
this stage is a multiplicity of careful empirical 
studies dealing with the ways in which class and 
communi ty  in te rsec t  with and a c t  on  one  
another in different historical and geographical 
situations. 

If we examine the contingent social space of 
the modern metropolis, one of the first obser- 
vations we are likely t o  come up with is how 
strongly fissured it is by detailed occupational 
categories (Duncan and Duncan 1955; Green- 
berg 1981; Schwirian 1974). In particular, over 
the course of the twentieth century, as the divi- 
s ion of  labor  in  t h e  product ion  sys tem h a s  
become ever more deeply divided between two 
primary groups (namely the  blue-collar and 
white-collar fractions of the labor force), resi- 
dential neighborhoods in the city have come 
increasingly to  reflect this same split. 

Why, precisely, this division of labor should 
reappear with such evident insistence as  a social 
division of urban space remains far from clear. 
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In part, no doubt, it can be accounted for in 
simple economic terms via an analysis of com- 
muting costs and income differentials, as sug- 
gested by much detailed empirical work on this 
issue (see Gera and Kuhn 1978). I propose, how- 
ever, the further hypothesis that spatial segre- 
gation is boosted to yet higher levels of resolu- 
tion by the operation of the contrasting logics of 
social reproduction among these different occu- 
pational categories. The hypothesis can also be 
expressed as the idea that the useful reproduc- 
tive capacities of intraurban space become fully 
appropriatable for specified fractions of the 
labor force only when that space is also recon- 
structed (through the housing choices of individ- 
uals) as a system of quasi-homogeneous neigh- 
borhoods. In the blunt and functionalist terms 
of Hoselitz (1955, 181) such neighborhoods help 
to sustain “morale, discipline, and steadfast 
devotion to a given task.” The same point may 
be made rather less crudely by considering the 
more subtle emergent effects and use values of 
segregated neighborhoods as foci of socializa- 
tion, tokens of status and labor market capacity, 
and seats of socially sanctioned forms of family 
life (see Scott (1980) for a fuller discussion of 
these issues). Thus, neighborhoods are instru- 
ments of social integration (by binding people 
together in shared, useful, and collectively 
dependent spaces); but they simultaneously 
drive wedges between different segments of the 
working population (by dividing social groups in 
a residential mosaic). Neighborhood politics, if 
anything, help to reinforce the latter tendency 
since they provoke much competition between 
different intraurban groups. All of this specula- 
tion, of course, is extremely provisional, and I 
need hardly add that my remarks here are sub- 
ject to revision on further investigation. 

At the same time, urban social space is further 
subdivided by many additional lines of social 
cleavage. Superimposed upon the system of 
neighborhoods defined by occupational category 
are other levels of geographical disaggregation 
defined in terms of such variables as age, life- 
style, religion, and ethnicity (Ley 1983). This 
observation suggests at once that we must exer- 
cise caution in the ways in which we set about 
investigating the logic of urban social space, and 
we must certainly not attempt to push the con- 
nections to production space to extremes. On 
the contrary, there are many specific human 
activities and geographical patterns in urban 

social space that either have a highly mediated 
relation to the production system, or else have 
no relation to it at all. Better yet, neighborhood 
formation is often an expression of an intricate 
articulation of both work-related and nonwork- 
related forces. Ethnic neighborhoods in the city 
exemplify this latter point especially well. A 
brief scrutiny of this problem throws much fur- 
ther light on the whole problem of industrial- 
ization and urbanization. 

