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THE CHANGING POPULATION PATTERN
OF THE MODERN CITY

(The city is a dramatic example of man's ability to fashion the
phys1ca1 and social world in which he lives; and the human products

of the city may, in turn; be regarded as exempl1f1cat10ns of the

—_———— —_—— —— =T

soc1olog1st°s description of ‘human nature as "or1g1na1" plus

“acqulred" nature, Yet, despite the fact that cities are the
works of man on&rnodern man, in many respects, the product of the
city, it can bardly be said that our contemporary cities or our
contemporary urban human beings have been built according to plan.
Nor can it be said that the ?urban way of life" was deliberately
conceived by man as a preferred means of existenced, or as a social

Lneritage for molding the "human nature" of subsequent generations,

(/ Although we know that the city is built by man and that man

is to a considerable extent fashioned by the city, there is much

that we do not know about the determ1nante in the structure and

process of urban development and growth, and in  the eoc1a11zat1on

of the human be1ng in the urban env1ronment Moreover, we do k know

that we are often dlspleaeed w1th many of the physical and cultural

e m—x —

Lgspects of the urban community and with many of its human products,

r' This somewhat paradoxical introduction is a rather complicated
way of calling attention to the fact that modern city, urban culture,
and urban peoples are, in many respects, the products of forces
which are not controlled by man, which are not yet fully understood,
and which have been subjected to research for a relatively short

LPetiod of . time, The social scientist--the sociologist;, the human
ecologist, the economist, and the political scientist have only in
recent years seriously tackled the job of empirically studying the
urban community in a comprehensive manner; and the city planner=-
drawn from diverse professions-—has only recently turned to the
gigantic task of planning the future direction and character of

urban development,

Published for this first time in this volume.
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f/ = Qur c1t1es may ‘be regarded as in trans1t10n,}1n a donble senseo

- Not only. are“they ehang1ng in phy81ca1 form, in land -use 'in econom1c

functlon, in soc1a1 and pol1t1ca1 organlzatlon and 1n populat1on

-y e a e -

type, ‘but they are also 1n trans1t10n in respect to.. the manner..or_

ori@in of the1r change.. They are also in trans1t10n in; .the sense
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that changesfare-be1ng more and more sub;ected to control . in

|accordance with-a- plan,- SR S - - A
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s Itawould be’ easy to exaggerate the extent to wh1ch the modern

city is being influenced by plan. “But the rapld out-cr0pp1ng of...

- eity. plann1ng -boards: and comm1ss1ons, of the c1ty plann1ng curr1cu1a

in our un1vers1t1es, and of urban research proJects bear. test1mony
‘to the 'increased- attent1on and energy whlch are be1ng‘devoted both

to improving our baslc knowledge about .our. cities. and»us1ng that

knowledge .to d1rectnthe course,of”thelr development.: PR
R P S ‘~" T > 1 Tt oo 35"—’-}"51. ‘ - Y - 'i'.,,-.;a:‘;{‘w-;

R THL PROBLEM AND THE MATERIALS° " The follow1ngﬁd1scusslon ;is

o

) focnssed on .a:.very. 1mportant aspect of urban, and metropolltan de-

ve10pment-- ‘namely, the causes and consequences of metropolltanu,m
decentral;zatlon. It is my task to discuss the changlng populat1on

{gattern of‘the'modern_cltyo . _u;-;fy R
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r’1 - The dlstrlbutlon of the p0pu1at1on as between surban- and'

~’rura1 areas, among urban areas and W1th1n ‘aurban: areas, 1s ameng

the aspects of ourculture which is _not eontrolled, wh1ch is
not.the.result.ofa: de11berate plano On the contrary, the, dls-;

trxbutlon of.. populatlon within the natlon, within. a: reglon,,wzthln

»'an urban commun1ty, Ais.a.product, of many compet1t1ve forces of.

al geographlc, economlc, social .and p011t1ca1 character as_ well
ds .the. resultant of the pereonal choices.of 1nd1v1dua1s -and. of ,
'famllles. Let us, ifor.a moment however, set.aside;the. casual .y

factors underlylng populat1on distribution. and red1str1but1on, and

R



examine the historical and contemporary nature of the urban

population pattern,

The rapid growth of the total population of the United
States, which increased 34-fold in its first 150 years, is one of
the amazing chapters of human history., Even more striking,
however, is the growth of the urban population of the United States,
which during the same peridd 1790-1940 increased 372-fold from 200,000
persons comprising 5% of the total population to a total of over
74,000,000 making up 56.5% of the population of the nation. In
1790, there were only 24 urban places in the United States, only
2, New York and Philadelphia, with a populution of 25,000 persons,
In 1940, there were 3,464 urban places in the United States, 5 with

populutions over a million or more, 92 with 100,000 or more, (1)

The data on urban places and urban population do not, by
any means, tell the whole story of urban growth, The '"urban place"(2)
as defined by the Bureay of the Census is necessarily based on
aggregations of population in cities as political entities with
artibrary and relatively fixed boundaries., The actual agglomerations
of urban population do not conform to the historically fixed
political boundaries of our cities, Rather, particularly in our
larger cities, the population tends to spill over the city limits
into the surrounding area. In an attempt to measure the actual
concentrations of population as distinguised from the populations
of cities as corporate units, the Bureay of the Census has, since

1910, published data for "metropolitan districts" (3)

(1) u,s. Dept. of Commerce, Bureay of the Census, 16th Census
of the United States, 1940, Population., Vol, I: Number of Inhabitants
Washington 1942, p. 25,

?2) In general, urban place is defined as an incorporated
place having-2500 or more inhabitants, For exceptions to this rule,
see ibid., p. 10 - ’

(3) warren S, Thompson, The Growth of Metropolitan Districts
in the United States: 1900-1940, U,S. -Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of
the Census, Washington, 1947, pp. 1-3,




in addition to the data for the cities., The 44 metropolitan dis~
~tricts, for Whlch data are avallable for 1900, contained about %th

of the total populat1on of the natlon (25.5%). By 1940, these

districts included well over a third of the total national population

(36.8%). The 140 metropolitan districts for which data are avail-

able in the 1940 Census, contained almost half of the total po-

pulation of the nation, 47.8% in 1940, . Although the_definifions

of a metropolitan district have varied, both for a given census and

to census, it is possible to use these data to trace the pattern:

of population distribution within metropolitan areas of the United

States since 1900,

The analysis of the metropolitan district data is beset with
a number of troublesome problems, In the first place, the number
of areas for which metropolitan district data are.presented has
varied from census to census since 1910, 1In 1910,,the,Burgau of
the Census published "metropolitan district" data for 25 areas.
containing 28 central cities with 200,000 inhabitants or more,
and data for 19 additional cities of 100,000 to 200,000 inhabitants
[with their "adjacent territory." 1In geneal, the "metropolitan
district" data included the central city plus contiguous areas
within a 10-mile limit of the city's boundaries, having a population
density of 150 or more per square mile., For the city with its
"adjacent territory," however, the report included the population
of the central city plus the population of all cities, towns,
villages, or other p011tlcal divisions within 10 miles of the city
L}lmlts of the central clty. In 1920, similar definitions were
followed, but in that Census there were 29 "metropolitan. dlstrlcts
with 32 central cities of 200,000 or more, and 29 cegtral cities

of 100,000 to 200,000 person with adjacent territory.

