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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

A) Scope of Thesis.

B) Some Unfinished Business in Classical Human Ecology.

C) Defining Classical Human Ecology.

D) A Brief Introduction to the Background in which Classical Human

Ecology emerged, flourished and declined.

A: SCOPE  OF THESIS

THE PRIMARY AIM IS TO RECOUNT THE CRITICISMS.
Classical Human Ecology (C.H.E.)(l)owes something to the dominant

ideas in biology, economics and philosophy of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. The thorough-going student would no doubt,
in examining issues in ecology, carry his studies not only back
beyond Darwin to Malthus, but he would also discuss the deeper
philosophical issues involved. The distinct ideas of Descartes, the
nominalism of Ockham, the contributions of Hobbes and Hume and many
others, would all be part of the background scene. It goes without
saying that Charles Darwin's work has a special relevance; also the
Social Darwinists and early sociologists, who, because they are
closer in time to the C.H.E.s, have perhaps a prior claim on our
attention. While this thesis does not totally ignore the ramifi-
cations of this vast field the scope is very narrowly defined.

Attention is almost exclusively focused on the C.H.E.s. The intention

is to concenfirate on the original material not so much in the belief

that it is important to rediscover a "lost vitality" as Turner (in
Park, 1967:ix) suggests, although this suggestion is not entirely

without merit,2 as in the belief that there is a need to appreciate

(1) See p. 6f for definition and discussion.

(2) Not only the demerits are shown although this is the major
purpose,



- pointed out a need for some systematic treatment of the said issues.

the reasons for the original vitality and the errors made because
of it. What I wish to do is to recall the criticisms which mounted

up agaihst the Chicago school, and to present them systematiéally.

THE NEED FOR A SYSTEMATIC TREATMENT OF CRITICAL ISSUES.

The need for such a treatment has come to me from three sources.

First, from_a study of general textbooks and other books termed
secondary material(l)(beCause they borrow from criticisms made
originally in the late thirties and early forties) a very strong
impression was gained of criticisms or issues mentioned in an ad.hoc.
fashion. The discussion was haphazard, and with notable exceptionsSQ)v
inadequate. Secondly, this impression was confirmed by Sjoberg who

' (3)
Naturally each theorist is entitled to ché%e those criticisms or

issues which seem to him to be pertinent.. This is not denied. On the
other hand there was little hint, even in those passages that purported

4)

to offer a summary of such issuesf of any systematic treatment.

" Thirdly, as I read through material I have classed as falling under

the rubric "Modern Ecology," I became convinced that a look-back on

the old controversies would prove worthwhile. The need for this is

. argued more thoroughly later on (see Chapter 5, C.).

THE PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED.

An evaluative discussion presupposes the existence of criteria

against which the material will be measured - and it is important

to be explicit about my assumptions and procedure. Both Martindale

(1)

Weber,M.: The City. 1958. See Don Martindale's article
"Prefatory Remarks."

‘Reissman,L.: The Urban Process. 1964,

Sir jamaki,J.: The Sociology of Cities. 196k,

Gist,N.P., Gava,S.F.: Urban Society. 1964

Mann,P.H.: An Approach to Urban Sociology. 1965.

Hauser,P.M., Scnore,L.F.: The Study of Urbanization, 1965,
See Gideon Sjoberg's article, . "Theory and Research in
Urban Sociology." _ '

g) Konig,R.: The Community. 1968.

h) Bell,C,. Newby,H.: Comnunity Studies. 1971.

i) Nottridge,H.E.: The Sociology of Urban Living. 1972.

O 20 o o
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(2) Reissman's (1964:Ch.5.) is the most thorough.
_(3) This is discussed at some length in section B of this chapter.

(%) Nottridge (1972) is a recent example.




(in Weber, 1958:22) and Turner (in Park, 1967:xxvi) suggest a two
stage approach to the development of ecological theory among the
C.H.E.s (cf.Park, 1939; 1952:251). On the other hand Alihan's
(1938:11) major critical work sees the whole "ecological conceptual
frame" as built upon a dichotomous distinction between the terms
"community" andv"society." As my major purpbse is to recall systema-
tically the "primary critical material" 1 it has seemed to me a good

idea to identify what I term major theory generating concepts. There

are three such concepts discussed in the three following chapters:

The Natural Area Concept; The Ecological Concept : Argument by Plant

and Animal Analogy; The Socio-Cultural Concept : Argument by Dichotomy

These three chapters mark what I see to be three stages in the develop-

(2)

ment of the C,H.,E, These stages are not meant to be mutually exclusive.

There is the initial stage in which the focus of attention seems to

have been more concerned with a spatial analysis similar to a geographic

orientation: the Natural Area concept. Then came the ecological develop-

ment, regarded here as argument by analogy; and following this a. final

stage in Park's concern, in the 1936 and 1939 papers, with the manner
in which the biotic aspect was related to the moral aspect - i.e. a
concern with ironingvout the problems of the dichotomous assumptions

which arose more particularly out of the second, ecological stage.

Using these three theory generating concepts I refer to the original”
writings, and to the criticisms (both primary and seéondary) levelled
against them. Aftér each discussion a summary and conclusion follows
in which the criticisms, or issues as I have termed them, are identi-
fied, defined and related to the above discussion. With regard to

definitions I intend to be quite pragmatic and to borrow from the

labours of others. My procedure will be as follows: First, Theodorson

and Theodorson's (1970) A Modern Dictionary of Sociology, will be

consulted. The merits of this book are, not only that it is recent,

but more important, it is the work of a single pair of authors working

together, and will therefore provide some systematic and consistent

treatment. Secondly, other methodological or definitional works were

(1) Theodorson (1961) has conveniently collected a number of essays
together under the title "Criticisms of the Classical Position,"
and it is to these that I refer.

