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“In a privatized society, problems are solved mghly individualized manner.
The conditions of daily life in many US centralieg and certain metropolitan
areas have led to withdrawal of certain groupsitugban and ex-urban places.”

“What would we find? Other than Tim Hortons andnD@herry, the new coins
and the new spellings -- would it all be pretty imtice same? ... | think when
Canada speaks, it uses ‘we’ more often than ‘Ie @ight sum up the difference
between the U.S. and Canada as individualism vanumity. Of course, both
countries have both, but there is an unmistakaiffiereince in emphasis’”

“ ..perhaps the North American Cityrista misconception®

“Bomb Canada: The Case for War.” -- satirical Him&din the American
conservative magaziriational Review

! Kim England and John Mercer (2006). “Canadiame€iin Continental Context: Global and Continental
Perspectives on Canadian Urban Development.” WidiTBunting and Pierre Filion, ed€anadian Cities in
Transition, Third Edition Don Mills, ON: Oxford University Press, 24-3fjote from p. 38.

2 Laura Kaminker (2006). “Cross a Border, Adjusfliad-Set.” Globe and Mail Facts & Arguments, March 15,
Al4.

¥ Edmund J. Zolnik (2004). “The North American CRgvisited: Urban Quality of Life in Canada and thnited
States.” Urban Geography5(3), 217-240, quote from p. 217, emphasis added.



The North American City “St. Peter finds God at the drawi
board. ‘Let me show you my latest

In 1971, Maurice Yeates and Barry Garner coauthoredcreation,” says God. ‘I call it

an introductory urban geography textbo®ke North ‘Earth.’ Isn't it pretty? And best of

American City The book was conceived as an all, i's in balance.’

overview of the art and science of urban geography, ‘What do you mean? asks Peter.

t‘primarily intended as a textbook for God demonstrates: ‘This part is

introductory courses ... for undergraduates --  ¢qq; this part is hot. This part is dry

particularly at colleges and universities in North|gng; this part is water. This part is

America. Since the book is self-contained, few forested, this part is plains.

assumptions are made about the reader’s Everything in balance.’

background in human geography. Hence it is

designed to cater to the needs of the growing ‘What's this lovely part here?’ asks

number of students from other disciplines takingSt- Peter.

courses in urban geography, as well as to the

needs of geography majors and honors

students.”

‘Oh, I'm particularly proud of that,’
says God. ‘I call it ‘Canada.’ Its
people will be humble, kind,

: thoughtful and intelligent. They’ll
Yeates and Garner’s approach to the subject wasydee takeggood care of m? creation )::md

followed the principles and practices of analyticddan the rest of the world.’

geography -- quantitative revolution methods and

techniques, often applied to older theories andjlns ‘And the balance you mentioned?’

from the regional-cultural tradition, but always

committed to the search for order: ‘I was coming to that,” says God.

‘Now, just to the south of there...”

In urban _geography the search for order is Dean Messervy (2009). Joke submitted to
reflected in an increasing concern for Pretty Good Jokes, A Prairie Home
generalization, higher degrees of abstraction, Companion with Garrison Keillorat

and a greater problem orientatioeh ” www.publicradio.org, last accessed October
) 13. Washington, DC: American Public

Media.
After a short introduction reviewing the foundasoof

spatial organization and the need for generalinatimrder to make sense of the infinite
complexity of urbanization, the book proceedechre¢ parts. A section on “The City System”
reviewed the evolution of urban patterns, elabartte urban facets of spatial interaction, and
examined the concepts of economic base, the grofaities, and taxonomies of cities as
manufacturing centers, service centers, and otimatibns. The second section analyzed the
internal structure of urban areas, from the reteiiop between urban growth and transport to
land-use, housing, and neighborhood social patternemmercial and retail analysis and
manufacturing site considerations. The third sectiThe Urban Dilemma,” applied the key
theories and methods introduced in earlier sectionsgent policy debates of the time:
pollution and urban transportation problems; urbansing problems; political fragmentation

* See Adam Daifallah (2011). “It's Cool to Be Caizad” National PostJuly 29, p. A8.
® Yeates and GarneKorth American Cityp. xvii.
® Yeates and GarneXorth American City12.



and the ‘fiscal squeeze’; the prospects for coateid urban and regional policies; and possible
future urban paths. Throughout each of the chaptiee vast majority of attention was paid to
the United States (and almost invariably the maptrgyed only the contiguous forty-eight
states), with a much smaller section at the enerved for Canadian cities.

