INTRODUCTION:
Our Urban Species

wo hundred forty-three million Americans crowd together in the 3 per-

cent of the country that is urban. Thirty-six million people live in and

around Tokyo, the most productive metropolitan area in the world.

Twelve million people reside in central Mumbai, and Shanghai is almost as

large. On a planet with vast amounts of space (all of humanity could fit in

Texas—each of us with a personal townhouse), we choose cities. Although it
has become cheaper to travel long distances, or to telecommute from the
Ozarks to Azerbaijan, more and more people are clustering closer and closer
together in large metropolitan areas. Five million more people every month
live in the cities of the developing world, and in 2011, more than half the
world’s population is urban.

Cities, the dense agglomerations that dot the globe, have been engines of
innovation since Plato and Socrates bickered in an Athenian marketplace. The
streets of Florence gave us the Renaissance, and the streets of Birmingham gave
us the Industrial Revolution. The great prosperity of contemporary London
-and Bangalore and Tokyo comes from their ability to produce new thinking.
Wandering these cities—whether down cobblestone sidewalks or grid-cutting
Toss streets, around roundabouts or under freeways—is to study nothing less
an human progress.

_ Inthericher countries of the West, cities have survived the tumultuous end
the industrial age and are now wealthier, healthier, and more alluring than
t. In the world’s poorer places, cities are expanding enormously because
an density provides the clearest path from poverty to prosperity. Despite
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the technological breakthroughs that have caused the death of distance, it
turns out that the world isn’t flat; it’s paved.

The city has triumphed. But as many of us know from personal experience,
sometimes city roads are paved to hell. The city may win, but too often its
citizens seem to lose. Every urban childhood is shaped by an onrush of ex-
traordinary people and experiences—some delicious, like the sense of power
that comes from a preteen’s first subway trip alone; some less so, like a first
exposure to urban gunfire (an unforgettable part of my childhood education
in New York City thirty-five years ago). For every Fifth Avenue, there’sa Mum-
bai slum; for every Sorbonne, there’s a D.C. high school guarded by metal
detectors.

Indeed, for many Americans, the latter half of the twentieth century—the
end of the industrial age—was an education not in urban splendor but in
urban squalor. How well we learn from the lessons our cities teach us will de-
termine whether our urban species will flourish in what can be a new golden
age of the city.

My passion for the urban world began with the New York of Ed Koch, Thur-
man Munson, and Leonard Bernstein. Inspired by my metropolitan child-
hood, I've spent my life trying to understand cities. That quest has been rooted
in economic theory and data, but it has also meandered through the streets of
Moscow and Sdo Paulo and Mumbai, through the histories of bustling me-
tropolises and the everyday stories of those who live and work in them.

I find studying cities so engrossing because they pose fascinating, impor-
tant, and often troubling questions. Why do the richest and poorest people in
the world so often live cheek by jowl? How do once-mighty cities fall into
disrepair? Why do some stage dramatic comebacks? Why do so many artistic
movements arise so quickly in particular cities at particular moments? Why
do so many smart people enact so many foolish urban policies?

There’s no better place to ponder these questions than what many consider
to be the archetypal city—New York. Native New Yorkers, like myself, may
occasionally have a slightly exaggerated view of their city’s importance, but
New York is still a paradigm of urbanity and therefore an appropriate place to
start our journey to cities across the world. Its story encapsulates the past,