(2) For a summary of the components of these major theory generating
concepts cf. Chapter 5,p.129-130.



needed to deal with the special issues which arose in C.HE. -

here due acknowledgement will be made in the texi. It is intended

. that the generally acknowledged criteria of methodelogical evaluation

will be used, such as consistency in deductive logic, clarity and
consistency in the use of definitions, adequacy of empirical evidence,

etc.

While no claim to comprehensiveness or to lack of bias is made in
the selection and discussion of the issues,.the list proposed does
make some contribution to a systematic treatment of issues otherwise
mentioned in a variety of places in what seems to be a haphazard

manner.

THE SECONDARY AIM : AN APPLICATION OF ISSUES TO MODERN ECOLOGY.

A final chapter with some preliminary remarks on the application of

this scheme to Modern ecology is made.

A BRIEF STATEMENT OF AIMS.

Formally stated, the subsequent analysis aims at identifying systema-
tically some issues in Classical Human Ecology and discussing them in

the light of methodological criteria derived from the above mentioned

-vsources. It is hoped that this discussion will contribute to a more

systematic evaluation of criticisms or issues in Classical Human
Ecology; prove to be of some use in providing constraints in contri-

butions to Modern Ecology,

B: SOME UNFINISHED BUSINESS 1IN CLASSICAL HUMAN ECOLOGY.

CLASSICAL HUMAN ECOLOGY TODAY.

" Considerable time has been spent digging a hole for the old model,

and it would seem that for many Classical Human Ecology is well and
truly buried. Schnore (1965:33) tells us that of the 4200 members
of the American Sociological Association only 100 selected Human
Ecology as a major interest — and this in 1960. More recently

Wendell Bell (Greer et.al,1968) notes that "though it has been



revised it is not a dead horsé even today - except in the sociological
fraternity." However, even in the sociological fraternity the case

is not finally sealed for there are still signs of continuing interest
'in Classical Human Ecology. Not unexpectedly perhaps, but still it

is worth recording, that recent works in urban sociology(l)still
reproduce what has become the Chicago school's badge of identifica-
tion - the concentric zone diagram of Burgess (complete with river).
But this i$ only symbolic. Other testimonies to an abiding interest
in the C.H.E.s lie in the fourth posthumous publication of Robert E.
Park (Turner (ed),1967)g2) and in the excellently received book by
Coser we note that Park is among the twelve carefully chosen "masters"
of sociological thought. Besides this there is the very interesting

reference to Park by Buckley (1967:19) with regard to process analysis.

Mere interest though is perhaps too slight a reason for dragging some-

one up from limbo. There is, however, some unfinished business; and

with the new interest in ecology it seems that this would be a good

moment to look again at the old issues.

THE NEED FOR CLARIFYING THE ISSUES,

In a recent article reviewing "Theory and Research in Urban Sociology"

(Hauser and Schnore, 1965:159) Sjoberg, speaking of the "historical

"accident" that in America early students of the city were heavily

committed to ecology, makes this comment:

Some theoretical.dilemmas afford the urban sociologist with

a unique opportunity to contribute to social theory more
generally. For one thing, the urban field is a major battle-
ground for those who stress the impact on urban life of
"objective conditions" - the external environment, population
structure, and the like - and those who emphasize, for instance,
the role of social or cultural values as a key determinant

of the so-called objective conditions and of human action

in general. Urban sociologists could make a major contri-
bution if they would clarify, perhaps even resolve, some of
the issues that separate the antagonists: the "materialists"
and "non-materialists". (My emphasis).

He goes on to say in a footnote (1965:183):

‘The cleavage between the "materialists" and the "non-

(1) e.g. Timms, D.W.G.: The Urban Mosaic, 1971.
Mann, P.H.: An Approach to Urban Sociology. 1965,
Pahl, R.E.: Patterns of Urban Life. 1970,

(2) A fifth publication, Elsner, 1l.Jr.(ed): Robert E. Park — The Crowd
and the Public, 1972, has just been brought to my attention. It
has not been possible to refer to this book in this text.




materialists" in sociology is generally ignored in survey
studies dealing with social theory; see, for example,
Don Martindale, The Nature and Types of Sociological
Theory (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1960). But this
neglect is not an index of its importance, for the
differing assumptions about reality influence one's
choice of research problem and explanatory variables.

The "materialists," who differ to some degree among them-
selves, reject the study of values, attitudes, ideas, or
beliefs or else seek to predict these by studying object-
ive conditions. Moreover, they tend to examine the social
order in highly mechanistic terms. A comparison of
"materialists" and "non-materialists" is complicated by
the heterogeneity of the latter.

It is interesting to note that when Hollingshead (1947, Theodorson,
1961:114) formally proposed a "withdrawal" from Human Ecdlogy (i.e.
C.H.E.) in 1947, he suggested a "surrogate" or substitute: "the
cultural factor." While this need not concern us here the point is |

taken up later on. (Chapter Five).

Two points are made:

1. It would be pretentiousito claim that any of these issues is
finally resolved in this thesis. The preliminary tasks, so far as
Classical Human Ecology is concerned, are primarily clarificatory

and systematic, aﬁd'it is this more limited task we aim at here.

2. So far as Modern Ecology is concerned the point is that there
were clashes of opinion in the past, and I believe that one of the
best contributions sociology can make to the present lies in digging

up its own past.

