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SUGGESTED POLICIES TO CURB SPECULATION IN LAND

(1) Legal Controls.

One course is regulation of sub-division and development, to confine development
in defined areas, with possible agricultural zoning of the areas not to be developed,
either in the near future, or at all (as in Santa Clara County, California).

This method, of course, depends entirely on the willingness of the municipalities
concerned to follow a firm and vigorous policy of channelling development, and
one is not aware of much willingness to do this in general. Where such powers
are available, if they are vigorously utilized they are an effective tool for regu-
lating the extension of an urban area.

On the other hand, whereas such a policy firmly applied may discourage
speculation in land not zoned for development, it cannot entirely obviate it,
because there is always the hope that it will later, and eventually, become available.
Moreover, such regulation would tend to drive up prices of land zoned for
development—the “floating value” of Uthwatt would settle in the zoned areas.
However necessary in the interest of securing orderly development the weapons
of legal control may be, they cannot be deemed of prime importance against
speculation. There would no doubt be loud and bitter complaints on the score of
interference with private property rights.

Here we are intimately involved in the question of the extent to which the com-
munity has the power and the right to prevent development on this or that piece
of land. Public opinion is not always ready to accept that an authority is justified
in refusing permission to develop. There would be formidable problems of com-
pensation—and these in turn lead very directly into the question of the ownership
of development rights. It would involve great discrimination between owners of
land on which development is permitted, and of that on which it is not. If the
former is serviced, and demonstrably apt for development in the public interest,
and the latter is not, the discrimination can be objectively justified.

Delafons, for example, quotes the controversy which arose in Santa Clara
County California, around agricultural zoning. Wm. H. Whyte had written an
article in “Life” magazine warmly commending it. The city councillors of San
José were so affronted that they protested officially to Time, Inc. The city manager
wrote that “the green belt in our booming society is an anachronism”. In North
America as a whole, the conservation of agricultural land is not a problem, rather
the problem is one of farm surpluses. But in Santa Clara County there are some
of the richest fruit farms in the continent, and a very strong case for preserving
them from development. How much less acceptable would it be to attempt
to operate a green belt policy in urban fringe areas where land is of less superlative
agricultural value?

The question of physical controls of fringe development involves enormous
difficulties, however necessary they may be to secure proper development. But
the real answer to the problem of land speculation is to be found on other lines
more directly concerned with the financial aspect.

A lesson may be drawn from Swedish practice. Under Swedish town-planning
law, the country is divided into two zones—the countryside, where scattered
development of rural character is permitted, with but the simplest of controls, and
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the urban and urban fringe areas of “close” development; in these, control is very
firm. Swedish law lays down, not that the landowner in the urban and urban fringe
areas may develop as he likes, but that he may develop only in accordance with
the master plan. The plan specifies not only the type and location of development,
but also the timing of it, in accordance with the availability of services and so
on. No compensation is payable for refusal of permission to develop. In other
words, development rights, and accordingly, development values are profoundly
modified. Clearly there is much-diminished scope for speculation in land under
such conditions—apart altogether from the common Swedish practice of muni-
cipal land ownership.

(2) The Fiscal Weapon

A certain amount can be done to check land speculation by judicious tax
administration.

The idea of levying taxation on site values has been extensively discussed,
and recommended as a discouragement to speculation. On the other hand, actual
experience with it in Western Canada does not bear out the claims made for it by
its more enthusiastic exponents.

Another fiscal measure would be a capital gains tax, imposed on increasing
land values, assessed at periodic intervals. But apart altogether from the practical
difficulties of assessment, to single out one particular form of capital gain for
taxation would be to discriminate against owners of one particular form of
investment, and this might very well be offensive to public opinion in spite of
the special conditions that apply to land. In any case the practical difficulties of
assessment are enormous.

In connection with “agricultural zoning” in California, it has been pointed
out that assessment practices tend to encourage sale of farm lands for development,
inasmuch as farm land in suburban areas is assessed for tax purposes at values
based on its actual market value. It would be easier to resist pressure for develop-
ment, if land zoned for agricultural use were to be assessed for taxes at an
agricultural value; obviously, farming is discouraged if the land has to pay taxes
at an urban, or suburban level, for the support of services required by neighbour-
ing residents.

Where land is zoned for agricultural use, or for greenbelt, one might contem-
plate a system of partial tax remission on farm land in suburban municipalities,
arranging for such land to be taxed at “agricultural” values so long as it remained
in agricultural use, but liable to pay arrears of taxes at full rate, with compound
interest, as from the date of sale as soon as the land is sold for development.