present, and future of our urban centers, and provides a springboard for many
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If you stand on Porty-seventh Street and Fifth Avenue this Wednesday after-
noon, you'll be surrounded by a torrent of people. Some are rushing uptown
for a meeting or downtown to grab a drink. Others are walking east to enter
the great subterranean caverns of Grand Central Terminal, which has more
platforms than any other train station in the world. Some people may be try-
ing to buy an engagement ring—after all, Forty-seventh Street is the nation’s
premier market for gems. There will be visitors gazing upward—something
New Yorkers never do—on their way from one landmark to another. If you
imitate a tourist and look up, you'll see two great ridges of skyscrapers framing
the shimmering valley that is Fifth Avenue.
Thirty years ago, New York City’s future looked far less bright. Like almost
every colder, older city, Gotham seemed to be a dinosaur. The city’s subways
and buses felt archaic in a world being rebuilt around the car. The city’s port,
once the glory of the Eastern seaboard, had sunk into irrelevance. Under the
leadership of John Lindsay and Abe Beame, the city’s government had come
near default despite having some of the highest taxes in the nation. Not just
Jerry Ford, but history itself seemed to be telling New York City to drop dead.
New York, or more properly New Amsterdam, was founded during an
earlier era of globalization as a distant outpost of the Dutch West India Com-
pany. It was a trading village where a hodgepodge of adventurers came to
make fortunes swapping beads for furs. Those mercantile Dutch settlers clus-
tered together because proximity made it easier to exchange goods and ideas
and because there was safety behind the town’s protective wall (now Wall
reet).
In the eighteenth century, New York passed Boston to become the English
olonies’ most important port; it specialized in shipping wheat and flour
uth to feed the sugar and tobacco colonies. During the first half of the nine-
nth century, with business booming, New York’s population grew from
Y thousand to eight hundred thousand, and the city became America’s
an colossus.
at population explosion was partly due to changes in transportation

ology. At the start of the nineteenth century, ships were generally small—
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for point-to-point trips, like Liverpool to Charlestown or Boston to Glasgow.
Between 1800 and 1850, improvements in technology and finance brought
forth larger ships that could carry bigger loads at faster speeds and lower cost.

There was no percentage in having these jumbo clipper ships traveling to
every point along the American coast. Just like today’s Boeing 747s, which land
at major hubs and transfer their passengers onto smaller planes that take them
to their final destinations, the big clipper ships came to one central harbor and
then transferred their goods to smaller vessels for delivery up and down the
Eastern seaboard. New York was America’s superport, with its central location,
deep, protected harbor, and river access far into the hinterland. When America
moved to a hub-and-spoke shipping system, New York became the natural
hub. The city’s position was only strengthened when canals made Manhattan
the eastern end of a great watery arc that cut through the Midwest all the way
to New Orleans.

Shipping was the city’s economic anchor, but New Yorkers were more likely
to work in the manufacturing industries—sugar refining, garment production,
and publishing—that grew up around the harbor. Sugar producers, like the
Roosevelt family, operated in a big port city, because urban scale enabled them
to cover the fixed costs of big, expensive refineries and to be close enough to
consumers so that refined sugar crystals wouldn’t coalesce during a long, hot
water voyage. The garment industry similarly owed its concentration in New
York to the vast cargoes of cotton and textiles that came through the city and
sailors’ need for ready-made clothes. Even New York’s publishing preeminence
ultimately reflected the city’s central place on transatlantic trade routes, as the
big money in nineteenth-century books came from being the first printer out
with pirated copies of English novels. The Harper brothers really arrived as
publishers when they beat their Philadelphia competitors by printing the third
volume of Walter Scott’s Peveril of the Peak twenty-one hours after it arrived
in New York by packet ship.

In the twentieth century, however, the death of distance destroyed the
transport-cost advantages that had made New York a manufacturing mam-
moth. Why sew skirts on Hester Street when labor is so much cheaper in
China? Globalization brought fierce competition to the companies and cities
that made anything that could be easily shipped across the Pacific. New York’s
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economic decline in the midtwentieth century reflected the increasing irrel-
evance of its nineteenth-century advantages.

But of course, as anyone standing on Fifth Avenue today must notice, the
story didn’t end there. New York didn’t die. Today, the five zip codes that oc-
cupy the mile of Manhattan between Forty-first and Fifty-ninth streets employ
six hundred thousand workers (more than New Hampshire or Maine), who

earn on average more than $100,000 each, giving that tiny piece of real estate

a larger annual payroll than Oregon or Nevada.