C: DEFINING CLASSICAL HUMAN FECOLOGY

TWO POINTS NEED TO BE MADE:

First, it is proposed that Park's work be treated as of a piece.

Park is singled out for special mention as he was undoubtedly the
most persistent in his .commitment to an-ecologicél explanation. He
is the generally acknowledged "father" of C.H.E., and it is to his
writings more than to others that we turn to discover the ramifica-

tions of basic C.H.E. assumptions.



Second, following a now conventional description (éf. Bell and

Newby, 1971:92), it is proposed that the writings of the C.H.E. be
treated as though they were unified by the same general assumptions:
"They are unified not so much by their methods, thoﬁgh they all tended
at some stage to tramp the stfeets, as by the general ecological model
of the city, first formulated by Park and elaborated by Burgess and
by their field of interest: Chicago." Bell and Newby refer, as is

frequently the case, to the C.H.E.s as a "school", again indicating

. thereby some common commitment or approach.

b)

C.H.E. AS A "SCHOOL" OF THOUGHT,

The C.H.E.s themselves spent considerable energy in attempting to

arrive at a definition of human ecology. The complexity of these
discussions derives from the fact, as Alihan'(1938:8—10; 168—135)
neted’ so cleafly, that "Characteristic of the ecological school is

its tapping of many sources for its conceptual framework." Quinn
(1950:3-11) has offered a convenient summary of the various individual
approaches which he describes as "seven contrasting points of view."
Basically what he does is to trace the' commitments back to the original
sciences from which a point of departure is made. While it is true
that, for instance, Park (1916;1952:1-251gtarted from a spatial and
geographic point of ?iew and later incorporated within this frame-
work an ecological elaboration, it would be a mistake to'regard these
views as "contrasting." Also, while it is true that McKenzie's conception

of human ecology appears to have had more of an economic orientation

" than Park's, again it would be a mistake to regard these as "contrasting"

viewpoints, for they all shared in an interest in classical economics
(cf. Sjoberg 1965:164) and were all fascinated by differences in land”
values. This is not to say that there were never any disagreements

among them in emphases or even in particulars (e.g. cf. Park 1929;
1952&189), though generally speaking these are not prominent. Indeed,

as Theodorson (1961:4) points out, "McKenzie did not criticize Park's
exclusion of culture from ecologicél analysis, nor specifically challenge

the basic tenets of classical ecological theory."

PARK'S THOUGIIT REGARDED AS UNITIVE.

Park's work itself was not consistent, and over a period of some thirty

years to expect that it would be, would seem to be unreasonable.

Moreover, as Coser (1971:357)(cf. Janowitz 1969/70:xiv) points out,

(1) Where two year dates are referred to in the brackets, the first
indicates the date of the original publication.
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Park was not a tight theorist. Nevertheless, at the same time, from
1916 to 1939 (the period in which papers on ecology are produced)

there is no dramatic break in his thought. It was only in 1938 that ™
Alihan's book appeared which marked the onslaught of heavy criticism.
As Alihan (1938:xi) stated, testifying to the general unity of approach,

While certain changes and modifications in the ecological
theory and methods may well be expected, it has been surmised
from the analysis of the development of the school since its
inception that it has persisted in its fundamentals and that
whatever changes may occur will not markedly affect the essence
or the direction of the school. There is apparent, moreover,
continued adherence to these fundamental principles in the
great majority of the individual factual studies.

This could be applied more specifically perhaps to Park than to any of
the other writers, '

THE BASIC ASSUMPTIONS. , ’
Martindale (1958:22) remarks in a footnote, that "In 1918 Park borrowed

some concepts from the plant ecologist and turned them into a unified
explanation." This is undoubtedly a reference to the major work,

Introduction to the Science of Sociology, 1921,1924, by Park and Burgess

in which basic'ecological concepts formed titles of important chapters:
Competition, Conflict, Accommodation, Assimilation. Alihan (1938:9)
succintly points 6ut, ’

As the name of their disciple indicates, they have leaned

most heavily upon plant and animal ecologies, particularly the
former, on the assumption that man is an organic creature and
therefore subject to the general laws of the organic world and
that the behavior in plant and animal communities is parallel
to certain aspects of behavior in the human community. Thus
Burgess claims that "the processes of competition, invasion,
succession, and segregation described in elaborate detail

for plant and animal communities seem to be strikingly similar
to the operation of these processes in the human community."

Most of the writings to which we shall refer were written during a

‘period, when, as Shils (1961:1439) puts it, "as children of their age,

they came under the almost cosmic weight of Darwinian influence. They

~ therefore believed in natural processes of evolutionary growth.“ The

basic assumptions therefore could possibly be in short labelled
Darwinist. Gettys' (1948; 1961:99) summing up of this situation is

along this line: "The Darwinian formula appears extensively throughout

‘the theoretical framework of the school," but adds that "the influences

of certain geographers and economists is apparent."