In the 1930 Census,.the concept of "cities with adjacent

territory" was abandoned, and data were published only for
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"mtropolitan districts.” The 10-mile limit for the periheral area
of the metropolitan distriét and the lower limit of 100,000

persons for the central city wéré dropped and a metropolitan
district report was presented for every city which had 50,000 or-
more inhabitants in 1920, which together with its peripheral area
aggregated 100,000 or more persons., This definition resulted in
the publication of metropolitan district data for 96 areas, Finally
in 1940, the concept employed was, in general, the same as that used
in 1930, The application of the concept, however, resulted in the

publication of metropolitan district data for 1940 areas,

Another troublesome problem in attempting to trace the po-
pulation pattern of the metropolitan area lies in the changing
political boundaries of both the central city and its peripheral
minor civil divisions from census to census. As a result of new
developments and annexations, such boundary changes tend to dis-
covery any analysis of relative population growth and the distri-
bution of population within the metropolitan district that is
based on differentials between the central city and its surround-

ing area,

Finally, only limited data are available for analyzing the
changing population pattern within the boundaries of the.city. The
data for wards and other political units within the city, besides
varying.greatly from census to census as the result of boundary
changes, do not permit analysis of a systematic or comparable basis
from city to city. The data for census tracts (4){are much better
than ward or other political data for this purpose. .But census
tract data, although available for 60 cities in 1940, were}fabulat—
ed for only 22 cities in 1930, and the tract boundaries changed .
too much.for the comparative study for‘five'of.the lhtter-citieso

Moreover. thea analysis of census tract data for a large number of

(4) Howard W. Greén, Census Tract Manual, U,S, Dept., of Commerce,
Bureau of the Census, Washington, 1947,
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R reports, but also:conta1ns a careful and exhauetlve analys1sr ofu

-_chang1ng populatlon,pattern of the 44 metropol1'

'c1t1es is- an exceedlngly burdensome and expens1ve task,

Tﬁgif Fortunately,,the larger part of theee problems whlch const1tut

Fow wed e

ed ser1ous obstacles to the analys1s of changes in the populatlon

(Rt %, R

dlstr1but10n of our metropolltan areas were

tak1ng and_comprehen31ve study. by, Warren S} Thompson, recently 1

resolved 1n -8 palns-
= )

publxehed By the Bureau of the Census. (8). “This. study not enly ..

max1mlzee the comparab111ty of the data for the varlous def1n1t1ons

<RI {qs RN

and- comb1nat1ons of metropolltan d1str1cts contalned 1n the Censue

P

‘ ,dlfferentlal changes 1n the populatlon of central c1t1es and thelr
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DIFEERENTIAL PQPULATION GROWTH - Let us. exam1ne,ﬁf1rst the.

n, dlstrlcts, .each

P e 3 B i

’contalnlng at. leaet 1 central cltyaof 100 000 or more persons 1%

‘,‘fv, k S T 3!

1910 foerh1ch the data are ayallaple from th beglnnlng of the.

L A ol

evobserved at the outset that“durlng the past

,-tg 9' R }-v, +
decllnlng rapld-y, and that thls decllne 1n rate of growth 1s e

Lreflected in. the populatlon 1ncreases of the metropolltan dlstr1cts.
?he percentage 1ncreases in the total populatlon of the Unlted

States ae reportedlin the Census dropped from“21 0 between 1900

- and T2 betwee% 1930 ‘and 1040, b
AN NS - T L S~ g;,, e
L g e
: For “the f;rst 30 years of thls perlod, Wlthln the framework
20 PR s‘ O 23 -

of totalnnat1oha1 growth these 44 metropolltan d1etr1cts, however,

#d SRV

grew at rates more ‘than tW1ce ‘as. great as the romalnder ‘of the -
* A R S Ry “'é‘ DL e NET . S

'Tho ipson, 0p. c1t. The descr1pt1ve da a‘rvhlch follow

arerln the maln drawn from Thompsoh's' data, L A

-
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United States, Only during the depression decade of the.30's
Lﬂid the 44 districts grow less rapidly than the rest of the country,
The increases in the population of the 44 metropolitan districts

and the remainder of the country for the 4 decades are listed below;

1930-1940 1920-1930 1910-1920 190041910

44 Metropolitan : : .. o _ .
districts 6,9 28,0 25.3 34,6

Remainder-of the - . : :
U, S, . 7.4 - 10.2 10,8 16.4
f/ The extent to which the metropolitan districts disproport-

ionately absorbed the total population growth of the country is
indicated by comparing the percentage of the total population of

the United States resident in these areas with the percentage of

s

the total national increase which they obtained. Tbus, although

the 44 districts containedvabout“26% of the total populat%on in the

United States in 1900, they absorbz:d 42% of the increaselin

naﬁional populationvduring the decade 1900=—=--1910° Similar1y9

although they contained 29% of the population in 1910, they ab-

sorbed 48% of the total national increase ih the decade 1910-1920; .
and although they contained 33% of the population in 1920, they z//
abdsorbed 58% of the.national increase in the decade 1920-1930.

