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Foreword 

This study was sponsored by the Committee on Urban Research 
because of the growing awareness that urban problems were great 
and gaps m knowledge frequent, and because little thought had been 
directed to priority needs and sequence of research tasks. A judi
cious over -all view is needed to provide the framework within vAiich 
individual projects and research can best be undertaken and cor
related. Aprimary goal of the study is to furnish perspective and 
improved understanding of growing urban areas. 

Generous grants from the Dodge Division of the Chrysler Cor
poration; the American Trucking Associations Foundation, in be
half of the American trucking industry, and the U.S. Bureau of 
Public Roads, made this study possible. 

The Committee was fortunate m obtaining the services of Dr. 
Coleman Woodbury, Director of Urban Research, University of 
Wisconsin, who has spent a lifetime in urban research. He is one 
of the most respected scholars mthis field and has a unique back
ground in urban land economics, political science, and city and re
gional planning. 

This report reflects, from Professor Woodbury's long experi
ence, the current state of knowledge on research needs and prior
ities. It was not possible in this undertakmg to detail specif ic pro
jects or to deal with methods of research. The objective here is, 
f irst , to point up the severity of the need for urban research and, 
further, to provide a means for shapmg the priorities. 

It is hoped that this report wil l draw new graduates into this 
challenging field and willmduce more researchers to focus effort 
on these problem areas. It also is hoped that it will help to per
suade existing institutions of the gaps in knowledge so that they may 
more ably review current and planned programs of research. 

Research of the kind proposed here will lead to under standmg, 
and from understanding alone can come the judicious decisions so 
urgently wanted and needed in all aspects of urban l i fe . 

Committee on Urban Research 



Purpose and Objectives 
of the 

Committee on Urban Research 

The Committee on Urban Research is a special committee of the Highway Research 
Board. It was created m April 1954 in response to recommendations from a confer
ence of researchers, engineers and planners called by the National Academy of Sci
ences - National Research Council to review the problems of burgeoning metropolitan 
areas. 

From the time of its inception the Committee as a group has been cognizant of the 
interlocking character of the manifold human activities of the whole urban complex. 
It has been sensitive to the importance and urgency of the totality of the research needs 
growing out of the urbanization phenomena. A deep concern of this Committee is that 
the cry of all these research needs of the urban area shall be met. At the same time 
the Committee underscores the very great need for an intensive research effort in or
der to better understand the problems created by urban transportation, which is a most 
vital part of urban l ife, with a high potential for shaping not only the physical structure 
of the city but also its social counterpart. 

The accelerated expansion of urban areas and the concurrent accelerated highway 
improvement programs have brought about acute social, economic, and political and 
administrative problems. These are important and urgent problems affecting the fu -
tureof the United States. The great opportimity of buildingwell and solving these prob
lems in a creative way is a challenge which is quite properly taken up by a Committee 
of the Highway Research Board. This prospectus of research with its concentration on 
the problem areas associated with urban transportation is appropriately sponsored by 
a Committee operating within the framework of the Highway Research Board. 

Therefore, the mission of this Committee is to aid m providing this kind of under
standing of the workings of the urban "system" to the end that increasingly dependable 
predictions can be made of the effects of various decisions and actions, as they con
cern the interrelation of urbanization and transportation (movement of people and 
goods). 

Specific Committee objectives are: 

1. To identify needed research and to recommend priorities. 
2. To promote such needed research through conferences, publications and staff 

activities, and to encourage financial support from public agencies, businesses, foun
dations and other organizations. 

3. To establish and maintain a clearinghouse for urban research to (a) inform re
searchers on current work and (b) inform interested persons and groups on new re
search fmdings and publications. 

v l 



A Framework For Urban Studies 
Summary 

This report has been prepared primarily for the consideration and possible guidance 
of the Committee on Urban Research of the Highway Research Board. It is understood 
that the Committee may wish to make it available to three classes of persons: (a) 
others directly concerned with, engaged in, or contemplating urban studies of one kmd 
or another; (b) public and civic off icials, community leaders and others now facmg ur
ban problems and issues and, therefore, interested m research that sooner or later 
might help them in the difficult policy decisions they must make or advocate; and (c) 
responsible officials of universities, research institutes, governmental agencies, and 
foundations w|io may have to make up their minds how much, if any, of the resources 
of their organizations should be devoted to urban studies. 

The report, therefore, is not a technical discussionof researchdesign and methods. 
Neither is i t a "popularization" to intrigue the attention of the man in the street. 
Rather, it attempts (a) to point out the scale, complexity and significance of current 
urban-metropolitan growth and development; and(b) to outline a number of major areas 
of urban study that add up to a significant program and that might properly be endorsed 
and encouraged by a Committee associated with the Highway Research Board. 

Almost all (95 percent) of the rapid population growth of the Umted States is going 
intothe "standard metropolitan areas" recognized by the U.S. Bureau of the Census in 
1950, plus non-metropolitan urban centers. Approximately 85 percent is going into 
the standard metropolitan areas alone. 

The rapid growth is producinga new pattern of urban settlement. More than two-
thirds of the national population increase is going into standard metropolitan areas out
side of their central cities and more than two-fifths is going outside of the central cities 
and the more densely built suburban areas (that is, into what is becoming known as the 
rural-urban fringe). Residential dispersal is being accompanied by a somewhat similar 
decentralization of commercial and industrial land-uses. 

These shifts are marked also by a selective or sorting-out process that seems to be 
producmg some problems and seriously aggravating others. 

Those who belittle these changes in urban patterns as simply "growth at the periph
eries" or "more of the same" are overlooking significant differences between current 
growth and that of the past—both in character and consequences. 

The probable volume of urbanization in the United States in the near future is little 
understood or appreciated. By one rather conservative estimate, the 1950-75 increase 
in metropolitan population may be as much as 71 percent, or roughly equivalent to the 
1950 populations of the 38 largest metropolitan areas in the country. 

Although discussions about the "exploding metropolis" and "urban revolution" are 
often greeted, with skepticism and apathy, in many senses these phrases are fully justi
fied. Despite some notable exceptions, on the whole shockingly little is being done to 
understand this major phenomenon of the times, or to prepare for copmg with its prob
lems, or for making the best of the opportunities it presents. 

In selecting study areas from among the scores or hundreds of facets of urban life 
that might bei studied, the program recommended focuses on subjects, topics or areas 
in which competent studies would seem likely (a) to add to basic understanding of ur
ban growth and change, (b) to aid in public and private policy formulation and revision, 
and (c) to have some bearing, direct or not too indirect, on the job of moving goods 
and people iit urban-metropolitan areas. 

Following'these three criteria, the program proposes inquiries into the nature, func
tioning and iiiterrelationships of what have been called "the four cities"—the economic, 
governmental, physical, and social cities—and contemplates direct research into ur
ban phenomena, the evaluation of policies and measures, and estimates of the costs and 
consequence^ of possible but non-existent arrangements or urban facilities and agen
cies. 

v l l 



Clearly, the most-to-be-de sired objective of urban studies is abasic, useful theory 
or urban development-growth, deterioration, and equilibrium. No intellectually re
spectable approach or conceptual system, new or old, should be ruled out of this 
search. 

Standards set by a variety of public and private agencies strongly influence many 
phases of urban development. Many standards tend to become rigid and, eventually, 
obsolete. Studies are needed of the substance of many standards, how they are deter
mined, their results (direct and by-product) in practice, the probable consequences 
of revisions or new formulations, opposition and resistance to them, and their admin
istration. 

Urban planning is defined as essentially the continuing process of preparing, in ad
vance and in a reasonably systematic fashion, recommendations as to courses of action 
to achieve agreed-upon goals or objectives in the common life of urban communities. 
Despite its recent rapid growth in coverage and in the phases of urban life to which i t 
is applied, it has been relatively neglected by students of the urban scene. First, 
thorough studies are needed of the planningprocess as carried on by planning depart
ments and agencies, their relations to legislative and administrative agencies as well 
as to groups and orgamzations of citizens, the setting of goals, the identifiable results, 
direct and mdirect, of plannmg, etc. These basic inquiries should be supplemented 
by others, includmg those of the planning done by state highway departments and other 
state and metropolitan-wide agencies, and their relations with urban planning. Special 
problems now confronting planners and their ways of dealing with them should not be 
overlooked. Examples are the growing need for recreational areas and facilities in 
metropolitan areas, the future of central business districts and their immediate en
virons, and the absorption of crop land by the burgeoning suburban and rural-urban 
fringe areas. 

One of the most serious—and, perhaps, anomalous—of the cluster of problems 
harassing many urban areas is that of local government finance. Inherent and tra
ditional fiscal weaknesses of urban governments are now being added to and aggra
vated by others traceable m part to the rapid population growth and its shifting and 
sorting previously outlined. These call for a wide range of studies—from those on the 
incidence of the principal local taxes to the optimum sizes of local communities for the 
provision of major public services, and from the administrative and political problems 
of municipal income taxes and of so-called nuisance taxes to the demonstrated and prob
able influences of grants-in-aid and shared taxes on local budgeting, admimstration, 
political responsibility, and citizen interest. 

Increasingly over the past generation or two, urban governments have been under
takmg services and activities that affect quite directly the physical and social character 
of their neighborhoods and communities—land-use plannmg, zoning, subdivision con
trol , redevelopment, commissions on racial and mter-group relations, major highway 
and transit facilities, etc. How can the citizen understand the essentials of these pro
grams, take some part in their formulation, and effectively control them? Various 
devices to these ends are being tried; but knowledge of the results, let alone under
standing of them, I S meager. Here is an area for case and comparative studies of 
crucial importance to the future of urban democracy, as well as for evaluations of a-
nalogous problems and their treatment in other fields. 

Although the program of studies suggested in this report does not include inquiries 
into the survey and other techniques of highway and traffic engineers, it does propose 
exploration and analysis of several major issues m current planning and development 
of highway and transit facilities that are of comparable public significance to the other 
policy matters discussed earlier. These problems and issues are (a) the location of 
expressways; (b) reverse commuting, inter-suburban, intra-fringe, and urban regional 
travel; (c) the roleof mass transit in various kinds and sizes of urban centers; (d) the 
relations between existing as well as emerging land-use patterns and travel volume; 
(e) eminent domain and other land acquisition procedures; and(f) the relocation of dis
placed families and land-uses. 

v i i i 



Although assigning priorities to the major parts of the proposed program is an al
most impossible task, one possible three-way classification of study areas is sug
gested. 

The proposed program is wide-ranging, but it is not all-inclusive. And it has two 
unifying themes: the need for basic understanding and for a theory of current urban
ization, and the need for intelligent, far-sighted, and democratically formulated pol
icies for dealing with the problems and realizing the potentialities of an increasingly 
urban civilization. 

ix 



A Framework for Urban Studies 
Current Urban Growth—A Revolution? 

The lead review in the "New York Times Book Review" for October 5, 1958, begins 
with the following paragraph: 

I t could be argued that the greatest revolution In progress today 
I s not in Soviet Russia, Red China, or the emerging national states 
of Asia and Africa, but right here at home in your ci t y and mine, in 
your subiirb and the one next door. I t i s transforming the rolling 
farmlands of Pennsylvania, the sandy f l a t s of Long Island, the fer
t i l e irrigated valleys of California and the heart core of every c i t y 
of more than 250,000 population (and many smaller ones) in the entire 
country. I t i s a heedless movement whose catalytic agents are social 
mutation and technological change— and i t s symptoms are big-city de
cay, rural blight, sponge-like population cancers spreading remorse
l e s s l y along the arteries of the great motor-car routes. 

As colorful and subject to some qualifications as these sentences may be, their 
shock value is strengthened by thefactthat theywere written by HarrisonE. Salisbury, 
a former "New York Times" foreign correspondent, who since his return from Russia 
has inquired into and written on various problems of current urban l i fe . Elsev4iere in 
his review it is clear that he shares with other professional students—and with some 
amateur observers—of urban growth both amazement and annoyance at the widespread 
ignorance of what is happening on the urban scene and, until very recently, the apathy 
toward it and its probable consequences. 

Clearly, the United States is undergoing a strong, and apparently an increasingly 
rapid, urbanization of population. According to estimates of the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census, approximately 95 percent of the population mcrease of the country from 1950 
to 1956 was accounted for by the 168 standard metropolitan areas marked out by the 
Census Bureau in 1950, plusurban places outside metropolitan areas. * Not all metro
politan residents are, by the Census Bureau's definitions, urban. In fact, in 1956 some 
2.3 million persons in metropolitan areas were livingon farms and some 14.7 million 
in the rural nonfarm category. From the definition of standard metropolitan areas, 
however, it seems fair to say that a large proportion of these technically nonurban me
tropolitans quite surely are urban m employment, orientation, and ways of l i fe . If this 
extension of "urban" is accepted, national population growth in the United States today 
I S almost entirely urban growth. 

By the same Census Bureau estimates, nearly 85 percent of the 1950 to 1956 national 
population increase wasaccounted for by the 168 standard metropolitan areas of 1950. 
Only m lesser degree, then, national population growth is predominantly metropolitan 
growth. 

