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THE CHANGING POPULATION PATTER~
OF THE MODERN CITY

rThe eity is a dramatic example of manis ability to fashion the
physical and social world in which he lives; and the ~~a~p'~oduct~
~ the..c_ity~~y g in turng ~!ga:ded as exempl~f~c~~i~ns __o~ _th~
sociologistOs description of human nature as "original" plus
_.. _. - -- - --
"acquired" natureo Yet, despite the fact that cities are the._-~
works of man and modern man, in many respects, the product of the
city~ it can hardly be said that our contemporary cities or our
contemporary urban human beings have been built according to plano
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

lheritage for molding the "human nature" of subsequent generationso

r- Although we know that the city is built by man and that man
ie to a considerable extent fashioned by the city, there is much----_.- --
thnt we do not know about the determinants inthe' structure and
process of urban development and growthg and in the socialization
_ ~ _ _ _ _ - ~ .__ _ r ~~ _ _ ~ - - -

of the human being in the urban environmento Moreover, we do know
- -- -- - - ~ ----'" ~ ~ ~- - - - & -- - ~ , - -that we are often diepleased with many oí the physical and cultural

~spects oí the urban community and with many of its human productso

~ This somewhat paradoxical introduction is a rather complicated

\

way of calling attention to the fact that modern city, urban culturep

and urban peoplee are, in many respecte, the products of forces
which are not controlled by mang which are not yet fully underetoodp

and which have.been subjeeted to researeh for a relatively short
~eriod of.timeo The social scientist--the sociologist9 the human
ecologistp the C!conomiet, and the poli tical scientist have only in
recent yeare seriously taekled the job of empirically studying the
urban community in a comprehensive manner; and the city planner-
drawn from diverse profeesions--ha! only recently turned to the
gigantic task of planning the future dirC!ction and character of
urban developmento

Published for this first time in this volume.
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(, Our 'citle8' m~y'be regardedae .in trand tion,.in ,a double l(ense"

Not only ,aré !'th'ey:.ch.p~ging in physical forIll' in ,land :usé .'in _e~con.omic
function"irisocfál and poli tica! organization ~and;¡.in.pop,ulation ..

.•._-~~--.~ -- •...•...•,-..-..•.•.~-.•...~ ~ ;¡~.-- .. ' -';:':..;;.~'. .: .• ~'.

type; but theyare' ahQ in transi tion in respec:lf ¡,tO.the ;manner.,or
orrgi~ ~i~thefr":~há~'g';:' Th~y' at~.~i~~ :int;ari~itip~,~in;the.sense "-..,...:::::......--.------------~-..;.. , ,

t,hat' changesx:are'~beJng,more and more.subjected ¡ó'-~~'~t.i~i"-i~ -

I acco~dance with',8c ph,n.-~ . ~
- I ' . <j .

i.,' ,,":,'\',. ~~ ~ ."~" "r ...•....;.J.~ ....' :.: ';."'~-'-.• ,M_ , •

tt J.wouldbe '-.aasy to ~xagge:rate the extent ,to whieh the" modern
eí ty ie beíng ',in:f1ueneed by plan. 'But the, rapid 9ut-eropping-.~:t._ .. '.

eity. planning.boards,a'nd commiseione; of the city, planning cur~icula.. . . ~
in our univer8ities, afid of urban reeearch projecte.bear,testimony

, .

'to the' inCl'ea$ed ':atterition andoenergy whic,h, are, péing, •.devotedboth
. . . ,.- .•....•.. :

to improving our basie knowledge aboutour, cit,ies~ s:~d..:ueing that. .

knowiedgeto direct:.the coureeof ..their development. : ',1- . _
.' .~ •..... - . .•...•...•..•. -: •. '" ...•.•..."~ ~... -. .- - ..-. .. "..... ""'" ...••. .•.

~~- "- ~ r ~ • ,; ¿:.'..i;~' -ti~.,-.,-,.t-.~f.- ~..¿-~" '~~¡" ~~:, !_",,,,~.;

(' ~ THE~pnOBLEMUAN~_.~EMATE~!}~S'~'-~The ~o:~!'O~i:;g~~di~~~;$~.~on~J~e
" .focuseéd ..oil ,a.very,iniportant aepeet.of urban,and:;-rnetro,po).itan:A~-
"velopme~t-_,rn~mely, the' causes .and c()nsequen~es'Lof',metropol~tarir~- ,',

I ' . . . - -

decentralization. It i8 my task to diecuss the changing populat~on

.t£attern of-the modern cityo

"

(_, The dist~ibution of the popu~ation as between,urban and~
rural area!, ~among<u.rban areas a~d wi thiD urban, areas', is". among

the aspectiJ~ of oúreul'ture whieh.is _not controlled"whi<?h. is ' -;. , '

notthe_r~~ul~.of~á~d~liberate plan" On tha eontra~y! the~di8.~
.tributi.on' ,of.,population within tbe nation, within. a;re~ion~ ,wi~bin
an ._urban'!c'communitY'h;].s.'a, product,of many .competitiveforces, of.

o '.¡¡." ' . • -~ .- '.'.' ~ ,

a::,geógraphic ,.:economic, social.and poli tical charaeter..as_ we11
tÚJ ..,th(Lr~l!lUl.tant ..o£~ the:,_personal choices, ofindiyiduah ,and~of ¡.

l!amil.ies~."Let,:,ü8 '!; for-:amom:ent; ..however ~.set',~side ;"the ~9asu~~•...•,
fa'ctore under1ying population distribütion andredi~tributi~n, and

, .J."-
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examine the historical and contemporary nature of the urban
population patterno

The rapid growth of the total population of the United
States, which increased 34-fold in its firet 150 years, is one of
the amazing chaptere of human hietoryo Even more striking,
however, ie the growth of the urban population of the United States,
which during the same period 1790-1940 increased 372-fold from 200,000
persone comprising 5~ of the total population to a total of over
74,000,000 maldng up 56.5% of the population of the nation. In
1790, there were only 24 urban places in thc United States, only
2, New York and Philadelphia, with a populution of 25,000 persons.
In 1940, there were 3,464 urban place s in the United States, 5 with
populdtions over a million or more, 92 with 100,000 or moreo (1)

The data on urban places and urban population do notg by
any meuns, 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 relative1y fixed boundul'ies. 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 populution as distinguised from the populations
of cities as corporate units, the Bureay of the Cenaua has, since
1910, published ¡lata for "metropoli tan districts" (3)

(1) U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureay ofthe Censua, 16th Census
of the United States, 1940. Population. Vol. I~ Number oí Inhabitants
Washin,ton 1942, p. 25.

\2) In general, urban place is defined as an incorporated
place having-2500 or more inhabitantsq For exceptions to this rule,
see ibid., po 10 . .

(3) Warren So Thompson, The Growth of Metropolitan Districts
in the United Statea~ 1900-1940. UoS. -Depto of Commerce, Bureau of
the Cenaua, Washington, 1947, pp. 1-30

---------------~~~~~~- - ---=---
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in addi tion to the data for the ci tieB •. The. 44 metropoli tan diB .•..
trictB, for whfch data are available for ¡900, contained about tth
of ~he total population ~f ihe nation (25.5%). By 1940, these
dietricts included well over a third of the total national population
(36.8%). The 140 metropolitan dietricte forwhich data~re ava~l-
able in the 1940 Census, cQntained almoBt half. of the total po-
pulation oí the nation, 47.8% in 1940 •. Although thedefinitione
oí a metropolitan dietrict have varied, both for a given ceneus.and
to ceneue, it ie pOBBible to use these data to trace the pattern
oí population dietribution within metropolitan areae oí the United
States eince 1900.

The analYB~e of the metroPQlitan dietrict data is beset with
a number of troublesome probleme. In the firet place, the number
of areae for which metropolitan dietrict data are.pr~sented hae
varied from ceneus to ceneue eince 1910. In 1910, .the Bureauof

Ithe Censu~ publiehed "metropolitan district" datafor 25 areas
containing 28 central citieswith 200,000 inhabitante or more,
and data for 19 additional citiee of 100,000 to 200,000 inhabitante

,wi th their "adjacent terri tory." In geneal, the "metropoli tan
dietrict" data included the central city pluB contiguoue areaB
within a 10-mile limit of the city'e b9undariee, having a population
density of 150 or more per equare mileo For the city with itB
"adjacentterritory," however, the report included the population
of the central city pluB the population of all citiee, towne,
villagee, or other politic~r divieione within lQ miles of the city

llimits oí the central city. In 1920, similar definitions were
followed, but in that Censue there were 29 ImetropolitandiBt~icts"
with 32 central citieB of 200,000 or more, and 29 ceg.tral citiee
of 100,000 to 200,,000 pereon wi th adjacent territory.

In the 1930Ceneus,.the concept oí "citieBwith adjacent
territory" waB abandoned, and data were publiehed only for
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"mtropoli tan dhtricts." The 10-mile Umi t for the periheral are a
of the metropoli tan district and the lower limi t of 100,000
persons for the central city were 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. !his definition resulted in
the publication ol metropolitan district data for 96 areas. Finally
in 1940, the concept employed wa~ in general, the sameas thatused
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 th~ changihg
political boundaries of both the central city and its peripheral
minor civil divisions from census to census. Al a result of ne" .
developments and anne~ations, 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 p,rmit 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. .Butce~sus
tract data, although available for 60 cities in 1940, were,'tabulat-
ed for only 22 cities in 1930, and the tra~tbounda~ies ctianged .
toomuch.for the comparative study for fiveof the latter cities.
Yoreover. ih. analysis 01 censu! tract data for a larg~ number of

(1) Howard W, Greén, Censu! Tract Manual. U.S, Dept. of Commercep

Bureau of the Census, Washington, 1947 •
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cities han exeeed-irigly burdensot¡1e and expensive task"

" . '. :r,~t;~.!lnit~!y 'f~~li~,,}ax:ge:rp~tt2of ~hes:e"pJ:8P}•.e,m~.¿VB~i?B,.~.oc~~.~itui
ed s.erioíÍ.s .. obstácle!l .•tothe ana1y.sisof ,changes .iIl::the. ,popula ti9n

_ ". "~.'''''_'.' ..... '''~',t,-.t'- ..••••.,.~~j. - ' ", . .;-j. ... ,:::.!,.~; ",.-.': 'r~~:¿_~""'~-~!-"-~í.'~,~~'~_::-~'~' -.':..-..• ,..,::',;i!-;;.... -yt,~

dí!')t~~ b.u~~()n.l,~of~u:¡ttíe>t~op~l it.aÍL .~re~s:.}ver_~,.r~s.~}V'~~,i rh~a.,~~.i'~~!:-;i
takhl~ "~~~'~.C?J!1~,r~,,,hJP~i"V~.~tudY,:by;.)Va:t;l.'~n~.!T~~¿nps~qp.!.,!.~~~~I!.i;~y':,i)
-publhhed'4by. the,Búre.~~ of the.Census. (5)."This study ..not,on~y' .