Clearly, this would be a powerful weapon for preventing urban sprawl and would
also to a certain extent discourage the holding of land for purely speculative pur-
poses. It needs more detailed investigation, but the matter is of necessity, dis-
missed more briefly in this paper than its intrinsic importance warrants.

The following section does not set out to be an exhaustive summary of an
exceedingly contentious and complex issue. Considerable material is already avail-
able, for example, the brochure “Site Valuation as a base for Local Taxation”,
reprinted by the Canadian Federation of Mayors and Municipalities from the
report of the 1961 Conference of the Canadian Tax Foundation. Research
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Monograph No. 4 of the Urban Land Institute, written by Mary Rawson, “Property
Taxation, and Urban Development” is a comprehensive study of probable effects
of a shift to site value taxation in Burnaby, B.C. The literature cited in these two
works is large—much of it in the form of official reports, American, British,
Australasian, and South African.

The relationship of land speculation with land taxation keeps cropping up in
all discussion of the matter. For example, a pre-war investigation by a Commission
on Unemployment appointed by the Ontario Government advocated site value
taxation on the ground that “a reform of the present system of taxing land
appears indispensable to lessen the evils from speculation in land which con-
tributed to the recent industrial depression”.

The four speakers at the 1961 Tax Conference, whose speeches are set out in
the brochure mentioned above, expressed widely divergent views. Mr. Eric
Beecroft declined to be dogmatic, either for or against, but emphasized the need
for further objective study.

The system appears to work well in Australasia. On the other hand, the kind
of difficulties associated with urban fringe development and land speculation have
by no means been obviated there.

It is claimed for a system of taxation based on site values rather than on
buildings and improvements, that it would greatly reduce the social evils of specu-
lation in land, whereby owners of idle land reap an unearned increment as their
land appreciates in value.

In fact a great deal depends on the extent to which tax assessors’ valuations of
property approximate to the true market value. Under-assessment is chronic.
Opponents of site value taxation often emphasize this point. On the other hand,
very many parcels of vacant land remain undeveloped, even in the heart of
mature built-up areas. If the owners had to pay taxes thereon based on their true
market value they would be less likely to leave them undeveloped a day longer
than possible. To this extent, sprawl on the outskirts would be discouraged,
and redevelopment to a higher standard encouraged.

The Committee of Enquiry into the Design of Residential Environment set up
by the Royal Architectural Institute of Canada (Report of 1960) stated, (para.
185) “The Provinces, at no great expense, can ascertain for Canadian conditions
the benefits or disadvantages of a general change from taxes on land and improve-
ments to a system of real property tax on site value only. The difference in these
assessment methods clearly has great import for the quality of the huge residential
areas we shall have to create and maintain in the years before us”.

(3) Acquisition of development rights ) :
The abandonment of the British experiment is not really conclusive. It is

possible that a comparable scheme might be successfully operated. The lessons
of the British experiment could be applied to working out an improved version.
The important things are firstly, simplicity of administration, secondly, acceptance
and understanding by the public, thirdly, retention by the private owners of a
proportion of development rights, in order to retain the ordinary economic
incentives to development. To assess the “development charge” at 100% of the
development value over and above value for existing use was perhaps the biggest
mistake in the British scheme.
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When all is said and done, however, any such scheme is bound to be rather
cumbersome. The Uthwatt Committee of 1942, suggested this approach only
as “faute de mieux” as compared with full public ownership.

Another interesting approach is that adopted in Oslo (Norway), where the
city acquires servitudes in many cases rather than full title to land, in order to
prevent development, for example in areas needed for watershed or recreational
purposes. In effect, the city acquires the development rights in the land, separating
them from the land itself. But one does not need to go as far as Norway. Professor
Raymond Vernon* mentions this practice in connection with the acquisition of land
for public purposes as follows: “An old concept is being brushed off and
re-examined with considerable interest for its possible application to the current
planning problem. This is the notion that the authorities which are responsible
for planning the use of land should have the power not only to zone the land,
but also to buy various kinds of property rights short of outright ownership. This
property right could be an easement for limited public purposes: it could be a
development right which excluded certain private uses from the land; or any one
of half a dozen other forms of interest.”

The relevance of this for measures against speculation is clear.

Another approach is to “freeze” land prices—a form of confiscation applied to
development values, but it is clearly so obnoxious as not to warrant further
discussion.