é) DEFINITIONS OF CLASSICAL HUMAN ECOLOGY,

This impression (of a reliance on Darwinism or social Darwinism and

upon classical economics as well as geography) is well attested in
Park and Burgess' major work mentioned above. Interestingly though

~a major discussion of the nature of Human Ecology must be sought
elsewhere (cf. e.g. Park,1916;1925:1-2; 1926;1952:165-166;
1936;1952:153-155; McKenzie,1925:63-64; 1926;1961:30; 1931).
It is not the intention to enter into a major définitional discussion
at this point, for this has been done elsewhere on several occasions
(cf. Wirth, 1945;1961; Hollingshead ,1947;1961); and a discussion of

. definitions would raise issues more appropriately dealt with in other
contexts in the thesis. Two definitions, however, iilustrating the
above discussion -are mentioned. The first is perhaps more generally
used to describe C.H.E.:
(1) McKenzie estéblished as the aim of human ecology "to discover the
principles and factors involved in the changing patterns of spatial
arrangement of poﬁulation and institutions, resulting from the inter-
play of living things in a continuously changing culture." The
reference to spatial patterns is derived from a geographic reference.
This definition is quoted by Reissman (196%:93-9%).
(2) Park (1936;1952:158): "Human ecology is, fundamentally, an attempt
to investigate the processes by which the biotic balance and the social
equilibrium (1) are méintained once they are achieved and (2) the
processes byIWhich, when the biotic balance and the social equilibrium
-are disturbed, the transition is made from one relatively stable order
to another." The explicit reference to the biotic factor is to be
noted here. 1Implicit also is a reference to competition as a basic

social process and thereby a reference to classical economics.

f) OTHER ASSUMPTIONS.

Other shared assumptions are derived from what we have termed loosely

as Darwinism - the belief in natural laws as being of crucial explanatory
significance, and the belief of their discoverability through empirical
observation, a belief also in applying ﬁhe methods and approach of the
physical sciences in the social sciences (cf. Park and Burgess 1921,
1924;.1969/1970,Chapten 1). These assumptions are discussed in more
detail in the following chapters,
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It almost goes without saying that despite the interest in ecology
the writers were primarily sociologists. Park (1926;1952:165) observed:‘
"Human ecology, as the sociologists would like to use the term, is,
however, not identical with geography, nor even with human.geography.
It is not man, but the community, not man's relation to the earth
which he inhabits, but his relations to other men, that concerns us

most,"

A DUAL COMMITMENT.

Here then, we have a dual commitment, to ecology and to sociology.

Man, as Hollingshead (19%7;1961:109) points out occupies a "unique

position...in the realm of living things: to wit, his place in nature
as an animal and his role in societies as a possessor of culture...
man, the animal, is inextricably tied in to the web of life along with
all other creatures. Unlike them, though, he is connected with the
nbnorganic system of his socio-cultural heritage." The dilemma the
C.H.E.s faced is this: He had to decide the extent to which human
society is subject to the same principles that guide organization in
plants and animals. It is this dilemma, and the solution to it pro-

posed by the C.H.E.s that gives rise to the issues discussed.

D: A BRIEF INTRODUCTION TO THE

‘ BACKGROUND 1IN WHICH CLASSICAL
HUMAN ECOLOGY EMERGED, FLOURISHED
AND DECLINED.

While it will be of some interest in the last chapter to compare the

motives and tactics of Modern and Classical ecologists, this section

- serves to introduce a number of important features which characterize

the Classical school.

THE QUICK RISE TO FAME.
In 1921 Park and Burgess published their only major work, Introduction

to the Science of Sociology; it was an "almost instantaneous" success

(Janowitz, 1969/1970:xiv), and became the leading textbook for the next
two decades. It is generally recognized that the authors exerted a

longlasting and deep influence on American sociology.
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Somehow Park-and Burgess created a rare "atmosphere actively promoting

first-hand research into various aspects of the city." For many

.ecological theory "was a sort of injunction: Go ye.forth and gather

facts" (Martindale in Weber, 1958:23,30). Burgess (1967:8) writing
towards the end of his career and looking back on earlier days,
records how "At one time we had so many research projects in the
department, it was said that every graduate student had a project.
That wasn't literally true, but there was enough truth'in it to
warrant the statement." This heavy emphasis on empirical studies in

the earlier decades when sociology was seeking recognition in the

.academic community as an autonomous science, set the pattern for the

future. (cf. Turner 1967:ix).’

The point here is that within sociology at leaét, the ecological

model or theory generated considerable enthusiasm, for it provided
students with a ready framework within which their own interests could
be studied and interwoven with others. Coser (1971:382) paints a
picture of many students in consultation with Park in the development

of reélistic,research problems: "His work thus evolved almost literally

(1)

through an interplay between him and an audience of eager students."

PRAGMATISM AND THE OBJECTIVE SCIENTIST.

The major driving force in the Chicago sdhool was Park. Burgess

(1967:3) describes his experience as a fellow worker with Park: "He
lived and.slept research. T never knew when I would get home for
dinner." Park belonged to the general pragmatic movement of ideas
(Coser, 1971:373) which led him to focus on the pathologies of society
(cf. Turner,1967:xvi). It should be remembered that Park had been a
newspaper man for a great number of years before he became a sociologist.
This experience had taught him to ask of a situation,-"What is the Big

News"? The journalism in which he had participated had among other

-things concentrated on exposés of corruption in municipal affairs,

" but he learned that "while newspaper publicity aroused a great deal

of interest and stirred the emotions of the public, it did not lead

to constructive action."(Burgess,1967:3). Park's disillusionment in

(1) See Coser (1971:372) for an "imposing roster" of presently well
known sociologists who are among Park's students. (cf. Martindale
in Weber, 1958:23).
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in newspapers as an effective method of reforming the city and putting
right the glaring wrongs led to his commitment to sociology, and to
the discovering of the basic underlying "forces" or "processes" which

moved the enormously complex city.

Reacting against moralists he became convinced that an objective approach
was required. The notion though, that, because of a heavy commitment
to empiricism Chicago sociology is devoid of value concerns is erroneous

(cf. Janowitz,1969/70:xviii).