•,.,.' ''"''-;. ""'''' ',~" •••• ••. "._k,. k. "'~":'" .,.,'~. "'-"..... _._. ~ ~." " ::...."t .;;.-~,- .'i-_-"!if,b;l~, -.''!o'-'" ~.,'.c-{..t' ;,~.~.<~..'~.
maximizes :i¡he"comparabfli ty ofth.edata fó'r.the,,:va,:tiou~L def~~ittons
-',_ -'~ ~'''<''_!'_'' ".', -.-,._~.. ,"i,~- "'. ......:' ~;:: ". ~ ~, ... Oe, '---'"'::-( •••• r."' .. ~'~,~.,~.:.-:r ••." :;~~:~,;,

and,combinations~of met.ropolitandistricts'contained in ,the Census
'{. '_-:'"'''",-,., - ~'.o" ....., ',_. "',,'. '~~.:"'" ',-t" :~ .'." : •• ' '.it'. ~" ''': .~,,' ....-~.~'....,~1'~ ;r~'4. "-?~,,l,':.''l...~t...':: ,t ! l-t.1-

...!.~x:ep()rt.s, .bu:t ~.lt<t ',C?o~.tains acar~~~l.a,nd é~h8¡u~~i,!~j ~~~iy~isH ~_fl
~i:(ferell~i,a!t .•c~~~ge~in the pop~la,tio'n~f, ~e~it'\~t ci;~?eI!I~~~d,;,th,e.,ir
periphe'ral'~¡-ar.~a:s..•,~..~, "",.

...• ,\L •••••.• ;. -' "', .,"'"..:"J;.' J",.~ ~i},.';'.(~ .f._.~ .f ~í:.. :r-'~:$.... : .Jv .f~~~i.;'~,;';-..,r;4

_ D1FFERENTIAL,};)OPULATIONGROWTH•.- Let us exarn~ne, .•..first, the
>[<'- • ...--:'.,_ _"" ':::;,.~: ,.¡:""'~~~,::.,",.po ~.; .\~;t",,:, "~~!\ ..•,~¿j),.,..-:;;r' .- "~ ••••••...,f,l"'};¡~,,".

changingpQPulatlon~pattern of~,tt~e A4.metropoli,tª~ ..distr~9t_Sl •. each
• ",,' ".' ; ".;"l; •. ' .. ,...- ,,'-. ,-4--" :•••.. , ". '''- ••. ,•••• ~~<~., , L,"," *, ..<..t-- •. ~,\," ~ ..• '¡'t ':'l.~--~:h',,'~<-.,i..J~'~I

containing at,l'ef,ls,t~l, ;central city."of 100,QOO or,.more..;,pere,on.sin
..•. ' ••• ..-. '':~;;' ~,,~~~ "~~ '::'; ~~ '''<-- ,,- ~ , .••.. '-', __ ..- "." ", ::":., _~." ••••. r~ ••••• :: .• :;:': l! '_..' ':"':¡'~~,);;,~'S:j:~:~,';'1~~J

l~~!>,,\f.ºr.L!.~ich" t-h~d,c~ta are aJ~.~}ab~,éfrom t~/i"~,~:gip~~~~jOfj,t1r.h,,~~
ce!1t~r:y~ ,o., '-

_'.~, ""'" .,,~ \.'-!:'.J~~;(.

",
~,'j: .. <' \"",':~f:~.,b.~'ñ'~;L~.'...''';>!'~_' " '<, ••• ~,¡ '~r.:t'~'.5t ~ ~ :~"~,~."~..:f"}""J;:'l~.~:;r>';:.~.'~ ~"~~, "'''~'~,,,'..)

~ I.tshQuld be observed at' the outset that durlng thepast
..:J":~:'f~-~'}.~.c,.~:;{~~-~;," ;~b ~,..; _ "~:".;';<'. ~'- .~~ ~. "~,~~,~'.:i»".>:,'''h:,~~<';','~'~)-':'~l"'.•-t;~~'#l

four' decad~s~he ráte of growthof the country asa 'whole has ~}jeen

'de~lfn'i~g~~pi&l~;"~ka'that thi~~'d~cline rn;~~;t'-;ói"c~i~~tJ{is.iil: .,'

L:ef l~cted in th'e '~opulation increasel!ljof ,the metropoli tán.'disti!tcts.

Tbe perceI!:tage ..incré-a~se8 in the, total population~of tlieUnit~4
~S"~;" ~..•~'. ,k ~'1~,"< ~~~,.,f-~~ ""1,"'; ~~ . .;;.~ ~ '" 1 ~ .....t~ ;t :~

state.s a$rép9'r~ed ~n t!leGensus "dropped from "21. O"betweén- 1900

. to;i9i.O; tt~ í4.~~'~~~t~ee'n 1910 ~~d)i920; f6':i'b'e'-t~~é~ki920:'~n.{1930;
. ",-,.. '1. ,", , ~~, r ~~" ,H ""_,:,4'. " .. ¿. ~:••. ,,;J: .f:I.~.~~ ~ ~s.-~.:~)~, .';'¡f\.
and7.2 D'étweén 1930 and 1940.

;, '" ':~ .':;-b ~ ..,r. ~~, '~..'," ~.
".,."l-

j(;....' ~o,?;.~~~ tl~s\3"~?e~rs o~~(':~'~s.~perio~.:.~~i;~~,~~1t~~~:~~\~i~k
oftótaLnf!,tiona1 gro\\rth •.-these 44 mej.ropolitañdistricts;' however,

{~~,:-- ....~.;" :~'_ ~;'::f-;; .. ,<C' "':ii.,f ~:"t '. ...., ...' '"i.~ " -., '.~~, .;., ~~:~.' t,~-""':""" .""'!":,:,",.; .. '" ',...A"-~ ~'.'~ f.-~
,;grewatrat,es "1lÍ4:>l.';;-thantwice as. grea t asthe remai'nder 'of tl1e-"'"'

"-;r;'~~" ':~ •.•~':'7~'"",~.~.•".~'>'t. -t(~. .,;,:_"~'. ~ '\ ,.(' oO' ). ~- ~>i':,:".:'~ .;. ",;'~ ,_~ ...
~ ,- ,.....•' ••... ~,•."'-"',,- " .' .•...•...'"ir

.:;: ;!':{5y,'f~6iripj;~h/~p.cit. 'Th~ de'scriP~i~~-'d~ta" ;hi~Íl'£oiio(:'"
'are~;in ,the máiri"a:diwn from Thomp'!j()h's'.d:áta. ~ '"1 'L

..,... .•• :..••.• " •••• :." J ¡ ' .. '¡-:{">~'~ \: i ','~ f .•...;,: ,~.J, :;,'"

~,_....-...........,-.. ---. .. ..-- ." ..•..

l .•..
.,~' t •. _~l.."-h s:.• ;

,:J.'--~ ~ [ - ~ ~ _t"~,'.:J~
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United Stateso On1y during the depreesion decade of the30'e
Ldid the 44 dietricts gro,w lees rapid1y than the rest of the countryo
The increase~ in ~he popu1ation of th~ 44 metropo1itan districte
and the remainder of thc country for the 4 decades are 1isted be10w~

1930-1940 1920-1930 1910-1920 1900-1910
44 Metropoiitan

d.istricts 609 28,,0 2503 3406

llemaind.er'of the
U. S" 704. 1002 10,,8 16.4

( 'l'heextent to which the me tropoli tan districts disproport-
ionately abso~bed the total po~ulation growth o~ tbe country i8
indicated by comparing the percentage of the total population of
the United States reside~t in these are as with the percentage of
thc total national ~ncrease which they obtained. Thus, although
the 44 districtSl contained about--26% of the total populat~on in the
United States in 1900, they absorb!d 42% of,the increase'in .
national population during the decade 1900--19100 SimilarlY9
although they contained 29% of the population in 1910, they ab-
sorbed 48% of the 1Dtal national increuee in the decadé'"'1910..1920;
and although they contained 33% of the population in 1920, they
abosorbed 58% of the,national increase in the decade 1920-19300

. /""During the 30's, however, these areas barely managed to get their
proportionate share of increase in populat~on. They comprieed 37~
of the persone in the.country but accounted for on1y 35% of the
~otal national growth.

It i8 ,c1earthat duringthe first 3 decades of the century,
the 44 metropoli tan districts' under obseryation absorbed haH of
the total national increase in population. In consequence, the
concentration of the,national populati.n in these areas increased

/

i'rr¡fOilanfr¿ ~~~r
s,. el ir¡cre1Yle» fo
el por )nijíclc,.:i'n
11 c>eo.....mi/lAA 1-0
(d. fcrc ef ~¿f''J )

)
I
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apprec iably , from about t of the national total in 1900 to over a
third 'in 1930., During the30' s,. however, after thi s exceedingly

rapid J?Elrlod,o:( relative growth, the.44 a'reas barely he!d their
own ascompared\vith the re1I\aiñdeÍ'.~o.t,.the:United Stateso j,

,Although, these metropoli ta.n districts, as a wh,ole,'showed
, • ""'~_,<,'<l , . • ~ ¡. . "," _~'; r: -::-,~;.I~-',~r~.., -;:","¡

large .population incréases there.wer~ importarit.dif;ferentials in
, _ ',,,,-. • ~...... " ~-, - " '.' 1°' " ..'---4' '" .. - .• _ ~ "

ratee ,.o'fgrowthwitllin .the die,tricte ..Thro~ghoutihe period, .for
• • • - •• •• , _ • R' ~ _. , \

example ,-.the.peripheral areaa of the districts increas.ed more
r~pidlyi~ pop~l'atioI1 than 'did tha' c~ntral c¡ties'j: andwi"thinthe
,_., ~ ," .~'r_; ",..'".-' .,..•• y: .. - .:~.-,:. ~_ ,'" -' \ .. '-'.' ~_~: . o;: 0'- ';,_',_ -. _-: -"¡: -: '.,"' ..

peripheralar.~a8" the ruralpopulation grew much more rapidly than
"l dl'd .the u~ban.. . . '. . . -.;'.. ~~ .'" .' -,

• -'l ~ _., I

(Tila dhpári tybetw~enthe: rates of popuI¡a'tión g~dwtii.in the

cen.trilLcItiesand. 'inthe peripllerálare~s ''incieas~d trom-'iha
lbegin~1Ín'g::.to~'th~.~hdof the 'p;tiOd, as 'Ü!l 'i"n""di¿¿téd"Úl;fih'e:. data
showirig' p~zi'á"erttáge:"ót~i'licrease>'Úí;populat':fdn:~h:i.'¿li'<io'lfów:':"t'-

•. l-.~; .. ,~.J. :0~..r1".:-,~~-'.. :t "'''':,' '"-. ".. l", ~- i..:', ;.;,;" .~.~;~~ -~" ~-. ' ; , .

