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Economist Steven Landsburg (2007): 
 
• Modern humans first emerged about 100,000 years ago. 

For the next 99,800 years or so, nothing happened. Well, 
not quite nothing. There were wars, political intrigue, the 
invention or agriculture – but none of that stuff had much 
effect on the quality of people’s lives. Almost everyone lived 
on the modern equivalent of $400 to $600 a year, just 
above the subsistence level. True there were always 
aristocracies who lived far better, but numerically, they were 
quite insignificant …  . 
 

• http://online.wsj.com/article/SB118134633403829656.html 
 

 

History of Humanity 
ETHIOPIA: BIRTHPLACE OF “LUCY” 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB118134633403829656.html


$0 
$5,000 

$10,000 
$15,000 
$20,000 
$25,000 
$30,000 
$35,000 
$40,000 
$45,000 

1500 1550 1600 1650 1700 1750 1800 1850 1900 1950 2000 

G
D

P/
C

ap
ita

: R
ic

he
st

 N
at

io
n:

 2
00

0$
 

  

Walking Mass  
Transit 

Highest National GDPs: 1500-2000 
650 BC TO PRESENT 

Auto PRINCIPAL 
MODE  

Figure 9 

  

From 
Maddison 
(OECD) 



0 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 
65

0B
C 

40
0B

C 
20

0B
C 

10
0A

D 
50

0 
90

0 
10

00
 

11
00

 
12

00
 

13
00

 
14

00
 

15
00

 
16

00
 

17
00

 
18

00
 

18
50

 
19

00
 

19
50

 
20

00
 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
(M

ill
io

ns
) 

Year: (Irregular Scale) 

World’s Largest Cities (Urban Areas) 
650 BC TO PRESENT 

Figure 10 

From 
Chandler  





0 

10,000 

20,000 

30,000 

40,000 

50,000 

60,000 

70,000 

1650 1700 1800 1850 1900 1950 2000 

Po
pu

la
tio

n 
pe

r S
qu

ar
e 

Ki
lo

m
et

er
 

Paris 
London 
New York 
Los Angeles 

Urban Areas: Densities from 17th Century 
PARIS, LONDON, NEW YORK & LOS ANGELES 

Data Points 2000, 1950,1900,  
1850, 1800 London  

1700 (1680), Paris 1650 



THE PURPOSE OF CITIES 

Dubai 



Why Cities 
(Urban Areas) 

Exist 

THE PURPOSE OF 
CITIES 

 
Urban areas exist 

because of the 
economic opportunities 

they provide. 
 

The purpose of urban 
areas is to improve the 

affluence of their 
residents 

 
 



 

Shanghai 

Purpose of Cities is Economic 
 PEOPLE MOVE THERE FOR BETTER LIVES 



–The raison d’être of large cities is 
the increasing return to scale 
inherent to large labor markets. The 
cities’ economic efficiency requires, 
therefore, avoiding any spatial 
fragmentation of labor markets. 

Why Cities Grow (Their Purpose) 
ALAIN BERTUAD, FORMER WORLD BANK PLANNER 
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THE EVOLVING URBAN FORM 

Shenyang 
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Density Profiles at the Same Scale 
7 METROPOLITAN AREAS: BERTAUD, 2003 
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Kowloon Walled City 
(Hong Kong) 



Dhaka picture 

 

Slum 
(Dhaka) 
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Coming to 
Terms with 

Global Urban 
Expansion 



As Cities 
Become 
Larger 

They Become 
Less Dense 

 
 



Addis Abeba Urban Area: Evolution 
1972-2010 





 

Cairo Urban Area: Evolution 
1972-2010 
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Cairo Population by Governate: 1937-2012 

CAIRO METROPOLITAN AREA 

Cairo 

Figure 39 
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-1.0 

0.0 

1.0 

2.0 

3.0 

4.0 

5.0 

6.0 

7.0 

Inner Core Outer Core Suburban 

Po
pu

lat
ion

 In
cre

as
e i

n M
illi

on
s 

Shanghai Population by Sector 
CHANGE: 2000-2010 

Source: Census of India 

Figure 42 
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Shenzhen Inner & Outer Area Population 

1982 - 2010 

CORE DISTRICTS 

OUTER DISTRICTS 

Figure 45 
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Jakarta:  Population: 1971-2010 
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Pre-Lehman Brothers Losses 
 BY MARKET CLASSIFICATION 
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Kolkata Urban Area: 1901-2011 

CORE & SUBURBAN POPULATION 
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Figure 51 
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Core & Suburban Population: 1950-2010 

MANILA URBAN AREA 

MANILA (CORE) 

SUBURBS 

Figure 52 



Pre-Lehman Brothers Losses 
 BY MARKET CLASSIFICATION 
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Ho Chi Minh City Population by Sector 
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Sao Paulo Urban Area Population 

