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This report includes three pieces of research, each of which lends a different but kindred ap­
proach to the basic problem of determining the relationships of automobile parking to retail 
sales in the central marketing area and the degree to which parking problems may be responsible 
for movement of business to suburbs. 

The first study investigates the trend in relative importance of retailing activities in the 
central business district of the Detroit metropolitan area. An analysis was made of the statistical 
data from the 1939 and 1948 Censuses of Business, which pertain to retail sales volume and 
number of retail establishments in the downtown district, the remainder of the city, and out­
lying suburban areas. Together with this retailing pattern, for the same period, several relevant 
transportation factors were examined, such as automobile ownership, use of public transit, and 
population movements. 

The second phase, by means of mail questionnaires to a national sample of department stores, 
discloses the relative extent to which recognition of parking difficulties downtown has influenced 
decisions by retailing executives to establish suburban branch stores. 

Through depth interviews and questionnaires directed to businessmen and officials in selected 
Michigan cities of various population size, the final study attempts to measure the degree of 
participation of downtown merchants in efforts to relieve the parking shortage in their com­
munities, whether by direct contribution, personal efforts, or adjustments in retailing techniques. 

Downtown Automobile Parking and Retail-Business Decentralization: A Case Study 
of the Detroit Area 

OBJECTIVES 

eA great deal of the interest in the relationship be­
tween business and automobile-parking facilities has 
been oriented toward conditions that exist in the central 
business district of a city. Origin-and-destination studies 
of automobile traffic frequently conclude that parking 
facilities are poorest where they are most needed-in 
the highly concentrated downtown shopping district. 
The belief is frequently expressed that, as a result of 
these conditions, downtown business is declining in 
importance relative to areas of the community where 
more parking space is available either free or at a lower 
cost to the automobile driver. 

The objective of this phase of the total study was an 
attempt to gauge the performance of the downtown sec­
tion of Detroit in terms of number of retail establish­
ments and their sales volume over a IO-year interval, 
as compared with that of the balance of the city and 
that of several communities near but outside the city 
limits of Detroit. 

It was also desired to obtain data concerning the 
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automobile parking facilities serving downtown Detroit 
during this period, in order to measure changes in the 
total supply and to observe the pattern of these changes 
during the period of study. 

In order to place the specific objectives in proper 
perspective, it was felt necessary to include analyses 
of changes in automobile ownership, the nature and 
usage of public transportation, and the decentraliza­
tion of population residence in the Detroit area. The 
parking problem may be viewed as an acute result of 
changes in these three variables, together with little 
or no change in the amount of storage space available 
for privately owned cars. If a relationship between 
automobile parking and retail business is discovered, 
it will be useful to have in mind the influence of these 
causal factors, as well as evidences of inadequate down­
town parking facilities. 

PROCEDURES 

In order to determine the magnitude of possible 
changes in the retailing importance of the central busi-
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ness district of Detroit, it was necessary to isolate the 
area from the rest of the city geographically. Investi­
gation of published articles and studies dealing with 
downtown Detroit soon disclosed that definitions of the 
boundaries varied from one report to another. Since 
consistency in the area studied was necessary if reliable 
intertemporal comparisons were to be made, the first 
problem was to obtain boundaries which could be held 
constant over a time span of reasonable duration. 
Secondly, it would be necessary to collect the data on 
a consistent basis with respect to business firm composi­
tion of the downtown area. 

The first requirement could have been met through 
arbitrarily delineating a central business district by 
street boundaries for two selected periods, preferably a 
prewar year and one in the recent past. This appr~ach 
would have had the advantage of allowing specific 
determination of only the area which was desired. But 
it would have raised a problem of data collection be­
cause of the time span to be covered. If an attempt 
had been made to represent the performance of the 
central business district by comparison of the number of 
establishments and their sales volumes in a sharply 
delimited area sample of firms, the most direct approach 
for recent data would have been personal interviews 
with management of the stores doing business at the 
time of the study. But information with respect to pre­
war sales could have been obtained only from those 
firms in the sample which had been in existence for the 
entire period for which data were desired. Moreover, 
there would have been no direct evidence on the num­
ber of stores doing business in the earlier years. Even 
though the growth in sales volume for the stores re­
maining in the area might have been at a rate less than 
that for the total city and suburban areas, they would 
have been successful enough to have still been in busi­
ness. Reliance upon the sales history of these firms 
ov.erlooks the point that much of the retail decentrali­
zation of the central business district which may have 
occurred may have been accounted for by discontinued 
operation of stores which were in existence at the start 
of the period. If the replacement rate of new firms were 
less than the rate of movement away from the down­
town district on the part of stores in existence at the 
earlier date (selected as a basis for comparison), a 
serious bias would have been introduced into any sample 
of the experience of those stores which remained for 
the entire period. This is true not only for the number 
of establishments but also for the types of merchandise 
lines that would have been represented. 

It was desirable, therefore, to obtain a source of 
aggregate data of sales and establishments which would 

have been compiled during the years in which the 
component firms had actually been on the scene in 
downtown Detroit. There was also the problem of data 
availability, even for current stores, under the direct­
sampling approach. Obtaining the cooperation of mer­
chants would have been a time-consuming ~ask, at best, 
and there would have been some question of the reliabil­
ity of the classification of the earlier figures that would 
have been released. 

Consideration of these factors led to the decision to 
employ data: which had been collected by the U. S. 
Bureau of the Census for Detroit in 1939 and 1948. 
Although this approach promised reasonable consist­
ency with respect to the inclusion of the diverse stores 
actually within an area at the time of the census, it 
raised the problem of accurate delimitation of the cen­
tral business district. Most major American cities have 
been divided into census tracts by local committees of 
interested representatives of business, government, and 
civic organizations. A primary objective of this activity 
has been to facilitate social and economic analysis of 
geographically small areas within the political bounda­
ries of the municipality for which data has been col­
lected by the Bureau of the Census. Due regard has 
been shown by the committees establishing census tract 
boundaries for the importance of historical compari­
sons; borders are created as relatively permanent fix­
tures in the demographic framework of the city. More­
over, the tract areas are designed to include population 
groups fairly homogeneous in characteristics, reasonably 
uniform in size, and are planned to recognize natural 
barriers with respect to boundaries. 

Adherence to these principles, however, does not 
guarantee precise suitability for every study which de­
sires to make use of the economic data collected by the 
Bureau of the Census. Examination of the pattern of 
store location in downtown Detroit showed that the 
heart of the central business district was contained in 
three tracts which extended far enough to include re­
tailing operations different from those conducted in the 
center of the total area ,vhich their borders included. 
This situation constituted a difficulty in any attempt 
to define downtown Detroit precisely in terms of census 
tracts. It could not have beei1 overcome by efforts to 
have data tabulated for only parts of the census tracts 
because nondisclosure requirements of the Bureau of 
the Census would have resulted in the omission of in­
formation for too many kinds-of-business classifica­
tions. · 

Despite this limitation, it was decided to proceed by 
utilizing retail data collected by census tracts in De­
troit because the approach seemed to present the fewest 
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difficulties of the possible alternatives. On the positive 
side, data had been collected by the same agency for 
years (1939 and 1948) that were suitable from the time 
viewpoint of the study, this information had been gath­
ered for Detroit in its entirety and for incorporated 
communities of over 2,500 population that were in the 
position of being suburban alternatives to shopping in 
downtown Detroit, and the data could be obtained for 
specific tracts (through arrangements with the Bureau 
of the Census) that at least encompassed only the gen­
eral downtown district of Detroit. The major short­
coming was, as outlined above, the failure of the down­
town tracts to delineate the area finely enough, but a 
partial offset to this was the fact that the same excess 
area was included in each year's tabulation for the 
three tracts. Accordingly, the desired information was 
obtained for Tracts 1, 33, and 530 of the city of De­
troit.1 These data were reported by ten major kinds-of­
business classifications. 

Information concerning the automobile-parking fa­
cilities serving the central business district of Detroit 
was obtained from two comprehensive studies dealing 
with this question and from personal interviews with 
officials of the city's Traffic Engineering Bureau. The 
first of the two publications dealt with conditions exist­
ing in downtown Detroit in 1936, the second with the 
situation prevailing in 1944. Data contained in these 
studies were based on first-hand inventories of off-street 
parking space in lots and garages. These surveys pro­
vided factual information for the specific years with 
which they were concerned and served as reference 
points for estimates of the facilities in existence in 1939 
and 1948, the dates for which retail census data had 
been obtained. 

Statistical information enumerating noncommercial 
passenger automobile registrations in Wayne County, 
Detroit, and five cities considered suburban to Detroit 
was obtained from the R. L. Polk Company, a firm 
specializing in the collection and tabulation of this type 
of data. The information dealt with the years 1936, 
1939, 1940, 1944, 1948, and 1950. 

Published reports and personal interviews with man­
agement personnel of the Department of Street Rail­
ways of Detroit were employed to gather material con­
cerning the patronage, service, revenues, and costs of 
public transportation service in the city. Probably one 

1 A ·lu,;sificntion \"oblorn had to be solved for census-tn,c d!lln dealing with 
retail sul ancl ~- tab i-'ih,nunt in Oo1roit in 1030. This inlormutlon had not been 
lHbUlllt •d by the Uureuu of the Census by tracts. It was n.,..,.sary, tl1c.rcforc, 
Iii pl'Ol.'t.'Cd by determining the street 11dd1·c~ses within the Lhn,c tract,; nnd then 
assigning addreas cnrds (for retail firms which had been counted in the 1930 
census) to this nrea. The subsequent tabular dat.n prepared by the Buren u of the 
•~n~u~ co11~tiu1tc1I 1111 1lJtl(r>Cl(nte for Tracts I, 33, and 530. 

'l'hia 11ruccd11rc Wll8 not, necessnry for 1948 data, althollgh they were nlso 
r porle<l nn nu n11~rci.:n tu b, •I~. 

The boun<lnries of trncts 1, 33, nnd 530 nre shown in Figure 2. 

of the clearest indicators of the origin of the traffic con­
gestion and parking difficulties common to the central 
business districts of many large American cities is a 
computation known as the public-transportation-riding 
habit. The riding habit for a given year is determined 
by dividing the total number of revenue rides pur­
chased in the total area served by public transit by the 
number of inhabitants in that area during the period. 
An average figure of annual rides per capita is obtained 
through this process. The figure does not, of course, 
provide information on distance traveled, qualitative 
characteristics of the patronage, or any of the data dis­
closed by origin-and-destination studies of passenger 
transportation. Nevertheless, it has been found to be 
inversely related to trends in automobile ownership 
over several years and as a measure of shifts in patron­
age for public transportation, outlines changing condi­
tions which have contributed to automobile parking 
difficulties. 

Statistical data showing the growth in population in 
Wayne County, Detroit, and the five suburban com­
munities included in the study were obtained from the 
1940 and 1950 population censuses. Analyses of popula­
tion changes within Detroit between 1940 and 1950 
were utilized to depict the extent and direction of popu­
lation residence decentralization. 

RESULTS 

Tables 1 through 10 contain statistical information 
dealing with retail sales and the number of retail estab­
lishments in Detroit and in five selected nearby com­
munities for the years 1939 and 1948. Because data 
were obtained for the three census tracts referred to 
earlier, it was possible to compare the retailing per­
formance of the downtown area with that of the bal­
ance of the city, as well as with the total city figures 
and the data for the selected suburban areas. 

Table 1 shows that by 1948 Detrnit had lost a total 
of about 8 percent of the number of retail establish­
ments which were doing business in 1939. This decline 
was not distributed evenly throughout the kinds-of­
business classification, however, for the sharp cut-backs 
in the number of firms engaged in selling food, general 
merchandise, and gasoline were offset partially by rela­
tively large increases in the furniture-and-appliances 
group and in the automotive classification. 