The North American Citguickly became a best-seller. The approach grgvwf and in turn
helped to reinforce, broad shifts in how
. . geographers were approaching the city -- as more
The North American C|ty and more analysts abandoned the regional-
became one of the best- cultural tendency to view each city as a unique

SeIIing urban geography constellation of historical developments, human-
. environment interactions, and contemporary
textbooks in Canada and growth processes. As more people were
the U.S., but it had very persuaded by the search for order and spatial
little Canadian content. organization between and inside cities, the Yeates
and Garner text offered perhaps the most
prominent textbook treatment of the approach;
indeed, the accessible writing style and rich
inventory of maps and graphsTfie North American Citgtood in sharp contrast to the more
tedious presentation that many people found irfdtvealternatives available at the time. But the
merits of the approach could not be entirely sapdrtom the sociology-of-science processes
that made the text a best-seller. Edward Taatfeuets his own memories of crossing paths
with Yeates and Garner:

“Meanwhile, | had left Loyola and come to Northwezst University in 1956,
initially in transportation. After Clyde Kohn lefor lowa, | added an urban
emphasis to my work. During the Northwestern pkriovorked on both urban
and transportation questions with such talentedugree students as Barry Garner,
Howard Gauthier, Peter Gould, Maurice Yeates, dhdre. ... Finally, toward the
end of my Northwestern stay, | directed two Natld®aence Foundation
guantitative institutes together with [Brian] Berwyith Garner and Yeates and
graduate assistants.”

Reflecting on the significance of these early catinas and the subsequent success of the
Yeates-Garner text, Taffe borrows Thomas Kuhn’'sudicthat,

“at any time, textbooks summarize the working payed of a discipline. Noting
the concepts and ideas treated in textbooks asihesiop through time is,
therefore, one way to trace the intellectual histafra field. According to Kuhn,
the development of a field is thus linearized it of its currently dominant
paradigms and previous paradigms are renderedhitesi$

" Edward J. Taffe (2005). “Some Thoughts on thedb@mment of Urban Geography in the United Statemduhe
1950s and 1960s.” In Brian J.L. Berry and Jamed/teeler, edsUrban Geography In America, 1950-2000:
Paradigms and PersonalitiedNew York: Routledge, 49-60, quote from p. 53.

8 Taafe, “Some Thoughts,” 51.



Taaffe place3he North American Citfirmly on the central axis of a “mainstream” inSJ.
urban geography in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970secénd edition ofhe North American City
was published in 1976; a third in 1980; and a foumt1990.

The Myth of the North American City

Despite its popularity, or perhaps precisely beeafst, The North American Citgenerated a
substantial backlash. Although each new editiotineftext sought to rectify the apparently
dismissive treatment of Canadian urbanism, manicsgsaw the foundations of the entire
enterprise as fatally flawed. The most stridemt mfluential response came when Michael
Goldberg and John Mercer co-authofidae Myth of the North American Ciyublished by the
University of British Columbia PressTheir preface is at once provocative and hilaiou

“Nearly two decades ago, American humorist RichEmahour suggested that the
information explosion was clearly out of controtiahat resort to mere book
burning would prove fruitless to stem the tidestéad, he advocated burning
authors to cut the problem off at its root. Whikauthors we would find the
approach too draconian, before proceeding witheddition to the explosion, we
provide the reader with some background and jestifin for worsening this
global book crisis*

Goldberg and Mercer began by stating that they wenemitted to an intellectual understanding,
following the conventions of logical consistencyldnbservable and reproducible facts.” But

“...the work has a strong visceral origin, growg of our emotional
dissatisfaction as much as our intellectual corserith constructs that blithely
lump Canada and the United States into the samgt@ahlaundry basket
without proper appreciation of the diversity of thardrobe to be laundered.”

“...our distress arose from the indiscriminate aapion of American-based ideas
about cities and urban policy to a Canadian setasgecially during the 1950s
and 1960s. We were both struck by the inapprogmeds of the American urban
crisis model in Canada. Additionally, we felt anse of outrage at the imposition
of American policies on the Canadian urban framéwanen these policies and
their unintended consequences (most notably freewag urban renewal) were
of dubious value in the United States. In Canadeere an American-style urban
dilemma has still to be demonstrated, such a bangyaf inappropriate and
enormously costly policies seem to us singulariytatigent.”

Goldberg and Mercer provided a compelling and @sise critical-intellectual response to the
risks that had become clear with the runaway papylaf The North American Cityand with

the broader American tendency to ignore the distiacontext and circumstances of Canadian
urban life. “Continentalism” -- the tendency tanthof Canada and the United States as

® Michael A. Goldberg and John Mercer (198Bhe Myth of the North American City: Continentali€hallenged.
Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press.
9 Goldberg and MerceMyth, p. 1.



essentially the same -- was misguided. It couldally be dangerous, if and when the idea was
used to make significant decisions. Goldberg amdder built a conceptual framework that
sought to contextualize that revered notion of &mrlsystems” that lie at the root of the Yeates-
Garner approach to urban geography. For Goldbsddveercer, the observable rank-size
distributions, growth trajectories, and prolifergtitaxonomies of urban systems were certainly
important and interesting, but they were by no reg¢aa whole story. Goldberg and Mercer
emphasized that all of these economic and equilibprocesses were mediated and shaped by
an underlying infrastructure of values and valugteays. These value systems influence many
aspects of social organization and demographic
change, as well as political institutions and ecoico
Goldberg and Mercer systems. \_/all_Je systems_ -- not sqme_universa_ll,
abstract principle of spatial organization -- detiee
wrote The Myth of the the structures of cities and the pace of change in

North American City)ut urban life. As Goldberg and Mercer put it:

.Of f.rUSt_rajuon with t,he ) “The central tenet of the argument is that
indiscriminate application cities evolve within the cultural framework of

of American-based ideas the societies within which they are located.

about cities and urban In their s_patlal _and architectural forms, they
are manifestations of deeply rooted cultural

policy to a Canadian processes which encompass economic

Setting_” elements as well. Thus, cities and city
dwellers are more than just products of a
prevailing economic systent?”

