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ABSTRACT 

This research explores downtown redevelopment in Tucson, Arizona to 

investigate who is imagined as the constituent for the redeveloped spaces of 

downtown Tucson.  Drawing from various cases (primarily between 2010-2013), 

this study resonates with significant contributions of urban geographers to 

understand the ways that various forms of urban governance, placed 

subjectivities and political economy help to produce U.S. cities.  This research 

provides a trialectic understanding of forces shaping downtown redevelopment, 

powers of: social memory; city policies and mechanisms; and economic 

investment. These forces constantly appear throughout the remaining pages and 

are informed by each other at times in reactive ways while in other moments in 

conciliatory ways.  Each of these forces—social memory, city policies and 

mechanisms, and economic development—circulate within a complex of social 

relations and each, in varying ways (re)produces administrative and institutional 

norms and juridical regulations. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In conducting this research project I set out to investigate contemporary 

downtown redevelopment in Tucson, Arizona.  My primary questions center on 

how Tucson residents, policymakers, and downtown boosters imagine a vibrant 

downtown core and, critically, who are understood to be the constituents of a 

revitalized downtown Tucson.  Foundational to these primary research questions, 

I sought to analyze how existing near-downtown residents were positioned within 

downtown redevelopment and what strategies residents used to guide downtown 

redevelopment efforts and to what ends.   

My research and my findings are deeply shaped by the spatio-

temporalities that shape downtown Tucson.  The very notion that downtown 

Tucson presently needs to be revitalized or that it is in a current process of being 

revitalized rests on a dominant discourse of a dying downtown sometime in the 

recent past.  In downtown Tucson much of the meaning attached to revitalization 

is shaped by perceived failures of the urban renewal of the late 1960s.  While 

social scientists have investigated the impact of Tucson’s urban renewal project, 

particularly as it regards race/cultural identity and cultural heritage (Gourley, 

1992; Otero, 2010), my research explores how social memories and their related 

imaginaries of downtown Tucson have shaped contemporary development 

efforts.  In doing so, I have sought to analyze the ways that memory enfold within 

an emergent past-present of downtown Tucson. 
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As I argue, how current redevelopment efforts are perceived is 

significantly shaped by one’s experience of the previous urban renewal.  This 

registers both in personal, embodied memories and in stories of collective 

memory.  In the latter case, how individuals (almost always current near-

downtown residents) invoke a collective memory of harm caused by poor 

planning processes during the lead-up to urban renewal is seemingly shaped by 

how they currently understand their position vis-à-vis acting as a power-broker in 

current redevelopment efforts.  As such, residents who perceive themselves as 

outside of the means to affect change—that plans affecting them are being 

drawn and implemented without their consent—immediately draw connections to 

displaced residents during urban renewal.  

While memory is often deployed to shame city officials and therefore 

potentially alter their decisions, memory has further been codified as historic 

preservation in Tucson.  Following urban renewal, many near-downtown 

residents began to register homes, sites and eventually neighborhood districts on 

the national historic registry.  This move was, for many, a defensive mechanism 

to the potential for more large developments that would displace near-downtown 

neighborhoods.  Through establishing nationally registered historic 

neighborhoods and with it the eventual creation of the historic neighborhood 

preservation zones in Tucson, these neighborhoods produced a new legal and 

administrative tool for shaping future development.  As such, historic 

preservation provided one mechanism to solidify claims to the past and thereby 
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produce additional oversight and negotiation powers for present residents of 

historic neighborhoods.  In chapter four I elaborate on these power dynamics and 

provide a case-study to argue that Tucson is currently experiencing a rapid and 

significant shift in the power of historic neighborhoods’ formal ability to shape 

near-downtown development due to the implementation of urban overlay districts 

which ease previous regulations. 

Yet, to only focus on the ways that memory and history are invoked in 

current downtown redevelopment efforts would merely tell just part of a complex 

story.  My research provides a trialectic understanding of forces shaping 

downtown redevelopment, powers of: social memory; city policies and 

mechanisms; and economic investment. These forces constantly appear 

throughout the remaining pages.  They are informed by each other at times in 

reactive ways while in other moments in conciliatory ways.  Each of these 

forces—social memory, city policies and mechanisms, and economic 

development—circulate within a complex of social relations and each, in varying 

ways (re)produces administrative and institutional norms and juridical 

regulations.  This is particularly true in the case of city policies and economic 

development as readers will observe quite clearly in chapters one on Rio Nuevo 

and four addressing city processes and the speed of economic development.  In 

what follows I weave aspects of social memory, placed subjectivities, cultural 

heritage, historic preservation and capital circulation within near-downtown 



12 
 

12 
 

Tucson to demonstrate the complex ways that urban developments and social 

space are produced. 

In chapter one, part one I provide a review of urban development in the 

U.S. and Tucson since WWII as a backdrop to situate current redevelopment 

efforts.  In chapter one, part two I provide a review of the Rio Nuevo Multipurpose 

Facilities District with particular focus on the original cultural heritage vision for 

the district as mandated through local popular vote and the seemingly 

inconsistent State of Arizona statutory requirement to focus on economic 

development centered on convention business. 

Chapter two provides the reader with my methodological and theoretical 

approach including who I interviewed, the number of media sources reviewed, 

and my own position as a near-downtown resident.  Chapter three investigates 

the productive deployment of social memory and collective memories in 

downtown Tucson’s redevelopment.  Chapter four brings the reader in to a 

remarkable case study on the Main Gate Urban Overlay District in Tucson from 

late 2011 through late 2012.  I present a significant shift in power relations 

through city policies as it relates to historic neighborhood protection, inclusion on 

the national registry of historic neighborhoods and near-downtown development 

processes.  Finally, I conclude with implications of what urban development for 

developers and the enhanced purse-strings of Tucson officials means for the 
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productive potential of collective memories and the social space they help 

produce. 
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CHAPTER 1 

TUCSON URBAN DEVELOPMENT BACKGROUND 

Post-war Urban Decline and Disinvestment  

Following the end of World War II, a myriad of factors further contributed to 

significant urban decline and disinvestment in the United States.  Federal 

housing and transportation policies; deindustrialization; and racial anxieties are 

typically cited as the primary forces which led to urban decline in the inner city 

and Central Business Districts (CBD) alongside the concomitant expansion of the 

suburbs. 

Federal policies such as the Federal Housing Administration (FHA) 

mortgage insurance guarantees and the GI Bill (the 1944 Serviceman’s 

Readjustment Act included the Veterans Administration home mortgage benefit) 

were implemented within a rationale that favored both homeowners over renters 

and that perceived greater risk for mortgages tied to inner-city and minority urban 

neighborhoods.  Following the return of vets from the war and the subsequent 

“baby boom”, many cities experienced housing shortages.  Each of these factors 

fostered greater development of and relocation of residents to the suburbs. 

The refocusing on the automobile was, likewise, a critical force in urban 

development and urban decline.  In 1956, the Interstate Highway Act subsidized 

highway development and expansion throughout the U.S.  Highway development 
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fostered commuter-based lifestyles for residents outside the central city and 

frequently led to the bulldozing of older industrial areas or low-resource 

neighborhoods in the inner city to make way for the new highways.  Alongside 

increased subsidies for highways, automobile ownership also increased and with 

it goods and services began to shift into commercial malls considered more 

convenient to car travel and parking for suburban residents. 

The 1930s and 40s and the end of sharecropping in the U.S. south 

brought increased numbers of black families into the more industrial cities of the 

north and northeast for new employment opportunities.  Deindustrialization in the 

U.S. Northeast and Midwest (commonly known as the “rustbelt”) rose through the 

1950s-70s, causing cities to lose manufacturing jobs and with it residents in the 

central city.     

The fear of loss of economic security alongside a deep-seated fear of the 

racialized Other further drove many whites to seek the economic security and 

order of the new suburban developments.  The role of race in driving urban 

decline became particularly visible following the urban rebellions of 1967 in 

Detroit and numerous other cities in the years following.  Within this constellation 

of racism and racial and economic anxiety, urban centers became further 

segregated as whites and more upwardly-mobile residents fled the cities now 

depicted as a Gotham for criminals and the destitute.  At the same time, 

“Sunbelt” cities of the south and southwest began attracting greater numbers of 
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people into largely suburban metropolitan developments, holding out promises of 

economic prosperity and better living.   

Sunbelt City Politics  

The U.S. Sunbelt typically describes the south and southwestern states, evoking 

their warmer climates and the exodus from the older Rustbelt of northern and 

Midwestern industrial cities.  While exact definitions of and even boundaries for 

the Sunbelt vary, according to historian David Goldfield (2003: 3),  “[t]he 

‘Sunbelt,’ most commonly, is journalistic shorthand for metropolitan prosperity 

below the thirty-seventh parallel—the demarcation of the "Sunshine Belt" in an 

early 1940s Army/Air Force report.”  Commonly grouped together due to 

similarities in development following World War II, the larger metropolitan regions 

spanning from Florida to California have been predominantly characterized 

based on the prominence of leisure and defense industries; pro-growth policies; 

and horizontal versus vertical metropolitan development.  Many Sunbelt cities are 

characterized by a suburban population density within a population akin to other 

major cities, complete with a diversity of people, architecture and goods and 

services, a dynamic that Lang and LeFurgy have coined the “boomburbs” (Stahl 

2011).  

Land and Housing development has played a critical role in the ever 

expanding development of Sunbelt cities, including Tucson.  Housing in the 

Sunbelt cities, excluding southern California, has remained remarkably affordable 
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in comparison with cities along the northern coasts.  The driving force behind the 

housing markets in cities like Phoenix and Tucson is supply rather than demand 

(Glaeser and Tobio 2007).  In total, the continued growth of the Sunbelt cities is 

often characterized by an unmistakable commitment to ever increasing in-

migration, anti-union policies (cheap labor), and cheap land.  This combination 

produces a remarkably uneven economic reality for those who own and develop 

land, those who foster that development, and the vast majority of residents 

whose depressed wages help to fuel the constant growth of the region.   

The Sunbelt grew up alongside suburban development and with it served 

as a bastion for whites fleeing older, urban areas.  As such, growth in the Sunbelt 

supported a re-establishing of a Republican party ideology complete with “a 

center-right ideology based on pro-growth, low tax economic policies, color-blind 

racial ideas of home ownership and neighborhood schools, patriotism, and pro-

family values to attract the middle class whites who lived and raised families in 

the burgeoning metropolitan suburbs of the Sunbelt” (Nevin 2008: para. 10). 

Built into the Sunbelt’s economic drivers, particularly in Arizona, the 

heightened purchasing-power for domestic migrants who have incomes (e.g. 

pensions) earned elsewhere in the U.S., and who later transplant to less 

expensive cities like Tucson.  Sunbelt cities experienced significant population 

increases due to cheap land, which fostered the suburban dream of affordable, 

single-family homes (see below for more detail).  According to census data, 
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Tucson saw a rapid increase in population from 45,454-212,892 spanning the 

decade between 1950 and 1960 (Moffat, 1996).  A constant flow of in-migration 

has helped to ensure growth in the economies of Sunbelt cities like Tucson, 

Arizona.  Even more recently, Arizona has seen triple-digit growth, for instance, 

from 1990 to 2008, Arizona’s population grew by 177% (Briney 2009). 

Pro-growth policies in the Sunbelt favor privatization and public subsidies 

to entice projects maintained under private companies.  In 1977, two political 

scientists, David C. Perry and Alfred J. Watkins, “identified the crucial role of the 

federal government in serving as a catalyst, especially in terms of infrastructure, 

to facilitate the location of the new economy in the Sunbelt. The irony was that 

these mostly conservative political jurisdictions favored limited federal 

intervention and spawned national candidates like Ronald Reagan, Barry 

Goldwater, and George W. Bush, who supported slashing federal programs and 

agencies” (Goldfield 2003;5).   The Sunbelt cities would prove ideal sites for 

developing neo-conservative and neo-liberal forms of urban governance, 

fostering “the emergence of ‘privatism’, including such phenomena as gated 

communities and privatizing public services, and the signs of trouble with respect 

to poverty, race relations, and the environment that emphasized a continuity with 

older settlements in other parts of the country” (ibid). For Tucson such political 

trends would shape much of the city’s development following the end of WWII, 

contining alongside rapid development in the1970s and 1980s, and arguably up 
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to the present under the policy framework of a remarkably conservative 

legislature in Phoenix, Arizona. 

The Spatial and Racial Politics of Tucson as a Sunbelt City   

With the end of WWII and the advent of the Cold War, Tucson, like many Sunbelt 

cities, received further in-migration through established defense industries, 

including expansion of Davis Monthan Air Force Base and the establishment of 

Raytheon Missile Systems in 1951, among others.  In Tucson, defense industry 

was on the rise alongside a growth in tourism and, eventually, retirement 

communities.   

In the Post-war period, Tucson’s city planners and elites increasingly 

sought to attract tourism to fuel a local service industry (Otero 2010).  Relatedly, 

the city began to craft cultural events and a “Wild West” image to draw domestic 

tourists from across the U.S. (ibid).  As Lydia Otero has eloquently argued, 

producing the tourist economy in Tucson necessitated a new historical narrative, 

one attuned to the Western genre of cowboys and Indians.  Of note, this new 

historical narrative rested on an erasure of the Mexican-American population 

which had settled the region under the flag of Mexico from the nations’ 

independence in 1821-1853 following the Gadsden Purchase (ibid). 

In the 1950s and 60s, Tucson’s White population grew rapidly within a 

built environment centered around the automobile.  At the same time that Tucson 

experienced rapid in-migration from northern and Midwestern cities, it 
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simultaneously experienced a shift in residential development from the urban 

core to more peripheral, predominantly White suburban developments on the 

eastside and northern edge of the city (Quiros 2009).  Within Tucson and Arizona 

as a whole much of this growth occurred among the non-Hispanic, white 

population.  In 1900 Arizona was comprised of a 20-30% non-white population 

(Nevada is the only other western state to have a population above 10% non-

white in 1900) (Hobbs and Stoops 2002).  In 1950, due to influx of white 

domestic migrants, this figure would shift down to 10-20% of the population as 

non-white.  As mentioned earlier between 1950-1960 Tucson experienced a 

368% population (Moffat, 1996).  The population increase and the shifting 

demographics within Arizona specifically would support more suburban 

development in cities like Tucson. 

According to historian Eric Avila, suburbanization is “a mode of 

urbanization in which cities extend outward rather than upward to accommodate 

the spatial appetite of home owners, retailers, and industrialists” (quoted in Otero 

2010: 53).  Suburbanization reached its height in the U.S. in the years spanning 

1945-1975 (Otero 2010).  In Tucson suburban expansion would largely open up 

the eastern and northern edges of the city for planned, largely White 

communities dependent on cars to reach needed goods and services.  Suburban 

expansion was made possible, in part, by Federal Housing policies in the post-

war era which provided capital to aspiring home buyers and the move to suburbia 

served as a symbol of prosperity and with it entre into a new consumer culture.   
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Increasing suburban development in Tucson in the 1950s hit a fever-pitch 

with the opening of El Con shopping mall a few miles east of downtown in 1961.  

The mall’s opening caused many downtown businesses and city officials to fear 

that the Central Business District (CBD) would lose critical sales revenues.  

These fears were in part centered on the accessibility of automobiles within the 

CBD versus the sprawling parking lots of the El Con Mall, and greater attraction 

to recent suburbanites (Otero 2010). 

Simultaneously, racial covenants and federal housing policies such as 

urban renewal produced massive displacement of ethnic and racial minorities 

and highway construction all coalesced to ensure that much urban and suburban 

development would adhere to segregated racial lines.  Racial segregation as well 

as suburban growth was fueled in part by “white flight” from cities during the 

urban uprisings (race riots) of the late 1960s (Gourley 1992).  “In 1946”, writes 

Otero, “early in the suburban movement, Harry T. Getty identified eighty-three 

locations under restrictive covenant throughout [Tucson].  All of these covenants 

included specific racial exclusions….”  (Otero 2010: 53).  Racial segregation had 

been and continued to be a factor in how Tucson would develop in the post-war 

period.  Suburban growth in Tucson was further exacerbated through a 

subsequent urban renewal project in the downtown barrio.  Many Mexican-

American residents displaced through urban renewal moved not to the north or 

east, but to the south and west in newer, predominantly Mexican-American 

barrios (Otero 2010). 



22 
 

22 
 

Deterioration from disinvestment; growing emphasis on automobiles and 

truck-cargo (which decentralized the services previously available in the 

downtown core and brought construction of roads near or through them), 

deindustrialization, and suburbanization led to real and perceived urban decline 

throughout US cities in the 20th century (Gotham 2001; Birch 2009; Jacobs 

1993; Zukin 2009). As Otero (2010: 57) argues, the ideological goals founded in 

modernist desires to create homogenous and orderly spaces “that sustained and 

encouraged suburbanization also sanctioned urban renewal.” 

In a response to urban decline local, state and federal governments 

implemented a renewal program under the auspices of the Department of 

Housing and Development (HUD) to eliminate slums and deconcentrate poverty 

by relocating poor residents outside of the CBD to be replaced by public 

buildings and commercial districts and the subsequent higher tax base they 

would attract (Fraser 2004; Jones & Popke 2010; Zukin 2009). As Gotham 

concludes, “although urban renewal officials justified the urban renewal program 

based on attacking substandard housing conditions, very few officials used 

federal resources and subsidies to improve deteriorated or dilapidated housing or 

‘renew’ slum neighborhoods” (Gotham 2001: 7-8). 

Instead, urban renewal projects functioned to “erase old land-holding 

patterns of many small parcels of land and create new large development blocks” 

(Gourley 1992, 55).  As such, massive removal of residents was a necessity.  In 



23 
 

23 
 

the post-war period of 1949-1973, 250 neighborhoods across the U.S. were 

leveled by bulldozers.  As a consequence, at least one million people were 

displaced through urban renewal projects across 993 cities.  These projects 

overwhelmingly targeted minority and low-income residents (Till 2012) who were 

often replaced by large civic and government complexes, as well as by freeways 

serving suburban and metropolitan sprawl.  Urban renewal projects were 

federally subsidized but developed and implemented on a municipal level 

(Gourley 1992).  Otero argues that Tucson’s city planners, encouraged by local 

business elites, sought “[t]o attract those who no longer made the downtown their 

major shopping destination, Tucson’s city planners set about modernizing the 

urban core in the image of the emerging suburban ideal” (Otero 2010: 8).   

A desire for a more modern, more “American” city led Tucson’s public 

officials to dispossess many of the residents in its most ethnically diverse and 

densely populated part of the city and destroy much of the neighborhood they 

called home.  In Tucson, the Pueblo Center Redevelopment Project was 

approved in 1966, paving the way for urban renewal in downtown Tucson and 

the removal of over 735 residents.  In their place, the city developed the Tucson 

Community Center (TCC), now known as the Tucson Convention Center, which 

opened in 1971 and was slated as one portion of a massive government and arts 

complex that would feature entertainment and revitalize the surrounding, 

struggling downtown businesses.  Arguably, the opposite occurred, with the area 

losing prominence and foot traffic well into the 1990s.   
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The urban renewal caused great sorrow for many of the families and 

businesses that were displaced.  The further failure to revitalize the downtown 

has cast this moment in history and its related, on-going wounds will remain a 

frequent theme in future discussion of redevelopment efforts to follow.  The 

massive urban renewal and “slum” clearance which displaced many of Tucson’s 

oldest residents from downtown is representative of the urban planning and 

redevelopment framework from the post-World War II era through 1973 

(Fainstein 1991: Gotham 2001). According to Otero (2010: 7) “…the Pueblo 

Center Redevelopment Project promised far more than the physical rejuvenation 

of Tucson’s urban landscape. It promised to replace ‘old’ residents and spaces 

with ‘new’ ones.”  The developments of the 1960s and 70s, in particular, have left 

a deep imprint on the city’s built environment and morphology and continue to 

inform urban development dynamics into the present. 
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CHAPTER 1, PART 2 

RIO NUEVO BACKGROUND 

The plan for downtown development has changed so many times 
over the years, it's hard to know what Rio Nuevo is any longer. Is 
the focus broad or is it narrow? Is it the west-side projects or the 
convention center? Do we need approval from the Legislature or 
should we pull the plug? 

--Josh Brodesky, 2012a  

 

Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District & Master Plan 

Contemporary development efforts in Tucson are in many ways a continuation of 

this historical process of restless city development and redevelopment.  The Rio 

Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District has served as a central mechanism for 

collective visioning and contestation of redevelopment in Tucson’s recent past.  

The Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District (commonly known as Rio Nuevo) 

was enabled via state statute to establish a Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 

funding mechanism for Rio Nuevo downtown redevelopment.  Cities frequently 

use TIFs to fund revitalization projects.  A TIF is associated with a base-line 

amount of tax revenues being generated from a specific district targeted for 

improvements and/or redevelopment.  As improvements are made, often initially 

financed through debt financing, the theory is that tax revenues will increase.  

The amount of the tax increase is the “increment” referenced in the TIF.  The 

additional (increment) tax revenues are then reinvested back into the district to 
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further drive revitalization projects over a defined period of time (often 10-25 

years).   In the U.S., many cities have used TIF districts to support development 

of large convention center complexes as well as stadiums. 

Through popular vote (67%) in 1999 by voters of South Tucson and 

Tucson, the region was allowed to implement a multipurpose facilities district 

(MFD) to foster downtown development.  The MFD centered on the primary 

component of the Tucson Convention Center (TCC) and secondary components 

necessary to support increased tax revenues from the primary component.  

Arizona statute allows TIFs to be used only for districts with a primary component 

and that component must be a convention anchor or stadium.  In 2006, the State 

Legislature amended the enabling statute to extend its existence from only ten 

years to 25 years, ending in 2025.  In 2009, the State Legislature, seemingly 

weary of the lack of increase in tax revenues, seized control of the Rio Nuevo 

MFD after passing amendments to the statute reining in the uses of the TIF funds 

and implementing a state-appointed governing board. Essentially, the Legislature 

curtailed the use of TIF funds beyond the immediate objective to develop the 

“primary component” of the TCC.  This specific outcome is critical in 

understanding the developments that follow. 