.~ " .:- •..,~ 193Ó-l94()"192Ó-l~30 ~f1910~1920;,,"':i9'OO:""£910
CenfraI" citfes .' e," 4~2 '1.;: 20.5 ,<:J-23~4'" r'j<;':3á;6'

PeripheraI' areás' ", 13.•O' "'e' • 48.•1 ," 3L"3',!.: 38~'2'

.. Thu;', "alth~~gh' tbe rate ~tofpoPulatio;ri'''¡iíc'r~~-~~<in\l1e
peripheri:l1:terdióryw'as'oíl1ys'1i,ghtly than'th~t ;fí;1Úi~'fc~~'~¡~al
cities';''in- '.the 'décade 1900-úho~,i.ii;twasalmo~'3t'Ii'a'1f'a'g~'i~" a,l in~~h

0'.- ..•... - ' "" ," - - .. ' r. ~ .'~""""'.' '..,. "", '.~:_ .:~.
ln .the deca'de~~'19l0"::1920.was almost two andoone-baH times' as i

grea't 'bé'¿~eeil'1920-l930, and" :niore thanth:r'"ee 'times' "
í'as great,between",J930-1940.. The:.perlpheral'rural' pop,ulatióri:grew

. 11 :. I \

,mor,e rapidly_than"the',peripheÍ'a~, urbilnpo,púlatí'on tb'ro~.1Iih()ut:~the
• . • "".~. - _.:.-- . ' ~ , I ..-:-: l.'" .

period,;" but.the greatest differencesinra,tes,-Qf. grówtli.~(}ccurred
~ . I .' . l',' > ; • ~. I - • .1

lduring;,~the,laet".2 decades.,. ,. BetweeiL1920 .and,1930p'.!,.thé!.~pe:dpheral
~ " . _,l' _:. '. ' .. ,', '_ I . ."~ ' .-_' '_ ; • _ . .' ~ ,. , _".' '. _ _' .

rura l ..popul,átio'ns,' incr,ease d.at ~.a- rateo almo'si, ..thre.e-tf.oúrt.tie :ag~in
""•.'. ~. - -.,'. I '..... ',' . ;

a~.~much..a.~thát~'~fvth.é.\lrban,population.;, \~hil,~,.:bét~~en~i930' aríd
. '. . ,>:.':: ~,: .,' :. _'.' ,,"~,!~:':j ,_ ~-"". ":" _ ,.,f.,' l. ", " !./'.; ",[~: .':;.,:~i.~'} '.' _

. 1940.,the rur.al popiilátio.n.i-'ricreasedl;ly a'pe;Centageabóüt ..,f.our.'

.:times-,~s;gt'e'at<.as;táe;urban .iri~rease •. : The/~;"r:énta~é:':i,nef~áseil!l .... i-
in th~popl;llation ~o{thel!le areas áre shown;in ithe data: "~hich follow~

.,

'l'



Peripheral urban
Peripheral rural

9

1930~1940 1920-~930
7.3 40.6
28.1 68.1

1910-1920
30.2
34.5

1900-1910
35.9
43.1

...

Part of the more rapid rate of increase in the periphera~
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 a. 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
procedu~e had been followed, the increase in peripheral urban .
populationwould.have been somewha~greater than that reported,

Iwhile the inc;ea.e tor the peripheral rural population would be
aomewhat less. la either case, however, it would be clear that
the rural populati9n of peripheral areas increaaed more rapidly
than did the urban.

( The differential pattern of urban-rural population growth
in the peripheral areaa of the metropolitan dieiricts runa counter,
of course, to the differential patter~ of urban-rural population
grow~h in the reminder of the country. Throughout the hiatory
of the United Statea th~ urban population has grown much more
rapidly than has the rural population; and with the single
exception of the 30'. the urban population of the nation has
.hown s percentage incfease at least twice ae great as that for
rural areas aince 182Q. (lt was.more than nine times as great,
betwee~.1910 and 1920.) Thil reversal of the pattern.of urban- ..

I

rural growth within the metropoli tan district fallowa, of course,
from theapilling over ofpopulation into the ..unsettled and .
unocc.upied.parta.af the.metropolitan district •. Some .of thea.e
"rural" areas have, in the course of the yeare, become incorporated



-- __ .__ 00 _

, 10

and re-defined as ."urban~" Othera hay~-been defined aa "urbanO
for Cenaua purpoaes, even though they are not incorporated places.
Moat of these "rural" arcas in peripheral parta of the metropolitan
diatricts, however, are not rural in the same sense as in the
rest o~ the nation, and constitut~ the "urban fringe" or "rural
fringe," which is.getting increasing attention foro statistical

land other purposes. (6)

As has been indicated, the data for developing. the chang-
ing pattern of population distribution within the boundaries of
the central ~ity are more limited and the analysis more difficult
and costlyo The work of MeKenzie for the deeades 1910 to 1930,
f f 't' t h' h f . d b ' 'd forour el les, ~ w lC re- erence lS ma e a ove, provle su -, ,

ficient data, howe~er, to permit, at least~ a descriptio,of the
pattern of differential rates of populationgrowth and the ehang-
ing pattern of population distribution within the entire metro-
politan area, ~ncluding zones within the eentraleity, for the 3
decades from 1910 t~ 1940.

In these four metropolitan areaa~ individually, and in the
summary for,m presented below, the patteril of differential population

~rowth for tbe 30-year period ia reasonably consistento The
population of the zonel of the citiel elosest to the center
uniformly showed a decline in population far each of the three
decadelo In the other zones of the cities, population growth
was more rapid as distance from the center of the city inereaaed.
The peripheral areas of the metropolitan districts, although they
grew more rapidly than did th. central eities, grew less rapidly

(6) Wal ter Firey; "Ecological Considcrations' inPlanning
for Urban-RuralFringes," American SoCiological Review, Vol.1l11

N9 4, A-p;guilt,1946, pp. 411-423. Also, PauIR. Landis, Population
Problema: A-Cultural Interpretation, American Book COo, New Yorkll

1943, pp. 346-357.
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than the outer zones of the ~entra1_cities in the ear1ier 2
decades; and at about tbe same 'rate as ,the.outer zonesin the

ldecade. 1930-1940.

The percentage increase in pop~~ation for the 4 metro-
poli tan areas combinad. are shown be1ow:

4 ~etropoli tan
districts (N.Yb'
Chicago. C1eveland.
Pi ttsbur 9;h),

Central cities (7)
Inner' zones
Middle zone,
Outer zone
Periphery (8)

1930-1940

4.4
-4.2

4.8
8.Q
9.0

1920-1930

20.0
~16.8
18.9
51. 9
49.0

1910-1920

20.6
- 702

19.5
63.0
34.0

~:

-~

This'conso1idated. tab1e, although to some extent distdr~ed
becauee of Yariations in the ph1sica1 size and structure of the
cities, provides a g00d summaryof the differentia1 rates of
popu1ation growth within these metropo1itan areas by'zonas within
central eities, ~s wel1 as for the peripheta1 areas of the
districts.

Of the 16 metropo1itandistricts for which data are
compi1ed by Thompson for the decade, 1930-1940, 13 have.sufficient
comparabili ty to permit a similar analysis (Los. Angeles, New York,
Chicago, Philade1phia, Cleveland,. Cinc~innati , Boston, Pi ttsburg,
Buffalo, Sto Lo~is, Indianapolis ,Columbus, Ohio and Washington,
D.C.). In these 13 areas com~inéd, the pattern of population

(7)For the iñdividua1 city data. 1910-1939, saé R.D.
McKenzie. The Rise of Metropoli tan C()mnninitie!.'" in Recent. Social
Trends ~in'the'Uni ted States; Pre'sident1 s.Research Cornmittee.
Vol. I, p. 464••" .~~

(8) Computed from Thompson. op .•cit., Tab1e 3. pp. 33-45.

----==-----"--=----=="",~-------_._--_.- - -------- -
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4 \ <lis trH~tsi"des el' ibed.;abové" ;,'~The.cinner "zo,ne"",tbat)!neI,l:re et",tbe . :

center óf, tbe .city .sboweda decreáE;e in,' popúlátio.nJ:¿,'~heL,l"ate

Qf pópú1atióri growthiné'reá$~diorzo'Íle:$~~thin theei ty with
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dietanee fromthe center;' and tne'rate cóf'popu1áttoriinereaee

in the~eripberalare~~.';hi lj~~t~~ater tha:;~'tíitií 6¥;'tllci<di~ft,:Hc te

as a whole.9 .•0%.' wásbelów "-t;hat ofthe outerzones ,ofthe ~entral
Ü"'.J<"..¡:lt ".' ,,-,".<, ¡..•.. , ..; . (.u"" ,.. .
ei tiee, 14" 7%,,;"The pereentage"'iñcre'aseein popul~~i on bet~e~n
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1930 and 1940 for the 13 metropolitan areas éomb1nedare sliown
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" .'~i. ¡.:i;f .'13 Metropoli tan ,.•'~,700
1.. .•..•••• '

.below: .

,~ 't" ...... \., -.,'

areas
~, , ~_. 0.:;;, •

:t;,¿ ',> :'~:,.(~::.:e",:~:.,'~~.,:.J';~;'.
.. , " ...i I/,-' ""~.;--~...:,,.,:~';;"{::k~

Central. Inner\ ,Middle'Y~Outer" •
City~.;~~~'~~'zone~'i" z¿n~,:',~~~:,,$o:5~~::teriPhery

:.t. , ~:"ló3 4 8 ~"'F';;';14P,p.rH9 O
.L:_ .<_. . ,o. : . f~~.':',;,,"n\.i:f.}.t't.r!i> o -
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•,. i.(~OPULÁTIOkDisTRIBUTION. :Th'e~Ílét' effectoftthe<aifhréntials in
~ ~'~ .'-- ..~:, ,~', ~"_-~~~~-~_., ~"~A.>~ ~ ••4 4 ..•P~ ~~<:'.',.'.jtr"~-'",,,,,,j. -.-._ ~~:,lt:~.~:u.",j'}'~""""~,:J,t"!:.J:-':.... "

..• populatiori.,gr!>w.thjwithin the,eeritra1 ci ties., attd bétweeri"the:'
..J., ~ _ . ~ "~~ ~~"=~ ,~~. ,-, ,'~'b.',~ q, ~.~... ; '--.,"", ',~:,. "\J~,~'"~~>",:t~. '.:'.~..';., __-~~).J!.':; .. ~,-~+-:'..~,"":'.,,,~.nn-f:~.!):J'~,,:
'central."c iti.es,aiid "th.e.periplieral a'creas .of:':'metré>pó1i tan.'di's,tr,icts
.b - .•.•••.-~~ .••.''i.'~~ .::iIi....•':' ,S.,,:'--I-:"" •••. - '~:.-:,¡; 'i~., r .C.," .•• ..i"~~~~. .'- N'.,,": "'"..;~:t'~~,~~.;,~•..t~'.: ,.,¡,'~~~::2,J,'~,..,:¡ .. '.:

" has _~~.!!~f•.•o al!-e,~ ;~~~n,V.ieah>~~Yj_\.he,p~,t~el ~~~',,~j>Jr.~~~o~o~¡e~'~<J~\tri-

bu t i o"n,w...i~p:"i}l,¡~h•.e ,fl~'~frie t, ,~,n~:~Ptl~.me~f.~P8\~t:i'~~i~f!l~~~!;ti~~~;!f or
example. thecentra1. cities in ,1900eontain:ed wellovel',thr,ee..,.. . . . .. ..... ..,.•..u."ts- r'"

fourthe (17,3%) o~'the"total popul~tion oí th~ dist~icts: "b"y
'" l'. ';~. ~ :':;'~.;,'. "f, ~¡~.-t.;,;'i /::~:'1-: -:~"-.~'.. .' ,:..},'1')' ~¡~' r, .~, '.. -', ;"". ,/:,:,.' ;:,'<.' .. ,,'; l' .,,~"."'~"i',~r.