This is not a simple notion of the “city as a mifrof its culture:

“Cities are not simply game boards upon which am&uce constructs
‘monopolyville’ while another creates ‘equality\lf *

in part because social, cultural, economic, andipall life always and quite literallyakes
place. There is thus an ongoing socio-spatial dialesticieties change their spaces even while
spaces and places influence social change itself.

“The making of a culture lies in a human experiewbéch is always place-
specific -- for most, and especially for Canadiand Americans, this place is the
city and particular cities at that. Equally, thakimg of towns and cities occurs in
a cultural context*

Goldberg and Mercer’'s argument became deeply inflak although it should come as little
surprise that the intervention found a more regemudience in Canada than in the United
States. Beyond the logical consistency of theraegu and its firm roots in valuable traditions
of social and cultural analysis, what mades Myth of the North American Ciéycompelling

" Goldberg and MerceMlyth, 5.
2 Goldberg and MerceMlyth, 5.
13 Goldberg and MerceMlyth, 5.



work was its unambiguous challenge to continentabs its own terrain. On the one hand,
Goldberg and Mercer undertook careful and comparatbnsiderations of U.S.-Canada
contrasts in values and institutions across mamyagios of urban life: immigration, religion,
race, class structure, demographic change; econastitutions and divergent trajectories of
urban growth; political structures and political
cultures that shaped different histories of fedsna|
The Myth of the North and contrasts in local government structure and
American Cityincluded urban public finance. Yet their challenge also
- tactically engaged the continentalismidife North
statistical analyses of American cityon its ownmethodologicaterrain,
similarities and differences  with careful multivariate analyses of all 277
among more than 300 metropolitan areas then defined by the U.S. Census
. . Bureau, and the 40 principal urban areas defined by
urban regions in Canada Statistics Canada.

and the United States.

Measuring the Myth. Goldberg and Mercer undertook a large-scale stiidgveral hundred metropolitan areas in
the U.S. and Canada, measuring a variety of sanghleconomic characteristics. They used a staiséchnique
known as discriminant analysis to try to identiiriables -- and combinations of variables -- tal fout which
indicators best distinguished between cities inadanand the U.S. This graph shows one of thernmtdiate steps
-- a “canonical” variable that is a composite measi several social and economic indicators. @écal,” from

the middle Latircanonicalus comes from the original Greelanon and refers either to something that conforms to
church law, or any general principle or body ohpiples; the term is often used in statistical phres that can
discern general trends from data that appear comgfasd complex. Source: Michael A. Goldberg aaln

Mercer (1986).The Myth of the North American City: Continentali€hallenged.Vancouver: University of

British Columbia Press, p 248. Reproduced hererufair use / fair dealing provisions.



The North American Cityand theMyth of the North American Citynight at first be regarded as
obscure academic treatises obsessed with parachiarrowly-specialized theoretical or
methodological debates. But they hint at a deepentiof tension and ambivalence that
pervades national and regional politics, tradeuwtisg, popular culture, and generalized
perceptions of Americans and Canadians. To theeddtat the high level of urbanization both
in the U.S. and Canada means that cities increlydedp to define what it means to be
Canadian, and what it means to be American, thstigues are critically importantts there such
an entity as a “North American City”? Are Canadiaities fundamentally different from United
States cities? Has the globalization of the lastagation begun to erase some of the
differences? Does the variation within each nagiairban system exceed the differences
between them?

Distinctions and Convergence

Goldberg and Mercer’s comprehensive analysis caedrihem that ‘Contintentalism’ was
fatally flawed:

“Overall, the results of the various multivariateadyses generally support the
contention that Canadian cities are sufficientiyedent and distinctive within a
North American context that they require separatesicieration. While Canadian
and American cities may be subject to similar causgrocesses, such as the
transformation of employment structures, populatenoncentration or
immigration, there are other processes which acetsired differently and
perform differently, such as intergovernmentaltielzs.”

“...Canadian urban areas are very different pléeeisose in the United States.
Hence, the notion of the ‘North American City’ da@ of only limited value and
may be potentially misleadind?