(4) Public ownership of land

The best and most effective means of stopping speculation in land is unques-
tionably for land to come under public ownership. At the same time, this is worth
all the zoning by-laws and planning controls in the world, as a means of securing
properly organized development. This is perfectly well understood in some Euro-
pean countries.

In North America, the general attitude to land ownership is much less sophisti-
cated and mature—if maturity in a democracy is to be judged by the extent to
which public good is held to override private profit seeking. Even so, it is surprising
how even in the U.S.A. legal powers exist for public acquisition of land, and how
large a proportion of the country is owned by public agencies of one sort or
another—over a third of the whole. Something like half the total area of California
is still owned by the state or federal government, or local authorities. But this
doesn’t help the battle against speculation round the fast-growing cities, for the
reason that these vast public holdings of land are predominantly in the sparsely
settled regions.

An interesting monograph by Robert A. Sigafoos* on the subject of making
land available for industry, contains references to existing American legal powers
enabling municipalities to acquire land. “In Pennsylvania, municipalities have the
power of eminent domain . . . to assure ownership, to control the disposition of
property which is foreclosed upon for taxes . . .”t But the municipalities generally
have no policy or programme for the review of tax delinquent properties, selling

*Raymond Vernon: “The Myth and Reality of Our Urban Problems”, M.I.T./Harvard Joint
Centre for Urban Studies, p. 39.

*Robert A. Sigafoos, “Land for Industry—the Pennsylvania Case”, Institute of Public
Administration, Pennsylvania State University.

t1bid., p. 57.
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them, with the absurd result that many authorities will probably be buying back
at top prices, properties they once held temporarily on tax foreclosures. Only
in Pittsburgh, parcels of land are held for one year, to give city staff time to consider
possible requirement of land by public authorities and to prepare recommendations.

In 1958, the New York State Legislature granted to its cities the power to con-
demn land not actually blighted but at present predominantly vacant—but subject
to its being badly subdivided and ill-serviced. Cities are thus permitted to assemble
large tracts for sale to private developers, but on the condition that the sale price
must equal the cost of acquisition and site planning.}

In Wisconsin, municipalities have power to borrow to finance purchase of
property, in their own or contiguous areas, for use as industrial sites.

In California, the enormous pressure for development, exemplified by a monthly
intake of 30,000 immigrants, is expected to involve doubling the present popula-
tion of the state in 18 years. In 1962, therefore, the governor set up a high-
powered Advisory Commission on Housing Problems (the Eichler Commission),
to report on housing and land problems on a state-wide basis. One of the Com-
mission’s recommendations is that the familiar urban renewal formula, namely,
assembly of land by public agency, should be extended to cover operations on
vacant land, both inside and outside cities. A public authority, state or local, would
thus assemble suburban land, make proper plans for its development, and sell
appropriate tracts to private developers.§ (In Canada, of course, this is the federal-
provincial land assembly procedure.)

Clearly, even in the U.S.A., there is a discernible trend towards public partici-
pation in land development on lines already very familiar in Europe. Not only does
it abolish speculation, but it also affords the opoprtunity to organize development
in a rational way.There is very general dissatisfaction with the ugliness and ineffi-
ciency of North American cities, and the evil consequences of urban sprawl. Land
speculation is only one part of this greater problem. To tackle the whole problem
is also to solve the part problem. Here is one of the challenges as yet unmet,
namely how to make our cities comely, and convenient and economical places in
which to live. The problem is not insoluble—the Swedes have solved it superbly in
Stockholm, the mere existence of which is a standing reproach to the inchoate
mess that so often results from the combined operations of individual developers,
speculators, and zoning by-laws. The basic difficulty rises out of the archaic system
of subdividing land into lots—it is fearfully difficult to achieve satisfactory develop-
ment under this system. It is, in fact, an unfortunate hangover from the pioneer
times. In modern conditions of advanced and complex technology, we should be
ready to reshape our ideas, and system of land tenure, so that the good develop-
ment is not made so difficult.

Good development on lines as up-to-date and excellent as that of the Stockholm
suburbs, can be achieved where the owners of large tracts of unsubdivided land
are prepared to engage competent city planners to produce a master plan for the
whole, as is happening for example, in Long Beach (California), and Reston
(Fairfax County, Virginia), but this happens so seldom, and to this point does not
cover the problem of speculation. The Eichler Commission in California came up

11bid., p. 64.
§Charles Abrams, “Architectural Forum”, Sept. 1963, pp. 104-169.
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with the only truly effective suggestion for obtaining that, namely, public ownership.