Metropolitan areas may be broken down into three broad and crudely defined sub-
areas: (1) central cities; (2) suburbs, the more or less densely built up areas, 
incorporated and unincorporated, outside the central cities (urban fringe in Census 
Bureau terms); and (3) rural-urban fringes, the remainder of the metropolitan areas 
(that is, outside of both central cities and suburbs). For the 1950-1956 period, the 
central cities had 15.6 percent of the national population increase; the suburbs, 27.2 

^ U. S. Bureau of the Census, "Civilian Population of the United States by Type of Res
idence, March 1956 and April 1950." Series P-20, No. 71 (1956). 



percent; the rural-urban fringes, 41.5 percent. Thus, over a recent six-year period 
of rapid population increase, more than two-thirds (68. 7 percent) of the national in
crease went into metropolitan areas outside their central cities and more than two-fifths 
(41.5 percent) into metropolitan areas outside of both central cities and suburbs. 

It should be remembered that many areas called "metropolitan" by the Census Bureau 
are, in fact, not as large or as complex in structure as this term connotes for most 
people. Of the 168 standard metropolitan areas of 1950, 80 had central city popula
tions of less than 100,000 and 55 had total populations under 150,000. It should be 
emphasized, too, that many smaller urban centers show the same patterns of growth 
as the metropolitan areas. These smaller centers, both those that meet the Census 
Bureau criteria for "metropolitan, " as well as those that do not, may not add up to as 
impressive aggregate figures as do the larger centers, but they should not be brushed 
aside or counted out for that reason. Many of them present the same kind and complex
ity of problems as all but a very fewof the largest areas. When one considers the lo
cal resources available to attack these problems, the plight of these smaller centers 
is often just as serious as that of the larger ones—or more so. 

The Census Bureau's estimates ]ust cited contain unmistakable evidence of what 
Luther Gulick first called a "new pattern of settlement" that marks mid-Twentieth-Cen-
tury urbanization. Almost by definition nearly all of the rural-urban frmges and, in 
fact, many of the suburbs, are poorly prepared—m governmental structure and finan
ces, in customs and tradition, in civic organization, even m prevailing attitudes—to 
take care of this flood of new inhabitants and their needs. 

Another significant fact is that, unlike the more sedate suburban movement of earli
er decades, this headlong spreading out of urban population is accompanied by a major 
dispersal of many commercial and service activities, particularly retailmg, and by a 
less marked but substantial diffusion of industrial employment. A recently published 
U.S. Department of Commerce study^ compared retail store sales in 45 metropolitan 
areas for 1948 and 1954. Over this six-year period the dollar volume of retail sales 
for the United States increased by 30.8 percent. Forthe 45 metropolitan areas the cor-
respondmg figure was 32.3 percent, not far from the national increase. For the cen
tral business districts in the central cities of these same metropolitan areas, however, 
the increase was only 1.6 percent, which, taking account of the rise in price levels 
during this period, quite surely indicates a decline in the volume of goods sold m down
town areas. The burgeonmg outlying shoppmg centers, plus most of the established 
suburban retail areas, are increasing their proportion of total sales. 

This dispersal or diffusion of residential and other urban land uses is, of course, 
no simple phenomenon. The trends just mentioned are the net consequences of many 
shifts or movements of population into, out of, and within metropolitan areas. Not 
much is known about some of these shifts, and undoubtedly they vary considerably among 
metropolitan localities. 

In broad perspective, however, one other characteristic of metropolitan growth is 
highly significant for the present purposes: asamong the three major sub-areas, cur
rent growth is selective. It is concentrating a large proportion of the recent migrants 
to metropolitan areas in the central cities. Most of these newcomers are poor, un
skilled in urban vocations and in the ways and manners of urban living. Many of them 
are Negroes and Puerto Ricans. The central cities are coming more and more to f i t 
the phrase first applied, it is believed, to New York City: the home of the rich, the 
poor, and the childless. The old image of the suburbs as predominantly bedroom towns 
of the wealthy and well-to-do is no longer valid. More and more suburbanites are now 
in the middle and lower middle income ranges. Some students of the metropolitan scene 
predict that before long many suburbs will be receiving an increasing proportion of low 
income in-migrants. Today's suburban populations have a disproportionate share of 

Dessel, Murray D., "Central Business Districts and Their Metropolitan Areas: A 
Summary of Geographic Shifts in Retail Sales Growth, 1948-54: Office of Area Devel
opment, U.S. Department of Commerce (1957). 



young families with children. One recent study of nearly. 400 suburban communities of 
10,000 and more showed that only 46 percentof themwere, by one method of measure
ment, * essentially dormitory towns. Heterogeneity seems to be the chief characteris
tic of the rural-urban fringes. Their populations range from the very wealthy to the 
very poor. They include refugees from central cities and the older suburbs, often a 
sizeable indigenous population, and, m at least some fringes, a substantial number of 
recent migrants from rural and small town localities. 

These, then, in broadest outline, are some of the principal characteristics of cur
rent metropolitan growth. It isa rapid, almost headlong growth heavily concentrated 
in the fringe and suburban sub-areasof metropolitan localities. It is producing a dis
persed, land-devouring pattern of settlement, which in many respects deserves that 
derogatory label, "urban sprawl." Although many of the most dramatic forms of this 
development are residential, it is not limited to this kind of land use. From the point 
of view of public policy, the dispersal itself is not more significant than the selective 
or sorting out process that is changing markedly the population and social character
istics of central cities, suburbs, and fringes. This process is not only confronting 
each of the major sub-areas with thorny problems, but it also seems to be aggravating 
the difficulties of communication among them and throwing additional strains on the 
never very robust sense of community in most metropolitan areas. 

One sometimes comes upon objections to such phrases as a "new pattern of settle
ment. " According to the objectors there is nothmg new about current urban growth; 
cities always have grown at their peripheries; current growth is following that same 
pattern; to be sure it is now recorded m larger figures because the nation's population 
I S larger and more heavily urbanized. This view deserves consideration, and possibly 
rejection, not because newness per se is very significant, but because this objection 
(a) mistakes the essential character of current growth and (b) if accepted may lead to 
a serious underestimatmg of the problems that now have to be faced. 

A comparison of one or two characteristics of metropolitan growth from 1950 to 1956 
and from 1920 to 1930 may throw some light on the point. The decade of the 1920's is 
selected for comparison because i t , too, was a period of rapid urbanization. And its 
urban growth was not inhibited by a great depression as was that of the 1930's, and was 
not distorted by the conditions and controls of a war economy as was much of that of 
the 1940's. 

During the 1920's, m the same localities that qualified as standard metropolitan 
areas in 1950, only 9.9 percent of the nation's population increase was accounted for 
in what is now called the rural-urban fringes. From 1950 to 1956 the proportion was 
41. 5 percent. Adding together the rural-urban frmgesand the suburbs, for the 1920's 
the proportion was 34.5 percent; for 1950 to 1956 it was 68.7 percent—not quite twice 
as great. On the other hand, the corresponding figures for the central cities were: 
1920's, 46.4 percent; 1950-56, 15.6 percent. * 

These percentages are not rates of growth, which might be misleading because of 
substantial differences in the size of the base figures on which they were computed. 
They are proportions of national population increase and, therefore, are fair compari
sons between periods in v^ich the total populations of the country and their increases 
were quite different. This does not imply that some instantaneous change occurred in 
1950 or in any other year. The fringe areas became more substantial areas of growth 
m the 1930's and 1940's thantheywere in the 1920's (and, in fact, the 1920's showed 
an mcrease Over the preceding decade), but their recent mushroommg is quite unpre-

* Jones, Victor, "Economic Classification of Cities and Metropolitan Areas." The 
Municipal Year Book, p. 49-57 (1953). 
•"Bogue, DortaldJ., "Population Growth m Standard Metropolitan Areas, 1900-1950." 
p. 14 for figuresonthe 1920's; Bureauof the Census, "CivilianPopulation of the United 
States by Type of Residence, March 1956 and April 1950." Series P-20, No. 71 (1956) 
for 1950-56. 



cedented and should not be blurred by some ambiguous generalization like "growth at 
the peripheries." 

For those who can remember the physical appearance of a few metropolitan areas 
during the 1920's, the figures just cited simply state in other terms an easily observ
able difference from the present. In the earlier period most urban growth outside the 
central cities took place m or near nucleated suburbs either close-in to the central 
cities or farther out along railroad lines or, occasionally, major highways. (To be 
sure, in many parts of the country land subdivision ran not over other and much larg
er areas, but relatively few of these lots were, infact, builtupon.) Actual growth was 
a rather orderly process taking place within and enlarging the areas of reasonably com
pact "sub-urban" entities or nucleationsof development. Now the physical scene out
side the central cities is markedly different. Of course the relatively compact suburbs 
still exist and many of them are growing substantially. Beyond and among them, how
ever, development has exploded—to use a word that is in danger of being overworked. 
It shows up in individual units and in chunks and strips and other forms of varymg sizes 
scattered far and wide over the landscape. These are the areas that currently are ac
counting for more than two-fifths of the population increase of the entire country. One 
leading student of urban affairs has a memorable phrase for this aspect of urban growth. 
He says it " . . . shows a conspicuous tendency to ignore contiguity. " ' 

Finally, it is a mistake to writeoff all changes in size of suburban and fringe popu
lations as "just more of the same." This warning may be emphasized by a short quo
tation from Dr. ThomasH. Reed's article on "Metropolitan Areas" in the Encyclopae
dia of the Social Sciences. In a volume dated 1933, his article dealt chiefly with the 
conditions that had developed m the 1920's and before. He wrote: 

"... At the same time the old c i t y has not only main
tained but actually increased I t s dominance as a center 
of trade, 'banking, amusement and culture. The whole in
creasing population—the overtaken farmer as well as the 
invading suburbanite—more and more seek the stores, the
atres, churches and professional services of the center 
to the detriment of the crossroads store, the wayside 
church and the country doctor...."' 

This, indeed, must have a comical or even a bitter ring today to many central city 
merchants suffermg from the competition of new outlying shopping centers and subur
ban retail areas, to redevelopment and other city officials m the older centers trying 
to combat serious and spreading blight, to church leaders in many central city congre
gations and parishes, and to many others. Yet undoubtedly it was a true statement at 
the time it was written. The change to the situation todayadmitsof no simple explana
tion, but clearly a major factor is simply the difference m the relative size of central 
citypopulations, on one hand, and those of suburban andfringe areas, on the other. In 
many of the latter, something analogous to a "critical mass" has been reached. Some 
of its effects are nowunmistakable. There is no reason to believe that all of them have 
as yet been manifested. 

Complex and disquieting as some of the current problems of urban growth may be, 
no introduction to them ought to omit at least a quick look at the probable volume of 
growth in the foreseeable future. Quite surely this wil l not calm the nerves or brighten 
the smiles of those who already appreciate many aspects of the current urban scene. 
It may, however, emphasize again the view that metropolitan centers and their prob
lems present one of the sternest challenges, as well as one of the finest opportunities, 
of any major sector of the national l i fe . 

According to recently published projections of the Bureau of the Census, the popu-

* Hawley, Amos H. "A Further Note on Suburbanization." Land Economics, p. 88 
(Feb. 1956). 
* 10 Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences 396 (1933). 



lation of the United States in 1975 maybe between 215.8 million and 243.9 million peo
ple.^ For purposes of this study, 220 million may be taken as a round and conserva
tive figure. This would mean an increase of roughly 70 million over 1950. If metro
politan areas should contmue to get 85 percent of the national population growth (the 
proportion they are thought to have received over the f i rs t six years of this 25-year 
period), their increase would be about 59.5 million. 

An increase of 59.5 million in metropolitan populations m 25 years may seem off
hand a substantial volume of growth. Two con^arisons may give it more meanmg. For 
example, in 1950 the officially designated metropolitan areas had an aggregate popu
lation of 83.8 million. Thus, the increase projected for 25 years is approximately 
71 percent of the total metropolitan population at the beginning of the period. Also, if 
the standard metropolitan areas are arranged by size of their populations m 1950 and 
then these population figures are added cumulatively 38 areas would be mcluded before 
the total of 59,. 5 million persons was reached. In other words, the projected metro
politan population growth from 1950 to 1975 is slightly more than the 1950 populations 
of the metropblitan areas (not of their central cities alone, but of the entire areas) of 
New York-Noii'theastern New Jersey, Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, Detroit, 
Boston, SanFfancisco-Oakland, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, Cleveland, Washington, Balti
more, Minneapolis-St. Paul, Buffalo, Cincinnati, Milwaukee, Kansas City, Houston, 
Providence, Seattle, Portland (Oregon), New Orleans, Atlanta, Dallas, Louisville, 
Denver, Birmingham, San Diego, Indianapolis, Youngstown, Albany-Schenectady-
Troy, Columbus, San Antonio, Miami, Rochester, Memphis, Dayton, and Norfolk-
Portsmouth. 

