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This paper considers some key issues
that help to evaluate whether or not
the promotion of compact cities is a
worthwhile planning goal. These are:
the pressures on prime agricultural
land; residential density preferences;
energy resource savings; the potential
for expanding transit use and promot-
ing TODs (transit-oriented develop-
ments); the costs and benefits of
suburbanization; the efficiency gains
from compactness; the impact of tele-
communications on the density of de-
velopment;  the  prospects  for
downtowns; the influence of rent-
seeking on the promotion of down-
town projects; the social equity of
compactness; and the effects of com-
petition among cities. Qur evaluation
of these issues does not support the
case for promoting compact cities.
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he revolution in information processing and telecommunications is

accelerating the growth and dispersion of both economic activities

and population, possibly moving towards the point where “geogra-
phy is irrelevant.” Yet, at the same time, many planners (and policymak-
ers) advocate “compact cities” as an ideal, in contrast to the reality of
increasingly spread-out metropolitan development. The term “compact
cities” is in increasingly common use in planning discussions, conferences
and other similar venues. It can take on different meanings, each with
different planning implications. To mention merely three possibilities:
(1) a macro approach, based on high average densities at the city-wide or
even metropolitan level, but more likely to be applied to a freestanding
small town;' (2) a micro approach, reflecting high densities at the neigh-
borhood or community level; and (3) a spatial structure approach, em-
phasizing a pattern orienred to downtown or the central city versus a
polycentric (or dispersed) spatial pattern, with obvious density conse-
quences. All three meanings are touched upon in this paper, although the
micro approach is the one that has received most attention in the litera-
ture. An alternative classification is to distinguish among low-densiry,
strip, scattered, and leapfrog development as forms of “sprawl,” some-
times used as an antonym for “compactness” (Ewing 1995).

In this paper, we revisit several issues relevant to the compact cities
discussion. Alchough the analysis is probably general enough to apply to
most of the developed world’s major cities, we restrict our remarks to
United States cases. However, most of the differences between the United
States and other developed countries are probably explained by a moder-
ate time lag (e.g., in decentralization trends) rather than by significant
differences in spatial structure. For example, Mieskowski and Mills (1993)
sum up the results of another study by Goldberg and Mercer (1986):
“Goldberg and Mercer set out to demonstrate that Canadian metropoli-
tan areas are relatively compact and more centralized than those in the
U.S. However, the authors conclude ... that Canada and U.S. metropoli-
tan areas were decentralizing af the same rate” [emphasis added].
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Open Space and Agricultural Land

America is not running out of open space, nov in any dan-
ger of baving cities encroach on reserves of “prime” agricul-
tural land.

Compact city studies frequently refer to the sav-
ings in prime agriculrural land. However, the favorite
analytical model of cities (and their hinterlands) uses
bid-rent curves that show how the highest and best
use of land is determined and how policies to “con-
tain” cities in order to preserve suburban farmlands
force land into lower valued uses. The welfare losses
show up in higher prices for urban space. High urban
land prices in Japan, especially in the 1980s, resulting
from government restrictions on the marketability of
agriculeural land, are an example (Miyao 1991).

Moreover, the United States has a major problem
of agriculrural surpluses. Fischel (1985) showed that it
the entire United States population lived at “suburban
sprawl” densities of one acre per household (all of
them made up of four people), just three percent of
the total land area of the forty-eight contiguous states
would be utilized. He also cited Frey’s 1979 land use
data for the contiguous mainland states, which show
that almost ninety percent of the total area is in forest,
range, pasture, and cropland uses. The cropland pro-
portion could expand substantially if crop prices were
to rise.’

The rural land preservation argument is some-
times extended to the global level. United States ag-
riculcural land must be preserved now, it is argued,
because at some date in the future the growth in world
population will result in insufficient food. Although
this is a common argument, the evidence for it is
weak. World food production per capita has increased
modestly in the past decade and a half, while food pro-
duction per capita in Asia has increased by abour 25
percent; in the developing world, only in Africa did
food production per capita decline (by six percent),
and that reflects primarily structural development
problems rather than an intrinsic shortage of fertile
land (Sen 1994, 66). Of course, malnutrition is ram-
pant (perhaps 700 million people are undernour-
ished), but that is the result of poverty and an unequal
distribution of food, not of food scarcity. In the words
of Per Pinstrup-Andersen, Director-General of the
International Food Policy Research Institute: “The
world is perfectly capable of feeding 12 billion people
100 years from now” (quoted in The Economist, June 10,
1995, 39).

Density Preferences
Low-density settlement is the overwhelming choice for res-
idential living.
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Some observers have argued that this is not an un-
constrained choice, but influenced by instruments
promoting suburbanization, policies such as the pref-
erential income tax treatment of home mortgage in-
rerest, subsidies to automobile use, and the
ubiquitous interstate highway system. United States-
Canadian differences (or similarities) may be a good
test of these objections; for example, there is no home
mortgage deductibility in Canada. Goldberg and Mer-
cer (1986) marshalled considerable evidence to empha-
size the differences. Yet, even their comparisons of the
United States and Canada are subject to multiple in-
terpretations, including the hypothesis of a simple
time lag in decentralization trends. For example, both
countries’ cities are shown to have declining (and con-
verging) population density gradients, although cen-
tral city densities in Canada remain higher than those
in the United States.

The policy explanations of United States subur-
banization often emphasize the argument that more
subsidies are given to auto travel than to public tran-
sit. The opposite is true. Federal, state and local expen-
ditures for highways (and parking) were $66.5 billion
in 1991; revenues were $53.8 billion (81 percent recov-
ery); federal, state and local expenditures for transit
were $20.8 billion, while revenues were $8.8 billion (42
percent recovery). On a per-passenger-mile basis, the
auto subsidy was 0.54 cents; the transit subsidy was
54 times as large, 29.42 cents. Moreover, the transit
subsidies have been growing faster: the same calcula-
tions for 1981 show that the transic subsidy per
passenger-mile was then “only” 33 times the auto sub-
sidy (U.S. Department of Transportation 1994).

The absence of congestion pricing and emissions
fees is a widely acknowledged problem; it constitutes
an implicit subsidy to auto users. While estimates of
these costs cover a wide range, the Environmental De-
fense Fund (Cameron 1994) suggested that air pollu-
tion costs per passenger mile in Southern California
in 1991 were 3.6 cents and congestion costs were 7.5
cents. Donald Shoup (1995) suggested that there may
be up to an additional 11 cents per passenger mile of
parking subsidies for Los Angeles automobile com-
muters. In any event, even with these adjustments
(and making the extreme assumption that these
“costs” are “subsidies”), the full auto subsidy adds up
to little more than 22 cents per passenger mile and
still falls short of the transit subsidy.