!940. thie pereentage'haf'S decTióed to l!l1fglítly' ove~r two;..thirde
;;'I~~_.~.8' ~~ •.J':' F.,.' ~. '.' .,o.,:".L~...'1:' • ..,..,"'r!".',' '...-; - f"~~i::'".~1\.~". ~ _!'. "~"~S",!:' '~",..n~, .".-"/ t. ':~ ..~~.'"..~,~~:...

01'67 o 1%0 .~oñverl!ll!ly. the .peri<pnerál ?are'8's~whicb "~ontained"hS8
. l'~i'¡¡ iíH;n"o~:":t~o'~r-t'ti. '~\f "tJi~' popftl¡a't~if:J oi"the.d~?s:t'lilt,i,ji1í"::í!lóot"liád

:~C~~~~¿~lni~'l:r;~;oñ;.:ti{~rd .oftt~.rVo'p;¡'l~ti~¿ 'bY~-i9'40~L~',~~~:"'4tr'J
.t~.:,..~_~"'L-&"'¡ ~ -fia~t J,r~~:t t~."" ~I:" ~: -='~ ;-tLt:: .:'~;'~",,,:,,~,..';.;::"'t/J,tttt:l;; .f",ti~'r~'.-,ie'l-t:t¡P ....

,;.;..:--!h,~!;".:<\.•J l,". i;~t1~' .",.•......~. .:zt¡,':';~•.f-.' .,: .....•..,.¡.,~ .,'J'",!,'; .,1. "~'; .
':T,h~e peree.ritag.e "of the ~:tál'.popu.ra;ti'oñ'o'L.thEl\ nié'tr'óp01itan

. . .4' .• ' ~', -- ~ .

,d:La;bri'e te .:r,\!!sÍ<ient •...in" pe r iphe.ral~.ur.han .'.ar eaS'~o:i'ncrease-d'-+frcom
"'";',~,f _ ?_~", ••.v"._::' . :" ~ ~:~-,.~'t'.~:;':,;',}~i ;,1"-., ',' .-. ,:;-~ ,-o ~'I~',l..:../'r~~,,:~,. '-"-"...",:.> ',' .. ,~'~. :,: J"~"~:'f ..• ~',:.':"t',c;'"-.. , c..<-.: ~,' > , ' .'

¡ ,~_l5,,5.it:Ó••2~0p;:,d.uring;.the 40 y.ear-s;\while _t~~t .~re$iderit .in .Pe.ripheral
••• :,~. '.~F, .J, ';"';",~ .-'"oc" ~.. ~.,.,..,: .... 4:_," ' ."._, ••,.}~'¡"~'~'.'~ ', .... + ,~ .•~~~v:..:.~.~.:;::-';""c...,.,:;:~..-.t'"~::.:''":.:t~:~:'~~~:l'::~'::'

rtiraL~areá"8 ;E'increase,dfróm;7.¡"2. to. 10.2. ~'The~pérceritage-distri-
. ;~.•..t}3' .. ' ~. ~t''-'.. ~'j__ .

... butioo of popuJatioo,wi t~J,n J;he~4metropol itan "districU'for
••. ~' "':"'>"v~ -: '~.;'..l. _~ ~ .•.. '~ .•. --Ioo-.J.+,..,.... , '-'!'_ ~•..• ,__. ....""t""; •.i>~"J .,: .. ; .... ~' ~': .~ "'.,;.;,.~.. 1.; '~~-_1:"f, \:\:"i.,' .
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ncentral cíti~s ahd for peripheral urb~n an~ rural areas for each~
decadefollows:

1940. 1930 1920 1910 1900

44 Metropolitan
100.0district8 (9) 100.0 100.0 100.0 10000

Central cities 6701 6~.9 7304 76.2 71.3
Periphera1 areas" 32.8 31.0 26.6 23.8 2201

Urban 22.6 2?5 18.1 11.3 1505
Rural 10.2 8.5 7.8 . .605 102

It ie clear that during the 40 years under observationg the
differentia1 population growth of ~reas withiri metropolitan
distric'ts has resul ted .in marked chánges. in the
distribution of _ popu1atton, as b~tween the central cities

(ánd the peripheral areas. In general, in the course of the years~
the proportion of.thetotal metropolitan district population
resident in peripheral areas has appreci ably inc.reasad,~

that resident in ce,ntral cities has showh a.considerable relati ve
i!ecline.

(' Many factore, as will be indicated below, are involved
in the process of urban decentra1ization. One factor which is
relatively easy to control ia worth noting here, name1y the
rapidity of 'metroplitan district population growtho Analysis
of the relationship between population decentralization and the
rate of populationincrease reveals, a posi tive correlationo That
is, the more r.apidly an .indívidual,.me~ropolitandis trict grew
during the 4 deca,des._atudied,the more _rapid wal!!.ite, process of

llioPulation~ecentralization. This relationship i5 evide~t in the
data which follow:

(9) Ihid., pp. 33-45.

----- - --- ---~-~-~-~~-~--~~~~~~~~~~~----------------
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Number of
Distriets

,

Percenta"ge'tncrease in .
j;;;-". __-, ...: ..l.:: ~', :_ . ,-.,- .. '~-""""',".~-~'" '-, .. >-...".'J.Populatie>ti'of -Métropolitaii'

Distric tl!l.'1900-1940*

Median ~ercentage In-
;;"cfeáse:'iif Propórtion
of:~é:r$~~8~e81dent in
Peripheral Areas

", ¡

t..~. _,',~
ll~
11
..•l!,
. II

- ~

.30:.0~";'~8a:~r 26 02
8502•..13703 4406

142.4-': 162. 3'. J;.r~;I;tlO¡;T.
177'0 8';;;22;60~3';"" <,'i216~O

.¡ . l:~),>'.~'" l;:_~:i:~ _:..'-"'_~J
:~'.::''O-' r~.-•....,t!~' ..,. """', .;._~.:<tf"">i'." t \" ''''-'::.. ,":":_:"~.

.... .* Th,e44 areas,werc;rahke'd' by' .percentagéd'inc~éa$~;iri'
: ," •• "": .•.•• ,'. ,','_ ._' ••••••••. Jf... •• ':

p'oPlllation:b!jtw"een,!!l.OO and."J940an~ ..gIoupéd into quar~~t~swi th
. th;ra..nge$. i~dicatéd ••'

. '.'. _"":'; 'A'¡;in'gtéurnea"S~i-é.Of:th:'i8~as';!ó1:iatiotf':i-slá:f'f orcféd by the

coéfflb'ieat !C)':f'c~~¡:~l~ti~ri -(Pé'af;soñi~IÍ~)"whi'ch~for'tt&e.l!ie <lata was
.40' (after; ~limin~ti~~:"()f '6~'xtr~me _~a'$~~)/¡T.,rthisf!'ie::;.,it....rela.tive ly

b.Úiíii'C~~Pehd;i()~n~'iVhi!'n":it:í.~hól-rté_'in 'miri:d:tl1.~t ¥ariiit1.~n8,;.Ul
, ,>p.hy~<iéál.si~;~;":.o:é~~~t,;a:l-~.i.fhrs 'a~d pe:I'i-ph-éÍ'a>l':area~q'a:nd!dtf~

f er~ilc;~'~'~;iil~'ítnnéxai:iohi~~o'~edur~s tend"'to' liis t6rt;:tb-e:'r'ela tion15hi p
;:'c' ~ . ¡,.. ._~.><;_<.-. '>'~,-:-.• ;;beirigmeasu:r'edo' JlA ;;,','\1:'¡:

~. , ,"'.,. '"t. ;::¿,The>foteg()Ülg,analy:!"is:,()~f;~i(eJ)Qg~}'~J~?P;~~Jt~~c.J)é.t~~en
central' 'ci.ties( ándcpeI'iph~ra'larea8 has .been restrietedto 44

1:.'-"':'¡ '..•••..

metropólitan 'dillltricts'~because it"i.i3 @nly' for theseareas that
."- , .• '-<', ~.-1- -~:""_~.- ";_~"_:~,,:. -,'" ". i. ,', -':., ... ~ .' _ --'~' . _ .,' .<- ", ',_ -: ,'. ,'. . 'data' are avai'l:ab'le".fQ'r aS long."as 40 yeárs:;'¡.:It~.'Sh-ould b,eobservedp

. howe¥~r,:L~tltift~f<tt",'.eaeh..'o:f the;"t¡)'thercC0Dih{nation.$<of'tne :tr~poli tan

.di8'triel.tt's:.';torwItiéhf'~$ta tia t(rS~áte availabl('t"fo:r~.ya£yin,gperiods

of" time' .as'. tles¿r'ib(!(tahavert'lii'~páttern ;-o'f."popülatton:':dis'trtbutfon
.',~~witlliIiJ tlle ~ltí'óPOrl.ta:n~:d:f$tflé't~~i$".'practn;an~Hi~de'nttc~l w.ith.

':tha'&"f;or:;tlÍe"\44/íilg'£:r-icts fo£.7éa'ch'.decade for~;wJ:iickcomph:d$ons
arepó:s.S1 ble'.;r Atr~n.í 11U$tration ,oí. the ,cox'r~l!lp,o.ndenceAof.ihe

'da:tá.i~iir~:,the':V:ári~¿ú'-$,.gro.úp i ngs' .of" me tro pólltari<;/i iS.ti.ic.tt5 D'":;;' the
., .'?p:e r.c'e"'ri¡~gé.'£O'ft~£lte'.~p.~~~l.aÚ:~ri~"'int~e '--cons':titúent <~parts'c:of~:.:the

dist;I""fctBarelilholvn:l;or,.Í940"for ,tIle 44 metr'o'pt)litañ'cri~"t-ricts and
for the g~oup of 140 ~ist~icts below:

~~'. ~•.••• -.~" _ .••...,""_ ...•.•...- ._-"''''."'':<'~ •.,......•.', ,'~'..,,- .:.-'•.•.•""';,"':",'••..••.•.•.••...••.."