When one tries to visualize the aggregate of the residential development of all these 
great centers plus a substantial proportion of their public and private facilities for 
non-residential purposes, and realizes that it is approximately equal to the physical 
metropolitan growth needed in the United States over a short generation that is now 
about one-third past, he may grasp something of the truly enormous pressures that 
soon will be thrown on the local governmental structures and on much of the private 
mstitutional and other social fabric of the major population centers. When he also 
tries to see in his mind's eye this vast army of nearly 60 million human beings and 
to imagme something of their individual, family, and group activities, needs, aspira
tions, ambitions, and conflicts, he may sense how important it is, in terms of human 
welfare, that the problems of urban growth in the United Statesbe dealt with intelligent
ly, humanely, and in time. 

If population growth m cities outside of metropolitan areas is estimated for the same 
25-year period in the same way—that is, by applying to the projected national mcrease 
(70 million) the percentage of the national increase they obtained from 1950 to 1956 
(9.5 percent) —the total is about 6.5 million. What proportion of this may be in urban 
centers of sufficient size to have all or most of the problems characteristic of the me
tropolitan areas? At avery rough guess, this probably would amount to about one-half, 
or 3.3 million persons, which would add about 5.5 percent to the metropolitan total. 
It would be a little less than the 1950 population of metropolitan Philadelphia (3.67 mi l 
lion) or a little more than that of metropolitan Detroit (3.02 million). 

It does not Seem an exaggeration to say that by 1975 or so most of the larger urban 
areas of the United States will be as unlike the cities of the last quarter of the 19th 
century as they, in turn, were unlike those at the end of the 18th century. Will the 
changes on the whole make for cities more favorable to the multifarious activities car
ried on within them and more kindly in the lives of their citizens? Nobody can answer 
that question authoritatively today, but the answer is being pieced together now and the 
verdict will be largely determmedbefore many more years are past. Maybe this wil l 
result in simply putting together the most stupendous job anyone could imagine for the 
urban redevelopers of the future. 

Only a little thought about these recent happenings and their prospects is needed to 
reach several quite obvious conclusions, as follows: 

^ Bureau of the! Census, "lUustrativeProjectionsof the Population of the United States, 
by Age and Sex, 1960 to 1980." Series P-25, No. 187 (1958). 
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1. Sweeping transitions in land use are going on apace and seem likely to accelerate 
in the future. 

2. An enormous and increasing volume of capital investment, private and public, 
is and will be called for in the form of housing, shopping facilities, highways, utility 
lines, water, sewage and transport facilities, schools, parks, playgrounds, churches, 
hospitals, etc. (Outstanding local government debt in this country, a very large pro
portion of which must be that of urban governments, increased by 107 percent from 
1950 to 1957.)' 

3. As previously mentioned, theprocesses of assimilation of in-migrant groups to 
urban centers are becoming ever more crucial to their economic and social health. 

4. The fragmented local government structure typical of metropolitan areas handi
caps all efforts to plan and carry through programs and policies aimed at orderly and 
satisfactory development. 

These are only the most massive, obvious implications of current and prospective 
urban growth. It is a sad commentary on the uses of intelligence in public affairs that, 
with the exception of Item 4, relatively little serious study is bemg given today to these 
clearly apparent problem areas. To be sure, some phases of land-use transition are 
being looked into, but in a scattered, ad hoc fashion. Exceptfor two or three descrip
tive studies of new settlements around major military or industrial facilities and of the 
operations of one or two very large scale tract developers, which clearly are imtypical, 
where are the systematic analyses and evaluations of public and private activity in areas 
of rapid transition? The latest major work on local government finance (Hansen and 
Perloff's "State and Local Finance in the National Economy") was published in 1944. 
Most of what I S known about assimilation comes from work done some thirty or more 
years ago. The problems of Negro migrants, of course, have attracted considerable 
attention, but most of i t has been focused quite narrowly—primarily on questions of 
radial prejudice and discrimination or on the Negro's constitutional rights. 

As explamed previously, it is suggested that assimilation should not be mcluded 
within the framework of the Urban Research Committee's program, but certainly the 
program should help to correct the deficiencies in these other areas of study. 

Bureau of the Census, "Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1956." Table 469, 
p. 402, Washington (1956); and Bureau of the Census, "Summary of Governmental F i 
nances m 1957." Table 17, p. 35, Washington (Aug. 24, 1958). 



This Report—Purpose, Limits, Guides 

The purpose of this report is two-fold: 
1. To sketch in broad strokes the main features and some of the chief characteris

tics of current urban-metropolitan development in this country. 
2. To outline, m general butquite concrete terms, a program of urban studies that 

could appropriately be endorsed m principle and encouraged in action by a Committee 
affiliated with the Highway Research Board. 

LIMITS 
At the present embryonic stage in the development of urban studies in the United 

States, this is an ambitious undertaking. It does, however, have certain limits that, 
although quite obvious, should be noted at the outset. 

First, it presents an outline or framework for urban studies—not a set of fully de
veloped study or research designs. Although all of the major study areas suggested 
are, in varying but considerable degrees, researchable, to prepare reasonably de
tailed specifications for work in all of them would be a collatorative job for several 
persons over months or years. 

Next, this framework at best is a preliminary, expendable devise in the shaping and 
prosecution of a program. It surely will have to be revised and modified from time to 
time, and may well have to be redrawn in the not distant future. If one knew enough 
about a large and complex field to be able to prepare a definitive study outline for i t , 
his knowledge would be so great that the areas of further study would be relatively 
small. Certainly in urban studies today the relative sizes of the known and what seem 
to be the knowable are just the reverse. 

Third, no emphasis has been given to novelty of approach or in the substance of pro
posed study areas. In fact, in many of them useful and promising work has been done 
or is now under way. Proposmg further studies m them is not, in any sense, to be
little or disparage what has been done. Rather, it simply pomtsto the need for further 
testing of hypotheses, for wider and firmer bases for generalization, or for checks on 
significant changes that may be occurring over time. Replication of some of these stud
ies may prove to be quite as valuable or even more so than initial efforts m sub-areas 
in which little or nothing has been done so far. 

Finally, the recommendations of this report do not include studies aimed primarily 
at improving the methods or techniques of more or less routine surveys now being car
ried on by traffic engineers, city planers, or others (for example, origin-and-destma-
tion or economic base studies). Excludingthem does not imply that these studies are 
unimportant or that no significant improvements could be made in them. Neither does 
it rule out variations in accepted techniques that might be developed as parts of more 
inclusive studies. Rather, it is believed that methodological studies can and will be 
undertaken without the Committee's encouragement. To mclude them might divert some 
considerable part of the Committee's attention and effort from other work of even more 
promise and potential significance. 

GUIDES 
Criteria 

A primary (ioncern in this framework study has been to avoid two obvious pitfalls, 
as follows: 

1. A definition of urban studies so narrow and constricted that i t can lead only to 
highly specialised, fragmented, and on the whole insignificant results. 

2. A definition so broad and loose that its natural consequence is an almost endless 
hit-or-miss lidt of possible projects of the general order of "wouldn't-it-be-nice-to-
know." 

Although both dangers are real, in urban studies today the second probably traps 
I 7 
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more well intentioned people than the f irs t . 
In other words, the primary and most persistent problem is selection. The author 

has relied mainly on three admittedly general but useful criteria. To be included in 
theframeworkbeinghereputtogether, a possible subject, topic or area of study should 
either (a) seem likely to add to the basic understandmg of current urban growth and 
deterioration; or (b) seem likely to produce information useful m the difficult but un
avoidable tasks of formulating policies and courses of action, public and private, af
fecting urban development and redevelopment; and (c) have some reasonably clear 
bearing, direct or not too indirect, on the jobof movmg people and goods into, out of, 
and withm urban-metropolitan areas. 

Although criteria (a) and (b) are stated as alternatives, most studies (but not ne
cessarily all) that would meet (a) would also qualify under (b) . Criterion (c) has been 
added to distinguish this framework for urban studies from others that might be pre
pared for, say, a large foundation or university. Actually it is a rather broad and 
flexible requirement. The crucial phrase is "direct or not too indirect." Without i t , 
one could argue that every study that helped to explain urban growth or deterioration or 
was useful m deciding on policies for urban development or redevelopment would, ipso 
facto, qualify under (c ) . To be sure, such a line of argument would become rather 
tenuous at points, but it could be made. Perhaps two illustrations may make clearer 
the distinctions indicated by "direct or not too indirect. " 

Any study that would add to the basic understanding of the factors accounting for the 
present widespread dispersal of development in most metropolitan areas quite surely 
would enable predicting, or atleastguessmg, more intelligently as to the probable vol
ume, character, and pattern of residential, industrial or commercial growth in outlying 
parts of metropolitan areas in the short-range future. Thus it would "have some rea
sonably clear bearing, direct or not too indirect, on the job of movmg people and 
goods " 

On the other hand, take a study of the processes by which in-migrants to central 
cities of metropolitan areas from rural backgrounds learn the ways and manners of 
urban livmg: call i t , if so desired, a study of assimilation, acculturation, or of the 
"house-breaking" of new urbanites. No aspect of the current urban scene deserves 
more thorough and thoughtful study. These processes underlieand contribute to many 
urgent problems of urban life; for example, those in respect to juvenile delinquency, 
segregation, blight, relocation in redevelopment programs, enforcementof housmgand 
sanitary codes, machine politics, etc. In the opinion of many knowledgeable persons, 
commonly held notions about them are ful l of nonsense and half-truths. As the flood 
of urban m-migrants rises over the next 15-20 years, many central cities (and 
probably other parts of metropolitan areas as well) are headed for serious trouble 
unless much more is learned about these processes and that knowledge applied to im
prove them. 

Despite their crucial importance from many points of view, studies of the processes 
of assimilation would fall outside this framework. They would not meet criterion (c) ; 
they would not have "areasonably clear bearing, director not too indirect, on the job 
of movingpeople andgoods " Of course, it couldbe arguedthat if the processes of 
assimilation could be made more rapid and effective over the next generation or so, 
many in-migrants would move out of the slums and blighted areas of central cities more 
quickly. Thus, the volume of growth in suburban and fringe areas would be increased, 
and the problems of moving people and goods would be aggravated. Or, conversely, 
if assimilation became more rapid andlesspainful, the in-migrants might not contrib
ute to the outward flight of so many older residents and thus transit and transport prob
lems would be lessened or, at least, not markedly changed. Or, some persons might 
feel that both of these consequences might follow and that they would roughly offset each 
other. In any event, the bearing on transportation would not be reasonably clear; i t 
would not be direct; it would be too indirect and conjectural. These studies, then, 
would be excluded from the framework or program. (Maybe at some later time they 
should be added.) 



The Four Cities 

In looking at urban studies i t is suggested also that an apparently simple question 
be asked: What is a city or anurban area? At thispoint there is no interest m a dic
tionary-type definition or m hair-splitting. It seems clear, however, that many of the 
difficulties in formulating programs for urban studies stem from faulty communication. 
When someone says "city" or "urban, " the images in the minds of others may differ 
among themselves and with that in the mmd of the speaker. There is no panacea for 
this difficulty, but possibly it may help to be remmded of what some persons call "the 
four cities, "j In other words, a city or an urban or metropolitan area may be looked 
at in at least^four ways: 

1. As an economic unit or entity producmg goods and services and exchanging them 
within its owh boundaries and outside of them. 

2. As a dongeries of local governments and of public and quasi-public agencies, 
most of then] corporate, legal entities with various powers, functionsand responsibil
ities. 

3. As a gigantic physical plant: the land, buildings, streets, transit and transport 
lines, parks, public buildings, utilities, and other artifacts withm and through which 
the economic ,̂ governmental and other social activities are carried on. 

4. As a Social structure or, if the term be properly qualified, a social organism 
made up of various groups and institutions in various stages of growth, equilibrium and 
decay, and with almost numberless ties and relationships among themselves and with 
communities outside. 

These four cities, of course, are not separate, discrete entities; they are simply 
different aspects of the complex reality. They are tied together and mfluence each 
other in numberless ways. No framework for urban studies wil l be very useful if it 
fails to recognize all four cities and at least the principal ties and influences among 
them. 

Range of Studies 
As to distinctions among study methods or between "pure" and "applied" research 

the proposed program iscatholic or, if desired, eclectic m character. No reasonable 
method, conception or approach to urban studies has been excluded. In general, three 
kinds of studies are contemplated. They should notbe confused with the more specific 
study or project areas dealt with later in this report. The kinds of studies are: 

1. Dirett research into urban phenomena. An example would be attempts to ex
plain the current dispersed pattern of urban residential growth. Here, despite formi
dable difficulties in trying to research mto it , a phenomenon does exist. The task is 
to describe it meaningfully, to distinguish between its essential and its superficial 
characteristics, and, in some sense, to explain the former—to say why this growth is 
happening. This framework, it should be noted, does not try to specify in what terms 
the explanation should be couched or by what methods it should be arrived at. 

2. Evaluation of policies and measures. Clearly urban development and change 
related to the movement of goods and people are influenced by many policies, pro
grams, measures and controls. Many of these are public actions taken to achieve 
certain ends. Questions constantly arise as to whether these ends are m fact being 
reached; whether some other means would achieve them more economically or satis
factorily; t̂rhether other, by-product effects, often unanticipated when a measure was 
initiated, ihay not indicate a need for changmg or even abandomng it; etc. 