Just as globalization killed off New York’s advantages as a manufacturing
hub, it increased the city’s edge in producing ideas. While there isn’t much
sewing left in New York, there are still plenty of Calvin Kleins and Donna
Karans, producing designs that will often be made on the other side of the
planet. Honda may have brought heartache to Detroit’s Big Three, but man-
aging the international flow of finance has earned vast sums for New York’s

bankers. A more connected world has brought huge returns to the idea-

producing entrepreneurs who can now scour the earth in search of profits.
New York reinvented itself during the bleak years of the 1970s when a clus-
ter of financial innovators learned from each other and produced a chain of
interconnected ideas. Academic knowledge about trading off risk and return
made it easier to evaluate and sell riskier assets, like Michael Milken’s high-
yield (junk) bonds, which made it possible for Henry Kravis to use those
 bonds to get value out of underperforming companies through leveraged buy-
outs. Many of the biggest innovators acquired their knowledge not through
formal training but by being close to the action, like mortgage-backed security
magnate Lewis Ranieri of Liar’s Poker fame, who started in the Salomon
Brothers mailroom. Today, 40 percent of Manhattan’s payroll is in the finan-
cial services industry, the bulwark of a dense and still-thriving city. And even
though some of these financial wizards helped give us the Great Recession, the
city that housed them has weathered that storm, too. Between 2009 and 2010,
as the American economy largely stagnated, wages in Manhattan increased by
-9 percent, more than any other large county. In 2010, the average weekly
age in Manhattan was $2,404, which is 170 percent more than the U.S. aver-
& and 45 percent more than in Santa Clara County, home of Silicon Valley,
lich pays the highest wages outside of Greater New York.
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The rise and fall and rise of New York introduces us to the central paradox of
the modern metropolis—proximity has become ever more valuable as the cost
of connecting across long distances has fallen. New York’s story is unique in
its operatic grandeur, but the key elements that drove the city’s spectacular
rise, sad decline, and remarkable rebirth can be found in cities like Chicago
and London and Milan, as well.

In this book, we’ll look closely at what makes cities our species’ greatest
invention. We’ll also unpack their checkered history, which is relevant now
because so many cities in the developing world struggle with the vast chal-
lenges that once plagued today’s urban stars like San Francisco, Paris, and
Singapore. And we’ll examine the often surprising factors that shape the suc-
cess of today’s cities—from winter temperatures to the Internet to misguided
environmentalism.

Cities are the absence of physical space between people and compa-
nies. They are proximity, density, closeness. They enable us to work and play
together, and their success depends on the demand for physical connec-
tion. During the middle years of the twentieth century, many cities, like New
York, declined as improvements in transportation reduced the advantages of
locating factories in dense urban areas. And during the last thirty years, some
of these cities have come back, while other, newer cities have grown because
technological change has increased the returns to the knowledge that is best
produced by people in close proximity to other people.

Within the United States, workers in metropolitan areas with big cities earn
30 percent more than workers who aren’t in metropolitan areas. These high
wages are offset by higher costs of living, but that doesn’t change the fact that
high wages reflect high productivity. The only reason why companies put up
with the high labor and land costs of being in a city is that the city creates

productivity advantages that offset those costs. Americans who live in metro-
politan areas with more than a million residents are, on average, more than
50 percent more productive than Americans who live in smaller metropolitan
areas. These relationships are the same even when we take into account the

education, experience, and industry of workers. They’re even the same if we
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rural areas is just as large in other rich countries, and even stronger in poorer

nations.
In America and Europe, cities speed innovation by connecting their smart

inhabitants to each other, but cities play an even more critical role in the de-

veloping world: They are gateways between markets and cultures. In the nine-
teenth century, Mumbai (then called Bombay) was a gateway for cotton. In
the twenty-first century, Bangalore is a gateway for ideas.

If you mentioned India to a typical American or European in 1990, chances

are that person would mutter uncomfortably about the tragedy of Third
World poverty. Today, that person is more likely to mutter uncomfortably
about the possibility that his job might be outsourced to Bangalore. India is
still poor, but it’s growing at a feverish pace, and Bangalore, India’s fifth-largest
city; is among the subcontinent’s greatest success stories. Bangalore’s wealth
comes not from industrial might (although it still makes plenty of textiles)
but from its strength as a city of ideas. By concentrating so much talent in one

place, Bangalore makes it easier for that talent to teach itself and for outsiders,

whether from Singapore or Silicon Valley, to connect easily with Indian human

capital.