During the 30's, however, these areas barely managed/€6 get their

proportionate share of increase in population. They comprised 378 mporbnte ewbe
' s ef incremen{u
ec por migRcion
Lfotal national growth, . . - 0 erecimiouwbo

. (4. foe ef cuadip}

of the persons in the country but accounted for only 35% of the

It is cclear that during the first 3 decades of the century,
the 44 metropolitan districts under observation absorbed half of
the total national increase in population., In consequence, the )

concentration of the national populatiéon in these areas increased
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appreciab1y3'from;about 1 of the national.total in 1900 to over a

third'in—l930.'- During the 30%'s, however, after this exceedingly

.rap1d perlod of relative growth the 44 areas barely held their
_‘own as: compared w1th the remalnder of: the: Un1ted Stateso-l B

m‘“ o S s L. . L .;‘,_-_)_, Y

(2 . Although theee metropol1tan d1etrlcts, as a whole, showed
large. populat1on 1ncreases there were important d1fferent1als 1n
rates of growth w1th1n thc dletrlcte. Throughout the per1od for
example,,the per1phera1 areae of the d1str1cts 1ncreased more

: rapldly 1n populat1on than d1d the central cltles, and w1thin the
per1phera1 areas, the rural populat1on grew much more rapldly than

!d1d the. urban.,~ A ;.-.1— _ L' L - j$1-~:t o
R The dlepar1ty between the rates of popuhatlonigrowth in ‘the
central c1t1es and in . the perlpheral areas 1ncreased from the ‘\
Lpeg1nn1ng to “the . end of the perlod, as is 1nd1cated 1n the data

. show1ng percentage of 1ncrease "ih populat1on,’whlch follow

: I . T - - miiv o NE 3 tea -
R h‘,-'., i ké‘,." A 3{' R i DI T _1 P ) o -v‘AE e .:

R 7T 1930 19407 1920-1930 1910 1920""’1900 1910
‘Central cities ' ° S g2 YT 20,5 23 g 336
© Peripheral'areas ' 13,0 7 48,7 } 31 3 Y g2

L

Thus,;although the rate of populatlon 1ncreaee 1n the:
per1phera1 terrltory was only sl1ehtly than that of the central

cities im the decade 1900—1910, 4t was alnoet half aga1n as much
Cin the decade 1910”1920, was almost two and one—half t1mes as’k

great between 1920-1930 and ‘more than three tlmes'
ras great between*1930-1940 .The per1phera1 rural populatlon grew

more rapldly than -the: per1phera1 urban. populatlon throughout the
: perlod but the greatest d1fferences 1n ratesJof growth occurred
Luurlng-the laet 2 dccades,f Between. 1920 and - 1930, the"perlpheral
rural populatlono 1ncreased at a. rate almost three«fourths aga1n

B as much.as. that of . the urban . populatlon, wh1le between 1930 and

1940 the rnral populatlon 1noreased by a percentage about four
tlmes as great as‘the urban 1ncrease,~ Thejpercentage 1ncreases

in the populat1on of these areas are shown in “the data whlch follow°

>
1. - -

—

w
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1930-1940 1920-1930 1910-1920 1900-1910
Peripheral urban 7.3 40,6 30,2 35.9
Peripheral rural 28,1 68.1 34,5 43,1

Part of the more rapid rate of increase in the peripheral
rural, than in the peripheral urban, population is to be accounted
for by the procedure used.by Thompson in the compilation of the
data. As indicated above, the population was classified as urban
or rural on the basie of the classification of the place at the
beginning and not at the end of the decade, If the reverse
procedure had been followed, the increase in peripheral urban .
population would have been soﬁewhat_greater than that reported,
while the increase Iof the peripheral rural population would be
somewhat less, In either case, however, it would be clear that
the rural populatign of peripheral areas increased more rapidly
than did the urban,

( The differential pattern of urban-rural population growth
in the peripheral areas of the metropolitan districts runs countef,
of course, to the differential pattern of urban-rural peopulation
growyh in the reminder of the country. Throughout the history
of the United States the urban population has grown much more
rapidly than has the rural population; and with the single
exception of the 30's the urban population of the nation has
shown s percentage increase at least twice as gfeat as that for
rural areas since 1820, (It was more than nine times as great,
between 1910 and 1920,) This reversal of the pattern.of urban~ ..
rural .growth within‘the metropolitan district foll&w:, of course,
from the spilling over oprOPulation into the unsettled and
unoccupied parts.of the metropolitan district.. Some .of these

" . - .
"rural” areas have, in the course of the years, become incorporated
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and re~defined as "urban."” . Others have been defined as "urban"

for Census purposes, even though they are not incorporated places,
Most of these "rural" areas in'peripheral parts of the metropolitan
districts, however, are not rural in the same sense as in the

rest of the nation, and constitute the "urban fringe" or "rural
fringe," which is_getting increasing attention for statistical
L?nd other purposes, (6) |

As has been indicated, the data for deveioping.the chang-
ing pattern of popuiation distribution within the bOundariéa of
the central city are more limited and the'analysis more difficult
and costly., The work of McKenzie for the decadeS‘inO'tq 1930,
for four cities, to which reference is made above, pfo%ide suf-
ficient data, however, to permit, at least, a description of the.
pattern of differential rates of pdpulation'grOW£h'and the chang-
ing pattern of population distribution within the entire metro=-
politan area, including zones within the central city, for the 3
decades from 1910 to 1940,

In these four metropolitan areas, individually, and in the

summary form presented below, the patterh of -differential population
rowth for the 30-year period is reasonably consistent. The
population of the zones of the cities closest to the center
uniformly showed a decline in population for each of the three
decades. In the other zones of the cities, population growth
was more rapid as distance from the center of the city increased.
The peripheral areas of the metropolitan districts, although they

grew more rapidly than did the central cities, grew less rapidly

(6) Walter Firey, "Ecological Considerations in Planning
for Urban-Rural Fringes," American Sociological Review, Vol,1ll,
N® 4, August, 1946, pp. 411-423, Also, Paul H. Landis, Population
Problems: A Cultural Interpretation, American Book Co., New York,
1943, pp., 346-357. . : - : '
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_than the outer zones of the central cities in the earlier 2

decades; and at about the same rate as the outer zones in the

(decade, 1930-1940,

The percentage incrgése in population fof the 4 metro—

politan areas combined, are shown below:

1030-1040  1920-1930 1910-1920

4 Metropoelitan

districts (N.Y.,

Chicago, Cleveland,

Pittsburgh) .
Central cities (1) 4.4 20,0 20,6
Inner zones -4,2 -16.8 - 7.2
Middle zone. . 4.8 18.9 19.5
Outer zone =~ - - 8,0 ' ©Bl1,9 63,0

9.0 49,0 34,0

Periphery (8)

This:consolidatedftable, although“to some extent distorted
because of variations in the pﬁYsical size and structure of the
cities, provides a good summary of the differential rates of
population growth within theég metropdiitan areas by zones within
central cities, as well as f;r the peripheral areas of the

districts.

