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‘he theory contains some truth, we cannot be cerfain that
luce sper__iﬁc results. Cities merely concentrate the effects of
otal forces producing urban culture. Surely we know that small towns are
fected by many of the same social forees as the central city, although the
t}}Pes of behaviors that we observe in these environments may differ in type
id intensity.

"l"mally Louis Wirth held strongly to the view that the true etfects of ur-
sism would oceur as a matter ol evolution as cities operated on immigrant
'oups to break down traditional ways of interacting over time. He did not sce
1e larger city acting as an environment to bring about immediately the
hqnge he prechcted These things would take time, perhaps a generation.

rbanism as a Way of Life” would inspire other urban socmloumts to analyze
1e development of new suburban lifestyles (“Suburbanism as a \ny of Ll'{(-) ;
e6 Fava, 1980) and to compare urban and suburban lifestyles ( Urbarnsm_
«d Suburbanism as Ways of Life”; Gans, 1968). We will return to the topic of
Lirbanism and continue discussing the refinement of Wirth's ideas up to the
.-present in Chapter 9. Wirth's worl\ also inspired a subsequent generation to
plow through census data and derive the statistical regularities of urban living,

fuch urban research is similarly conducted today.

. BOX 3. Wrrth s Urhamsm as a Way m‘ Llfe
. ‘_[he*____Efféefts'__9{--=_Siz'e-:,_ D_e'nsit_y" --and'_He_te:rege__nej_ty ;_

: .'-Cdmpetltmn and formal mechamsms of soual control would _repl'ace prima
"'e%atrens of kmshrp as a rneans of orgamzmg soclety vt

: ._‘Greater densrty creates the
stimulation,. -~ e
:Greater denszty produces greater toIerance ?or hvmg closefy wrth strangers :
also greater s’{res‘;* e : Gl
-Escape from derzsrty produces development of the frlnge and greater and
valvelin suburbza I : :

"Densny mcreases competrtlon

Iase tﬂtude and the ﬂeed to tune out exce551

. cempoundlng the effects of SIZE o

THE CHICAGO SCHOOL OF URBAN SOCIDLOGY

obert Park and Human Ecology

-’Rdbeﬂ Park (1865-1944) attended the University of Michigan and began his
“career as a newspaper reporter, first for the Minneapolis Journal and later for
ve New York Journal. He was assigned to the “police beat” where he would
have to pound the streets of the city to develop leads and checlk facts for his
ewspaper articles. He later became city editor for the Detroit Tribune and
rama critic and reporter for the Chicago Journal.

: Park returned to graduate school. He studied first at Harvard University
‘and then at Heidelberg University in Germany, where he attended lectures
by Georg Simmel. He returned to the United States in 1903 and met Booker
' Wahhmgton the most influential African American leader of the day and
-the founder of the Tuskegee Institute. For the next decade Park served 15
Walshington’s personal secretary, revising papers and speeches. Park' used his
-"spare time to investigate lynching in the American South and to write about
race relations in the United States. In 1912 Park organized a conference on
“race relations at Tuskegee. He was approached by W. 1. Thomas, who had re-

\ dwrdual rdles and contacts beceme compar’[men’raflzed accordmg td differ
mrcfes of ccntacts Anonymny and depersenallzatron in’ publlc I;fe zncreas

that contained both negative and positive aspects. Essentially, Simmel viewe
the city as simply chﬂ"crent In his formulation, Wirth stressed the dark side o
Simmel’s vision: Urbanism as a culture would be characterized by aspects o;
social disorganization. Most central to Wirth's view was the shift from primary
to secondary social relations. Wirth tended to see urban anonymity as debili:
tating. More specifically, the effects of the three factors on social life can be
expressed as a series of propositions, as indicated in Box 3.1.
Wirth's work has been exhaustively tested, mainly because it was so clearly,
stated (Fischer, 1975). Unfortunately, the core assertion that size, density, and
heterogeneity cause behaviors considered urban has not been borne out. i
we look at the propositions presented in Box 3.1, many of the assertions a