Echoing antiurbanites throughout the ages, Mahatma Gandhi said that “the
true India is to be found not in its few cities, but in its 700,000 villages” and
“the growth of the nation depends not on cities, but [on] its villages.” The
great man was wrong. India’s growth depends almost entirely on its cities.
There is a near-perfect correlation between urbanization and prosperity across
nations. On average, as the share of a country’s population that is urban rises
y 10 percent, the country’s per capita output increases by 30 percent. Per
apita incomes are almost four times higher in those countries where a major-

ty of people live in cities than in those countries where a majority of people

e in rural areas.

There is a myth that even if cities enhance prosperity, they still make people
erable. But people report being happier in those countries that are more
an. In those countries where more than half of the population is urban, 30
cent of people say that they are very happy and 17 percent say that they are
ery or not at all happy. In nations where more than half of the population
al, 25 percent of people report being very happy and 22 percent report

piness. Across countries, reported life satisfaction rises with the share
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of the population that lives in cities, even when controlling for the countries’
income and education.

So cities like Mumbai and Kolkata and Bangalore boost not only India’s
economy, but its mood. And certainly they are not un-Indian, any more than
New York is un-American. These cities are, in so many ways, the places where
their nation’s genius is most fully expressed.

The urban ability to create collaborative brilliance isn’t new. For centuries,

innovations have spread from person to person across crowded city streets.
An explosion of artistic genius during the Florentine Renaissance began when
Brunelleschi figured out the geometry of linear perspective. He passed his
knowledge to his friend Donatello, who imported linear perspective in low-
relief sculpture. Their friend Masaccio then brought the innovation into
painting. The artistic innovations of Florence were glorious side effects of
urban concentration; that city’s wealth came from more prosaic pursuits:
banking and cloth making. Today, however, Bangalore and New York and Lon-
don all depend on their ability to innovate. The spread of knowledge from
engineer to engineer, from designer to designer, from trader to trader is the
same as the flight of ideas from painter to painter, and urban density has long
been at the heart of that process.

The vitality of New York and Bangalore doesn’t mean that all cities will
succeed. In 1950, Detroit was America’s fifth-largest city and had 1.85 million
people. In 2008, it had 777 thousand people, less than half its former size, and
was continuing to lose population steadily. Eight of the ten largest American
cities in 1950 have lost at least a fifth of their population since then. The fail-
ure of Detroit and so many other industrial towns doesn’t reflect any weakness
of cities as a whole, but rather the sterility of those cities that lost touch with
the essential ingredients of urban reinvention.

Cities thrive when they have many small firms and skilled citizens. Detroit
was once a buzzing beehive of small-scale interconnected inventors—Henry
Ford was just one among many gifted entrepreneurs. But the extravagant
success of Ford’s big idea destroyed that older, more innovative city. De-

troit’s twentieth-century growth brought hundreds of thousands of less-well--
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lead to innovation, the Detroit model led to urban decline. The age of the
industrial city is over, at least in the West.

Too many officials in troubled cities wrongly imagine that they can lead

their city back to its former glories with some massive construction project—

a new stadium or light rail system, a convention center, or a housing project.

Wwith very few exceptions, no public policy can stem the tidal forces of urban

change. We mustn’t ignore the needs of the poor people who live in the Rust

Belt, but public policy should help poor people, not poor places.

Shiny new real estate may dress up a declining city, but it doesn’t solve its

underlying problems. The hallmark of declining cities is that they have too

much housing and infrastructure relative to the strength of their economies.

With all that supply of structure and so little demand, it makes no sense to use

public money to build more supply. The folly of building-centric urban re-

newal reminds us that cities aren’t structures; cities are people.

After Hurricane Katrina, the building boosters wanted to spend hundreds
of billions rebuilding New Orleans, but if $200 billion had been given to the

people who lived there, each of them would have gotten $400,000 to pay for

moving or education or better housing somewhere else. Even before the flood,

New Orleans had done a mediocre job caring for its poor. Did it really make

sense to spend billions on the city’s infrastructure, when money was so badly

needed to help educate the children of New Orleans? New Orleans’ greatness

always came from its people, not from its buildings. Wouldn’t it have made

ore sense to ask how federal spending could have done the most for the lives

f Katrina’s victims, even if they moved somewhere else?