One of the most familiar aspects of the growth 
of large industrial cities in the U.S. over the last 
century has been their reception of wave after 
wave of ethnic immigrants drawn in to their 
expanding employment base (Ward 1971, 1983). 
The low-wage unskilled labor needs of the large 
metropolis have continually been replenished in 
this way. Wherever, in the world at large, his- 
torical and geographical circumstances have 
created local instabilities (as a result of poverty, 
famine, political repression, war, and so on) the 
resulting streams of migrants have time and again 
been eventually caught up in the functional orbit 
of industrial urban capitalism (Portes and Walton 
1981). In this way, over the years, migrant pop- 
ulations have moved in, and continue to move 
in, to the sweatshops, factories, and unskilled 
service industries of urban America. Irish, Ital- 
ians, Poles, Eastern European Jews, Southern 
blacks, have all in their turn made up these 
migration streams (Ley 1983; Ward 1971). And 
now, most recently of all, Latinos and Asians 
have started to move en masse into large Amer- 
ican cities (Sassen-Koob 1982). A scrutiny of 
recent census data reveals that much of this lat- 
ter movement has been directed to the burgeon- 
ing high-technology centers of the Sunbelt. 

As these populations become, each in turn, 
embroiled in the daily activity patterns of the 
city, their ethnicity is socially renegotiated, as it 
were, o n  new terms. Typically, these ethnic 
groups form dense segregated neighborhoods 
close to those foci of employment where 
unskilled low-wage jobs abound. Such foci have 
characteristically been located in old inner city 
areas, but now with the development of periph- 
eral industrial complexes, they are also increas- 
ingly to be found in suburban areas and in newer 
growth centers, as I have recently demonstrated 
for the case of Orange County (Scott 1986). 
These ethnic neighborhoods a re  then held 
together as spatial units by reason of the tight 
social networks (built up around idiosyncrasies 
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of language and culture) that commonly develop 
within them. In such neighborhoods, immigrants 
remain (in some degree) socially and politically 
cut off from the broader indigenous urban work- 
ing class (Bodnar 1982; Katznelson 1981). 

Ethnicity in the American metropolis is thus 
preeminently a contingent outcome of labor 
market needs and pressures. These involve the 
recreation over and over again of pools of cheap 
and malleable labor (including women and ado- 
lescents) suitable for employment in the disin- 
tegrated complexes of labor-intensive manufac- 
turing and service industries that cluster within 
the metropolis. Urban ethnicity is at once dura- 
ble as a general social phenomenon, and yet it 
is also largely transient in so far as any specific 
group is concerned. With perhaps the single 
stubborn exception of blacks, groups with par- 
ticular subdominant cultural identities have been 
assimilated over the course of three or four gen- 
erations into the mainstream of American life 
(Massey and Mulligan 1984; Rodgers 1981; Zunz 
1981). Thus, the socialization processes char- 
acteristic of American urban society have con- 
tinually eroded the conditions under which 
cheap exploitable labor at the bottom of the 
employment ladder can be internally repro- 
duced. The concomitant vacuum has then 
invariably been filled by new rounds of immi- 
gration, new rounds of ethnic neighborhood for- 
mation, and new rounds of social and political 
fragmentation. All of this is a far cry indeed from 
ecological theories of urban social space with 
their central emphasis on moral order and cul- 
tural solidarity and their abftraction away from 
basic production and labor market activities. 

By massing workers together in large com- 
munities, urbanization generates some of the 
preconditions of political mobilization; but, as 
we have observed, it also always cuts away at 
this possibility by reinforcing the social frag- 
mentation of capitalist society and by radically 
divorcing workplace and homeplace as exper- 
iential domains. Perhaps the last great urban- 
based alliance of workers in the U.S. consisted 
of the loose coalitions of unionized craft labor 
forces that flourished in the industrial cities of 
the North and East in the decades just before 
and after World War 11. As noted earlier, how- 
ever, industry has in part responded (and con- 
tinue$ to respond) to this state of affairs by 
various combinations of technical change, 
restructuring, and relocation (Storper 1981); and 
where these responses have not been feasible, 

we see alternative strategies being brought into 
play: local political accommodations with 
selected population groups such as workers with 
seniority (Clark 1986), increased subcontracting 
activity into more easily manageable labor mar- 
ket niches (Scott 1983b), or in situ substitution 
of cheap immigrant labor for more expensive 
native-born labor (Scott 1984b, 1984~). 