Not long ago, John Mercer collaborated with Kim Emgl to update this assessment, in a
chapter titled “Canadian Cities in Continental Gomt Global and Continental Perspectives on
Canadian Urban Development.” England and Mercelagxgd the difficulties in answering a
previous generation’s questions when so much ralteomd international discussion in recent
years has been focused on the erosiallafation-state differences (not just those betwhen t
U.S. and Canadd}. Globalization has altered the context of urbativzaeworldwide, and
perhaps the commonalities between Canada and thed8tates have been strengthened by
their close trade ties and similar experiences w#hsnational connections. This is the
perspective of those analysts who favor the corerarg thesis -- the idea that Canadian cities
are becoming more “American” as globalization ungees traditions and institutions that have
been distinctive to Canada. England and Mercewxghker, are not convinced. In a careful
review of enduring contrasts in population and letwadd change, housing, urban transportation,
immigration and ethnicity, and inequality and pdyeEngland and Mercer maintain that

4 Goldberg and MerceMyth, 239.

!5 John Mercer and Kim England (2000). “Canadiame€iin Continental Context: Global and Continental
Perspectives on Canadian Urban Development.” idiTBunting and Pierre Filion, edSanadian Cities in
Transition, Second EditionDon Mills, ON: Oxford University Press, 55-75.



whatever commonalities can be found in globalizapoocesses, they cannot be mistaken for
any erosion of significant cross-national differesic

“A whole host of large-scale or global
) processes influence Canadian and U.S. cities.
The convergence thesis: ... These processes have also affected US

some observers see cities, but the manner of their working out

. . both locally and cross-nationally suggests a
evidence that Canadian degree of distinctiveness that challenges the

cities are becoming more concept of ‘the North American city’.®
like cities in the U.S. _ .
Mercer and England provide a careful review of the
significant contrasts in urban form, urban and
suburban population growth trends, housing, and
transportation. And several years later, Mercer Bngland updated the analysis once again,
drawing attention to more recent changes, including

“two particularly notable cross-national differesaa the two contemporary
metropolitan systems. First, the Canadian urbatesy... grew more slowly than
the U.S. urban system in the 1990s (14 percenuser8 percent in the U.S.),
whereas in the 1980s Canada’s growth (13 perceas)shghtly ahead of the U.S.
(12 percent). Second, geographic concentratiomi® marked in the smaller
Canadian urban system, with one-third of the nalipopulation living in the
three largest CMAs, whereas only about 17 perceAntericans live in the three
largest metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) -wNéork, Los Angeles, and
Chicago (although, of course, in absolute ternmsahounts to more people).
Thus, Toronto, Montreal, and Vancouver continuddminate the Canadian
urban system, and now that the national capitabre@ttawa-Hull-Gatineau)
has joined the ‘million plus’ club, the principalltural, economic, and political
Canadian players are well represented at the t@p ofban hierarchy. Globally
... Canada’s largest cities are increasingly imgoaranchors in the global cities
network.™’

Ultimately, Mercer and England believe that theidgtion between public and private functions
and principles provides the best way of understanthe durability of cross-national
differences. To be sure, Mercer and England razeghat there are some signs of support for
the ‘convergence’ thesis, especially:

1. The broad transition fromanufacturing to servicesthat is proceeding on
both sides of the border,

16 Mercer and England, “Continental Context,” 64.
" England and Mercer, “Canadian Cities,” quote frmn25.



2. Demographicshifts. Immigration source countries have shitiegy from
the Global North (primarily Europe) to the Globalush (Asia for Canada, Latin
America and Asia for the U.S.). Atthe
o same time, the native-born, European-
Factors drlvmg a origin White populations are, on average,
Convergence gettlng older. In both Canada and the U.S,,
an aging White native-born population will
increasingly depend in retirement on the
1. The shift from tax contributions of new generations of

manufacturing to services. working-age immigrants from the Global

. South.
2. Demography: aging
European-origin “White” 3. The mounting political and institutional
populations a|ong with pressures, now widely described aso-

. di . . f liberalism,’ to reduce social-service
Increased Immigration froM  gpending, create ‘business-friendly’ tax and

the Global South. investment policies, and nourish all
3. The dominance of neo- possible sources of entrepreneurial

. . . innovation.
liberal public policy.

Nevertheless, Mercer and England conclude that

pressures for convergence need not inspire

precisely the same responses. The distinction
between public and private functions, for examplays a crucial role in urban change as well as
urban policy. U.S. and Canadian societies areraggmhby important differences in attitudes
towards government, individual rights and respaitisés, and perspectives on collective
problems facing large groups (i.e., problems tlamnot be solved by individuals or families on
their own). Mercer and England conclude that mupfivate divisions are strong enough to
maintain durable contrasts between life in U.S. @adadian cities:

“Thus, it is our considered judgment that the didiveness of Canadian cities
can still be conveyed by asserting that Canadiggscare more public in their
nature and US ones are more private.... But ratiaer these being sharply drawn
polarities, the concepts need to be seen as hawitiga range and overlap on a
public-private continuum anchored by ideal types.”