ACADEMIC RESPECTABILITY AND THEORY.

The Chicago sociologists were acutely aware that they had to offer

more than the mere trappings of science (Coser,1971:333); they needed

a recognized body of theory. It was to this end that in 1918 Park {
borrowed some concepts from plant ecology and turned them into a unified
explanationgl) The result was an imposing book of over 1000 pages‘"
which became known as the "green bible." The book was enthusiastically
described by E.A. Ross (cf. Janowitz,1969/70:xv) as "the last word of
perfection." While this attitude may not have been universal, the

book came to be seen as representative of the conceptual appératus

used in the Chicago school. It was a book that was designed for the
classroom — Janowitz (1969/70:xii) is no doubt accurate when he tells

us that "for twenty years...[iﬂ] was the leading texﬁbook in the discip-
line," though he possibly exaggerates when he says graduate students
"throughout the éountry [?sed iﬁ] as they prepared for their doctoral
examinations and research endeavours." The very success of American’
sociology today owes something to the recognition'Park earned in the
academic world in developing a set of concepts which allowed for

(2)

systematic classification and analysis of social data.

RESEARCH AND CORPORATE ACTION.
The City of Chicago held a great fascination for the Chicago sociologists.

It was a city, which in the two decades in which the Human Ecologists

flourished, grew by more than one half million per decade - and had

(1) See Footnote 28 in-Martindale,1958:22.

(2) See Coser (1971:357) for a biography of Park, and for a summary
of Park's theoretical contribution.
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done so, at that rate, for the previous five decades. In 1860 the
population was 112,172; by 1930 it was 3,376,438. It was no wonder
the attention of the sociologists was caught. Burgess (1967:4-5)
has described this period in some detail and it is Qorth reproducing

his description at length:

Chicago had been flooded with wave after wave of immigrants
from Europe. The number of new arrivals had been especially"
heavy from 1890 to 1910, World War I had caused this flow
to cease, but immediately after the war there was great
speculation that it would be renewed - with perhaps even
greater activity. By the time our studies began, the various
ethnic neighbourhoods were well established, with each ethnic
group having its own churches, schools, newspapers, restaurants,
stores, social clubs, politicians, and welfare stations. By
this time, too, public sentiment had crystallized into rather
firm prejudice and discrimination against the new arrivals
from Fastern and Southern Europe. Anti-Jewish, anti-Polish,
anti-Italian, and anti-Czech feelings were especially strong
in particular neighbourhoods. In those days, even Germans,
Irish, and Swedes were regarded by the old-line English
families as being socially inferior...The public prejudice
and desire for segregation of the foreign stock made it
possible to maintain a housing shortage for these groups
despite rapid building in other parts of the city...The
children of immigrants, standing between two cultures, were
loyal neither to their parents nor to America...They had
formed street corner groups that were acting in open defiance
of both the desires of their parents and the social rules of.
the community at- large. The city administration was commonly
regarded as being corrupt, and politicians were manipulating
the ethnic neighborhoods for their own advantage. Many
families were desperately poor; widows struggling to bring
up a brood of children were very common in those days, since
- mortality rates were high and death of the breadwinner during
the prime of life was not uncommon. There was much need for
charitable social service in the ethnic neighborhoods.

Two titles of Park's essays express his attitude tb Chicago and to
sociology: "The City as a Natural Phenomenon" and "The City as a

Social Laboratory." It seemed to Park (1929;1952:81) that Chicago
constituted a "social laboratory" in which human nature was magnified
and therefore more easily studied: "the city, with its natural regions,
becomes a 'frame of reference,' i.e., a device for controlling our
observations of social conditions in their relation to human behavior."
It was only within this framework that a rapidly changing city could
be grasped scientifically. Mostly the forces which were supposed to
move the individuals and institutions, conceived discretely, were

seen as somewhat beyond the control of man. In any event the way in
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which problems like juvenile delinquency were to be controlled lay

in the extent to which man could understand these forces. One of the
.main insights insisted on by the Classical Human Ecologists (Park,
1929;1952:197) lay in the notion of tackling prdblems within the

framework of the natural areas.

The Chicago school had a great deal of success in convincing city
authorities such as the Health Department of Chicago to invest great
sums of money in researching the natural areas. Planners too, apart
from sharing a liking for concepts such as neighbqurhood, zones,
natural areas, were happy to go along with the assumption that the
city had a characteristic organization composed of natural areas,
each area having its own distinctive institutions, groups, person-
alities, etcgl) \ ) '

Their success was complete when in the 1930's the City Council decided
to adopt this scheme as a basis for regular census data gathering.

Under the directorship of Chicago sociologists'the-now Chicago Community

Inventory publishes the Local Community Fact Book of Chicago every

decade when censuses are made. There are seventy-five commuhity areas
of Chicago and information useful to municipal business and welfare

is to be discovered therein. It is no idle boast when Burgess (1967:12)
can say after a lifetime's work: "Ai this university there is perhaps
the greatest collection of basic social data of any city in thé world" -
and yet there is a gap which as the presentvProfessor Donald Bogue of
the Chicago Department of Sociology (1967:14), acknowledges: "A major
gap in urban research had persisted for some decades at the university
in the urban studies research program. This was lack of a facility for
carrying out systematic research on more distinctively sociological

and social psychological aspects of urban life." This "lack of facility"
is of course a direct result of the ecological bias of the founders.
Undoubtedly success in the earlier decades with the community leaders

- and the planners reinforced the drive in the direction of understanding
and grasping "ecological principles" - and this is without a doubt a

major source of its present continuing attraction.