Many consumer surveys have shown strong pref-
erences for suburban living (see, for example, the Fed-
eral Home Mortgage Association’s National Housing
Survey: FHMA 1992, 1993, 1994), and the link be-
tweenn household preferences and preferred spatial
pactterns is clear: “[in] evaluating the desirability of ex-
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isting spatial patterns, revealed preferences of con-
sumers, especially when they have persisted as long as
they have in the US, must be given some weight”
(Dyckman 1976, A-2).

Has the decentralized residential spatial structure
that reflects these preferences been influenced by gov-
ernment intervention? Salins (1994) argued that zon-
ing has inhibited high-density development and
mixed residential and commercial land uses, that core
preservation strategies have undermined the recycling
of obsolete central city land uses, and that the absence
of market-driven strategies (such as school vouchers
and the privatization of infrastructure provision and
services) has contributed to the deterioration of the
central city. It remains questionable whether such re-
forms would have more than a negligible impact on
densities and spatial patterns.’

Of course, in a world of heterogeneous tastes,
there are people who prefer alternatives to the domi-
nant decentralized lifestyle. As an example, Handy
(1994) laments the consequences of moving from
Berkeley, California, to Austin, Texas. In her words: “I
miss having my favorite restaurants, a copy shop, a
bike shop, a pet store, a bookstore, and a supermarket,
all within a short and pleasant walk from home”
(Handy 1994, 3). She longs for the application of prin-
ciples of what she calls “coordinated transportation
and land use planning” of the kind adopted in Port-
land, Oregon, “where state-level mandates have
pushed coordination: an urban-growth boundary was
adopted ar the same time that policies shifted away
from freeway expansion, and land use plans are now
being created for development of areas around current
and future light-rail stations” (6). The interesting
point about this statement is that what is happening
in Portland (which is highly controversial, by the way)
is as a result of top-down command-and-control plan-
ning rather than the expression of individual prefer-
ences.

A related argument is that developers are pre-
vented by land-use regulations, zoning, and building
standards from building at higher densities thar
would be more profitable and perhaps, if available at
much lower cost, more attractive to consumers. The
problem with this argument is that such regulations
are not ubiquitous, so that we can find locations where
high-density construction is feasible, and in some
cases has been undertaken. In most instances sales
have been slow. In an industry as cyclical as residential
construction, developers are very market-conscious.
The risks of building an unacceptable product are very
high, and builders are well aware of the strong con-
sumer preference for the single-family derached home
(a preference that has probably been reinforced by the

increased publicity about legal, insurance, and other
problems with condominium and townhouse associa-
tions and other common-wall developments). We have
no objection to developers promoting pilot, or demon-
stration, higher-density projects to test consumer ac-
ceptance. However, even under the wildest, most
optimistic scenarios, we would expect such projects to
have a less than negligible effect on the prevailing av-
erage densities in any type of settlement. The compact
settlement projects may have a boutique appeal; and
the essence of consumer sovereignty is the ability of
the market to cater to the wide variety of consumer
tastes. We are in favor of compact developments being
subjected to a market test; we oppose attempts to im-
pose these through command-and-control zoning and
design regulations, and we reject the argument that
enough projects of this kind will be implemented to
have any discernible impact on overall land use pat-
terns.

The Energy Glut

Energy is one of many scarce resources; markets are re-
quired to husband scarce resouvces; government interventions
are the real sources of energy “crises.”

It is now well established that there has been a
global energy glut, and it continues. The queues of the
1970s at gasoline starions were a uniquely U.S. phe-
nomenon, predictably linked to United States price
controls prevalent at the time. Ever since the controls
were lifted, the OPEC carrel has lost clout and markets
have performed exactly as expected. Controling for the
effects of inflation and taxes, the September 1996
price per gallon of gasoline in the United States is be-
low the 1974 price; consequently, the relative price of
gasoline compared with other goods and services has
fallen dramarically. Paradoxically, in California and
probably in other states, the fall in the price of gaso-
line relative to the price of housing has encouraged
households to substitute housing for transportation
costs by living farther out, thus contributing to subur-
banization. Furthermore, per capita energy consump-
tion in the United States is now below its 1973 level,
in spite of the relative price change (Bohi and Darm-
stadter 1994). Energy resource constraints are a weak
argument for promoting compactness; in any event, as
suggested below, the link between high-density devel-
opment and reduced VMT (vehicle miles traveled), and
hence reduced energy consumption, is by no means
clear.

The Scope for Transit

Low densities make high-capacity transit systems unat-
tractive and thevefore wasteful (of all resources utilized, in-
cluding energy).
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Because the spreading out of cities reduces mar-
kets for conventional public transit (especially fixed
rail, which is spatially inflexible and usually oriented
to downtown), it should surprise no one that the
United States transit industry has been in decline for
most of the twentiech century. Massive subsidies have
not helped; they may have made matters worse. The
Congressional Budget Office concluded that “despite
more than 25 years of federal assistance, mass transit
carries only about § percent of people who commute
to work. The other 95 percent mostly use automo-
biles.... New federally assisted transit systems have
not added to mass transit; instead, they have replaced
flexible bus routes with costly fixed-route services to
a few downtown areas, while the growth in jobs and
population has been in the suburbs and in the smaller
cities. At the same time, transit costs are rising: transit
fleets in general are greatly underused, and the new
transit systems have for the most part added to costs
and to unused capacity without attracting riders from
cars” (Congressional Budget Office 1988). A large (and
still growing) number of studies echo this finding
(from Meyer, Kain and Wohl 1965 up to recent years,
e.g., Pickrell 1989)."

It appears that “neotraditional” neighborhoods,
pedestrian pockets, mixed land use developments and
other features of the New Urbanism do not make
much of a difference. Cervero (1994b) reports: “Over-
all, focusing development near transit and designing
communities to be more transit-friendly, by them-
selves, will have little bearing on people’s travel
choices.” Moreover, Crane (1996) has suggested it is
possible that neotraditional neighborhoods may
increase rather than reduce automobile use, depend-
ing on case-by-case empirical considerations, because
shorter origin-destination distances reduce the aver-
age cost per trip. Cheaper trips mean more vehicle trips,
and it is conceivable, perhaps more probable than not,
that total VMT (vehicle miles traveled) may increase.
Thus, neotraditional neighborhoods may neither in-
crease transit use nor reduce auto travel.