In October, 2010, an audit of the MFD was released evaluating the 

processes and effectiveness of the district from inception through July 2010. The 

audit identified areas of concern for the district’s governing board in meeting the 
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statutory commitments of the district and would impact the direction of the 

appointed governing board moving forward. Nearly a year later, downtown 

business leaders began an effort known as the “Downtown Tucson Initiative” 

(DTI). The members of DTI began lobbying the State Legislature to open up the 

possibilities for TIF uses specifically to serve as a catalyst for businesses in the 

downtown core.  On July 18, 2012, the Senate President released a legislative 

opinion on the meaning of the 2009 statute.  The opinion may serve as a 

significant “game-changer” to the future use of TIF funds in the district. 

I will provide a brief overview of the original and amended statute, the 

audit, the Downtown Tucson Initiative, and the legislative opinion chronologically 

to aid the reader.   Finally, I will provide background regarding each development 

and how each has impacted the foci of the Rio Nuevo District. After which I share 

theoretical questions raised through investigation of these documents. 

Proposition 400 – Multipurpose Facilities District  

In 1999, Phoenix-based legislators sought a TIF enabling statute to build what 

would be the Superbowl XLII stadium for the 2007 season and also serve as the 

Arizona Cardinals’ home stadium in Glendale.  A Multipurpose Facilities District 

in downtown Tucson was also enabled in that same statute. To formalize the TIF 

funding for the MFD in Tucson, the issue was taken before the voters of 

Sahuarita, South Tucson and Tucson in November 1999. The educational 
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pamphlet that voters received in the mail before the election presented a 

summary of the proposition as follows: 

The Rio Nuevo Project is a planned multi-faceted development project, 
including cultural and recreational amenities and improvements, unique 
historic re-creations, new and expanded museums, and mixed-use 
developments. The multi-purpose facilities district Project Site includes the 
existing Tucson Convention Center arena, a necessary component of the 
project. The 10-year Project is estimated to cost $320 million.  
Approximately $60 million of this cost will come from a portion of future 
increases in State sales taxes generated within the Project Site. To qualify 
for the State funding, the City of Tucson is required to match this $60 
million investment. Tucson City business privilege (“sales”) taxes 
generated within the Rio Nuevo Site and other available funds are 
expected to be used for the City’s match. This is not a new tax or a tax 
increase. This will not affect property taxes (Rio Nuevo Board, 1999: 
27, emphasis in original).    

This summary is the primary description of Rio Nuevo that the majority of voters 

received via mail at least ten days before the election. The development region is 

focused on the west side of downtown including land on the east of the Santa 

Cruz River and land on the west side of the river to the base of Sentinel Peak or 

“A” Mountain. The total development district is actually much larger than just 

downtown Tucson so that it includes commerce along Broadway Boulevard 

including El Con and Park Place Malls which helps ensure that the overall sales-

tax funds stays in Tucson for further development of the district (rather than 

going to the state coffers in Phoenix)1.  

The full pamphlet received by voters in the mail goes on to explain the 

critical mix of historic, cultural and ecological recreational developments. Under 

                                                           
1
 For a map of the district boundaries, see Appendix B. 
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the category of “historical”, readers are presented with reconstructions of the San 

Augustin Mission where the rebuilt Convento, chapel, granary and the Carrillo 

House and Soloman Warner’s Mill would eventually comprise the cultural center 

depicting early European settlement in the valley.  Additionally, the Mission 

Gardens, “a re-creation of the Spanish Colonial walled garden that was part of 

Tucson's historic San Agustin Mission”, would be located on this site (Friends of 

Tucson’s Birthplace, 2010: para 1). Included among these plans is a historically 

accurate irrigation canal. Across the River, the Presidio (Spanish fort) will also 

receive funds for interpretation of exhibits. 

Under the cultural developments expected under the project the reader is 

presented with a complex on the eastside of the river to include an IMAX theater, 

a new hotel, a Sonoran Sea Aquarium and an International Visitors and Trade 

Center.  On the west side the complex was to include a public plaza, museums, 

mixed-use spaces, and natural open space.  Made clear in the pamphlet is that 

additional historic structures in downtown will also receive funds for renovation or 

expansion.  Included in this latter category are the Carnegie Library site, which 

now houses the Tucson Children’s Museum, La Casa Córdova, at the Tucson 

Museum of Art, and the C.O. Brown House, where El Centro Cultural is currently 

housed. 

The final development topic area included is “environmental.” The 

proposition pamphlet suggests that re-vegetation and recreational enhancements 
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will be made along the Santa Cruz River.  The enhancements include bike paths 

and pedestrian amenities as well as a 15-acre site south of the Mission Gardens 

called Rancho Chuk-shon2.  Rancho Chuk-shon is presented as a cultural center 

for families complete with equine facilities3, trails, open-air mercados where 

artisans can sell their wares, etc.  The assumption put forth is that “[a]ll new 

development will reflect the cultural and historic foundation established for the 

project” (Rio Nuevo Board, 1999: 28).   

Rio Nuevo Master Plan 

Leading to Prop 400, in 1998 the Mayor and Council of Tucson issued an RFP to 

produce a master plan elaborating on developments proposed by The Santa 

Cruz Advisory Committee and The Santa Cruz Museum Authority for a cultural 

heritage site and museum complex along the Santa Cruz River4 (Peckham, 

1998).  The outcome was the Rio Nuevo Master Plan, originally adopted by the 

Mayor and Council in 2001 and later revised.  In and of itself, the details in the 

plan have largely been unfulfilled although they echo much of the developments 

outlined in Proposition 400. However—and critical to my argument here—the 

community engagement process used to produce the plan and the values and 

                                                           
2
 Chukshon is the original Tohono O’odham name for the land at the base of Sentinel Peak.  

3
 Horses are very much part of the Mexican-American culture in the neighborhoods surrounding the river 

and Sentinel Peak.  Most of the land on the Westside of the River has remained open land and riders and 
hikers have regularly enjoyed the open space found there. 
4
 These early proposals were critical in eventually determining what might be proposed in Proposition 

400. 
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priorities established through that process continue to impact how Tucson’s 

downtown redevelopment is envisioned (Master Plan Team, undated).   

The process behind producing the plan is impressive.  The Master Plan 

Team ultimately reached out to over 5,000 neighborhood residents, 600 groups, 

and held multiple neighborhood planning meetings, three public forums, and two 

public design workshops.  All efforts were held in both English and Spanish, as 

well as in American Sign Language as needed (Master Plan Team, undated: 1).  

The Master Plan identifies key areas of concern and consensus that emerged 

through the community engagement process: 

Concerns expressed during the course of the planning process were 
translated into positive action by the team that resulted in four primary 
tenets of the Rio Nuevo Master Plan: 

 Protect the Neighborhoods 

 Revere the Environment 

 Be True to Tucson’s Heritage 

 Invigorate the Downtown. 
(Master Plan Team, undated: 2) 

 

As the authors indicate, the common concerns were transposed for “positive 

action” leaving a reader to wonder about the nuances within the original concerns 

which, theoretically, might been a fear of destruction of historic neighborhoods, 

decimation of open lands and the watershed of the Santa Cruz even further, and 

erasure of the Mexican past from downtown Tucson, and further weakening 

downtown while simultaneously trying to revitalize it.  The plan goes on to outline 

areas of consensus: 
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These tenets were further expanded as the team identified the following 
themes of public consensus: 
What Is Desirable: 

 New Residential Opportunities 

 An Exciting Mix of Cultural Attractions 

 Arts & Entertainment/Restaurants/Retail 

 A Pedestrian-Friendly Environment 

 Abundant Natural Landscaping 
 
What Is Not Desirable: 

 Traffic Impacts on Neighborhoods 

 Fake or Intrusive Design Concepts 

 Development that’s Out-of-Character or Out-of-Scale for Tucson. 
(Master Plan Team, undated: 1) 

 

The Master Plan also offers a feasibility analysis, the anticipated timeline, 

the expected costs and even makes recommendations to the city to establish a 

development corporation to oversee Rio Nuevo.  Of note, the plan states quite 

explicitly that the TIF revenues will be limited and that a critical combination of 

early developments will be necessary to fuel the remaining plans over 10-20 

years.  Despite the impressive process used to produce the Rio Nuevo Master 

Plan, eleven years after its release it is quite clear that the plan was never 

implemented, yet many of the design elements identified (such as shaded 

walkways, public plazas, culturally and historically attuned architectural 

components, etc.) continue to stand out in other planning documents and in 

community conversations regarding current and future development.  

The 2009 Statute      
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On November 23, 2009, the Arizona Senate passed Senate Bill 1003 which 

redefined the make-up of the Rio Nuevo MFD governing board and significantly 

reduced its ability to focus investment of TIF funds (Arizona State Legislature, 

2009). Beginning in 2010 the governing board would be comprised of nine 

members: five members appointed by the Governor of which three must reside in 

Tucson and all of whom must have a background in either “Commercial Real 

Estate, Construction, Redevelopment, Real Estate Law, Architecture, Economic 

Development or Commercial or Public Finance”; two members appointed by the 

President of the Senate of which one must reside in Tucson; and two members 

appointed by the Speaker of the House which one must reside in Tucson (Crowe 

Horwath, 2010: 13).  In total, five of the nine members must be residents of 

Tucson and all serve at the pleasure of their appointer.  State officials 

reconstituted the governing board and local reaction predominantly focused on a 

perceived over-reach from Phoenix as well that this board was to clean-up the 

mismanagement of the past. 

The new legislation limited the scope of activities allowable for allocation 

of TIF monies. According to ARS 48-4204 (B): 

Public funds identified in section 48-4237, including funds distributed 
pursuant to section 42-5031, may only be used for the component for a 
multipurpose facility which are owned by the district or which are publicly 
owned, Except that monies paid to the district pursuant to Section 42-5031 
may only be used for the following purposes until a notice to proceed is 
issued for a hotel and convention center located on the multipurpose 
facility site:  

• Debt service for bonds issued by the district before January 1, 2009.  



34 
 

34 
 

• Contractual obligations incurred by district before June 1, 2009. 

• Fiduciary, reasonable legal and administrative expenses of the district. 

• The design and construction of the hotel and convention center located 
on the multipurpose facility site. 

 (Quoted in Crowe Horwath, 2010: 13) 

The new legislation ties the governing board’s hands to focus first on the primary 

component which is the TCC and its related convention hotel before any other 

new allocation of funds may commence. This legislative act raised concerns over 

how Tucson had been implementing the TIF monies as well as to raise deep-

seated and complicated contempt amongst Tucsonans aimed at the Phoenix-

based takeover.   

The legislative re-focus raises questions of whether the goals of 

Proposition 400 and the Rio Nuevo Master Plan could ever fit within the particular 

brand of development expected within a TIF District.   Early media reactions 

suggested that it was the failure to focus and complete a few specific projects 

centered on driving tax revenues through out-of-state conventions that doomed 

the pre-2010 Rio Nuevo MFD in the eyes of State Legislators.  I agree with this 

interpretation and would add that it is precisely the disconnection between 

economic development and cultural and historical development that 

fundamentally caused the TIF structure to be a poor fit with the visions of the 

original district. 

The Audit 
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In July 2010, the State Auditor General ordered an audit of the Rio Nuevo MFD 

to evaluate the district’s performance and financial status.  The audit, performed 

by Crowe Horwath, was released on October 29, 2010.  Key findings focus on 

the following themes: the district’s focus was far too broad to fit statutory intent of 

a MFD; the district functioned primarily as a public works development agency of 

the city; who had oversight and accountability of various projects was often 

inconsistent and ambiguous; broad investments failed to focus in on specific 

convention-centered projects to produce tax revenue; many projects never 

materialized despite significant investment in planning; the district has limited 

funds remaining to achieve the new legislative directives to redevelopment the 

TCC and build a convention hotel or arena (Crowe Horwath, 2010).   

The primary argument within the audit is that the district failed to focus on 

deliverable economic development outcomes. A secondary argument, woven 

throughout the audit, is that the district’s reliance on city staff for fiscal oversight 

and project management led it to overly invest in infrastructure projects rather 

than tangible commercial development, producing a lack of appropriate 

management of TIF funds and District assets. To aid the reader, I will address 

each argument in turn below. 

Overwhelmingly, the audit demonstrates a lack of progress on the part of 

the Rio Nuevo MFD.  This argument is two-fold, suggesting that a great deal of 
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TIF funds were used for developments that were never completed5 and that the 

“intensive investment in infrastructure, environmental remediation, and parking 

lots rather than economic catalyst projects that would attract new sources of tax 

revenue” left the district incapable of reaching its primary goal of economic 

redevelopment (ibid: 19). Additionally the audit argues that because the Rio 

Nuevo MFD, early on, committed to being inclusive and region-wide it failed to 

focus narrowly to produce economic activity surrounding the primary component 

of the TCC. While within the letter of the TIF enabling statute, the district was not 

performing within the spirit of the law.  Specifically, the argument is that the TIF 

funding mechanism was ill-suited to the early visions for Rio Nuevo as 

demonstrated most directly below: 

The visionary disconnect between the statutory intent of a MFD and the 
City’s regional redevelopment is further reflected in public forums and 
meetings that took place subsequent to the passage of Proposition 400, 
which were intended to solicit public views of how the district should use 
the TIF funds. In ranking the desires for using these funds, participants in 
the forums rated “no new Tucson Convention Center” at the top of the 
scale and ranked “motivate additional economic development” and 
“integrated convention center” at the bottom. Further, during public forums 
general vision statements were developed for project evaluation criteria in 
the areas of economic sustainability, being “Tucson Centric”—specifically, 
honor, interpret and restore Tucson’s history, environmental compatibility, 
and housing. While these elements are important aspects in evaluating 
potential Rio Nuevo projects, the absence of including TCC related 
projects or economic catalyst projects as key criteria reflects the 
discordant perspectives related to the district’s initial intent and 
subsequent decisions. In particular, the visions statement for “Economic 

                                                           
5
 According to the audit (Crowe Horwath, 2010:  44): “When viewed from a value-added perspective the 

current outcomes are unsatisfactory. In particular, removing the purchase of the TCC from the total shows 
a total of $122.3 million has been spent. Of this, only a small number of other projects – the two theaters, 
underpass, roundabout and the two TCC projects – are tangible, complete, and recognized as such. 
Another $73.1 million, or over 59.8%, are on-hold or were cancelled.” 
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Sustainability” includes “enhancing businesses/activities that provide 
appropriate compensation for employees, revitalize downtown, and 
motivate additional economic and social development” but makes no 
mention of creating projects to generate additional revenue from outside 
sources or leveraging TIF economic benefits. 

(ibid: 16)   

The “leveraging” of TIF funds mentioned above implies that the Rio Nuevo 

District’s public investments (via TIF funds) should bring in additional public and 

private investment.  Of note, the audit suggests that the infrastructure projects 

completed with TIF funds should have instead been funded directly by the city 

and that the district instead should have leveraged economic tools, “to bring in 

not only tourist dollars but a significant anchor to attract development dollars that 

follow. As a result, 10 years later, the City is left still without an economic catalyst 

that is designed to bring in outsiders, in a way to inject the historic core of Tucson 

with new money, with new out-of-town dollars” (ibid: 42).  

The secondary argument presented in the audit focuses on the ambiguity 

of the district’s fiscal management and oversight as well as its relationship to the 

city. Specifically, the audit argues that until 2009, the governing board functioned 

as a department of the city and lacked the independent management necessary 

to deliver on economic redevelopment.   

While the 1999 [Inter-Governmental Agreement] between the district and 
the City generally delineated respective roles and responsibilities, in 
practice, no clear boundaries and responsibilities were in place, other than 
all District decisions must ultimately be authorized by the City and/or the 
Mayor and Council before actions could be taken. With all Board project 
approvals requiring consent of the Mayor and Council, it is unclear what 
level of control over District funds and related projects the Board actually 
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retained. Moreover, with the required approval of the Mayor and City 
Council on all projects and funding decisions and City staff providing the 
district’s management, staffing and other support activities, as well as 
conducting accounting and contract management functions for Rio Nuevo 
projects, it appears that very little was done by the Board without direct or 
indirect City involvement. Given that the Board did not establish, require, 
or maintain its own critical fiscal records to allow members to track and 
monitor on an on-going basis funding allocations, contract or agreement 
approvals, costs incurred to projected allocation, and other key data, its 
ability to exercise control or management over the use of the funds must 
have been significantly hampered. In essence, the district was treated as 
an extension or department of the City.   (Ibid: 22) 

Implied within this finding is that the goal of the city is somehow incompatible with 

the goals of the TIF District. The finding also suggests that the city is ill-equipped 

to manage a focused economic development initiative or, specifically, a TIF 

District.  The audit goes on to present the over-all fiscal management of the 

project as inadequate and sloppy.  Citing issues of inconsistent and incomplete 

fiscal reports, development agreements and other contract reviews prepared by 

city staffers, the audit suggests that the Rio Nuevo governing board was impotent 

in managing outcomes for the district due to the City’s ineptness.  As a 

consequence the TIF monies provided for a variety of public works with no 

impact on tangible, direct tax revenue increases.   

As a consequence of the over investment in infrastructure and funds 

committed through debt obligations and contractual commitments prior to 20096, 

                                                           
6
 TIF sales tax revenues have decreased from $16,188,386.18 in fiscal year 2007 to $9,322,246in fiscal year 

2010. Additionally, most of the Rio Nuevo projects to date have been funded through debt financing.  As 
the audit shows, “the district has operating funds necessary to pay obligations including administrative 
costs, debt service expenses, and capital expense commitments through 2013, assuming no new debt is 
issued or new projects started (outside current obligations).” (Crowe Horwath, 2010:  45).  
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the district faces very challenging funding priorities moving forward.  According to 

the audit:  

Considering that the recent legislation directs the district to invest only in 
the primary component, the status of these incomplete projects are at 
question and furthermore, since the district funded a substantial number of 
public works projects anticipating third party investment, it is uncertain 
whether  these projects will ultimately prove viable and contribute to 
Tucson’s redevelopment results. And… the district will likely not have 
funds to complete all of the “on-hold” projects. (ibid: 44) 

 

The auditors estimate that a $224 million investment is required to adequately 

overhaul the TCC and build the hotel.  With available funds dwindling amid fears 

of ballooning public debt, the goal of redeveloping the TCC and building a new 

convention hotel becomes increasingly difficult for local politicians and business 

leaders to lobby for. 

In the local media, the primary frame used to discuss the audit or Rio 

Nuevo following its release through to June 2012, was that $230 million had been 

spent by the Rio Nuevo governing board with little to show for it in over ten years.  

Rio Nuevo became called upon to argue for entrenched fiscal mismanagement 

and lack of “progress” on the part of the city government. 

As a response to concerns addressed in the audit, the Board (appointed in 

2010) continued to focus on pinning down the loose financial data—to ascertain 

what funds actually existed for use.  This dynamic further fueled a critique of the 

pre-2010 Rio Nuevo governing board and the city as incapable of proper fiscal 
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management.  Additionally, the Rio Nuevo governing board launched multiple 

lawsuits against the City totaling $72 million in July, 2012 (Ward 6 Office, 2012). 

The newly appointed board came in with the charge of cleaning-up the 

mess purportedly left by the, predominantly Democratic, city government.  This 

charge, along with increasing energy placed on litigation, fed increasingly 

antagonistic relationships between the city and the Rio Nuevo governing board.  

While the appointed board was initially praised, it quickly fell out of favor with 

media reporters and community actors who began to see its efforts to clean-up 

past practices as divisive, ineffective and leading to no new development. 

The Downtown Tucson Initiative 

Local newspapers began publishing articles on the Downtown Tucson Initiative 

(DTI) in early October 2011.  An October 11, 2011 Arizona Daily Star article 

(Bodfield, 2011a) describes the vision of the DTI to raise money from current and 

potential downtown developers to lobby the state legislature to divert TIF funds 

from the TCC and hotel toward smaller private developments.  The DTI is 

presented as a third and better way in response to disputes between Rio Nuevo 

and the city.  The entire proposal is predicated on subsidies for private 

development within the Rio Nuevo MFD and clear, uniform processes to keep it 

fair and eliminate the potential for the city or Rio Nuevo to pick winners and 

losers.  The incentives could include “potentially waiving development fees, 



41 
 

41 
 

eliminating impact fees, abating property taxes or allowing developers to keep 

sales taxes collected by their business for five to 10 years” (ibid: para 4).  

The proposal is pitched as a business-driven project and therefore 

effective in producing tangible revenue streams.  City leaders and the editorial 

board of the major daily suggest that the initiative is a sweetheart deal for 

developers and that Tucsonans would be best served if Rio Nuevo remain 

committed to delivering the projects approved by voters. 

The DTI was largely orchestrated by Fletcher McCusker a prominent 

downtown business leader who serves on the board of the Fox Theater and who 

has been a key proponent and funder for the monthly downtown street festival 

“2nd Saturdays” and was appointed as Chair of the Rio Nuevo District governing 

board in June 2012. 

The “Reconstituted Board” & Legislative Opinion 

In June 2012, Senate President Steve Pierce removed two board members, 

Grinnell and Bain; Bain had served as the sitting Chair for the governing board.  

In their place, Pierce appointed Fletcher McCusker and developer Chris Sheafe. 

A few weeks later, the Speaker of House Andy Tobin would fill a vacant seat and 

appoint Cody Ritchie, an insurance executive, to serve (DaRonco 2012a).  With 

two vacancies, these three new appointments (of a nine-member board) have 

been referred to as the “re-constituted board” in the Arizona Daily Star, implying 
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that the board’s focus is set to shift again.  A recent news article demonstrates an 

anticipated new approach to the Rio Nuevo District:   

McCusker said even though critics have insinuated the new board 
members are there to brush the city's past mismanagement of the 
district under the rug, the audits will not end until the issues 
surrounding the prior projects are resolved. But he quickly added, 
they will not be the sole focus anymore, since the board needs to 
spearhead some growth downtown if it wants to survive…. “None of 
us on the board currently have any desire to slow that down or stall 
it out to any degree," he said, adding ….that the Legislature wants 
to see economic development. 