:. '7";
'.'-;:;.-:;.'"<. /:
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Total

44 Metro-
poli tan
district. 100.0
140 Metro-
poli tan
districts 100.0

Central
Citiee

67.1

Periphera1
Total

32.lJ.

Periphera1
Urban

19.8

Peripheral
Rural

12.3

Thus, the data for the 44 di~triets ~eem to be a good samp1e for
the purposes used to describe the changing populatti.onpattern of
the 140 metropolitan dis~riets far whieh Cen8us~ata are published.

It may a180 be seen that the differential rates of growth
have altered the,pattern of population di8~dbution within the

.,' . , .. .

eity. For tbe four eitias eombi ned, for which data are available
from 1910 'to 1940, tha p,roportion of the tota~ eity population
resident in the "inner zona" of the city--that adjoining; the
central business distriet-decreased from decade to decade ~o that
the percentage in 1940, 17.8, was less than half that in 1910, 36.3.
The "middle zone" s.howed a remarkable consistency for the four
decadcs, varying in the proportion of totalcity population from
38.2 to 38.9 percento The Pouter zone," in contrast, eonsistently
inereased its prop6rtion of the ~ity population from decade to
deeade. In 1910 only 24,,8percent of the populationof these
central eities lived in tlleouter zone, but by 1940 43.9 percent

t.~ere located thereo The changing pattern oí population distribu-
tion for thoseeities ia shown:

1940 1930 1920 1910

.-:-

4 Cities eorilbinated
(New York, Chieago, Cleve-
land, .Pittsburgh) 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.O .

Innerzone 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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.~~.:. J~'"f-r If tbe entire metropolita.n d~15tri,cts of the 4 citica are

c'onside:red, tbepattern .ofpopulati~t;l di5tribution;'Ogim:ó-.i;~ly,
. ':..~;: }:,,;1 ,~'.;,~,£~'-.~

: ..,L,8.bowsthcttUect of centtif.ugal forcl!ls. Inu~9;l'º, we~<L.iovet~half

of' the population of these districts, about 57%.,,:reside.d:lin

the inner and middle zones of the central ci ties com6':i:rí:ed.':'By
':.b"; . a..\':! . f': _,.,'.',;1,;; .~;..~,:¡.,~::._>:;-'

'1940,almost two-thirds of the populátion of thedistdcts,

• . .•.~6_2%'1;l~.v(!d<~'nlO;th~.ou-ter.:zo º~::<9'f.the cent~al'"citJ e,l!l_~.IldA,be

. :::,peripheral~are.a'8,~oltl;b,ined.1"!!f'hi s remarkabl e,..sh if t:,in'Lthe:'course
,. . ~, '.' - - , -. - _. , '. - " .. . -

-.í .of.three<d:eca~~~l.-~ene.ct!!l ,the';jgons i stentde.clinesdrQm,~decade~ -. . - ~ ,

to decadeinthe proportiortof. metropoli taridistrict population
,,'~'-';"?reJ'i'dent':~'i'nLtiie'iriI:lI'!t'-and"'fuidcíiezone$,' respect'iveif~"of the'

-,,'".~ ~"r',~~_'_'¡""~ t1".'""-;~.~.',¡,,,,jI" .3',:t:.-- ~.. ' ... 'J'-.':',- ';:':¡'_",,~'-:,f _ ~: _ -'"!'t-_, ""'~ .• ','~"''''':'' '~"-l:-tf" "::;:'''-i' _,:~.. ,.. céntralcities--;~¡ind<' thé-'consistent :Íncre:ase ....ih.th'é':O:propoftion

':i;i.-'cof~metrop6;1i. tan ;;afstrict "pbJ:i::J."átión i:'~sidént it~j'ti1~/jout'~:f,tz'ones

:¡~~f!£h't-'c~é'rttraf~¿i'tY'áhd' :fri''\the'' periphe'i:-¿l. kt:¿6s :'-"rfi'¡C<f,fn:3'olldated
.• ,;..:_1.,~_ :.:~"t"_~ "":~:'"'b~ -'~."-! :' f"~ ~, •••.• _,':'.'.:" -:.' .• ~~.'? ~;'!" ,; - I'~~ r'J4;~- .",,-~.f .,';~,'r~-_':~::.;..~:. ~. data-'forthefour m'etrtlpolitan. districts' 'are"shoWn below: ....'.

-" "12 ;\()".
.~5.S.,
.29.5

. "32!8!'

.; ~:; i".' -'.:,~'

, 20
0
6'';''12027 • s;',~...J

. 28.;4,.J 29.'L.;r
24.718.7 ;

e ;26~'2,l:.r¡24'/f' ."~

'13:2:
26.0
28.9
'31.8'

',', " ' ,4, MetropolLtan:ar~~¡;~
combined .-

f"¡".;¡' f:'3-,,' "!"W ""-:o: .,.,:)" ~~!.j".f ',<~~--

Central cities
.. , '~'!lÍiiii~r(:iorié,,--i;i,,¡._lú,.•';.~..
..,,~~t.¡MiddleFzo-ne""T"" .', .

Outer zone
.-:.":Pi!ri~hElra:l "~"~eas,',f': .¡'

..~:~~:<_\.~'t:-... ~:-'i.'. ;.:1"3':':1'.. .,_ •....•..

By reason of the relat:ÍV'ely 8mall iñcrease,,: in~to:ta:l ...

tbe

districts mentioned
e,;!';'" ~'~':H

population oí. metropoli tan"areas .during the f,hE-ties, no. sig-
!r"r.~"-~L ~_,_.<:'__.:..,-:,h ;.,",," ". -~.I' ','i~L ~

nificant 'change in' the distribution of populat~onwitAi.l1.tl~e
¡¡. J:.:~i;i L.~...¡.i:.::1.:._." 'lt:, .../¿' .•'

aboye .isdiscernible'.}<between- ~ - ,•...,- - '" - _.' - ., - - - - . - - .
13 metropoli tan

1930;:~lid i94Ó'~
I

;4;: ~-:. .('t•.tB' 'e2... /~';:: ::f'';;'' '.::.C~'-:~. :"frL:>1..J~

( ';-..:;'; RE~,!g~ALe;~.tfERE~~~LS.Althou,gh the g~~~.~.a~,r~r~tern
described aboye (!)f,differential' popula:'ti<fn growth and. i t.e

.);~", ..._~' ."¡)".,,.~¡,~ ":':'::"k,'~~. .:J" L';:-";'"" ":L.,.'i:;t~:;;;,~ ..•:;::..~:.:.:"l;:.~,~'

consequent changes in the distribution of population within
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district chara¿ter;izes the metropoli tan distric ts of the nation
as a whole~ there ~re important differences in tbe magnitudes oí
differential growtb and of population decentralization witbin tbe

~istrict among the major regiona of tbe nation •

.In general, ~he metropolitan ~i8tricts oí the Nortbeastern
states have grown le~s rapi~ly and have 8hown sma11er difíerentials'
between central city and peripheral area population growth than have
the districts ~f other regions oí the nation. In consequence, the
15 metropolitan di~~ricts(10) (oí the 44 being consider~d) i~ the
Northeastern states show relatively littl~ ~hift in the pattern of
population distribution within the'district d~ring th~ 40 years
undar obserbation. The peripheral areas of the Northeastern metro-
politan di~tri~ts contained'31% of the population of the districts
in 1900, and had increased tp"eir share ofthe total to 37% by 1940

0

-The process,of population dec?ntralization was morerapid
during tbese 4 ~ecade$ in the metropolitaQ districts in the other
regions oí the ~ountry. Thus, inthe South,.theperipheral areas
which contained about 17% of the total population oí metropolitan
districts in 19pO, increased their ehare to 23% by 1940; in the North-
Central states, they more than doubled their ehare, increasing from
U% to 26%; wh11e in the Wcet, in which metropoli tan districte and
urban population in general grew much more rapidly during this periad
than in any oth,erregian oí the country, the proportion of total
metropolitan district population resident in peripheral areas more
than trebled, increasing from 11% to 38%. For summary purposesg

the percentages of the ~opul~tion oí the metropolitan districts
resident in peripheral areas are shewn by maj~r regionB below:

(10) Ibid., p. 47.
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:~32.8 :'- '37.8'~_~¡ ,'26o,1~-:-{
22••.730.8 .. ~, 10.9
'.1; . /'l' .•.• ,,o'.' '-:._' '':...::.)~. ~'," ":'-'l" Jo:" ~' ",,;"

!,-"'22~6, _. 37 ••8
.' {_.1.7 ••2., 11. O
: L-,? :.,;". ..~' • .J~1~~ "'.

( It i5 evident 'iI;:aétheNortheastern' me'tr~p(Si tan 'di.tii~'t~'
had a. re1a ti~ely, higl~prop()F.tion of re,sj,dents ill: the,~per;ipheral arealll

•• " __.~ ~ '."- ~ "" __ , .;.. i.•••~_ ,~~~ .• o',. - , --1'_ ,r., ..,., _,~ .•...•. :.. ~ ,.-,¡,~ _~A •

at: the 'i:le,ginp,ingof. the, period Ul1der ,Qblll;e,rvation,. f.r<,>m190.0tQ .1940;
":Ó-_~~; '';'./.-. ~ ,.~_, ••~,,"'" "",,',"--:":. . ,'. -,'-.-~- .. '-..,-'~ .~~.~' ':',',"':', .• "':.<''''',,, ... ~" •.~

ando that¡ th~Y.l!lho'Véd,relatively li,tctle.furtherpQp~lation d~,cetltral-
e ,:. _ c. ,,4 : ~ .~. .....~._ -~_0'- .~' :.::.. ".' ~ • o" • ti" ". ~ ~..... . """ .". , -', ~

ization during.this _periodo One. factorcó,ntri!Jut-ing .to. an.explan,atiQn
• , ".1 ,_ .,. ~ _.. ;..... . .,~ '.... . o"" ,'. _. - ~ : '","_ ':.... . .,' .", .. ~,;;t. ••.•", ..l; .. ' '•.', o::.~ .,T -

Of. thi ~J r,e~i !'l1a} ~d,i,ff~<r0nti al i n.r~~~~J''p0!,}1!~~~oA d:f!.~.,ep:t~.~lJZ,Il.ti~,?p
h. the re.la;ti vely'.81~w> popula t,iongr,owth,)!l ince¡-.~900.of,tl1e, Northe~.tern