0f the 16 metropolltan dlstrlcts for Whlch data are
compiled by Thompsen for the decade, 1930—1940 13 have . sufflclent
comparability to permit a s1m1lar analys1s (Los Angeles, New York,
Chicago, Ph11ade1ph1a, Cleveland, Clnc1nnat1, Boston, Pittsburg,
Buffalo, St. Loula, Ind1anapolls, Columbus, Ohio and Washlngton,

D,C.). In these 13 areas combined, the pattern of population

(7) For the individaal c1ty data, 1910—1939, see R D
McKen21e, The Risé of Metropélitan Communities," in Recent Secial
Trends in the United States, Pres1dent's Research Comm1ttee,

Vol, I, p. 464, '
(8) Computed from Thompson, op, cit,, Table 3, pp, 33-45.
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gréwth-for theéidedade 1930, 61940, 7is ‘identical withsthatzof the
4: d15tr1cts descrlbed above,QaThe .inner: zone, that?nearest»the
. The; rate

center of the c1ty, showad ‘a decrease 1n populatlon
of populatlon growth 1ncreased for zones w1th1n the c1ty with

‘lncrease

'uln the per1phera1 area, whlle éreaﬁer than that for the " d1str1cts

as ajwhole, 9_0%, was below that of the outer zones of the central
c:tles, 14, 7%' The percentage‘1ncreases in p0pu1at10n between

- n ) 3
13 Metropol1tan§§
areas. P

§(§0PULATION DISTRIBUTION

p0pu1at10n growth;w1th1n the central c1t1es, andlbegﬁezﬁig?e
X Fo8T # € 2 S

has been ;‘f populétion_d1str1—

sRT &I;t

bution w1th1n the dlstrlct 1n the 44 metrop911t

example, the central cltles in. 1900 contalned well OVﬁf1§Preeav
fourths (7713%) off he total populat1on of the d1str1cts. by
Nik Yv‘{ -

1940 thlé'percentage has decllned to sl1ghtly over two—thlrds

L cw

?whlch cont

1 populatlon of the dlstrlcts 1n “1960"Had

PR

_ned less

3R paRT

Lpppréilmately one;fhlrd of the populatlon by 19400

B DUt s By o4l o Py S ' s ’1*3—‘!&“ :.;, %

' a3 .
E "’f’x)

ot lnt e Baly 5t T omE
: JThe percentage of the to

- butlon of populatlon w1th1n the 44 metropolltan d1§tr1cts “for
EATRA B T T
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central cities and for_peripheral urban and rural areas for each

decade follows:

1940 - 1930 1920 1910 1900

44 Metropolitan ) S ‘ o
districts (9) 100,0 100.0 -100.0 100.0 100.0
Central cities 67,1 68,9  73.4 76,2 77.3
Peripheral areas. 32,8 31.0 26,6 23.8 22,7
Urban - 22,6 22,5 - 18,7 17,3 15.5

Rural = 10,2 8.5 . 7.8 6.5 - .T.2.

_ It is clear that during the 40 years under - observation, the
differential population growth of areas within metropolitan
districts has resulted -in marked  changes. in the
distribution of . population, as between.the central c1t1es

(ﬁnd'the-periphéral areas, In general, in the course of the years,
the proportion of the total metropolitan district population
resident ih‘peripheral areas has appreciably increased, ~wikike

ped, while

that resident in central cities has shown a considerable relative

Lgecline.

(” Many factors, as will be indicated below, are involved
in the process of urban decentralization. One factor which is
relatively easy to control is worth noting here, namely the
rapidity of metroplitan district population growth, Analysis
of the relationship between population decentra}izaﬁigﬁ and the
rate of population increase reveals a positive correlation. That
is, .the more rapidly an,individualnmetropolitan district grew.
during the 4 decades. stud1ed _the more rapid was .its. . process of
Lgopulatlon decentrallzatlon. This relationship is evident in the
data which follows |

(9) Ibid., pp. 33-45.
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e - Percentage Increase in 1' Medlan Percentage In~-
B E meas B ‘Population ‘of Metropolltan “ereagéin. Proportion
Number of o Dlstr1cts,’1900-1940*__- of .Persons: Resident in
Districts o S Perlpheral Areas'

1 + ‘300-833 e 6.2

11 - 85,2~-187.8 . = - 44,6

11-: . is v."w’i ": 142 4—-5162 3"::'4" . = F L '110;7‘5 w e

11 FaeSr 0 be177,8-226003 B :-'21-5.;0'- Rt

Lo ] i ~ vl;— P e

P et

':;*' * The 44 areas were ranked by percentaged 1ncreaee in"
" pepulation: between 1900 and 40 and grouped 1nto quart1les with
- the ranges 1nd1cated

LT wy b

Tf

S ¥ slngle measure of th1s assoc1at10nilsiafforded by the
coefflclent ot correlatlen (Pearsonlan r) wh1chaf0r*these data was
: 40 (after e11m1nat10n of 6 extreme cases) ““Th1s isnan relat1ve1y

h h1gh‘corre1at10n when 1t is borne ‘in m1nd that varlat1one dn
phy81ca1 s1ze “of” central 01t1es and per1phera1‘areae, and d1f~

ferencee 1h}annexat1on procedures tend to dlstort “thie” “rélatienship

ey
belng measured,

ﬁ"ua. ﬁ«*a-.-\, g . ;
F“"‘ N L. ’ : ar
W qL_‘ri ;uxn..;n—.e,.!_u-»

it e v The: fereg01ng analyels of the pepulat1on shifts between
central c1t1ee and- per1pheral areas. has been restr1cted to 44

metropdatan dlstr1cts because itis enly for these arecas that

data ‘are avallable'fer as long as 40 years,‘*It should be. _observed,

however{“that for each of " the other ‘combinations of-metropolitan

d1atr1cts, “for’ whlch‘statlstcs are avallable fors varylng periods.

“of’ tlmegae-descrlbedaabeve, the-pattern.of.populatlon”dlstrlbutlon
“lyithin’ the metFopolitan’ distFicE is practically identical with.

- that ‘Lor ‘tﬁ”é"""z}é"‘&iﬁffié ts for‘éach:decade foriwhich- comparisons

are. p9851b1e;f As an 111uetrat10n of. the. correspondencegof the

data ftr the varlous group1ngs of metropolltan d13tr1cts,’~the

dlstrlcts are ehewn for 1940 for the 14 metr0p011tan dlstrlcts and
for the group of 140 distrlcts be10w° LA
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Total - Central Peripheral Peripheral Peripheral
Lo Cities Total Urban Rural
44 Metro-
politan : - .
districts 100.0 - 67,1 32,8 - 22,6 - 10,2
140 Metro- ' ‘ ‘ '
politan : : ; " . - - \
districts 100.0 68,0 32,y 19.8 12,3

Thus, the data for the 44 districts seem to be a good sample for -
the purposes used to describe thé changihg population pattern of

the 140 metrppolitan districts for which Census data are published.

-~ "It may also be seen that the differential rates of growth

have altered the pattern of population distribution within the
city,. For the four cities combined, for which data are available
from 1910 to 1940, the proportion. of the total citj population
resident in the "inner zone" of the city--that adjoining th;
central business district-decreased from decade to decade so that

the percentage in 1940, 17.8, was less than half that in 1916, 36.3.