(1) See Burgess in Burgess and Bogue, 1964%;1967:7-8.
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e) THE DECADE OF CRITICISM AND DISILLUSIONMENT.

The authors of the majorbcriticisms have already been identified

(see footnote 1,page 3). What is attempted here is a brief indication
of the depth of that disillusionment. Bell and Newby (1971:94) note
quite calmly that "the approach of pursuing ecological studies of the
community in conjunction with detailed fieldwork seemed to stop after

the early 1930's.":

This is to pass very lightly over the "devastating" blows which had
"mounted up" against what has become known as Classical Human Ecology.’
Perhaps it was the suddenness of the collapse that caused the extreme
frustration that can be discerned in Gettys' (1940;1961) article.

The point to note is that it was only towards the end that Park and
his colleagues had to face fierce criticism'— it was evident that in
the academic circles of the 20's and 30's Darwin's "heavy hand"

offered considerable protection.

The end tale is told very briefly in two apt sentences abstracted
from Reissman (196%:95,113):

Ecology did not fail in this earliest period when it used
biological principles as a stimulus for methodological
purposes, however, but it failed later, for complex and
uniquely sociological reasons.

And reviewing the movement as a whole:

The enthusiasm born...of condensing urban complexity to a
wondrously simple and orderly set of laws had disappeared,
to be replaced by the inevitable cynicism that follows
disappointment.



CHAPTER TWO

THE NATURAL AREA CONCEPT

A) Introduction.

B) The Urban Community Concept.
C) The Zonal Concept.

D) The Natural Area Concept.

E) Reviewing the "Strong".Points.

F) Issues and Conclusion.

A: INTRODUCTION

TWO PRELIMINARY REMARKS.

First, it is important to clear up a confusion which may otherwise

arise. In these first two sections headed The Urban Community Concept,

and The Zonal Concept, the term "natural area" is given its original

meaning in which the term indicates no particular group or area. At

this stage the term is ﬁsed in a vague way. So far as Park was concerned
his initial usage indicates a geographic type concept in which spatial
elements and physiological elements were important. Later the term

came to have an;ecological or biological reference. As it eventually
came to be used;Afhough, it referred to a smaller area of cultural or

social homogeneity within the city.

Second, it should be noted that no official definition of this important
term was given by Park. The definition identified below is therefore

my own interpretation of how Park saw the natural area. A full definition
should not be sought - rather the characteristics or elements identified
here are considered to be essential to the definition with which Park

and his colleagues worked. This is not to say that other characteristics
may not be identified - Nottridge's (1972:29-30) reconstruction should

be consulted as another example,only that those identified here are:

(a) essential; (b) given (a)'additidhal characteristics would not

alter the logic with which it was employed.
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b) THE MATHEMATICAL BASIS OF THE NATURAL AREA CONCEPT.

There is little doubt that Park shared in the exciting possibilities
of mathematical representation: "mathematics...has been the model of
exactness to which the other sciences have invariably striven to
attain" (1929;1952:178). Since Descartes, in his quest to establish
the qualities of matter, chose as his criterion those conceptions
which alone could be described as clear and distinct (like the truths
‘of geometry), the mathematical concept has appealed to scientists.
For Descartes the only ideas about matter which could be clearly
and distinctly conceived were extension and motion. As other assumptions
involved no such self-evident qualities no knowledge could be derived
from them. Given these premises, then, we have in the concepts
matter (extension) and motion: "all the data necessary for explaining
the entire world in strictly mathematical terms."(Rogers,1929,1935:249-250).
Descartes' exémple of the mountain and the valley is instructive,
He states: "It appears thatvexistence can no more be separated from
the essence of God, than the idea of a mountain from that of a vallg,
_or the equality of its three angles to two right angles from the essence

of a rectilineal triangle."(Quoted by Versveld,19§4:24);

In short,'there are two steps in the argument above:

(1) Intuitive, whereby the world of things is grasped by the clear and
distinct ideas, matter and motion;

(2) Deductive, whereby the concepts are related to one another in an
invariable and ordered manner so that the one always implies the other

just as a mountain implies a valley.

Park's argument with regard to the nature of the natural areé and the
urban community is accomplished in like fashion. First, the intuitive
step, by which the clear and distinct idea - in this case the natural
area is grasped. On the first page of the 1915 "bench mark" essay

we have the following sentehce: |

There are forces at work within the limits of the urban
community - within the limits of any natural area of human
habitation, in fact - which tend to bring about an orderly
and typical grouping of its population and institutions.
(1915;1925:1). .
Asserted here is an identity between the urban community and the natural
habitat (or area). In subsequent essays Park (1929;1952:181) claims
that "Every community has a location" and that, at the very least
"the community will always have a center and a circumference" (1925;

1952:66) . Second, by the deductive step, by which it is argued
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that every natural area because it has a location must also have a
circumference; or because it has limits must contain within these
limits ngtural forces operatiVe.therein; or because there are natural
forces contained within limits, the limits themselves are shaped by

the natural forces; etc.

A "WORKING" DEFINITION OF THE NATURAL AREA CONCEPT. _
Without pursuing the matter any further it is assumed that the two

essential elements constituting the natural area concept, and the
urban community concept with which it is identified, are as follows:
(1) The most important characteristic of the natural area -
is its limits or boundaries.
(2) Within these limits "forces" are said to be operating
in such a way that the constituent parts or elements

are orderly and typically grouped.

THE NATURAL AREA CONCEPT AS A BASIS FOR THREE KEY C.H.E. CONCEPTS.