The program of urban studies outlined hereafter calls for many evaluative studies 
of this kind. Although they often seem fairly simple and straightforward undertakings, 
they often do mvolve one difficulty that is easily overlooked. In the absence of any 
adequate, basic understanding of urban phenomena it is very difficult, sometimes al
most impossible, to say that certain results are largely attributable to policy A and that 
they would be changed substantially if policy B were substituted. Maybe the results 
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identified follow largely from other forces or factors. It is usually even more difficult 
to establish such a connection between a measure and its by-products than between it 
and its intended results. It does not seem necessary here to cite examples of the old 
fallacy—post hoc, ergo propter hoc. 

A variant of these evaluative studies is also contemplated in the program. Some
times a new measure proposed in one sub-area of urban affairs calls for evaluation of 
similar measures in other sub-areas. For example, some persons have been talking 
about state aid to encourage metropolitan area planning. Tb some this seems to be a 
promising and needed step; others fear a variety of side effects, such as state domina
tion, shortcutting local citizen opinion and participation, etc. The only basis now 
available for judgingthese contentions is from the experience of grant-in-aid programs 
in other fields. Here the difficulty is a double one: both that of attributing results to 
specific measures in a field with experience and making certain that conditions in the 
two fields are sufficiently parallel to support the probability of similar results m the 
second. 

3. Estimates of the costs and consequences of hypothetical (that is, possible but 
non-existent) arrangements. For example, many persons have asked m effect: What 
would be the results i f , by means of common ownership and management or by some 
other device, every facility (except private cars and trucks) for moving goods and 
people in a large metropolitan area—streets and highways of all kinds, mass transit, 
rai l commuting, linesand terminal facilities—were put together, extendedor contrac
ted, and operated as an integrated system with each class of facility performmg the 
fimctions that, in the opinion of knowledgeable persons, make up the optimum use of 
such facilities in the area? 

In the sense of research in Item (1), this is not a researchable question. There 
are no fully integrated transit and transport systems that could be analyzed, compared, 
and their functioning explained. Admitting, however, that making and working with 
such estimates would be a difficult task and that in one sense it is not research, i t 
could be done. Various of these hypothetical or synthetic (in the non-derogatory sense) 
systems could be posited and their costs and consequences could be estimated and com
pared. 

This is an extreme example of the kind of study that is called for in several parts 
of this framework or outline. Whether it is called research or not may not be too im
portant. It certainly is one form of study. It would seem that i t can be usefully em
ployed in this field and that its possibilities have not been adequately explored. 

Applicability 
Finally, an added word on the applicability of the results of studies (or research) 

to specific problems. With few if any exceptions, studies will not produce "answers" 
or "solutions" to specific, local problems—for example, whether City A should spend 
X million dollars on parking facilities in and around its central business district. Care
ful studies (not just one quick survey) can contribute to understanding and insights 
as to what is happening to central business districts in City A and other urban centers 
like i t , and why. Whether more parkmg facilities would be in the public interest in 
City A and, if so, how much money should be put into them now in relation to that for 
other needs are, basically, matters of judgment. Understandmg and insight derived 
from studies can help to inform and guide those responsible for making the judgments— 
but that is a l l . 

Perhaps the studies would show that parking difficulties are not a factor of f i r s t -
order significance m the stagnation or decline of some central business district activi
ties in City A and others like i t . Perhaps they would show that they are, but that, m 
other cities like A, more parking spaces have not long relieved the congestion and have 
contributed to the deterioration of mass transit services. These would be facts worth 
knowing and, particularly if they fitted into some intelligible theory or explanation of 
other aspects of current urban growth and change, they should be useful to those who 
have to decide about x million dollars for parking in City A. The studies, however, 
wil l not "tell us what to do," and no proponent of urban studies ought to say or imply 
that they wi l l . 
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In short, preparation of thisprogramin frameworkor outline form has been guided 
by several considerations, as follows: 

1. To focus on subjects, topics or areas m which studies would seem likely to im
prove basic understanding of urban growth and change, to aid in policy formulation and 
revision, and to have some bearmg, direct or not too mdirect, on the job of moving 
goods and people in urban-metropolitan areas. 

2. To include within the range of studies the economic, governmental, physical and 
social cities. 

3. To keep the program broad and flexible as to methods and kinds of study, in
cluding in the latter direct research into urban phenomena, the evaluation of policies 
and measures, and estimates of the costs and consequences of possible arrangements 
not now in existence. 

4. To make clear that policy questions inevitably involve judgments and that m re
spect to them no study will "tell us what to do." 



Areas of Study 

TOWARD A THEORY OF URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

In light of these facts about the scale and other general characteristics of urban 
development, it does not seem necessary to argue here either the importance of more 
reliable and detailed knowledge about it or the value of a theory or theorems that would 
explain it—at least m major part. Not long ago someone remarked that various public 
and private agencies, as well as mdividuals, are daily operating on the body urban m 
the light of an understanding of its anatomy and physiology roughly equivalent to the 
notions about the human body held by an old-time medicine man at the country fair . 
•Riis may be an exaggeration, but certainly it is not a gross one. And this ignorance 
IS shared by urban planners, highway and traffic engineers, public works officials and 
others who must try to cope with the urgent difficulties of the day, as well as by schol
ars, researchers and citizen leaders who ought to be able to help the responsible prac
titioners. 

The earlier references to urban development have stressed the rapidity and the new 
or emerging pattern of urban growth. Unquestionably these are sigmficant aspects of 
the urban scene, but they are not the only ones. "Urban development, " as the term is 
used here, includes also the blighting and deterioration that are now spreading so re
lentlessly in many parts of nearly all sizeable urban areas. ° It also includes the much 
rarer instances of relative stability—districts in which some kind or degree of equilib
rium seems to have been attamed. 

The earlier references also are in terms of national totals or aggregates. This 
seems proper enough for the purpose of that section of this report. As a matter of 
fact, some of the data—for example, the Census Bureau's estimates of 1950-56 popu
lation increase in metropolitan areas and their major sub-areas—are now available 
only m national aggregates. When, however, one comes to studies looking toward an 
explanation of urban development, the differences in these phenomena from area to 
area are of utmost importance. Comparative studies of many areas or groups of areas 
may be the road to some explanations that no consideration of the aggregates alone or 
of mdividual areas could reveal. Through such studies one can test possible relations 
between certam measurable characteristics of urban growth and such "mdependent 
variables" as size, age, employment status of population, density of older districts, 
etc. 

The explanations or theories that are needed should apply not only to the structure 
of urban areas—that is, to the relationships existing at any one time among various 
districts or groups or other units—but also to the processes of change that are going 
on arounduscontmually. In respect to the latter, more is needed than names or labels 
for the processes. Calling some combmations or syndromes of events "obsolescence," 
or "invasion, " or "decentralization, " is not explaining them. Identification and label
ing may be a necessary first step toward explanation, but they are not more than that. 

This search for a basic, useful theory seems the most fundamental, the most dif
ficult and exacting, and potentially the most valuable section of this or any other pro-

, gram of urban studies. The heading of this section—"Toward a Theory of Urban De
velopment"—may seem to imply that a grand, inclusive theory or a systematic expla
nation of the phenomena of urban development may be expected soon. Although this is 
the long-term goal, quite probably it will be necessaryto get alongfor some time with 
lesser explanations or theorems on some phases or aspects or functions of urban de
velopment—say, of residential dispersal; suburban stratification; civic and political 

' A needed study would identify the earliest mdications or symptoms of blight and sug
gest ways of recognizing and, if possible, measuring them before they become suf
ficiently widespread and serious to attract attention. This study should include blight 
in all major kinds of urban land-use districts—residential, industrial, commercial and 
mixed. 

12 
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apathy; decentralization of retailing, ^^4lolesallng, service trades and industrial pro
duction; land value redistribution foUowmgchanges in means of transit and transport. 
This kind of start should not discourage anyone. The biological and medical sciences 
have made remarkable advances, particularly in recent years, without reaching any 
basic explanation of animal or human life. 

On the other hand, i t is suggested that the search for a systematic theory should 
not be written off as hopeless of impractical. Progress toward it may come slowly; 
it may depend m parton much more detailed, reliable, sensitive andvoluminous data. 
If, however, any analogies between the social and the natural sciences are useful, 
studies toward a theory of urban development ought to emphasize also the task of de
veloping and testing concepts of wide range and scope. There are very few of them in 
the study of urban affairs, possibly because few if any persons have had opportunities 
to try to develop them m collaboration with others, as theoretical (or mathematical) 
physicists, for example, have been encouraged to do in their field. (This is not to 
suggest that the new, basic concepts needed in trymg to understand urban development 
are necessarily mathematical or that many of them will not come from people engaged 
in empirical research.) 

As to the methods appropriate to projects in this section of the program, the prin
ciples of flexibility and catholicity should apply. Probably no one is capable, at the 
present time if ever, of saying in advance and in general terms that method A or ap
proach B or conceptual system C is superior to all others and should be relied on en
tirely or primarily in the search for understandmg of current urban development. To 
illustrate: some scholars may wish to pushfurther the approachand concepts of urban 
or human ecology. This has been a useful and honorable discipline and, as redefined 
and enriched more recently by Hawley and others, it certainly holds promise of even 
more contributions. Others undoubtedly prefer to look upon urban development as the 
consequence of millions of judgments and decisions by hundreds of thousands of indi
viduals and families and by thousands of business and industrial enterprises, public 
bodies, quasi-public organizations, groups and associations of many kinds. They may, 
therefore, look for the keys to explanation in the attitudes and motives of these "deci
sion-makers" and in the social relationships that influence their, definitions of the sit
uations they face and the steps they decide upon. Similarly, stil l others may contmue 
with essentially statistical methods and their techniques, such as multiple regression 
and covarianCe analysis, or with the model of economic competition and a hierarchy of 
rent-paymg abilityamonglanduses, or with some more sophisticated formulation than 
is now available of the relations (for example, "lag") between technological change 
and urban development. 

All of these and other approaches to an explanation of urban development have made 
some contribution to the presentunderstanding, inadequate and weak though it may be. 
All of them seem to have the seeds of growth. In respect to all of them, nearly all 
persons professionally concerned with urban studies (and many others) have their 
preferences and prejudices, but it would seem not only unwise but positively detri
mental to exclude any of them from the formidable task ahead. To be sure, many pro
jects will run into dead-ends or add little to the search. But if the various possible 
avenues to understandmg are kept open and passable, sooner or later there may come 
a Darwin with a relatively simple key idea that transforms an ages-old concept into a 
major theory, or a Keynes who more or less turns a body of learning inside out with a 
fundamentally new approach and a set of new concepts. But as Keynes himself said, 
if he had not known and studied the older economics, in all probability he never would 
have arrived,at his new and quite different system. 

STUDIES OF STANDARDS 
To a much greater degree than is often recognized, standards set by public andpri-

vate agencies influence markedly the character of urban growth, particularly physical 
growth. Zoningand subdivision control ordinances are the chief, butnot by any means 
the only, devices for such standards. Mortgage lenders, insuranceunderwriters, local 
and state departments and agencies for education, recreation, conservation, redevelop-



14 

mtnt, public health, fire protection, and highways all have a hand in this process. 
Some of these standards are quite effectively enforced; some are often evaded or wa
tered-down; some are little more than distant ideals recognized more in the breach 
than in the observance. Some are controls on or requirements for private developers; 
some are self-imposed conceptions of good practice for public or private agencies. 

Most of these standards have accumulated over the years. Often some of those in 
one locality are copied m another, and so on almost ad infinitum. Some are clearly 
and directly grounded in careful studies; the rationale of others seems uncertain or 
has been lost over the years. 

The studies needed would deal with the substance of the standards, how they are 
determined, and with their administration. Some studies would try to assess the re
sults, direct and by-product, of particular standards; others might review their bases 
and rationale in light of present day knowledge from the natural and social sciences. 
Some might point to simplification or cutting out of deadwood; others might indicate 
holes to be filled or neglected areas to be dealt with—some of them probably the con
sequences of recent changes in the character of urban development or of recent tech
nological developments. Others might try to devise and estimate the consequences of 
radically new formulations aimed at the same objectives as some orthodox standards. 
Certainly some should be concerned with the newer forms of regulatory standards (for 
example, performance and "progressive" zoning). Others would look into the misun
derstandings of, the resistances and opposition to, prescribed standards of various 
kinds. 

Unfortunately, this area of study has been relatively neglected in recent years. 
Possibly this has beendue, onthe one hand, to afeeling by some professional scholars 
that it involved "value judgments" and, therefore, was not sufficiently "scientific" and, 
on the other, to fear by public officials and others that showing much interest in mat
ters related to regulation and control was not in keeping with the spirit of the times 
and, therefore, wouldarouse suspicion of them and of other parts of their programs. 
Whatever the causes, it is high time that neglect be replaced by concern and activity. 
The present formulations of too many standards are poor and obsolete. In the absence 
of straightforward study and discussion based on i t , the formulations remam relative
ly rigid and revisions are made, in practice, by various forms of evasion and pres
sured interpretations. 