The increase in total dollar sales in Detroit from 1939 
to 1948 in the ten kinds-of-business reported was over 
two-fold. An index of 1948 sales dollars relative to 1939 
as a base of 100 shows a figure of more than 313. Al­
though every line of business had at least doubled its 
dollar sales by 1948, gains were distributed in a manner 
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that found the automotive group moved up from its 
third ranking position (behind food and general mer­
chandise) in 1939 to second in 1948. Apparel sales were 
fourth in total dollar volume in both years, general 
merchandise declined from second to third, and the 
furniture-and-appliance group moved from tenth to 
seventh position. 

of total 1948 sales as compared with a figure of 32.6 
percent in 1939. 

The information in Table 3 shows data for only the 
three downtown census tracts used in the study. There 
was a loss in the number of establishments doing busi­
ness in every category with the exception of a gain of 
one store in the furniture-and-appliances group. Every 

TABLE 1 
RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, DETROIT, MICHIGAN, 1939 AND 1948 

(Data for sales are in thousands of dollars) 

Sltlres Sales 

Kind of Business 1948 Data 1948 Data 
1939 1948 Change Relative 1939 I 1948 Change Relative 

to 1939 to 1939 
---

Food Group .....•.............•............. 7,269 5,562 -1, 707 76.5 $131,413 $430,445 $299,032 327.6 
Eating and Drinking Places ................. 4,028 4,062 34 100.8 53,420 177,747 124,327 332.7 
Gen rnl Merchandise Group . ..........•... .. . 423 355 -68 83 .9 121,206 346,845 225,639 286.2 
Appo.rel Group . .... '' ..... ··•··············· 1,485 1,518 33 102.2 66,686 188 ,664 121,978 282.9 
Furni Lure t.nd Appliances. .. ........ ········· 510 856 346 167.8 29,444 100,436 70,992 341.1 
Automotive Group .. .... . . . · ················· 476 666 190 139.9 94,764 414,306 319,542 437.2 
Gasoline Service Stations .. ... __ ............. 1,873 1,578 -295 84.2 37,539 83,204 45,665 221.6 
Lumber and Hardware .. . .................... 650 726 76 111. 7 38,938 99,768 60,830 256.2 
Drug and Propri LMy Stores ................. 861 802 -59 93.1 32,043 93,972 61,929 293.3 
All Other Retail tor s ..... ................. 2,269 2,117 -152 93.3 60,112 149,361 89,249 248.5 

Total. . .. •. . ....... .... .. . ................. 19,844 18,242 -1,602 91.9 $665,565 $2,084,748 $1,419,183 313.2 

SouRCE: Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940, Census of Business, Vol. I, Part 3, Retail Trade: 1939, p. 334 and United 
States Cens1is of Business, 1948, Vol. III, Retail Trade, p. 21.33. 

TABLE 2 
PERCENTAGE DISTnIBUTIO N OF RETAIL EsTABL!Sl{MENTS AND 

SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, DETROIT, MICHIGAN, 1939 
AND 1948 

Stores Sales 

Kind of Business 1939 1948 1939 1948 
%of % of %of %of 
Total Total Total Total 
----------

Fo ·1 Group ....... ... ....... , 36 .6 30.5 19.7 20.6 
Eating nnd Drinking Pille ... 20.3 22.3 8 .0 8.5 
Genernl M rch1tndi e Group .. 2.1 1.9 18 .2 16.6 
Apporel Grour ............ ... 7.5 8.3 10.0 9.0 
Furniture nnc Appliances .. ... 2.6 4.7 4.4 4.8 
Automotive Group .... .. ...... 2.4 3.7 14.2 19.9 
Gasoline Service Stations . . ... 9.4 8.7 5.6 4.0 
Lumber and Hardware ... . .... 3.3 4.0 5.9 4.8 
Drug and Proprietary Stores . .. 4.3 4.4 4.9 4.5 
All Other Retail Stores .... ... 11.5 11.6 9.1 7.3 

Total .. .. . . . . . ... . ...... ' 100.0 100.0 100.0 100 .0 

SouRCE: Computed from data published by . the U. S. 
Bureau of Census. 

Table 2 shows the percentage distribution of estab­
lishments and sales in Detroit duriqg 1939 and 1948. 
The impact of automobile sales is clearly indicated here 
as this group accounted for almost a fifth of total retail 
sales in Detroit in 1948 as compared with only 14 per­
cent in 1939. At the same time, the combined perform­
ance of the GAF groups (general merchandise, apparel 
and furniture and appliances) totaled only 30.4 percent 

group in the downtown area showed an increase i_n dol­
lar sales except the automotive classification. Deceu­
tralization of this type of enterprise is clearly evidenced 
by a decline in number of firms from a 1939 figure of 
seven to a total of two in 1948. And although every 
category (except automotive) showed a sales increase 
for 1948, the relative gains were almost uniformly less 
than those experienced by the same categories in the 
balance of the city. 

Table 4 discloses the shifting importance of the dif­
ferent kinds-of-business groups in downtown Detroit as 
l!:eneral-merchandise sales constitute an even larger pro­
portion (52.6 percent) of the total dollar volume trans­
acted downtown in 1948 than they amounted to (50.3 
percent) in 1939. 

However, Table 5 shows the declining dominance of 
the downtown area relative to the entire city's retail 
sales. In 1939, the area enclosed by Tracts 1, 33, and 
530 accounted for a total of 26.1 percent of total De­
troit retail sales in the kinds-of-business groups re­
ported. By 1948 this had fallen to a figure of 20.4 per­
cent. Moreover, this decrease had been taking place in 
the GAF classifications, traditionally the shopping 
goods strongholds of the central business district. The 
greatest drop occurred in the furniture-and-appliances 
group. This classification indicated that downtown 
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TABLE 3 
RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, Ci;;Nsus TRACTS 1, 33, AND 530 OF DETROIT, 1939 AND 

1948 
(Data for sales are in thousands of dollars) 

Kind of Business 

Food Group . . . ... .. . . .. . .. .. . .• , . .... .. . .. ... . 
Eating and Drinking Places . .. ........•...•.... . 
General Merchandise Grnup . . , ,, •..•........ . ... 
Apparel Group . . . ...... . ........... ... .. ..••.. . 
Furniture and Appliances ... .. , • ................ 
Automotive Group ... . . ... . . . .. . . ... ........ .. . . 
Gasoline Service Stations . .. . . .... , .....•....... 
Lumber and Hardware . . . . . . . . ................ . 
Drug and Prop:i •t nry Stores .. ............•..... 
All Other Retail Loros ..... . . ... ,, ............ . 

1939 

83 
317 

24 
379 

49 
7 

24 
9 

36 
358 

1948 

74 
268 

19 
299 
50 
2 

15 
7 

27 
312 

-----------------------
Stores Sales 

--
1948 Data 1948 Da ta 

Change Relative 1939 1948 Change Relative 
to 1939 to 1939 

-9 89 .2 $2,597 $9,189 $6,592 353.8 
-49 84 .5 9,854 26,052 16,198 264.4 
-5 79 .2 87,458 224,300 136,842 256 .5 

-80 78.9 39,801 99,718 59,917 250 .5 
1 102 .0 10,967 17,508 6,541 159 .6 

-5 28 .6 1,394 622 -772 44 .6 
- 9 62.5 389 575 186 147 .8 
-2 77 .8 218 1,805 1,587 828.0 
-9 75 .0 6,292 10,994 4,702 174. 7 

-46 87.2 14,904 35,525 20,621 238 .4 

Total ....... ... . .. . ... . . .. .... , .. , ..... . ... . 1,286 1,073 -213 83.4 $173,874 ·$426 , 288 $252,414 245.2 
-----

SOURCE: Computed from special t abulations obtained from the U . S. Bureau of the Census. 

TABLE 4 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND 
SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS IN CENSUS TRACTS 1, 33, AND 

530 OF DE'rROIT, 1939 AND 1948 

Stores Sales 

1939 I 1948 1939 1948 
% of % of % of % of 

_____________ T_o_ta_l Total Total ~ 

Kind of Business 

Food Group .. .............. . . 6.4 6.9 1.5 2.2 
Eating and Drinking Places . . . 24 .6 24 .9 5.7 6.1 
General Merchandise Group .. . 1.9 1.8 50 .3 52.6 
Apparel Group . .. . . . .. . ... . . .. 29.4 27.9 i2.9 23.4 
Furniture and Appliances . . . . . 3.8 4 .7 6.3 4.1 
Automotive Group .... .... . . .• 0 .5 0 .2 0.8 0.1 
Gasoline Service Stations . .. . . 1.9 1.4 0 .2 0.1 
Lumber and Hardware .. ...... 0.7 0.7 0.1 0.4 
Dru5 and Proprietary Stores . . 2.9 2.5 3.6 2.6 
All ther Retail Stores . . . . . .. 27.9 29.0 .6 8.4 

Total. .. . .. ' .. . .. .. .. · · · · ··. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
-

SouRCE : Computed from special tabulations obtained from 
the U. S. Bureau of the Census. 

TABLE 5 

RETAIL Es"l'A IILISHMENTS AND SAL.I~. BY KINDS OF BUSINJ,s. ' 
CENSUS T1tACTS 1, 33, AND 530, J,;Xl'RESSED AS PERCEN1'A0E 

OF TOTAL CITY DATA, DETROIT, 1939 AND 1948 

Stores Sales 
Kind of Business 

1939 1948 1939 1948 -- ---- --
Food Group . .. . ... . .... ...... . ... 1.1 1.3 2.0 2.1 
Eating and Drinking Places . . .... 7.9 6.6 18.4 14.7 
General Merchandise Group . . . . . . . 5.7 5.4 72,2 G,1.7 
Apparel Groj ............ .. ... . . . 25.5 19.7 59.7 52 .9 
Ful'lli ure an Appliances. . ..... . . 9.6 5.8 37.3 17.4 
Automotive Groug , .. . .... . .. .. . , . 1.5 0.3 1.5 0.2 
Gasoline Service tations ... ...... 1.3 1.0 1.0 0 .7 
Lumber and Hardware .. ••II O I••• 1.4 LO 0.6 1.8 
Dru(5 and Proprietary Stores . . .... 4.2 3 .4 16.2 11.7 
All ther Retail Stores . .. .... . .. . 15 .8 14.7 24.8 23.8 

All Groups . .. . . .. • • 0 044 • I . .. . 6.5 5.9 26.1 20.4 

SOURCE : Computed from special tabulations obtained from 
the U. S. Bureau of the Census . 

stores were obtaining 37.3 percent of the total furnitilre­
and-appliance business of Detroit in 1939 but only 17.4 
percent in 1948. Although the downtown general-mer­
chandise group obtained almost 65 per cent of total 
city sales in this category in 1948, it also declined from 
its 1939 share of over 72 percent. More than half (53 
percent) of Detroit's apparel business was transacted 
downtown in 1948, but in 1939 this figure had stood -at 
almost 60 percent of the city's total. 

Using data from Tables 3 and 6, it can be shown that 
in 1939 the aggregate downtown sales volume in the 
GAF groups of Detroit was 75 percent higher thnn 
sales in these categories in the balance of the city. To­
tal GAF sales downtown in 1939 were $138,226,000: 
the balance of the city obtained $79,110,000. In Hl4R 
downtown GAF volume was $3,!1,526,000. But the bal­
ance of the city had sales increases in these categoriA~ 
which raised its figure -to $294,419,000. Therefore, by 
1948, downtown GAF business exceeded that of t.hA 
rest of Detroit's stores in these groups by on lv 1 ~ 

percent. 
If the data for the furniture-and-appliances group is 

excluded from the analysis shown above, the continued 
dominance of downtown stores in general merchandise 
and apparel is reflected. But even in these two cate­
gories the balance of the city had improved its position 
to such an extent by 1948 that downtown sales were 
only 53 percent greater than those for the rest of De­
troit, instead of the 1939 comparison showing a dif­
ferential of 110 percent in favor of stores in the central 
business district. 