' The "middle zone" showed a remarkable consistency for the four

decades, varying.in the proportioen of total city population from

38,2 to 38.9 percent, The "outer zone," in contrasf, consistently
increased its proportion of the city population fromtdecade to ]
decade, = In 1910 only 24,8 percent of the population of these )

central cities lived in the outer zone, but by‘1940 43.9"percent o |

‘were-locate& there, The changing pattern of population distribu- . é

O ‘
tion for those cities is shown:

1940 1930 1920 1910

|
l
4 Cities combinated
(New York, Chicago, Cleve- N o : |
land,. Pittsburgh) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 i 3

Inner zone . : 17.8 19.4 27.9 36.3

Middle zone | 38,3 38,2 38.6 38.9 ' |
Outer zone ~ ' . 43.9 42,4 33,5 24.8 |
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r’ If the entire metropolltan dlstrlcts of the. 4 cities are
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cons1dered the pattern of nopulat1on dlstr1but1on,”‘1

[:shows the effect of centrlfugal forces., Inyl910 wei~&ovér;ha1f
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of the populatlon of these districts, about 57%, residediin

the inner and m1ddle zones ef the central c1t1es comblnE
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1940, almost two-thirds of the populatlon of the dlstrlcts;
‘62%,411ved 1nrthe outer :zone::0f  the central .cities and:the
perlpheral areas comblned° aThls_remarkableush1ft;rqitheucourse
Ig;oﬁhthreendeca@es&geilgcts;theggonsiétent_deblines;fr@médgcade‘
to decade in the proportibn'of metropolitan diqtrict'populatibn
resident in the  inner" and m1dd1e Zones, respectlvely, of the:
‘”“céhtrél’c1t1es“°and the ‘conbistent increase “in- the preportlon-

ef metropolltan dlstrlct p0p fatlon re31dent in tﬁéfoute;izones
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By reason of the relatively small_ increase in-total.-
populatlen of metropol1tan areds during the thirties, no sig=

n1f1cant change in' the d£s£r1but1on of populatlon w1th1n the

ka-.tWXKt .
13 metropolltan dlstrlcts ment1oned above s dlscernlble*between‘
L r .

1930 and 1940i e, . S e . . . _A;:_““{_-"_V_::‘.»_*g',
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r’,hwd“ REGIGNAL DiFFDRENTIALS Although the general pattern
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consequent changes in the distribution of populat1on within the

L

EF



9]

1

district charaétepﬁzes the metropolitan districts of the nation
as a whole; théré”ﬁre important differences in the magnitudes of
differential growth and of populatioh decentraiization within the

Lgistrict among thé.major regions of the nation,

In general;xfhe metropolitah‘districts of the Northeastern
states have grown less rapidlyvand_have shown smaller differentials’
between central city and peripheral area pépulation growth than have
the districts of other regions of the nation. In censequence, the
15 metropolitan districts (10) (of the 44 being consideréd) in the
Northeastern states show relatively little shift in the pattern of

population distribution within the“district during the 40 years

under obserbation, The peripheral areas of the Northeastern metro=- -

politan distri¢ts contained-31% of the population of the districts
in 1900, and had increased their share of the total to 37% by 1940,

The proqe;sgof population decentralization was more rapid
during these 4 decades in the metropolitan districts in the other
regions of the‘counfry. Thus, in the South, the peripheral areas

which centained about 17% of the total population of metropolitan

districts in 1900, increased their share to 23% by 1940; in the North-

Central states, théy more than doubled their share, increasing from

11% to 26%; while in the West, in which metropolitan districts and

urban population in general grew much more rapidly during this period

than in any othprtregion of the country, the proportion of total
metropelitan diﬁtrict popuiation resident ih peripheral areas more
than trebled, increasing from 11% to 38%. For summary pdrposes,
the pereentagés of the population of the metropolitan districts

resident in peripheral areas are shown by major regions below:

-

(10) 1bid., p. 47.

)
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it . Total;Northedstern Northcentral . South .. West. .
?19405.4é;jic-a532u8,k:- . . w G960 8T8 -
_‘11 900‘ S SRS 2;207 L B 10 9 . if” ‘17{2; 3 :ll:O 5t

(/ It is evident %ﬁéﬁ“ﬁﬁé*Néfﬁﬁéaéﬁérn’ﬁ%tféﬁofitaﬁ"di5£¥§3£§"

had a relatlvely hlgh proportlon ef re31dents in. the per1phera1 areas
at, the beg1nn1ng ef the perlod ueder‘observat1on, from 1900 te 1940
_and that they. showed relatlvely 11tt1e further populatlen decentral»'
ization during, this_ perlodo One facter contr1but1ng te_an explanat1on
of thls reglonal d1fferent1a1 in rate of populat1on decentrallzatlon
is. the reldtlvely slew pepulat1on grewth_31ncezl900 of. the, Northeatern
d1str1cts cempared w1th the other dlstr1cts 1n the: countryowLJTh1s
explanatlen is suggested by the correlatlon between populatlon growth
and decentrallzatlen reported aboveoi (Th1s correlat1on may, rn fact0
have been conelderably hlaher were_ 1t not for.the Northeastern S i
metrepelitan districts, ) The metrepelltan centers of the Northeaet
are older and.mere ‘gtable .than the ', dletrlcts efithe Northcentral and
Western states, while- the-metrepolrtan dlstr1cts~of~the-South ‘after

a long period-of relatively" slow growth have ehown 51gns of reldtive~

{ ly rapldfgrowth during ‘the past two decadesa _fq*gg.k"?%efﬁuzieeb’v
e_,::» A TS R - ; o : -i R I TR D S .
(fr,‘ DIFFERENTIALS BY SIZE OF DISTRICTO. The pattern of. pepulat1on -

decentrallzatlon with metr0p911tan dlstrlcts has also. shown .some

vvarlatlon by size of the d1etr1ctoq ?hép propert1on of- the pOpulatien

res1dent 1n perlpheral areas 13 dlrectly related to the size of the.
dlstrlct——that 1s, the 1arger the, populatlon ef the, dlstrlct,«the
larger the prepertlon of perlpheral 1nhab1tantso ‘Ig 1900 in the 4

L
d1strlcts hav1ng p 000 000 or more 1nhab1tante, i of the pepulatlon

lived outslde the central clt1eeo In dlstrlcte hav1ng fewer _than..