OTHER MAJOR POUCY MATTERS 
Most of the studies in this area would be aimed at (a) clarifyingproblems and needs 

now the object of or seeming to require public action (other than the setting of standards 
or norms for development); (b) helping to trace and to evaluate the direct results and 
the by-products of courses of public action now under way; and (c) analyzing the pro
cedures, broadly defined, by which policies are established and the methods of admm-
istering them. 

Clearly this is a large and complex study area. Major subdivisions of it would be 
(a) city, county, metropolitan, state and state-agency planning, including capital bud
geting or programing; (b) urban (local) government finance (taxation, borrowing, 
grants-in-aid, etc.);and(c) waysand means of informing and educating various groups 
and classes of the citizenry in urban affairs, problems and possibilities, and of mak
ing use of their knowledge and preferences in determming and administering policies 
or courses of action. 

One has only to look at this area a short time to see that many of the issues in it 
involvemter-governmental relations—local-state, local-federal, local-state-federal. 
This is most apparent, perhaps, in respect to urban public fmance, but it is in
creasingly true m other sectors as well. Governmental affairs and those m which 
governments play a major part in this country can no longer be conceived of meaning
fully as a layer cake with each layer (local, state and national) different in flavor and 
texture and neatly separated from the others. Rather, as has been suggested by Joseph 
E. McLean, formerly Commissioner of Conservation and Economic Development m 
New Jersey and now at the Brookings Institution, the analogy should be to a marble 
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cake made with the same ingredients and qualities but with markedly different struc
ture. Certamly the combinations of local, state and federal government action and re
sponsibility in existmgprograms are varied and sometimes mgenious. It seems likely 
that other patterns and variations will be tried m the future. Any realistic program of 
urban studies must recognize this fact of the present and probability for the future. And 
these changing patterns and variations make the preparation of studies in this area 
somewhat more difficult than if any one project could be focused solely on local or state 
or the national government. They also suggest some projects to analyze inter-govern
mental relations in action as guides either to revision of present programs or for the 
planning of new ones. 

Urban Planning 
As used here, "planning" is essentially the continuing process of preparing, in ad

vance and m a reasonably systematic fashion, recommendations as to courses of action 
to achieve agreed-upon goals or objectives in the common life of urban communities. 
It I S bemg used more and more in the broader process of policy formulation by urban 
public agencies. In John Gaus' phrase it is "the effort to improve the making of deci
sions. " 

By no means all public planning powers and responsibilities are found in agencies 
with the word "planning" in their names. Operating departments and units of local 
governments—school boards, public health departments, recreation departments, hous
ing and redevelopment authorities, for example—plan in various ways and for various 
ends. 

The scope of over-all urban planning departments (boards or commissions) has 
changed materially in recent years and quite probably will continue to do so. Only a 
confirmed doctrinaire would attempt now to say in detail exactly what the limits of their 
activities should be or are going to be. At present they are concerned primarily with 
broad allocations of land areas to various uses and densities of development; shaping 
and oftenadministeringpolicepower measuresaffectingsuchuses; the location, prior
ity scheduling, and financing of public works and facilities of many kinds; identifying 
the kinds of industries and other economic activities needed to strengthen a commu
nity's economic base and suggesting ways and means of attracting them; preparing the 
way for various projects of urban development and redevelopment; and, to a limited 
degree, with encouragmg citizen participation m the steps leadmg to policy decisions 
in these and related matters. In all these sectors of their work they try to keep an 
eye constantly on the connections between or the inter-relations of the parts to the total 
development of the locality—for example, of circulation facilities and different kinds 
and densities of residential or industrisU development, or of capital needs for highways, 
schools, public recreational facilities, etc. Tliey also try to look to the future, as well 
as at urgent needs of the day. 

The place of planning in urban development has been brought sharply to many peo
ple's attention recently by criticisms exchanged between some urban planmng officials 
and state high\lray departments in respect to the Interstate Highway System. Clearly 
these exchang0s are not between planners and non-planners, but are between practi
tioners of different kinds of planning—with differing objectives, standards, and me
thods. Probal^ly they have served some useful purposes, particularly in highlighting 
these differenqes and m making clear how little really effective planning is now being 
done for the future development of the rapidly growing urban areas. If carried on in 
their present vein much longer, however, they will become both tiresome and harmful. 
Undoubtedly the publics in some sense represented by local planning agencies, state 
highway departments and the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads have important stakes and 
legitimate interests in the planningand development of this highway system. These in
terests, however, wil l not be served by ill-tempered quarreling about who should be 
able to do what to whom. Neither wil l they be served by bland generalities about the 
beauties of cooperation. 

It would seem that the beginning, although not the end, of wisdom on this issue would 
be fair sample studies, realistic and thorough, of urban and metropolitan planning and 
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its relations, formal and informal, with state and federal agencies. These studies 
should go beyond enablmg acts and organization charts to the actual processes and re
lationships of urban planning. They should include not only inter-agency relationships 
but also forms of professional collaboration among planners working for various units 
and agencies of government. What are its place, limits, most effective methods' 
These studies also should try to assess results as well as methods; to identify objec
tives of goals and particularly to analyze the processesby which they are determined. 
Not a single recent competent study of this kind is known. Probably no other govern
ment function of comparable value, actual and potential, m the well-being of society 
has been so consistently neglected by professional scholars and other researchers. 

The other step needed in trying to resolve this controversy between local and state 
highway planners would be similar inquiries into the planning done by a number of state 
highway departments. If several competent studies of urban and state highway depart
ment planning were available, i t might be possible to define this present controversy 
in terms that could lead to better planning and to more effective collaboration on both 
sides. 

Although undoubtedly the Interstate System is a major enterprise of the times and 
has great potential influences for good or i l l on urban localities in the United States, 
it would be a mistake to link all studies of planning in this program to i t . Even if the 
system had never beenproposed, planning would still be a pressing need and, in some 
respects, an urgent problem in urban public l ife. Still needed would be both thorough 
and thoughtful studies of planning as a function of urban government, as well as similar 
inquiries into sub-areas of planningpractice and problems. High on the list of the lat
ter would be (a) consideration of recreational needs of the major urban areas and of 
planning to f i l l them; (b) plannmgfor the future of central business districts, particu
larly those in the central cities of urban areas, and of areas immediately around the 
central business districts; and (c) absorption of good crop land by urban development, 
notably of course by the rapid spreadof suburbanand fringeareas. Each of these de
serves a quick exploration here. 

Anyone who tries to identify factors or influences contributmg to the emerging dis
persed pattern of urban development would be almost certain to list the recent increase 
m and the wider distribution of leisure time. More leisure time for more prople means 
more opportunity and more energy for the activities and ways of living common to sub
urban and rural-urban fringe areas. It also makes more nearly intolerable for many 
people the limitations imposed by the cramped and congested areas so common in cen
tral cities and in some of the older suburbs. Furthermore, increased leisure seems 
likely to be an even more powerful force in the future than i t is today, regardless of 
how the increase affects the length of the work day, week, year, or lifetime of various 
classes of those gainfully employed. 

Partly as a result of leisure time increases, the land areas needed for many kinds of 
recreation are almost certainly gomg to increase, probably greatly. Questions of area, 
location, access, advance acquisition, operation and mamtenance expenses, and re
lations among urban, state and national government facilities are al l mvolved. Yet 
with only a very few exceptions, urban area planning is paying relatively little atten
tion to them, and the steps now being taken m accord with plans are even less adequate. 

Hie plight and prospects of central busmess districts have been so much in the pub
lic eye lately that they hardly need be stressed here. Although some urban planning 
agencies have addressed themselves to these sub-areas of their jurisdictions, probably 
no one believes that their problems have been satisfactorily analyzed and their most 
likely future status agreed upon. The basic questions seem to be: (a) What functions 
seem likely to declme, at least relatively, in these areas and what ones to hold their 
own or to increase? As i t is sometimes put: what functions really belong in a central 
busmess district: (b) In light of the answers to these questions, what changes in size, 
density, and facilities, public and private, in these areas seem mdicated so they may 
perform their essential functions in a satisfactory manner ? Certainly much more work 
wil l have to be done before there will be any basis for a consensus on these planning 
questions. Although much of that work will have to be done city by city and no one 
should assume that the future central business districts will f i t some one pattern, 
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comparative studies would seem to promise to be most useful. 
Closely related are the problems of the immediately adjacent areas—those not in 

what I S usually thought of as the central business district but as parts of the larger 
central areas. Ordinarily, most of the land in these fringes around the central business 
districts is used by wholesalmg and storage facilities of one kind or another (many of 
which are now in the process of relocating), by busmess services linked to functions 
carried on in the central busmess districts, and byvarious small manufacturing opera
tions. Many ip the last category are new enterprises that are in this location because 
it provides them with cheap space, some access to a sizeable labor pool as well as to 
related enterprises, to specialized maintenance and repair services that small manu
facturers seldbm can provide economically for themselves. Some observers call these 
old, nondescr pt, obsolete areas the chief seed bed for new urban enterprises. 

Yet some redevelopment proposals call for the clearance and rebuilding of substan
tial parts of these frmge areas, often for upper middle or high income housing in tall 
apartment buudings. Is this sound policy? How much land can be absorbed by this 
kind of housing? Are there equally suitable alternative sites and buildings for the new, 
as well as for; the displaced enterprises, at rents they can afford? Here, too, are 
planning problems that wil l have to be dealt with city by city. But, as in respect to 
those of central business districts, comparative studies undertaken as a part of this 
program should help by providing information and insights not readily acquired in ana
lyzing only on^ district, and by suggesting new lines of inquiry and analysis. 

As might b6 expected, the land-devouring type of urban growth now under way has 
aroused consi(kerable concern among some agricultural economists, conservationists, 
andothers. In "The Yearbook of Agriculture, 1958" atleast two articles deal primarily 
with this matter and others touch upon i t . In a talk at the University of Missouri on 
September 13, 1958, the Director of the National Science Foundation said: 

From an economic point of view, the heedless destruction of natural 
resources threatens the a h l l l t y of the land to sustain us. Mr. Donald 
A. Williams, Administrator of the U.S. Soli Conservation Service, 
points out that In I956 alone 

'1,250,000 acres of ovir very best farmlands were hurled 
; under the steel and concrete of housing developmentB, 
factories, highways, shopping centers, and went into 
other non-agrlc\atural uses. Since the beginning of 
World War I I alone we have los t a twentieth of our 
present croplands (that's equivalent to wiping off the 
map nearly 2̂ 0,000 of our most productive farms and 
ranches).' 

He cites the example of a ri c h farm i n a f e r t i l e valley near San Fran
cisco that was displaced by 7̂ 0 ranch-style homes, and goes on to point 
out that 'by careful planning, th i s housing development could Just as 
well have been b u i l t on barren acres a mile away' and the farmer could 
have cqntinvied to provide food for San Francisco's growing population. 

One aspect of this problem is mdicated by a rather obvious question suggested by 
the quotation: If the 750-house tract had been developed a mile away from the fertile 
farm and if, â  would happen in most jurisdictions, the subsequent property tax as
sessment on the farm would reflect the possibility of urban use of the land in the area, 
how much longer would the farm be likely to remain in agricultural use? 

Many urbanites, of course, have a ready response to any mention of this problem. 
They say in efiect: "Al l my life Tve been hearing about agricultural surpluses. The 
national government is spending billions of dollars trying to cope with the problems 
they create, s i far apparently with little success. Yet just as soon as some develop
ment begms to] 
ity. 

reduce the amount of land under cultivation, i t is pointed to as a calam-
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This view, too, indicates an aspect of the matter that ought to be analyzed, but i t 
hardly seems to dispose of the underlying problem. If, as the quotation indicates, all 
or nearly all of the area being absorbed by urban uses is "our very best farmland( s ) , " 
this would seem a poor way to deal with surpluses—that is, to drop out the best pro
ductive units, and particularly to do this through a hit-or-miss and, from the point of 
view of agricultural uses, anirreversibleandirresponsibleprocess. Also, if the pop
ulation of the United States is likely to increase by 50 percent or more and the metro
politan population by more than 70 percent from 1950 to 1975, and if it be true that a 
large proportion of the human beings on the earth goto sleep hungry nearly every night 
of the year, and if one has any faith in the ability of men to order their economic and 
political affairs so as to deal with such a monstrous condition, there ought not to be a 
jumping to too many glib conclusions about agricultural surpluses. These are a lot of 
" i f ' s , " but they pointto some of the conplexities of this issue and the need for careful 
study of i t . 

In Great Britain, for obvious reasons, this has been a matter of widespread concern 
and considerable controversy for years, particularly since World War I I . Although the 
basic conditions are dissimilar in many respects, somethmg might be learned from 
British consideration of their problems. For example, they have found that often a 
reasonably compact and dense form of urban development cuts down agricultural pro
duction more than a more open kind for the same number of families. The latter takes 
up more land area, but a considerable proportion of i t is kept in food production in the 
form of vegetable gardens. 