Jo , "-"~ .•••••. ,, .~'_'~ ~~,. L.';: .. ,.4...:.' . ~ _ .•.•. ; 't-.~... '.i.' .••. ', ... _" O"~" :'_ . .., •••••••• " j _.!V-~;" ., ~ .••••,.:J ..•. ..,. ~.'."",.- ..__ .,,~

di 8 trJcts~f)mpar;.ed.~!"i,th tJle,c,o~h.ef-,9:~!St:~ict;s./.J,p,,~h~:..,co~ntr)~.J<.i,tPl-.,l/l;'L
_, 'y '.~ ; • '.c . .• .• '.. .• " 'c • ,. • ". •

explanai:,ion ia sugges"ted by the_c,orrelation betweenp,opuJA.ti:on .gro,!vth
_', ' .••. _.".2; L ~ ~..... '.,'_'.~. ",.-z,;., •.. ,". .~ ,;..."'. r' .:~' _ ~,.;. :L-i- ;:~:::,.;,: .. }t ... ~.•.__.;: ~' , ~~.f.

and decentralization,reported ah~ve. , (Thil!\. cor.:re~atiop, may, i,nfact o
y' jJ 1 • _.."Y ~, .. ::-- ,-,,' "-. ,,',' ,>t ~.':.! >. - : < -<r __,~' •• dI' '.';'.,_.'.~."'" '" .~. ~ -.- <.--.... '"

hav~ been considera,blyhigher ,we;re,Ti;t;no:t Jor .cthe,,,--,Northeaste;rn,,
y ~ --l ~ \. ••.. • ..••• oC... ' •••• :; - ,,'" . ..;: ~ , "".' •.•••..• ~. '~,'" •.•••••.•.••.

metropolitan dist¡ricts.) TIle metrop@litan,é.en,ters ef the Northeast

are ol,derand,more ,stable ,thanthe",dist.ricts"Qfti.tlte.:Noithc'entral and
• . ~ .,.' T," • '.'!- -''f ~. . - ..

Wes tern státes',while: the .metropolitandi S t:rIqt'st'!of,'theSoUthg'Jáfte'r
a long period"l)'fI'elativelY'sl(lw:;.~~ro,vthghave-.'shh..vn.-,si!gÍU9 Q1: 'rel'Éitiive-

f ly' r:apid'g:r'owtli"during ,the pasttlvo'deéades •.••'~ ¡í ••"i:,' 0,'; '~'-. "- . .
1. ..~ .•. ;.: ..•.•. , ~ • '."'0 .~. ,;:;.'~ l- 't, ;.f'-:'j";- ,:;. ¡... - ~

('f.p~~FE~~NTIA~S ,BY.8IZE OF'DI.snnCT.i' The p,a~.t~I',n:~Lpopul~ti~n

dec_entralization with metropoli tan district8 'has.aho. l!ihown..lllome
~..' ":'~ l -:.. .; .óJ -.;;.... . 'i. ""', •. ': .- .~.... '; ., .•••••• ':' , - .t., -1- :~ '"

:variation bysize ,0£ the distric.t. ':rhe proportio,nof,. ,tha population
;,.-- •• .•••..., v.,;,t ::.. .'.~ .•'..;1. '< ... "~ ..., '. ~ ,. ~.tt J' .~.' ~ _ .. ; .•. ~, .. ',' ~,. - • -- ~.~ , .••. '..

re~i~e<nt. in periph~ral areas i~ dir,~ct1y :t:elat~d to.'th~_ sJze ,of~he
.•• ", _~," .. ' ~,~. ,,_'. ' •. 1 ••• ";'¿: ~ ~_ .. .,M .. 1 • ., '....... .-.••.•....• "'.•...... i.",.,.-.,¿ .. _, ;"" -.:l .'-.

distric t~;,,:,that JI, .the larger the.,popula tion of. tJle di s tric,tg, the
. í:" ••.•. .,," 1 ,_': ;. ~~' •. : H,. , . _'''~'' .t~.- .... : ':':,#-. "' •. J.,$. ".(-..:...~•. ~. ~'._ l' ~~ .'"...., l' ~

largerth;e. proportiopo.f" periphe.ra1}nha.bi tant~.",.In 1909, ,in ;.t~e4
" ~ _ "_ ;.. ' «..•... ', _." '. '. ~ ...( 7 "',~ ¿" ''''.. 1_." fJ:,. ~",.'" "".' "! .~¡j#- ••• _ ,_, .;.)l

distri~.ts. ha,y~~g 19OOO.,900ormo!,e J;nJ1u1:>-ita.nte ,;t,of the population
~ ~ } ••• ~ •• ••• ..'.• __ ,,",,,F '. '''t.'" .'.. • '.~' ¿"~ • 'o-, •••.•-.. . • " ... " ~ -', {. ," , •..•.. , ..

li ved out:$~detp.e.centr.a~c.i ties .•... Indistr;ictsr.,having f~wer. " than,.
, 25 9000"per~~~; 9 QnÍy l~% 11ved ()~~~i'¿~ tho city' l'i>'mit:<. The 'p~opór:
'- .
tion of the population living in the variOU8 parta oí the districts

'):

--~
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-1900 Central Periphera1
Total Cities Total Urban Rural

Undér 250,000 100.O 82 18 5 13
250,000 t" 500,000 100.0 79 21 13 8
500,000 to 1,000,000 100.0 76 24 10 14
19000,000 and over 100•.0 75 25 21 4

In 1940, a similar positive a8sociation betwecn metropolitan
di~trict size and percentage of-population in peripheral areas was
evidento But the difference in the proportion~the population in
periphera1 areas between the sma11er and larger districts was ap-
preciably increased during the 40 yeara. The proportion of persone
in the periphe*al áreas of the metropoli tan districts ",ith 1,000,000
or more inhabitantsincreased by near1y half during this period, from
25 to 36%. In districtewith populations ~f from 500,000 to 1,000~OOO
the pórportion'in outlying areas increased from 24% to 31%, or by
almost 1/3; in districts -from 250,000 to 500,000 inhabitante it
increased by only l/lO from 21 to 23%; while in diatricts with fewer
than 250,000 persona it increased by more than a third from 18 to
r'25%. It i8 evident that, withthe exception of diatricts from
250,000 to 500,000 pereons, the rapidity of the procei~' of des-
centralization was direct1y correlated with size of the di,trict--
l!he larger the distÍ'ict the Ill.orerapid the popula tion decentralization.
A aummary of the popu1ation distribution within the metropo litan
districts for 1940 by aize fol1ows: _

1940 Central Peripheral
Total Citie, Total Urban Rural

Undar 250,000 100.0 75 25 4 21
250.000to 500,000 100.0 77 23 8 15
500,000 to 1,000,000 100.O 69 31 20 11
1,000,000 and over 100.0 64 36 27 9.,

r- It has already been observed tbat the proportion €Ifthe
peripheral pop~lation which ia resident in urban or rual areas is,
to a considerable extent, a function of the incorporation practices
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oí the'areahtüié1 thes,tatisti"caD praé,tices, of tbe CensuSBureau.. 'More-

ov~r: thé:'t";chniitie~'~ínplJ~r~d.¡;~b~Tho~p~~'n in.t,he compilation €Jf the
."...J. _,~-,': _, :.f/ '- .' ~f~ .. -, _'_."): .. -_i~-;:~" _ , '~~jtt_~: ..:

da-ta tends 'to over..;'state .the-ruraL':"a:t".the' expenSle;of ' the 'urban
",,' - ,-~~ ,- 1 -"';'," . r¡ ~~.-~~C-;':" r ~J'f~"'.J'!i"~.:1.t(,.~-,:t ~,'_~~

pop.ulation ,(rece above}o Nevéthele&fs~_itis wor.th_,noting .that-~there

wis a defiJí"'te pat:t:f£rn'of' direct r~i.~t{ons~ip. bei,veen 'p'értlÜitáge

of..persons"iIlper.ip.hert\luJ,'banal~fil~~_,a.nd ~~:i.z~_:of dist:r:tct, ,and oí
O,k";""'", ~ -.'-v; .,,-~ •. '-~~ .. ~.-;¿~"t'J- .. "-' ~..f'.~;;._¡J- ~ ,...•. : ....._;;:t:io:-.i',;.;._~".::~_.-., '"-:-;'.....:~..;,\: ".1 ,~~.~'!t~.¡ •..•.r.:i t .t~;;,t

i.nverse .~elationsh.iR]je¿tweéILpe~ipherill 'rufálpopulation and
~,: -r.-' ~-, .•• ~". J. --t-.~,.;,''';.zJ'~.:, I';;"",;: ','':;;::...:.''','' -..""3' r<~,b~:'1'L~"""~:,'.,~ ...-<~~~.'~,l'":~'''':''-t'~.~"Y~ ,'.';1 ,,';'¡ ;f: ~ ,,:'-

d,ie t~ict <si~e •. ;-Th\lr:l.p_2'T%ofthc~p.opQ.l<:ti0'!l,. of~he l.argestdistrict
~"';';." . .,l.", '"1' ~' '...,':-;:~.Jt. '-"'?--:::":":' -- <-""~ ~ ~. ~ -';';;', •. '~, '." f""':":':" ,~ .• "l'l:~t:;.,'- ,~,;...~,' ..' . .-

~nd only. 4%,ot,the popul~tion ~f,;;tbc sma~L~8,~ dis,tricts lived, in
,"".;.. "":!~,¡;--l:'. '-;;..:,Jo~~ ;;:~', .•.•,.. ',,~ ';¡';.,~'.i¿.A::'.:. ...•~:;:."'~.~. ,', }:':-;"'~''-:;'~.'~i'' •. ;'':':"" .. ;.;+ t._',' ,~.:,..t""'"~' ;., '.i~

~pe;dphe ra 1L~r,~a.n"a.X~,a~~."eonve:r~~~,Ir,,: .?1%;of;~hel'~ nhabi Fan ~~, i ~ t~e
- . . ,,' .t "', .' .,.,' ,J _'.., _,' "::1.' "",-","•• --..•~ .••..':.!{-, ;. ,-. ',~, 'l;.."" ~!: ,J' ',.;...;,. ~ " .. ,)

'J,smaller diatrícts,a~d'f_only, 9% o(:the 'largé.r d:i.str~ctg.I:i.v;d ,in "
.~,,.., ....,--< ~''':, ~ 'J '.-~ ~/~~ o~;,:,,'4' ..l'~,.i'~.'¡.>~: ,,,;,:~.,.'."'. ':t. ,.<."_,~~:.~~~';':.~!~:.' .i.",,-, :~ .:;,~',...;:~,l :&-.,~"...-'":,;~:.'~~'y~..t-r'~•.,~ .,< ¡o,"!

perip~e~~l,rura1.,,~-!:e!-'l:so_.,- .• e .:
..• ....' . , ~'" Ji ."';. ....' t -l;.¡;"'l" ,~';J~.¡- " "o.l' -;.:.:>".,¡ 'e'. . ••.,,~.;:~ • {,. ..•. ;-:-:~ .••..•j ,J ..~.¡