Meanwhile, Downs (1994), in a recent attack on
what he calls the “dominant vision” of decentralized
development and low-density growth, has neverthe-
less criticized the effectiveness of Calthorpe’s (1993)
idea of transit-oriented development (TOD) as a basis
for the next American metropolis (Downs 1994, Ap-
pendix C). Downs attempts to simulate whether
Calthorpe’s approach could have accommodated all
the suburban growth (about 237,000 people) in the av-
erage MSA (Metropolitan Statistical Area) during the
1980s. He assumes, generously, that a TOD might be
288.5 acres (a circle with a radius of 2,000 feet around

a transit station), and that 35 percent would be de-
voted to residential use developed at a density of 15
units per acre. Accommodating the average MSA’s
suburban growth would require 63 TODs. At intervals
of 1.5 miles, this would require 96 miles of a transit
system. In cases of faster growth, the number of TODs
might rise to 140, and the transit system mileage
might rise to 210 miles. Even in the first case, the re-
quired system would be larger than BART (the Bay
Area Rapid Transit System in San Francisco), larger
even than the Washington, DC Metro. Given the num-
bers of people served, construction of the needed sys-
tem would not have been feasible, in terms of either
financing or passengers served. Nor is there any evi-
dence that such a system would divert significant pro-
portions of travelers from private cars to transit,
judging by experience in other United States metro-
politan areas. Substituting buses for rail would not
work, either, because most of the trips would be too
long to attract much patronage.

Suburbanization and Congestion?
The traffic consequences of suburbanization are benign.
Industry moves to the suburbs, following the la-

bor force, which allows many workers to enjoy a

shorter workerip in time if not in distance and reduces

congestion pressures in traditional centers. Although
this type of adjustment is not instantaneous, and

there are inevitable short-term disequilibria, the im-

portant point is that the self-corrections are relatively

fast. Orange County was Los Angeles’ quintessential

“bedroom community,” with a local workers-to-jobs

ratio of 1.4 in 1974, By 1993, the ratio had fallen below

1.1, almost identical to that of the core county of Los

Angeles.

Suburbanization has been the dominant and suc-
cessful mechanism for reducing congestion. It has
shifted road and highway demand to less congested
routes and away from core areas. All of the available
recent data from national surveys on self-reported trip
lengths and/or durations corroborate this view. The
findings from all seven recent large-scale national
household surveys present a consistent story of the
containment of metropolitan area commuting times
(Gordon and Richardson 1994b). Evidence from
NPTS (Nationwide Personal Transportation Study) re-
ports (1977, 1983, 1990), a commuting questionnaire
included in the American Housing Surveys (1985,
1989), and the two decennial Census reports (1980
and 1990) all help to make the same point. The 1990
data indicate some increase in average commuting dis-
tances, which is accounted for largely by changes in
the two tails of the trip distribution (i.e. fewer very
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short trips and more very long trips). However, that
increase was offset by faster travel speeds. As a result,
commuting times remained more or less the same.

The Efficiency of Compactness?

The economic and resource “efficiency” of compact devel-
opment has never been adequately demonstrated.

The debate touched off by publication of the Real
Estate Research Corporation’s (RERC’s) The Costs of Ur-
ban Sprawl (1974) revealed the complexity of the issue.
Altshuler (1977, 1979) and Windsor (1979) have sum-
marized the many errors that weaken the RERC report
and its sweeping conclusions beyond repair, although
it continues to be quoted approvingly, especially in
nonacademic circles (e.g., Bank of America et al. 1995).

Recent NPTS data give some idea of the range of
RERC’s errors. RERC assumed that auto daily travel
time (for “head of household”) living in “low density
sprawl” (i.e. a housing density of 1,360 units per
square mile®) was 61.2 minutes per day, and that the
same individual living in “high density planned” de-
velopment (i.e. 4,102 units per square mile) traveled
only 37.8 minutes per day; hence, sprawl living pat-
terns induced more than 60 percent more travel. But
in the real world, central city residents and suburban
residents incur similar trip times. 1990 NPTS files
(Vincent et al. 1994) show that average commuting
umes were 18.2 minutes (one-way, all modes) for cen-
tral city residents in urbanized areas, and 20.8 minutes
for urbanized area residents living outside central
cities. RERC also assumed that clustered development
would generate considerable travel savings in shorter
nonwork trips. The 1990 NPTS showed that auto users’
average shopping trip time in the New York CMSA
(Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area) was 12.4
minutes for central city residents and 11.8 minutes for
suburban residents; the comparable numbers for the
Los Angeles CMSA were 11.0 and 9.9 minutes (Gordon
and Richardson 1994a, 1994b, 1995). The L.A. subur-
banite had a 20 percent shorter shopping trip time than
the New York center city resident. RERC, on the other
hand, assumed thart total annual travel for the average
household in high-density communities would be
9,900 miles, but 19,700 miles in low densities.

It is now well known that the stll frequently
quoted RERC’s report is badly flawed; for example, it
focuses on on-site servicing costs at the expense of
more general public service costs, such as roads to
provide access to jobs, shopping and recreation, and
does not allow for quality differences (e.g., the value
of a private yard) in the cost comparisons. Yet advo-
cates of compact cities have used similar techniques
to offer more recent empirical corroboration for their

claims. Newman and Kenworthy are a notable ex-
ample, and they also made a number of serious errors
(Gomez-Ibanez 1991; Brindle 1994). Another example
is the CUPR (Center for Urban Policy Research)
group (e.g., Burchell et al. 1992a, 1992b; Burchell and
Listokin 1995), which used an approach similar to
that of RERC, that is, a prospective view of the com-
parative costs of alternative types of development un-
der sets of very precise assumptions. Their conclusion
was that “the state of New Jersey could save $1.3 bil-
lion [a 10 percent saving] in infrastructure costs for
roads, utilities, and schools over a twenty-year period
if a state plan managing growth were followed, as op-
posed to the sprawl patterns of development” (Bur-
chell and Listokin 1995). Government-sponsored
studies (e.g, Duncan et al. 1989; Resource Manage-
ment Consultants 1989) also have argued in favor of
low cost/high density development. Furthermore,
Frank (1989) reviewed several decades of studies and
found that for streets, utdilities and schools, capital
costs tended to be higher at lower densities and at
increasing distances from the central core. In addi-
tion, as pointed out much earlier by Downing (1977),
costs may increase with distance from central facili-
ties such as sewage treatment plants and water
sources (but, of course, these may not be centrally lo-
cated, so the relationship with density is obscure). On
the other side, Ladd (1992) argued that, except within
a range of very low densities, public service costs for
traffic management, waste collection and disposal,
and crime control increase with higher densities.
Peiser (1984, 1989) estimated that infrastructure cost
savings in “planned” as opposed ro “unplanned” de-
velopments were very small. Altshuler and Gomez-
Ibanez (1993, chapter 5) concluded that none of this
research has given convincing support to the fears of
sprawl.