(DaRonco, 2012b: para 6-7) 

A July 2012 legislative opinion on the 2009 statute opens up the 

possibilities for future TIF investments. It states that because the governing 

board did issue a notice to proceed on a convention hotel in October 2010, even 

though the project was later terminated, that the board has fulfilled its statutory 

commitment.  As such, the Board “….may use these monies for any costs of the 

components of the multipurpose facility that are owned by the district or that are 

publicly owned” (Arizona Legislative Council, 2012: 2).  

The legislative clarity offered in the opinion makes it possible for a DTI-

esque approach to become part of the district’s TIF investments.  More broadly, 

the opinion suggests that either the legislature simply wrote a very vague and ill-

defined statute and/or that the Legislature’s intent is less focused on TIF funds 

being used to foster convention business but rather of driving private investment 

and increased tax revenues effectively regardless of the form they may take.  
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How tax revenues are increased is not truly the concern; that it happens to the 

benefit of private business appears to be the primary interest.   

Through a quick mapping of the history of the Rio Nuevo MFD in Tucson, 

it becomes immediately apparent that there are a variety of interests regarding 

how Tucson’s core should develop.  Seemingly, with the establishment of the TIF 

district for Rio Nuevo, Tucsonans set in motion a development juggernaut that 

they could not control.  Tensions between what is actually being developed and 

for who remain contested.  In the most basic reading of the history of Rio Nuevo, 

we are confronted with differing agendas—articulated and enacted—attached to 

notions of community development and notions of economic development (along 

with the many moments where they blur together).  

Within Rio Nuevo there is a vision for downtown redevelopment centered 

on cultural heritage and other educational centerpieces—this was the voter 

mandate enacted through proposition 400 and promoted through the production 

of the Master Plan.  This vision is increasingly placed at odds with economic 

redevelopment whether in the form of increased convention business or other 

retail developments that produces significant increases in tax revenues.  

However, issues presented in the audit and the Legislative take-over of the board 

are not only focused on producing increases in tax revenues, but in focusing 

investment so that these increases will happen as rapidly as possible.  In fact, as 

was apparent in much of the audits findings, the primary concern regarding future 



44 
 

44 
 

impact from Rio Nuevo TIF investments has everything to do with investing fund 

where there can be an immediate and on-going increase in revenues.  

Within this context and intensified with less capital available, much of the 

cultural reconstructions and museums become inherently less attractive if not 

untenable.  The TIF structure itself and the limitations built into through legislative 

statute necessitate that future investments can be clearly defended based on 

leveraging significant private investment and ultimately sales revenue.  I argue 

that this shift in trajectory for Rio Nuevo developments from 2009-2012 aligns 

with the dominant downtown development rationale in Tucson.  Failures 

observed from the Rio Nuevo process continue to impact how city officials 

negotiate the potential for higher revenues from development along the Modern 

Streetcar line and throughout the near-downtown region. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 

 

Introduction 

Central to my approach are the varying “imaginaries” deployed by planners, 

boosters and residents to “produce” downtown Tucson. I draw from notions of the 

“imaginary” as both the cognitive and somatic experiences of place. Additionally, 

I understand the imaginary as a complex amalgam of representations, in images 

and narratives, which form the way inhabitants envision and produce their city 

through everyday practices. Imaginaries are given meaning through memories, 

traditions and social relations which produce the city and place-based identities 

therein, they are made by being in space, moving through it, in many ways 

performing and enacting it. They transform the material, built environment of the 

city, and the social relations within it, and are constantly in a process of 

negotiation and emergence.  An imaginary can also be produced to market a city.  

This is often the case for brochures and videos produced by the Tucson Regional 

Economic Opportunities (TREO), the Metropolitan Tucson Convention & Visitors 

Bureau. Its ideal-imaginary still resonates on a subjective level but is meant to 

compete with the media campaigns of other cities targeting potential new 

residents and businesses.  
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While social scientists have investigated the importance of race/cultural 

identity and cultural heritage as driving and being impacted by the urban renewal 

project in Tucson in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Gourley, 1992; Otero, 2010), 

my research explores how social memories and their related imaginaries of 

downtown Tucson have shaped contemporary development efforts. As Faulkner 

wrote, “the past is never dead. It’s not even past.”  To analyze the role of memory 

and historical-spatial imaginaries in contemporary urban development, I have 

turned to newspaper articles, public planning documents, semi-structured 

interviews, and to first-hand observation of public events and meetings.  All of 

this, taken together, has helped me to understand the visions for and critiques of 

downtown development, and the ways in which social memories are deployed to 

guide development trajectories. 

Data Collection 

The three primary types of sources used to investigate my research questions 

include: 1) archival materials, including newspaper articles and planning 

documents; 2) semi-structured interviews with residents and professionals 

closely connected with aspects of downtown development; and 3) observations 

during public events and meetings.  Together, these three sources allow for 

triangulating how different actors portray downtown development as well as their 

visions, fears and suggestions for improving processes behind downtown 

development (Flick, 2009).   
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 Planning documents produced by the City or in partnership with the City 

and other regional governments, boosters or public/private partnerships are 

catalogued on the city’s official website.  I reviewed all of the documents related 

to downtown development or design standards to ascertain key themes in the 

city’s priorities regarding downtown development. I found that the city’s planning 

documents are, in general, designed for practical use primarily by contractors 

and architects. I also read the mayor’s weekly newsletter, and those of council 

members Steve Kozachik’s and Karin Ulhich.  I followed Kozachik’s newsletter 

especially closely, as he often adds background information and mentions 

different social actors related to downtown development, information that is often 

missing from newspaper articles on the same topic.  

 I also searched on-line and within media websites to identify references to 

Rio Nuevo, specifically to Prop 400.  I sought news reports for the year prior 

(1998) to the creation of Rio Nuevo and contrasted these narratives with more 

recent documents spanning from 2010-2011. This review was neither exhaustive 

nor extensive.  It served merely to provide me with some of the frames of 

reference used to influence readers’ vote and subsequent concerns regarding 

the process and scope of Rio Nuevo.  These media searches offer background to 

more accurately present some of the stated intentions for Rio Nuevo as they are 

relevant to current debates surrounding downtown development. 
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 The second media data collection effort that I undertook was, in terms of 

volume, the most substantial data collection for this research project.  I bracketed 

the timeframe and the media outlets from which to draw, to set clear perimeters 

and to ensure that the volume of articles was manageable.  I collected articles 

published in three local newspapers—each with rather different readerships 

(discussed under data analysis).  These were the Arizona Daily Star; the Tucson 

Weekly; and Inside Tucson Business (also a weekly).  Again, I chose to only 

investigate articles published during 2010 and 2011.  

 I conducted five semi-structured interviews among individuals with 

diverse, important leadership roles regarding downtown development.  The 

interviews were roughly one and a half in length and were held with the following 

people:  

 Elizabeth Burden, Executive Director of the Warehouse Arts 

Management Organization (WAMO) and downtown resident.   

 Ann Vargas, Planner for the City of Tucson and downtown resident.   

 Roger Pfeuffer, Vice-Chair for the Board of the Friends of Tucson’s 

Birthplace and resident of the Mercado District on the west-bank of 

the Santa Cruz River.  

 Mac Hudson, neighborhood advocate for and resident of Menlo 

Park. Districts.  Derek Eysenbach, Urban Geographer and former 
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employee with the Drachman Institute where he worked closely 

with 4th Avenue Merchants.  

Each interviewee is actively engaged in community development and/or is in 

regular discussions surrounding downtown development with key players 

whether on a city-wide or neighborhood level, whether as a volunteer or a paid 

employee.  While these interviews are not representative they do provide key 

perspectives on the part of residents and staffers who advocate for different 

forms of development.   

 To compliment my other primary sources, I draw from my own attendance 

and participation in public events and meetings.  As a near-downtown resident I 

often attend community meetings, town halls, Imagine Greater Tucson visioning 

meetings, and have participated in local conversations on development of the 

streetcar corridor as well as public events related to downtown development of 

the past and present. In these settings I listened closely to what speakers were 

saying (frequently this would be in the form of question and answer sessions with 

city officials or during a call to the audience).  I tried, whenever possible, to 

capture exact phrases and when not possible to paraphrase.  In this role I found 

that it was often of equal importance to watch the reactions (verbal and through 

gestures) of the various community members also present.  Frequently, side 

comments would be spoken from one member of the audience to another and I 

would try to capture these moments to understand the force of the setting and 
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how discourses resonated with others or not.  As might be expected during some 

meetings I only listened.  However, on a few occasions I was actively involved in 

small group brain-storms and would fully participate while still maintaining my 

note-taking during pauses in discussion. 

Analysis 

I use discourse analysis as a means to investigate urban imaginaries at play in 

current redevelopment efforts.  In doing so, I draw from the work of Sara Mills, 

inspired by Foucault, to define what a discourse is and how it functions.  

According to Mills (1997: 17): 

One of the most productive ways of thinking about discourse is not 
as a group of signs or a stretch of text, but as ‘practices that 
systematically form the objects of which we speak’ (Foucault, 1972: 
49). In this sense, a discourse is something which produces 
something else (an utterance, a concept, an effect), rather than 
something which exists in and of itself and which can be analysed 
in isolation. A discursive structure can be detected because of the 
systematicity of the ideas, opinions, concepts, ways of thinking and 
behaving which are formed within a particular context, and because 
of the effects of those ways of thinking and behaving. 

My use of discourse as an analytic framework is primarily focused on two 

aspects of Foucault’s conception of discourse.  The first being that discourse 

assumes some authority and institutional ability to produce effect.  I am 

specifically asking how different discourses or imaginaries of belonging in the 

downtown Tucson space have or can produce different effects.  Likewise, I am 

interested in Foucault’s understanding of legitimacy and authority to speak and 
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produce effect (Mills, 1997; Allen, 2003).  I see discourses as a tool to reify as 

well as challenge certain forms of recognized authority and legitimacy. 

Drawing from a Foucaultian approach to discourse necessitates a 

sensitivity toward the ways in which power is enacted and the silences or 

absences that are discursively produced (Mills, 1997; Waitt, 2005).  My 

incorporation of discourse analysis as my primary approach also is significant in 

understanding my own ontological underpinnings regarding the ways in which 

power circulates within the formal and informal processes of downtown 

development.  In effect, to read my sources discursively necessitates constantly 

situating the contexts in which they are deployed and the priorities and absences 

in these utterances.  Foucault (quoted in Mills, 1997: 44-5) captures the 

relationship between power and silences in discourses thus: 

Discourses are not once and for all subservient to power or raised 

up against it, any more than silences are. We must make 

allowances for the complex and unstable process whereby 

discourse can be both an instrument and an effect of power, but 

also a hindrance, a stumbling block, a point of resistance and a 

starting point for an opposing strategy. Discourse transmits and 

produces power; it reinforces it, but it also undermines it and 

exposes it, renders it fragile and makes it possible to thwart it.  

(Foucault, 1978:100-1) 

The absences and silences in some of my sources were quite interesting 

and elaborate on a prominent absence observed through the newspapers articles 

from the Arizona Daily Star and Inside Tucson Business—that of local residents 

as actors.  Likewise in the interviews that I performed and the public events and 
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meetings which I attended, often area residents would speak to categories of 

residents whose circumstances they feel should be prioritized by city officials 

regarding downtown development.  What forms of development and for whom 

were prioritized by speakers was interpreted discursively (situated within the 

context of the speaker and the conversation they were participating in) so as to 

weigh how these utterances construct different imaginaries of downtown Tucson 

in the past, present and future. 

 Within the processes surrounding downtown development and coverage 

thereof, I have identified a number of discourses that circulate.  I focus on four 

overarching discourses due to the frequency and force that I have observed in 

their use—certainly there are others and these discourses overlap, conflict or 

combine with other discourses.  To understand the ways in which these various 

discourses and their component parts interact I relied on an intertextual approach 

(Waitt 2005). The four primary discourses that I found through readings of my 

sources include: public/private partnerships and entrepreneurialism; memory and 

cultural heritage; inept and opaque bureaucracies; and varying notions of 

inclusion/exclusion.   

When I began my research design, I had expected that one of many 

factors at play in current downtown development would be residents’ experiences 

or perception of the urban renewal project of the late 1960s and early 1970s.  I 

had set out intentionally wanting to work in the current context, mindful that other 
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social scientists have contributed remarkable research on the urban renewal 

projects, foreshadowing aspects of its continued effects (Gourley, 1992; Otero, 

2010).  While undergoing my research project it soon became quite clear that 

social memories and notions of cultural heritage were a remarkably powerful 

discourse shaping downtown development and, often, thwarting such 

developments.  The frequency and the variety of voices that invoke the failure of 

urban renewal is so significant that I had to re-design my project and my 

theoretical foundations to honor the productive power of social memories and 

heritage in an emergent present.   

 I chose to explore planning documents produced by the City of Tucson to 

understand what types of development and design standards the city was 

advocating for and/or demanding.  These plans helped to demonstrate how 

design priorities have changed or have been sustained over the years.  Likewise, 

it was very helpful to see what types of uses the city advocates for, for instance 

how they prioritize pedestrian access, safety, open space, and/or artistic and 

cultural components of developments.  Each document highlights specific design 

standards from which I drew to interpret how these visions corresponded with 

other sources.   

Additionally, I paid close attention to the images used in planning 

documents specifically with an eye for who/what is or is not present in them.  For 

instance, the Downtown Urban Design Reference Manual (City of Tucson, 2008) 
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includes multiple images depicting a revitalized, mixed-use set of complexes 

from Sixth Avenue to Fourth Avenue and Broadway Blvd to Toole Avenue.  In 

these images—many of which are variations of one particular image—the 

Ronstadt Bus Transit Station is replaced by a lush, green park (ibid., 31; 32; 33; 

34; 36; 39; 40; 43; 47; 50; 57; 58).  This absence is not trivial, particularly in light 

of how this manual is intended to be used: to guide a vision for downtown 

development and the types of aesthetics, (and as we might gather from the 

absence) uses and users therein. 

The planning documents and articles collected were analyzed in light of 

the audience for whom they were produced, how they were disseminated and 

what, if any, outcomes they foreshadowed. I used an iterative coding process to 

identify descriptive and latent messages surrounding the constituency for whom 

downtown redevelopment is intended. To help identify the imaginary of 

downtown planners I sought to find who is included through imagery, language 

and meaning and, consequently, who or what is excluded.  

 For all three newspapers I identified some key words and themes that I 

catalogued during my initial readings of the articles including: 

development/growth; residents; reference to other cities; leadership; planning; 

taxes/fees; young professionals; inclusion; historic; cultural.  I identified these 

keywords/themes from years of living downtown and reading the local papers as 

well as from the planning documents that I had already been analyzing when I 
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began analysis of the newspaper articles.  Using an excel spreadsheet I was 

able to include key phrases, word choices, and comments on tone within the 

spreadsheet itself. 

 Interviews were examined based on the individuals’ relationship to 

downtown and analyzed to look for themes and contradictions. A number of 

themes emerged independent of my specific questions which were rather vague 

and always open-ended.  Among the overarching themes that arose during 

analysis I identified the following: force/speed of development and feeling of lack 

of control or alienation; force/speed of development (protecting against erasure, 

fear of loss); cultural/community development vs. economic development; 

statements regarding the reasons for different process or developments 

(community development vs. economic development); the how of dealings 

(community versus economic development; public process in public/private 

machinations); the actors; the (Public) community as unique—Tucson’s 

competitive edge/visions. 

In analyzing these interviews it became clear that the interviewees’ views 

often resonated on some level with a theme that emerged from the newspaper 

articles.  However, these similar themes often served merely as a bridge to 

discuss other more nuanced themes, other meanings.  There was far more 

subtlety involved in the meanings relayed by interviewees—in part simply 

because of the different method involved.  In an effort to honor the meanings that 
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I perceive from the interviews—particularly to not force them into the themes at 

play in the newspaper articles—I determined it was necessary to allow the 

various and unique themes and meanings to come forward more independently 

(Dunn, 2005).   

That said, while analyzing the spoken and transcribed interviews I found a 

depth and nuance to other themes already identified through the newspaper 

articles that likewise necessitated a closer reading and teasing out of the various 

threads presented from interviewees.  These narratives were compared with that 

of local planners and boosters to understand alignment with and/or departure 

from the perceived and stated desires for downtown redevelopment and the 

projects existing and anticipated outcomes.  Most significantly they addressed 

concerns over processes of affected community’s ability to engage in driving 

downtown development and often a sense of alienation as well as hope for new 

services and spaces that would support a more diverse community beyond 

merely market-based relations.  In part because of the nuances perceived from 

the interviewees statements, these interviews have been further used to 

triangulate other sources and related discourses.  This was particularly helpful as 

many of the interviewees had first-hand experience with various developments 

that had been covered through newspaper articles I had already been analyzing.  

For instance, Elizabeth Burden took issue with the Arizona Daily Star’s coverage 

of the new TEP building which claimed that the company was a leader for the 

private sector in part because of their sensitivity to work with the Armory Park 
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Neighborhood Association.  Burden had a very different take on the process 

leading up to the new TEP building being built in downtown (Quinn, 2010).  

Armed with a notepad (and periodically public recordings of Mayor and 

Council meetings) I began to keep notes while attending these events and 

periodically following up with speakers afterward the events.  Drawing from my 

notes and also the energy of each event, I have used comments from these 

meetings largely to bring in the voice of some affected neighborhood residents as 

well as various community members concerned with downtown development. 

Here again I found many of the statements offered to resonate with those 

put forth through interviews—following the overarching themes presented above.  

Yet, because of the settings, the tone and position toward downtown 

development would change.  As such the interpretation of these statements 

necessitated contextualizing the when, how and who was making them and, 

critically, who they were addressing.  Not surprisingly, the events with City 

Officials often included a number of rebukes regarding how the city had treated 

residents or facilitated processes regarding downtown development. Most often I 

found statements regarding history and memory of past development failures as 

wielding significant claims to legitimacy as well as concerns from residents of 

being shut-out of determining their own circumstances. 

Researcher as Insider-Outsider 
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As a downtown resident of Tucson I have long tried to follow the processes 

surrounding downtown development.  Many of the people who I interviewed are 

individuals who have close ties with a mutual friend or colleague.  My knowledge 

of Tucson certainly helped me to have an “insider” perspective and, to some 

extent, insider access (this perhaps makes more sense for readers familiar with 

the local pride often at play around how long someone has lived in Tucson and 

how committed they are to community efforts).  I did, thankfully, have some 

access, and if nothing else, a plausible reason apart from my research to be 

attending all these local events regarding downtown design and development. 

Yet, at the same time I am very much outside the inner circles of both 

booster groups and internal networks between neighborhood associations.  My 

strongest community ties in Tucson are with various non-profits with whom I have 

worked and in circles likely to be referred to as rabble-rousers.  As such, I do not 

have immediate access to many of the local elites who comprise the Downtown 

Tucson Partnership, for instance.  

As a long-time downtown resident I am sensitive to the desires of many 

Tucson residents to build a vibrant downtown along with the many layers of 

meaning that such a statement holds. Through the course of my research I have 

tried to maintain an awareness of the different actors’ positions—knowing that 

these positions are fluid and contextual. Simultaneously, I am quite aware of the 

fact that I am, very much, an actor in downtown development and that I hold 
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concerns and hopes for how downtown proceeds.  This is, in fact, why I chose 

my research questions to begin with.  I care deeply about this city—not 

necessarily in what buildings get built or how they look—but in the vitality of 

friends and fellow residents who walk its streets, bring soul to its spaces and 

produce the city through every small smile, wave, and gut-wrenching shout. 

I have worked to be reflexive both through my research design and in my 

implementation and analysis.  In doing so, I have purposely sought through my 

writing of findings to maintain the voices of my sources.  Likewise I have leaned 

on data triangulation and intertextuality as a means to be sure I am open to 

perspectives that I may not otherwise have even been able to recognize.  The 

challenge of course, for me, is to provide as deep an analysis to perspectives 

that I am personally more at odds with as those that I feel some innate 

resonance with.  This is not in a desire to claim objectivity, but rather to treat my 

subject—with all its complex relations—with the seriousness which it and my 

readers deserve.   
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CHAPTER 3 

EMBODIED MEMORIES AND SOCIAL MEMORY IN DOWNTOWN 

REVITALIZATION 

 

Introduction 

“I saw everything being leveled in la calle. I used to work 
downtown, so I had to walk through the area. Everyone was 
leaving, … people that we knew and that we were very close to. 
[City officials] emptied out everything. It was literally a ghost town, 
and then it was leveled and they just left one huge, big empty 
space…. Everything that used to be ended up being totally 
dismantled into one huge empty lot.” 

--Guadalupe Castillo, remembering the Urban Renewal 
project of the late 1960s which decimated the oldest, largely 
Hispanic neighborhood and commercial district in Tucson 
known by residents as la calle (quoted in Otero, 2010). 

The story relayed by life-long Tucson resident and educator, Guadalupe Castillo, 

reveals the scars of past downtown renewal projects and persisting anxieties 

around the role of memory, belonging and the right to stay and fully inhabit the 

city.  The city of Tucson, Arizona, began a new downtown revitalization project 

known as Rio Nuevo in 1999, yet only in 2012 did city residents begin seeing 

significant new development in and around downtown, namely in the form of 

private dorms for the nearby University undergraduates, locally owned 

restaurants and bars, and the construction of a new streetcar line.  Tucson’s 

current revitalization project is contentious due to long perceived fits-and-starts 
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and backroom deals, all of which are situated within a contested and conflictual 

history of urban renewal—a reality that carries with it very different meanings and 

experiences for Tucson residents shaped largely by their own exposure and 

proximity to downtown in the 1960s and to the reverberations of stories from the 

urban renewal.  

One’s relationship to, and memories of, the previous urban renewal 

project, I suggest, shapes how one imagines revitalization projects in the present.  

As Jones (2011: 2) has argued, memory forms “trajectories of the past-into-

present which are always in place through various interconnecting ecological, 

corporeal, material, cultural, economic and memorial flows.”  In resonance with 

Jones, I argue that memory as it relates to downtown Tucson is wildly productive 

in shaping what is possible, for whom and at what costs.   