These are three concepts in which this "logic" is elaborated. They

are regarded therefore as having equal logical status. They stand
out as beacons in the writings of the C.H.E.s - they are:

(1) The Urban Community Concept.

(2) The Zonal Cohcept. |

(3) The Natural Area Concept (cf. section A:a) above).

What will be said to apply in one.case can be transferred with little

problem to the other two cases. In the discussion that follows it
has been convenient to single out different concepts for making
certain points. This convenience arises out of the nature of the

original material, and the quest for brevity.
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B: THE URBAN COMMUNITY CONCEPT.

SUMMARY AND DIRECTION OF FURTHER INQUIRY.

As we have seen Park identified the natural area concept - a concept

similar in character td Descartes' concepts of ‘matter and motion -
with the urban community. The terms."city," "urban community" or
even "community" are used indiscriminently in identifying this
concept. And while Park was not always consistent in his uysage
(Alihan,1938:13), it was a concept he employed throughout his leader—
ship of the Classical Human Ecologists history. The question is not
whether such a concept is legitimate — it is. It represents some
reality. What we. are interested in is: the manner in which it is
held to be real; the adequacy with which‘such a concept can be said
to represent the city; the degree of consensus among those who use

the concept.

THE MANNER IN WHICH THE LIMITS OF THE URBAN COMMUNITY ARE SAID TO BE REAL.
A convenient place to begin is with Sjoberg (1965:162). He criticized

the Classical Human Ecologists in general for their failure "to recognize
that the city is shaped along certain lines by the broader, embracing
society...much of its ecological and social stfucture is determined

by social forces extérnal to it." (Cf: Janowitz in Preface to Park

and Burgess,1969/1970:xvii). This is an important criticism for the
overall impression one gains from Park's writings is that he thought

of the.city as a fairly compact entity. Implied in his oft repeated
notion of the city as a "social laboratory" (1929) is the idea that

the cityvcould be contained in such a thing as a laboratory. 0f course

_Park never intended this extension to the metaphor. However, he did

say (1936;1952:137) that "The city is the microcosm in which is reflected,
often in advance of their actual appearance, changes impending in the
macrocosm," and it was with cities especially that he was concerned -

particularly Chicago.

While this is an important criticism, it is, I believe, oné which

Park was not totally unaware of, for he too maintained, on more than

one occasion, that in the modern world "there are no longer any
communities wholly detached or isolated" (1925;1952:66; 1936;1952).
This statement is followed up by the following: "Within the limits



20

of any community the communal institutions - economic, political, and
cultural - will tend to assume a more or less clearly defined and
characteristic distribution. For example, the community will always .

have a center and a circumference, defining the position of each single

community to every other."(My emphasis). It is not wholly explicit

that the circumference is defined not only by internal forces operating
within a given community but also by the relations between communities,
but enough is given to allow us to see that in fact Park would have

had little difficulty with this criticism of Sjoberg's.

This discussion serVes to highlight the importance to which Park
attached‘td "limits" and gives some idea of the extent to which his

ideas of the city were influenced by the concept of the natural area.

The discﬁssion is taken a step further by examining other ways in
which Park used the key feature "limits." Two passages are.quoted:

The city itself has been identified with an administrative

area, the municipality; but the city, with which we are

here concerned, is not a formal and administrative entity.

It is rather a product of natural forces, extending its own
boundaries more or less independently of the limits imposed

upon it for political and administrative purposes. This has
become to such an extent a recognized fact that in any thorough-
going study of the city, either as an economic or a social

unit, it has been found necessary to take account of natural,
rather than official, city boundaries. (1925;1952:167)

Speaking of the city as a natural phenomenon Park (1939;1952:118) says:

Conceived in this way the limits of the urban community are

not likely to be identified with the city as an administrative
unit, but rather with the metropolitan region, the boundaries
of which are not arbitrarily fixed but coextensive with the
area within which the city, as a natural phenomenon, actually
functions or, perhaps, with the area within which it excercises
a dominant economic and a somewhat less obvious cultural
influence.

A pumber of assertions are made in these two passages and can be listed
as follows: '

"1, Unlike the formal, administrative and political boundaries the
natural boundaries are extended "more or 1es5'independent1y."' Park

is more explicit about this in another context, e.g. speaking of the
natural areas of the city, Park (1929;1952:196) says, “They are
'natural' because they are not planned, and because the order that

they display is not the result of design, but rather of manifestation
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of tendencies inherent in the urban situation." (See also Zorbaugh,

1926 in Theodorson,1961).

2. The formal administrative boundaries fixed by officialdom are

"arbitrary." The term "formal" also carries this connotation.

3. For study purposes "as an economic or social unit" the natural

boundaries are to be chosen rather than the administrative ones.

4. “Natural boundaries can be measured by taking readings on

economic and cultural factors which can be described as "dominant."

What we have here is a dispute between the appropriateness of one
set of boundaries weighed against another. Let it be said right

in the beginning that had Park maintained asserfibn 3.and left it

at that, allowing the results of the various premises to answer for
themselves in terms of insight gained, usefulness, etc., there would
be no quarrel. However, he was not content to let- the matter rest
there and in the other assertions opens himself to the fallacy of
reification. In the fifst assertion he asserts that the natural
boundaries have an independence not found in the formal boundariés;
The natural boundaries are more real, and exhibit more accurately
the underlying forces of which people are compelled to take note -
they would seem to be "out there" in a manner in which the formal
boundaries are not.- The nub of the matter is that he implies that
the formal and political barriers are "artificial" without stating
fhe criteria for either naturalness or artificiality. Gettys (1940;
1961:102) in commenting upon the C.H.E.s usage of "natural" appeals
for the right of an experimental phenomenon as being "worthy of
scientific investigation in its own right." The arbitrary assigning
of naturalness to some things as flora and fauna and not to other
things such as persons and attitudes and political barriers however
- formally or informally maintained, is to introduce into the sciences -

and into this particular context a fallacious bifurcation.