In North America, one so often hears slogans such as “a city should not enter
the real estate business”. To European eyes this seems quaint, because so many
European cities do precisely that, as a matter of course. Partly, this is a matter of
long-standing tradition, partly a matter of deliberate modern policy.

Stockholm owns an area greater than its administrative area. This policy of
acquiring as much land as possible, when it comes on the market, has been a main
feature of Stockholm municipal policy since 1904—it antecedes the present Social
Democratic government by many years. The following figures are taken from the
article by Sven Markelius in Kidder Smith’s book Sweden Builds. The city now
owns approximately 61,750 acres, of which 10,000 are within the city limits. The
municipally owned land, in fact, is greater than the area of the city. Much of this
land is leased to private developers on building leases of between 50 and 75 years.
Most of the post-war development has taken place on city owned land, by various
organizations working on land leased from the city. This is the key to the dynamic
and successful execution of the Stockholm metropolitan plan—and in this respect
Sweden is a long way ahead of North America. Where the city wishes to have a
green belt or a forest reserve, the land can be protected from development without
paying ransom to speculators. And “cluster” development, at relatively high
densities, keyed in with the transit system, is undertaken without the sort of
arguments that characterise North American zoning procedures. The cluster
satellites are built where it is judged best to build them, in accordance with the
master plan—not simply this or that land owner wishes to develop, and can get
his land zoned accordingly. The whole procedure is so infinitely more effective in
producing an agreeable and convenient environment than is common in North
America, that it deserves careful study as a model—and municipal ownership is
the key.

The city of Coventry, in England, owns about a third of its area. The reconstruc-
tion of the war-damaged area has been done on a basis of expropriation. But the
municipal land holdings in the city centre are small compared to the very large
ones on the outskirts. Coventry practice differs from that on the continent of
Europe, in that the city-owned “fringe” land is not leased for development, but is
used for municipal purposes. In terms of area, the two most important uses of
this land are firstly, municipal housing, secondly, schools, and their associated
playing fields, thirdly, deliberate retention in agricultural use, to preserve land from
development and to maintain the green belt. The municipal acrodrome and its
approaches are a special case. The play of the market applies to the values of
private land subject to the particular British conditions described elsewhere in this
paper.

The city of Coventry derives enormous benefit from this municipal estate.
Much of it was purchased many years ago, so that its cost to the city was a fraction
of its actual present value. If the city continues to grow at the present rate, and a
radical revision of the green belt becomes necessary, then the city already possesses
considerable reserves of land, at present farmed, which can be made available at
low cost.

The British are now seriously considering public acquisition of urban fringe land,
to solve fearful problems of rocketing land prices, due to the abandonment of the

119



120

PLAN: THE TOWN PLANNING INSTITUTE OF CANADA

1947 scheme. It is very probable that a Labour Government in Britain will under-
take some form of nationalization, or public ownership of land on the outskirts
of cities.

In Britain, the conception of development by private enterprise on municipally-
owned land is old-established. In cities like Birmingham and Liverpool, municipal
holdings of land have been managed for very many years according to the best
principles of estate management, through the granting of long-term leases to private
developers. Not only does the city retain complete control over the type and quality
of development but also, the continual increase in the value of land, due to the
general growth of the community.

Two Canadian examples may be cited, Red Deer (Alberta), and Saskatoon
(Sask.). In Red Deer, city-owned land on the outskirts is sold to builders according
to a paced and organized programme, in accordance with a general plan, and with
public services properly arranged. It is understood that this procedure is eminently
satisfactory from the point of view of the house-builders, who can plan their opera-
tions in the knowledge that serviced land will be available at a reasonable cost, as
and when required. In Saskatoon, likewise, the opportunity afforded by municipal
ownership of considerable suburban tracts taken over for non-payment of taxes
before the war, was utilized to ensure orderly development, after the war. In neither
case does it appear that the device of leasehold was used—the land has been or is
being sold outright.

In the Netherlands, municipalities use real estate transactions as an instrument
of policy in securing good development, and have done since the turn of the century,
when the country began to experience industrial expansion and intense pressure on
its very limited land area. Where 11,000,000 people are crowded into an area two-
fifths as big as Maine, land is too precious to be misused.

We are not here concerned with the Rotterdam policy of expropriating land
in the war-devastated city centre, but with policy in relation to the whole of a fast-
growing city, which occupies a key position in relation to the whole of the
Common Market.