A final problem in discussions of the compact city
is the pejorative use of the term “urban sprawl.” It con-
jures up connotations of the general meaning of
“sprawl” as an unaesthetic, lazy and undisciplined
form of body expression. The original application of
this term in a planning context was to describe pre-
dominantly commercial “ribbon” development along
both sides of highways over considerable distances,
sometimes called “retailscape.” Now the term has been
generalized to include almost any kind of low-density
suburban development and “leapfrog” development
(Aleshuler and Gomez-Ibanez 1993). But that subur-
banization itself should be an object of attack is amaz-
ing, given the expressed preferences of the majority of
Americans for suburban lifestyles and the supposed
sanctity of consumer sovereignty.
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Technology and Agglomeration-
Congestion Trade-Offs

High-rise or concentrated settlement is costly and only
worthwhile if transport or communications costs are bigh; yet
these bave been falling for many years, and communication
costs, at least, are likely to continue to fall steeply in the mid-
term future.

High density settlement involves trade-offs be-
tween inevitable costs (congestion) and prospective
benefits (agglomeration). High-rise buildings exist
where they do only because the high costs of erecting
and maintaining them were considered to be worth
the economies realized through increased accessibility,
communication and interaction, and the ease of face-
to-face transactions.

These trade-offs help to explain how, over the past
century, numerous innovations in technology and
organization have changed cities, first by extending
the “effective radius” from the center to the periphery,
and subsequently by modifying the congestion-
agglomeration trade-offs. These advances include the
streetcar, the substitution of electric power for other
energy resources, the rise of trucking, and the con-
struction of interstate and intra-metropolitan high-
way systems. Major innovations in transportation and
communications have made the benefits of agglomer-
ation available over areas of increasingly greater spatial
extent, allowing many of the costs of congestion to
be avoided.

For most of the twentieth century, the highway
system has been the major force for continued low-
density settlement and suburbanization. The barriers
of distance continue to “dissolve” (Webber 1993);
factories and offices continue to move to where em-
ployees want to live. Most commuting is now suburb-
to-suburb, taking congestion pressures off traditional
downtowns and allowing many to drive faster on less
congested suburban highways. Suburb-to-central-city
commuting continues to diminish. City forms con-
tinue to evolve beyond polycentricity to patterns of
generalized dispersion. Recent research on the Los
Angeles CMSA that compares employment concentra-
tions in the three census years, 1970, 1980, and 1990,
shows that all places qualifying as “centers” (based on
trip generation densities) accounted for 19 percent of
regional employment in 1970, 17 percent in 1980 and
only 12 percent in 1990. Also, the number of places
qualifying as centers declined from 20 (in 1970) to 12
(in 1990) during a period when the region’s employ-
ment base grew from 3.6 million to 6.3 million jobs
(Gordon and Richardson 1996a). This dispersion of
economic activities, clear-cut in Los Angeles and per-
haps evident in other metropolitan areas once the re-
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search has been done, is much more radical than
implied by the adoption of concepts such as “edge
cities,” “satellite cities,” “polycentricity,” and “urban
villages.”

Rapid advances in telecommunications are now
accelerating the decentralization trends set in motion
by the advent of the automobile. In 1890, the “effec-
tive radius” of U.S. cities was said to be about 2 miles,
based largely on pedestrian access. Dyckman (1976) re-
ported that this had grown to 8 miles by 1920 because
of the development of public transit, to 11 miles by
1950 (the diffusion of automobile ownership), and to
20-24 miles by the 1970s (the construction of urban
freeways systems). The centrifrugal trends have now
accelerated because telecommunications access cannot
be measured in terms of geographical distance. The
locational choices open to both households and firms
have expanded accordingly. In the extreme case, geog-
raphy might become irrelevant. Peter Drucker sug-
gests that “[o]ffice work, rather than office workers,
will do the traveling” (Drucker 1989, 38). Proximity is
becoming redundant. Rural (as well as “exurban” and
outer suburb) workplaces are growing the fastest of
all. The revolution in telecommunications has been
neatly summarized in “Moore’s Law™ information
processing capabilities double about every 18 months.
Intense global competition ensures that the newest
technologies are quickly adopted.

Entertainment already is, and instruction is more
likely to be, transmitted over broad-band radio fre-
quencies rather than seen in traditional theaters or
lecture halls. Today’s cities continue to become less
compact; the city of the future will be anything but
compact.

Those who misread these trends do so at consider-
able cost. For example, Asian real estate investors lost
approximately one-half of their $77 billion investment
in American cities over the last decade or so by focus-
ing on downtown locations. Americans should not feel
too smug, however, because their elected representa-
tives have squandered, in total, even larger sums on
dubious downtown renewal schemes.

» o«

Downtowns in Eclipse

Small-area employment data analysis show that the de-
centralization and dispersion of most activities continues, and
that downtown renewal efforts have failed.

When we compare decennial population census
files or quinquennnial economic census data, or exam-
ine cross-sectional data from sources such as the
Wharton Decentralization Project (Linnemann and
Summers 1991), the same conclusion emerges: most
job growth, regardless of economic sector, is in the
outer suburbs far away from downtowns and transit
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stations, even in the more transit-oriented metropoli-
tan areas. The Wharton data also show that in the
1980s (the period of greatest downtown investment),
CBD job growth was slow, negligible, or negative. To-
gether, CBDs in the top ten cities (New York, Los
Angeles, Chicago, Philadelphia, Dallas, San Francisco,
Boston, Detroit, Washington, DC, and Houston) grew
at barely over one percent per year in the period 1980-
1986. It may be merely coincidental that the Census
Bureau abandoned CBD tabulations in their 1990 re-
ports. Although the compact city advocates focus pri-
marily on increasing densities in suburban, exurban
and free-standing settlements, they are invariably sym-
pathetic to downtown and transit-oriented develop-
ment. They are also supportive of central city revival
efforts (Porter 1995); however, recent central-city em-
ployment performance (1988-1994), as reflected in
central county data, has been as bleak as that of the
CBDs (Gordon, Richardson, and Yu 1996).

Rent-Seeking and Politics

Declining sectors turn to political support for remedies.
For cities, this leads to a rejection of market processes and cre-
ates coalitions for policies that attempt to offset them. However,
these efforts are likely to fail; they waste taxpayers’ funds and
misallocate scarce public sector resources. As a result, the plight
of cities worsens.