“The public city is more attuned to Canadian vajugsologies, and practices. It
expresses a strong commitment to a greater emptrasisllectivities over
individuals, although this has weakened with th@leasis on individual rights
and freedoms of the Canadian Charter of RightsFreddoms ... ; to the
maintenance of social order and effective publacpces over individual
pursuits; to a greater trust and belief in the cetapce of governments and their
bureaucracies, though this has clearly diminishe@cent decades as the
effectiveness of the public sector has been widatyrelentlessly attacked by
ideologues in Canada and elsewhere; to the idaative intervention in the
chiefly private process of city-making by city asgburban planners, some



working for innovative forms of metropolitan goverant. Public cities are also
places where there is a higher quality of urbarettmment ...*®

Conceptual Interpretation of U.S.-Canadian Urban Caitrasts. Source: Thomas Ott (2004). “Are Canadian
Cities Becoming More American? Evidence from thestV Journal of the Association for Canadian Studies in
German-Speaking Countri@gl(1), 162-175, figure from p. 165.

Continuous Continua

The Latincontinuum(n.) denotes something capable of being dividédiiely (as is often

believed about space and time), whudatinuouqadj.) describes connection throughout,
uninterrupted in space, time, or sequence. Thesdegf interconnection in continental context
remains disputed, and the ‘infinite divisions’ ajothe public-private continuum proposed by
Mercer and England may actually conceal sharp miisiires:® In other words, the debate
continues, and | have no interest whatsoever imgiyou a definitive answer or telling you
whatto think; I'm much more interested in getting yengaged itow to think about these

issues, how to sift the evidence so you can comyedo own conclusions. In this as in many
other domains of scholarly inquiry, the questioresagk, and the approaches we use in providing
answers, are in some ways more important thanrnseers.

In recent years, the ‘Continentalism’ debate hadvexd in four fascinating new directions.
Understanding these developments will put you lietker position to evaluate the evidence for
the convergence thesis, and for the argument thas-mational differences will endure.

First, analysts have recognized the deep cultural-redicariations that place substantial limits
on the claims made on both sides of this debatedefenders of the Continentalist perspective,
as well as its critics. Goldberg and Mercer’s laagk 1986 book, includes an absolutely critical
caveat:

18 Mercer and England, “Continental Context,” 71-72.

19 Specifically, there are important policy questidimat may be subject to a ‘tipping point,” suchttbiace public
sentiment on a particular issue moves incremenitafiye direction of the private city, a cumulataed qualitative
shift takes place that may fundamentally transftirenentire conceptual, discursive, and institutidesadscape.
The privatization of public goods and once-publiobntrolled institutions over the last twenty-fiyears, in both
the U.S. and Canada, has provided some evidentleiggpolitical tipping-point dynamic.

10



“We write this book about Canadian and Americaresifrom an Anglophone
perspective. The Francophone cultural presenGamada is a major
differentiating cross-national factor, yet one thegrettably is largely beyond our
competence and clear comprehension. We acknowtadgkmitation of our

work and upon our perspective (too often glosseat by others), denying us and
you the reader, the insights of the Francophonegption and intelligence. 1t is
frustrating to recognize that there is a social $accentral to shaping Canada and
its urban areas that we cannot fully interpret inithh Canadian or North

American context?®

What this means is that there are enormous regauialral variations within both the U.S. and
Canada that complicate and multiply the comparisbasmust be made in any attempt to
analyze the idea of ‘the’ North American City. émdl, David Kaplan goes so far as to suggest
that the defining essence of Canada is a diverski-national state with ambivalent spatial
identities. Anglophone and Francophone Canadarbegarately, and have never been
completely reconciled:

“In the period between Confederation and the pite$en distinct national
identities have matured along with the Canadiate st&he identity of the French-
Canadian nation has turned from a focus on the Rddadholic Church to a
reliance on provincial authority, while English-Gaiman identity has evolved
from its strongly British affiliations toward anadtity that envelopes all of
Canada’s diversity. These changes in French Canaahd English Canadian
national identities betoken shifts in thespatial identities.*

It is possible to sketch a simplified map of thepatial identities. There are overlaps and
exceptions in this simple representation, to be.siut the relative focus of French-Canadian
spatial identity on the province of Quebec -- jyxised with an English-Canadian spatial
identity that “encircles the entire Canadian statereates the potential for significant tension in
three major conflict zones:

1. The border between Quebec and its Anglophorjerityaneighbors.
2. Montreal.
3. The capitals of Canada (Ottawa) and Quebecl€€lity).

2 Goldberg and MerceMyth, xix.

2 David H. Kaplan (1994). “Two Nations in SearchadBtate: Canada’s Ambivalent Spatial Identitie&tinals of
the Association of American Geograph8#g4), 585-606, quote from p. 599, emphasis added.

22 Kaplan, “Two Nations,” p. 599.

11



Canada’s Ambivalent Spatial Identities. Source: David H. Kaplan (1994). “Two NationsSearch of a State:
Canada’s Ambivalent Spatial IdentitiesRnnals of the Association of American Geograpld(4), 585-606,
figure from p. 600, reproduced here under fair/us@ dealing provisions.