Tables 9 and 10 provide information concerning the 
retail establishments and sales in five Michigan com­
munities either adjacent to or no more than 2 mi. from 
the city limits of Detroit. Examination of the 1948 



TABLE 6 
RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, DETROIT, LESS CENSUS TRACTS 1, 33, AND 530, 1939 

AND 1948 
(Data for sales are in thousands of dollars) 

Stores Sales 

Kind of Business 1948 Data 1948 Data 
1939 1948 Change ·Relative 1939 19<18 Change Relative 

to 1939 to 1939 
---

Food Group . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . • . .......... ... . 7,186 5,488 -1,698 76.4 $128,816 $421,256 $292,440 327.0 
Eating and Drinki1.6 Places ....... , •.... , ... 3,711 3,794 83 102.2 43,566 151,695 108,129 348.2 
General Merchandise Group. ......... .. ... . 399 336 -63 84.2 33,748 122,545 88,797 363.1 
Apparel Group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............... 1,106 1,219 113 110.2 26,885 88,946 62,061 330.8 
Furniture and Appliances . .. ................. 461 806 345 174.8 18,477 82,928 64,451 448.8 
Automotive Grou~ . . . ..... .. ....... , ... ...... 469 664 195 141.6 93,370 413,684 320,314 443.1 
Gasoline Service tations . . .... ....... . ... •. 1,849 1,563 -286 84.5 37,150 82,629 45,479 222.4 
Lumber and Hardware . .. . ... , .... , .. , .. , ... , 641 719 78 112.2 38,720 97,963 59,243 253.0 
Drug and Proprietary Stores ..... , . .. , ....... 825 775 -50 93.9 25,751 82,978 57,227 322.2 
All Other Retail Stores . . .................... 1,911 1,805 -106 94.5 45,208 113,836 68,628 251.8 

Total . .. ... . .......... .. .... ... .... 18,558 17,169 -1,389 92.5 $491,691 $1,658,460 $1,166,769 337.3 

SOURCE: Computed from published data and special tabulations obtained from the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

TABLE 7 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND 

SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, DETROIT, LESS CENSUS 
TRACTS 1, 33, AND 530, 1939 AND 1948 

Stores Sales 

Kind of Business 1939 1948 1939 1948 
%of %of %of %of 
Total Total Total Tota l 
--- --- --- - --

F d Grou1 ....... . . .. . . . .. .. 38 .7 32.0 26.2 25.4 
Ei\Ling 1rnd Drinking Places . .. 20.0 22 .1 8.9 9.1 
G nel'nl M rchrrn lise Group. , . 2.2 2.0 6.9 7.4 
Appnrel G1·011p ...... . . . . . . . . . . 6.0 7 .1 5.5 5.4 
Furniture nn<l Appliances. . ,. 2.5 4.7 3 .8 5.0 
Automotive Group . .. ,. 2.5 3.9 19 .0 24.9 
Gasoline Service Stations ... .. 10 .0 9 .1 17.6 5.0 
Lumber and Hardware . . ...... 3.5 4 .2 7 .9 5.9 
Dru5 and Prop~ietnry Stores .. 4.4 4.5 5.1 5.0 
All ther Retail tores ..... .. 10 .2 10.4 9.1 6.9 

Total .. . ... .. . . ... • . ... .. . . . 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

SouRcE: Computed from published data and special tabu -
ations obtained from the U. S. Bureau of the Census . 

TABLE 8 

RE•rAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, 
DETROIT, LESS CENSUS TRACTS 1, 33, AND 530, EXPRESSED 

AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL CITY DATA, 
1939 AND 1948 

Stores Sales 
Kind of Business ----------

1939 1948 1939 1948 
--------

Food Group . . ... . . . ... . . . . ······· 98.9 98 .7 9 .0 97.9 
Eating and Drinking Places ....... 92.1 93.4 1. 6 85 .3 
General Merchandise Group . ...•.. 94.3 94.7 27.8 35 .3 
Apparel Group ..... ... , ... ....... . 74.5 80.3 40.3 47.1 
Furniture and Appliances .. . .... , 90.4 94.2 62.8 82.6 
Automotive Grou~ .... .. ... . ..... , 98.5 99.7 98 .5 99.9 
Gasoline Servi11e ,. t.at.ionR .. . .... .. 98.7 99.1 99.0 99.3 
Lumbel' and Hardware .. ... . , ..... 98.6 99.0 99.4 98.2 
Drug and Proprietary Stores ....• 95.8 96 .6 83.8 88 .3 
All Other Retail Stores .... ....... 84.2 85 .3 75.2 76 .2 

All Groups .... . ...... . ... ...... 93.5 94.l 73.9 79.6 

SouRcE: Computed from published data and special tabu­
lations obtained from the U, S. Bureau of the Census. 

TABLE 9 
RETAIL ES'.l'ABLISHMENTS AND SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, AGGREGATE OF FIVE COMMUNITIES" IN DETROIT 

METROPOLITAN AREA, 1939 AND 1948 
(Data for sales in thousands of dollars) 

Stores Sales 

-Kind of llusiness 

I 
1948 Data 

1939 1948 Change Relative 1939 1948 Change 
to 1939 

Food Group , .. .... .... . .. ......... , ............ 533 475 -58 89.1 $15,047 $58,011 $42,964 
EaLin, and Drinking J>luees . ................... . 276 336 60 121.7 4,119 15,007 10,888 
Genornl Merchandise ·roup .... . ............ , ... 42 45 3 107.1 7,070 36,254 29,184 
Appurel Group ..... ..... ... · - · · · · · · , ·, · ·,, · · · · • 128 184 56 143 .8 3,776 17,333 13,557 
Furniture and Appliances. .. ..................... 46 121 75 263 .0 2,263 12,455 10,192 
Automotive Groug ... . ...... .. . ... .............. 68 110 42 183.3 10,849 57,992 47,143 
Gasoline Service tations . .. ......... . .......... 238 232 -6 97 .5 4,443 13,547 9,104 
Lumber and Hardware ... . . ............. _ ....... 63 100 37 158.7 3,820 13,540 9,720 Drn8 u,nd Propriebary Stores .. , , , . , , , .. .. .. . . .. . 67 62 -5 92.5 2,765 8,657 I 5,892 
All Lher Retail St.ores ..... . . ....... . .. ......... 190 244 54 128.4 6,879 13,764 6,885 

Total. .. . . . . .... . .. . ... . ···················· · · 1,651 1,909 258 115.6 $61,031 $ 246,560 ,$ 185,529 

• Dearborn, Ferndale, Lincoln Park, Royal Oak, and Wyandotte. 

1948 Data 
Relative 
to 1939 

385.5 
364.3 
512.8 
459.0 
550.4 
534.5 
304.9 
354.5 
313.1 
200.1 

404.0 

SouRcE: Sixteenth Census of the United States, 1940, Census of Business, Vol. I, Part 3, Retail Trade: 1939, p. 528; and United 
States Census of Husiness, 1948, Vol. III, Retail Trade, p. 21.33-21.38. 
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Census of Business revealed many small cities near 
Detroit that logically could have been included in an 
analysis which aimed at discovering changes in the pat­
tern and magnitude of retail business on the periphery 
of Detroit's corporate limits. When these communities 
were investigated with respect to 1939 data, however, 

TABLE 10 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS AND 

SALES BY KINDS OF BUSINESS, A GGREGATE OF FIVE 
COMMUNITIES" IN DETROIT METROPOLITAN AREA, 

1939 AND 194.8 

Stores Sales 

Kind of Business 1939 1948 1939 1948 
% of %of %of %of 
Total Total Total Total 
--- --- ------

Food Group ......... . . . ... . . . 32 .3 24. .9 24..7 23.5 
EaU11g and Dl"inking Places ... 16 .7 17.6 6.8 6.1 
Gen •ml Merchandise Group . .. 2.5 2.4 11.6 14..7 
Appnr I Group ...... ....... ' .. 7.8 9.6 6.2 7.0 
Furniture and Appliances .. ... 2 .8 6.3 3.7 5.1 
Automotive Group . ..... . .. . .. •1.1 5.8 17.8 23.5 
Gasoline Service Stations . . ... 14.4. 12.2 7.3 5.5 
Lumber and Hardware . . . . .... 3.8 5.2 6.3 5.5 
Dru5 and Prop~ictary Stores ... '1 .. 1 3.2 4.4. 3.5 
All ther ReLml Stores .. ..... 11.5 12.8 11.2 5.6 

Total. .. . . ....... . . . .. . .... . 100.0 100 .0 100.0 100 .0 

• Dearborn, Ferndale, Lincoln Park, Royal Oak, and 
Wyandotte. 

SouRcE: Computed from data published by the U. S. 
Bureau of the Census. 

it was found that in many cases there had been so few 
firms engaged in certain lines of retailing in the earlier 
year that information had been withheld by the Bureau 
of Census in order to avoid disclosing identity of the 
stores for which data had been collected. Total retail­
sales volume was usually provided as well as totals for 
the number of establishments. However, in order to 
maintain consistency in the overall analysis which pro­
ceeded by major kinds-of-business groups, it was de­
cided to select those cities of a suburban nature (rela­
tive to Detroit) for which information was available in 
terms of merchandise categories. 

Accordingly, 1939 and 1948 data were selected from 
census reports of retail trade in the five Michigan com­
munities of Dearborn, Ferndale, Lincoln Park, Royal 
Oak, and Wyandotte. Their locations relative to De­
troit are shown in Figure 1. 

In order to facilitate comparisons with changes in the 
number and sales volume of retail establishments in 
Detroit (downtown and the balance of the city), it was 
decided to express the data for the five suburban com­
munities as an aggregate figure. Thus, the performances 
indicated in Table 9 are representative of the total 
number of stores and their sales volume in each kind­
of-business group for all five of the cities for which 

data had been obtained. Since the principal point of 
interest in this analysis was the question of location 
relative to Detroit and its central business district, the 
data for the five communities were intended to be 
basically a sample of retailing experience which had 
this characteristic in common. 

Figure 1. Location of five suburban communities relative 
to Detroit. 

Table 9 shows that the five communities had almost 
a 16 percent increase in the total number of stores do­
ing business between the years 1939 and 1948. Tables 1, 
3, and 6, on the other hand, indicate that the total 
number of stores in the entire city of Detroit declined 
by about 8 percent, those in downtown Detroit by 
almost 17 percent, and those in the balance of the city 
by over 7 percent. There were some decreases in the 
number of establishments in the five suburban com­
munities. However, they were confined to the food, 
drug, and gasoline-service-station kind of business and 
were relatively slight even in these instances. The 
furniture-and-appliances group in the outlying cities 
showed the greatest increase in number of establish­
ments both in absolute and relative terms and in sales 
volume on a relative basis. The performance of this 
group outside the city was in marked contrast to down­
town experience and paralleled the pattern in the bal­
ance of Detroit. 
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Taking the GAF categories as a whole, it was found 
that in 1939 GAF sales in the total city of Detroit ac­
counted for 32.6 percent of total retail sales in the ten 
kinds-of-business groups. In 1948 this percentage had 
declined to 30.4 percent of the total for that year. In 
downtown Detroit, the corresponding figures were 79.5 
percent and 80.1 percent, and in the balance of the city 
they stood at 16.2 percent and 17 .8 percent respectively 
for the years 1939 and 1948.2 In the five suburban 
cities, GAF sales represented 21.5 percent of the total 
in 1939 and by 1948 had increased to the point where 
they accounted for 26.8 percent of the total dollar re­
ceipts in the ten categories reported. These compari­
sons show clearly that suburban communities, as well 
as the area in Detroit outside the central business dis­
trict, have increased in importance as locations where 
people shop for general merchandise, apparel, and fur­
niture and appliances. 