The results of these various developments 
have been dramatic. On the one hand, many 
older metropolitan centers give evidence of a 
deepening social and labor market segmentation 
characterized by ( 1 )  increasing white-collar 
management and control functions and other 
office and service activities (2) the movement of 
immigrant labor into secondary labor market 
positions in both manufacturing and services, 
and (3) the steady decline of skilled blue-collar 
occupations as jobs at that level are restruc- 
tured, destroyed, and decentralized (Sassen- 
Koob 1982). On the other hand, new cycles of 
growth, complex formation, and urbanization 
are now starting to appear at certain highly 
selected locations within the world system. The 
emergent high-technology industrial complexes 
of the American West and South are a major 
case in point (Rees 1978; Saxenian 1983; Scott 
1986). So too are the many new growth centers 
in Europe such as Emilia-Romagna in northeast 
Italy, the Cambridge region of England, or the 
developing industrial areas of the South of 
France (Brusco 1982; Keeble 1984; Planque 
1984). And so are the rising metropolitan regions 
of the newly industrializing countries, as exem- 
plified by places like Hong Kong, Singapore, 
and Sao Paulo (Chen 1979; Storper 1984). In all 
of these cases new rounds of local history (based 
on revivified growth in the context of the capital- 
labor relation) are beginning anew. It largely 
remains to be seen what peculiar articulations 
of class, community, and locale will eventually 
crystallize out in each case. The broad lesson of 
all this is that cities are implicated in the repro- 
duction of the social relations of capitalism in 
complicated, contradictory, and unpredictable 
ways; and, in turn, those ways that are given in 
history produce widely varying versions of the 
urban process. 

Conclusion 

As noted in the introduction to this paper, the 
urban discourses of the 1960s and 1970s seemed 
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to create a curiously truncated view of the city, 
i.e., a view in which the basic everyday world 
of production and work was subsumed as mere 
stage scenery to a series of consumptionist phe- 
nomena. To be sure, these discourses made 
available many useful and important insights. If 
the arguments presented above have any valid- 
ity, however, the urban theorists of the recent 
past clearly failed to come to terms with the 
mainsprings of urbanization in capitalist society. 
In contrast to these theorists, I claim here that 
industrialization as a generalized process of eco- 
nomic organization and social integration is the 
basis of modern urban development. Above all, 
the intricate ramifications of the social division 
of labor, the transactional structure of produc- 
tion, and the dynamics of local labor market for- 
mation create a field of forces that pervasively 
underpins the whole spatial pattern of the 
metropolis. Of course, we must always keep in 
mind the principle that humans are the active 
agents in historical and geographical eventua- 
tion, and we must take care always to allow for 
all the social and political open-endedness that 
dwells within these processes. 

I have tried to sketch out above the bald linea- 
ments of a framework for approaching the prob- 
lem of urbanization in contemporary capitalism. 
I believe that this framework can prove useful 
as a means of shaping scientific enquiry. I am 
also convinced that it brings to the fore a series 
of practical social questions that will surely over 
the next few decades increasingly be seen as 
politically significant. These questions, indeed, 
are already highly charged in political terms, no 
matter whether we are addressing the issue of 
the changing fortunes of Snowbelt and Sunbelt 
cities, or the steady expansion of the new inter- 
national division of labor around a handful of 
global cities, or the recent resurgence of ethnic 
immigration into the large American metropolis. 
In the end, these questions are all of a piece, for 
they are all derivative from a central set of pro- 
cesses-and a corresponding theoretical prob- 
lematic-built up around the logic of produc- 
t ion,  work, and territorial development in 
capitalist society (Scott and Storper 1986). The 
geographical agenda referred to in the title of 
this paper is a way-station to the full realization 
of this problematic in both theoretical and 
empirical terms. I see it as part of the broader 
political effort to construct and reconstruct the 
critique of capitalism as we accumulate histori- 
cal experience of its operation on our lives. 
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