Kaplan’'s work on Canada’s ambivalent spatial ideggihas major implications. It may very
well be that the contrasts between Francophonéagtbphone Canada are just as significant
for cities and urban life as are the differencasvben Canada and the United States. Similarly,
it could be argued that the U.S. South diverges fiiee rest of the U.S. just as much as the U.S.
does from Canada.

Second the simple continuum of “private” and “public’tieis proposed by England and Mercer,
although useful, may be missing some of the mdezesting realignments in society,
economics, and politics in North America, and irdleeall other industrialized urban societies.
Public and private dualities are typically assakatvith a parallel dichotomy between ‘markets’
and ‘government’ intervention; but in recent yedingse twin dualities have been blurred and
reconfigured in important ways. In both the Uni&tdtes and Canada, many of the important
innovations (regardless of which political intesedesire them or dislike them) have been

12



examples of what we might call “public markets” dpdvate governments” -- instances with
do not fit neatly on the single continuum propobgd&England and Mercer.

Third , there have been efforts to update some of thbadetogy (as well as the arguments)

made in theMyth of the North American CityNote that England and Mercer’s chapter does not
include a multivariate analysis of the contrasts
between U.S. and Canadian cities. In a recent

Recent turns in the article, Edmund J. Zolnik devised a multivariate
“ . i " ] analysis of a wide range of quality of life indioeg,
Continentalism” debate: and concluded that while there are enduring

contrasts between U.S. and Canadian cities, there i

1. Itis now recognized that @ regional entity that straddles the border and can

. .. . accurately be described as “the North American
cultural-regional divisions city.”23

within Canada may exceed
cross-national differences Fourth, whatever continuum we choose, it acts as
do all binary oppositions. It gerformative and it

betweerthe U.S. and helps to define communication, assumptions, and
Canada. understanding. Media images are essential to how

T A " Canadians see U.S. cities, how Americans see
2. T.he publlc private Canadian cities, and how residents see their local
continuum is only one of city in relation to alternatives. Loretta Lees and
several axes of difference David Demeritt analyze how this process plays out

: in the case of public discussion of how Vancouver’s

a.mong North American South Granville Street should be redeveloped. Lees
cities. and Demeritt show how the images and contrasts in

3. There is some statistical planning discussions -- as well as local newspaper

: : and television portrayals -- alternated between a
evidence to Support the idea “Sin City” representation of a nightmarish futurfe o

of a mixed U.S.-Canada crime, violence and decay, versus a “Sim City”

urbanism that could be called representation in the style of the popular computer

“the North American City ” urban simulation game. Sim City portrays a future
.2~ . of carefully-planned spaces of civility, economic

4. The U.S.-Canada binary is reyitalization, and environmental sustainability.

performative it shapes Lees and Demeritt suggest that Sin City discolgse i

perceptions, actions, and typically used to describe the prospects of U.S.

. . . urban problems (think of the images of crime and
decisions, as illustrated by  yiglence from Los Angeles, or Detroit, etc.), while
Lees and Demeritt’s analysis Sim City images are often used to celebrate the

of “Sin City” and “Sim City” achievements of planning decisions that have
created successful, high-rise luxury residential

urban planning discourses.  developments in the urban core in recent years.
Lees and Demeritt conclude that in Canada,

% See Zolnik, “The North American City Revisited.”
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“...the coding of urban problems as American i®@mon, and often very
effective, rallying cry for urban reform of the gyimagined in Sim City
discourse. This peculiarly Canadian practice makegone of urban imagery,
like the cities themselves, quite different on apposides of the United States -
Canadian border. This is not necessarily causedigbration, as it is often taken
to be in Canada. Canadian cities face many o$adinge pressures as American
ones. Recognition of Canadian distinctivenessratinalist pride in the
inappropriateness of American models of the Nomhefican City and of inner-
city decay can also lead to complacency and démlCanada has any serious
urban problems of its owrf*

Sunday-Morning Binary. Sometimes the simplest words betray the mostdational assumptions of nationhood
and contemporary national identity. A program frarbutheran church service one of the states of the
Confederacy, to celebrate Independence Day ordJ@@10. “God Bless Our Native Land” might attficatch

your eye as a reference to the land of Native Acaes; but the phrase was instead offered as argoaye
congregation composed almost exclusively of Norpaiisc, European-origin Whites. For many Whitethia
United States, the word “native” has begun to @ikelifferent meanings, to distinguish people barthie U.S.

from immigrants. Peter Mead (2010}od Bless Our Native Land: Worship for a NatioHaliday. Fenton, MO:
Creative Communications for the Parish, includee: humder fair use / fair dealing provisions.

24 |oretta Lees and David Demeritt (1998). “Envisimnthe Livable City: The Interplay of ‘Sin Citgind ‘Sim
City' in Vancouver’s Planning DiscourselJrban Geographyl9(4), 332-359.
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Binary, Reflected. The Canadian press sometimes presents stonesymthat encourage Canadians to see
themselves, first and foremost,_as Aatericans. Opportunities to highlight the diffeces are especially important
in foreign affairs and international opinion poltgll results on the eve of the G8 and G20 Sumimi@ntario
indicated that Canada is seen as a decisive wooldognic and political power by the so-called BRItiatries --
Brazil, Russia, India, and China. The same doésply for the U.S. and the other major powerthefG8. The
Globe & Mail (2010). “The G8/G20 Summits: Glotadpressions.”Globe & Mail, June 21, A1. Reproduced here
under fair use / fair dealing provisions.