The publications containing inventories of off-street 
parking facilities serving the central business district 
of Detroit described conditions existing in 1936 and in 
1944. The first of these was Street Traffic, City of Detroit, 
1936-1937, prepared and published by the Michigan 
State Highway Department in cooperation with the 
Detroit Police Department and the Works Progress Ad­
ministration. In this study off-street parking facilities 
were enumerated for an area defined as the "central 
district of Detroit," which included two other sections 
of progressively smaller size defined as the "central 
business district" and the "concentrated retail area." 
The last-mentioned was the smallest of the three geo­
graphically and was included in the central business 
district. 

The second study was Detroit's Parking Needs, Cen­
tral Business District, prepared by the Traffic Engineer­
ing Bureau of Detroit and printed in August of 1946. 
In this study the central business district was defined 
as an area which included a section somewhat larger 
than that known as the central district in the study 
conducted in 1936. 

However, by adjusting the overlapping sections of 
each of the defined areas in the studies it was possible 
to determine the off-street parking facilities existing in 
each year for an area bordered by the Detroit River on 
the south, Fourth Street on the west, Vernor Highway 
on the north, and Hastings Street on the east.3 Off­
street parking spaces in this section were estimated to 
aggregate about 31,000 in 1936. Despite the in9rease 

2 The ~rning pnradox of u cl. e:rr.m~d 1>t-rt"ontngoof sales in t.110 GAF cate.scoTjef? 
for the totnl ity of Detroit in l l1 f1u:o of iu rru.~{:d percentaAe-; in the two coin­
po11c u ~ pu1't-f; la o..,,qdulned by the fact thnt increases in totHI sales obtained by the 
·uutrnl b•n~rinQS.8 d is trict were not of Lho· same relative mugnitude as increases in 
t.ho l'Hlhrnco or the clw. 

• 8w Picuro 2. 

of almost 29,000 passenger-car registrations in Detroit 
from 1936 to 1944, the number -of off-street -spaces in 
this area declined to a total of about 24,000 in 1944. 

In a report entitled Detroit and Its Parking Problems 
printed in May of 1952, John D. McGillis, director of 
Detroit's Municipal Parking Authority, commented on 
the situation prevailing in the central business district :4 

It was found that parking lots in business districts are to a 
considerable extent outgrowths of the depression, having been 
created by the desire to remove from the tax roll nonproductive 
buildings and to use the land during what was then hoped was 
a transition period for a purpose which would pay expenses 
with little capital outlay. Comparatively few parking lots are 
owned by the parking operator. Most of them are leased. Many 
owners of parking lots opened as a temporary expedient, are 
planning to continue their use for parking purposes. None the 
less, as numerous examples indicate, if an owner of vacant 
private land in use as a parking lot gets a sufficiently attractive 
offer, he feels no obligation to maintain the parking lot and can 
be expected to lease or sell the land for a building. 

Further indication of the pattern of decline in the 
number of off-street storage facilities serving downtown 
Detroit are contained in a statement which uses the 
1944 inventory of parking space as a reference point. 

As in most large cities, Detroit's parking lots are irregular 
in size and shape, inadequate in capacity and without stability 
of rate schedule. They are haphazardly distributed without 
regard to parking demand, convenience to the motorist, traffic 
flow problems, land use or land values. Their temporary and 
transitory tenure encourages the effort to obtain maximum 
return with minimum investment and expense which leads to 
overcrowding, annoying delay for parkers, blocking of adjoin­
ing streets, improper care of parked cars, etc. Most of the lots 
are leased by the operators, and when a better use is found for 
the land, the owner can be expected to sell or lease it for that 
use. Four such parking lots have disappeared. One was the lot 
on the corner of Washington Boulevard and Clifford where 
Stouffer's has erected a restaurant; another on Woodward on 
which Hughes and Hatcher constructed an addition to their 
store; on Fort Street, West, where the Federal Reserve Bank 
built; and on Elizabeth, West, where a new office building was 
constructed by the Michigan Mutual Liability Company, 
which building included a small garage. 

In concluding his observations on the changes that 
had taken place in the supply of off-street facilities, 
McGillis remarked that some of the parking structures 
serving the central business district of Detroit have 
also been removed from public availability. 

Some parking garages which previously served the area 
have been purchased for private use and taken out of the 
parking business. An example of this is the Fort Shelby Garage 
on Howard Street with a capacity of 600 cars which was pur­
chased by the Michigan Bell Telephone Company for its use. 
Not all of the existing garages are well located. The large I' cars 
which were constructed after the war cut their capacity because 
of the narrow column spacing built at the time when the auto­
mobile was much smaller than it is now. Shoppers' Parking 
increased the Central Business District garage capacity by 

• John D. McGillis, Detroit and Ita Parking Problems, pp, 2-3. 
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600 when hey construd,ed their new cl.eek on Broadwuy and 
smal lr. r decks have b en built on parking lots on Library and 
on West Fort . Roof p arking was included on a small structure 
at the corner of First and Congress. The total increase of space 
of a permanent nature has been relatively small. 

On the basis of the origin-and-destination study 
which it conducted in 1944, the Traffic Engineering 
Bureau of the City of Detroit estimated in October of 
that year that there was a shortage of about 2,900 au­
tomobile-parking spaces for motorists whose destina­
tions were in the city's central business district. 
Through cordon counts, this agency has attempted to 
maintain its basis for estimates of the situation, and 
concluded that the shortage reached a figure of about 
6 900 in the Fall of 1948 and had risen to approximately 
' 9,000 by the spring of 1952. 
The method used by the Traffic Engineering Bureau 

in computing its estimates of shortages was as follows: 5 

How many more p11.rking !!paces are neeclcd ? Obviously, i t 
will no t be possible to meet Lhe ideal condition of providing 
ndequa te ptLrking space in each block. The <]UCS~ion aris M! 
L whaL is ii r asonublc di tnnce betwe n dcs t ma t1on and pa rk­
ing space. Although Llie survey di I noL giv ii pos it iv~ nnswer 
Lo Llmt question Lhe vidcncc in.dicut s tl~ii.t H bloc:k is :Lbout 
he maximum walking distnncc 1.hnt motor, Ls cons1.der nccept­

table. 
Accordingly , tletui.led compu Ln. i ns were mad to de termin 

how many mot orists wcr un,~bl c to park wiLhin three bl:ocks 
of th ir d im1 ions. J\I hough 5 blocks had mo re drive rs 
gQiug Lo them t i.Jun l>(H'.king spac~l:! wiU1i11 Lhom , ~ha r~m1dnder 
hilt! mor pn.rl<ing spa es t h1m dnvers whoso d~st111a t1ous w~re 
located ·tlwrein. Th computations, Lh r •foro, rnv Iv d taking 
the overflow from one block and finding, if possible, unused 
spaces within a three-block distance where the overflow could 
be pa rked . 

This arithmetical process was followed for every block. 
As the result, it was found tha t in October, 194.4, there was a 
shortage of 2,940 parking spaces. 

Table 11 contains data showing the total number of 
passenger car registrations in Wayne County, Detroit, 
and the five suburban communities for which retail 
sales and establishments information had been ob­
tained. The years for which registrations are shown 
are those with which the several parts of the total case 
study dealt with respect to population, surveys of 
downtown parking facilities, and retail trade. 

As indicated from the table, the number of registra­
tions has increased steadily for the three areas reported. 
Only in 1944, at the height of the war, was there any 
deviation from the pattern of growth displayed in the 
six selected years. Even for this year the suburban com­
munities showed an increase over 1940. From 1940 to 
1950 there was a 72-percent gain in the number of auto­
mobile registrations in the five suburban communities, 
a 31-percent increase for Wayne County, and a 25-

6 't mffi Engineering Bt.Jrt:u.1- u of D etroit, D etroit's Parking Needs , Central 
Busirtau District, August, 1010, p. 15. 

percent increase in Detroit. When the absolute data for • 
registrations are compared with population statistics for 
these areas, the result shows that in 1940 there were 
about 28 people for every 10 cars in the five suburbs, 
34 for every 10 cars in Detroit, and 38 for every 10 
automobiles in Wayne County. Increasing ownership 
of cars by suburban and county families is indicated 
by the comparison of 1950 ratios, which shows that the 
five suburbs had about 25 people for every 10 cars in 
that year, that Wayne County went from 38 to 35, and 
that in Detroit the figure remained the same, at 34 
people for every 10 automobiles registered in the city. 

The increasing relative density of the automobile 
population is significant, but even if this figure were 

T ABLE 11 

T OTAL PASSENGER-CAR REGISTRATION S DETROIT, F IVE 
DET ROIT SUBURBS," AN D W AYN E COUNTY, MICHIG AN 

(for selected years) 

Registrations 
Area 

------~ ,~ 1~ 1~ 1~ 1 ~50 

Five Suburbs .. 43, 200 50,400 55,600 66,100 76 , 600 91>,400 
D etroit .. .. .... 3 6, 500 420,700 431,200 415,100 474,800 540,000 
Wayne County . •161 , 900 517 ,300

1
535,600

0
528, 300

1
609, 700

0
701,400 

• Dearborn, F erndale , Lincoln Park, Royal Oak, and 
Wynndot te. 

b Dn a for 1940 estima ted. 
SouRCE : R. L. Polk Co. 

unchanged, as in the case of Detroit, the tremendous 
increases in the absolute number of automobiles regis­
tered indicates the magnitude of potential demand for 
parking facilities and how it has changed in the decade 
from 1940 to 1950. 

Table 13 presents data from 1928 through 1951 con­
cerning the population served by the Department of 
Street Railways of Detroit and the number of revenue 
passengers carried by the city's public transportation 
system. The average number of annual revenue rides 
per capita is termed the riding habit in the public 
transit industry. 

Figure 3 is a graphic presentation of the riding habit 
in Detroit for the same period and shows quite clearly 
the pattern of patronage which the Department of 
Street Railways has experienced in the 24-yr. interval. 
Especially noteworthy is the fact that the curve shows 
identical peaks of 238 annual rides per capita in 1929 
and in 1945. Yet the wartime restrictions on private 
automobile usage from 1942 through 1946 account for 
a great deal of public transit patronage in 1945. The 
curve follows generally the pattern of economic activity 
experienced throughout the nation over the period from 
1928 to 1946. But in 1947 it departs drastically from 
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the trends measuring output for almost every other 
industry and, when compared against the tremendous 
sales volume of passenger automobiles during the post-

- PARKING STUDY AREA 

and recurring interruptions of service occasioned largely 
by strikes to enforce union wage demands. 

Efforts to check the diminishing postwar revenues 

--- CENSUS TRACT BOUNDARIES, TRACTS l, 33 AND 530 

Figure 2. Central business district of Detroit. 

war years, provides a clear picture of the shift in trans­
portation habits among the people of Detroit. 

During the same postwar period, public transit in 
Detroit was faced with increasing costs of operation 

obtained by the Department of Street Railways have 
included the installation of more efficient equipment 
and a series of rate increases. Although these measures 
havP. r.ontributed somewhat to lessening immediate fi-
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nancial pressures, the loss of patronage to the private 
automobile may continue, partly, perhaps, because of 
a negative reaction by the public to increased fare 
costs. 

Shifts in the location of population residence of peo­
ple in Detroit are clearly evident from data for the 1940 
and 1950 enumerations by the Bureau of Census. Anal-

TABLE 12 
POPULATION OF DETROIT, FIVE DETROIT SUBURBS, AND 

WAYNE COUNTY, 1940 AND 1950 

Population 
Area 

1940 1950 % Change 
---

Five Suburbs . .. .......... 157 048 237,723 51 
D etroit ............. . ..... 1,623,452 1,849,568 14 
Wayne County ....... .... 2,015, 623 2,435,235 21 

SOURCE: U.S. Census, 1940 and 1950. 