1900-2010: CORE CITY AND SUBURBS 

Figure 56 



Istanbul Urban 
Area: 1950-2010 

Figure 57 



0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Core Inner Suburbs Outer Suburbs Exurbs 

M
ill

io
ns

 

1985 
2000 
2011 

Istanbul: Population by Sector 
1985, 2000 & 2012 

Figure 58 





In Situ 
Urbanisation 



Moscow 

97% 94% 93%

114%

92%

High Income World: 1960s-2000s 
NEARLY ALL URBAN GROWTH IN SUBURBS: 35+YEARS 

Au
st

ra
lia

 

Ca
na

da
 

Un
ite

d 
St

at
es

 

W
es

te
rn

 E
ur

op
e 

Ja
pa

n 



0% 

20% 

40% 

60% 

80% 

100% 

120% 

140% 

160% 

180% 

200% 

1950 2010 

New York Urban Area Expansion 
POPULATION & URBAN LAND AREA 1950 - 2010 

Population 

Figure 62 

Urban Land Area 
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New York Urban Area Population Growth 

1950 - 2010 

CITY OF NEW YORK 
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Figure 63 
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Paris Urban Area Expansion 
1954 - 1999 
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Paris Urban Area Population Growth 

1950 - 2010 

VILLE DE PARIS 
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Figure 66 
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Figure 67 

Barcelona: Growth By Sector 
2001-2011 
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Why Urban Expansion Happens 

• Natural growth & migration 
• Migrants are lower income 
• Price of land on periphery is less 
• Transport improvements 
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Pearson picture 

• Chicago? 

Largest Employment Centre in Canada 
 PEARSON AIRPORT AREA 

355,000 Employees, 120 KM2 (<10% Transit) 

Downtown Toronto: 325,000 - 6 KM2 (67% Transit) 
Downtown Montreal 240,000 - 5 KM2 (59% Transit)  
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To Such Locations 



TRANSPORT AND THE CITY 

Cairo 



Democratization of Prosperity 
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Productivity 
 

“Time is  
Money” 



$0

$5,000

$10,000

$15,000

$20,000

$25,000

$30,000

$35,000

$40,000

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

Daily Motorized Trips & GDP/Capita 
 1995 DATA 

 
 1995$ 
   (OECD) 

United States 

Australia-NZ 
Canada 

Western 
Europe 

Japan 

High-Income Asia 
Eastern Europe 

Middle-Income Asia 
Latin America 

Low Income Asia 

Africa 

R2 = 0.71 
(1% Conf. Level) 

 Daily Trips  



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Denver 

Vancouver 

New York 

Toronto 

Paris 

Tokyo 

Vienna 

Zurich 

Singapore 

Dakar 

Hong Kong 

Manila 

Vehicle Kilometers per Square Kilometers 

Mass Transit Service Densities 
MILLENNIUM CITIES DATABASE: 1995 

Figure 82 
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Toronto 

Why are all these people in cars? 
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Transit: Strong Downtown: Weak Elsewhere 
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TRANSIT AUTO 

Transit & Auto Access: 30 Minutes 
 FROM CENTRAL VANCOUVER 
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Travel by Transit Takes Longer 
 6 MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS: CANADA 
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Paris Suburbs: Cars Provide Quicker Travel 
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Transit’s “Last Kilometer” Problem 
ELSEWHERE TRANSIT IS SLOWER FOR MORE TRIPS 

Annual Cost:  
More than gross 

annual income of 
metropolitan area 

An auto competitive 
system for Portland?  

800 Meter Metro 
Grid Required 
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Higher Density Means More Traffic Congestion 
 DENSITY & TRAFFIC VOLUMES: INTERNATIONAL 
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Automobile Market Penetration 
0.75 AUTOS PER HOUSEHOLD 



Toronto Dallas-Ft. 
Worth 

Toronto/ 
DFW 

Population (Population 
Centre/Urban Area) 

   
5,132,794  

      
5,121,892  0.2% 

Land Area (KM2) 
          

1,751  
             

4,606  -62.0% 

Density 
          

2,931  
             

1,112  163.6% 
One Way Work Trip 33 26 26.9% 
Reach Work in 30 
Minutes 48% 59% -18.6% 
Median Multiple (House 
Price/Household Income 5.5 2.9 89.7% 
Transit Work Trip Share 21% 2% 935.0% 

Comparing Toronto & Dallas-Fort Worth 
URBAN AREAS COMPARED (2010 & 2011) 
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Prosperity is not Guaranteed 
ECONOMIC POLICIES MATTER 



 
Aspiration 

Chennonceaux 



Increasing Motorization 
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Curitiba and 
Metropolitan Region 

    YEAR   POPULATION 

2000          2.700.000 

1985          1.700.000 

1975          1.140.000 

1965             550.000 

1955             360.000 

 

2010     3.224.286 

2020          3.758.358 

Evolution of Urban Growth 
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