In this chapter I argue that memories are mobilized to support or thwart 

downtown development in Tucson, Arizona--and woven together with shifts in 

downtown governance and in the larger political-economy of urban development 

trends sweeping the nation.  To illustrate these claims I present my own 

experience of a recent dance performance seeking to capture the memories of 

the old barrio that was destroyed during the 1960s urban renewal project.  

Following this example, I offer a review of urban planning and the role that social 

and embodied memories play in shaping downtown plans in Tucson.  Finally, I 

draw some preliminary conclusions on the ways in which placed subjectivities 
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produce, align with, and contest different forms of memory and the imaginaries of 

a downtown Tucson, which they mobilize. 

As the city attempts to garner increased investment in the urban core, 

what role do the memories and histories of different neighborhoods and places 

within them, let alone the present realities of existing residents, play in how 

people understand and push for a vibrant downtown?  I argue that the city’s 

efforts to focus on its competitive advantage put its history and contentious social 

memories in conflict.  In reaching its perceived advantage, private developers 

simultaneously seek to produce a safer subject through fixing a sanitized social 

memory for downtown Tucson. 

The Performance 

In February, 2012, I attended the performance of "Alva's Story: Recuerdos 

de Barrio Viejo" developed and presented by the Safos Dance Theater. The 

dance troupe converted portions of Lydia Otero’s book La Calle: Spatial Conflicts 

and Urban Renewal in a Southwest City into a dance performance as part of the 

Arizona centennial celebration and followed with a panel of area residents and 

researchers held at the Dunbar Community Center.  The performance sought to 

“captur[e], Tucson's past, present and future” according to Safos’ director, 

Yvonne Montoya.  A former graduate student who worked alongside Otero 

gathering oral histories of former Barrio residents, Montoya talked about how, 

many years prior, she had felt compelled to turn these stories that depicted lively 
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“images” of the barrio into dance.  Montoya explained how “the old 

neighborhood, or Barrio Viejo, that people described, was so beautiful- with 

vibrant colors, flowers and a river that still flowed through town at the time- spoke 

to my artistic vision” (Ruiz-McGill, 2012).  

As the performance began, the audience was drawn to the stage as soft 

music from Tucsonans of the Barrio played overhead. Images of the now 

destroyed barrio were projected onto a large screen at the rear of the stage.  The 

dancers flittered across the stage performing memories of play and celebration 

emanating from stories of how life in the barrio used to be. Their movements 

embodied the words and feelings expressed from the recorded oral histories of 

former residents which, along with the dance itself, were woven together with the 

music. Between the dancers’ bodies they held a sheet to catch the projected 

images, closer to their bodies and to the bodies (and eyes) of the audience. They 

shifted between moments of romance and play into movements of loss and 

sorrow. 

It was challenging to gauge the audience’s reaction in this setting. The 

most remarkable response was one of quiet stillness apart from a few small 

children who danced along in their chairs or wandered the floor looking to play. 

The audience took on a voyeuristic role as they viewed the story of the barrio and 

were further brought in through music from former barrio resident, Lalo Guerrero, 

offering a multi-sensory recollection of the former place. I fought to hold back 
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tears at moments when a sense of collective mourning seemed to envelope the 

room. The reaction was overwhelmingly one of loss, even as the dancers shot 

about memorializing the regular celebrations of the old Barrio. At least for me, it 

triggered nostalgia for something I had never actually experienced, and 

simultaneously sent out a cautionary tale on what current revitalization efforts 

might hold. 

Following the performance a panel comprised of previous residents and 

researchers of the old Barrio spoke and addressed questions from the audience. 

Many of the panelists spoke of the performance as “resonating in their hearts” – 

as expressing the “spirit” of their former home through sharing the beauty of the 

barrio, “its secret pathways”, its sights and sounds7. Montoya describes the 

importance of trying to “capture the beauty, life and movement of the barrio” in 

the dance form.  The dance, she explains, “is intended to be a path through 

memories.” 

Using some of the panelists’ comments, in what follows I draw out themes 

of place, time and their articulation in memory. First, place here is deeply colored 

by an unreachable past—a literally razed and largely decimated former 

neighborhood, whose remaining spaces have now been heavily gentrified.  The 

barrio was also presented as a deeply embodied place with a sensory register 

bound up within a complex set of relations among former residents and those 

who perform a collective memory of their loss—together, place in this form 
                                                           
7
 All quotations related to the panel signify actual word choices of the panelists. 
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affects the meanings swirling around downtown development and people’s sense 

of belonging (Massey, 1991; Till, 2012).   

The deployment of placed subjectivities as an articulation for belonging or 

exclusion is a theme that crosses temporal constructs (Jones, 2011). How barrio 

members perform notions of the worthy subject or the harbinger for the city’s ills 

can be observed through the nostalgia for the past as well as the pain of efforts 

to Anglicize Tucson’s image through the renewal project. Panelists expressed a 

need to make the old barrio “visible” as a way to (re)claim belonging amidst 

efforts (described in the past and present) to “eras[e] the Mexican-American 

people from this place.”  

But equally important to former barrio residents was a need to maintain its 

memory as a “lively place.”  As Otero shared, “people did know each other… I 

remember it having a different feeling.”  Another panelist Albert8 goes on to 

speak of an inability to voice the feeling of the place, the liveliness and spirit of it.  

The panelist continues: “I grew up in the streets.  The mothers used to take turns 

[looking after the children].  There were no family squabbles.  It’s not like that 

anymore.”  There is a nostalgia, a yearning for a return to a past that is also 

colored by a desire for political and social reparations in the present. Otero 

expresses in different ways throughout the discussion the importance of 

remembering that: “Tucson was a Mexican place. We built this place.” The need 

                                                           
8
 This name is a pseudonym.  
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for recognition was also woven through comments regarding the current 

downtown development projects, often at the urging of audience members.  

One of the former barrio residents, Herman, explained it this way, “We’ve 

got this new Rio Nuevo ya know, trying to restart businesses in our community in 

downtown.  And, you know, it was already there” -- as if to remind the audience 

of how many Tucsonans find downtown revitalization ironic since it was 

downtown development in the form of urban renewal which they blame for killing 

the vitality of the downtown decades earlier. Herman continues, “Downtown at 

one time was the liveliest place to hang out.  I think they want to repeat that… 

But I think that history repeats itself and we have to think that it will affect us all 

[again] because it affected us once.  I am hoping that as they continue with this 

Rio Nuevo project that they won’t kick out any more people from the 

neighborhood.” 

In the above narrative one foot moves forward, while one foot remains 

rooted in the past. Albert captured this tension of past-present stating,  

It was a very peaceful neighborhood. I just wish we could go back 
in time so everyone could see it. But most of all I think it is 
important that we are part of an evolution of our culture.  As we 
celebrate our hundredth anniversary of our state, we move so 
things work better for all of us…. I think that we need to take time to 
think about where we go from here…  I think we need to move 
forward. 

The moderator, at one point, asks the panelists, “Why is it important to have 

collective memory stories?” To which Otero responds, “When you see yourself 
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and feel yourself in the story it produces a sense of belonging…. We have to be 

recognized…” 

Roberto Bedoya, the executive director of the Tucson-Pima Arts Council, 

which sponsored the performance, picked up on this theme at the close of the 

panel discussion stating: 

Creating a sense of belonging is not just about the built 
environment.  It really is about relationships. And arts are really 
important in building and constructing those relationships which are 
essential to having a sense of belonging. So not to down urban 
planning, urban thinking, urban growth—the built environment sort 
of becomes the end-all about how you have a place of belonging.  
When really what is foremost is feeling that you do belong.  And the 
politics of dis-belonging… are really still at play. So through the 
arts…we convey the relationships and sense of belonging. 

Bedoya’s very astute point here is that place (in-place/out-of-place and the 

affective place) is known and acknowledged in the vernacular of life.  It is also 

common to hear reference to economic and racist factors as a means to 

homogenize the places of downtown Tucson and erase certain bodies from those 

places—i.e., urban renewal.  So placed subjectivities involve a political struggle 

over who can claim legitimate association with the space and history of the city, 

and on what terms. One of the tools deployed to lay claims to belonging in 

downtown Tucson is memory, and, of course, not all memories are created 

equal.   

There remains a tension between the intersections and contestations 

between different embodied memories, social or collective memory, and notions 
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of official history (Bosco, 2004; Hoelscher and Alderman, 2012; Till, 2012) —

those social memories that become memorialized through more official 

institutions or memorial sites and are increasingly enacted as the social memory 

(Azaryahu, 1999; Dwyer, 2004; Forest et al, 2004; Till, 1999).  Hoelscher and 

Alderman (2004: 348) have demonstrated the significance for geographers of 

investigating how, “[t]ogether, social memory and social space conjoin to produce 

much of the context for modern identities—and the often-rigorous contestation of 

those identities.” Within the setting of downtown development in Tucson, AZ we 

may understand place and memory as embodied acts, verbs that are mobilized, 

often in tension, to produce a (social) space.  Yet, these fluid and fragmented 

embodied memories are often amalgamated into social memory.  As such, these 

social memories can serve to fix or give coherence to notions of place, history 

and the people who surround them (Dwyer, 2000).  Social memory can become 

just that, a singular memory rather than social memories--and/or memories of the 

social or shared nature of events--and the question of what differences it allows 

to be nested inside of it or that it disappears is always political.   

Urban Development and Planning in Tucson 

The massive urban renewal and “slum” clearance, which displaced many 

of Tucson’s oldest residents from downtown, is representative of national urban 

planning and revitalization frameworks from the post-World War II era through 

1973 (Fainstein, 1991: Gotham, 2001). As Lydia Otero documents extensively in 
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La Calle, civic leaders were eager to change the image of Tucson from that of a 

Mexican town to an all-American Western city, complete with cowboys, cacti and 

Indians, as a way to increase the economic well-being of prominent residents. 

According to Otero (2010: 7) “…the Pueblo Center Redevelopment Project 

promised far more than the physical rejuvenation of Tucson’s urban landscape. It 

promised to replace ‘old’ residents and spaces with ‘new’ ones.” 

The Pueblo Center Redevelopment Project targeted the densest and 

longest inhabited 80 acres of downtown Tucson.  Within these 80 acres sat 269 

structures serving as home to over 735 residents of which 63% were Mexican 

American, 27% African American, 9% Anglo American and 1% Chinese 

American. Within this portion of town at least 105 businesses were officially 

relocated by the city.  These businesses were overwhelmingly owned and 

operated by residents in the neighborhood and catered to area residents (Otero, 

2010: 118).  The destruction of these homes and businesses would lead the way 

for the construction of the Tucson Convention Center, expansion of a 

government complex, but also afoot was a desire to compete with suburban 

sprawl and to attract an overwhelmingly Anglo, middle-class resident back into 

the heart of downtown to shop and to live.   

In 2012 the City of Tucson is still in the process of revitalizing its 

downtown and certain surrounding neighborhoods. Fundamental to this effort is 

the commitment of private developers in the form of public/private partnerships; 
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increasing the number of young professionals living downtown through 

commercial and residential options; and a built-environment that conveys the 

historical, cultural, and ecological richness of the area (City of Tucson, 2008). 

Yet, the question of whether this project can serve the interests of its existing 

residents remains, and, as I will argue later, renders social memory vitally 

important for, driving what downtown revitalization can mean, as well as its 

effects on residents’ lives. 

The form of urban development that the City of Tucson is implementing is 

similar to approaches happening in other U.S. cities. Cities increasingly court 

private investment through the use of tax subsidies, bonds, business 

improvement districts, community development corporations and tax increment 

financing among other revenue strategies. As Gotham (2001, 15) demonstrates, 

“[t]hese new strategies and policy tools reflect a wholesale shift in the priorities of 

local governments, which are increasingly less concerned with issues of social 

redistribution, provision of public services, and so forth, and more concerned with 

promoting economic competitiveness, attracting investment capital, and creating 

a favorable ‘business climate.’”  

These measures have also been deployed with varying levels of success 

in Tucson’s downtown redevelopment project. As previously presented, in the 

City of Tucson, voters approved a Tax Increment Financing District (TIF) in 1999 

to establish the Rio Nuevo Multipurpose Facilities District (Rio Nuevo), the 
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primary entity charged with overseeing downtown development. According to Rio 

Nuevo’s website these tax dollars are invested “in ways that augment a shared 

vision for a vibrant city center by leveraging downtown Tucson’s unique 

competitive advantage as the region’s urban and cultural center.” Additionally in 

1998, Tucson established a business improvement district in the form of the 

Downtown Tucson Partnership and 55% of the funding comes from taxes on 

downtown businesses and 45% comes from public coffers. The Partnership 

provides downtown businesses and some surrounding residential areas with 

“services including security, maintenance, marketing and advocacy” (Inside 

Tucson Business, 2010).  As entities like the Downtown Tucson Partnership have 

gained increasing prominence in driving downtown development, city staff is 

increasingly fulfilling a role of streamlining and fostering the process for moving 

developments through as quickly and easily as possible.  This shift has 

simultaneously led to an expanding field of decision-makers, many of whom 

appear to voting residents as less accessible than the officials of the past, who 

may have been more accountable to such developments and certainly to the 

electorate.  

This redefinition of the role of city government also extends to forms of 

urban planning which more directly incorporate business and local boosters into 

the development process (Fraser, 2004: Harvey, 1989). Concomitantly, the 

imaginary of vibrant urban spaces that once captured planners’ imagination has 

now shifted to emphasize “liveability” as a means to attract both private 
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investment and middle-class residents and tourists back into US cities 

(Podagrosi and Vojnovic, 2008). These two factors have led to a selling of the 

city, which exhibits a “keeping up with the Jones’” tendency, what Zukin calls a “a 

hegemonic ‘global urbanism’ of iconic architecture, gentrified residential districts 

and more or less gated shopping centers” (Zukin, 2009: 543). 

A confluence of pro-growth rhetoric and local initiatives, which 

demonstrated success at “social upgrading,” has been reduced to a specific 

formula for attracting wealth back into cities. Zukin (2009) describes this process 

frequently taking the form of attracting residents perceived as alternative youth, 

creative entrepreneurs and new immigrants moving into to urban areas and 

creating an image of the city as cleaner, safer and yet also more “exotic.” 

Nationally, city planners began to see a replicable model for transforming urban 

space on a block-by-block basis to bring greater redevelopment to the urban 

area.  The critical component is based on attracting the right number of these 

essential categories of residents back to the city. The expansion of this image of 

a new urban space would eventually move “citywide and then around the world” 

(ibid.: 546).  

This emulation of best-practices in development functions as a self-

reinforcing cycle of inter-urban competition propelling cities into 

entrepreneurialism through festivals, the promotion of “unique” cultural markers, 

entertainment centers and aesthetically pleasing, distinct districts (Birch, 2009: 
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Gotham, 2001: Harvey, 1989: Jones & Popke, 2010: Peck & Tickell, 2002: Zukin 

2009). Harvey (1989: 10) argues that the unquestionable logic behind strategies 

of competition “force repetitive and serial reproduction of certain patterns of 

development” out of a fear of being left behind. Peck and Tickell (2002: 393) 

further argue that “…selling themselves, cities are…actively facilitating and 

subsidizing the very geographic mobility that first rendered them vulnerable to 

capital flight. 

In Tucson city officials and boosters often look to other smaller cities in the 

Western U.S. as a point of comparison and competition.  Austin, Portland, 

Albuquerque or Salt Lake City are all put forth as examples of cities to emulate 

precisely for their emphasis on aesthetics in the form of streetscapes and public 

art as well as plazas and entertainment districts. And yet, in Tucson the model 

followed in these other cities is frequently pitched as a way to enhance Tucson’s 

quirkiness, as a way to set it apart from its megalopolis to the north, Phoenix.   

This same formula for planning—emphasizing aesthetics—has been used 

in Tucson’s downtown redevelopment project as a means to attract private 

development. In a recent op-ed, city councilmember Steve Kozachik wrote in 

response to an audit released by the state Auditor General stating that the city 

had spent $230 million with little to show for it (Pangburn, 2010): “[i]nnovative 

ideas like the downtown facade-improvement program are ways to get a 

tremendous bang for the buck. And if we are going to welcome new visitors and 
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businesses into the downtown area, infrastructure in the form of lighting, 

landscaping and repairs to existing walkways will go a long way to that end. 

These improvements will increase private-sector development and will revitalize 

the area” (Kozachik, 2011). Here Kozachik articulates the primary role of 

aesthetics in attracting private development and (eventually) a thriving tax-base 

of middle-class consumers back into a vibrant downtown. 

All of these approaches feed a new, dominant planning paradigm for 

downtowns, as identified by Eugenie L. Birch, which emphasize “dense, 

walkable, mixed use with a heavy component of housing” in the urban core 

(Birch, 2009: 149). As Birch explains “…this downtown still has considerable 

commercial activity, its employment base is more diverse, with jobs in anchor 

institutions (universities; hospitals; and entertainment including arts, culture, and 

sports) rising as a proportion of the total. The residential component has become 

significant and is shaping the demand for neighborhood-serving retail, schools, 

and open space” (ibid.).  

The existing plan guidelines for Tucson’s downtown specifically 

emphasize many of the planning priorities articulated by Birch, including 

walkability; historic preservation; lively streetscapes; aesthetically pleasing 

buildings and landscaping; and private/public partnership as the components to 

“create inviting places to live, work, and play” (City of Tucson, 2008: DM3).  

Heralded as innovative and entrepreneurial, this planning model grounded in 
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private/public partnerships has significant implications for the political economy of 

downtowns and related social relations—impacting the available jobs for urban 

dwellers, their consumptive patterns and claims to public space and participation. 

The end results are frequently a central business district designed for middle-

class users (with services offered by low-income workers); increased property 

values and potential dislocation of surrounding neighborhood residents; and city 

coffers increasingly funneled toward subsidizing higher risk investments in lieu of 

service provisions for city residents (Podagrosi and Vojnovic, 2008). 

Simultaneously, this hegemonic planning formula is variegated by a 

diverse set of actors and agendas steering or resisting urban governance on a 

local level.  As such urban development outcomes vary dramatically through 

space and time and are constantly renegotiated through experimentation and 

restructuring. Merrifield (1993) refers to these macro/micro forces as a 

space/place dialectic where capital’s desire to command space is met and, 

potentially, transformed by place-based agendas and the placed subjectivities 

therein.    

Space is commanded and appropriated by capital and represents 
the realm of a rootless, fluid reality consisting of flows of capital, 
commodities, money and information that may take on a global 
dimension. But the inextricable dilemma for capital in its control of 
space expresses itself when these actual flows become grounded 
in a specific territory in order to fulfill exigencies of production, 
realization and distribution of surplus value. It is thus in 'place' - 
which can be taken as a sort of stopping of space, or one specific 
'moment' in the dialectics of space - where capital becomes 
vulnerable to 'place-bound' groups who may be intent on struggling 
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over and attempting to dominate their own absolute territory. Place 
then emerges through social struggle and imposes itself as a 
potential barrier for capital to overcome. (ibid.: 103) 

As Merrifield suggests, this dominant planning model is not a foregone 

conclusion, but is frequently negotiated through struggles over place and identity. 

As city governments and boosters work to sell an image of place that attracts 

residents, tourists and private capital these same constructions of place-based 

identity are constantly contested. As such, residents have the potential to counter 

such images of the city to propel local governance and development strategies 

toward a more just city.  Residents in Tucson engage downtown development as 

embodied actors, whose sense of place is dramatically shaped by shared, 

embodied memories (read personal, lived memories) that command certain 

attachments. 

Negotiating Embodied Social Memories and Social Memory 

Andreas Huyssen (2003: 15) marks the advent of a “culture of memory” 

within the Northern Atlantic States beginning in the 1970s as producing new 

relations to memory (what Huyssen describes as an obsession both in the 

marketplace and in individual desires).  For Huyssen, the fascination with the 

past—its trinkets and styles—is partly due to human reactions to space-time 

compression and its related temporal shifts that have fostered a simultaneous 

longing to remember and need to forget.  As such, for Huyssen, memory seeks 

to anchor while for Jones, following a Bergsonian-Deleuzian notion of duration of 

time, “[m]emory ‘fragments space’ … and time, and builds us from those 
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reworked fragments” (ibid.: 6).  I would like to argue that memory can be 

mobilized to do both—anchor and fragment time-space—and it is necessary to 

understand what type of memory, of/for whom, and what work does it do, to fully 

understand how memory affects time and space. 

 The work that memory does and the seeming slipperiness of individual or 

embodied memories have led geographers to overwhelming focus on the role of 

collective or social memories whether they be more official or insurgent 

(Hoelscher and Alderman, 2004: Jones, 2011: Till, 2012).  While social scientists 

often evoke the different forms of memory as occupying different spaces and 

productive potential, Jones (2011) argues that drawing a sharp distinction 

between individual and social memories is fraught with false dichotomies.  

Certainly, individual/embodied memories do weave their way into social 

memory—just as numerous oral histories were amalgamated into our dance 

performance—yet, in Tucson, I argue that social memories run the risk of being 

discursively reduced to a social memory that seeks to tell the official story of the 

city and its people (Dwyer 2000).  

This is, in part, most clearly visible not only in the ways that residents 

invoke urban renewal but also in the tensions surrounding developers’ and 

planners’ inability to more freely sculpt new near-downtown developments 

following the establishment of historic districts in these neighborhoods9--they are 

                                                           
This dynamic is rather humorous given that the motivation behind historic recognition was a direct 
defensive tactic following the destruction of the old barrio and, to some extent, had remained successful 
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fettered not only by the extant urban landscape, but by the memories attached to 

it.  Likewise, the very vision of the original Rio Nuevo project—straddling a line 

somewhere between economic development and cultural heritage—also 

continues to bring to the fore the question of which memories and histories will 

be celebrated, and how, 

Returning again to Rio Nuevo as a central entity for downtown 

revitalization it is possible to interrogate the memory-work at play in its original 

mandate.  The site is one of the largest underdeveloped parcels in downtown 

Tucson and, having been continuously inhabited for over 4,000 years, is known 

as the birthplace of Tucson.  The full pamphlet received by voters in the mail 

goes on to explain the critical mix of new historic, cultural and ecological 

recreational developments being proposed.  The assumption put forth is that “[a]ll 

new development will reflect the cultural and historic foundation established for 

the project” (Pamphlet: 28).  Included in the mix of recreational sites are public 

plazas and mercados along with sites depicting and honoring the indigenous and 

Mexican-American heritage pre-dating the larger Anglo-American settlements in 

Tucson.  As the Master Plan for Rio Nuevo indicates the desire to remain “true to 

                                                                                                                                                                             
in complicating development in the near-downtown neighborhoods until recently (following the 
implementation of more relaxed urban overlay districts to foster rapid downtown investment and 
development).   
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Tucson’s heritage,” was a central aim even if its actual meaning remains 

undoubtedly slippery and subjective. 

