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a trashy and preposterous 
human environment 

with no future
-James Howard Kunstler (The Geography of Nowhere)

“places not worth caring about”
-James Howard Kunstler (The Geography of Nowhere)
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Let People Do What They Want

Lone Mountain Compact

absent a material threat to other 
individuals or the community, 

people should be allowed to live 
and work where and how they like.

Happiest People in the World

Pew Foundation Study
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Paris from a Rental Car 

Paris suburbs

Suburban Hanover Suburban AntwerpSuburban Copenhagen

European Planner’s View of USA?
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Does Canada Seek a US Merger?

Economies of Scale: US + China?
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Local Democracy in Metropolitan Paris
1,300 GENERAL GOVERNMENT UNITS

The Importance of Local Democracy

Paraphrasing Lincoln

… government of the people by the 
people and for the people

… is government that is closest to 
the people
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Consolidation:
False

Economies
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Distinctive Competences (Subsidiarity)

Paraphrasing Lincoln

… government of the people by the 
people and for the people

… is government that is closest to 
the people

Competitiveness, Cautions & Fads

3 Competitiveness Lists

5 of 10 areas with greatest job 
growth (1980-2002) not listed, 
including #1 & #2

Rise of the Creative Class

1999 List: Portland #30

2004 List: Portland #6
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Sterling County Courthouse, Sterling City, TX
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City ElasticityCity ElasticityCity Elasticity
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Genuine Consolidation Justifications?

New York: Fear of Losing #1 to 
Chicago

Indianapolis: Retaining Political 
Control

Toronto: Settling a Political Score
Louisville: Reclaim #1 State Rank from 

Lexington
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Why Local Democracy is Superior
• People have more control
• Less anonimity

People know their elected officials
Not other people’s money

• Not dependent upon a fickle, limited 
attention span press

• Special interests have less control
• Less bureaucracy

Conclusions

1. “Urban Sprawl” is urban growth

2. Local democracy is more efficient 
and effective.

3. Large cities may be too large