Quite clearly thisisa problemnotof urban planning alone, but for collaboration be
tween urban and other planners and public agencies. Aside from a satisfactory defim-
tion of the problem itself, studies should include urban and rural zoning; tax and as
sessment policies; the place of farmlands, with or without limited rights of public ac
cess, as greenbelts around urban development; and ways and means of joint planning 
and carrying out of policies in various kinds and sizes of urban areas and their en
virons. 

Although the need for public recreational space, the problems of central business 
districts and their fringes, and of agricultural land absorption, pose serious and sig
nificant questions for urban planners that should be looked into, outlining them here 
should not divert attention from studies of the processes of urban planning, its goals 
and how they are determined, its relations to other governmental units and functions, 
administrative and legislative, as well as to non-governmental organizations and to 
various groups and classes of the citizens of urban localities. These are basic areas 
of study. Improvement m urban planning, and through it of urban development, may 
depend in some considerable part on studies of this kind and the uses that are made of 
them. 
Urban Government Finance 

Looked at in broadperspective, the present picture of urban government finance in 
the United States appears as aparadox. Its urban areas are the greatest aggregations 
of income-producmgpower theworld haseverseen. Current (1956) revenuesof local 
government, except counties (those of cities and other incorporated general purpose 
governments, townships, school districts, and special districts) are only about 5 per
cent of the gross national product of the economy—less than 4 percent if intergovern
mental revenues (from state and national governments) are not counted." Smce the 
beginning of the Twentieth Century this proportion has risen only moderately, despite 
the increased urbanization of the population and the factthatover this period most local 
governments have added literally scores of activities and services to their citizens. 
Yet today most urban governments are in more or less severe financial straits. More-

" For local government revenues: Bureau of the Census, "Simmaryof Governmental 
Finances in 1957." Table 1, p. 22. For gross national product, "Statistical Abstract 
of the United States, 1958." Table 380, p. 303. The revenue figures are for aU local 
governments except counties, not of urban governments. 



19 

over, in most of them the condition is getting worse rather than better—and often the 
rate of deterioration seems to be increasing. 

What is the explanation of this contradictory state of affairs? Of course, there is 
no simple answer. But much of the difficulty may be summed up in the statement that, 
by and large, the fmancial systems of urban governments are weak and inadequate; they 
do not tap the flow of income m their localities fairly and effectively. To this result 
many conditions and factors contribute. A quick review of some of them may make the 
generalized answer just given a little more meamngful, and at the same time, indicate 
several major areas for study. 

Although the recent growth of state grants-in-aid and shared taxes, as well as the 
development of various local service charges and supplementary levies of many kinds, 
has reduced the relative position of the property tax as a revenue producer for local 
governments. It is still their chief source of income nearly everywhere in the United 
States. (In 1957, for all local governments, including counties, property taxes pro
vided about 44percent of total revenues—those from taxes and other sources.) 

Not many years ago property tax rates inmost suburban and fringe areas were well 
below those of their central cities. The principal reasons for this relationship are 
fairly obvious. In many of the higher income suburbs of the time the property valuation 
per family was high and the number of children of school age was fairly low. In other 
suburbs and in much of the fringe areaspopulation was sparse and the number and level 
of public services were low. More recently, with rapid population mcreases in these 
areas and the Onset of the shifts in population previously mentioned, this spread be
tween rates in the central cities and outside has narrowed rapidly. Sometimes, now, 
rates (equalized) in some suburbs, and even in parts of the fringe areas, are as high 
or even higher than those of their central cities. Nearby everywhere they are rising 
more rapidly. Outlying population growth is forcmg up the number and level of public 
services and some of the postponed facilities are now being built at the highest con
struction costs in the history of the country. 

Not only does this latter factor influence tax rates by raising the charges for debt 
service, but it also is highlighting other long smouldering difficulties of local govern
ment debt and its administration. As previously pointed out, from 1950 to 1957 the 
outstanding debt of local governments in this country, most of which is that of urban 
governments. Increased by 107 percent. The recent fiscal policy of the Federal Re
serve System has rubbed salt in these sores by raising substantially the costs of money 
to local governments. In 1950 the yield on high-grade municipal bonds, accordmg to 
"Standard and Poor's Index, " was slightlyunder 2 percent; in March 1957 it was 3.32 
percent; in September 1958, 3.96 percent; and onJuly 15, 1959, it was 4.05 percent. 

The "Balkanization" of local government jurisdictions in metropolitan areas, plus 
the dispersal of industrial and commercial land uses, has produced some suburban 
and fringe localities that so far are, happily, largely free from these financial strin
gencies. Most of these, of course, are the ones that have in their tax bases certain 
kinds of industrial plants and the burgeoning shopping centers. Usually, however, 
their good fortune only underscores the plight of their less fortunate neighbors whose 
residents contribute to the high property valuations by buying at the shoppmg centers, 
working in the plants, and even by buying some of their products. But their local gov
ernments get no direct benefits from these activitiesbecauseof the more or less chance 
position of their boundary lines. Consequently, they must struggle along with property 
tax bases made up largely of modest housing. 

By no mean$ all of the financial difficulties of local governments, however, are in 
suburban and fringe localities. The shifts of population and land-uses previously ex
amined are weakening the property tax bases of central cities at the same time that 
they are increasing the needfor more and improved services for the low-income, ur-
banly mexperienced in-migrants. As these millstones grind more and more closely 
together, more and more complaints are heard from central city officials, agencies 
and civic assodiations about what they say is the unfairness of conditions requiring 
central cities to provide public facilities and services for daytime populations that pay 
most of their local taxes outside. (Often this argument includes references to "sub
urban parasite^" and "freeloaders." These names frequently are more than matched 
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by the suburbanites' unflattering views of many central city inhabitants, officials, and 
institutions. Thus is calm analysis and democratic discussion of a complex and dif
ficult issue furthered.) 

At least one central city measure designed to offset this alleged weakness of the 
property tax has gained some momentum. It is the municipal income tax. In many 
localities where it has been tried it is a flat tax, usually 1 percent or less, on wages 
and salaries paid m the city. 

On the other hand, spokesmen for the suburbs and fringes deny the validity of the 
central city case. They urge that, in economic fact, suburbanites and fringe area in
habitants pay property taxes in three ways: 

1. On property they own or rent. 
2. Less directly, but nevertheless actually, by buymg in shops and stores, thus 

helping to create high property values in retail districts and the mcome to pay taxes 
on them. 

3. By manning industrial plants and offices and thus, again, helping to produce 
both substantial property values and income from which the taxes are paid. 

According to this view, the commuting suburbanite and fringe area mhabitants do 
in fact pay taxes both in the localities in which they live and in the central cities in 
which they work. Of course this argument applies as well to the reverse commuter, 
the now quite numerous group in many metropolitan areas that lives m the central 
cities and works outside. 

Without some empirical base for estimating, however crudely, the relative size of 
the tax payments made m these three ways, it is practically impossible to decide how 
much weight to give to this argument—to whatever area it is applied. It doe s, however, 
make quite clear the difficulty underlying many of the tax problems that have been men
tioned and other, allied ones, as well. In metropolitan areas the subdivisions of which, 
by definition, are tied together m many ways economically and socially, can any equi
table and effective system of local taxes come from piecing together the actions of 
many (in some areas scores and even hundreds) taxing agencies and jurisdictions, each 
concerned primarily with "getting as many feathers with as little squawkmg as pos
sible?" 

Another defect of urban revenue measures is that most of the forms of taxation now 
used are essentially regressive in nature; that is, they bear harder on individuals and 
families of low income than on the more well-to-do and thus contravene the principle 
of ability to pay. Here, according to the usual analysis, the problem lies not so much 
in the crazy-quilt character of local government jurisdictions as m an essential fiscal 
weakness of all urban and metropolitan areas, however large. Because many well-to-
do individuals and some successful corporations are quite mobile, if any metropolitan 
area by whatever means should turn to progressive taxes, i t siirqjly would find itself 
losing to other areas not only some of its existing tajqiayers but also a considerable 
share of those it might otherwise attract. One proposed remedy is for a substantial 
part of local government revenue to be collected through taxes levied by states and the 
national government, and then returned to the local units through grants-in-aid or as 
shared taxes. 

Evaluation of this argument and of the proposed remedy is clearly beyond the scope 
of this report. The most common objection to the proposed remedy ought, however, 
to be stated: i t is that any such system of collecting taxes and of granting or sharing 
the revenue with local governments is bound to weaken or cripple them. Is this opin
ion soundly based? Or is it just another example of what someone calls "the folk po
litical science"—plausible, often repeated, butwithoutany f i rm basis in fact and care
ful analysis. Today about 25 percent of aggregate local government revenue is in the 
form of grants and shared taxes from state and federal governments. Most of this 
revenue now comes in not as the result of any carefully considered general policy but 
in consequence of a number of separate, ad hoc programs or measures designed to deal 
with specific problems of individual local services. How much, if at a l l , have they 
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weakened local governments? This is not a rhetorical question, but a topic for serious 
study. 

Clearly, the range of topics for useful studies in this area is great: for example, 
the incidence of the principal local taxes; their effects, if any, on the economic growth 
of local communities; the optimum sizes of local communities for the provision of the 
major local public services; the demonstrated and probable influences of state and 
federal grants-in-aid and shared taxes on local administration, budgeting, political 
responsibility, and citizen interest; the relative advantages and disadvantages of var
ious methods of debt limitation; the rationale and practices of capital budgeting or pro
graming; policies and practices m the pricing of public services not financed entirely 
out of tax revenues; the administrative andpolitical problems of municipal income taxes 
and of so-called nuisance taxes; the demonstrated advantages and disadvantages of 
revenue measures tied directly to certain classes of services or e^enditures; eval
uations of various forms of state supervision and control of certain aspects of local 
government finance; the invention of new revenue and fiscal systems for different kinds 
of urban areas and analysis of their probable consequences, direct and indirect. 

Public Education and Participation in Urban Affairs 
The fairly long look backward at urban affairs, which has been invoked in the fore-

gomg, can help again here. Not only have urban governments greatly increased the 
range and variety of their activities since the turn of the century, but during approxi
mately the latter half of that period many of these newer activities have had to do quite 
directly with the physical and social development of their communities—for example, 
zonmg (now dealing in some localities with nonconforming uses and the esthetics of 
buildings, as well as with classes of land use and the characteristics of improvements), 
subdivision control, housing codes, commissions on race and inter-group relations, 
public housmg, major highway and transit networks, urban redevelopment, which, it 
is now clear, is more thanputtingup new buildings mplace of old ones, but cuts deeply 
into the social and political fabric of some districts and through displacement and re
location of families affects many others. 

Public activity of this kind almost literally hits people "where they live:" i t helps 
determine the characteristics and quality of residential districts, the attractiveness 
of an urban area for various industries and busmesses, the distribution of purchasing 
power within sub-areas or districts of the urban area, howonegoes to work and where, 
who his neighbors are and are likely to be, etc. Of course, individuals have consider
able ranges of choice, varying usually with their income status, as to where and how 
they live, but i t seemsimdeniable that today public policies andaction play a consider-
ablepartindeterminingthequalitiesandwaysofurban lifeand, infact, a much greater 
part than they played a generation or more ago. 

With this evolution in the factors in urban development, increasing concern is being 
expressed by many people as to how and in what degree citizens of a locality may ef
fectively influence and control theseforces inand on their lives. Sometimes this con
cern is cast in the form of the old question of what is the proper role of the expert, 
specialist, or technician versus the non-expert m public affairs. Sometimes the for
mulation is in terms of political responsibility or accountability. Sometimes govern
mental organization and practice are questioned: can a citizen do what, in his own 
or the public interest, he ought to do in respect to these matters by voting every two or 
four years for a mayor and alderman and complaining to them, often intemperately, 
when he thinks, often late in the game, that he is about to be hurt by some program or 
action. 

Other people often come upon the same basic issue, although they see i t in a rather 
different light. Officials of, say, a redevelopment authority, or of a local chamber of 
commerce or civic association, often in collaboration with public officials, develop, 
carefully and in great detail, a project or proposal for public action. When it is an
nounced, they often are genuinely astonished at the opposition it encounters. Apparent
ly, itrarelyoccursto them that those that oppose it may not define the underlying prob
lem in the same way, that they have not gone through the same process of analysis and dis-



22 

cussion, that the proponents themselves, i f they were in the others' shoes, might r e 
sent what would appear to be an ignoring of them and "springing something on them." 
When, therefore, the opposition arises, some of the proponents calmly or heatedly at
tribute i t to the ignorance, stupidity, or general cussedness of the opponents. There 
is nothing to do but to t r y to ro l lover them. Others conclude that they need the serv
ices of another expert, a public relations man, to "se l l " the proposal to enough per
sons so that i t w i l l have some prospects of being carried through. 