A Closer Look at Zolnik’'s Study

Let’s consider a closer look at the work of Ed 4klnvho is now an Associate Professor of
Geography at George Mason University. In his gadelstudies, he undertook an effort to
update and refine the debate over the North Amer@ity. After reading through what is now a
vast literature on this issue of ‘Continentalis@glnik wondered that

“...perhaps the North American city is not a miszgption. First, reanalysis of
the multivariate data from Goldberg and Mercer hyirtg (1992) revealed that
the Canadian City is not as distinctive if one acts for the differences between
Canadian and U.S. metropolitan areas in centnatoisuburban population
ratios as well as urban racial mix and populati®econd, given the centripetal
forces of technological, economic, and culturabglation (Frisken, 1994;
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Bourne, 1996) and the concomitant continuancetefmational urbanization
since 1970, one might expect to find a convergiaggnational urban system
(Sassen, 2000) between Canada and the United States

To test this idea, Zolnik worked to assemble a canaiple set of indicators for a sample of
metropolitan areas in the U.S. and Canada. Hehsongasures to capture differences in the
overall quality of life, and since different unaé government often collect information in
different ways, this meant that Zolnik was not abléenclude all cities. He devised several
logical criteria to select 25 U.S. metropolitanaseto measure alongside the 25 Census
Metropolitan Areas (CMA) defined by Statistics Caaat that timé® Zolnik’s analysis of the
quality of life indicators was revealing. Theresigdence that some cities are clearly Candian,
while others are unmistakably American. But Zolaiko found evidence to support the claim
that there is a group of urban centers with artisize, hybrid, “North American quality.” Some
U.S. cities resemble the overall profile of Canadiaban areas, while a few Canadian cities fit
the U.S. mold rather well (see the figure below).

North American Cities, as measured by indicators of urban quality ef liSource: Edmund J. Zolnik (2004).
“The North American City Revisited: Urban Quald¥Life in Canada and the United State&lfban Geography
25(3), 217-240, figure from p. 237. Reproduceccherder fair use / fair dealing provisions.

% 7Zolnik, “North American City revisited,” pp. 21718.
% For the 2006 Census, Statistics Canada expandetithber of CMAs to 33.
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Zolnik’s analysis is an intriguing one. But thingst even more interesting, because Zolnik was
kind enough to share his data with us. This meansan explore the evidence ourselves, and
sort through the various measures in all their cismplexity (see the table belof).

Variables to Measure the North American City.

Canadian Metros (25 U.S. Metros (23
Standard Standard

Variable  Description Mean Deviation Minimum Maximum Mean Deviation Minimum Maxim
ahi9o6 Average household income US$ 1996 53,732 6,203 42,400 67,500 66,478 9,275 48,100 84,600
cro6 Violent and property crime per 100,000 pop 1996 6,371 1,605 4,165 9,997 6,156 2,047 2,989 12,917
ead6 Share of Pop 25+ with Bachelor's Degrees 1996 .7918 4.22 12.10 28.30 21.60 5.74 11.40 37.00
imr96 Infant deaths per 1,000 live births 1996 6.032 442 4.000 9.400 7.317 1.294 4.300 9.000
096 Second daily max one-hour Ozone, ppm 1996 0.0712  .015@ 0.0500 0.1000 0.1091 0.0186 0.0800 0.1600
p96 Total population 1996 714,586 1,012,394 125,562 4,263,757 2,867,810 2,729,604 136,605 9,056,076
196 Homeownership rate 1996 62.10 5.82 48.40 71.30 63.64 .36 9 33.00 71.70
ur96 Civilian unemployment rate 1996 9.604 2.058 6.600 4.200 4.817 1.507 3.000 8.200
crol Violent and property crime per 100,000 pop 1991 6,100 1,649 3,910 9,649 6,587 2,157 3,117 12,786
imro1 Infant deaths per 1,000 live births 1991 6.548 .087 5.200 9.200 9.283 1.675 5.600 12.100
p91l Total population 1991 666,614 927,940 124,427 3,893,046 2,731,183 2,672,080 133,000 8,931,286
den96 Population per sq km 1996 260.0 221.4 35.8 826.7 0.548 630.6 41.7 2900.8
crchg Change in crime rate 271 1173 -1466 5339 -431 427 -1605 198
imchg Change in Infant Mortality Rate -0.52 1.56 -3.70 4B -1.97 1.30 -5.50 1.00
ppchg Percent change in total population 4.88 3.75 9-0.2 14.30 6.11 5.04 -1.37 19.61

Source: Adapted from dataset described in Edmu@dldik (2004). “The North American City Revisite Urban Quality of Life in Canada and the Unitdtes.”
Urban Geography25(3), 217-240. Re-analyzed with permission.