Generally, rent-seeking activities are facilitated by
the actions of dirigiste governments, which in turn
feed off rent-seekers. This augments the possibilities
for waste: not only are there consumer surplus losses
from the “welfare triangles” of elementary microeco-
nomics diagrams (the inefficient use of resources), but
resources are also diverted to the politics of seeking or
avoiding favorable or unfavorable regulation. Dy-
namic analysis is even more disturbing: rent-seeking
deters the “creative destruction” of buoyant economic
growth; as pointed out by Mancur Olson thirty years
ago (Olson 1965), the market losers are often the most
politically connected, as well as the most economically
motivated to resist change.

In United States cities, downtown interests have
managed a broad spectrum of often creative political
efforts on their own behalf. These have included
downtown renewal projects that were hailed as break-
through public-private partnerships by some plan-
ners, but seldom evaluated for efficiency or the
incidence of their costs and benefits. (See Sawicki’s
review [1990] of Frieden and Sagalyn’s [1989] cele-
bration of Downtown Inc.). Among other efforts are
downtown-focused rail transit systems, downtown-
sited convention centers, and the revitalization of
architecturally significant core neighborhoods as en-
terrainment centers, stadiums, theaters, etc. The proof

of the political nature of many of these investments
has been their across-the-board failure to reverse the
decline of downtowns. In Los Angeles, the Commu-
nity Redevelopment Agency has spent $2.5 billion (in
terms of constant 1992 dollars) on downtown renewal
over the past 25 years. The results have been disap-
pointing. Currently, the agency is unable to continue
its attempts to revitalize downtown because of declin-
ing tax increment revenues from commercial proper-
ties within its development area. That was not the
plan.

Despite expensive revitalization, downtowns com-
pete poorly as public gathering spaces against subur-
ban malls and “invented streets,” such as MCA’s $100
million City Walk at Universal City in Los Angeles,
where the street performers do not panhandle and
where the graffiti is public art commissioned by ar-
chitects. Throughout the United States, downtowns
continue to decline, rail transit systems continue to
lose passengers, and convention centers continue to
claim large subsidies (Mills 1991). Many of the new
downtown projects might pass Hall’s (1980) criteria to
qualify as “planning disasters”; although their imple-
mentation can easily be explained by the victories of
interest groups, that does not justify them. Their main
effect has been a fiscal drain, further weakening the
central cities they are supposed to save.

Keating and Krumbholz (1991) examined six recent
downtown plans and criticized them for not ade-
quately addressing “social equity concerns.” Their call
for analysis cannot be faulted, but it may be naive to
expect such plans to be resistant to the rent-seeking
agendas of powerful interests. Serious evaluation with
a careful consideration of costs, benefits and incidence
might show an unwelcome combination of inefficien-
cies and regressivity.

The oldest and the largest United States cities of-
ten have the most entrenched interests and the most
intrusive governments. They are prone to higher taxes,
more mandates on businesses and landlords, and
more burdensome regulations, often along with dete-
riorating public services. The effect is to drive more
and more economic activities out from central cities.
At the same time that bureaucracies are strengthened,
the cities increasingly become the haven of the poor
and the unemployed. A vicious cycle sets in that fur-
ther weakens traditional city centers.

Compactness and Equity

The equity case for compact cities is weak.

Some reviewers of an earlier draft of this paper
complained about its preoccupation with economic ef-
ficiency arguments and its neglect of social equity con-
cerns, with the implication that compact cities are
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more equitable. For example, “market processes might
produce socially unacceptable results ... and ... mar-
ket processes in urban areas are hugely affected by po-
litical forces controlled by upper-income rent-seekers
who favor socio-economic segregation” (Anthony
Downs, letter to the Editors of JAPA). Or, in the words
of one of our colleagues: “A second rationale for at-
tempting to change land use and transportation pat-
terns is to increase social equity.” Suburbanization is
“the result of the affluent population escaping the fis-
cal and social problems of central cities. ... Once they
establish such communities, they can exercise land use
controls to exclude households with different housing
needs or preferences. This process results in spatial
segmentation of the population on the basis of
income, ethnicity, and race; . . . intervention is justified
because suburban residents are actively preventing a
spontaneous mixing of population, thus denying less
affluent and minority populations access to suburban
jobs and suburban amenities” (Giuliano 1995, 10-11).

Such arguments involve several separate, but
interrelated, strands: existing suburban land-use pat-
terns are inequitable; suburban areas are racially segre-
gated; measures to increase compactness would
improve equity; and, more generally, land use policies
should be designed so as to increase social equity.

First, in the United States, 30.3 percent of urban
households living in suburban areas have annual in-
comes below $25,000, a significant proportion al-
though lower than the central city share (46.8 percent;
U.S. Bureau of the Census 1990). Second, in many sub-
urban communities the nonwhite population share is
high, sometimes in the majority.® Of course, this does
not apply to all types of suburbs, especially high-
income locations. But the absence of significant num-
bers of minorities in such communities is the result
of their lower incomes, not their race. Third, che link
between interventions to increase compactness by pro-
moting higher densities and improvements in equity
is obscure at best. The more highly publicized com-
pact communities (e.g. Laguna West, Seaside, Kent-
lands) are much less affordable relative to statewide
average house prices than are many more typical sub-
urban communities such as Moreno Valley in River-
side County, California, one of the fastest growing
communities in the country during the 1980s. Fourth,
poor people are excluded from buying into expensive
residential neighborhoods not because of exclusionary
zoning, but in exactly the same way that they are ex-
cluded from buying Lexus or Mercedes automobiles;
they cannot afford them. If this is regarded as inequi-
table, the remedy is to press for direct income redistri-
bution, not for changes in land use policies. The lacter
are a feeble approach to social equity issues.
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Competition Among Cities

The major countervailing force to these trends derives
from the fact that in an age of increasingly mobile capital, cities
(and their governments) must compete to survive.

As capital becomes more mobile, crossing both
state and even international frontiers with ease, policy
errors are quickly punished by capital markets, in-
flicting considerable damage on the offending locali-
ties in terms of lost jobs and investment. Cities that
are the most captive to special interests are the least
likely to adopt growth-oriented policies. Enlightened
administrations such as Indianapolis’ mayor, Stephen
Goldsmith, and Jersey City’s mayor, Bret Shundler,
understand this, and are pursuing reforms that resist
rent-seekers. The differing responses to policy errors
are one of the best answers to the old question of why
some regions prosper while others decline. That an-
swer induces skepticism about the desirability of the
reduced competition that would surely result if the ad-
vocates of metropolitan and regional government had
their way.

Conclusion

Bourne (1992) directs attention to “more compact
and humane” urban forms. He does not recommend
New York City as his model, but rather Toronto and
its published plans that offer “the possibility of
achieving new agglomeration economies for firms,
lower automobile dependency for households, re-
duced environmental destruction, lower pollution lev-
els and higher quality of service” (512). However,
Bourne provides little empirical evidence for his posi-
tion, citing only Newman and Kenworthy’s (1989) and
Nowlan and Stewart’s (1991) findings.