jrs Y

|25 000 persons, enly 18% 11ved eutelde the c1ty 11m1tso The prOpere'

t1on of the populatlon 11v1ng in the varlous parts of the districts
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19
1900 . Central Peripheral
o Total . Cities Total  Urban Rural
Undér 250,000 , 100.0 - 82 18 5 13
250,000 te 500,000 100,0 79 21 13 8
500,000 te 1,000,000 100,0 76 24 10 14
1,000,000 and over 100,0 75 25 21 - 4

In 1940, a similar posiﬁive association between metropelitan
district size énd percentage ef'ﬁépulation in peripheral areas was
evident, But the difference.in tﬁe proportion of the population in
peripheral areas between the smaller and larger districts was ap=—
pfeciably increased during the 40 years. The proportion of persons
in the peripheral areas of the metrap@lltan districts with 1,000,000
or more inhabitants increased by nearly half durlng this period, from
25 to 36%. In:districts with populations of from 500,000 to 1,000,000
the porpertion in outlying areas increased from.24% to 31%, or by
almost 1/3° in districts from 250’000 to 500 000 inhabitants it
1ncreased by only 1/10 from 21 to 23%, while in districts with fewer
than 250,000 persons it 1ncreased by more than a third from 18 to

r25%, It is evldent that, w1th the exceptlon of districts from

250,000 to 500 000 peraons, the rdpldlty of the process of des-
centralization was directly correlated with size of the district—-

the larger the district the more rapid the population decentralization.

A summary of the population distribution within the metropolitan

districts for 1940 by size follows: . .
1940 - Central Peripheral
Total Cities Total Urban Raral
Under 250,000 - 100,0 © 75 25 - 4 21
250,000 to 500,000 100,90 77 23 8 15
500,000 te 1,000,000 100.0 69 . 31 20 11
1,000,000 and over 100.0 64 36 27 9
fﬂ - It has alréady been observed that the propértion of the

peripheral population which is resident in urban or rual areas is,

to a considerable*extent, a function of the incorporation practices




"1ces of the Census Bureau, More-

pf the area“and the

:ever, the’ technlque'
data tends to ever-stdte theifural"at the expense of tge:urbgn_ i

it is. werth .neting that there

'populatlon ( ee. above) Nevetheless,.

was a deflélte pattern of dlrect rdla{ionsh1p between percentage

of dlstr1ct and of

:q- s,

i

of _persons 1n perlpheral urban .are ,éndfg

“u ~uJ

xnverse relatlonshlp between per1phera%»yural pqpuldt1on and

= Laon .rA Fu T

; Thua9 27% of ‘the, populat1o' of the 1argest d1str1ct

Sded Ly ST

and only 4% of the populatlon of thc smallest dlstrlcts I;ved 1n

dlstrlct snze°

J»a

perlpheral urban areaso; C@nversely 21% of the 1nhab1tants ;n‘tne

o

nly 9p of he iarger dlstrlctg 11ved'.1

:ij: o SV SR N

5nsma11er dlstr;cts and

perlpheral rural areas.
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( THE PROCESS or DECENTRALI ATION : The “m a‘éx’»h metropel’i@; of

“-;?.

.“i‘i“ ¥ ¥

ig, in many respects,

h"&- i

but an approx1mate and 1ncomplete descrlptlon,

. o o Tty sty v T
"the unlque cult “embodying, as it
A% sy T [ i sea tnes GBI gt 4o da
does, “a great part ef “the advances 1n our materlal culture and
, ». ‘-k—* > ™~ e "'3 e 3 ’7‘:}‘ %,!— -~
Lnany of “the dlstlnctlve aspects ef our nonmater1a1 culture.
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SRR £ haé‘élreadynbeén{indicatédiihat*thefdiffereﬁtialArates=
fof:pepulatibn"gimwthﬁamonalihéfcbnstiiugni—@arté*éf metropolitan -
districts; -and the chang1ng¢pattern of. popurét1on dfistribution
within the district have not follewed a man-made ‘plans -On- the:
contrary, they are the resultant of a large number of forces,

geograph1c, econ0m1c, 5001a1 p011t1ca1 and personal the inter=

action of Which have" produced remarkably con81stent and uniform

patterns am@ng the dlverge metrOpelltan dlstrlcts of the, ceuntryow

_1}2&: .*»"',«F, e I TR

"

The general and some’ of the spec1f1c, causes of urban o

conccntratlon and of populat1on decentrallzatlon within metro-

politan communities. ‘haye. been dealt - ‘with in  the, litere,
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~ature (11) and require onlu brief mention here.. Without_question,'.
the invention of the steam engine, the evolution of the factory, the
development of the division of labor, the'expansipn of_marketq, the
emergence of many specialized service functions, great advances in
agricultural technolegy, together with considerations of time and
space, were among the key elements which_contributed'to the centri-
petal force producing large urban agglomerations of population.
Likewise, it is clear that the advent of the automobile and the
paved highway; improved and rapid local public transportation; the
increasing importance of electriecity as a source'of-power and
advances permitting the transmittal of electric power over greater
distances; impfovement in means of communication--the telephone,
the radio, the press; the comparative values of central city and
suburban existence; the shortening of the work day and work week;
and the decentral}iation‘of industry and trade are among the
elements contfibuting to the centrifugal force, manifest in the"

Lﬁecentralization»of metropolitan population., Much remains to be-
learned, however, about the specific ways in which these and other

factors operate and about their specific effects,

A useful cdnceptual framework for approa ching the study eof
the metropolitan community, both in its structural and dynamic

aspects, is afforded by the develepment in human eco=-

(11) Adna F, Weber, The Growth of Cities in the Nineteenth
Century: A Study in Statistics, New York, Macmillan Co.,, 1899,
Alfred VWeber, Theory of the Location of Industries, Chicago, Univer=
sity of Chicago Press, 1929, R,D. McKenzie, The Metropolitan Cem~
munity, McGraw=Hill, New York, 1933, Ernest W. Burgess, "The Growth
of the City: An Introductien to a Research Project," In R,E, Park,
E,W, Burgess, and R,D, McKenzie, The City, Unlver81ty of Chlcage
Press, Chicago 1925, pp, 47-62, -
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legyw. (12) It is neither necessafy nor apprepriate liere te elaborate
the contribution eof human ecology to the understanding of the
structure and dynamics of the mefropolis.' But it weuld be helpful,
briefly, to summarize the highlights in the ecologist's "ideal con-
struct" of the urban cemmunity and of a few of the processes under-

lying urban development and change,

r, The city as an ideal construct, has been énvisaged by
Burgess (13) as comprising five major zones, approximating in form
a series of concentric circles (thq actual geometrical form of the
zonee is not of méjor importance for our purposes), These zones
consist of the central business district at the center of the city;
and successively as one approaches the periphery of the metropolis,
of an "area in transition" or "interstitial area"; an area of
working men's h‘mes; a better class residential area of apart-