pear to be accurate descriptions of social interaction in the large city, and the
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tive, symbolic ties, whereas the larger city composed of separate communi-
a5 was organized through competition and functional differentiation. In
park’s later work, however, the complex notion of urbanism as combining
ompetition and cooperation, or the biotic and the cultural levels, was
ropped in favor of an emphasis on the biotic level alone as the basic premise
of urban ecology. This led to some of the earliest critiques of the ecological
PeerECUVE faulting it for ignoring the role of culture in the city, or what Sim-
ol would call the important influence of modernity, and for neglecting the
‘hasis of community (Alihan, 1938), which was social and not biological.

. Other members of the early Chicago School translated the social Darwin-
sm implicit in this model into a spatially attuned analysis. For Roderick
McKenzie, the fundamental quality of the struggle for existence was position,
r location, for the individual, the group, or institutions such as business
: Hrms Spatial position would be determined by economic competition and the
tmcglf, for survival. Groups or individuals that were successful took over the
etter positions in the city, such as the choicest business locations, or the pre-

ferred neighborhoods. Those less successful would have to make do with less
‘desirable positions. In this way the urban population, under pressure of eco-
niomic competition, sorted itself out within the city space. McKenzie ex-
plained land-use patterns as the product of competition and an economic
division of labor, which deployed objects and activities in space according to
the roles they played in society. Thus, if a firm needed a particular location to
perform its function, it competed with others for that location. The study of
‘urban patterns resulting from that process would be studied by a new group
of sociologists known as ecolagists.

join other scholars in the newly formed department of sociology (Bhime
1984; Mathews, 1977).

In 1914, at age forty-nine, Park joined the faculty of the University
Chicago on a part-time basis. Park’s approach to the sociological study o
the urban environment was clear: He urged his students to “get the seat
their pants dirty” by getting out into the nelghborhoods of the city, studyin
the many different groups of people who had come there. While Par
worked on his own study of the development of the imrmigrant press in th
United States, he and Frnest Burgess conducted undergraduate classes an
graduate seminars that required students to go into the community, collee
data from businesspeople, interview area residents, and report back W‘It
their information.

From the very first, the Chicago School sociologists adopted a concel)tu"
position that we know as human ecology—the study of the process of human
group adjustment to the environment. Whereas European thinkers such a
Weber, Marx, and Simmel viewed the city as an environment where large
sacial forces of capitalism played themselves out in a human drama, Chicag
School sociologists avoided the study of capitalism per se, preferring instea
a biologically based way of conceptualizing urban life. For them urban analy.
sis was a branch of human ecology. Their ideas brought them closest to th
work of the philosopher Herbert Spencer, who also viewed society as domi
nated by biological rather than economic laws of development. Economi
competition, in this view, was a special case of the struggle for survival. Al
individuals in the city were caught up in this struggle and adjusted to it i
various ways.

According to Park, the social organization of the city resulted from th
struggle for survival that then produced a distinet and highly complex divisios
of labor, because people tried to do what they were best at in order to con
pete. Urban life was organized on two distinet levels: the biotic and the cul
tural. The Diotic level refers to the forms of organization produced by specie
competition over scarce environmental resources. The cultural level refers tc

Burgess's Model of Hrban Growth

Ernest W. Burgess developed a theory of city growth and differentiation
‘based on the social Darwinist or biologically derived principles that were
‘common in the work of Park and McKenzie. According to Burgess, the city
constantly grew because of population pressures. This, in turn, triggered a
‘dual process of central agglomeration and commercial decentralization: that
is, spatial competition attracted new activities to the center of the city but also
repelled other activities to the fringe area. As activities themselves located on
the fringe, the iringe itself was pushed farther out from the city, and so on.
The city continually grew outward as activities that lost out in the compe-
tition for space in the central city were relocated to peripheral areas. This
sorting led, in turn, to further spatial and functional differentiation as activi-
ties were deployed accou‘ung to competitive advantages. In Burgesss theory,
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the symbolic and psychological adjustment processes and to the organizatiot
of urban lite according to shared sentiments, much like the qualities Simme
also studied.