Yet, despite its initial intentions, Rio Nuevo has been mired in a lack of 

progress beyond paying planning consultants, lawyers, and behind-the-scenes 

site preparation.  Equally present is a dominant perception among Tucsonans 

that the project was taken off-track and has turned into a handout for developers.  

A 2010 column in the major daily newspaper captured this frustration well. Local 

columnist, Josh Brodesky, published portions of an interview with former City 

Manager Luis Gutierrez, the primary architect of the original Rio Nuevo plan, to 

argue that Rio Nuevo has lost its way. Brodesky writes that the former city 

manager hoped the “mandate of the voters” would be realized in through the 

development of a Tucson’s birthplace cultural heritage site.  Quoting Gutierrez, 

Brodesky writes, "I saw this as an opportunity to do something for the 

community…. Over and above the economic development, I saw the opportunity 

to put Tucson on the map” (Brodesky, 2010: para. 16). 

Here Gutierrez is hinting at a key tension within Rio Nuevo regarding the 

relationship between economic development as defined by the Arizona statute 

which allowed the TIF to be created and the desire of Tucsonans to celebrate 

their cultural heritage. Equally significant is Gutierrez’s belief that by building the 

cultural heritage site, Tucson would be placed “on the map.”  Brodesky goes on 
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to criticize subsequent city officials for altering the plan, charging them with both 

failing and ignoring voters. 

The vision and desires for Rio Nuevo articulate a past, present and future 

Tucson intimately interwoven in the situated experiences and interests therein.  

Tensions between what is actually being developed and for who remain 

contested (Dwyer, 2000).  Yet within Rio Nuevo and most recent city plans, the 

desire to place Tucson’s cultural heritage front-and-center is seen as a way to 

attract new investment and new residents to the city.  A 2011 Tucson Weekly 

article illustrates this well.  In an interview with Michael Keith, CEO of the 

Downtown Tucson Partnership, one of the leading figures in the private/public 

push for revitalization, reporter Dave Devine (2011: para. 8) explains it thus: 

But Keith is convinced that downtown is now becoming a place "for 
social interaction." That, he argues, is key to economic-
development efforts. 
 
"Employers aren't in Tucson because they can't convince 
employees to come to a city without a there there," Keith says, 
paraphrasing Gertrude Stein's famous observation of her Oakland, 
Calif., childhood home. 
 
"We have to consider our competition for economic development," 
Keith says about cities including Austin, Portland, Seattle and 
Albuquerque. "We have to retain our creative class (of people) and 
our brain trust. ... We can create something unique and authentic 
(downtown) that reflects our history and culture." 
 

So in many respects both residents and developers wish to highlight 

Tucson’s cultural heritage, yet the tension to honor and celebrate cultural 
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heritage along with its uncomfortable social memories of white supremacy and 

classism and, critically, how this may be done, become increasingly difficult to 

reconcile. 

The Subject and Performativity of Memory 

Karen Till (2012) has investigated the ways that individuals conjure individual 

and/or social memory to lay claims to place and in-turn place-based identities, 

citing its use in changing the present/future by transforming, re-emphasizing, or 

fixing a counter-memory.  As Jones (2011: 1-2) eloquently argues, “[w]e are 

conglomerations of past everyday experiences, including their spatial textures 

and affective registers. Memory should not be seen as a burden of the past, 

rather it is fundamental to becoming, and a key wellspring of agency, practice ⁄ 

habit, creativity and imagination, and thus of the potential of the performative 

moment.” Memory thus becomes enlisted in the performance of subjectivity.  

Following Rose and Gregson (2000: 441), performance and performativity are 

intimately linked.  And, within performative moments lay the potential to 

“reproduce and subvert discourse, and which at the same time enable and 

discipline subjects and their performances.” Memory becomes one method of 

performativity deeply linked to cultural and place-based identities, which can reify 

or rearticulate dominant discourses in unpredictable ways.   

 The dance performance, the discussion that followed, the questions from 

the audience and between audience members performed a certain coherence of 
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social memory.  It is a memory of loss and mourning that serves as a rallying cry 

for long-time residents who fear that current revitalization projects will squeeze 

out their interests, their way of life, and them, physically, from the near-downtown 

neighborhoods.  The memories celebrated in the dance and panel are 

differentiated to a point—sharing individual stories—yet make claims about a 

cultural identity surrounding the old barrio and its residents in both the past and 

present. 

 At a recent neighborhood town hall Tucson’s Mayor, Jonathon Rothschild, 

alongside Council-member Kozachik, met with area residents to discuss a 

number of topics of local concern, chief among them were issues surrounding 

downtown development, proposed road expansions and student housing near 

the University.  It did not take long before one of the residents invoked the urban 

renewal project.  The resident stood-up, holding an old report which had laid-out 

the rationale to destroy the old barrio, or as the report authors would have 

described it, “removing blight and slum clearance.”  She went on to suggest that 

the report included reference to the lack of setbacks and the mix of commercial 

and residential uses as a primary concern, stating that this type of development 

is precisely the aim of the current revitalization project.  She criticized the fact 

that the report was produced by private businesses in partnership with city 

officials; nowhere was the affected community allowed a seat at the table.  She 

argued that the sins of the past are currently being repeated stating, “[t]he very 

people being impacted are pushed aside” (Ward 6 Town Hall, 2012). 
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By invoking a history of past development and its failure, the speaker 

sought to caution the Mayor of the ills that would come if existing residents are 

not protected and involved in current revitalization efforts. For the “liveability” of 

the current planning model to succeed, investment has to be proffered and, 

central to local officials’ goals, result in higher tax revenues for city coffers.  The 

speaker cited above inferred the inability for businesses and city officials to 

produce a downtown that community members wish to be lively in—and insisted 

that residents’ visions, desires, and stories (past, present, future) must be a key 

component.   We might also recognize here a frustration with how the roles of 

government in current redevelopment increasing appear to hide behind a veil of 

transparency. 

Likewise, the invocation of social memories by local residents does steer 

how discussions among public officials regarding downtown development will 

move forward.  Indeed, the force of social memories can help elaborate the tense 

negotiations between the Rio Nuevo governing board and regional governments.  

Late in 2011 the, then acting and state appointed, Board of Rio Nuevo 

threatened to sue both the City of Tucson and Pima County over land held on the 

west side of the Santa Cruz River at the base of Sentinel Peak.  This stretch of 

land is to be the home of an eco-cultural heritage park known as the Tucson 

Origins Heritage Park.  Much of the land remains vacant after the Museum 

District and Plaza originally planned for the site fell through.  However, a local 

nonprofit called the Friends of Tucson’s Birthplace have secured some monies to 
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begin work on one portion of the Origins Park known as the Mission Gardens.  

Because the Rio Nuevo Board was challenging claims to the land and 

threatening to sue if the county and city entered into a five-year agreement with 

the nonprofit, Friends of Tucson’s Birthplace was facing a potential loss of tens of 

thousands of dollars they had raised which needed to be spent before the end of 

spring 2012. 

The coverage of the Rio Nuevo Board potentially pulling the brakes on the 

Origins Park drew harsh criticism, most notably from a group of Mexican 

American activists taking on the name of “Rio Nuestro,” or “Our River.”  An article 

in the Arizona Daily Star described the community reaction thus:  

Latino and west-side activists have begun mobilizing to protest the 
Rio Nuevo Board's claims on the land, holding a rally and showing 
up to voice their concerns at a recent board meeting. 

City Councilwoman Regina Romero, who represents the west-side 
area, said her constituents are "up in arms" about the board's 
recent $47 million claim that included a demand for a list of 
properties that includes the Origins park area…. 

"The people are very afraid of losing a voice in their own backyard," 
Romero said. "They're afraid they'll put whatever they want in there 
because they were not elected, and they have not proven any 
willingness or responsiveness or interest to invest in the cultural 
components of what Rio Nuevo was all about. 

"This is not just any land. This is the birthplace of Tucson." 
 
(Bodfield, 2011b: para. 12-15) 

In a December guest editorial in the daily newspaper by Councilmember Regina 

Romero, she calls upon the growing protests from residents against the action of 
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the Rio Nuevo Board as a means to defend her own positive approach to 

downtown redevelopment.  Romero (2011: para. 8) closes with a great rallying 

cry:  

The spokesperson for the Friends of Tucson's Birthplace said it 
best - "the time to act is now." The citizens of Tucson will not be 
held hostage by a Rio Nuevo board that is neither elected nor 
accountable. I will not allow Tucson Origins Heritage Park - 
homage to our history and culture that the people of Tucson voted 
for in 1999 to be forgotten, stolen or sued into debt. 

The depictions above from the newspaper give a good example of how 

residents’ protests were picked up and mobilized, how these protests shifted the 

discourse and eventually the actions of the Rio Nuevo board.  Yet, the 

community members involved with Rio Nuestro articulate their claims to land 

slightly differently: 

Our mission is to bring together indigenous nations and residents of 
Tucson in a manner that offers a model for decolonizing ourselves 
and beginning a future that brings future generations into respect 
for each other and puts humanity and the earth as priority over 
profit and politics. It is our hope that the Rio Nuevo Board will 
understand their folly in circumventing our community with 
disrespect toward the history, culture, and people that live here, 
and dissolve their group and end this suit against the city that would 
privatize this land and our heritage. 
(Rio Nuestro Project Chuk Shon, 2011) 

 

 In an interview on KPFA and in many public events held by the Rio 

Nuestro group, members draw connections to the land grab attempted by the Rio 

Nuevo board and the former urban renewal in Tucson as a means to erase and 

commodify cultural identity and social memories they view as central to the 
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indigenous and Mexican American roots of Tucson past, present and future 

(Reyes, 2012). Most importantly, these residents were successful at shaping how 

public officials would engage in negotiating the development of this land moving 

forward, by articulating its meaning in the past-present of downtown Tucson.  

Conclusion 

In this chapter I have sought to illustrate the ways in which memories are 

leveraged to support or thwart downtown development in Tucson, Arizona--and 

woven together with shifts in downtown governance and in the larger political-

economy of urban development trends sweeping the nation.  Highlighting the 

cultural heritage of the city is praised across the board, but how and to what ends 

is always in question.  Just as memories are invoked to alter the present, how 

placed-subjectivities are situated temporally affects who is considered a powerful 

subject in the present.  Residents frequently invoke memories to claim belonging 

in the past as a way to naturalize their power in the present.  This move is 

slippery with constant opportunities to succeed and backfire simultaneously.   

Within downtown revitalization efforts, discourses of public/private 

partnerships and memory collide precisely at moments when new development is 

perceived as trying to wipe away existing residents, or affect quality of life 

concerns for existing residents.  In these contexts, memory becomes an active 

strategy to redefine development toward enhancing Tucson’s cultural heritage 

through asserting a form of unitary empirical knowledge.  The performative 
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moment is invoked through social memories and counter-history to the city’s 

management of development (past and present) and articulates itself through a 

desire to protect the inhabitants of Tucson on their own terms.  This rather rosy 

account is complicated by the need for Tucson to compete nationally and 

internationally for investment and new taxpayers wherein the city’s “Spanish” 

architecture, sunny weather, warm residents, and brightly-colored, Mexican-

influenced buildings produce a sellable charm. 

What was once considered blight—dense, ethnic neighborhoods—is now 

celebrated as “authentic.” The desire to preserve the character and heritage of 

Tucson is mixed with a drive to protect the historic built-environment, celebrate 

historical peoples, and the questions that are raised when one asks what this 

celebration of history may mean when all social memories and present 

subjectivities are equally honored.  It is, perhaps, an impossibility to develop in a 

way that brings equal voices together amongst unequal subjectivities.  Yet 

residents argue that it is through a process of planning and development that 

seeks to listen, to be accessible and that privileges existing residents that they 

may continue to produce a social space that not only honors social memories but 

seeks to recognize the harm done in their disappearance both physically and 

symbolically.  All of this focus on process and inclusion is argued as the only real 

means to enhance liveability and feed vitality within Tucson’s downtown. 



88 
 

88 
 

CHAPTER 4 

PUBLIC, PRIVATE AND NEAR-DOWNTOWN RESIDENTS OF TUCSON, AZ 

 

In this chapter I review constructions of public and private as separate terms in a 

conceptual binary, to elaborate on the ways these are mobilized through 

public/private partnerships.  In doing so, I investigate how power circulates within 

downtown Tucson development and what role residents have played.  Urban 

governance in the U.S. is increasingly structured around public/private 

partnerships (PPPs), in large part to bring private investors more centrally into 

economic development decisions and with the goal of harnessing continued 

private investment.  The very notion of a PPP is based on breaking down 

previously perceived separations between two distinct sectors—government and 

private enterprise—circulating around two seemingly separate spheres of public 

and private life.  As Clarke (2004) argues, two parts of the public/private binary at 

play within PPPs are co-constituted, often transgressing boundaries and 

remaining in tension.  In this chapter, I argue that the boundaries drawn between 

the public and private produce significant economic and political results for urban 

governance and redevelopment in downtown Tucson, Arizona.   

Debates regarding public or private leadership, investment, ownership and 

production are regular themes in the discourse surrounding redevelopment in 

downtown Tucson.  Of particular importance for my research is how notions of 
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public or private (co)produce “a public” with authority to shape downtown Tucson.  

Depending on the context, the ways in which public and private are defined and 

deployed vary while the subtlety of meaning and the actions that they legitimize 

have significant impacts.   

In what follows, I draw from Marx (1843), Habermas (1991), Fraser (1990) 

and Harvey (2003) to analyze the effects produced from a false binary of the 

public and private spheres.  This binary shapes the public or private sectors’ 

ability to mold the trajectory for developments to the exclusion of affected 

residents. Additionally I discuss how constructs of the public and private sectors 

within a neoliberal drive toward privatization are deployed in the form of 

public/private partnerships in regard to downtown Tucson development.   

The Public and Private Spheres  

As legal scholar Robert H. Mnookin (1982: 1429) has argued, “[t]he distinction 

between public and private connects with a central tenet of liberal thought: the 

insistence that because individuals have rights, there are limits on the power of 

government vis-à-vis the individual.”  From a legal-philosophical standpoint the 

private sphere may be understood to comprise activities existing outside of the 

legitimate regulatory operations of the government, while the public sphere 

comprises those activities within the realm of government intervention, regulation 

and coercion.  In practice, however, clear distinctions are difficult to maintain.  

Beyond the legal philosophical construct of the public and private spheres, 
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looking to Marx, Habermas, Fraser and others we can recognize the discursive 

work these concepts perform in constructing a seemingly singular legitimate 

public and its co-constitutive counterpublics.  

For Karl Marx, among other political economists, the public/private split is 

critical to the development of liberalism and, with it, unfettered faith in the 

autonomy of the private individual and her/his related private property.  In his 

essay, On the Jewish Question, Marx (1843) argues that through the shift from 

the feudal model of political life—where the right to vote was directly bound to 

social privilege determined through religion and class—to liberal democracy, a 

new public sphere was necessary, where class inequalities could exist alongside 

equality of voting rights.  Through this shift, faith in the public sphere as a great 

equalizer could take hold while simultaneously supporting notions of private 

choice, wealth and property outside of any meaningful accountability to a public 

or common good.  

Marx further argues that the state then becomes the primary legitimate 

avenue for political participation and the realization of the public sphere.  Private 

will and private property, however, remain outside of the state and relinquished 

from political duty.  These dynamics help to feed an increasingly individualistic 

notion of both the public and the private through the promise of meritocracy and 

the private market. 
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Investigations of the liberal or bourgeois public sphere were expanded by 

Habermas (1991), most notably in The Structural Transformation of the Public 

Sphere, originally published in 1962.  Habermas traces the origins of separate 

public and private spheres based on the role of rational deliberation amongst 

equals, forming this new public sphere comprised of equals determined not by 

economic or state rank but by common participation in the public.  Two separate 

arenas evolved – one where private familial, social and economic forces were 

constructed as individual concerns, and the other sphere where public issues, 

debates, and common interests could, at least in theory, be advanced.  Cleaving 

the family and the market from the public sphere allowed the intimate family to be 

held together under the authority of the patriarch.  As such, the bourgeois 

became two things in one, “owner of goods and persons and one human being 

among others” (ibid.: 55).  

Mensch and Freeman write that, for Marx, “the public/private split actually 

entails a tripartite structure of self, state, and other…. there is always an 

alienating third that mediates the relationship between self and other. Other 

‘private’ individuals are experienced, not in direct relationship, but rather by 

reference to a state that sets the ground rules of the relationship, determining the 

extent of each person's rights and duties” (1988: 26). Within this context the state 

is neither simply friend or foe, and one knows others as both part of the public 

(body politic) and as individuals with private rights.  This contradiction sets up 

constant tensions between desires for the individual versus desires for the 
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common good.  As such, moral duties are often actualized through the private 

sphere, in the form of charity that is shrouded in an ideal of private choice, rather 

than expressed as a commitment to the public sphere and public life.  

Nancy Fraser (1990: 75) describes this tripartite as contributing to a faith 

in a balance of power and interests, stating: 

The public sphere, in short, is not the state; it is rather the 
informally mobilized body of nongovernmental discursive opinion 
that can serve as a counterweight to the state. Indeed, in the 
bourgeois conception, it is precisely this extragovernmental 
character of the public sphere that confers an aura of 
independence, autonomy, and legitimacy on the "public opinion" 
generated in it. 

Harvey argues that the democratization of the body politic in the 1700s 

separated the public life and the private sphere with a remarkably thin, often 

moving, line.  The split allowed public (state) institutions to be perceived as 

above the whims of private interests.  Harvey (2003: 32) suggests that in order, 

“[t]o police the line, a theory of political corruption was constructed.”  The 

construction of government corruption as being a violation of the public sphere 

set up a false distinction between the people who enact the state and the 

supposed public will with which the state is entrusted.  

As Habermas later acknowledged, the notion of the public sphere is an 

ideal form (Kellner, n.d.) and, as many commentators have argued, is limited by 

romantic and nostalgic ideas of public participation borne of the Enlightenment. 

Nancy Fraser (1990:62), for example, has argued it unwise to “assume that the 
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bourgeois conception of the public sphere was simply an unrealized utopian 

ideal; it was also a masculinist ideological notion that functioned to legitimate an 

emergent form of class rule.”  The class rule that it perpetuates is negotiated 

through determining which publics may have access to decision-making.  Fraser 

argues that the public sphere is in fact comprised of multiple publics and 

counterpublics—arguably a break from Habermas’ more unified public sphere. 

Habermas (1991: 70) emphasizes the role of deliberation within the public 

sphere: “a discursive arena in which ‘private persons’ deliberated about ‘public 

matters’” drawing more on a Republican-virtue concept of public participation.  As 

Fraser argues, because deliberation is understood as a means to rationally 

debate and determine the common good, it simultaneously produces a singular 

“we” for whom the “common good” may be claimed.  As such, it renders invisible 

and silent those participants from publics who do not identify as part of the 

“we”—and in particular those who weren’t present for the deliberation in the first 

place.  As Fraser (1990: 62) argues, the idea of rational, sober deliberation 

represents a 

shift from a repressive mode of domination to a hegemonic one, 
from rule based primarily on acquiescence to superior force to rule 
based primarily on consent supplemented with some measure of 
repression. The important point is that this new mode of political 
domination, like the older one, secures the ability of one stratum of 
society to rule the rest. The official public sphere, then, was-indeed, 
is-the prime institutional site for the construction of the consent that 
defines the new, hegemonic mode of domination. 
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The Habermasian and Frankfurt Institute and Gramscian arguments 

presented above suggest that in the late nineteenth century private interests 

began assuming more direct political control—this control has been most 

immediately observed via massive media corporations.  At the same time, in the 

U.S. and Western Europe the Welfare State began to erode the distinctions 

between public and private spheres rendering citizens primarily as passive 

consumers versus active participants in the public sphere. 

Taking this argument further, David Harvey has argued that in late 

capitalism the construction of the public is equated to an economic trough of 

endless subsidies alongside increasing privatization of the “common good.”  

Harvey (2003: 32-3) succinctly argues for a more Liberal-economist 

understanding of the public/private split: 

Public institutions provide a trough at which many private interests 

feed while access to the trough depends on political economic 

power. The body politic in the U.S., though democratized, is 

organized primarily to serve the interests of aggressive capital 

accumulation rather than the well-being of the public as a whole 

(except under the presumption that what is good for capital 

accumulation is also good for public well-being). But collective 

interests do get expressed and acted upon. How and why that 

might happen is an important question.  

Understanding these primary axes within construction of the public/private 

spheres, let us now turn to Weintraub’s commonly identified definitions for the 

“public” from within political theory (Staeheli and MItchell, 2007).  Weintraub 

identifies four key, and often overlapping, concepts for how the public and private 
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are defined and operationalized: liberal-economistic; republican-virtue; sociability; 

and Marxist-feminism (see Table 1, Appendix 1).  As a heuristic device it brings 

greater clarity to the nuances and disagreements at play when “public” is 

deployed in the discourse surrounding downtown redevelopment in Tucson.  

The public sphere is enacted in three primary ways, drawing from John 

Clarke (2004: 27), “as public interest, as public services and as a collective 

identity.”  The public sphere is understood only in opposition to a private sphere.  

This distinction, according to Clarke (2004: 28), “tends to cohere around the 

poles of private-as-individual/familial/domestic, and public-as-

market/state/politics/bureaucracy,” as demonstrated in the Weintraub chart.  As 

such, the market can move from public and private in that the economy functions 

under the auspices of the public sphere but is not considered part of the public 

sector.  In the context of sectors we see an even more distinct set of boundaries 

at play, as reviewed in the next section.  Having excavated the meanings of the 

public/private split under liberalism, I will now investigate how these terms 

become operationalized through the development of the PPP as a key method 

for implementing urban development under neoliberalism.  