Ultimately, the job of urban government isn’t to fund buildings or rail lines

hat can't possibly cover their costs, but to care for the city’s citizens. A mayor
o can better educate a city’s children so that they can find opportunity on
other side of the globe is succeeding, even if his city is getting smaller.

ile the unremitting poverty of Detroit and cities like it clearly reflects
distress, not all urban poverty is bad. It’s easy to understand why a visi-
0 a Kolkata slum might join Gandhi in wondering about the wisdom of
ive urbanization, but there’s a lot to like about urban poverty. Cities don’t

?Ople poor; they attract poor people. The flow of less advantaged people
ties from Rio to Rotterdam demonstrates urban strength, not weakness.

educated workers to vast factories, which became fortresses apart from the city

and the world. While industrial diversity, entrepreneurship, and education
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During much of the twentieth century, the rise of consumer cities like
Los Angeles seemed to be yet another force battering the Londons and New
Yorks of the world. Yet as older cities have become safer and healthier, they,
too, became reinvigorated as places of consumption, through restaurants, the-
aters, comedy clubs, bars, and the pleasures of proximity. Over the past thirty
years, London and San Francisco and Paris have all boomed, in part, because
people have increasingly found them fun places to live. These metropolises
have their pricey treats, like Michelin Guide three-star meals, but they also have
their more affordable enjoyments, like sipping a coffee while admiring the
Golden Gate Bridge or the Arc de Triomphe, or downing a real ale in a wood-

paneled pub. Cities enable us to find friends with common interests, and the

Urban structures may stand for centuries, but urban populations are fluid.
More than a quarter of Manhattan’s residents didn’t live there five years ago.
Poor people constantly come to New York and Sdo Paulo and Mumbai in
search of something better, a fact of urban life that should be celebrated.

Urban poverty should be judged not relative to urban wealth but relative
to rural poverty. The shantytowns of Rio de Janeiro may look terrible when
compared to a prosperous Chicago suburb, but poverty rates in Rio are far
lower than in Brazil’s rural northeast. The poor have no way to get rich quick,
but they can choose between cities and the countryside, and many of them

sensibly choose cities.

The flow of rich and poor into cities makes urban areas dynamic, but it's
hard to miss the costs of concentrated poverty. Proximity makes it easier to
exchange ideas or goods but also easier to exchange bacteria or purloin a
purse. All of the world’s older cities have suffered the great scourges of urban

life: disease, crime, congestion. And the fight against these ills has never been

disproportionately single populations in dense cities are marriage markets
that make it easier to find a mate. Today successful cities, old or young, attract
smart entrepreneurial people, in part, by being urban theme parks.

The rise of reverse commuting may be the most striking consequence of
successful consumer cities. In the dark days of the 1970s, few were willing to
live in Manhattan if they didn’t work there. Today, thousands of people choose
to live:in the city and travel to jobs outside it. Middle Eastern millionaires
aren’t the only people buying pieds-a-terre in London and New York, and
Miami has done well by selling second homes to the rich of Latin America.
Robust demand, created by economic vitality and urban pleasures, helps
plain why prices in attractive cities have risen so steadily, but the supply of
ace also matters. New York, London, and Paris have increasingly restricted
w building activity, which has made those cities harder to afford.

Many of the ideas in this book draw on the wisdom of the great urbanist
Jacobs, who knew that you need to walk a city’s streets to see its soul. She
erstood that the people who make a city creative need affordable real es-
. But she also made mistakes that came from relying too much on her
d-level view and not using conceptual tools that help one think through

won by passively accepting the way things are or by mindlessly relying on
the free market. American cities became much healthier in the early twenti-
eth century because they were spending as much on water as the federal gov-
ernment spent on everything except the military and the postal service. The
leaps made by European and American cities will likely be repeated in the
developing cities of the twenty-first century, and that will only make the world
more urban. New York City, where boys born in 1901 were expected to live
seven years fewer than their American male counterparts, is now considerably
healthier than America as a whole.

The urban victories over crime and disease made it possible for cities to
thrive as places of pleasure as well as productivity. Urban scale makes it
possible to support the fixed costs of theaters, museums, and restaurants. Mu-
seums need large expensive exhibits and attractive, often expensive structures;
theaters need stages, lighting, sound equipment, and plenty of practice. In
cities, these fixed costs become affordable because they’re shared among thou-
sands of museum visitors and theatergoers.