In Park’s worlc, the biotic level stressed the importance of biological factor
for understanding social organization and the urban effects of economic com
petition. In contrast, the cultural component of urban life operated in neigh
borheods that were held together by cooperative ties involving shared
cultural values among people w1th similar backgrounds. Hence, local com:
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_________ ﬂd}:'Burgess's model explained the shifting of population and activities
the:space of the city according to two distinct but related processes:
ization and decentralization. His theory explicitly related social
<to spatial patterns—a most important link for all theorizing about

1at was to follow and a view that is quite compatible with the aims of
+w nrban sociology.

lly, Burgess revealed that the characteristics of the social organization
rban population were spatially deployed. A gradient running from the
to the periphery characterized the attributes of the urban population.
dinal traits such as mental illness. gang membership, criminal behavior,
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7 J In practice, however, research on the internal structure of cities contra-
- K icted Burgess’s view of concentric zones, Other models of the city argued that
- & - i . . ape
L . £ ities had multiple centers rather than a single urban core, The first critique of
Bright Light Area e Cc’mmu SR . w
. Zatic utgess’s model was proposed by Homer Hoyt (1933) and was called “sector

Bostrictad - leory.” Hoyt suggested that cities were carved up not by concentric zones but
Residential Digtriey -~ unevenly shaped sectors within which different economic activities tended
Bumgalow ) congregate together, that is, agglomerate. Hoyt suggested that all activities,

Section ut especially manufacturing and retailing, had the tendency to spin off away

rom the center and agglomerate in sectors that expanded outward. Thus, the
ty grew in irregular blobs rather than in Burgess’s neat circles.
“The idea of multiple nuclei as the shape of the city further developed
Hoyt’s break with Burgess and is similar to the current multicentered ap-
proach used in this book (see Chapter 1). It was introduced in a classic paper
By Chauncy Harris and Edward Ullman (1945). They suggested that within
any city, separate functions and their particular needs require concentration
within specific and specialized districts. Thus, within cities, similar activities
olten locate in the same area, lorming agglomerations, or minicenters. Cities
often grow asymmetrically around these multiple nuclei.

A common assumption of all of these madels is that the city remains the cen-
- tral place that dominates all other areas. In recent years this way of thinking
- about urbanized areas has declined, and a focus on the individual city has given
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multiple centers within the larger metn opolitan region. While ecologists W
concerned with location and with thinking of social activities as located in
their biologically based explanation for perceived activities and spatial patte
has been rejected in recent years in favor of the new urban sociology (see

diener and Feagin, 1988). '

.'BGX 3 2 Gase Study Gang!and Bhlcage !927

opula‘I{IOﬂ of gangs |n the 19205 was composed pnncrpally of recent m‘rmr-:
his. country Of the total” gang ¢census taken by Thrasher amountmg to:
members |n a city of 2 million,: roughly 17 pereent were knowni as Polrsh :
ercent were knowe as:|talian, 8.5° percent wera Irish,” 7 percent were
her 3 percent were mixed whlte and b]ack 2 percent were }ewrsh ‘and so: :
he: Iargest percentage of all gargs composed of f mrxed natronahtres
;vely for their territory, not for their ethn;crty {1927 1130}, Accordrng to.
aqughly 87 percent of all gang membérs were -of foreign’ extraction! The.-
nomenon was expEamed in-part by the lack of adjostment opportunltres for
ts; fn part by the: carryover of Old Wortd antagonrsrns and also by the need _
errltory against * outsrders T :
F fstudy dernonstrates socr'ospatral threkrng As Robert Park (Thrasher -
omments in-his: ntroductlon : “The title of this book: does not descrite. it
dy_ of the gang, to'be’ sure,but itis at the same trme a study of:! gangtand i
_:_a study of the gang and rts habltat and |n thrs case the hab|tat isar