Public/Private Partnerships and Neoliberal Urban Governance in Tucson 

As previously explored in Chapter 3, U.S. cities are increasingly managed 

through a set of strategies that may be understood under the umbrella of 

“neoliberalism.”  US city governments have long functioned to boost industry and 
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private investment, yet the role of city governments in the last 40 years has 

increasingly been to: 1) attract private investors through subsidizing much of the 

risk for private development; 2) promote growth through PPPs; 3) attract and 

produce a distinctly middle-class urban resident and consumer; and 4) reduce 

the role of local governments in providing for services and amenities in lieu of 

market-based alternatives (Jones & Popke 2010; Harvey 1989; Podagrosi and 

Vojnovic 2008). Jones and Popke (2010) refer to these shifts which consolidate 

urban space and its residents through an emphasis on work, responsibility, 

private investment, and market discipline as neoliberalism.  

In the case of urban governance, neoliberalism has emerged alongside an 

ever-increasing devolution of responsibilities to municipalities amidst greater 

budget cuts to these same municipalities charged with overseeing, implementing, 

and to a great extent funding urban redevelopment.  Within this decentered 

structure, then, even day-to-day functions of urban governance can become 

unfunded mandates.  Cutbacks in federal and state funds for urban development 

have left municipalities to fill the void in any way they can, including turning more 

and more to PPPs. 

 PPPSs have their origin in U.S. urban development processes (Miraftab, 

2004).  Since the 1950s, in part because of these larger neoliberal governance 

shifts, as well as in response to massive disinvestment in urban cores after World 

War II, development of U.S. cities has been largely enacted through PPPs. 
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Emphasis on PPPs to foster redevelopment increased under the Carter 

administration due to fiscal austerity measures, and again under the Reagan 

administration’s push to privatize the public sector and to improve public 

processes by incorporating  so-called “entrepreneurial” practices.  The 

partnerships were a perfect articulation of the neoliberal policies proposed under 

Reagan and British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher to advance “the 

supremacy of the private sector and market forces in nurturing development” 

(quoted in Miraftab, 2004: 91).  PPPs are thus nothing new in the context of 

urban governance and redevelopment.  These same dynamics -- local budgets 

stretched thin, a need to diversify investment revenues to support 

redevelopment, and a view that prosperity for the city is intimately connected to 

fostering a good business climate—have been increasingly at play in Tucson, 

Arizona, since the early 2000s as the economy began to slow.  It is particularly 

visible in the relatively recent drive to “redevelop” Tucson’s urban core, where the 

leadership and investment model typically followed is that of PPPs.   

Linder (1999) demonstrates that there are six primary meanings given for 

PPPs, each of which relate to and advance neoliberal or, often less 

acknowledged, neo-conservative ideologies, and are tied to the idea of a more 

entrepreneurial and/or locally accountable public sector (see also Clarke, 2004). 

Within the varying uses of PPPs there are a range of legitimate actor-roles 

implied in developing, overseeing and using proposed developments and, more 

importantly, the aggregate place these developments help comprise.  First, it is 
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worth noting that a primary stated goal of urban redevelopment in the U.S. is to 

increase property values in tandem with increases in sales tax revenues. Within 

this context, property value is inherently wedded to notions of private property 

(Staeheli and Mitchell, 2007b). Similarly–and especially as it concerns 

redevelopment in Tucson—arguments for the necessity of public subsidies to 

underwrite infrastructure costs and, often, to relinquish or lessen risk for private 

investors is part of producing the business climate necessary for redevelopment. 

There are multiple ways that the public and the private sectors have been 

framed in Tucson, and yet the meanings behind PPPs and economic 

development more broadly are largely unambiguous, at least among those 

driving them.  In 2007 the University of Arizona facilitated an economic 

development workshop titled, “Downtown Tucson Revitalization.”  In July 2012, 

the summary prepared by participating economists was sent out via Tucson 

Councilperson Kozachik’s newsletter, stating: 

Downtown is the heart of the City and its rebirth will be led by the 
private sector. The City’s role is to create and maintain a positive 
investment climate and to ensure a clear and predictable regulatory 
environment. Rio Nuevo is essentially a financial tool. Within this 
tax increment District the City will provide adequate infrastructure 
and upgrades, and facilitate the development of major public 
attractions. Rio Nuevo then becomes a catalyst for economic 
development. In the end, success will be measured not by the 
amount of Rio Nuevo investments, but rather by the amount of 
private sector investments resulting from it.  (Ward 6 Office, 2012: 7 
- emphasis added) 

 This statement crystallizes the rationale behind PPPs and neoliberal 

economic development more broadly: public monies leverage private investment.  
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Simultaneously, local governments are tasked with producing a good business 

climate in the form of infrastructure investment, eased regulations, speedy and 

streamlined planning processes and the predictability that uniform 

implementation of each of these tactics provides.  Among this form of public 

sector involvement in economic and urban development are tactics like the 

Urban Overlay Districts (UOD), the broader streetcar development initiative of 

which it is a part, and Rio Nuevo in Tucson, just to name a few.  While there are 

many projects, practices and varying partnerships in Tucson that could be drawn 

upon to examine how the public and private sectors seek to leverage theirs and 

each other’s’ investments, for the purposes of this chapter I will focus on one – 

the Urban Overlay Districts (UOD).   

In 2010 the Mayor and Council of the City of Tucson amended their land 

use codes by adopting enabling legislation for UODs.  The UOD, according to 

city statute, “allows the creation of Zoning districts that encourage transit and 

pedestrianoriented development within new infill areas…” largely centered in the 

near-downtown neighborhoods and urban core (City of Tucson, 2010: 1).  At its 

most basic level the concept of an urban overlay provides overlay zoning in 

addition to pre-existing zoning—in the case of Tucson this allows for overlays 

that promote more dense development, multi-modal transit, and (the primary 

incentive) a streamlined and speedy development process for investors.  

Because of state laws that impede municipalities from changing land use codes, 

the UOD is an opt-in overlay that property owners can choose to participate in, 
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ultimately undermining a formal zoning process in important ways, which we will 

see.  As such, part of how property-owners and investors determine whether to 

opt in is through cost calculation and potential profit from a redeveloped infill site.  

Relatedly, the additional flexibility regarding parking requirements, shorter 

development review process, and greater allowable height all support the need 

for quick development of new projects to maintain capital circulation (McNamara, 

2012).  

The City of Tucson uses a number of Overlay Districts toward different 

ends.  Some are protective, like the Neighborhood Preservation Zone or Historic 

Preservation Zone, while more recently the UODs (note the “urban” preface) 

seek to foster more dense urban development in and near the downtown core.  

The shorter development review process is part of broader city land-use reforms 

and, within the UOD, is even more rapid given that most of the areas likely to 

gain a UOD are within historic neighborhoods (Historic Preservation Zones), 

which previously had longer review processes to ensure that redevelopment 

aligned with national and city standards for historic neighborhoods.  Certainly 

since the 1980s in Tucson developers had been forced to gamble on whether 

historic neighborhoods would allow their developments within their boundaries.  

Functioning as squeaky wheels, well-organized neighborhoods could and often 

did add quite a bit of time for developers in the planning process.  This slow-

down and unpredictability has impeded certain forms of development in the 

urban core.  The city’s latest land-use code reforms are intended both to 
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streamline and speed-up internal (read, bureaucratic) processes, but also, I 

would argue, to assure a certain uniformity to approval, a uniformity that 

undermines the particularities of the process within individual neighborhoods and 

helps ensure a quicker return of capital to dry city coffers. 

The UOD is a mechanism to administer and/or control the power of 

residents by sidelining them in the contest to win over public opinion, as well as 

the all-important views of potential investors and developers.  The UOD thus 

incorporates a discourse that heralds the private sector as ultimately the most 

effective partner in downtown redevelopment, with the public sector serving as 

manager/custodian of development.  Within the strategy of PPPs and the tactic of 

UODs, residents are neither investor nor expert, neither private nor public.  They 

are granted no explicit space or function as a uniform requisite within the UODs.  

To fully grasp how these discourses and their related positionalities and 

subjectivities become powerful and effective, moreover, one must take into 

account the role of the news media and its close coverage of downtown 

redevelopment.   

“The Public” Discursively Formed in Downtown Development 

In most media and official discourse residents are never quite part of the 

public or of the private sphere.  In this section I lay out some of the primary 

themes that I think characterize media coverage of redevelopment.  It is part of 

an extensive media analysis I conducted using the three primary newspapers 
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during 2010 and 2011: the Arizona Daily Star; Inside Tucson Business; and the 

Tucson Weekly.  Following this media analysis I return again to one particular 

UOD in Tucson, Main Gate, and how deliberations surrounding it offer a case 

study for understanding the power positions of residents’ vis-à-vis the private and 

public sectors in developments that affect them.  

The city’s job is to do infrastructure, identify priorities for city 
investment, work closely with the neighborhoods.  We are not 
developers.  Our job is to respond to requests for information, to 
seek funding or endorse funding.  We are catalysts but not leaders.  
We have to have good project management.   

- Ann Vargas, City of Tucson Planner (A. Vargas, personal 
communication, February 2, 2012) 

In 2010 and 201110 a number of local news (30% at 25:83) articles construct a 

public sector in the form of government bureaucracies that are either inept or 

corrupt, and oftentimes a mix of the two.  When “the public” is invoked it usually 

refers to faceless taxpayers and sometimes to voters.  “The public” also takes on 

a third form, that of the NIMBY resident who will accept no plan, no matter how 

beneficial.  Aligned with the latter two notions of the public, we also find articles 

questioning increased public risk in subsidizing downtown development.  Among 

this last group of articles rests questions of what role government and public debt 

and taxes should play in fostering downtown development. 

 Blaming city government for any and all failures related to downtown 

development is de rigeur in the local media.  Officials are at once portrayed as 

                                                           
10

 These articles include six from Inside Tucson Business and four from the Arizona Daily Star in 2010.  In 
2011, we see a total of 15 articles: three from Inside Tucson Business; 12 from the Arizona Daily Star 
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inept and bad managers and as poor decision-makers, and simultaneously 

accused of lacking transparency, which leads to cronyism.  In 2010, 8 of the 10 

Inside Tucson Business (ITB) articles on downtown redevelopment specifically 

blame city government and residents for fostering anti-development sentiments 

and impeding progress.  Within this framing the city is portrayed as bureaucratic 

and overly susceptible to NIMBY politics at the neighborhood level—the two 

together form a misguided public impeding private enterprise.   

While residents are cast abstractly, they are simultaneously elevated, if 

vilified, as the powerful influence producing a backward trend in Tucson.  This 

frame supports a discourse depicting the city as superfluous to actual 

development whether through an inability to manage and streamline services that 

support development or because, as one article noted, “[t]his city is incapable of 

moving forward” amidst powerful and distracting city residents who impede actual 

economic development (ITB Editorial Board, 2010). 

The overwhelming frame is that City Hall needs to get out of the way and 

allow private developers to do what they do best: develop.  The city is called 

upon to ease regulations (fees) for developers and implement land use codes 

that support development and yet another article blames the city and the 

previous Rio Nuevo Board for subsidizing Rio Nuevo developments that have yet 

to turn a profit.  In short it is not seemingly a principled position on subsidies—

ITB editors seem to want certain subsidies in the present but continue to hold the 
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city accountable for facilities like the Tucson Convention Center, which continues 

to require public investment long after its initial opening in 1971.  Likewise the 

city is blamed for Rio Nuevo as a distraction from productive revenue streams.  

In part this is suggested to be a consequence of misguided priorities in that 

(quoting the independent Rio Nuevo audit in one of the articles), "...the vast 

majority of the projects that were funded do not provide any sales tax revenues 

at all, but rather, were intended to improve the historic, cultural and overall 

ambiance of the downtown Tucson and West side areas” (ITB Editorial Board, 

2010).  Here, the city has failed to produce economic development seemingly 

because it was derailed by cultural and historic preservation.  This tension 

presents itself elsewhere, as demonstrated in chapter 1, and is essential to 

understanding how Rio Nuevo and other developments in and near downtown 

have been implemented and perceived.   

While a few Inside Tucson Business articles invoke a “public” cast as 

NIMBY residents who function as the ultimate brake on progress, more often in 

either the Arizona Daily Star or Inside Tucson Business, when either “the public” 

or “taxpayers” are invoked there is no mention of these individuals as also being 

residents; rather, they seem always to emerge as a rhetorical tool, a scapegoat 

for the city’s careless management of taxpayer monies11.  Residents’ concerns 

largely remain an absence in both the major daily, the Arizona Daily Star, and in 

                                                           
11

 The main exception tends to be Tucson weekly articles which often actually include quotes from near-
downtown residents addressing personal concerns regarding downtown development. 
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coverage by Inside Tucson Business, arguably an important outlet for reflecting 

and shaping dominant discourses within the business community.  In tandem, 

these types of discourses, I argue, materialize in the ways that negotiations and 

power relations form around near-downtown developments. 

Taking a different angle on the public role in private development, The 

Tucson Weekly’s Dave Devine presents two in-depth pieces in 2010 that call into 

question the role of speculation and public risk abatement in driving private 

investment.  In one article on the streetcar project, Devine leads readers through 

the potential risks akin to public subsidies for economic development projects.  “A 

Streetcar Named Development: What attracts more people and business: transit 

tracks or government subsidies?,” published on September 16, 2010, covers five 

tabloid pages with a word count of over 3,500.  The authors, Dave Devine and 

Molly McKasson (ibid., 2010), call into question the assumption that simply 

building a four-mile streetcar will serve as the carrot for broader development 

along the corridor.  They do so by presenting projects in other cities that have not 

been the harbingers of development until local municipalities began subsidizing 

development along the lines. 

The authors are quick to point out that even with the streetcar not set to 

run until 2013 massive land-use change proposals and speculation have already 

begun along the line.  The piece’s angle is articulated in the following quote: 
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But how much of a subsidy—from a city government that is 
basically broke—will it take to encourage intense development 
along the streetcar line? Would subsidized developments even be 
positive for the community? (ibid., 2010) 

The authors follow this question with a concise presentation of the mechanisms 

city leaders are using to harness development and how it is all the rage right now 

for planners.  Quoting Councilperson Steve Kozachik the authors present a 

glimpse at the business friendly menu being offered: 

The streetcar by itself makes no economic sense. The city has to 
take the initiative by putting together a menu in terms of what we 
can offer developers for housing and retail. It could be a mix of 
things like land swaps, parking and/or financial incentives.  The 
result would be transit-oriented development, or TOD, a current 
buzzword among contemporary urban planners. Unlike traditional 
city planning, in which land uses determined transportation 
decisions, TOD goes the other way: Transportation via modern-
streetcar or light-rail systems drives land use. 
(ibid., 2010) 

The piece traces the planned land-use changes and proposed 

developments along the streetcar line.  They include: discussions of a Warren 

Avenue mall near Helen Street; higher density zoning in the transition zone 

(Speedway Boulevard./Sixth Street/Euclid Avenue/Park Avenue); high density 

student housing in the West University Neighborhood; proposed student dorms in 

downtown; proposed shopping malls on the eastside of the Santa Cruz; and the 

ever-fluctuating Mercado District/Gadsden Company/Museum District on the 

west-side of the Santa Cruz River.   
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This article, as well as others by the Arizona Daily Star, makes a clear 

connection between the streetcar line and expansion of University of Arizona 

student housing.  The two are intimately connected yet rarely overtly treated as 

such.  In fact, the authors are quick to point out that while the UA has made no 

investment in private student housing, one of the University’s “primary criteria to 

be used in selecting a proposal, according to the RFP, is ‘projects which will be 

served by the modern streetcar and projects which contribute to a university 

presence in the downtown area.’"  So within the context of Transit Oriented 

Development and student housing – higher density housing and mixed-use 

developments tend to be put forth as the goal by local planners, policy-makers 

and private developers.  The benefits of such development approaches are rarely 

called into question, and yet for the streetcar to actually be economically 

successful on its own or as an economic development engine requires users to 

live, play and work along the line. 

The authors elaborate on this tension by including information regarding a 

Federal Housing and Urban Development grant that the city is vying for.  The 

grant is intended to aid public and private development along the streetcar 

corridor.  In an interview, Albert Elias of Tucson’s Housing and Community 

Development Department, explains: 

The people heading this up (at the federal level) are thinking big on 
urban context. They're interested in Tucson and believe some 
strategic investment can transform the community. In making 
federal investments (in a city), they want to see some 
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transformational changes made. What changes would be 
considered transformational? According to Elias, they include the 
development of new housing, commercial establishments and 
streetscape improvements along the streetcar route. 

The goal of these changes, he states, is partly public-relations 
oriented: "Investment along the streetcar line in an urban form 
that's different than found today ... can help people see the value of 
the streetcar.” 
(ibid., 2010) 

The publics at play in this article are the city, and its primary role of 

socializing some of redevelopment’s primary infrastructure costs, and the public 

comprised of private residents who live near and currently circulate around the 

route of the future line.  But major questions remain about these possible land 

uses next to the streetcar line and which publics, if any, will ultimately benefit 

from them.  Critical questions raised by the authors are whether a cash-strapped 

city can afford to foot the bill for private development, with the obvious follow-up 

question of whether there will be a payback to the community.  At its most basic 

level, the article presents the idea of a self-propelling desire for the urban form, 

and seeks to question the amount of time and level of investment the public will 

have to be willing to commit. 

“The Private” Discursively Formed in Downtown Development 

An overwhelming discourse on the role of private actors and investment can be 

detected in 21 articles from Inside Tucson Business and the Arizona Daily Star 

which cast private business people as the primary legitimate leaders driving 

downtown development.  There is only one significant exception—that the city 
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could and should eliminate unnecessary regulation and waive fees (referred to in 

one article as “entitlement fees”) for private development (Yohem, 2011).  When 

the city is cast as a “partner” to private development it is done in praise of 

business for its ability to leverage public investments.  Most often, however, the 

public investments are completely erased and the private sector praised for 

having shown the innovation and smarts to produce a downtown development 

trend that is moving on its own accord.  As Fletcher McCusker, CEO of 

Providence Service Corporation, has said, “If you don't get involved now, in two 

years you will not be able to” (Yohem, 2011b).To demonstrate how public 

investment is framed by local media outlets, I draw first from two Inside Tucson 

Business articles, published in January (Allen, 2011) and October (ITB Editorial 

Board, 2011), and a 2011 Tucson Weekly article by Dave Devine.  

A January 14, 2011 by Allen features Michael Keith, CEO of Downtown 

Tucson Partnership (the primary public/private partnership created to advance 

downtown development), suggesting that, "[a]s fuel for his optimism, he cites a 

survey of downtown businesses last month that revealed $200 million in seed 

money investments over the last 2½ years from the public sector had spurred 

private business to invest another $120 million over the past 24 months" (Allen, 

2011).  In this earlier article, businesses are cast as the heroes for partnering 

with the public sector to move development forward. In a subsequent October 

article (ITB Editorial Board, 2011), Keith is again referenced saying that, “[a]t 

$120 million invested and growing, new businesses are getting a foothold and 
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succeeding. From Keith's perspective, as CEO of the Downtown Tucson 

Partnership, most of the credit goes to a group of about 40 community-based 

investors.”  Here the $120 million seems to have simply materialized out of 

nowhere all thanks to a dedicated group of local, private investors.  Of course, 

the undercover logic here is that public investment is not necessarily followed by 

private investment, hence Keith’s optimism. 

This frame is further emphasized with a power-to-the-private-sector logic 

as breaking the mold of top-heavy, master-plan-driven Rio Nuevo development 

projects.  According to Keith, "[t]his is incredible when you consider this isn't top-

down redevelopment. This is being driven from the bottom up by people who just 

want to invest in downtown. This isn't the result of some big planning effort by the 

city or Rio Nuevo or the county" (ITB Editorial Board, 2011).  Here, Keith and ITB 

are perpetuating a theme of small, “grass-roots”, business-driven development 

as the only efforts that have managed to start transforming downtown.  The city 

and neighborhood residents are not agents for this progress, even though these 

are not discreet subject positions. 

The Tucson Weekly also featured Michael Keith in one of its 2011 articles, 

this one by Dave Devine, which also dealt with the balance of public versus 

private investment, albeit in a markedly different way.  Devine presents some of 

the different approaches currently used by the City of Tucson to “prime the 
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pump” of private investment in downtown, and cites Keith, expanding on some of 

the arguments made in the previous ITB pieces, as Devine (2011) explains: 

It's the government's responsibility to develop a successful 
downtown.  The city currently offers a laundry list of downtown 
incentives. Some are financial, such as waiving $10,000 in building-
permit fees per project. Others are administrative, like eliminating 
parking requirements, modifying development standards and 
relaxing zoning regulations.  Keith thinks these incentives have had 
an impact: "We are so close to creating something that's truly ours," 
he says of downtown. "People are convinced it's going to happen."  
Other downtown incentive programs, of course, have been far less 
successful. The Rio Nuevo process has largely been a failure, as 
were some efforts to attract condominiums to downtown several 
years ago.  But Keith is convinced that downtown is now becoming 
a place "for social interaction." That, he argues, is key to economic-
development efforts.  "Employers aren't in Tucson because they 
can't convince employees to come to a city without a there there," 
Keith says, paraphrasing Gertrude Stein's famous observation of 
her Oakland, Calif., childhood home.  "We have to consider our 
competition for economic development," Keith says about cities 
including Austin, Portland, Seattle and Albuquerque. "We have to 
retain our creative class (of people) and our brain trust. ... We can 
create something unique and authentic (downtown) that reflects our 
history and culture." 