Various attempts have been and are being made to deal with this important issue in 
public l i f e . Of f ic ia l advisory commissions and quasi-admmistratlve boards are f a i r l y 
common devices. Sometimesand in some circumstances they seem tohelp; sometimes, 
apparently, they make matters worse. Some civic associations are t rying to broaden 
their membership and bases of support. Parent-teacher associations have been devel
oped partly in response to thisproblem. The local "workable program" that is now a 
condition offederal aid fo r urban renewal includes "citizen par t ic ipat ion," which usually 
takes the f o r m of some city-wide of f i c ia l advisory body, and often committees in the 
areas of major redevelopment or rehabilitation projects. Public planning agencies in 
Cleveland, Philadelphia and elsewhere have e;q)erimented with various methods of dis
t r i c t or neighborhood education and consultation, part icularly in respect to programs 
focused largely in these areas. In Kansas City, o f f ic ia l ly sponsored and aided com
munity councils have been in operation since about the end of World War H . At least 
a few similar organizations have been set up more recently in Balt imore. 

So fa r , however, there is very l i t t l e reliable tested knowledge about these experi
ments, let alone any satisfactory e^lanation of their accomplishments and fai lures . 
Of course many f i r m assertions as to what "everybody knows" about such matters are 
readily available, but nearly a l l of them are so superficial and so contradictory among 
themselves that they are properly suspect. There also are available few i f any con
vincing or penetrating discussions of the problem itself that could guide further e ^ e r i -
ments or help in formulating studies. 

Here, then, is another area of study that ought to be attacked at once. In almost 
any circumstances i t would be a significant area, but with the present and in tending 
rate of urban population growth, much of i t made up of in-migrants f r o m ru ra l areas, 
some progress in i t f a i r l y soon might well make the difference between more orderly, 
intelligent and democratically planned urban development, on the one hand, and either 
continual delays, confusion and frustrat ion or a desperate adoption of heavy-handed 
high-pressure tactics that would sooner or later be regretted, on the other. 

To develop this study area adequately, the f i r s t need is fo r as careful analyses as 
now can be made m the light of what i s known or there are some grounds f o r believing 
about urban communities and government, of the fundamental problem. This should be 
followed by thorough case studies of some of the experiments in urban areas, as well 
as of the s imilar attempts in various ru ra l and farmprograms, v^ere the body of ex
perience is considerably greater. As soon as these studies begin to throw some light 
on the matter, they should be followed by comparative analyses beamed at what seem 
to be crucial factors and elements in some or a l l of the experience to date—possibly 
the question of how various groups and classes of urban populations define or perceive 
typical problems or issues in urban development; or the questions o r issues that var
ious groups wish to have a hand m and those that they are quite wi l l ing to leave to 
others, and why; or the leadership and followership patterns in different but rather 
common types of urban distr icts ; or the urban areas, i f any, in which some reasonably 
effective sense of community may be found. Finally, this would seem to be a study 
area in which, after some of each of the kinds of studies just mentioned have been done, 
new approaches and devices might be proposed and, on a small scale, actually tested 
in practice. These tests, of course, should be carefully prepared, recorded, and 
analyzed. 

POUCY QUESTIONS RE URBAN CIRCULATION 

For reasons given in the introductory section of this report, this framework or 
program does not include studies concerned p r i m a r i l y with established methods of 
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survey and analysis by highway engineers, urbanplanners, andothers. Nevertheless, 
there are some crucial questions in providing the means and faci l i t ies fo r urban c i r 
culation that ought to be included. Most of them are customarily dealt with or at least 
acknowledged in preparing and carrying outhighway and transport programs, but very 
few i f any of those responsible seem even moderately satisfied with the ways they are 
now being handled. A l l or nearly a l l of them quite logically could be subsumed either 
in the section on urbanplannmgor the one on finance. A l l things considered, however, 
they seem to deserve a separate l i s t ing. This may emphasize the importance of c i r 
culation in the urban areas of today and tomorrow, as well as the relative paucity of 
information and understanding of the problems themselves. Six questions or issues of 
this kind may be identified. 

1 

Location of Exjpressways 

The location of expressways within urban areas is a d i f f icu l t and troublesome task. 
Many pertinent considerations are quite obvious: fo r example, the capital outlays and 
upkeep expenses of alternative routes; the dislocation of residential, mdustrial , com
mercial , recreational, service, and mstitutional faci l i t ies in prospective r ights-of-
way; the probable effects of the ar tery on property adjacent to i ts r ight-of-way, at i ts 
interchanges, and along feeder and unloading streets; public pressures and preferences 
of various group's; the availability and expense of t e rmmalor parking space at various 
places; the possibility of excessive lengthening of t r ips of many prospective users; the 
disruptive effects of some possible routes on established neighborhoods, school dis
t r i c t s , and other important urban units; the possibility of combining the expressway, 
in one or more ways, with mass transit faci l i t ies ; and the costs and benefits of by-pass 
routes f o r various commercial and residential distr icts in urban centers of differ ing 
size and pattern. 

Clearly there is no one unit—capital outlay, t ime of acquisition, average length of 
t r ips , convenience, or whatever—by which a l l aspects of various possible routes can 
be measured and compared. Some of the pertinent considerations can be subjected 
to quite precise measurement; others cannot. Here, i t would seem, is a pr ime exam
ple of a problem that never can be solved by studies, but in respect to which more 
rigorous analysis and comparative studies of methods and results should be able to en
lighten and guide judgment. 

Reverse Commuting and Inter-Suburban Travel 

Although the phenomena called reverse commuting and inter-suburban travel (and 
even intra-fr inge travel) are easy to identify, i t seems agreed that they have not r e 
ceived the study they deserve, part icularly in l ightof the possibility that they may soon 
become f i r s t -o rder components in both rush-hour and off-peak t ravel . Some substan
t i a l increase in their volume seems almost certain as the dispersed pattern of settle
ment continues |to develop. If so, i t is not too soon to learn much more about them as 
the basis fo r reasonably prompt and economical provision of faci l i t ies to serve them 
and fo r the insights that might thus be obtained on the changing social and economic 
organizations of urban areas. 

The Role of Ma 5S Transit 

Many persons are inclined to classify mass transit services and their many prob
lems as examples of the pathologies of urban l i f e . One does not have to agree with this 
view to argue that these services and their role in the circulation systems of urban 
areas of d i f fer ing size, density, and economic character meri t thorough study. Be
cause of the financial diff icul t ies and operating troubles of many mass transit systems, 
their place in rush-hour travel in the larger urban areas (even in the most thoroughly 
motorized ones;: for example, Los Angeles and Detroit) is often grossly underestimated. 
Many of their basic troubles seem to stem largely f r o m three facts: (a) Rush-hour t r a 
vel is now largeiya five-day-per-weekphenomenonratherthanasix-dayone, therefore 
revenues f r o m i t have been drastically reduced but the necessary capacity has not; 
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(b) Furthermore, low-density residential development favors use of the motor car 
fo r most t ravel purposes; and (c) Even in urban areas with severe rush-hour conges
tion on arterials and other main highways, many of these streets are quite easily t r a 
veled in off-peak hours. Hence, mass transport has lost heavily in competition for 
this t ravel . In addition, of course, mass transit systems are expected to provide 
stand-by service f o r ejctraordinary demands ( fo r example, those f r o m major athletic 
contests) and on occasions when storms or other conditions temporarily cut down the 
use of private automobiles. 

Certainly, however, very l i t t l e in the t r a f f i c situations in the most thoroughly mo
torized cities supports the rather common opinion that mass transit , per se, is ob
solete and soon w i l l be only a re l ic of the past in the United States, except in New York 
City and perhaps one or two other centers. And perhaps i t need hardly be said that 
l i t t l e understanding of urban circulation and less soundpolicy in respect to i t are l ike 
ly to come f r o m constantly viewing the motor car and mass transit as natural enemies 
locked in a death struggle. Infact , a major-poss ibly the principal—object of studies 
of the faci l i t ies and problems of circulation in urban areas should be to explore the 
ways and means by which individual and public transport might most effectively share 
the job of movmg people (and goods) at a l l times and for a l l purposes within areas of 
di f fer ing size and character. The ways and means considered would range f r o m such 
obvious devicesas park-and-ride plans and the staggering of work hours in major t r a -
val generating dis tr ic ts to more expensive and possibly more questionable schemes, 
such as the sharing of rights-of-way and some terminal space, and to such controver
sial proposals as joint financing and admimstrative arrangements. 

In some of the larger urban areas at least, the position of mass transit, part icu
la r ly of r a i l commutmg, seems to be at or very near a c r i s i s . Apparently many such 
faci l i t ies cannot operate within their present revenues. It is not certain that higher 
rates w i l l remove their diff icul t ies , at least fo r very long. They may simply cut down, 
sooner or later, the volume of t r a f f i c on these faci l i t ies by encouraging further disper
sal of residential development and decentralization of business and industry, as well 
as by raising the pressures fo r more express highways. Sorely needed is a factual and 
analytical basis fo r evaluating this and related problems, as well as proposals for 
various formsof subsidy to masstransit . Surelythere would be dangers in such p ro 
posals—dangers of slack operation, continuance of lines and faci l i t ies that ought to be 
dropped, etc. On the other hand, mass transport is an excellent example of a service 
that, under prevailing economic and legal practice, simply cannot tap for revenue many 
of the indirect benefits of i ts operations. The r iders , of course, benefit and pay. But 
how about the benefits conferred by mass transit lines on property owners, notably 
those whose land is at or near transit stations or terminals? If the transit agencies 
could tap only a relatively small proportion of the increase m rental or annual value 
of such land that is attributable, to their services, certainly they would be in better 
sh^e financially. They might be considerably better off even i f they had to compensate 
some other land owners whose annual values have been depreciated by the noise and 
confusion along their l ines. 

It maybe too late to initiate means of tapping the indirect benefits of the older parts 
of many mass transit systems, but at least the existence of such benefits i s a pertinent 
fact in considering the pros and cons of various forms of subsidy and their alternative 
of fur ther curtail ing these services. Competent studies on the order of magnitude of 
these benefits, as well as of the gains and losses l ikely f r o m various possible courses 
of action in respect to mass transport services, could help substantially in the com
plex and d i f f icu l t task of a r r iv ing at defensible policies m this whole matter. 

Incidentally, i t is not too late to begin studies of the comparable benefits (indirect) 
of the newer t r a f f i c faci l i t ies ( f o r example, expressways). They surely seem to be 
raising the rental or annual value of very considerable areas of land in urban areas, 
notably around major interchanges. How substantial are these increases? What other 
factors, i f any, contribute importantly to them ? If i t seemed wise public policy to tap 
some part of them for public purposes, could i t be done equitably and without too much 
cost? By what means and methods? What might be the indirect consequences of such 
a policy? 
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Admittedly, issues of this kind may seem to some people rather f a r removed f r o m 
the "practical problems" of urban t r a f f i c and transport. Unless many signs are wrong, 
however, at least some of these questions are going to seem much more immediate 
and practical in the near future . Philadelphia already is experimenting, fo r a l imi ted 
period of t ime, with subsidy of some r a i l commuting lines. So is Boston, apparently 
m a less imaginative way. And i f anything is clear about the persistent problems of 
urban circulation i t is that they w i l l not be substantially ameliorated by minor improve
ments in design, construction and operation of fac i l i t ies . Many of these have been 
made and no one should belittle them or their results. Af ter a few months or years, 
however, the problems usually are just as severe as they were before—or more so. 
It I S necessary to face up to some complex and di f f icul t questions of public policy. 
And these policy questions can be defined adequately and considered intelligently only 
if there is available much more inclusive and reliable knowledge of the kinds just men
tioned and some understanding derived f r o m that knowledge. 

Land Use Patterns and Travel Volume 

Many planners and others concerned with urban development have been interested 
fo r some time in the possibilities that t r a f f i c and transport problems might be con
siderably easedby over-a l l land-use patterns substantially different f r o m the one most 
common in American urban areas, which has one or two or sometimes a few major 
travel generators (or attractors) in central locations (that is , the central business 
dis t r ic t , major mdustrial centers) with much of the t r a f f i c and transit faci l i t ies f i m -
neling people and goods into these centers during part of the day and reversing this 
movement at other t imes. Why should not some of these travel generating centers be 
smaller m size and distributed somewhat more widely over the urban area? Quite 
surely such a changed pattern would reduce the rush hour journey-to-work load on 
some t ra f f i c and transit fac i l i t ies . I t also would require additional faci l i t ies to serve 
the newer centers, but presumably they could be provided more easily and less ex
pensively. The average length of t r ip quite probably would also be reduced. In r e 
spect to some of the most troublesome problems in urban circulation, this line of a r 
gument would seem to make good sense. Would such a rearrangement, however, i m 
pose handicaps on the busmesses and industries that might go into these alternative 
locations? And how about the travel costs m money, t ime, and general wear-and-tear 
on employees and customers ? Where does the balance of advantages and disadvantages, 
of costs and benefits, fa l l ? 

Until quite recently these were matters largely of conjecture and argument among 
specialists. Today, as previously shown, these newer patterns of land use are being 
developed or approximated in some degree in many sizeable urban areas. In Great 
Bri ta in they are the objective of a deliberate policy embodied in the New Towns p ro 
gram. Are they a "wave of the fu ture" or p r ima r i l y the consequences of a general 
fai lure to deal promptly, effectively and imaginatively with the accumulating c i r cu 
lation and'land-use problems of the older pattern? 