The Chicage School Studies

The work of the early Chicago School dominated urban sociology in the pr
years. For about a decade, beginning in 1925, a veritable flood of work potir
out of the sociology department. Surveying just the books alone (that is, i
ing master’s and Ph.D. theses produced at that time), the following list sap
their accomplishments. All of these books were published by the Universi
Chicago Press: F. Thrasher, The Gang (1927); Louis Wirth, The Ghetto (192
Ruth S. Cavan, Suicide (1928); Cliffoz’d S. Shaw, The Jackroller (1930); Hz
W. Zorbaugh, The Gold Coast and the Slum (1929); B, Franklin F rezier,
Negro Family in Chicago (1932); Paul G, Cressey, The Taxi-dance Hall (1
Walter C. Reckless, Vice in Chicago (1933); Norman Hayner, Hotel Life (1936
and then later, St. Clair Drake and Horace R. Cayton, Black Metropolis (194
Regarding this list, it can also be said that although gender issues were not Wi
articulated at that ime, women were involved in the Chicago School. :
This marvelous output was produced with a similar stamp. Tt took an
portant social phenomenon, such as suicide, and located the distribution of
incidence in the space of the city. Chicago researchers then analyzed it
terms of the relation between the individual and the larger social forces of’
tegration/disintegration. Most often this meant that phenomena were
plained as products of social disor ganization, particularly the breaking u
primary social relations through city living, as Wirth's theory suggested.-.
result, the Chicago School was eventualiy criticized for reinforcing a negett
view of city life. :
Despite their limitations, we can appreciate the positive aspects of the
early efforts. First, Chicago School researchers explicitly conmected soci
phenomena with spatial patterns; that is, they thought in sociospatial ternt
Second, they took an interactionist perspective. Individuals were studie
interaction with others, and the emergent forms of sociation coming ou
that interaction were observed closely. Finally, they tried to show the pattern,
of adjustment to sociospatial location and developed a rudimentary wa
speaking about the role of individual attributes in explaining urban phenon
ena. It was true that they focused almost exclusively on social disorganizatio
and pathology; the breakup of family mtegratton for example, was g1

Parks's’ groundreg of the study |n ‘a blologrcal metaphor by hrs use of the._'
at._Today we would adopt the- somospatral perspectrve and say terntory__.
angland is the city- space where gangs lived. Their inflderice was felt all- -
hat_Thrasher did was. Eocate gangs in- therr space.- In fact, he: found "three B
arns of- gangdomwthe ‘northside Jungles "-the . southsrde badlands
westsrde wilderness." Uslng Ernest W. Burgesss map ot Chrcago (see
Thrasher provrded detasls for each of these areas and 1Irhe gangs they :
'Wrtinn gangland “the street aducates “with' fatal precrsron
01 -'The narthside: covered-an‘area drrectly ﬂorth of: the downtown; ar. the :
the Burgess map,: and behrnd the wealthy nerghborhoods that lined. the-
Lake Michigan; 1t. was. home to the' “Glorrannas " the site’ of “Death Cor--'_
'Bughouse Square g and : '_-gang S0 threatenrng that Thrasher drsgursed:.

est5|de was the most extensrve“slum area producmg gangs and rt encom-
he area west ot downtown spreadrng out both northward aod southward The_ :

rnamed dommated by Po[es and Italrans The Iatter gangs were known as-the
does or the “So Sc' i B%ack"gaags of the tlme were the “Wa:lrng Shebas" or-

mirinh mnen atbantae fhoan caeeeblne e ol a2
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McKenzie's ideas were recognized as a significant contribution to the

doat the time. In some respects, his approach may be viewed as a pre-
ot to the general concept of the multicentered metropolitan region em-
SlZed by the sociospatial approach. But McKenzie did not have a great
uence on later sociologists, and he is sometimes overlooked even by

