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Population Trends in Major U.S. Urban Cores, 1950-2000

The Data Behind the Maps
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#= rom 1950 to 2000, American cities . T o - sameoks
evolved from compact monocentric hubs ;
into the sprawling car-oriented conglgmeratiops 3 _ siceae el el ONTREE e lei’
prevalent today. For decades, central cities contin- ; senies, Indiéatiing genchil decling with . / '
ued losing residents, jobs and wealth to surrounding N 7 , e I B 4 Al M b >
suburbs, leaving central cities with dwindling revenues ' i ' L
even as the costs of servicing their disadvantaged popula-
tions and decaying infrastructure rose. But urban areas are
not all alike, nor are the neighborhoods within them, and
recent population trends in urban cores have only ? : L U el 1
become more diverse. While some central neighbor- - Y g . ~ ﬁ e
hoods continued te decline, others rebounded. Farther £ ‘LS 3 0 Ed) G4 :
out, growth in most inner-ring suburbs cooled @ffi
some regions, continued growth was common. New
regional and local patterns of change have come to be
as prominent as the historically universal pattern of
outward dispersal.
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Patterns of Difference

Many patterns in recent trends are regionally distinct.
Most prominently, the dominance of blue and purple hues
throughout the central US. indicates a consistent lack of

: i o b _ L= L recent growth in Midwestern cores, with the exception of
| e & R | i Ve B v : r . o L > : Chicago, Milwaukee and Minneapolis-St. Paul, where green
‘Fraficisco ;.' . ! 5 { | 1 1% - _ o L Aa ==l ; — and gold regrowth was relatively common. Regrowth was
(jé'\\]kl'a‘nd .t : : skl / 4 ) e 7 o b, s o P also prevalent in the Northeast in New York and Boston, in
s - L7 [ 4 4 = W SR Sl ] f . F i - the West in San Francisco-Oakland and Seattle, and in
Dallas-Fort Worth in the South. The strongest regional
distinction occurred in Southern California, where large
swaths of both Los Angeles and San Diego experienced
orange and pink continued growth.
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In the early post-war decades, inner-city populations { BN Many other patterns in recent trends are unique to specific

consistently declined, as indicated by blue, tur- t e 5 % urban areas, often related to patterns of racial and socio-
quoise, green and gold tracts in most city centers. In contrast, trends of recent decades show few con-  are purple, indicating recent stabilization or s i . economic segregation. In many cores, the areas of stron-

Meanwhile, inner-ring suburbs generally grew, as sistent patterns. Most central business districts are decline in most inner-ring suburbs. Beyond these r — i gest continued decline are in traditionally Black neighbor-
indicated by the lavender, purple, pink and orange green, indicating that downtown revitalization and two commonalities, the most remarkable patterns b i = hoods, as in Chicago, Philadelphia, Atlanta, and Dallas. In
tracts on the outskirts of cares. (Where coresdonot  residential development became common in the in recent trends vary from region te region or by Es e . contrast, wealthier neighborhoods are often relatively

show this pattern, it is likely due to missing 1950  1980s and 90s. Also, the outer edges of most cores individual urban area. stable, as in New York's Upper East Side or Chicago's North

data, represented by light brown.) ~ 1 o RN ! Shore, but increasing wealth and gentrification can also be
: } T ' T ; . accompanied by population declines as households dimin-

ish in size, as in nortwestern Brooklyn, New York, or around

the lakes of southwest Minneapolis.
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