Suburban life is often dismissed by visionaries for
its alleged “moral minimalism,” evidenced by lack of
involvement in community affairs or “social control”
(Baumgartner 1988). However, the moral superiority
of core-city programs that forcibly divert huge re-
sources towards downtown projects that enrich fa-
vored developers and their political allies is highly
dubious. Not surprisingly, advocates usually link
downtown capital projects to inner city revitalization
and redistributive agendas. However, such projects’
“porkbarrel” aspects and their regressive financing
via sales taxes are well established. Los Angeles’
downtown-focused rail transit projects account for
more lobbying activity than does the entire California
State government!

This paper has reviewed some of the findings that
must be refuted before Bourne’s proposals can be
taken seriously. Citing the problems of the compact
city ideal does not imply, however, an endorsement of
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the status quo. There are inevitable problems with how
we manage the highway system, negative externalities
and urban service delivery systems. Approaches to
some of these shortcomings, such as time-of-day road
pricing, tradable development rights, and fully porta-
ble education vouchers, have been discussed elsewhere
(Richardson and Gordon 1993). Spelling out the de-
tails of why such policies are cost-effective remains a
research challenge; bur the alternative of attempting a
reversal of existing urban development trends is nei-
ther feasible nor desirable.

POSTSCRIPT

The first draft of this paper was written in 1994. The contro-
versy about compact cities and sprawl has raged on. It is in-
feasible here to review all the new literature, but an overview
can be obtained from two Lincoln Institute of Land Policy
publications (Lincoln Institute of Land Policy 1995; Dia-
mond and Noonan 1996) and from a review paper on the
relationship between energy use and urban form (Anderson,
Kanaroglou, and Miller 1996).

AUTHORS’ NOTE

We are grateful to our referees, both anonymous and named,
and mostly critical, for helping us to clarify our arguments,
if not to change our minds.

NOTES

1. According to the 1990 Census of Population, gross pop-
ulation densities per square mile in the United Scates as
a whole were 3,320 in “central places inside urbanized
areas,” 2,813 in central cities, 2,149 in suburban areas
and 1,498 in “central places of 10,000 population or
more outside urbanized areas.” These data indicate rela-
tively low densities overall and moderate differentials
among different types of urban settlement. Eight cities
(New York, San Francisco, Jersey City, Chicago, Boston,
Philadelphia, Newark, and Miami) have densities in ex-
cess of 10,000 per square mile (Downs 1994, Table 8-3).
In addition, higher suburban densities can be found at
specific locations; for example, Downs (1994, Table 8-1)
estimates that of all suburban residents in Los Angeles
County, 31.9 percent live at densities of more than
10,000 per square mile. (The equivalent numbers are
10.3 percent in Dade County, Florida and 10.5 percent
in the suburbs of New York City.) Thus, there is consid-
erable scope for increasing densities in an abstract sense.
The real issue is whether this could be stimulated on a
sufficient scale to influence overall average densities.

2. A more recent study by Frey (1995) increases the urban
land share to about 15 percent by 1987. The contradic-
tion between this and Fischel’s conclusion is partly ex-
plained by the difference between gross and net
residential densities and the proportion of urban land
devoted to nonresidential use.

3. In a widely quoted article, Newsweek magazine lists “15
ways to fix the suburbs,” namely: (1) smaller lots (espe-
cially front yards); (2) promote stores within walking
distance; (3) narrower streets; (4) abolish cul-de-sacs; (5)
establish urban growth boundaries; (6) hide the garage;
(7) mix housing types; (8) plant trees on sidewalks; (9)
redevelop or revitalize old shopping malls; (10) promote
mass transit; (11) build mixed-use developments that
link work to home; (12) develop town centers; (13)
shrink parking lots; (14) less garish streetlighting; and
(15) preserve rural green areas (Adler 1995). Many of
these proposals refer more to design elements than to
the broader issue of density.

4. Not only academics, but also politicians are joining the
chorus. For example, in California, State Senator Tom
Hayden, a radical in terms of California politics and, in-
cidentally, a driver of an alternative fuel vehicle, wrote
an op-ed piece in the Los Angeles Times (Hayden 1995)
arguing vehemently for pulling the plug on the Los
Angeles rail transit project. We agree with his arguments
100 percent. In view of our notoriety as the libertarians
of the planning profession, we can only marvel that
logic makes such strange bedfellows.

5. In fact, prevailing suburban gross housing densities in
1990 were 780 units per square mile; even central city
housing densities were only 1,060 units per square mile,
while equivalent “central places inside urbanized areas”
densiries were 1,261 units per square mile. The implica-
tion of the RERC data is that in national average terms
all the United States is “low density sprawl.” The com-
pact city proponents argue in favor of densities of 5-6
units per acre, or up to 3,840 units per square mile, not
very different from the RERC’s high-density standard.

6. To illuscrate this point, consider the following examples
from Southern California. Starting alphabetically and
stopping with the letter C, the nonwhite household
share in 1990 was 50.8 percent in Alhambra, 31.5 per-
cent in Anaheim, 35.9 percent in Artesia, 41.0 percent in
Baldwin Park, 49.3 percent in Bell, 56.0 percent in Bell
Gardens, 57.8 percent in Carson, S1.1 percent in Cer-
ritos, 35.9 percent in Colron, 90.8 percent in Compton,
and 61.5 percent in Cudahy. We would not argue that
Southern California is typical, but it is clear that the
wholly white suburb assumption requires drastic quali-
fication.

REFERENCES

Adler, Jerry. 1995. Bye-Bye, Suburban Dream. Newsweek, May
15: 40-53.

Aleshuler, Alan A. 1977. Review of The Costs of Sprawl. Journal
of the American Planning Association 43, 2: 207-9.

Altshuler, Alan A. 1979. The Urban Transportation System: Poli-
cies and Policy Innovation. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Altshuler, Alan A, and Jose A. Gomez-Ibanez. 1993. Regula-
tion for Revenue: The Political Economy of Land Use Exactions.
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution.

Anderson, William P., Pavlos S. Kanaroglou, and Eric J.

APA JOURNAL * WINTER 1997 |103

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



PETER GORDON AND HARRY W. RICHARDSON

Miller. 1996. Urban Form, Energy and the Environment:
A Review of Issues, Evidence and Policy. Urban Studies
33,1: 7-35.

Bank of America et al. 1995. Beyond Sprawl: New Patterns of
Growth to Fit the New California. San Francisco: Bank of
America.

Baumgartner, Michael P. 1988. The Moral Order of the Suburb.
New York: Oxford University Press.