('~' 't~E!R8C@Sfr'OF~CENTÍÍA~1~~A'Ti01t"T~~',-~Mi~~~m;tropoÚs: &f
'.', •.••. ,:'1;i:.\ ': ..•.,~~ ,'-,-:<:-:'~.~. ,..~~~-.-:" .. ', '.","-, ,••.:~:o":J' ~"~_.,,,-,,,,:, .~ ," :.: ....,> •• '<..'.~.,."!-;:.:.~ •• ':,0' .rJ ...~. ~~.: ... "'::'1

whích "the 'Census"Bui'éáu Vs l':Metropolí tapDistrict" isnecessaríly'"
4 J. . ~ 4'.:,;), ',~.", .:.,-~:¡ ".r¡'.;;:'~~J...~.':':<; ,', .' -""::'..:'" :'ú'~"t¡i?,.:i ,"i ••. ,'. ,--:'~'.-.'.~~;,,~-__,~ r .~.r.!-:'¡Q<;' ~,' ';\''- t ,,:'l'~~,. ,.::'

but an approximate and lncompletedescrlptlOn(lS, ln many respecta 11

~ "Jo ~.: .•••. .I'''::,.:'!,", r"""~,~:.¡;-;,~~:',~.: ":~::'f,~:;r\,'. ',~ ~. . '\::~' '~.'':', . ~ "':"'"-~'-ir;.r\) ,~.(i,.,f'i.,.• w',¡.t ~-l,~.' r"/ r

the uniquecúlt~~re c'0ntp'lex of ourcivilizati(rn,l\~emb<idyiñg,as ft
-. ' :- f',. ~:,~: .f:1"'~1it-,: '1 '~',~,f:;'",'" ~ ,',:- '. .'~._ :1)~,1';<'- '-:",:"~_: .,i ,:.>'~:.~.'i~';.'.-P.. l' tj'.c'" t~{}i'(1•.0 ~,t\~~ !~..~,",;~.}

does ~ a greatpart oí tbe advances inour material culture and '. '

lmany ~f 'thg7di~tigct(v~ i;pect8 ~f~"ou;~no~~t~ri¡í'J~lt~le:L
.• ~~"l ~~ .•. r~~_~. ~~ .-.•~' 10-: - .. ¡.~<~:.~-::~<j.t;~ t.j>i'~- ~.•.s,5 t; .•.~..•.•. ;:,;.

00.::' 'It has. already. béen~ inclicated that&the' differeritiál.rates .

.oí 'p0pulatíongr(¡),vth!a:mongthe"c~onstit.uént. parts'óf metropo'litan -.

distriét's¡,a.nd the ctiari.ging"pat-t"e:r.n bf., popúlií'tien d:iJstH'buti'on

wi tIlin the distI'ict havenot íoll'ovled'ac m~~-mad'e';pl-ánJ '-,Onthé

contrary,l theyare the resultant oí. a.larg~nuinber of forcel!lp

geographic',l'economic,l s'ocial:' poH tica'l.and 'personal, the inter-

a~tio¿ oí \~lii\:iíhavé~~~r6~uce'é;~nIarkábiy'''consii!ltent and uniform

patterns amoÍ1g the dive'rsl met.ropolitari'~distrícts of thé .country-o"
'f.~ ..,'.~,:" ~~,;:. ~.. :-,.. .l-.:f~;:t f f f'; i.:~' ~.~ '.

~l'- j:;f;"" ~"~~"$t:.. ., ..;f: .:¡., , ~ • E.~~{)i,-j, ~.~ '.'';: 'f :,.," :t~.. 0- .
.';, Theg~neral p ~~d some _~!, the'i::~,Il~<¡if.ic, c~usts ,.()f '1rban,,;

concentrati on and of population decentral.izat1on ""ithin metro-

poli ~£\f;l co,IlllIJ~~1~~es ..!J.ay~"beeA,'d~~~~ ,,:i,th in "t!J:~)."ti tcr~1

"' '

..,- ',~'.'.'- . .~~.



21

l/ature (11) and require onlu bri~f mention hereo Wi thout qu,e15tion,.
the invention of the steam engine, tha evolution of the fac~ory, the
d 1 t f tI d" "" f 1 boro tllCe.xI')a.,n-l",.ono,fmar.kets,'theeve opmen o' le' lV1Slon o ,a , , .., .
emergence of many specialized'service function15, great advances in
agricultural technol6gy, together with consideratiQns of time and
space, were among the key elements which contributedto .the ~entri-
petal force producinglarge urban agglomerations of population.
Likewise, it i8 clear that th~ advent of the automQbile ind the
paved highway; improved and rapid local public transportation; the
increasing importauce of electri~ity as a SQurce of power and
advances permitting the transmittal of electric power ovc~ greater
distances; improvement in meansof communication--the telephonép

the radio, the press; tbe comparative valtic8 of central city and
suburban existence; tha shortening of the work day and workweek;
and the decentrar~iátion' of industry and trade are amongth'e
elemente contributing toOth~ centrifugal force, manifest in the'

~ecentralization of metropoli tan populati on.' Much remains to be'
learned, however, about the specific ways in which these and other
factora operate and about their specific effects.'

A useful conceptual fr.amework for approa ching the study of
tbe metropolitan comnlunity, both in ita etructural and dynamic
aspects, ia afforded by the developmcnt in human eco-

(11) Adna Fq Weber, The Growth of Cities inthe Nineteenth
Century~ A Study in Statistics, New York, Macmillan Co., 1899.
Alfred Weber, TheQry oí the Locatio~ of Industries, Chicago. Univer~
sity of Chicago Pres5, 1929. R.D. McKenzie, The Metropólitan Com~
munity, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1933. Ernest Wo Hurgesa, I1TheGrowth
of the City~ An Introduction to a Research Project,11 In R.Eq Park,
E.W. Burgess, and R.D. McKcnzie, The City, University of Chicago
Presa, Chicago 1925, pp. 47-62.

~~------- ._- ----~------
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legy. (12) Ith nei ther necel5sary nor'. appropriate here t. elaborate
thc contribution of human ecology tothe understaridingof the
structure and dynamicll of the metropoHs~ But it would be helpful,
briefly, to aummarize the highlights in thcecologiat' 8 Ilideal con-
struct" of the urban communi ty and .oí afew oí the processel under-
lying urban development and change.

~ The city aa an ideal construct, has been envisaged by
Burgesl (13) aa comprising five major zonee, approximating in form
a series of concentric circles (the actual geometrical form of the
zone~ ia not ol major importance for our purposes)~ Theae zones
consist of the central business dietrict at the center oí the city;
and succealively as one approaches the periphery oí the metropoli.,
of an "area in transition" or "interlltitial area"; an area of

working men'. h.mes; a betterclas8 reeidential area of apart-
ment building. or single family rcsidence; and finally, the com-
muter.' area--the suburbs.

Land u.e and population type within these zones i.
I envi.aged as the res~lt of a cemplex procesa al competition through
¡ which the inatitutions and peoples of the urban communi ty be-
come distributed in .pace, and the community i. structured in a_.- .-_._----------

(12) Park, Burge. and M6Kenzie, op.c{t~ E.W. Burgessf The
Urban Community, University ol Chicago Press, Chicago 1926. A~B.
Hollinghead, "Human Ecology," in U~E. Park, An Outline of the
PrincipIes of Sociology, Barn~e & Noble, New York, 1939, pp. 65-168.
Milla A. Allihan, Social Ecology:. A Critica! Analysie, New Yorkp

Columbia Univefaity Pres~, 1939 C. A. Dnwson, IlTheS.urce. and
Method. oí Human Ecology," in The Fieldl and lfethods of Sociologyp
L.L. Bernard (ed.),New Y.rk, Long and Smith, 1934, Ch. IV. James
A. Quinn, "The Development ef Human Ecology in Seciolegy" in IIarry
Elmer Barnes, Howard Becker, and Frances Bennett Becker (eds.),
Contemporary Social Theory. Do Appleton-Century Co., New York 1940,
pp. 212-244.

(13) Park, Burges8 and McKenzie, op. cit~, ppo 50-58.
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dynamic equilibriumo A major element, and perhaps the majer
element, in distributing thepopulation within the urban com-
:munity ia the ability to pay for the better, the newer, the most
desirable rcsidential facilities.

In general, tbrough "natural" forces, the quality of hous-
ing and other rcsidential attractions improve from the center te
the periphery of the city, largely because th~ more modern and
more attractive housing facilities are to be found in the ncwer
sections of the city, which are the farthest removed from its

,conter. The population of the arca ia diatributed, therefore~ at
least initiully, by economic claes; with the l~wer econbmic stratum
ta'dng tbc least desirable facilities, located ul3ually in the inte,!.
ntitial arcas;. and tlJehighereconomic strata'; in accorduncewi th tI','
'ability to pay, and located in increasingly better residential
facilities as the periphery 01 the arca is approachedo

The procesa 01 urban growth ~nd devclopmentis seen as a
procesa of radial expansion from thc center with each zonesuce8-
dvely invading ita adjoining zone towards the periphery of the
city, in respcct to both land use and population type. Vith
continued auccesslul "invasion," the completed procesa is denoted
an "successiono"

Finally, of particular importance for our purpose ia a brief
de~cription ol the interstitial zone, that bordering on the central.
business district. This is the arca characterized by "blight"--
the locus of tilasluma and disproportionate abares 01 thc insti-
tutional and personal pathology of thc metropolis. Phyaically,
this ia the oldest reaidential area of the city, which is still
available for residential use--since the central business districtp

as it expanded in the growth ol thc city, absorbed thut which may
have been older. It becomcs an area of decay, partly because of
the anticipated cxpansion of the central businessdistrict, which
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is évidenced, byit. ~a.ná!l1ahu8relati ve.Iy high Iánd. vaIuas .and low
rents •..Th~-~Iand is.' inthemain.heId,forspeculativepurposee
frequentlyundercircumstances'which do not. 0nieconomic greunds,
justify further improvement ~r even reas()nabl.e.maintenance of tha

1 residential housing •
. '-:---

This.sketchY.and greatIy.óversimpIified visionof'ecological
structure and procese in the.city.is presented because it heIp.
toc larify andt0expIain the. facte ofpopulathn decentralizathn
which have been~de8cribed. It has.becn note~. fQr exampIe, ~hat
evenwith a .decliningrate oí metropolitan populathn growth, there
have, never~heIess~ ~~ring th~ 40ye~r8 observad, .beenappreciabIe
incre.ases in :the populathn oí metrop(>litan districts with the

(SingIeexcePtion.of' the depressioJl 30's. Asboth a cause ,and
effect_of tpopulation increase. -the expansionof the centraIbusines5
district has forced the emptying of .the population of it!ladjoining
area.' and ~rivadon. -,succesdve'íy;' of the óther zones towarde the
periphery=of the Ci ty: .The~e pro.cesseeare cIearly evident in the

.data \vhieh"have' been-'pr~8ented on the differenÚal ratée of popula-
tion growth!andthe'changing pattetn of pop~lation distribution,
bótb withih~the;city and for its~adjoining peripheral area. The
facte of differential rates of growth and population deceritral-
ization tend to confirm the theoryof radial expandon; and the

. ' '+ ~ I _.. •

tiheOrYContributes to a better ~nderstanding of the facte.