TABLE 13 
R EVENUE PASSENGERS, POPULATIO N SERVED, AND AN NUAL 

RIDES PER CAPITA, DEPARTMENT OF STREET RAILWAYS, 
DETROIT, 1928-1951 

Year Ended Revenue Population Annua I Revenue 
June 30 Passengers (000) Served (000) Rides per Capita 

1928 358,897 1,604 224 
1929 396,454 1,666 238 
1930 360,302 1,728 209 
1931 274,057 1,728 159 
1932 232,125 1,728 134 
1933 185,583 1,775 105 
1934 220,329 1,652 133 
1935 230,556 1,700 136 
1936 244,808 1,700 144 
1937 265,901 1,860 143 
1938 243,638 1,806 135 
1939 242,039 1,823 133 
1940 257,290 1,830 141 
1941 286,249 1,903 150 
1942 318,184 2,031 157 
1943 434,425 2,117 205 
1944 484,509 2,117 229 
1945 492,277 2,065 238 
1946 430,738 2,100 205 
1947 437,336 2,114 207 
1948 420,422 2,129 198 
1949 378,880 2,085 182 
1950 331,783 2,102 158 
1951 270,298 2,140 126 

SOURCE: Annual Report, 1951, Department of Street Rail­
ways, City of Detroit. 

yses of changes within Detroit show that the area re­
ferred to as the "central core" in Figure 1 contained 
1,195,001 inhabitants in 1940 and that this figure had 
dropped to 1,137,945 by 1950. The net loss of 57,056 
represents about 4.8 percent of the total 1940 popula­
tion within this ::i,rea. The balance of the city gained in 
the number of inhabitants which it contained during 
the decade, going from a figure of 529,100 in 1940 to a 
total of 801,371 in 1950. The increase of 272,271 

amounts to almost 51.5 percent of the 1940 total for 
the balance of the city. Phenomenal population in­
creases are readily apparent in suburban communities6 

and in the outlying sections within large cities. But the 
pattern of decentralization brought out in the analysis 
above indicates that the central portion of Detroit did 
not hold its own in comparison with these other areas 
even in an absolute sense. While there was a gain in the 
total population of Detroit from 1940 to 1950 of 226,116 
people (about 14 percent of the 1940 figure), the cen­
tral core of the city actually lost a significant portion 
of its inhabitants. 
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Figure 3. Annual revenue rides per capita, Department of 
Street Railways, Detroit, 1928 to 1951. Data from Table 13. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This case study of automobile-parking facilities and 
retail trade in the central business district of Detroit 
has examined several factors involved in the overall 
relationship between the location of stores, their cus­
tomers, and the transportation means available to and 
used by the people of the city. 

It has been shown that in roughly the same period 
(1939-1948, 1940-1950) changes were taking place in 
the factors considered as follows: (1) increased auto­
mobile ownership in both Detroit and in the suburban 
communities adjacent to the major city; (2) increased 
population in Detroit and suburban communities ac­
companied by a marked decentralization of residence 
location within Detroit; (3) increased automobile 
usage; at least as measured by traffic flow into the 
central business district of the city; ( 4) decreased pa­
tronage of public transportation serving Detroit; (5) 
increased shortages of automobile parking facilities in 
the city's central business district; (6) increased retail 
dollar-sales volume in the central business district of 
Detroit, the balance of the city, and in a sample of 

• See Table 12. 
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suburban communities- the percentage increase was 
greatest in the suburban areas, lowest in the central 
business district; and (7) a decrease in the number of 
retail establishments in downtown Detroit and in the 
balance of the city, but an increase in stores in the 
suburban cities-the percentage decrease in number of 
establishments was greater in the central business dis­
trict of Detroit than it was in the balance of the city. 

In the light of changes in these factors in the direc­
tions and magnitudes observed, it is apparent that the 
automobile has exe1;ted a very significant influence on 
the transportation and residence location habits of peo­
ple living within and near the city of Detroit. It should 
be recognized that ownership of an automobile is one 
of the most important enabling factors in the decision 
of a family to live in an area that is less-densely settled 
than the central parts of many large cities. It appears 
that public-transit service has not obtained sufficient 
patronage at rates high enough to cover the costs of 
extending additional service to many suburban areas. 
Thus, the inherent convenience of the private automo­
bile in terms of flexible scheduling, routing, and the 
guarantee of a seat for the owner takes on the character 
of a necessity for families living in remoter areas of the 
metropolitan region. 

It must be acknowledged that with respect to tech­
nical efficiency, a large-capacity public-transit vehicle 
is superior in solving the problem of moving many peo­
ple from one location to another within a relatively 
congested traffic area of a large city-superior, at least, 
to the effectiveness of the number of privately owned 
automobiles that Americans are in the habit of using 
to accomplish the same task. On the other hand, cur­
vently observable parking conditions in the central 
business districts of our larger cities are manifestations 
of a higher standard of living, an embarrassment of 
riches with respect to the possibilities of ownership of 
automobiles by the American public. Moreover, there 
does not seem to be an observable trend (in Detroit, 
at least) on the part of people to abandon the use of 
their cars in order to conform to the physical limita­
tions on the amount of space available to park them in 
a congested area. The data available for public-transit 
patronage appear to indicate an overwhelming prefer­
ence for the private automobile as an alternative means 
of transportation. 

Does this pattern of events mean that downtown re­
tail trade is doomed as "a race for the suburbs" de­
velops and gains momentum? A thorough appraisal of 
the factors examined in this study must recognize not 
only comparative rates of growth between areas in 
population and retail business, but also the magnitude 

of these factors at the beginning and close of the period 
studied. 

The attractions of a downtown section shoulcl be re­
called. The principal advantage of patronizing the cen­
tral business district is, for the shopper, the oppor­
tunity to inspect a concentration of wide merchandise 
assortments with respect to quality, style, and price 
range in a geographically small area of the city. Added 
to this is the convenience of being able to perform many 
other diverse errands on one trip-banking, visiting 
professional and governmental offices, conducting busi­
ness transactions other than retail shopping-making 
a day of the downtown visit, so to speak. 

Moreover, although the data examined in this case 
study indicate definite shifts of population residence 
away from the central core of the city, this area still 
accounts for a large percentage of the total population 
of Detroit. As retailing facilities come into existence to 
serve the rapidly growing outer sections of the city and 
the adjacent suburban communities, some of the total 
pressure on the central business district is likely to be 
relieved. This very expansion of retailing facilities could 
have the effect of making downtown stores more ac­
cessible for the large number of people who still reside 
in the area closer to the central business district. 

Therefore, in our emphasis on the decentralization 
phenomena which have been observed throughout this 
analysis to be related to increasing use of the automo­
bile, we should not overlook the fact that the central 
business district of Detroit remains very important. It 
will probably not recapture the degree of dominance it 
once enjoyed in certain retail-trade merchandise lines 
relative to the rest of the city. But the fact that it has 
performed as well as it has during the period of this 
study should attest to its significance as a shopping 
area for a large proportion of the people of Detroit. 

The addition of more parking facilities to service 
motorists who desire to travel downtown would accom­
modate more of the driving public and help to enhance 
the attractiveness of this area of Detroit. In view of 
the potential markets that have arisen in outlying sec­
tions of the city, however, it seems unlikely that this 
would permanently deter the decentralization of retail 
trade. The factor of proximity to a retail outlet is prob­
ably at least as important to a shopper as is the ability 
to store his automobile, assuming that decentralized 
trading areas can become large enough to rival down­
town stores in terms of merchandise assortments. If 
the ownership of private automobiles enables enough 
people to live further away from the downtown section 
tion of a city, it is probable that enterprising merchants 
will locate their stores to obtain a competitive edge in 
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bidding for their patronage. It is true that these new 
( or relocated) firms will have to provide parking facili­
ties for their customers' automobiles. But the opportu­
nities for doing this are greater than they are for the 
central business district. Adding more parking to a lo-

cation that is closer to a large market means better 
service to customers. If this is accompanied by enlight­
ened merchandising and pricing, it seems that profit­
able trading opportunities will induce merchants to 
make this adjustment. 

Relationship of Downtown Automobile-Parking Facilities to the Establishment of 
Suburban Branches of Department Stores 

OBJECTIVES 

One alternative to efforts to bring customers to the 
location of a downtown retail firm is to move the loca­
tion of the store to a point closer to the customers. 
Something similar to, but less than this, is the reten­
tion of the original store for the sales volume which it 
will continue to obtain and the establishment of 
branches of the parent organization that will be more 
closely located to prospective customers. 

Because there has been an observable increase in the 
number of suburban branches of downtown depart­
ment stores during the postwar years, it was felt de­
sirable to examine the reasons which retailing execu­
tives of these firms gave as explanations for their action 
as a means of determining the extent to which central­
business-district parking conditions for customers had 
led them to this form of decentralization. Since the 
decision to establish a suburban branch involves a large 
financial investment on the part of most retail firms 
contemplating the move, it was felt that store execu­
tive;; who were primarily responsible for the expansion 
would have made a careful appraisal of the conditions 
which initially suggested such action. 

Accordingly, an attempt was made to learn from the 
major policy-making management of a large sample of 
the country's downtown department stores the reasons 
which they believed required the establishment of a 
suburban branch of their main store. 

PROCEDURES 

It was felt that the decision to establish a suburban 
branch made by executives of downtown department 
stores would arise basically from the same conditions 
that would cause management of other retail establish­
ments in the central district to decentralize their opera­
tions. Although the influence of these conditions would 
vary in degree from department stores to other types 
of retail firms, the selection of the department store as 
a sample base enabled the study to deal with a limited­
population type. Moreover, the importance of the de­
partment store as a central-business-district institution 
warranted its adoption as a specimen for examination 
of the impact that automobile-parking conditions may 

be making on location decisions by downtown retail 
merchants. 

As to the composition of the sample of department 
stores to be included, it was thought, at first, to limit 
study to only those stores known to have established 
suburban branches. However, this would have been 
deficient in the respect of providing no basis of com­
parison between this group and the large number of 
downtown department stores that have not established 
suburban branches and do not plan to in the near 
future and the group that do not yet have suburban 
branches but are definitely planning their construction. 

Therefore, a mail survey was designed consisting of a 
questionnaire to be sent to the presidents of 245 full­
line department stores, located in the central business 
districts of the first 75 Ameri~an cities by population 
rank. The number of cities was held to this figure, since 
it was felt that as a general rule the branch store move­
ment would be restricted to larger communities where 
decentralization of population would be great enough 
to support an outlying branch and downtown traffic 
and parking conditions were such that they might have 
acted as important stimuli to this form of retailing 
decentralization. The stores selected for the mailing 
list each had a minimum sales volume of one million 
dollars in 1951 and were located in the downtown sec­
tion of their respective cities. As indicated before, there 
was no presurvey screening of those with and those 
without branches. 

Although the final goal of the survey was a determi­
nation of the importance of downtown parking condi­
tions in the store's decision to establish a suburban 
branch, the bias that might result from a primary in­
quiry on this point required that the initial questions 

· be concerned with general or classification data. The 
information elicited from this first section of the ques­
tionnaire was important in itself, for it was used to 
provide the necessary facts for subsequent cross classi­
fication of branch-store reasons against the size of the 
parent store, services provided (parking, delivery, so­
licitation and acceptance of mail and telephone orders), 
and the length of time the store had been doing busi­
ness at its downtown site. 
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The second section of the questionnaire was con­
structed to define the locational nature of the branch 
operation that a parent store might have. The study 
was concerned only with branches that were clearly of 
a suburban character relative to the city in which the 
parent store was located. No absolute linear distance 
criterion could be used, a suburban branch 15 mi. dis-

Bureau of Bnsiness Research 
School of Business Administration 

University of Michigan 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 

BRANCH STORE SURVEY 
JULY, 1952 

SECTION I. These Questions Concern Yonr Main Store Only 
1. Nn me of y our st,or~----------------
2. H ow lon g hos your sLore been in business? _____ years. 
~- nm of your sLnre's presitlen ..... __________ _ 
4. Address of your sLol'.,_, ______________ _ 
5. Name and ti tie of person completing this questionnaire 

6. Number of employees (main store onl y) ____ .,mployees. 
7. What peril 11tng of your total voltlm is sold as credit 

busi ness? ___ %. 