Several comparative aspects of these simple mesastaed out. Note that the average
household income is substantially higher in U.Strapolitan areas compared with Canada -- but
also keep in mind that the average is biased by
outliers at the very top of the distribution. The
Discriminant analysi:: a range from minimum to maximum average
.. . incomes is much larger in the U.S. -- between
statistical technique that  $48 100 to $84,600, compared with $42,400 to
helps identify measures that $67,500 in Canada. Crime, infant mortality,
best distinguish different educational attainment, and many other indicators
. seem roughly similar across the two groups. But
groups of observations. FOr ooking at individual indicators can only tell us s

example, which measure -- much. We need to considemaltivariate

income unemployment approach to examine how the combination of
’ ’ different measures can help to identify contrasts
g!’O\_Nth 'jate -- best _ and similarities.
distinguishes Canadian
from U.S. cities? One technique for doing this is called

discriminant analysis. The approach involves

selecting variables, and combining different
measures, in ways that maximize the between-cksance while minimizing the intra-class
variance between different groups of things. Tsitate, let's say that we measure our 25
Canadian metropolitan areas, and our 23 U.S. meirosvo variables: the civilian

" Because it is crucial to have comparable datadch observation (metropolitan area) on a compaitzsis,
changing any decisions on which measures to useecguire tradeoffs. | made several decisions smgh some of
the indicators provided in Zolnik’s dataset, amtsil felt it was important to measure the changgime rates as
well as their levels in 1996, this meant that | kadxclude two metropolitan areas from his U.#de --
Riverside-San Bernardino, California, and Santa\esy Mexico.
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unemployment rate, and the second daily maximurahmog concentration of atmospheric
ozone, in parts per million. In both cases, higladues can be interpreted as less desirable for
local quality of life. If we graph the metropolitareas on these two measures, it becomes clear
that neither provides an absolutely perfect wagtistinguishing between Canadian and U.S.
patterns. If we choose unemployment, then it sspide to distinguish most cities on different
sides of the border, but not all; Calgary becommesistinguishable from several U.S. cities. On
the other hand, if we focus on ozone concentrdégels -- the vertical axis -- then Windsor,
Ontario looks exactly the same as Hartford, Concgict What we really need, then, is a way to
combine these two variables.
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Unemployment Rate and Ozone Concentration for a Sape of U.S. and Canadian Cities.Data Source:
Adapted from dataset described in Edmund J. Z¢l0K4). “The North American City Revisited: Urb@uality
of Life in Canada and the United Statesltban Geography5(3), 217-240.

The essential idea of discriminant analysis is \&myple: you can simply eye-ball a line cutting
diagonally through the points on this graph thatildde able to distinguish the two groups in a
way that each individual measure cannot. Thigied adiscriminant function. In the case at
hand, it looks quite simple: just draw in a limelahere is almost a perfect separafforBut

keep in mind that we’re just using two variablegu#te a simple example for illustration
purposes. But with a general procedure, this aaraan be applied not just with two variables,
but with many different indicators. The generalgedure developed by statisticians in the early

8 |n just a few cases, the software has drawn saiiméspon top of one another, so the separationdwoat be
completely perfect, but very close.
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years of the twentieth century is often referredgd-isher’s linear discriminant function. Itis
obtained by creating a linear equation with weidbtghe original variables, defined in such a
way that the ratio of the between-group sum of sggito the within-group sum of squares is at a
maximum. We are not statisticians, of course -reverban geographers! -- so we do not need
to wade through all of the details. But we canrapjate what this statistical approach can allow
us to study about the similarities and contrastsrgand within different groups of cities.
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The Basic Idea of Discriminant Analysis. If we can define a new variable -- a compositasnee from the
unemployment and ozone indicators -- it will be mbetter at separating the U.S. and Canadian .cillasa
Source: Adapted from dataset described in Edmund J. K¢R004). “The North American City Revisited: &b
Quality of Life in Canada and the United Statedrban Geography5(3), 217-240.

Below is a set of code that reads in Zolnik’s data] performs a simple discriminant analysis to
define the discriminant function. Don’t worry ali@ll the technical jargon; this is peculiar to
the statistical software | use -- the StatisticabBsis System, or just SAS. There are many
different software choices out there, and moshefit allow you to do an analysis by just
navigating through menus. | learned to write clidethis for SAS years ago, and so | never
bothered to learn how to use the menus.

libname g350 "c:\sasdat\g350";
options linesize=200;

*Read in the raw data;

data g350.zdata(compress=yes);

infile "c:\sasdat\g350\zolnik.csv" delimit e
length country $ 10;
length metro $ 50;

="" missover;

=
|
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input code country metro ahi96 cr96 ea96 imr96 1a96

label ahi96="Average household income US$ 1996";
label cr96="Violent and property crime per 100,000
label ea96="Share of Pop 25+ with Bachelor's Degre
l