Bohi, Douglas R., and Joel Darmstadter. 1994. Twenty Years
after the Energy Crisis: What Lessons Were Learned? Re-
sources 116,1: 16-20.

Bourne, Larry S. 1992. Self-Fulfilling Prophecies? Decentral-
ization, Inner City Decline, and the Quality of Urban Life.
Journal of the American Planning Association 58,4: 509-13.

Brindle, Ray. 1994. Lies, Damned Lies and ‘Automobile De-
pendence.’ Australasian Transport Research Forum 19 (Pa-
pers): 117-31.

Burchell, Robert W., and David Listokin. 1995. Land, Infra-
structure, Housing Costs, and Fiscal Impacts Associated
with Growth: The Literature on the Impacts of Tra-
dicional Versus Managed Growth. Paper prepared for
“Alternatives to Sprawl” Conference, The Brookings Insti-
tution, Washington, DC, March 22.

Burchell, Robert W., et al. 1992a. Impact Assessment of the New
Jersey Interim State Development and Redevelopment Plan, Re-
port II: Research Findings. Trenton: New Jersey Office of
State Planning,

Burchell, Robert W., et al. 1992b. Impact Assessment of the New
Jersey Interim State Development and Redevelopment Plan, Re-
port 1UI: Supplemental AIPLAN Assessment. Trenton: New Jer-
sey Office of State Planning.

Calthorpe, Peter G. 1993. The Next American Metropolis.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Cameron, Michael W. 1994. Efficiency and Fairness on the Road:
Strategies for Unsnarling Traffic in Southern California.. New
York: Environmental Defense Fund.

Cervero, Robert. 1994a. Transit-Focused Development:
Does it Draw People into Transit and Buses? IURD Uni-
verse 4: 3-5.

Cervero, Robert. 1994b. Transit Villages: From Idea to Imple-
mentation. Access 5: 8-13.

Congressional Budget Office. 1988. New Directions for the Na-
tion’s Public Works. Washington, DC: U.S. Government
Printing Office.

Crane, Randall. 1996. Cars and Drivers in the New Suburbs:
Linking Access to Travel in Neotraditional Planning. Jour-
nal of the American Planning Association 62,1: 51-65.

Diamond, Henry L., and Pacrick F. Noonan. 1996. Land Use
in America. Washington, DC: Island Press for the Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy.

Downing, Paul B., ed. 1977. Local Service Pricing and Their Ef
fect on Urban Spatial Structure. Vancouver: University of
British Columbia Press.

Downs, Anthony. 1994. New Visions for Metropolitan America.
Washington, DC: The Brookings Institution; Cambridge:
Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.

Drucker, Peter F. 1989. Information and the Future of the
City. Urban Land 48: 38-9.

104 APA JOURNAL=WINTER 1997

Duncan, James E., et al. 1989. The Search for Efficient Urban
Growth Patterns. Tallahassee: Florida Department of Com-
munity Affairs.

Dyckman, John W. 1976. Speculations on Future Urban
Form. Working paper. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Univer-
sity, Center for Metropolitan Planning and Research.

The Economist. 1995, Will the World Starve? June 10, 39-40.

Ewing, Reid H. 1995. Characteristics, Causes, and Effects of
Sprawl: A Literature Review. Environmental and Urban Is-
sues (Spring): 1-15.

Federal Home Mortgage Association. 1992, 1993, 1994. Na-
tional Housing Survey. Washington, DC: FHMA.

Fischel, William A. 1985. The Economics of Zoning Laws: A Prop-
erty Rights Approach to American Land Use Controls. Balti-
more: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Frank, James E. 1989. The Costs of Alternative Development Pat-
terns: A Review of the Literature. Washington, DC: Urban
Land Institute.

Frey, Thomas A. 1995. Trends in Land Use in the U.S. In The
State of Humanity, edited by Julian L. Simon. Cambridge:
Basil Blackwell.

Frieden, Bernard, and Lynne B. Sagalyn. 1989. Downtown,
Inc.: How America Rebuilds Cities. Cambridge: MIT Press.
Giuliano, Genevieve. 1995. The Weakening Transportation-

Land Use Connection. Access 6: 3-11.

Goldberg, Michael A., and John Mercer. 1986. The Myth of the
North American City. Vancouver: University of British Co-
lumbia Press.

Gomez-Ibanez, Jose A. 1991. A Global View of Automobile
Dependence. Journal of the American Planning Association
57,3: 376-9.

Gordon, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1989a. Gasoline
Consumption and Cities: A Reply. Journal of the American
Planning Association 55,3: 342-6.

Gordorn, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1989b. Notes from
the Underground: The Failure of Urban Mass Transit. The
Public Intevest 94: 77-86.

Gordon, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1994a. Geographic
Factors Explaining Workerip Length Changes. Prepared
for the U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal High-
way Administration.

Gordon, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1994b. Congestion
Trends in Metropolitan Areas. In Curbing Gridlock: Peak-
Period Fees to Relieve Traffic Congestion. National Research
Council. Washington, DC: National Academy Press.
1-31.

Gordon, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1995. Sustainable
Congestion. In Cities in Competition: The Emergence of Produc-
tive and Sustainable Cities for the 21st Century, edited by
J. Brotchie et al. Sydney: Longham Cheshire. 348-58.

Gordon, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1996a. Beyond Po-
lycentricity: The Dispersed Metropolis, Los Angeles,
1970-90. Journal of the American Planning Association 62,3
289-95.

Gordon, Peter, and Harry W. Richardson. 1996b. Los Angeles
Among Other CMSAs: Qutlier or the Norm? Environment
and Planning A 23: forthcoming.

Gordon, Peter, Harry W. Richardson, and Y. Choi. 1992.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ARE COMPACT CITIES A DESIRABLE PLANNING GOAL?

Tests of the Standard Urban Model: A Micro (Trade-oft)
Alcernative. Review of Urban and Regional Development Stud-
tes 4,1: 50-66.

Gordon, Peter, Harry W. Richardson, and Myung-Jin Jun.
1991. The Commuting Paradox: Evidence from the Top
Twenty. Journal of the American Planning Association 574:
416-20.

Gordon, Peter, Harry W. Richardson, and Gang Yu. 1996.
Settlement Patterns in the U.S.: Recent Evidence and Im-
plications. Paper presented at the 1996 TRED Conference
on Transportation and Land Use, Lincoln Institute of
Land Policy, Cambridge, Massachusetts, October 11-12.

Hall, Peter. 1980. Great Planning Disasters. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Handy, Susan. 1994. Highway Blues: Nothing a Litcle Acces-
sibility Can’t Cure. Access 5: 3-7.