8. Is your main store I ca ed within the city's 
central business distri ·t? 

9. Does your store have an estnblished, regular 
delivery service for mer ·hn111Jise purchilBed 
by your customers? 

10. Does your stor r gulitrly solicit mail orders in 
its ,,dv•cr t ising? 

11. D oes your sLore provide par.kin g facilities for 
y our ·ustomers' aut omobiles? 

12. If yes, a re t hese fncili t ics owned by your 
store? 

13. What is the total customer-car capacity of 
these pn.rking fn ··ili ies ii!. an , one Limo? 

14. If answ· r t o quest! n 11 is yes, do s . our 
store eh11rge 1ls cust,01ncrs fo r this parking 
service? 

15. If your s ore provi des and charg s cusL mcrs 
fo r au t,omobilc pCt rking, what is your pin king 
raLe sohedulo? __ Jst H om·, ' nd , 
-3rd, _ _ ,ttb, __ ove r 11 h urs. 

16. If a nswer to qltestion ll is 1io, a r t hcr , 
withi n a block of your store, ot her off-street 
J>iirking facili.Lies for t he 1w tomohilcs of 
your customers? 

17. If 1rnswcr ·to questaion rn is yes , who operates 
Lhem? City __ , P rivate operators __ , 
Othe r sto res~ , 0 1:h r (ple11s state) 

Yes No 

18. Which of the following types of merchandise are carried in 
your stor ? 

Women 's ppnr I 
Childr n's ppa r I __ 
Men's pparel 
Statio11c 1·y 
Housewares 

Yard Goods 
China & Glassware 
Furniture & Bedding __ 
Major Appliances 

SECTION II. This SecUon A pplies Only to Drcmch " tores Your 
OrganizaNon 1ow Has in Opcrnt,ion 

Instructions: 
Please answer the following questions for each branch (you 
now have) in the columns provided. Circle "Yes" or "No" 
where appropriate. 

Branch Branch Branch 
One Two Three 

1. a) Name of branch store 

b) Address of branch store 

SECTION II.-Continned 
---

Branch Branch Branch 
One Two Three 

c) How many employees does 
your store have at this 
branch? 

2. Is this branch within the cor- yes no yes no yes no 
,pornte limits of the city in 
whi ·h your main store is 
located? 

3. Is this branch in a, suburban yes no yes no yes no 
shopping center within your 
main city's corporate limits? 

4. Is this branch in a community yes no yes no yes no 
which is considered suburban 
to your city but which is out-
side the corporate limits of 
your main city? 

5. How far is this branch from 
your main store (in miles)? 

6. If your answers to questions 2, 3, and 4 are all "No," 
proceed to Section IV directly. Do not answer Section III. 

SECTION III. Reasons for the Establishment of Snbwban Branch 
Stores 

This section deals with the reasons why your organization 
decided to establish a branch store. We would like you to rank 
the reasons indicated on the following page according to their 
importanc in he fin al d oision r ached by your nmn~gem nt. 
, ·ond ly, 11• woul d like rou l.o wciyht he rcnsons (you htivc 
rim ked) acco rding o Lhcir proportfo ,~ of yo11r totcil dcci ion to 
establish a branch store. 

An example will illustrate the procedure: 
Assume a man is deciding to buy a new automobile. He is 

asked to list the reasons why he wants to buy a new car in the 
order of their 'importance. He does this. But this does not tell 
us of the influcn c or weight of each reason in the sum total 
of his decision to buy a car. 

Assume that the sum total of his reasons to purchase are 
rOJ>rcsented by 100%. Now he is 11 sked to weight each reason 
whi h he has previously ranked. Th result is shown in the 
following table. Th man has lir~t goae throu~h the list and 
ranked the reasons. Then he goes through the hst and weights 
the reasons he has chosen. 

Example of procedure to be followed in completing Section III. 

Possible reasons for purchase of a new automobile Rank 
Proportion 

of total 
Decision 

a) Prefer styling of new car to that of present 3 20% 
car 

b) Want more powerful engine than present I car has 

c) Liberal trade-in allowance granted on I 2 25% 
purchase of new car 

d) Present car in need of major repairs I I 35% 

e) Other (please state) Respondent wrote in 

I 
4 

I 
20% 

"Good dealer service." 

f) Other (please state) I - I ---
Total of reasons behind decision equals 100% 

This is the procedure to be followed in answering questions 
on the following page. 
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Listed below 11 rc tlCV rnl possibl r nso11s why your slorc 
lcci<led to csLal,li sn Lhe i,uburbu n b1·1rnch stores it, now h1u in 

opc rnt ion . Would you pl eusc rcu~k in ~h ord_c r of Lhei1: i_m­
portan~e those reasons whi ch we r considered 111 1101~,. dcc1S!1>n 
t o establish a btanch store. Then, would you ple1.1I10 assi gn 
weights t o the renMns (you have ranked) in ~r?portion to ~h 
influence you think t hey lm<l on you1' to Lo.l dcc1s1011 o cs 11.~J.1 sh 
n, b ra nch . In his lrtL er process assume Im!. your fin nl dcc1s1on 
r pre u Ls 100% nm.I Lim t he sepcu-ato l'ensons add up t,o Lhn.l, 
to tnl. 1~1eu c follow t his proc\edurc for Cllch of t ho brunches 
you mny now hnvc in op 1·a io'II, lLP to n totu.l of t hreP. h rnnc h 
stores. 

Reasons for establishing a 
suburban branch store 

---------- 1 
a) To establish a store 

appealing to income 
cl,u~ses different from 
those of your main 
store. 

b) To exp1md your 
store's to tal opera­
t ions ; nddi Lions to 
main store too c:o!ltly. 

c) Growt.h i llJ lO l)ul11Lion 
of area where bmncb 
is located; public 
f,rnns1>orLi~ ioit to 
your m,tin storn from 
t his 1t rea i inado­
quate. 

Branch 
Number I 

Branch I Branch 
Number 2 Number 3 

I % l>f %of I-~ 
Rnnk !Ol"l Rank total fl tLnk total 
_ 1n c:c.is ion - ~ _ ~ 

- - ---- ----t---:------------
cl) To reach nreus of 

potent iul customers 
who w •re pmvious ly 
nut purchasing mos 
of Lhei r merchandise 
from youi· st.or 

--------- - - - -------------
e) pMC for pa rking 

ustomers' Mt tomo­
biles not adequate in 
downtown location of 
main store. 

----------:-- ------ -------
f) To cut down delivery 

costs to customers in 
outlying districts of 
your trading area. 

g) To regain former 
custom rs who had 
moved to suburban 
areas and hence no 
longer putronized 
your store as much as 
previously. 

h) To regain customers 
who had always Jived 
in the area of your 
suburban branch but 
who begn.n to 1nt.t.ron­
ize t iler stores in 
this area. 

i) Other (please state) I I 
100% 100% I 

---'---
100% 

If you \Vish to add fur her comm~n U1 on . he ft~ct.~ r~ con­
s idered I y your store's mi111 ngeme11 L m reno h111g a doc i ,on to 
cSLRblis h your branch s tores, pl u.se do so below: 

tant from its parent store in a large metropolitan area 
might have arisen for reasons different from those that 
accounted for a branch store in a community 15 mi. 
distant from the city of its parent store if the latter 
cities were small but distinct economic entities with 
respect to the bulk of the retail patronage each of them 
enjoyed. 

Section III of the questionnaire contains the frame­
work for a systematic notation of the reasons why the 
particular firm undertook the establishment of a subur­
ban branch. Through pretest interviews with several 
department-store executives, it was determined that 
the eight reasons listed in this section of the question­
naire were likely to be the most significant in explaining 
the total decision to establish a branch. Provision was 
made, however, for an "other" category so that the 
respondent could enter and weigh the influence of fac­
tors which he felt were important in his particular case. 

A combined ranking and weighting technique was 
adopted in this section of the questionnaire for two 
reasons. First, although the rank-order approach alone 
is all that can be expected in most motivation surveys, 
it is desirable to obtain not only a ranking of reasons 
for behavior, but also the assignment of some kind of 
differentiating weight to those ranked. Reasons which 
are listed 1, 2, 3, 4, etc. take on much more significance 
if it can be established that reason Number 1 accounts 
for an overwhelming proportion of the decision and 
that Reasons 2, 3, and 4 (although correctly listed in 
that order) together account for only a small amount 
of the total behavioral decision. Secondly, the nature 
of the group to be sampled was such that a familiarity 
with percentages could be uniformly expected and un­
derstanding in a question organization of the type se­
lected would not be difficult to obtain. 

The fourth part of the questionnaire was an attempt 
to gain an estimate of the extent to which downtown 
department stores are planning the establishment of 
branches, along with the reasons why they are con­
sidering this move. 

RESULTS 

From the total of 245 department stores to which 
the questionnaires were sent, 135 completed forms were 
returned. This response of 55 percent of the original 
mailing was deemed satisfactory for the survey and 
provided the information on which the subsequent 
analysis was based. Table 14 shows a distribution of 
the questionnaires sent and those returned by geo­
graphic regions in the United States and indicates a 
parallelism close enough to eliminate any serious bias 
in the final material due to regional location. Table 15 
displays questionnaires sent and replies according to 
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SECTION IV. 'This Section Deals with Future Plans Your Store 
May Have with Respect to the Establishment of 
Branch Stores 

1. Does your store plan to establish a branch store 
in the near future? (circle one) Yes No 

2. Does your store plan to establish a branch 
within the next five years? Yes No 

3. Does your store plan to have a branch in opera-
tion within the next year? Yes No 

4. How far from your present store will your branch store(s) 
be? __ miles. 

5. About how many employees will work full time at each of 
your proposed branch stores? 

___ employees at Branch Number 1 
__ employees at Branch Number 2 
___ employees at Branch Number 3 

6. What were the major reasons (in order of importance) for 
your decision to establish the first of your planned branch 
stores? (Please list below) 

First Branch Store 

(1) -----------------
(2) ---------------
(3) - -------------­
(4) -----------------
(5) --------------­
(6) ---------------
(7) -----------------
(8) ---------------
(9) - --------------

(10) -----------------
Second Branch Store 

(1) ------------------
(2) ------------------
(3) ---------------
(4) -----------------
(5) --------------­
(6) ---------------
(7) -----------------
(8) ---------------
(9) ---------------

(10) -----------------
'Third Branch Store 

(1) ------------------
(2) -----------------
(3) --------------­
(4) ---------------
(5) -----------------
(6) --------------­
(7) -----------------
(8) ----------------­
(9) ---------------

(10) ----------------­
Thank you for your helpful cooperation. Please use the 

enc.!oscd envelope to return the questionnaire to the Bureau of 
Dusi ncss H.osenrch of the Uni vi rsity of Michigan. 

city groups, the first quintile containing the first 15 
cities by population rank, the fifth containing the last 
L5 used in the study. As i11dicated in the table, there 
was close agreement between the proportion of total 
questionnaires sent to a quintile and the proportion of 
total returns received. 

Confirmation of the fact that the suburban-branch­
store movement has been a large-city phenomenon is 
contained in Table 16, which shows that of the 36 
stores reporting operation of a branch or branches at 

TABLE 14 
REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF MAILED QUESTIONNAIRES AND 

REPLIES, BRANCH-STORE STUDY 

Geographic Regions Population 

Questionnaires 
Sent Replies 

Num- 1 % of Num- % of 
ber Total ber Total --------- ----- -- ·-------

New England ... ..... . 
Middle Atlantic . ..... . 
East North Central .. . 
West North Central. .. 
South Atlantic .... 
East South Central ... 
West South Central. .. 
Mountain . . ...... .. .. . 
Pacific ........ .. ..... . 