Historically, most people were far too poor to let their tastes in entertain- -
ment guide where they chose to live, and cities were hardly pleasure zones. Yet
as people have become richer, they have increasingly chosen cities based on

that restricting heights and preserving old neighborhoods would en-
dability. That's not how supply and demand work. When the de-

OI a city rises, prices will rise unless more homes are built. When cities

lifestyle—and the consumer citv was born.
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Preservation isn’t always wrong—there is much worth keeping in our
cities—Dbut it always comes at a cost. Think of the ordered beauty of Paris. Its
tidy, charming boulevards are straight and wide, lined with elegant nine-
teenth-century buildings. We can relish the great monuments of Paris be-
cause they’re not hidden by nearby buildings. A big reason for those sight lines
is that any attempt to build in Paris must go through a byzantine process that
puts preservation first. Restrictions on new construction have ensured that
Paris—once famously hospitable to starving artists—is now affordable only
to the wealthy.

Like Paris, London has a strong attachment to its nineteenth-century edi-
fices. The Prince of Wales himself took a strong stand against tall, modernist
buildings that might compromise a single sight line of St. Paul’s Cathedral.
And the British seem to have exported their antipathy to height to India,
where limits on construction are less justified and more harmful.

Mumbai has had some of the most extreme land-use restrictions in the
developing world; for much of Mumbai’s recent history, new buildings in the
central city had to average less than one-and-a-third stories. What insanity!
This bustling hub of India enforces suburban density levels in its urban core.
This self-destructive behavior practically ensures prices that are too high,
apartments that are too small, and congestion, sprawl, slums, and corruption.
Despite an economy that is even hotter than Mumbai’s, Shanghai remains far
more affordable because supply has kept pace with demand. Like other pro-
growth autocrats, from Nebuchadnezzar to Napoléon 1T, China’s leaders like
building.

At the start of the twentieth century, visionaries like Fritz Lang imagined a
world of increasingly vertical cities with streets darkened by the shadows of
immense towers. Brilliant architects, like William Van Alen, designed great
skyscrapers like the Chrysler Building, and others, like Le Corbusier, planned
a world built at staggering heights. But twentieth-century urban America
didn’t belong to the skyscraper; it belonged to the car.

Transportation technologies have always determined urban form. In walk-

ing cities, like central Florence or Jerusalem’s old city, the streets are narrow; -

winding, and crammed with shops. When people had to use their legs to get

around, they tried to get as close as possible to each other and to the waterways
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that provided the fastest way into or out of the city. Areas built around trains
and elevators, like midtown Manhattan and the Chicago Loop, have wider
streets often organized in a grid. There are still shops on the streets, but most
of the office space is much further from the ground. Cities built around the
car, like much of Los Angeles and Phoenix and Houston, have enormous,
gently curving roads and often lack sidewalks. In those places, shops and pe-
destrians retreat from the streets into malls. While older cities usually have an
obvious center, dictated by an erstwhile port or a rail station, car cities do not.
They just stretch toward the horizon in undifferentiated urban sprawl.

Places like Atlanta and Houston remind us that there are places that lie
between hyperdense Hong Kong and rural Saskatchewan. Living and working
in car-oriented Silicon Valley offers plenty of proximity, at least to people in
the computer industry. The threat that these places pose to traditional cities
reflects the fact that they offer some of the old advantages of urban access
along with plenty of land and the ability to drive everywhere.

While the rise of car-based living was bad for many older cities, it wasn’t

bad for everyone. Excoriating the exurbs is a popular intellectual pastime, but

" the people who moved to the suburbs weren’t fools. The friends of cities

would be wiser to learn from Sunbelt sprawl than to mindlessly denigrate its

Speed-and space are the two big advantages of car-based living. The average

commute by public transportation in the United States is forty-eight min-

es; the average commute by car is twenty-four minutes. Cars enable mass-

oduced housing at moderate densities that give ordinary Americans a
estyle that is extraordinarily opulent by world standards.

ut acknowledging the upside of sprawl doesn’t mean that sprawl is good

nat American policies that encourage sprawl are wise. The environmental

s of sprawl should move government to put the brakes on car-based living,

erican policies push people to the urban fringe. The spirit of Thomas

on, who liked cities no more than Gandhi did, lives on in policies that

ilze home ownership and highways, implicitly encouraging Americans
don cities.