Keith argues for public investment to attract and leverage additional 

private investment.  Devine implies that private investors will always want more 

public funds headed their way in the form of subsidies.  Interestingly, the “we” 

that Keith references as being able to spur developments that reflect a unique 

and authentic sense of Tucson and that will encourage continued development is 

left somewhat ambiguous—but it seems to refer to the actors involved in the 

Downtown Tucson Partnership.   
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There are a number of prominent narratives at play in just these three 

articles.  First there is an assertion that public infrastructure is necessary for 

private investment.  Also woven therein is an assumption that private investment 

is transcendentally good for Tucson.  Second, there is an assertion that a 

bottom-up process for downtown development is uniquely positioned to be 

effective—to be clear, the bottom being referenced is a mix of downtown 

businesses and investors, hardly an underprivileged “lower” class that one might 

just as easily associate with such spatialized language.  As such the assumption 

put forth is that it is private enterprise that is the necessary actor in the decision-

making processes around development.  Third, there is an assertion that with 

more businesspeople at the table a uniquely Tucson form of development will be 

fostered and that as such the city and the identity of Tucson will be maintained 

and enhanced. 

Central to but largely erased by such assertions are the publics not folded 

into the “we” invoked by Keith and many others.  Through examples that follow, I 

will demonstrate that the dominant discourse of PPPs have left affected residents 

outside of this exclusive binary.  That is, they neither fit within the official 

definition of “the public” nor is their role in urban processes inserted into “the 

private.”  

Neither Fully Public Nor Private 
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Central to questions of the role of public/private efforts to redevelop 

downtown Tucson remains that of affected residents.  During my interviews with 

residents and observations of public meetings, I was often reminded that people 

want to see meaningful community processes and have some way to shape and 

improve the developments that affect them.  While Keith talks about the spur of 

development being driven “from the bottom up by people who just want to invest 

in downtown,” the question remains - what role is to be played by existing 

residents who are neither business owners nor private investors?  Are residents 

merely there, features of the urban landscape?  Do they provide public funds as 

taxpayers, and if so, what does this contribution mean in terms of their voice in 

urban processes?  Are they simply consumers of the new urban amenities?  

Advocates for certain forms of development over others?  In practice, what is 

their stake in official processes, and how and to what extent is such a stake 

recognized?  To work through these questions I will draw on a series of events 

surrounding one UOD in Tucson and the dynamic sets of relations swirling 

around the negotiation and implementation of the Main Gate UOD. 

The Overlay as Priming the Pump 

As discussed earlier, UODs in Tucson are intended to ease 

regulations on and therefore foster new transit-oriented developments in 

near-downtown neighborhoods.  On February 28, 2012 the Mayor and 

Council met to approve a rezoning for the Main Gate UOD, at the 
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University of Arizona.  The UOD is intended to streamline the process for 

development in an area surrounding the university, and the West 

University Historic Neighborhood so as to locate potential riders along the 

modern streetcar, which is set to open in late 2013 or early 2014.  A 

seemingly critical component of the plan is to foster new development 

quickly—putting new student-housing projects in-line to open around the 

same time as the modern streetcar line.   

At issue in the rezoning are high-rise private student-housing 

developments in the “transition zone”—a stretch of developed land demarcated 

by Euclid Avenue to the west, Second Street to the south12, Park Avenue to the 

east, and Speedway Boulevard to the north (the entire Main Gate UOD covers 

these same perimeters but with a further southerly boundary at 6th Street).  

Clustered between retail shops, a local mosque, and a range of university 

facilities sit nine, one-story historic bungalows.  Tom Warne, the primary 

developer of the Main Gate Area, in coordination with the Marshall Foundation 

and the University of Arizona (the primary landlords in the area), addressed the 

Mayor and Council in support of the UOD and summarized his involvement and 

the area’s property uses as follows: 

I have several hats on tonight.  I’m an on-going consultant for the 
Marshall Foundation; I represent Campus Acquisitions [a private 
company from Chicago now building a 14-story private student-
housing facility in the transition zone]; I’m a property-owner in the 

                                                           
12

 The barriers of the Main Gate Overlay, in total, have a southern boundary of 6
th

 Avenue.  All other 
boundaries are identical. 
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area; and I’ve been asked by the Tucson City Council on June 28 
[2011] to help coordinate this UOD with the neighborhood 
stakeholders, all stakeholders involved…. What is the Main Gate 
District?….It’s 60% owned by the Arizona Board of Regents, it is 
38% commercial as we sit here, stand here today.  It is 
approximately 2%, or a little less than 2%, residential.  All 
residential are rental except for two houses…. One is for the UOD 
and one is against.  But that is really the composition of what we 
are talking about…. (Tucson 12, 2012a) 

Warne went on to explain the current and sustained projected growth in 

enrollment of the University of Arizona as “growing approximately 650 students a 

year” (Tucson 12, 2012a).  He asks the Council where these students will live.  

He suggests that larger student-housing complexes will “help relieve the 

pressure on the neighborhoods” who have increasingly higher rates of students 

renting single-family homes and in some cases have seen small homes 

demolished to build two-story homes known locally as “mini-dorms.”  Warne goes 

on to say that the University is the primary economic engine in Tucson and that 

we must accommodate its growth, which should not be in the neighborhoods.   

I offer Warne’s statement above to draw the reader into some of the 

pressing issues at play in the Main Gate UOD and its role in economic 

development.  The controversy upon which I will further elaborate encapsulates 

three primary disagreements over:  

1) the height of the new buildings, and specifically how to 
implement sensitive development surrounding historical buildings in 
areas where vertical density is presumed to be a necessary way 
forward by city officials and development boosters;  

2) the transparency and speed of public processes to shape and 
approve these developments; and 
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3) the potential for Historic Preservation Zones to be delisted as 
historic—losing many safeguards previously at play surrounding 
new developments—due to incentives to demolish one-story homes 
to make way for higher buildings and higher profit grossing 
potentials community.   

Within each of these areas of conflict rests a fundamental question about who 

has the right to shape and benefit from the future of Tucson, and to what extent.  

These issues were debated over a series of four Mayor and Council meetings, 

each of which I will discuss below, in turn. 

On February 28, 2012, The Mayor and Council voted to amend the Main 

Gate UOD to allow a maximum height of 159-feet (allowing for 14-story buildings 

in select parcels) amidst great opposition from affected residents.  While the 

issue of vertical density is regularly debated in near-downtown neighborhoods in 

Tucson, this issue alone is a distraction from the more foundational concerns of 

oppositional neighborhood groups.  First, typically local planners and architects 

present this issue as one related to design.  Neighborhoods generally want new 

development to be designed in relation to and support of the existing 

architecture.  Concerns surrounding seamless transition and integration of 

architecture, and the lifestyle patterns they attract, are often assumed to be one 

of how rather than what, that if design plans are placed in the hands of the right 

experts then design can be done well.   In fact, neighborhood residents are 

frequently dismissed as NIMBY or provincial when in fact they often focus on the 

desire for smoother integration with the existing scale of the urban fabric—i.e. 

disparities of building a 14-story high-rise next to one-story bungalows.   
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Trying to steer the vertical dimensions of the proposed projects to be more 

in keeping with the surrounding structures both in the neighborhood and those 

already on campus (of which there are few buildings above 8 stories), the West 

University Neighborhood Association (WUNA) presented an alternative plan with 

a maximum height of 90-feet.  Residents claimed in local media broadcasts that 

the heights they proposed were a significant (vertical) stretch for them and that 

they hoped the city would take seriously the compromise they were trying to 

make to support more urban, multi-modal lifestyles in their neighborhood 

(DaRonco, 2012c; Fiske, 2012).   

Yet, dismissals of NIMBYism aside, the course that the Mayor and Council 

began on February 28 made clear that they were more interested in “leading” 

and less interested in listening.  Apart from the simplistic perspective that the 

issue is primarily about vertical density, at the core of the UOD decision rests 

questions about community process and whether historic neighborhoods will 

maintain the ability to intervene in development that affects them. One local news 

article (Vanderpool, 2012) following the vote described the tensions of 

community processes at play as follows: 

The move has sparked fierce opposition from many neighborhood 
residents, who saw it as a done deal long before they were brought 
to the table—one orchestrated by city officials listening to 
developers' promises, and panicky that the streetcar project could 
become a $300 million flop.  West University residents consider this 
only the latest in a series of rapid-fire rezonings that treat 
neighborhood concerns as an unwanted stepchild. The city is 
considering at least four special districts in the downtown area, 
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each offering development sweeteners that range from tax waivers 
and eased zoning to slashed planning fees. 

Perceptions of the process already being a done-deal are woven 

throughout public concerns raised both in media accounts and at the city’s public 

meetings.  Demion Clinco, president of the Tucson Historic Preservation 

Foundation, summarized his concerns in his address to the Council on February 

28 as follows:  

This process is totally perverted.  I have never seen a process 
where the City of Tucson has handed the overlay and the long-term 
planning of an entire area to a developer’s consultants and then put 
the onus on the neighborhood to try and protect the law of the 
land—[historic  preservation] policies that have been in place 
for thirty years.  (Tucson 12, 2012a) 

In Tucson, struggles over downtown development often rest on issues of 

historic preservation.  Following the urban renewal of the 1970s that destroyed 

the city’s oldest neighborhood, local residents began registering historic 

properties and historic neighborhoods as a defense against widespread 

redevelopment and demolition, and resulting relocation13.  Neighborhoods have 

understood recent re-zonings as a clear threat to directly or indirectly weaken 

whatever checks and balances they may have had, checks and balances largely 

resting on neighborhoods being designated as historic districts.  Again, a 

                                                           
13

 The first downtown historic district occurred in the Armory Park neighborhood after residents had 
rallied to have the El Tiradito shrine recognized as a National Historic Landmark Registry.  By doing so, 
residents who had not been displaced by the urban renewal managed to defend themselves against the 
construction of the Butterfield Freeway in 1971 which would have decimated what remained of the old 
barrio.  As resident Annie Laos has explained, “Armory Park Historic District came because of the 
Butterfield Freeway, and with the knowledge that we’ve got the wishing shrine [El Tiradito] on the 
National Register, it protected it; it’s like it put a fence around it (quoted in MacLaury, 1989: 71)    
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newspaper article published shortly after the February 28 vote, presents these 

fears accordingly: 

City Hall is also revamping its land-use code, a Byzantine 
document decried by business as overly cumbersome. But 
neighborhood leaders fear the revised document could contain few 
protections for historic properties, paving the way for demolition 
whenever preservation clashes with development. In West 
University alone, the city's own historic-preservation officer has 
predicted that dozens of historic structures could fall, threatening 
the neighborhood's status as a nationally registered historic district. 
(Vanderpool, 2012) 

The night of the Mayor and Council’s decision, the public hearing on the 

Main Gate UOD rezoning featured a number of speakers both for and against the 

rezoning.  To be clear, there is not a universal “resident” position on the matter, 

as the earlier statement from Tom Warne alludes to.  Most of the single-family 

homes in the transition zone are not owner-occupied homes.  As such, there are 

questions as to whether these property-owners may sell and have their property 

uses changed as desired and allowed through the UOD—thereby calling into 

question their voices as long-term stakeholders for development with long-term 

future impacts for residents. 

Demion Clinco addressed the Mayor and Council calling into question the 

process and noting a significant and threatening shift in the development 

processes under the UOD, which sidelines historic neighborhoods: 

We are not talking about one parcel and a developer coming in and 
saying, “I want to re-zone this parcel and create a student housing 
project.”  We are talking about a very large area and a huge impact 
to the West University neighborhood, to Feldman’s neighborhood, 
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to Rincon Heights, to neighborhoods all over the urban core.  And it 
is particularly frustrating that through this process the consultants 
that were hired didn’t have expertise in many of the areas impacted 
by this plan.  And the responsibility then fell on the historic 
commission who only heard of this plan because they actually 
requested it—to come to their plans review, to actually implement it 
and suggest some preservation language that would get to some of 
the core issues that were totally ignored.  I think part of this comes 
to a bigger issue which is that the City of Tucson in 2008/2009, 
during the economic recession, dismantled its urban planning 
department… So we don’t have a comprehensive process to create 
a dialogue about where high density development should be going.  

For thirty years historic preservation in this area has been a 
cornerstone of economic redevelopment.  What this will essentially 
do, it will create an incentive for developers to go through a 
process—some call it onerous—a year-long process to be able to 
put high density development on top of the site of previous historic 
properties.  And create an incentive for demolition.  And so a way to 
alleviate this and still provide these homes and these properties 
with all of the other incentives in the package is to say, “demolition 
off the table; if you demolish your historic property you cannot opt-
in to the overlay.  You retain your house you can opt-in; you can 
take advantage of all of the incentives and perks.  You can 
redevelop in the rear of your house, you can change the use.  You 
can do all of these different things but if you demolish your home 
you cannot opt-in.”  And that is keeping with the HPZ [Historic 
Preservation Zone], the law of the land for 30 years.  You will be 
the first Mayor and Council to begin the roll-back of the historic 
preservation zone in the history of Tucson.  And that would be very 
disappointing.  (Tucson 12, 2012a) 

Clinco’s statement is illustrative of the differential power positions at play 

in the UOD.  Furthermore, he speaks to a break from how power has been at 

play in urban core neighborhoods.  This shift, the break in power relations that 

UOD seems to enact is, I argue, a critical component for the city to attract 

development within the form and timeframe that they feel necessary to 

recuperate some of the massive amounts of public dollars invested in the 
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streetcar line.  The ability to rapidly assure development can move forward is 

critical to the circulation of capital through the urban built environment.  A vacant 

lot held on-hold is essentially dead capital and the threat of developers simply 

moving on to invest in another city is certainly a factor in the decisions of 

Tucson’s City Officials.   

The Referendum 

Three days following the Council vote approving the rezoning overlay for 

the transition zone of the Main Gate UOD, near-downtown neighborhood activists 

launched a referendum drive to overturn the ordinance (Vanderpool, 2012).  At 

this moment in the development process the potential to push a referendum 

forward remained as the only clear mechanism available to neighborhood 

activists to fully engage in the public sphere and affect the UOD process.  On a 

City-run local television channel, Tucson Access, WUNA resident John Patterson 

discussed how being shut-out of the decision-making process led to the 

referendum drive, stating:  

It has almost been an illusion that we have been part of the 
process.  Our proposal [for building height] was never given serious 
consideration and while we were at the table none of the things that 
were most important to us were components of the final plan.  So 
we launched a referendum… Under City statutes we have 30 days 
to gather 8500 valid signatures.  If we are able to turn in enough 
valid signatures then the ordinance that Mayor and Council passed 
would be repealed or put before voters on the next general election 
for the voters to decide (Fiske, 2012).   
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Neighborhood activists from throughout the urban core of Tucson 

delivered 12,000 signatures to City Hall on March 30, 2012 (Brodesky, 

2012b). The petition was thrown out on a controversial technicality but, 

significantly, a remarkable number of Tucsonans elected to sign the 

petition, suggesting that there is wide-spread support for maintaining 

historic buildings and adapting infill development to historic architectural 

environments or at least to allow the popular vote to decide.  Recalling 

David Harvey’s question of how and why collective interests do get acted 

upon, the petition appears to have caused the Mayor and Council to 

reconsider the UOD height maximums.  Based on actions from 

neighborhood residents the Mayor and Council began to address 

concerns over community process as demonstrated in two subsequent 

Mayor and Council meetings—the first of which took place on April 3, 

2012. 

During the April 3 Mayor and Council meeting, Councilmember Kozachik 

argued for reconsidering the height set in February.  The Council agreed that this 

was worth further consideration and, at Councilmember Kozachik’s urging, 

decided to hold implementation of the transition zone Area 1 (bounded by 

Speedway, Tyndall, Euclid and 1st Street) rezoning until May 9, 2012.  The extra 

time would allow the Zoning Examiner to hold two additional meetings with 

stakeholders to re-examine potential for a mutual compromise.  The Mayor and 

Council would then take the matter back up at their May 8, 2012 meeting.  
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Under pressure from the referendum drive, at a May 8, 2012 meeting the 

Council indicated a desire to change the height of infill developments in the Main 

Gate UOD—specifically the transition zone—to have the buildings still at issue 

measure in at a maximum of 90-feet, in keeping with the WUNA plan.  In the time 

lapsed between the April 3 meeting and the May 8 meeting neighbors, historic 

preservation advocates, the developers, property-owners in the transition zone, 

staff from the University (specifically the College of Architecture, Planning, and 

Landscape Architecture), and Main Gate staff met to seek a compromise.  It was 

from these two Zoning Examiner meetings as well as two privately facilitated 

meetings with the same stakeholders that the height of 90-feet was apparently 

agreed upon.   

At the May 8 meeting, developer Bill Viner addressed the Council.  Chief 

among Viner’s comments included all of the selling points for the overlay, selling 

points already agreed to by the Council when they voted to enable the UOD on 

February 28, 2012.  Viner reminded them of the original vision of the Main Gate 

UOD, (re-stating an almost identical presentation to the one he delivered on 

February 28), stating: 

If the Main Gate plan is implemented it will attract people looking to 

live in walkable, bikeable areas with access to public transportation.  

Adjoining University areas will be re-gentrified with more 

homeowner-occupied homes and an increase in property values.  

The Main Gate District will provide jobs and increased property and 

sales tax revenues for the public good.  It will enhance the under-

utilized commercial core along University Boulevard and increase 
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the opportunity in the area for new hotels, corporate headquarters, 

new businesses and other residential housing.  The development 

will assist the UA in recruiting and competing for students…. If the 

Main Gate District is approved, in five or ten years the community 

will look back and see the fruits of your decision.      

(Tucson 12, 2012b) 

When the Council began deliberating on the rezoning for the transition 

zone, Area 1, Councilmember Kozachik proposed heights in keeping with the 

Zoning Examiner’s recommendation and the alternative WUNA proposal 

including a height maximum of 40-feet for structures adjacent to the existing 

historic bungalows to ensure that the bungalows will not be delisted as historic 

properties and that the remaining larger tracts set for more dense development 

conform with 56-feet, 84-feet and 90-feet (these heights would allow for a slower 

gradation of increases from the historic properties on the edge of the area into 

higher developments in the interior and closer to the UA).  This revision would 

adjust previous heights, dating from the February 28 meeting, of 84-feet, 144-feet 

and 159-feet for the respective sub-area parcels.  

Since these specific heights were only under serious consideration by the 

Mayor and Council for the first time at the May 8 meeting, the Council’s decision 

was not definitive.  Rather, notifications were to be sent to stakeholders with 

enough time to participate in a subsequent Zoning Examiner’s meeting to 

investigate an amendment to the heights set in February and to inform affected 

stakeholders of a subsequent public hearing where a final decision would be 
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made.  That hearing was held on August 7, 2012 and would provide the final 

decision. 

Where are the Affected “Neighbors”? 

August 7, 2012, field notes 

I’m home sick with a nasty bug.  I had wanted to attend the Mayor 
and Council meeting to observe their votes on a couple provisions 
but alas I am watching it live at home on my computer. The meeting 
was supposed to set clarity on height limits of 90-feet for a new 
student housing building—in keeping with a three-month-long 
community negotiation process.  Instead, in the 11th hour, 
developers began testifying to the need for 130-feet.  This seemed 
to have come from nowhere and Councilperson Kozachik [who 
represents the area] seemed confused.  Over cries of, “Betrayal” 
neighborhood residents quickly ascertained that outcomes in the 
future of infill [development] in their neighborhoods would be 
increasingly beyond their power to mold.   

In cahoots were the developers, individuals aligned with the 
Marshall Foundation and the Dean of the College of Architecture, 
Planning and Landscape Architecture at the University of Arizona—
all testified for the need of a 130-foot height and how this was a 
reasonable compromise.  One of the developers even claimed that 
they were neighbors both with the UA and WUNA, with the former 
strongly supportive of their greater height—as if to dare the Council 
to pick which neighbors were most important to please.   

On August 7, 2012 the Tucson Mayor and Council met and, among other 

things, were set to make a final determination on the Main Gate UOD.  As 

already demonstrated, the City Council had been bouncing back and forth on 

what kind of height restrictions should exist in historic neighborhoods impacted 

by an UOD.  A back-room deal involving Councilpersons who do not represent 

the urban core neighborhoods of Tucson, along with individuals with a direct 

vested interest, essentially sidestepped the community process, maneuvered 
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around residents’ concerns, and were allowed to do so by a slim majority of the 

City Council. 

At the August meeting Bill Viner, one of the developers for the lot 

requesting the highest height still in question, expressed that he and his partners 

needed extra stories to make the building financially successful.  It is here that 

the 130-feet height was first discussed.  The 130-foot limit was presented as a 

sound compromise by its proponents—that it seemed neither wholly a 

sweetheart deal for developers nor a total surrender to neighborhood groups.  

Yet, to be fair, it was only a compromise in that it was less than their originally 

anticipated height of 159-feet; there was no other party who was privy to this 

compromise.   

Residents who addressed the Council expressed fears that the process 

moved too quickly and are disconnected from the neighborhoods where they are 

located.  Chris Gans, the WUNA President, stated his view succinctly, saying that 

the entire Main Gate UOD process had been “too quick and too incomplete” 

(Tucson 12, 2012c).  Many spoke to the precedent they felt the UOD lends to 

demolition of historic homes making disinvestment and deterioration attractive.  A 

resident of the Feldman’s neighborhood discussed how speculation in their 

neighborhood for lots where the potential for 10+ story buildings to be developed 

had increased not decreased.  Her neighborhood, directly north of the transition 

zone, had been called upon as a benefactor of the dense student housing near 
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campus since City Officials and developers promised it would take the burden off 

of developments in other neighborhoods.  Yet, with the flash of tall, private 

student housing developments popping up elsewhere residents reported seeing 

more not less speculation in their neighborhood. 

Overwhelmingly, the tone of residents was one of concern and anxiety.  

Bill Ford, a resident of Feldman’s and practicing architect, addressed the Council 

regarding the City’s priorities, stating: 

[Neighborhoods] need to have a significant voice and say in what 
development looks like and we don’t want to give away ten or more 
stories above base zoning without getting something in return.  We 
feel like we are really getting nothing in return.  Our neighborhoods 
are stressed, we need a lot of support or we are going to lose what 
we have.  And, one way to get it has been completely overlooked.   

