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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)




GDP/Capita 1992 (PPP)

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

us Germany France UK Japan

GDP/Capita: 2002 (PPP)

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

us Germany France UK Japan




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




Share of Urban Growth in Suburbs
METROPOLITAN AREAS OVER 1,000,000
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Urbanized Land in the United States |
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New York Urbanized Area Density
PROVISIONAL ESTIMATE BY SECTOR: 1800-2000
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New York Urbanized Area
ESTIMATED POPULATION DENSITY: 1800-2000
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New York Urbanized Area Density
POPULATION & HOUSEHOLDS: 1950-2000
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Draining the Cities?
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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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Population per Local Government Unit
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State & Local Governments by Size
STATES BY QUINTILES: 2000
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State & Local Taxation Per Capita
STATES BY GOVERNMENT SIZE QUINTILES: 2000
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“Government Fragmentation”
GOVERNMENTS PER MILLION: STATE QUINTILES
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State & Local Taxes per Capita
MID-WEST LITTLE BOX” V. PACIFIC “BIG BOX”
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State & Local Government Employees
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Government Employee Payroll/Capita
MID-WEST LITTLE BOX” V. PACIFIC “BIG BOX”
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Municipal Expenditures per Capita
BY MUNICIPALITY SIZE: UNITED STATES: 2000
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City v. Suburbs Jurisdiction Size
CHICAGO METROPOLITAN AREA: 1997
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City v. Suburbs Wages & Salaries
CHICAGO METROPOLITAN AREA: 1997
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Larger & Smaller Government
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Larger & Smaller Government
VICTORIA & HALIFAX: NUMBER OF CITIES
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Larger & Smaller Government
VICTORIA & HALIFAX: ELECTED OFFICIAL COSTS
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Job Growth Quintiles: 1980-2002

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH BY QUINTILE
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Job Growth Quintiles: 1980-2002
GENERAL GOVERNMENT PER 1,000,000 POPULATION
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Job Growth Quintiles: 1980-2002
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Job Growth Quintiles: 1980-2002
AVERAGE ANNUAL SNOWFALL
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Job Growth Quintiles: 1980-2002

STATE & LOCAL TAXATION PER CAPITA: 1980
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Job Growth Quintiles: 1980-2002
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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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National Population Trend: 1950-2003
FROST BELT AND SUN BELT
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City Elasticity Theory: Poverty Rate
LARGEST CITIES: LOUISVILLE BEFORE MERGER
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Households in Poverty: 2000
PRE-MERGER AND POST MERGER LOUISVILLE
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Households in Poverty: 2000
PRE-MERGER AND POST MERGER LOUISVILLE
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Poverty Rate by City Elasticity
URBANIZED AREAS: 2000
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Median Income by City Elasticity
URBANIZED AREAS: 2000
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Residential Segregation & Population Growth
METROPOLITAN AREAS OVER 1,000,000: 2000

0.90
African-American
Dissimilarity Index
0.80 By 1980-2000 :
Population Growth s nghes.t
Quintile (5t) egregation
0.70
0.60 ‘Average
0.50
0.40
Lowest
Segregation
0.30 o

Highest High Growth Middle Low Growth Lowest
Growth Growth Growth

34



Change in Residential Segregation
METROPOLITAN AREAS OVER 1,000,000: 2000
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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
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