ment buildings er single family residence; and finally, the cem—

muters! area-ethe suburbs,

| Land use and populatibn type withih these zones is
. envisaged as the result of a complex pfocess of competition through
"which the institutions and peoples of the urban community be-

come distributed in space, and the community is structured in a

(12) Park, Burges and McKenzie, op.cit. E.W, Burgess, The
Urban Cemmunity, University of Chicage Press, Chicago 1926, A.B.
Hollinghead, "Human Ecelogy," in R,E., Park, An Outline of the
Principles of Seciolegy, Barnes & Noble, New York, 1939, pp. 65-168,
Milla A, Allihan, Social Ecolegy: A Critical Analysis, New York,
Columbia Univefsity Press, 1939 C. A, Dawson, "The Seurces and
Methods of Human Ecelegy," .in The Fields and Metheds of Socielegy,
L.L. Bernard (ed.), New York, Long and Smith, 1934, Ch, IV, James
A. Quinn, "The Development of Human Ecolegy. in Secielegy" in Harry
Elmer Barnes, Howard Becker, and Frances Bennett Becker (eds.),
Contemporary Secial Theory D. Appleton-Century Co., New York 1940,
pp. 212-244. '

(13) Park, Burgess and McKenzie, op. cit., pp. 50-58,
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dynamic equilibrium, A major element, and perhaps the major
element, in distributing the population within the urban com~
'munity is the ability te pay fer the better, the newer, the most

desirable residential facilities,

In general, through "natural" forces, the quality of hous-
ing and other residential atfractions impreve from the center te
the periphery of the city, largely because the more modern and
more attractive housing facilities are to be found in. the newer

sections of the city, which are the farthest removed from its

. center, The pepulation of the areca is distributed, therefore, at

"least initially, by economic claés; with the lower economic stratum
ta'ding the least desirable facilities, located usually in the inter
stitial arcas; and the highereconomic strata; in accordance with tl. -
rability to pay, and located in increasingly better residential

facilities as the periphery of the area is.approached,
The process of urban growth and development is seen as a

process of radial expansien from the center with each zone suces-
sively invading its adjoining zone towards the periphery of the
city, in respect to both land use and population type. ‘ith
continued successful "invasion," the completed process is denoted

as "succession,"

Finally, of particular importance for our purpose is a brief
description of the interstitial zone, that bordering on the central
business dis%rict, This is the area characterized by "blight"--
the locus of tlhe slums and dispreportionate shares of the insti-
tutional and personal pathology eof the metrepolis. Physically,
this is the oldest residential area of the city, which is still
available for residential use-—since the central business district,
as it expanded in the growth of the city, absorbed that which may
have been older, It becomes an area of decay, partly because of

the anticipated expansion of the central business'district, which
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is evidenced:by its .anamalous relatively high land.values .and low
rents,  The-land is, in the main, held for speculative purpeses

frequently under circumstances 'which do not,'on;economic grounds,
justify further.improvement or even reasonable maintenance of the

!residential housing.,
S vl - O I

~ - .. This ,sketchy and greatly.oversimplified vision eof -ecological
structure and proecegs in the city.is presented because it helps
to clarify and to explain the facts of pepulation decentralizatien
which have been .described, It»has;been neted, for example, that
even with a declining rate offhetropolitao population grewth, there
. have, nevertheless, ¢gring'thez40~yeérs.obeerved,<been:appreciab1e
increases in ‘the populatien of metropelitan districts with the
V/%ingle_exception‘of the depression 30's, As both a cause .and
effectrofIpopdlatibnrihcrease,-tﬁe expension_of the central business
district'has forced the emptying of'the‘p0pu1ation of itsiadjoining
area, and 1nvaelon, success1ve1y, of the other zones towards the
'per1phery of the c1ty. ‘These processes are clearly evident in the
‘data which’ have been presented on the differential rates of popula-
tion growth’ ‘and the" changlng pattern of populat1on dlstrlbut1on,
both w1th1n the’ c1ty and for its ad;o1n1ng ‘peripheral area, ‘The
facts of differential rates of growth and population decentral-
ization tend to confirm the theory of radial expansion; and the

theory contrlbutes to a better understand1ng of the facts,

."THE pRospEch“ What is the prospect:for the further decen=
tralization of our’metropolitan'éreas? No oﬂe can answer this '
questlon with’ certalnty and prec181on, but some considerations can

be presented wh1ch provide at least a framework ‘for ant1clpat1on
. T e

B of the future. o

x 2
~‘q' =

To begln w1th, 1t is clear that at least since the turn of

the century,fthe process of populat1on decentrallzat1on has been
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to a considerable extent a function of the rapid'growth of popula-
tion in our metropolitan areas, Further prospect of population
growth for the country as a whole and for its various regions may,
therefore, shed some light on the prospect of furthér decentral-

ization.

The abrupt decline in the rate of urban pdpulation growth

between 1930 and 1940 raised many questions about the future growth

of cities in this country. ©Some of these questions have, in a
measure, been asnwered by the effects of the War on‘metrqpolitan
growth and development, Data are available, fortunately, which
make it possible to assay'thé impact of the Wér on ﬁrhan gfowth

and population decentralization. -

Between 1940 and 1943 population estimates released by the
Bureau of the Census, (14) based on regiétration for’Waretime
rationing, indicated that the civilian population of the 137
"metropolitan counties " (15) gréw much nore rapidly than the
remainder of the United States. The ﬁetropolitan'counties, in
fact, increased in civilian population by 2.4 percent,.while the
balance of the United‘States, largely because of inductions into
the Armed Services as well as out-migration, actually decreased
in civilian population by 7.3 percent, The metropolitan areas in
the West and South grew more .rapidly under the impact of war-fime

expansion of_prqduétion facilities than did those in the North,

(14) U.S, Dept, of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
"Estimated Civilian Population of the United States, by Counties:
November 1, 1943," Series P-44, No, 3, 1944,

(15) Metropolitan counties were defined as the county or
countriea, one~half or more whose population was in the Metro -
politan Digtrict as defined in the 1940 Census,
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The effect of the War in accelerating urban population
growth is also evidenced in a sample study of the Bureau of the
Census reporting urban and rural population for April 1947, (16)
The civilian population in April, 1947, numbering over 142,000,000
was 7,9% greater than the total population of the United States
in April 1940, The civilian populution in urban areas of the
United States in 1947, however, was 12,7% greater than the total
urban population in 1940, In contrast, the civilian rural popula-
tion was only 1,7% greater than the rural population of 1940, The
relatively large increase in urban population, as the result of
war and post-war conditions, résulted primarily from the decline
in rural farm population, During this period, the rural farm
population declined by 9,6%, whereas the rural non-farm population
increased by 14,3%, Thus, under the impact of war, the average
annual increase of urban population in the United States between
1940 and 1947 was over twice as great, 1,8%, as that during the
decade of the depression 30's, ,8%,