We are presented here with a strange paradox. On the one hand there
are the designed actions of men who seriously set formal and political

boundaries which are "arbitrary" or "artificial," On the other hand
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there are the natural forces which shape natural boundaries and compel

men to pay attention to them, though some apparently do not.
The question is whether in fact the paradox holds or not. We must
examine the basis on which Park could claim a greater reality for

the natural boundaries,

BASES ON WHICH THE ADEQUACY OF THE CONCEPT IS TESTED.

The two passages and the derived points continue to be relevant here.

We pick-up the assertion thaf the natufal boundaries are "more or less"
independent of the limits imposed upon it for political or administrative
purposes. The question is on what basis is reality attributed td the

natural area.

There is at least one occasion (1929;1952:182).when the reality of

" the natural areas, and as a matter of course this would include the

- boundaries as well, was justified on grounds of its "visibility": "...
~the fact that the community is a visible object. One can point it out,
define’its territorial limits." This, as Park puts it, is "one reason
why sociological research may very properly Begin with the community."
Certainly the visibility of the city cannot be gain said. Gist and
Fava (1964:95) tell us that "The high visibility both of the city and
of the diversity within it makes it hardly surprising that one of the
earliest apd most widely-used approaches to understanding the city
has been in terms of the interplay between physical and social conditions."
Reissman's comment (1964:98-99) is even more pertinent: "The city
evidently met the boundary requirement exceptionally well, which was,
perhaps, why Park believed that an ecologicalvstudy of the city held

~ forth such promise for sociology." Reissman goes on to remind us that
the physical and social limits of the city were more.pronounced in his
day than in our own. This is not denied, but it is one thing to claim
that one's concepts have empirical backing, it is quite another to
assume that on these grounds alone, one's own concept has more reality
than another. Could not the political and formal boundaries, at least
in some cases, be equally well attested on these grounds, say in the

case of a river or a mountain range? - -

“Again, if it is to economic and cultural dominance that Park appeals,
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how are these excluded from the formal and political boundariés?v
Here it could be easily pbinted out that the politiéal and official
boundaries could also be seen as a manifestation of the said internal
tendencies. On what grounds does Park exclude the political decisions

from these inherent tendencies - we are not told.

The point is not that Park's concepts do not have an empirical referent -
but whether on this Basis it is sufficient to claim so much for one's
concept. There would seem to be, possibly, some hesitancy in Park's

"one reason" (cf. Reissman, where the more qualified word "perhaps"

is introduced) for making this the basis for his claims. And yet

if it is not on empirical grounds that Park derives his certainty -

and it is a strong certainty - from what source is it derived?

THE DEGREE OF CONSENSUS.

Here we return to the point from which we started - to the notion

of Descartes' clear and distinct ideas, to the cdncept of the natural
area as an example of this - and therefore to the two steps of intuition
épd deduction, upon which its reality is founded. The point that needs
emphasising is that the cértainty with which Park asserted the reality

of the urban community concept was one and the same as the certainty

. with which he intuited the features of the natural area concept.

That others agreed with this intuition meant a greater confidence.

(For further discussion see page 31 of this chapter).
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C: THE ZONAL CONCEPT

a) -THE POSITION SO FAR.

What is clear so far is that the fallacy of reification was committed

- when visibility and naturalness was attributed to one set of concepts

b)

(Park's) but not to others (i.e. the official administrative boundaries)
while offering no explanation for doing so. Also the.cértainty with
which Park claimed reality (or a greater reality) for his own concepts
lay not entirely on his claim to their empirical veracity. The degree

of consensus he and his colleagues shared with regard to the mathematical
assumptions upon which the natural area concept was based, as well as

the deductive type of logic which proceeded from these assumptions, is

of crucial importance in accounting for the confidence which Park had

in his concept of the natural area -~ and with its identification with
the city. However, the focué upon natural boundaries (shaped as they
were by natural forces operative within the said natural boundaries)

was not confined to the city. As they were applied to other concepts

of smaller scale the nature of their reality must be further elaborated.

CONTROVERSY OVER THE ZONAL CONCIEPT AS A MATHEMATICAL OBJECT.

A consideration of the implications of these assﬁmpfions extended to
the Zonal concept by Ernest Burgess (1924,1925) in his famous article,

The Growth of thevCity ;: an Introduction to a Research Project, can

bfing us nearer towards gaining glarification in this matter. A good
place to start though is with a quotation by Park (1929;1952:182)
referred to earlier, but this time we concludé’the sentence and add
another: "A more practical reason why sociological research begins
with the community is the fact that the community is a visible object.
One can point it out, define its territorial limits, and plot its
constituent elements, its population, and its institutions on maps.

Its characteristics are susceptible to statistical treatment." The

excitement of being able to plot objects of observation on maps became

'something of . a fetish (cf. Weber,1958:29). The point is that in using

a map the'Chicagd sociologists were implicitly claiming something
important about their data. Again this leads us back to the Cartesian
notion of clear and distinct ideas. Burgess in fact describes the
Zonal Concept as an “ideal" and as such could be expressed in an

amazingly simple "chart