_ As a terrltorlal y dw ided area, the mty of Cmcago and its env:rons pulsed with
. gwe and -take confrontatlons among the ‘various ‘gangs. Only the relative scarg
' 'klllmg weapans such’as handguns: kept the constant’ confrontatlons from
inta the type of carnage characteristic of | many cities foday.-For students 0
porary urban saciclogy, there can be no better example of spahally sensitive
.:'than Thrashers ofiginal study It is doubtful, tdo, thati m todays Urban env
anyone cou[d carry out the klnd Df exhaustwe census on street gangs that
d|d Certalnly his study is ow outdaied But hke the pyram ds lt remam‘
- ratlon across: time

temporary human ecologists. It is interesting to speculate on the rea-

for this oversight. In the 1950s a new field of study, regional science,
1 investigating metropolitan regions from the perspective of economic
"o—rai)hy, an approach with less appeal to urban sociologists. McKenzie's
45 on the metropolitan region conflicted with the more general ten-

_ ency of urban sociologists to focus their research and writing, as well as
Another way to appreciate their achievements is by returning to the 6 dwork, on the central city. A serious consideration of his remnnai er-
Y PF Y . e

inal case studies. A particularly vivid ethnography is Frederick M. Thrash sotive would have led urban sociology out of the city and into th(, subur-
ban region, something that would not happen for several decades but is a

entril focus of this text.

mecha coverage tends to associate street Uangs \Vlth bhtr_f\ or HlSP

teenagers in the inner city and lament their violent ways, as e.\emp_hﬁe' EROM HUMAN ECOLOGY TO URBAN ECOLOGY

1945, Walter Firey published a study of land use in Boston titled “Senti-

but they were almost all white. Thrasher’s study is described in more de sent and Symbolism as Ecological Variables.” He noted that large areas of
¥ ) £
in downtown Boston were reserved for noneconomic uses. Parks and

in Box 3.2
eteries, as well as a 48-acre area in the center of the city that had formed
e original “commons” of the community, had never been developed. In ad-
on; an upper-class residential neighborhood known as Beacen Hill re-
ained.its privileged position as a home to wealthy and established Boston
ilies despite its location near the downtown area. Each of these observa-
is Tan counter to the concentric zone model. Firey suggested that “senti-
nt” and “symbolism” were important ecological factors that influenced

McKenzie and the Metropolitan Community

ciples of human ecology to a regional metropolitan approach. He viewe
development of the metropolitan region as a function of changes in
portation and communication that produced new forms of social organizati
These stages of development were the pre-railway era (before lSSO);‘_ﬂle
way era (1850-1900), and the motor transportation area (1900 to prese
McKenzie considered technological change to be the key variable in prod
ing spatial patterns in urban society, as he states in his introduction to
Mctmpolitml Community:

ati_éﬂ patterns of development in urban space (Firey, 1945). Although other
ologists offered little systematic elaboration of the ideas Firey presented
iis important piece of research, his work is often referred to as the “socio-
ral school” of human ecology.

After World War II, the ecological approach enjoyed something of a re-
aissance because ecologists p;ud careful attention to the census of popula-
and how demographic locational patterns had changed. By 1950, it was
nd that the U.S. population had matured and spread out across metropol-
egions. In addition to altering population dispersal, the war years had
anged the locational patterns of U.S. industry. Many industrial plants dis-

sed to the countrymdn during the 1940s. As a result of the war effort
——— | P P Y PR S I T N ) I [ T D N

Formerly independent towns and villages and also rural territory have

come part of this enlargened city complex. This new type of super comm
nity, organized around a dominant focal point and comprising a multitic
differentiated centers of activity, differs from the metropolitanism establish
by rail transportation in the complexity of its institutional division of lahor:
the moblhtv of its popuidtlon Hs terntomﬂ 5.(_0pe is defined in terms of m