Pproblem with policies that subsidize sprawl is that car-based living

fnvironmental costs on the entire planet. The patron saint of Amer-
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ican environmentalism, Henry David Thoreau, was another antiurbanite. At
Walden Pond, he became so “suddenly sensible of such sweet beneficent soci-
ety in Nature” that “the fancied advantages of human neighborhood” became
“insignificant” Lewis Mumford, the distinguished architectural critic and
urban historian, praised the “parklike setting” of suburbs and denigrated the
urban “deterioration of the environment.”

Now we know that the suburban environmentalists had it backward. Man-
hattan and downtown London and Shanghai, not suburbia, are the real friends
of the environment. Nature lovers who live surrounded by trees and grass con-
sume much more energy than their urban counterparts, as I painfully discov-
ered when, after thirty-seven years of almost entirely urban living, I recklessly
experimented with suburban life.

If the environmental footprint of the average suburban home is a size 15
hiking boot, the environmental footprint of a New York apartment is a stiletto-
heel size 6 Jimmy Choo. Traditional cities have fewer carbon emissions be-
cause they don’t require vast amounts of driving. Fewer than a third of New
Yorkers drive to work, while 86 percent of American commuters drive. Twenty-
nine percent of all the public-transportation commuters in America live in
New York’s five boroughs. Gotham has, by a wide margin, the least gas usage
per capita of all American metropolitan areas. Department of Energy data
confirms that New York State’s per capita energy consumption is next to last
in the country, which largely reflects public transit use in New York City.

Few slogans are as silly as the environmental mantra “Think globally, act
locally” Good environmentalism requires a worldwide perspective and global
action, not the narrow outlook of a single neighborhood trying to keep out
builders. We must recognize that if we try to make one neighborhood greener
by stopping new building, we can easily make the world browner, by pushing
new development to someplace far less environmentally friendly. The envi-
ronmentalists of coastal California may have made their own region more
pleasant, but they are harming the environment by pushing new building
away from Berkeley suburbs, which have a temperate climate and ready access
to public transportation, to suburban Las Vegas, which is all about cars and

air-conditioning. The stakes are particularly high in the developing world,
where urban patterns are far less set and where the number of people involved

1 T das most Indians and Chinese are still too poor to live @
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car-oriented lifestyle. Carbon emissions from driving and home energy use in

America’s greenest metropolitan areas are still more than ten times the emis-
sions in the average Chinese metropolitan area.

But as India and China get richer, their people will face a choice that could
dramatically affect all our lives. Will they follow America and move toward
car-based exurbs or stick with denser urban settings that are far more envi-
ronmentally friendly? If per capita carbon emissions in both China and India
rise to U.S. per capita levels, then global carbon emissions will increase by 139
percent. If their emissions stop at French levels, global emissions will rise
by only 30 percent. Driving and urbanization patterns in these countries may
well be the most important environmental issues of the twenty-first century.

Indeed, the most important reason for Europe and the United States to get
their own “green” houses in order is that, without reform, it will be awfully
hard to convince India and China to use less carbon. Good environmentalism
means putting buildings in places where they will do the least ecological harm.

This means that we must be more tolerant of tearing down the short buildings

in cities in order to build tall ones, and more intolerant of the activists who

 oppose emissions-reducing urban growth. Governments should encourage

eople to live in modestly sized urban aeries instead of bribing home buyers
into big suburban McMansions. If ideas are the currency of our age, then
uilding the right homes for those ideas will determine our collective fate.
The strength that comes from human collaboration is the central truth
hind civilization’s success and the primary reason why cities exist. To un-
tstand our cities and what to do about them, we must hold on to those
iths and dispatch harmful myths. We must discard the view that environ-
talism means living around trees and that urbanites should always fight
reserve a city’s physical past. We must stop idolizing home ownership,
. fa?fors suburban tract homes over high-rise apartments, and stop ro-
1zing rural villages. We should eschew the simplistic view that better

istance communication will reduce our desire and need to be near one

Al
bove all, we must free ourselves from our tendency to see cities as

ildi o
dings, and remember that the real city is made of flesh, not concrete.