9 314,453 
30, 163,533 
30,399,368 
14,061,394 
21 , 182,335 
11 ,477,181 
14,537,572 
5 074,998 

14 ,486,527 

21 
52 
47 
23 
26 
14 
24 
6 

32 

8.6 
21.2 
19.2 
9.4 

10.6 
5.7 
9.8 
2.4 

13.1 

11 
22 
29 
15 
15 
7 

15 
5 

16 

8.1 
16.3 
21.5 
11.1 
11.1 
5.2 

11.1 
3.7 

11.9 

Total. . . .. . . . ....... 
1
150,697,361 , 245 

1
100.0 135 100.0 

TABLE 15 
DISTRIBUTION OF MAILED QUESTIONNAIRES AND REPLIES, 

BY QUINTILES OF FIRST 75 U. S. CITIES, 
BRANCH-STORE STUDY 

Population (000) Questionnaires , Replies Po11u la tion Rank of Sent 
l'irst i5 U. S. Cities, 

by Quintiles 
%of Num- % of Num- %of Number Total ber Total ber Total 

--- --- -- -- ---
First . ............ 24,995 61.3 92 37.6 52 38 .5 
Second . ···· ····· 6,543 16.1 52 21.2 31 23.0 
Third . ........... 4,280 10,5 40 16.3 22 16 .3 
Fourth ........... 2,807 6 .9 39 15.9 19 14 .1 
Fifth . . ........... 2,118 5 .2 22 9.0 11 8.1 

Total .......... 40,743 100.0 245 100.0 135 100.0 

TABLE 16 
DEPARTMENT STORES WITH SUBURBAN BRANCHES IN OPERATION AND DEPARTMENT STORES PLANNING CONS'l'RUCTION 

OF NEw BRANCHES, BY CITY SIZE GROUPS, BRANCH-STORE STUDY 

1950 (l?Qpulation Stores with Suburban Existing Suburban Stores Planning New Branches 
Population Rank of First 75 U. S. (000) Branches Branches Branches Planned 

Cities, by Quintiles 
Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number ' % of Total Number % of Total 

--- --- --- - --
First .. .. . .. ......... .... .... ..... 24,995 61.3 23 63 .9 53 76 .8 26 48 .1 34 50 .7 
Second ... ... . . ................... 6,543 16 .1 8 22 .2 11 15.9 11 20.4 14 20.9 
Third . . .. .. .................. .... 4,280 10.5 4 11.1 4 5 .8 6 11.1 8 11.9 
Fourth .......................•... 2,807 6 .9 1 2.8 1 1.5 7 13 .0 7 10.4 
Fifth .. ... .. . .... ... ...... ........ 2,118 5.2 0 0 4 7.4 4 6.1 

Total ., ... , .... . ....... ... ...... 40,743 100.0 36 100.0 69 100.0 54 100.0 67 I 100 .0 
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the time of the study, the first 30 cities (Quintiles 1 
and 2) contained over 86 percent. Moreover, stores in 
these cities had almost 93 percent of the total number 
(69) of suburban outlets of parent department stores 
then in operation. 

However, evidence of the increasing attractiveness 
of this form of decentralization for stores in smaller 
cities is apparent from the data which show the number 
of firms planning branches and the number of branches 
they expect to construct. The last three quintiles ac­
count for about 32 percent of the stores planning to 
establish branches compared with a figure of 14 percent 
of those that had them at the time of the survey. The 
branches planned by stores in the latter group are 28 
percent of the total, as against only 7 percent of the 
branches reported in operation by stores in these city 
quintiles. 

TABLE 17 
DISTRIBUTION OF WEIGHTS ASSIGNED TO REASONS FOR HAVING 

ESTABLISHED SUBURBAN BRANCHES, BRANCH-STORE STU DY 

Quintiles of First 75 U. S. Cities by Population Rank 
Reasona 

First Second Third Fourth Fifth Total 
----- ---

a 28 5 No 33 
b 608 265 60 Branch 933 
C 987 195 50 10 Stores 1,242 
d 1,033 170 150 50 1,403 
e 336 170 15 15 536 
f 16 16 
g 345 25 10 20 400 
h 262 225 10 5 502 
i 85 50 135 

Total . .. 3,700 1,100 300 100 5,200 

• See questionnaire, Section III. 

Table 17 contains a distribution of the weights as­
signed to the reasons listed on the questionnaire for the 
establishment of a suburban branch. The reason, "To 
reach areas of potential customers who were previously 
not purchasing most of their merchandise needs from 
your store," was assigned the highest aggregate weight 
by executives completing the questionnaire. The second 
ranking aggregate reason was, "Growth in populatio1i 
of area where branch is located; public transpol'tation 
to your main store from this area is inadequate." The 
reason, "To expand your store's total operations; addi­
tions to main store too costly," was third in impor­
tance. The statement dealing with automobile parking, 
"Space for parking customers' automobiles not ade­
quate in downtown location of main store," was ranked 
only fourth in the aggregate weighting. 

The percentage distribution of these results is shown 
in Table 18 and indicates that the first three reasons 
mentioned above accounted for over two thirds of the 

total weight attached to the several alternatives. The 
weight given automobile-parking conditions directly was 
only a tenth of the total. 

An analysis of the action taken (by all the stores re­
porting) to provide downtown parking facilities for 
their customers showed no significant difference among 
those which had established branches, planned branches, 
or done neither. Similarly, there were no consistent 
distinctions among these three groups with respect to 
the length of time they had been doing business at 
their downtown locations, the proportion of their sales 
volume accounted for by credit business, whether they 
rendered delivery service or solicited mail and telephone 
orders as a means of extending their business beyond 
the store premises. 

A slight concentration was observed in the size range 
(as measured by the number of employees) of stores 

TABLE 18 
PERCENTAGE DIS'l'RIBUTION OF WEI GHTS ASSIGN ED TO R E ASONS 

FOR HAVING ESTABLISHED SUB URBAN BRANCHES, 
BRANCH-STORE STUDY 

Quintiles of First 75 U. S. Cities by Population Rank 
Reasona. 

First Second Third Fourth Fifth Total 
----- -----

a 0.8 1. 7 No 0.6 
b 16.4 24.1 20.0 Branch 17.9 
C 26.7 17.7 16.7 10.0 Stores 23.9 
d 27.9 15.5 50.0 50.0 27.0 
e 9.1 15 .5 5.0 15.0 10.3 
f 0.4 0.3 
g 9.3 2.3 3.3 20 .0 7.7 
h 7.1 20.4 3.3 5.0 9.7 
i 2.3 4.5 2.6 

Total ..... 100.0 100 .0 100 .0 100.0 100.0 

• See questionnaire, Section III. 

that had established branches. Those firms with from 
2,000 to 3,000 employees accounted for about 20 per­
cent of the total that reported operation of a suburban 
outlet. The remainder were distributed throughout the 
classifications with no apparent dominance of any sin­
gle size. In this, also, there was no significant difference 
from the groups which reported no branches in opera­
tion and those which had none but planned their con­
struction. 

The reasons given for the planned establishment of 
suburban outlets follow much the same pattern as those 
of downtown stores which had branches in operation 
at the time of the survey. For example, Reasons d, c, 
and b, which were the three highest-ranking answers 
of stores with established branches, were also the first 
three given by executives of stores who were planning 
them. It was observed, also, that Reasons g and h 
(which dealt with regaining former customers) were 
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ranked ahead of the question directly concerning down­
town parking conditions. 

CONCLUSIONS 

From the response to the questions listed, it seems 
that the decision to establish a suburban branch is con­
ditioned primarily by considerations of the size of a 
new potential market that is available in outlying sec­
tions of the metropolitan area in which the parent store 
has been located. The questions (g and h) which dealt 
directly with the issue of regaining former customers 
who had moved to suburban areas or who had always 
lived there but were beginning to patronize outlying 
competitors, were not weighted as highly as those (d 
and c) which were concerned with growth in total 
population in the area under consideration. It is prob­
ably hoped that the establishment of a suburban branch 
will recapture former patrons who have strayed from 
the fold, but apparently a store views its branch much 
more in the light of an expansion than as a relocation 
of its major base of merchandising activities. The fact 
that the branch movement has been, and (on the basis 
of the reports of planned suburban establishments) ap­
parently will be, of primary importance on the periph­
ery of very large cities attests to the necessity of a 
relatively large market in the outlying area before the 
decision is made. The reverse side of this consideration 
is the fact that pronounced parking problems in the 
central business districts of American cities have oc­
curred (since the end of the war) practically without 
regard to the size of the community. Yet firms in the 
smaller cities covered in this study (although planning 
more branches than they formerly had) do not appear 
to be establishing suburban branches of their downtown 
stores at a rate even approaching that of stores in the 
larger metropolitan area. 

When questioned directly about the influence of 
downtown automobile-parking facilities for customers 

on their decision to establish a suburban store, the 
respondents relegated this to fourth position. Thus, in 
this study the hypothesis suggested as a result of the 
analysis of the Detroit area seems to be supported. 
That is, the primary effect of automobile ownership on 
retail trade appears to be an enabling of residence loca­
tion decentralization. This latter phenomenon, when 
added to the absolute growth in population in suburban 
areas, creates markets that can be served profitably. 
While recognizing that existing parking conditions in 
the central business district are usually not conducive 
to patronage from a public on wheels, merchants ap­
parently feel that outlying areas must have some mini­
mum population density before the establishment of a 
branch is warranted. 

The responses given by those downtown firms who 
planned the future establishment of suburban outlets 
were in a similar vein, although there was more empha­
sis on the defensive aspect of the situation. Stores in 
this group stressed the reasons that dealt with total 
growth in the outlying communities, but they also gave 
more weight to the goal of regaining former customers. 
The interpretation this suggests is that these stores 
fear the competition of other merchants who may es­
tablish operations in the suburban territory if the down­
town firm does not. Because of its reputation in the 
general trading area and its ability to spread merchan­
dising and promotion costs over a larger volume if it 
establishes a branch, the downtown store may consider 
itself the logical candidate to enter the suburban mar­
ket that has arisen. This appears to be the pattern of 
thinking of those merchants who participated in the 
survey. They do not cite downtown parking difficulties 
for customers as a major reason for their decentraliza­
tion; they seem to feel that suburban markets have in­
creased in size (through population decentralization 
and population growth in outlying areas) to the point 
where additional profit opportunities warrant the es­
tablishment of a branch of their downtown store. 

Appraisal of Retailers' Participation in Activities to Relieve Downtown Parking Con­
ditions in Five Michigan Cities 

OBJECTIVES 

If automobile-parking conditions for prospective cus­
tomers of downtown stores have had a serious adverse 
effect on the sales volume enjoyed by these firms, it 
would be expected that their owners would be both 
vocal and active about the situation. It was felt that a 
study concerned with the relationship between parking 
facilities and retail trade in central business districts 
should examine adj11Rtments which downtown mer­
chants may be making with respect to improving the 

accessibility of their present store locations. Relocating 
an existing operation or establishing an additional serv­
ice unit are extremes in shifting the retail pattern of a 
community to meet changing conditions. Alternative 
measures that might be taken by centrally located 
stores include: increasing night openings, promotion of 
mail and telephone business, expansion of delivery 
services, acquisition of land for customer parking (ei­
ther imlivirlually or cooperatively with other business­
men in the downtown district), refunding customers' 
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Bureati of Business lte •earch 
School of B1"8iness Administration 

University of M ichi{/<m 
Ann ,1rbor, iltichiya1 

BUSINESS-PARKING STUDY 

TEST QUESTIONNAIRE 

This survey is being conducLcd in conjunction wil.h the 
N1,Lional Reseiuch Cou11 •ii to obl.1Lin a measure of the nLtiLudes 
of dow11!,ow11 merchants towiu·d the 1Lutomobile parking $itua­
tion previ~iling in t)l(', cen\.ral business districts or \.heir cities. 
I will b come pttrt or a na.Uon-widc study or tho influ.enc of 

l>arki11g condi ions on bu iness. ' our cooperntion will be very 
, 11 rul i11 providing the d1L(,tL on which imp rovemenl,s in 

automobile parking can I e based. Any information you provide 
wil l be held stricl.l>' contidcn inl by the B\tr 11u of Business 
ltt!scnrch of t.ho mver ity of r lichigan. 