I don’t know how the city plans to tax what it is giving away, but it 
seems clear to me that we are not going to receive any of that for 
restoration or revitalization and we are going to continue to 
experience divestment and so forth.  This is what we are trying to 
protect.  I’m an architect and I have lived here for thirty years… 
Design guidelines and all that stuff are great but without the 
premise for doing it and what we are doing it for it doesn’t mean 
what it should mean…. How we build it can be beautiful but if there 
is nothing going back into the neighborhoods then I think we are 
making a horrible mistake. (Tucson 12, 2012c) 

Ford raises significant concerns that streamlined development inherently 

functions to the detriment of existing residents.  A similar sentiment was captured 

well by a resident of WUNA, John Patterson, who stated: 

The overlay ordinance was advanced by and for developers gifting 
them huge up-zonings at neighborhood and taxpayer expense 
without ever considering important neighborhood input in the 
adopted plan. There was no compromise.  Developers drew up 
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their dream plan and saw it adopted.  The amendments under 
consideration make a tiny, but important, improvement to the 
overlay ordinance. 

I would just add that it sounds like a 130-foot compromise in the 
Tyndall sub-area has been cooked up and it is the first we have 
heard of this.     
(Tucson 12, 2012c) 

When the public hearing ended, Councilmember Kozachik raised some 

questions to fellow Councilmembers and City staff before putting forth a motion in 

keeping with the May 8 height limits.  Kozachik urged the Council to consider 

whether the review process already outlined in the UOD for potential re-zonings 

to accommodate greater heights via an expert Design Review Committee (DRC) 

will adequately protect public process, stating: 

There’s been a lot of talk here tonight about good public process 
and, uh, frankly by some of the same people who clearly had cut a 
deal before they walked in here at a 130-feet that I don’t know how 
many of us here heard about before but I suspect some may have.  
It makes one wonder how transparent and above-board the DRC 
process would be if we are already cutting deals before we get to 
this stage. (Tucson 12, 2012c) 

Councilmembers Kozachik and Ulhich continued to raise concerns over 

public process leading up to an alternative motion by Councilmember Scott.  

Councilmember Scott, seconded by Councilmember Cunningham (both whom 

represent the far east-end of Tucson where historic neighborhoods are not 

significant either in numbers or political power), put forth a substitute motion for a 

maximum height of 130-feet.  The vote split four to three.  With the three inner-

city ward representatives voting no, the vote was ultimately decided by Mayor 

Jonathan Rothschild, who cast the final vote to break a 3/3 tie.  
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The overlay vote and the voter petition surrounding it raise a number of 

questions regarding for whom development is intended and, critically, who gets 

to shape it. Clearly, residents felt that they were disenfranchised from the 

decision-making process and seemingly the majority of the City Council, 

including the mayor, felt that their disenfranchisement was an acceptable part of 

“doing business.”  As Chris Gans (Tucson 12, 2012c) stated in his remarks to the 

Council on August 7, “I think in all this talk it often gets lost that the stakeholders 

are residents in this area and, yes, it does impact us….  We are not opposed to 

development we just want to sit at the table as an equal shareholder.”  And yet 

the real power-broker here seems to be the city, as it determines what processes 

are necessary to move forward with development (it is also worth noting that the 

city is also seriously cash strapped, despite its primary political role)14. 

 I share this story to bring to highlight the tensions regarding Tucson’s 

downtown redevelopment.  A superficial reading of this story might point out the 

obvious: different actors seek different outcomes in downtown redevelopment, 

and this is based on their own vested interests and social standing, their 

positionality.  Yet, if we look more closely at the dominant trends in U.S. urban 

development—specifically at the changing roles of the public and private sectors, 

                                                           
14

 From 2007 to 2011 annual sales tax revenue for the City of Tucson dropped from $202.3 million to $159 
million (estimated).  For fiscal year 2012, city staff are projecting a $55 million deficit as a result of lower 
sales tax revenues due to the economic recession.  The city has already cut $60 million in services and 
payroll from its general fund in response to lower revenues and state-statutes requiring a balanced 
budget annually.  City services have shrunk while overall population has continued to increase.  Given that 
47% of the City budget is comprised of restricted funds, City Officials are increasingly focused on 
increasing sales tax revenues as the solution to the budget deficits (City of Tucson, n.d.). 
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and how residents are positioned therein--we begin to uncover both the 

limitations and possibilities for existing residents to shape the spaces and places 

that affect them, that root their everyday lives. 

Access to the “Table” 

“I have way more access than most people and way more 
knowledge than most people and I still feel pretty under-
empowered [to impact downtown development].”  

– Mac Hudson, Menlo Park resident/advocate and Ward 
One staffer 
 (personal communication, February 15, 2012) 

For the last few decades in Tucson, neighborhoods have had the 

opportunity to engage with developers as they were negotiating their 

development agreements with the City.  When interviewed, Mac Hudson—

reflecting on his past success in helping to shape the Westside portion of Rio 

Nuevo as part of the Menlo Park Neighborhood Association—discussed the 

importance of neighborhoods participating in the development agreement 

negotiations: 

The development agreement [on the Westside] is good.  It’s been 
much maligned but it provides for 35% affordable housing, 
construction of the streetcar, a public market.  Through things like 
development agreements is where a lot of negotiation occurs.  This 
is where neighborhoods can have an opportunity to negotiate.  If 
neighbors decide not to participate then developers can basically 
just decide to do whatever they want.  Neighborhoods lose the 
ability to be a part of it and to push it to have more public value.”  -- 
Mac Hudson (ibid.) 

Hudson’s statement simultaneously expresses the empowerment and 

disempowerment of neighbors to provide checks and balances to development 
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that affects their daily lives.  In short one either engages around the terms 

available or risks getting railroaded by the city government and developers.  To 

be clear, the negotiations available to neighborhoods with recent UODs have 

recently been called into question, even if it was already a limited role. 

Yet Hudson envisions powers wherein residents push developers to 

create spaces where they can more fully participate, spaces that do not have to 

become a foothold for gentrification.  He goes on: 

Neighbors working together are very important in determining the 
final outcome.  I have seen some neighborhoods who maybe don’t 
want a development or any development and that the best thing 
they can do is to say “no.”  They could have had an impact on what 
would happen and they didn’t.  It seemed as though if they said 
“no” long enough and loud enough it would not happen.  Often that 
is just not the case.  So the better thing is to be involved and to try 
to make it better.  Now the bigger picture about what’s going on 
with the streetcar, neighborhood and small business involvement is 
important.  It is difficult to get your neighbors together to meet a lot 
and talk about what their future uses will be.  It takes some real 
stick-to-it-ive-ness.  

Hudson goes on to discuss the importance of being the squeaky wheel; 

we should note all of the time and energy constraints that come alongside 

that role.   

Another interviewee takes Hudson’s points further, questioning who is in 

control of development.  When I met with Liz Burden, director of the Warehouse 

Arts Management Organization and Past-President of the Armory Park 

Neighborhood Association in February 2012, I asked her what she thought was 

needed to produce a vibrant downtown (as she defined it as based on a diversity 
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of uses and users).  Burden responded by discussing a number of possible 

tactics as well as processes, demonstrated in the excerpt below: 

Tucson needs a form-based code for good downtown development.  
There are pieces that have been done well—the urban overlay and 
the Warehouse District was a good process.  The one [urban 
overlay district] that they did for the transition zone for West 
University was crap.  The overlay information was written by a 
developer who wanted to develop the property.  So it was the 
opposite intent, the opposite timeline.  It undermines future 
processes because there is so much mistrust.  You spend two 
years building up the process and restoring trust and you destroy it 
in 8 weeks—that’s how long that one took. It is all about who is 
controlling the process. Even though [the form-based codes] are 
meant to streamline, there needs to be neighborhood checks and 
balances.  And the city could very easily say right up front that they 
will not look at any plans until the neighborhood signs off on it.  
That would cut out a lot of this.  They have the power to do that.” –
Liz Burden (ibid, personal communication, February 13, 2012) 

 Burden suggests that the primary difference between these two urban 

overlays had to do with the positions of those charged with facilitating the 

negotiations and the speed and way that negotiation processes were facilitated.  

The first overlay was done by a private architecture firm, Poster, Frost and Mirto, 

which had no vested interest in developing parcels therein and is perceived to 

have a commitment to broad consensus. By contrast, the latter, in the transition 

zone, was driven by a developer who wanted to develop a parcel based on the 

new code.  Likewise, Burden’s statement calls into question development 

primarily motivated to garner profit to the detriment of other sets of relations.  She 

posits (correctly, I believe) that it is the city that is empowered to elevate or 
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exclude neighborhoods from official development processes and that the UODs 

are an abrogation of that power by extension.  

 It is worth noting that community process and its attendant speed—a 

contentious factor consistently raised by both local residents and developers—

plays a significant role in the viability for development projects to bring profit for 

investors on a timescale that is advantageous and competitive.  The longer 

developers wait for community processes to play out the longer their preliminary 

(in the form of building permits, designs, etc.) and potential future capital are held 

in a non-productive state or what Marx might call a “hitch in production” (Marx, 

1977: 258).  Hence, capital circulation is constrained while investors wait to get 

the actual product to market, delaying those initial leases from being signed and 

the monthly rental payments from coming in and, critically, tax revenues that the 

cash-strapped city desperately needs.  Downtown boosters and policymakers 

alike are certainly aware and concerned that investors can and will simply go 

somewhere else whether that be another city or another part of Tucson thereby 

jeopardizing the likelihood that the City of Tucson will recoup its massive 

investment in downtown revitalization and the modern streetcar.   
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Conclusion 

Are economic development and neighborhood concerns inherently “othered” as 

two incompatible strategies?  In this case study we clearly see that the 

developers and city officials, answering only to their immediate interests, reached 

agreements for significant heights and with no limitations based on the pre-

existing historic neighborhood preservation zone.  Only after WUNA spent 

massive volunteer hours on a referendum were neighborhood activists to be 

included in public meetings.  Yet, with the referendum being thrown-out on a 

technicality along with an already massive gap in power to affect official 

procedures, the WUNA activists essentially gained no clear ground.  In fact, the 

clear gap in power to steer official processes lent itself to the eleventh hour 

maximum height deal.  Thus, the public sphere actions deemed appropriate for 

neighborhood residents were nothing more than symbolic processes leading 

ultimately to dead-ends.  

 Yet, as Harvey asks, in light of the fact that public institutions are oriented 

toward serving political economic power, how and why do collective interests get 

expressed and acted upon?  In reviewing the final Main Gate UOD plan, 

residents were effective at maintaining some important ground, even if this was 

not precedent setting.  Within that specific UOD there remains requirements for 

all HPZ-contributing structures to revert to previous review processes if use-

change or demolition is sought-out by the property owners.  Additionally, 
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adjacent structures to the historic homes in the transition area have a height 

limitation of 40 feet so as to not risk the delisting of these properties.   

 The reason for these inclusions, aligning with portions of the WUNA plan, 

happened only because residents made it politically disadvantageous for 

councilmembers and city staff to do otherwise.  The city’s planning efforts—in 

particular Rio Nuevo—are much maligned, and regardless of the details many 

Tucson residents are rather quick to assume that somehow the city will fumble 

any development project.  This tendency provides well-organized neighborhood 

groups with a ready discursive field to call city policies into question. 

And, even though a number of important provisions remain in the final 

Main Gate UOD, the city undertook its decision in such a way as to foster not 

only development but acrimony.  Through efforts to ease the development 

process, community input was marginalized, and rendered increasingly 

irrelevant.  This is nowhere more clear than in the primary sites of concern—four 

sites, three homes and one lot along Speedway Boulevard, between Tyndall and 

Euclid Avenues.  At issue is the incentive to demolish historic structures and the 

introduction of the Main Gate UOD significantly changed the rules.   

Under existing HPZ rules a property can be demolished if the property 

owner enters into a rather robust review and design process and can 

demonstrate hardship barring an exception being granted for demolition.  Even if 

the property were demolished, the lot would still be within an HPZ, which 
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necessitates that whatever is later developed on that lot adheres to lower vertical 

density guidelines and design elements in keeping with its surroundings. For the 

four contributing sites along Speedway, these property owners would still be 

required to enter into the design and review process with the neighborhood and 

Tucson-Pima Historical Commission.  Ultimately the final decision has always 

rested with the Mayor and Council (even if they have typically aligned with the 

specific HPZ reviewers recommendations).  Once approval to demolish is issued, 

these sites are no longer required to follow HPZ codes; rather, they may revert to 

the Main Gate UOD.  As such, the slow nibbling away at the edges of historic 

neighborhoods weakens existing protections.  As one resident explained when I 

asked what the future holds for historic neighborhoods, following approval of the 

Main Gate UOD: 

So does the West University HPZ future look bleak? Most likely not 

at all but if the removal of those 3 homes from the HPZ is a 

harbinger then it's all over. Time will tell. Remembering that it's 

never really about any one home but the collective set, which is 

why HPZs were created and if that set diminishes to a certain 

smaller size the state will end up delisting the zone. What's the 

point of an HPZ that's all non-contributing structures? 

(Anonymous, personal communication, January 18, 2013) 

When all is said and done, this move places neighborhoods in a less 

certain position moving forward.  The city has stated that zoning for greater 

heights will stop at the western boundary of Euclid Avenue, yet not wanting to tie 

their hands, such promises have only been stated and not codified.  The end 

result is a symbolic promise from city leaders that residents should have faith, 
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that they will keep their best interests at heart.  This is, undoubtedly, viewed with 

skepticism by historic neighborhood activists. 

As I write this chapter (January 2013), public meetings have been 

facilitated to engage stakeholders in visioning for the development along the 

streetcar line in Tucson.  At these meetings property owners within the interior of 

the WUNA HPZ have discussed their desires to redevelop parcels with greater 

density under an UOD.  It seems quite likely that a new overlay will be developed 

for the streetcar line (roughly 4 miles long and likely to incorporate .25 miles on 

either side of the tracks).   

In doing so, likely many new goods and services will be offered, aligned 

with existing residents’ desires.  A very likely by-product may also be that 

neighborhoods along the Streetcar line may become delisted as national historic 

neighborhoods—affecting not only property values for individual homes, but 

eliminating a local tactic against gentrification in the form of historic property tax 

relief.  We see scales shifting toward private development, on the backs of 

individual residents and property-owners.  Such a move will be more disruptive in 

certain parts and neighborhoods near the downtown area than others. In short, it 

would be unevenly felt. 

Economic development and community development/stability are not 

inherently contradictory processes.  Yet in the context of a fiscally stressed city 

the two are increasingly at odds.  The prevailing assumption that economic 
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development will raise the city and its residents up is questionable at best.  It is 

the already uneven dynamic of who and which neighborhoods can muster the 

time and knowledge resources to be the squeaky-wheel that will determine how 

community development is positioned vis-à-vis economic development.  There 

are no guarantees, beyond the existing HPZs and the vacuous right to attempt a 

referendum, and there are no determined processes to ensure neighborhoods 

have a voice in development moving forward. 
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CONCLUSION 

In the preceding chapters I have illuminated the tensions at play in current 

downtown redevelopment projects and the critical role of memory and historic 

preservation in shaping these developments.  In the background chapter one, 

part 2 on Rio Nuevo, I provided a key orientation to the visions of cultural 

heritage as downtown redevelopment and its limits within the structure of a TIF 

as the mechanism to realize this vision.  In chapter three I illustrated the ways 

that collective memories of urban renewal continue to guide current downtown 

redevelopment projects.  These memories simultaneously subvert and can be re-

inscribed as a social memory based on a Spanish colonial past—with all its 

related violences—frequently sanitized and simplified to make it attractive for 

economic development.  In chapter four I offered a close investigation of current 

efforts to ease development processes in the urban core and its implications for 

previously held power among historic near-downtown neighborhoods.  The Main 

Gate UOD provides a direct snapshot of the ways that codified practices 

surrounding claims to historic recognition are being placed in flux to foster 

speedy development. 

 In total my research findings present a complex web of relations as local 

residents, policymakers, and investors attempt to navigate varied visions for 

Tucson.  I have shown how the urban renewal of the 1960s served as a pivot 

point in current narratives surrounding downtown redevelopment.  While urban 
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renewal is regularly invoked as the primary failure of Tucson urban planning—a 

failure that must not be repeated and for which city government must make extra 

effort to garner trust against repeating—it is important to note that urban renewal 

was merely one part of a broader colonial project.  Yet its scale and impact has 

been deemed so great that it is regularly deployed by residents of varied cultural 

and ethnic backgrounds and maintains broad salience in redevelopment 

discourse. 

 Memory and history are woven throughout each chapter, as both the 

critical factor to foster successful economic and community development as well 

as a hurdle, in the case of historic preservation zones, to overcome.  I have 

sought to demonstrate that appealing to memory and history is neither good nor 

bad, neither just nor unjust but rather is productive in shaping the built 

environment and the social space of the city.   

In the case of Río Nuestro (chapter three), we observe local residents 

asserting a claim to the birthplace of Tucson on the west bank of the Santa Cruz 

River.  In doing so these residents cast the potential land grab as a continuation 

of colonization and a furtherance of practices such as urban renewal from the 

1960s and 1970s.  Further, these residents demand that this land holds a higher 

value than that of economic development.  In this instance the collective 

mobilization of residents—undergirded by collective memories of past-present 
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violence—compelled local policymakers to act on their behalf perhaps more 

stridently than they would have otherwise.   

The negotiations between the West University Neighborhood Association, 

the city and potential developers (chapter four) illuminate a potential break from 

how history of near-downtown neighborhoods has been recognized and acted 

on.  This shift in historic neighborhood protection is all the more significant given 

that near-downtown neighborhoods inclusion on the national registry of historic 

neighborhoods was motivated in part as a defensive mechanism following urban 

renewal.  Within this case we may also interpret tensions surrounding a paradox 

of history and economic development within the political economy of U.S. cities.  

On one side urban planners throughout the US, as well as downtown boosters in 

Tucson, promote a form of development to heighten the historical and cultural 

heritage of a region and to thereby produce a unique place of consumption and 

social interaction.  On the other end of this form of planning and development 

rests an on-going tendency for urban developers to engage with new 

development unbridled by the historical-symbolic meanings of place.  As such, a 

parcel of land becomes a blank slate upon which new meanings can be 

constructed and performed freely from “outside” expectations.  This rationale, I 

suggest, is just as likely to occur when the competitive advantage of a new 

development is based as a part of a district that imbues registers of cultural 

heritage so long as this can be performed by their own designers on their own 

timeline and using the same building materials to which they are accustomed.  
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Significantly, what it does not include is the on-going relationship building through 

development processes with residents or officials that hold any significant power 

to curtail a proposed development.  I raise this not to suggest that developers are 

inherently hostile to the aims of existing residents on their face but rather that the 

need to move swiftly in an effort to keep capital investments circulating 

undergirds economic development writ large.  This facet of the political economy 

is all the more important for large-scale developments like those being 

implemented along the modern streetcar line in Tucson. 

My research demonstrates that democracy is inconvenient for capitalism.  

I began this research by asking for whom is downtown development intended.  

With much of the recent development being in the form of private student 

housing should we understand downtown development to be on behalf of 

students?  What will happen to existing residents if or when the student housing 

bubble bursts? I would argue, as my case studies demonstrate, that at present 

Tucson’s downtown development is for developers and the city’s coffers.  Historic 

preservation is a priority only insofar as it is profitable and convenient for 

policymakers and by extension developers.  And yet while, collective, embodied 

memories are solidified to a point in the built environment of the city through 

historic preservation, an end to historic preservation does not imply an end to the 

productive potential of collective memories.  Collective memories, in part 

because they are collective, will always have the possibility to avoid capture and 

commodification.  
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In sum this research resonates with significant contributions of urban 

geographers to understand the ways that various forms of urban governance, 

placed subjectivities and political economy help to produce U.S. cities.  Looking 

ahead I recognize a number of potential lines of research for which this thesis 

research might provide a springboard.  Throughout my research and writing I 

have recognized a number of questions related to the political economy of 

authenticity.  While other researchers have addressed this topic in different ways 

it remains an area of personal interest which may or may not become a research 

focus.  Another theme which presents itself both in this thesis and in other 

research I have done is the role of discourses and practices around “community” 

as a pivotal point in both politics and development.  Moving forward I feel it 

necessary to trouble notions of community as overly resistant or romantic (in 

keeping with the work of Miranda Joseph among others) and to attempt to 

understand the ways that community and its attendant placed subjectivities often 

can produce repressive homogeneity.  This final theme seemed far too complex 

to address adequately in a thesis; and yet, doing so would have likely altered my 

engagement with both historic preservation and collective memories in significant 

and provocative ways.  It is my hope that I may be able to do so moving forward 

and to help bridge significant conversations in fields such as ethnic studies and 

gender and women’s studies to the work of critical urban geography.  
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APPENDIX A  

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SPHERE TABLE 

TABLE 1 

Public and Private Spheres 

Liberal-
economist 

Republican-virtue Sociability Marxist-feminist 

Public is 
understood as the 
State and its 
administrative 
activities. 

Public is 
constructed as the 
community, the 
polity comprised of 
common 
relationships. 

Public is 
understood as 
street life and 
encounters that 
come together in 
public display. 

Public refers to 
the economy as 
well as the State. 

Private is 
conceived as the 
economic sphere 
separate and apart 
from the State. 

Private is 
understood as 
private property 
and, often, the 
private household. 

Private is that 
which is held 
invisible to the 
“public eye.” 

Private is the 
private home and 
the domestic and 
familial relations 
therein. 

(based on Staeheli and Mitchell, 2007)   
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APPENDIX B 

RIO NUEVO MULTIPURPOSE FACILITIES DISTRICT MAP 

 

 

The image to the left was received by 

voters along with their ballot initiative 

educational packet.  This map depicts the 

region in Tucson which would be 

considered in the Rio Nuevo District, 

meaning that portions of the sales tax 

generated from businesses along this 

route of Broadway Blvd. would remain in 

Tucson and ultimately fund the Rio Nuevo 

developments. 

(Rio Nuevo Board, 1999: 26)  
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APPENDIX C 

DOWNTOWN TUCSON MAP 

 

(City of Tucson, 2008: DM26) 

The map above comes from the City of Tucson’s Downtown Urban Design 
Reference Manual depicting roughly a 1.5 mile (north to south) and 2.5 mile (east 
to west) area of the central downtown and surrounding neighborhoods.  The 
areas of interest include (3 and 4) the proposed Rio Nuevo developments. 
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