It would seem high time to explore this whole matter. Clearly i t involves more than 
questions of circulation faci l i t ies and services, but they are an inportant part of i t 
and are inextricably tied in with many other aspects. There are now the emerging new 
patterns to be analyzed and compared. And i t would not be too d i f f icu l t to put together 
hypothetical patterns or "models" for further studies. 

Eminent Domain and Other Land Acquisition Procedures 

Although no quantitative measures of the use of eminent domain in urban areas are 
available, i t probably has beenused (orhas been available fo r use) increasingly over 
the past several years. Moreover, i t seems l ikely to be employed as much or more 
in the immediate future f o r urban renewal projects, expressway rights-of-way, street 
and highway improvements, parking lots, and fo r park, school, playground and other 
public purposes necessary in the urban development that l ies ahead. 

Although i t is an essential tool in a l l these programs, i t is a drastic and even a dan-
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gerous one. I t can work injustice and create resentment—justified and unjustif ied. 
These are signs that a l l is not well on this f ron t . Off ic ia ls , of course, are l ikely to 
point to the length of time required by such actions, the uncertainty of awards, and the 
shortcomings of some t r i a l procedures as means of a r r iv ing at reasonable conclusions 
in highly specialized and technical matters. Others would emphasize the kinds of ev i 
dence permitted in some jurisdictions, the date as of which the valuation is supposed 
to be made, and the tactics used by acquiring agencies pr ior to emment domain p ro 
ceedings. 

Both the long-term interest of the public agencies and of property owners might be 
well servedby several competent, thorough, comparative studies that would cover basic 
legislation, specified procedures, tacticsof various users of the power, statutory pro
visions and court rulmgs on admissible evidence, various forms of "quick-takmg," 
and the attitudes of various groups toward the use of this power for various purposes 
and toward the ways in which i t is exercised. Although these studies probably would 
be of special value in programs of highway and transit fac i l i ty improvement, they should 
notbe l imited to these uses. Takings fo r the other public purposes just mentioned ought 
also to be included. 

Unlike many of the study areas dealt with here, studies of this kind would suffer f r o m 
no shortage of materials, except in one or two of their parts. At least one specialized 
type of mquiry in this f ie ld probably would share this common di f f icul ty : examination 
and evaluation of the proposals recently advanced and others that might be formulated 
fo r the public acquisition of development rights in certain lands that might be needed 
for future recreational uses, forest or wildl i fe preserves, or green belts; or even for 
protection of highways f r o m dangerous clutter and vuisightly uses on bordering pro
perty. 

Relocation of Displaced Families and l and Uses 

Some public programs requirmg substantial land acquisition ( fo r example, urban r e 
development) have recognized and made some provision for relocation of famil ies and 
non-family activities displaced by their operations. In redevelopment, despite some 
attention to this cluster of problems in the earlier statutes, years of t r i a l and er ror 
have been necessary to devise measures that are even half-way satisfactory in practice. 
Even today, diff icul t ies in relocation are probably the most common and serious stum
bling blocks in most local programs. In most other urban programs, mcluding those 
fo r highways and other circulation faci l i t ies , displacement and relocation seem to have 
been dealt with in a more or less ad hoc, catch-as-catch-can fashion. Attitudes to
ward this phase of these programs have ranged f r o m definite concern to outright con
tempt fo r "a lot of soft-headed nonsense, " and practice has varied accordingly. 

In respect to practically a l l programs, displacement and relocation have taken on 
new dimensions recently. For this three facts are largely responsible. The f i r s t is 
simply the order of magnitude of the displacement. I t is one thing when a few feet 
are added to an a r te r ia l street fo r a relatively short distance to eliminate a bottle
neck; i t is something quite different when a new e3q)ressway takes hundreds of acres 
out of other urban uses. The second is that relatively tight markets for housing and 
fo r other types of real estate, as well as very high construction costs, make a sub
stantial difference between the problems in , say, the 1930's and now. Finally, the 
large volume of Negro, Puerto Rican and other low-income ru ra l in-migrants in r e 
cent years should not be overlooked. When displaced they face many diff icul t ies in 
finding other accommodations because of racial and ethnic segregationpractices, their 
low mcomes, and other characteristics. 

Like other policy and problem areas mentioned in this report, displacement and 
relocation seem almost certain to bulk even larger in public and professional atten
tion in the future than they do today. The redevelopment of American cities has only 
just begun. It involves much more than the activities now carr ied on by redevelopment 
authorities. Major highway programs are only the most obvious addition. Those of
f ic ia l s and others (fortunately relatively few) who think a l l they have to do is to help 
improve the physical city at whatever cost to the social, pol i t ical , and even the eco-
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nomiccit ies, are doing a disservice to their programs, their agencies, and their cit ies. 
Much of the study needed here requires l i t t le explanation. Scores of cities have had 

experience of one kind or another on this f ront and have t r ied out various ways of han
dling the job. The only warning would be not to res t r ic t the studies to comparisons 
and evaluations of the more or less mechanical features—rielocation offices and their 
management, joint offices serving people displaced by more than one program, pay
ments fo r movmg expenses, the t iming of relocation efforts , etc. These are not un
important, and much can be learned f r o m study of experience on them. But several 
less tangible matters may, in the longer run, prove to be quite as significant if not 
more so. At the least, the needed studies include inquiries into such matters as the 
relations between relocation and various programs of public education and participation 
in urban af fa i r s , and the implications and by-products of such practices as putting into 
public housing famil ies or households that w i l l not be admitted into other low-rental 
properties. 

Finally, although some of the most d i f f icul t questions of relocation policy and prac
tice w i l l be centered on the blighted and slum distr icts of urban areas, the studies 
should not ignore the problems, attitudes and responses to displacement of famil ies , 
business men, and others elsewhere. These may di f fer substantially f r o m one kind 
of area to another. And in the future considerable public acquisition of land seems 
likely in non-blighted dis t r ic ts . It w i l l be needed in developing further the network of 
circulation faci l i t ies and also m making good the deficiencies in public space and i m 
provements due to hasty and shortsighted layout and building in recent years. 



Priorities 

A l l of the study areas and sub-areas outlined in the foregoing should be attacked in 
force and as soon as possible. More accurately, the advance forces now in most of 
them should be re-enforced as soon as possible. Both in t ime urgency and potential 
usefulness, leaving aside differences in the size and complexity of the areas, a l l of 
them, with only one or two possible exceptions, rank very close together. 

Nevertheless, a three-way p r i o r i t y breakdown is suggested, as follows: 

Class 1 - (a) Studies toward a theory of urban development, starting perhaps with 
research in residential dispersal, mdustrial and commercial decentraliza
tion, and suburban and fr inge area strat if ication. 
(b) Studiesof urban planning, includingnot onlythe urban planning process 
per se, but also highway department planning ui urban areas, planning f o r 
open space and recreation needs, the future of central areas, and the prob
lem of the absorption of agricultural land by urban uses. 
(c) Urban government finance. 
(d) Studies in public education and participation in public a f f a i r s . 

Class 2 - (a) Studies concerning location of expressways. 
(b) Studies in reverse commuting, inter-suburbanand intra-fr inge t ravel . 
(c) Studies concerning the role of mass transit . 
(d) Studies in land use patterns and travel volume. 

Class 3 - (a) Studies concerning relocation of displaced famil ies and land uses. 
(b) Studies of eminent domain and other land acquisition procedures. 
(c) Studies of standards. 

There is no significance m the order of l is t ing within the three classes. It would 
be extremely d i f f icu l t to make such a schedule. 

Approximately equal weight has been given to several considerations, including: 
(a) the basic nature of the research (the degree to which competent work in an area 
might be expected to inform policy formulatorsand adminis t r^ors , and to throw light 
on other research needs and areas);(b) the need fo r early mformation and insights 
into a subject area (that i s , t ime urgency); (c) the probable length of time before sig
nificant fmdings might be forthcoming, which, of course, is simply a guess; and (d) 
the likelihood that reasonably adequate studies in a few of the areas might be under
taken soon without the urgmg and encouragement of the Committee. In this study, 
quite possibly, rather more weight has been given to consideration (a) than to the 
others. 

CONCLUSION 

No useful purpose would be served here by an attemptto recapitulate the suggestions 
already made on researchareasand sub-areas. The areas are l isted both in the "Con
tents" and in the section on " P r i o r i t i e s . " As to the fur ther breakdowns indicated in 
the discussion, i t is emphasized again that they do not indicate research projects, but 
only study possibil i t ies. When i t comes to preparing actual research projects, i t may 
be desired to combme several of these possibilities, or to subdivide some of them. 
Decisions on questions of this kind w i l l depend on a number of considerations—for ex
ample, the t ime, money, and personnel available; or what fur ther exploration turns 
up as to the availability of materials; or other work in process. No generalizations 
about such matters are meaningful; therefore, this report does not take this next step. 
It presents a suggested framework for urban studies and mdicates the range and char
acter of the research possibilities in i ts principal sections, as well as their probable 
or possible significance in the l i f e of urban communities now and in the immediate 
future . 

The rationale of this report rests on three assumptions or opinions. F i rs t , Amer-

28 



29 

ican society and i ts economy are predominantly urban and are rapidly becoming more 
so. The probable rate of growth of urban areas over the next twenty years or so is 
appalling. Second, the basic understanding of urban communities and their develop
ment possessed by even the most thoughtful and best informed persons is elementary. 
Both scientific curiosity and the welfare of our society call fo r strengthening and deep
ening i t as rapidly as possible. Thi rd , over the next several years at least, the c i t i 
zens of urban communities, directly or through their representatives and agents, w i l l 
have to pass upon a formidable array of questions and issues regarding urban develop
ment, broadly defined. The chances fo r the formulation of wise policies w i l l depend 
m considerable part on the availability of facts and expertise in many f ie lds . Even 
more they w i l l depend on a true and clear perspective on the issues and on means of 
learning, promptly and thoroughly, f r o m the mistakes as well as f r o m the accom
plishments of the past. 

From these views come the major emphases in this framework for urban studies: 
on research for basic understanding and theory, and on studies to illumine the sub
stantive problems as well as the methods of policy formulation in urban communities. 

The program of studies proposed is not al l- inclusive. It i s , however, wide-rang
ing and ambitious. Limit ing the major sections to those with clear implications f o r 
urban circulation excludes some areas, but leaves in so many others of so consider
able variety that many scholar sand organizations should be able to f ind in the program 
work that w i l l interest and challenge them. 

Hie Committee for Urban Research can play a key role as a c l a r i f i e r of research 
needs and opportunities, as instructor of many professional men and community lead
ers, and as an encourager, guide and adviser of researchers and those who can sup
port research. To judge the potential significance of the Committee's work, one has 
only to look at the widespread ignorance about urban development and i ts problems 
and to consider the present embryonic state of urban studies. His conclusion may then 
be re-enforced by recalling again the almost fantastic magnitude of the probable urban 
increase of the future and the needs i t w i l l create fo r basic understanding of urban 
development and fo r guidance in public policy formulation. 
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r r i H E NATIONAL A C A D E M Y OF S C I E N C E S — N A T I O N A L R E S E A R C H COUN-
[ C I L is a private, nonprofit organization of scientists, dedicated to the 

furtherance of science and to its use for the general welfare. The 
A C A D E M Y itself was established in 1863 under a congressional charter 
signed by President Lincoln. Empowered to provide for all activities ap
propriate to academies of science, it was also required by its charter to 
act as an adviser to the federal government in scientific matters. This 
provision accounts for the close ties that have always existed between the 
A C A D E M Y and the government, although the A C A D E M Y is not a govern
mental agency. 

The NATIONAL R E S E A R C H COUNCIL was established by the A C A D E M Y 
in 1916, at the request of President Wilson, to enable scientists generally 
to associate their efforts with those of the Umited membership of the 
A C A D E M Y in service to the nation, to society, and to science at home and 
abroad. Members of the NATIONAL R E S E A R C H COUNCIL receive their 
appointments from the president of the ACADEMY. They include representa
tives nominated by the major scientific and technical societies, repre
sentatives of the federal government, and a number of members at large. 
In addition, several thousand scientists and engineers take part in the 
activities of the research council through membership on its various boards 
and committees. 

Receiving funds from both public and private sources, by contribution, 
grant, or contract, the A C A D E M Y and its R E S E A R C H COUNCIL thus work 
to stimulate research and its applications, to survey the broad possibilities 
of science, to promote effective utilization of the scientific and technical 
resources of the country, to serve the government, and to further the 
general interests of science. 

The H I G H W A Y R E S E A R C H BOARD was organized November 11, 1920, 
as an agency of the Division of Engineering and Industrial Research, one 
of the eight functional divisions of the NATIONAL R E S E A R C H COUNCIL. 
The BOARD is a cooperative organization of the highway technologists of 
America operating under the auspices of, the A C A D E M Y - C O U N C I L and with 
the support of the several highway departments, the Bureau of Public 
Roads, and many other organizations interested in the development of 
highway transportation. The purposes of the BOARD are to encourage 
research and to provide a national clearinghouse and correlation service 
for research activities and information on highway administration and 
technology. 
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