1. Would you say that there is a "parking problem" in your 
downtown business district? 

__ Yes __ No __ Don't know 
2. How would you rate the su1 ply of automobile parking 

facilities serving your downt.own business district? 
__ Very good __ Inadequate __ Don't know 

dequate __ Very poor 
3. About wlmt proportion of your customers come downtown 

by automobile? 
__ Htwo no idea _ _ 25% __ 75% 
__ Less than 25%-50% __ Over 75% 

4. Do your customers ever comment about a lack of automobile 
parking sp:ice when they are. hOPI ing downtown? 

__ Regularly __ Occasionn.lly __ Never 
__ Frequently __ Seldom _Don't know 

5. Please indicate by check mark any of the following actions 
you have taken in the last three years primarily as a 
res1tlt of a poor parking situation in your downtown 
business district. 

a) __ Provided free parking space for customers' auto­
mobiles. (What is the total customer-car capacity 
of this space at any one time? __ cars) 

b) __ Provided free parking space for customers with 
purchase of specified minimum amount of mer­
chandise at your store. 

c) __ Provided parking space; customers charged for 
parking. 

d) __ Tried to overcome parking difficulties by keeping 
store open more nights during the week. 

e) __ Tri d to ov rcome pflrking difficu lties by soliciting 
more te lephone orders from customers. 

f) __ Tried to overcome parking difficulties by soliciting 
more mail orders from customers. 

g) __ 'tiirtcd deHvery service. 
h) , xponded delivery service. 
i) ther (please stn.te) -----------

j) __ No individual action taken. 
6. If you feel that a parking problem exists in the downtown 

b11sineas district of your community, will you please 
indicuLe any measures you l.lfwe taken to relieve the 
situation apart from individual changes in your own 
busfoess operations. 

parking costs, encouraging greater customer use of pub­
lic transportation facilities, contributing time and funds 
to studies of local parking, and requ~sting the munici­
pal government to assume a major interest and respon­
sibility in providing off-street parking. 

The objective of this phase of the total study was an 
attempt to determine the extent to which the alterna­
tives listed above (and any others encountered) were 
employed by downtown merchants in several Michigan 
cities of varying population as a contribution to the 
solution of parking difficulties in the central business 
districts of their communities. 

a) __ Organized with other merchants to study downtown 
parki11g situ11Lion 1.rnd lo esttLblish p1u-king 
flL ·iliLies own d by u men:lmn group. 

b) __ Orgnnized with o_ hr ~usi•~css p ople to study 
dow11l0wn pnrkrng s1tuatio11 an.cl to develop 

IJroposnls for ac ion by your ci ty governm •nt to 
Jetter parking situation. · 

c) __ P1Lrticip1 tecl [11 orgnJ1ized e_fforts to encourng • the 
use of publi c l,rnnsportation by peopl traveling 
downtown to shop. 

d) __ Contributed funds to community efforts to relieve 
J)arking situation. 

e) __ Organized with other merchants to have more night 
pcnings, esc:tp S•Jme of daytime demand for 

downtown p1~rkiJ1g space. 
f) __ Other (pl asc 1:1t,nLe), 

g) --No group actiou tuken. 
7. Has 1uiy org:tniicd group approached you in any w:~y 

con(lcrning the downtown parking situation in the las 
three years? 

__ Yes __ No __ Don't know 
8. If 1inswer to question 7 is "Yes," what was the name of this 

group and the nnl,u1·e of their request or suggestion? 
No.mo of group ________________ _ 
Nnturc of request or suggestion _______ __ _ 

9. If you hav tak n irny individual or group tLction to relieve 
parking conditions in your city's downtown urea, would 
y u pleuse try Lo estimate th time =d money you have 
xpended in these efforts during lite last lhrec yoors? Your 

answer to this question is extremely important, in U1is 
study n.nd will be held strictly confidential. 

a) Approximate cost of parking facilities 
provi.ded for customers by your slorc. $. _ _ _ 

b) Approximate cost to you of refunding •us-
omer p1lr.king costs. S"----

c) Approxinrnle monetary contribution to group 
cITorts t.o relieve downtown parking itun-
Lion. $ __ _ 

d) Appr xinmte amount of other monettt.ry 
costs incurred by you to help improve 
downtown parking. (Please state no.ture 
bclow) $ __ _ 
Nature of other costs _______ _ 

e) Total of approximate costs incurred by you 
to relieve parking. Toti\($ __ _ 

f) Approximate amount of ti'.1110 you have spout 
individually or as a memb r of 1~ group iu 
studying, planning, and ncting in efforts to 
better downtown parking conditions in 
your city, Your estimate, __ hr. 

10. Name of your store 
Store address 
Type of merchandise handled (furniture, jewelry, etc.)_ 

Thank you very much for your kind and helpful coopera­
tion. Your assistance is •r a ly appreciated. 

PROCEDURES 

Five cities were selected for study, ranging from 
Grand Rapids to Ann Arbor in population size. The ap­
proximate 1950 figures for number of inhabitants are 
as follows: 

Grand Rapids .. ..... .. , . .... , ., .. . , 177,000 
Flint ......... ...................... 163,000 
Pontiac .... .. . .. ........... .... , . ... 74,000 
Battle Creek . ... , ... , ....... , . . . . . . 50,000 
Ann Arbor . . ,.. .. .... . .... , , .. , .. , 48,000 

Through correspondence and personal interviews 
with downtown merchants, secretaries of community 
business organizations, and municipal officials con-
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cerned with parking conditions in each of these cities, 
an attempt was made to gauge the impact of postwar 
parking shortages on the operational methods of down­
town retail firms. In Pontiac, a test survey was made of 
merchants' activities with respect to the general park­
ing question, using an area sample of downtown stores 
and a short questionnaire which was completed by the 
store owner or manager. 

It was found that in every community there were no 
more than five or six representatives of the central 
business district who had led the organization of mer­
chants in whatever cooperative ven~iJ,res they had 
taken and that information obtained from these indi­
viduals could describe reliably the pattern of joint ac­
tion initiated by the city's downtown retailers. Inter­
views with individual store owners revealed somewhat 
more diversity with respect to adjustments the firm 
had made in its own operations to cope with the park­
ing situation, but a predictable pattern emerged even 
here. It was found that large and long-established de­
partment stores and furniture outlets were usually the 
most active in implementing individual measures. The 
leading clothing stores would frequently be included in 
this group but not to the extent of the other two types. 
Thus, interviews with executives of these stores could 
be used with a reasonable degree of confidence as a 
gauge of the extent to which individual store action was 
being taken in the city's central business district as a 
result of downtown parking conditions. 

RESULTS 

Individual adjustments by stores (obtaining space 
for customer parking, promoting mail and telephone 
business, expanding delivery service, refunding cus­
tomers' parking fees) were considered to be ineffective 
alternatives, although they have been attempted to a 
greater extent than before parking conditions reached 
their current state. 

Group activity by merchants included some atten­
tion to the possibility of more-frequent night openings, 
but this alternative was suggested to a large extent by 
customer-service conditions other than parking. In 
fact, the view was expressed in several communities 
that successful night openings tend to magnify the 
parking problem because of customer demand for space 
that is concentrated in a relatively few evening hours, 
together with occupancy of facilities by the cars of 
theater-goers. 

There was relatively little cooperative action among 
downtown merchants in the study cities in connection 
with encouraging prospective customers to patronize 
publie-Lru.11:;iL faeiliLies. This attitude also prevailed to 

a large extent toward purchase and development of off­
street facilities by a merchant group. 

The primary area of activity by downtown merchants 
in these communities appeared to consist of donations 
of financial help and their time after business hours to 
study the supply of parking facilities servicing the cen­
tral business district. This was usually followed by 
recommendations to the municipal government for ad­
ditional study of the situation and eventual action by 
the city to acquire, develop, and operate off-street 
facilities. 

CONCLUSIONS 

From the viewpoint of the downtown merchant, the 
demand and supply aspects of parking may be stated 
simply. It is felt that the number of people who are 
willing to pay a price high enough to insure a parking 
place for their cars under circumstances of existing 
storage facilities and large increases in the number of 
cars bidding for this space are not likely to be enough 
to enable downtown merchants to prosper. In order to 
induce a sufficient number of prospective customers to 
come downtown, it is believed necessary to charge low 
parking fees. 

Usually, an effective point can be made by merchants 
in suggesting that the municipality assume the respon­
sibility for providing low-cost parking by calling atten­
tion to the relationship which frequently exists between 
tax revenues obtained from the central business district 
and the costs of municipal services which it receives. 
It is contended that high land values of the central 
business district yield revenues which have subsidized, 
in effect, municipal services which the residential sec­
tions of the city have enjoyed: The conclusion is 
reached that the municipal entity should have a strong 
self-interest in preserving the attractiveness of the cen­
tral business district for shoppers and, thus, maintain 
the land values of property therein. 

It is argued that private-parking-facility operators 
charge literally all the traffic will bear and this 
discourages shopper patronage. Moreover, it is 
feared that private lots are likely to be impermanent 
and transitory if· higher uses can be found for their 
sites. The private-parking operators, in turn, claim 
they have improved their services, are in the business 
to stay, and can store cars more efficiently (in less 
space) than can be done on the typically unattended 
municipal facility, and they attempt to prove through 
surveys that parking space downtown is adequate. 
They state that if more space is economically justified 
it would be provided either by themselves or by mer-
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chants acting individually or as a group to obtain land 
and devote it to parking. In this context, private-park­
ing firms say the only competition they fear is that of 
the municipality and rates lower than the true cost of 
providing additional parking. 

From the viewpoint of economic analysis, it would 
appear that if additional parking facilities are necessary 
for the merchandising activities of the central business 
district, they should cover their costs and be provided 
by the persons who benefit most from their existence. 
This last condition probably characterizes the difficulty 
of solving downtown parking problems. Who benefits 
most is almost impossible to prove. It is clear from 
interviews with downtown merchants that they feel a 
large number of their customers come to the central 
business district in their automobiles. Yet, they seem, 
in the aggregate, unwilling to assume a major responsi­
bility for providing additional parking, saying that the 
city as an entity benefits from the high property values 
which an accessible business district creates. 

Motorists destined for the downtown arna benefit 
from the existence of storage space for their vehicles 

but apparently do not feel that they should have to 
bear the full cost of parking when it is their patronage 
of stores in the area which makes it valuable. 

And municipal governments, not insensitive to the 
tax revenues obtainable from the central business dis­
trict, feel that for the general welfare they probably 
benefit from the existence of additional off-street park­
ing facilities, enough so that, in increasing numbers, 
they are providing them. 

The objective of this phase of the total study was 
primarily to observe the pattern of merchant participa­
tion in efforts to relieve parking conditions prevailing 
in central business districts. The activities noted above 
indicate the solutions which are generally favored by 
downtown retailers. There are numerous instances of 
individual and cooperative action on the part of mer­
chants in many cities to attack the problem without 
recourse to municipal assistance, but a growing popu­
larity for this latter approach is evident. As a measure 
somewhat analogous to short-term tax exemptions of­
fered by some governmental units to attract industry 
to a community, it appears likely to continue. 
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