- TilE PROSPECT. Whatis the prospect for tJ:iefurther decen-
tralization óf our'metropolitan areas? No one can answer thia
question with certainty ..and precieion. but !lome considerations cm
be preeeÍtted lvhich provtde at least ~'framework 'for ariticipation
of the futlire~ .. . .. 'fe' -'t

..~ ", -
~ 'ot' 'To begin wi~h, it ia clear that at leQet since the turn of

the ~entU!y" the. procesa of popula,;tiondecentralization has been

,
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to a considerable extent a function of the tapid ~rowth of popula-
tion in our metropolitan areas. Further prospect of population
growth for the country as a whole and for itlllvarious regions may,
therefore, ahed sorne light on the proepect of further decentral-
ization.

The abrupt decline in the rate of urban population growth
between 1930 and 1940 raised many questions about the future growth
of cities in this country. Sorne of these questions have, in a
measure, been asmvered by .the effects of the War on metropoli tan
growth and development" Data are available, fortunately, which
make it possible to assay the impact of the War on urban growth
and population decentralization.

Between 1940 and 1943 population estimates releaaed by the
Bureau of the Census, (14) based on regi~tration forwar~time
rationing, i~dicated that the civi¡ian population of the 137
"metropolitan counties " (15) grew much nore rapidly than the
remainder of the Uníted State8. The metropolitan counties, in
factD 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 pop1l1ation by 7.3 percent" The metropolitan areas in
the We8t~and South.grew more .rapidlyunderthe impact of war-time
expansion of production facilities than did tho13e in the North.

(14) U.S" Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Censns,
"Estimated Civilian Population ofthe Unite~ States, by Counties:
November ID 1943 .•" Series P-44, No. 3, 1944"

(15) Metropolitan counties were derined as the county or
countries, one-half ormore whose population \Vas in the Metro
politan District as defined in ~he 1940 Censuso
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The effect ol the War in accelerating urban population
growth is also evidenced in a .ample etudy of the Bureau of the
Cenlu, .reporting urban and rural population for April 1947. (16)
The civilian population in April, 1947, numbering over 142,000,000
wae 7.9~ greater than the total population of the United Statee
in April 1940. Tbe civilian populLtion in urban areaa of the
United Statel in 1947, however, wa. l2.7~ greater than the total
urban populution in 1940. In contrast, the civilian rural popula-
tion wae only 1.7~ greater than the rural populution ol 1940. The
relatively large increase in urban population, aa the relult of
war and po.t-war conditione, resulted primarily from the decline
in rural farm populution. During thil period, the rural farm
population dec1ined by 9.6~, wherea. the rural non-farm population
increased by 14.3~. Thu., under the impact of war, the average
annual increase ol urban popu1ntion in the United Statel between
1940 and 1947 waa over twice al great, 1.8%, al that during the
decade of the depre ••ion 30'., .8%.

Comprehen.ive data are noi available for the ana1y.i. of
population decentralization aince 1940, but 8uch evidence a. there
i. indicatel that population decentrnlization wa. a110 accelerated
a. a relu1t of the condition. generated by the War. A .tudy of
10 "conge.ted production area." (17) with a total al almost
11,000,000 perlon. in 1944, excluding military peraonne1 .tationed
in the area, throw. lome light on the mntter. Between 1940 and
1944 the metropolitan di.trict. in the.e 10 area. combined increased

(16) U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Cenlua, "Urban
and Rural Re.idence, Age, Sex, Color, and Veteran Statul of tbe
Civilian Popu1ation ofthe United Statea: April, 1947," Current
Popu1ation Report.: Popu1ation Characteri.ticl, Serie. P-20, NI 9,
Wa.hington, 1948.

(17) U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Cen.ul, "Total
Population of Ten Congeated Areae: 1944," Population, Serie. CA-l,
N' 11, Washington 1944.
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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 oí evidence on decentralization during
the Var ia afforded by the Sppcial Census of L08 Angeles. (18)
Between 1940 and 1946 Los Angeles shuwed a population increase of
20%. Long Beach, which is the largest single peripheral area in
the Los Angeles Metropolitan District, however, during the sume
period showed an increased of 46.8%.

( It ,eema reasonably safe to conclude thut the War gave

..
new impetus not only to the growth of urban population, but also
to the further decentralization of populution within metropolitan
~reas •

In considering the prospects oí 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 un-
doubtedly tend to dampen the rate of urban population growth.
Projections of urbull population growth under vurying assumptions
strongly point to the p08sibility thut the rate of population
increase in our cities will sharply decline by the end of this
century. Under the assumption oí mixed economic conditions, that
ia averaging perioda of prosperity and depreasion such as we have
experienced in the past, thc 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

r.~nftus
1946.
Cenous
1946.

(18) UoS. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of the Censua, Special
ol Loa Angeles, California, Series P-SC, N2 119, April 10p
AlBO U.S. Depto of Commerccp Bureau of the Census, Special
of Long lleuch, Culifornia, Series P-SC, N2 118, April 10p
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depresaion~t~e .urbl!lnpopula tion ~vojuldactu.al.~y~e~.~ine during
the same decadeo (19) The projected percentage increase of

.•• I r.- .

urban population by decade to 2000, under assumtpions of "mixed"
economic conditions, ie ahown below:

Percentage .lncrease
-j, .:. ! ,

1950
~1960

1970
1980
1990

2000,.

_,::<0- f ¡

10.4

1008
, 9

0
4

rwelÍ~'vé observed that poplÚát10n decentralizatiori ia,' in'
part, a function of rapidity of urban population growtho The
extent that decentra1ization isdepen~~nt upon rapid growth, the
dec1ining rate of total population growth and of urban growtb

. ~ -' - ~ .. ~ . .
will ten~.~?,disaipate at lea~t part of the centrip~tal.!orce~
making for popu~ation decentra1ization. It aeems,reasonably s~fe

_~ _ - , • 9 .' '. • •• \. ~ J

toconclude that in thecoming decades the population decentraliza
" . ; ~t. > -.. • ~ ,-.. .,.;' ~

tion of metropolitan districts wil1 tdepend more on factors.making.
forthe rediatribution within the metropolitan area of the popula-

- !"- - ;.:,. ;, : ~-

ting already ~esident there, than ~n the necessity for accom-
modating or making.room for large population increm~nts~ On tbe
otber hand, tbe prospect of continueq, even tbrough diminised,
urban growth pointa rather definitely to.the likelihood, all other

- . .-

factors being equal~ of ;contined de~e~tra1ization ofour urban
l:0pulation ..foF~ at least the remain~c;r -0£ the centuryo. 7

(19) Phi1ip M. llaueer and-Hope To E1dridge, "Projection
of~Urban Growtb and Migration to eities in the Un!ted Stateso"
Milbanl{ Memorial Fund, Postwar Problema of Migration, New York,
1946, ppo 159-1730

~<';
" I
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The relative importance of rapid population inercment as
compared with other faetora ineffecting population dccentraliza=
tion willp for at least a few decadesp vary for the different
regions of the country. In the Northp and especially in the
Northeastp rapid population growth may be a relatively unimportant
facto~ in the further decentralization of metropolitan areas.
In the South and in the West, on the otherhand, rnpid population
growth may for a longer period continue to be an important element
in the decentralization oí metropolitan populations.
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SOME IMPLICATIONS FOil TaE FUTURE~, The procesa of urban
growth and of population deeentralizatiou-within metropolitan

. • ,g

areas hasp in the mainp rcsultea from tIleplay of "natural forees". .
of tIletype"briefly described aboye. \Vith increasing knowledge
of the processes involved, and wi th the dissipation of some of
the forces making for deeentralization resulting from declining
.:ratesof urban growtIl, the possibilities of, and Oppol'tunities
for, planning the distributionof populations witIlin metropolitan
areas will undoubtedly improvc. Con5iderahle knowledge is already
at hand, an1 more can be obtain~d, to make possible the redistri-
bution of population withinmetropolitan areas in accordance with

:;j

a plan, if that should be desir'ed and if planning objec'fives can
be agreed upon.r As a result oí the "natural processll of urban growth and
decentralizationp all of our metr.opolitan dis tricts 9 for example 9

are characterized by large arens of blight which impose a heavy
drain on the resources of the cómmunity and produce disproportion-
ately large ahares of its physical and social pathology. An
understanding ot the processes which produced theee areas of
blight cons.titutes at least tile,£irs t 9 tep in bringing these area.

~nder control and dealin.g wi th the problems which they crente.
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,,,..- .-:Si-m'ilar.iY~~"izi::r;gard to'ot~~r areae; ,vithin:.the "metrop"~i¡~~n.;~ ;;:; '..
.:., ,.., ..• -.... . "

diE;yr1ct~':"~h.;:ti~;~~'rs.t;~riqing.ot~ thenatural torces which ,h~vebéeñ ':-"" .~.

Í'e¿p~n;'ible.for-th~pat;'iern of land u~e and population type wi thin'
. ''::':: '. ...., _ ~ '. •. . ." ~"', ,. ,. ::.. t t

in~tropÓlitári areae constitutes thefirst l1ltep in any at~empt Oto. .;-" ,.

~(;~t'~o1 th~ de~e iopme~t ~f our metrólfoli tañ areae 'in the interes:t .:: ir -

. '(6~'-':the':ir>,in-;:abi t~~ts p',and of the ~~tion"
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.. '.-. Fina'l1y) in this atomic age p i t i8 cOnceivable that it m~y
.,.' .

prové desirable tO,tja,sten decentralization of the. popul~tion of ,
t:o.+"

ou~.metropolit~n areas by re~son of consider¿tions ~o~ n~tional,

security.. Sho)lld .the~'outlook for peace grow tlO dim as .to make ,,..

. 'suth ,acceleratéd decentralization de,sirable ornecessaryp plánsfor.,
.' ". :f'

~nd actual accompTishmeñt of ¡, the taks w,ourd..úndoubtedly benefit ~~,

,froma uti,li'Zation of~',thé kn6wledge' we,have gained about the ,- ,.-_-.,
~;,.,- -.

lI~atural iI for~é8 and"pl:'o~.E!SS~1llinvol vé.d in urban,. population growt~,~,; -:,_:~,
~~ ~,.~-~;,;.
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