Comprehensive data are not available for the analysis of
population decentralization since 1940, but such evidence as there
is indicates that population decentralization was also accelerated
as a result of the coﬁditionu generated by the War, A study of
10 "congested production areas" (17) with a total of almost
11,000,000 persons in 1944; excluding military personnel stationed
in the area, throws some light on the matter, Between 1940 and

1944 the metropolitan districts in these 10 areas combined increased

(16) U.S, Dept, of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Urban
and Rural Residence, Age, Sex, Color, and Veteran Status of the
Civilian Population ofthe United States: April, 1947," Current
Population Reports: Population Characteristics, Series P-20, N? 9,
Washington, 1948,

(17) u.S., Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, "Total
Population of Ten Congested Areas: 1944," Population, Series CA-l,
N2 11, Washington 1044,
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by 26.4%. The central cities in these areas, however, increased
by only 17.3%, while their peripheral areas showed an increase

of 42,8%.

Still another price of evidence on decentralization during
the Var is afforded by the Special Census of Los Angeles. (18)
Between 1940 and 1946 Los Angeles showed a population increase of
20%., Long Beach, which is the largest single peripheral area in
the Los Angeles Metropolitan District, however, during the same

period showed an increased of 46.8%.

(’ It seems reasonably safe to conclude that the War gave
new impetus not only to the growth of urban population, but also

to the further decentralization of population within metropolitan

Lf_ireas.,

In considering the prospects of future urban growth and
future population decentralization, the trends in the total popu-~
lation growth of the Nation must be considered as an important
factor., The declining rate of total population growth will wun-
doubtedly tend to dampen the rate of urban population growth,
Projections of urban population growth under varying assumptions
strongly point to the possibility that the rate of population
increase in our cities will sharply decline by the end of this
century, Under the assumption of mixed economic conditions, that
is averaging periods of prosperity and depression such as we have
experienced in the past, the urban population of the United States
would grow more slowly in the coming decades and increase by only

4% between 1990 and 2000, Under conditions of continued economic

(18) U.S., Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Special
Census of Los Angeles, California, Series P-SC, N? 119, April 10,
1946, Also U,S, Dept, of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Special
Census of Long Beach, California, Series P-S5C, N? 118, April 10,
1946,
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depre331on, the urban populat1on would actually decllne during
the same decadeo (19) The progected percentage 1ncrease of
urban populat1on by decade to 2000, under aseumtp1ons of "m1£ed"
economic conditions, is shown below:

P o L

Percentage Increase -

1060 ' © 0.8
1970 y - e !
1980 R
\ . 199q : . . . 5.8
w00 L R «
(’ A {Weeﬁeee,oﬁéérved that popﬁlatfen decentralization is, in-

part, a function of rapidity of urban population growth, The
extent that decentralization isdepengent upon rapid growth, the
declining rate of total populatien groeth and of urbae-grewth

will tend to ;dissipate at least part of the centr1peta1 forces _
making for populat1on decentral1zat1on° It seems reasonably safe
to conclude that 1n the coming decadea the p0pu1at10n decentra11za
tion of. metropol1tan d1str1cta w111 depend more on factors mak1ng
forthe red15tr1but1on within the metropolltan area of the popu1a~
ting already ge51dent there, than on the necessity for accomf
modating or making room for large pepqlation inc;ementsf On th¢1
other hand, the prospect of continued, eeen through diminised;
urban growth peints.rather_definiﬁeiyAto:the likeliheod, all other
factors being equal, of contined deeept}alization of@ur u?bpn

Lfopulatiqq”fqy&at least the remainder .of the century.. .

(19) Philip M, Hauser and-Hope T, Eldridge, "Projection
of Urban Growth and Migration to Cities in the United States.”
Milbank Memorial Fund, Postwar Problems of Mlgrat1on, New York,
1946, pp., 159-173, R S
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The relative importance of rapid population increment as
compared with other factors in'éffecting population decentraliza-
tion will, for at least a few decades, wvary for the different
regions of £he_country, In the:North, and especially in the
Northeast, rapid population growth may be a relatively unimportant
factor in the further decentrqriiation of metropolitan areas,

In the South and in the West, on the otherhand, rapid population
growth may for a longer period continue to be an important element

in the decentralization of metropolitan populations,

SOME IMPLICATIONS FOR.THE FUTURE, The process of urban
growth and of population decentralization within metropolitan
areas has, in the ﬁain, resultéﬂyfrom the play of "natural forces"
of the typefbriefly described above, With increasing knowledge
of the processes involvedv and1With the dissipation of some of
the forces making for decentralization resulting from declining
rates of urban gfowﬁh, the poééibilities of, and opportunities
for, planning the distribution of populations within metropolitan
areas will undoubtedly improﬁe{ Considerable knowledge is already
at hand, and more can be obtained, to make possible the redistri-
bution of pdpulétion within métfopo1itanrareas in accordance with
a plan, if that should be desir;d_and if planning objectives can
be agreed upon, :

r’ 7 As a resﬁlt of the "naf&ral process” of urban giowth and
decentralization, all of our metropolitan districts, for example,
are characterized by large areaé of blight which impese a heavy
drain on the resources of the cbmmunity and produce disproportion~
ately large shares of its phyéiéal and social pathology. An
understanding of the processes which producéd these areas of

blight constitutes at least the:first step in bringing these areas

Lgnder control and dealing withrthé problems which they create,
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diéirict an understandlng of the natural forces wh1ch have been f tif'.v :

respons1ble for the pattern of land use and’ populat1on type w1th1n O - :

_metropolltan areas constltutes the flrst step in any attempt ‘to - L,

'control the development of our metropolltan areas ‘in the 1nterest LT

!of thelr.anhabltants, and of the nat1on, R, - : 2 T“f', oo

- . > ae © . -

;in- Flnallygrln thls atomic age, 1t is conce1vab1e that it may

prove de31rdb1e to hasten decentrallzatlon of the populatlon of . . |

our- metropolltan areas by reason of qons1derat10na -of nat10na11ﬁ¢

P

“secur1ty, Should ‘the-outlook for peace grow so dim as-to make .
" ‘such - acceleratei decentrallzatlon des1rable or ‘necessary, plans forp

iy '-and actual accompllehment of; the taks would undoubtedly benef1t ~f;;5
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: .frOm a ut111zat10n of-. the knowledge we have ga1ned about the ‘. C i }1
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