Hayden, Tom. 1995. Stop the Train Before We Crash. Los
Angeles Times, July 14, B9.

Hilton, George W. 1974. Federal Transit Subsidies. Washington,
DC: American Enterprise Institute.

Kain, John. 1988. Choosing the Wrong Technology: Or How
to Spend Billions and Reduce Transit Use. Journal of Ad-
vanced Transportation 21: 197-213.

Kain, John. 1990. Deception in Dallas: Strategic Misrepre-
sentation in Rail Transit Promotion and Evaluation. Josur-
nal of the American Planning Association 56, 2: 184-96.

Kain, John. 1991. Trends in Urban Spatial Structure, Demo-
graphic Change, Auto and Transit Use, and the Role of
Pricing. Statement prepared for the Unired States Senate,
Committee on Environment and Public Works.

Keating, W. Dennis, and Norman Krumbholrz. 1991. Down-
town Plans for the 1980s: The Case for More Equity in
the 1990s. Journal of the American Planning Association S7,
2: 136-52.

Ladd, Helen F. 1992. Population Growth, Density and the
Costs of Providing Public Services. Urban Studies 29,2:
273-96.

Lincoln Insticute of Land Policy. 1995. Alternatives to Sprawl.
Cambridge, MA: Lincoln Institute of Land Policy and The
Brookings Institution.

Linnemann, Peter D., and Anita A. Summers. 1991. Patterns
and Processes of Employment and Population Decentral-
ization in the U.S., 1970-86. New Orleans: 38th North
American Meeting of the Regional Science Association.

Maher, Ian. 1992. Commuting Calculations. Journal of the
American Planning Association 58,3: 386-7.

Meyer, John R., John F. Kain, and Martin Wohl. 1965. The
Urban Transportation Problem. Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

Mieskowski, Peter, and Edwin S. Mills. 1993. The Causes of
Metropolitan Suburbanization. Journal of Economic Perspec-
tives 7,3: 135-47.

Mills, Edwin S. 1991. Should Governments Own Convention
Centers? Palarine, IL: Heartland Institute Study #33.

Miyao, Takahiro. 1991. Japan’s Urban Economy and Land
Policy. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science 513: 130-38.

Newman, Peter W. G., and Jeffrey R. Kenworthy. 1989. Gaso-

line Consumption and Cities: A Comparison of U.S. Cities
with a Global Survey. Journal of the American Planning Asso-
ciation 55,1: 24-37.

Nowlan, David, and Greg Stewart. 1991. Downtown Popula-
tion Growth and Commuting Trips: Recent Experience in
Toronto. Journal of the American Planning Association S2,2:
165-82.

Olson, Mancur. 1965. The Logic of Collective Action: Public Goods
and the Theory of Groups. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Univer-
sity Press.

O’Toole, Randal. 1995. The Battle of Oak Grove. Liberty 9,1:
22-4, 68.

Peiser, Richard B. 1984. Does It Pay to Plan Suburban
Growth? Journal of the American Planning Association 50,4:
419-33.

Peiser, Richard B. 1989. Density and Urban Sprawl. Land Eco-
nomics 65,3: 193-204.

Pickrell, Donald H. 1989. Urban Rail Transit Projects: Forecast
vs. Actual Ridership and Costs. Urban Mass Transportation
Administration Report, United States Department of
Transportation. Washington, DC: United States Govern-
ment Printing Office.

Pisarski, Alan E. 1987. Commuting in America: A National Report
on Commuting Patterns and Trends. Westport, CT: Eno
Foundation for Transportation.

Porter, Michael E. 1995. The Competitive Advantage of the
Inner City. Harvard Business Review (May-June): 55-71.
Real Estate Research Corporation. 1974. The Costs of Urban
Sprawl: Detailed Cost Analysis. Washington, DC: U.S. Gov-

ernment Printing Office.

Resource Management Consultants, Inc. 1989. Development
in Wright County, Minnesota: Cost-Revenue Relationship. Min-
neapolis: RMC.

Richardson, Harry W., and Peter Gordon. 1993. Market Plan-
ning: Oxymoron or Common Sense? Journal of the Ameri-
can Planning Association 59,3: 347-52.

Salins, Peter D. 1994. Metropolitan Visions. Reason (Decem-
ber): 60-3.

Sawicki, David. 1990. Review of Downtown, Inc. Journal of the
American Planning Association 56,2: 244-6.

Sen, Amartya K. 1994. The Population Delusion. New York
Review of Books, September 22.

Shoup, Donald C. 1995. An Opportunity to Reduce Mini-
mum Parking Requirements. Journal of the American Plan-
ning Association 61,1: 14-28.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1990. 1990 Census of Population:
Social and Economic Chavacteristics. Washington, DC.: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

U.S. Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transporta-
tion Statistics. 1994. Transportation Statistics Annual Report
1994. Washington, DC: United States Department of
Transportation.

Vincent, Mary Jayne, et al. 1994. NPTS Urban Travel Patterns:
1990 NPTS. Washington, DC: Office of Highway Informa-
tion Management, Federal Highway Administracion,
United States Department of Transportation.

Wachs, Martin. 1989. United States Transit Subsidy Policy:
In Need of Reform. Science 244 (June): 1545-9.

APA JOURNAL * WINTER 1997

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

105



PETER GORDON AND HARRY W. RICHARDSON

Webber, Melvin M. 1976. The BART Experience—What Have
We Learned? The Public Interest 45 (Fall): 79-108.

Webber, Melvin M. 1993. The Marriage of Autos and Transit:
How to Make Transit Popular Again. Presented to the
Fourth International Research Conference, Center for
Transportation Studies, University of Minnesota.

Windsor, Duane. 1979. A Critique of The Costs of Sprawl.
Journal of the American Planning Association 45,2: 279-92.

Wohl, Martin. 1976. The Case for Rapid Transit; Before and
After the Fact. Transportation Alternatives in Southern Califor-
nia. Los Angeles: University of Southern California, The
Institute for Public Policy Research, Center for Public Af-
fairs.

Forthcoming in the Journal: Spring 1997

Marlon Boarnet and Randall Crane
Samuel Nunn and Mark S. Rosentraub

Comparison
Rachelle Alterman

Donald L. A. Gordon

ARTICLES
L.A. Story: A Reality Check for Transit-Based Housing

Dimensions of Interjurisdictional Cooperation

The Challenge of Farmland Preservation: Lessons from a Six-Nation

Financing Urban Waterfront Redevelopment

DEPARTMENTS

LONGER VIEW
On Planning Education
Howell S. Baum

COMPUTER REPORT

Michael Batty

Cellular Automata and Urban Form: A Primer

106| APA JOURNAL=WINTER 1997

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