The following information is taken from an article by Mr. J. Rutgers, Director
of Development and Reconstruction, in Rotterdam, originally published in the
Belgian periodicals “Habiter” and “Wonen” in March 1960, and summarized in the
Journal of the Town Planning Institute (London), Dec. 1960.

In January 1950, Rotterdam set up a separate Land Service organization to
acquire and manage municipally-owned land. Capital is provided through the ordi-
nary Municipal Loan Fund, at a predetermined rate of interest (about 4% in
1960). Unavoidable losses, through holding land temporarily idle, are covered from
the normal city revenues. It is policy to release land for development at its “book
value”, i.e., at prices sufficient to recoup these losses. If the return from a particular
block shows a profit, that is turned into a general reserve to cover losses on other
blocks.

In 1958, the City Development and Reconstruction Dept. submitted 161 pro-
posals for acquisition of land. Most sites were purchased by agreement but some
expropriation was necessary.

If land is included for acquisition in an approved development plan, a compul-
sory acquisition decree can be proclaimed by Order. The interests of the owner are
safeguarded by reference to an independent tribunal.

LAND SPECULATION

The city acquires all land to be developed, carries out site works, with service,
and either sells or leases the land to developers. This gives exact control of the
timing of development, and obviates speculation. The cost of making land available
for development is arrived at by adding together:

(a) Cost of acquisition,

(b) Cost of site works entirely chargeable to the development,

(c) A due part of the cost of site works partly chargeable to the development.

Values are set, and made valid for one year from the date of reservation
of the land, but to prevent speculation, land is not handed over until building has
started.

Why not adopt the Californian suggestion for fringe land on the outskirts of cities
now under heavy pressure because of the demand for development? The thing
has already been done in development areas. Is there any logical reason why it
should not be extended in scope?

This, in the opinion of the writer, represents the only reasonable approach to
the problem of land speculation, subject to the proviso that public land ought
on no account ever to be sold outright, but leased to developers.

WAYS AND MEANS

If it be accepted that withdrawal of urban fringe land from the operations of the
market is the only effective means of preventing speculation in land, it remains to
consider how best to arrange for public ownership, and under what conditions. It is
a question of whether it is better to set up an ad hoc organization to acquire land,
or whether to use existing authorities. Are municipalities willing or able to enter the
real estate business? In view of prevalent attitudes, this seems doubtful. It would
necessitate a good deal of propaganda and public relations work to put the idea
across to municipal representatives. On the other hand, it would probably be easiest
in precisely those areas where the problems of speculation are most acute.

On the face of it, it seems to be that the best way of securing public control of
land development is machinery at state level. The existing expropriation procedure
may be applied to land for general development, just as in the case of land required
for highway works.

It cannot be too strongly argued that once land is taken back into the public
domain, or “resumed” as they say in Australia, it should on no account be sold out-
right, but should be leased to developers on long leases, of varying length, for
example from 80 to 99 years. The advantages of this are manifold. The public
authority retains ultimate control of the land, and of the development, which is to
take place thereon.

The kind of controls that can be written into a deed of lease are worth all the
zoning by-laws in the world. More than that, the only owning authority retains
the plus-value, and on the expiry of the lease, it recoups itself and can grant a fresh
lease on more advantageous terms.

There is nothing revolutionary in this, it has been done very often elsewhere. It
is simply a question of adapting familiar procedures, and making vigorous use of
powers and machinery. This must be coupled with a campaign of education and
information, to gain the backing of public opinion.
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LES SUBURBES: MYTHES ET REALITE
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et Régionales et demeure a Ottawa.

Le phénomene de la suburbanisation, tel le spectre de Banquo, ne nous hante
pas sans qu’on puisse en discerner I'origine et histoire. Les puristes soutiendront
méme qu’il n’a rien de récent. Weber, dans son étude classique de 1899, “The
Growth of Cities in the XIXth Century” (1), avait déja noté I'exode des populations
vers la périphérie de plusieurs grandes villes des la fin du si¢cle dernier. Et n’avons-
nous pas l'exemple frappant de Londres ol, depuis 1861—date du premier
recensement utilisable 2 cette fin—on constate clairement une croissance plus
rapide a la circonférence qu’au centre?

L’évolution classique, classique du moins dans les perspectives ethnocentriques
des sociologues américains et canadiens, car le phénomene n’est pas universel
(voyez par exemple les études de Pierre Georges sur la Banlicue de Paris (2) et
celles des Dotson sur le Mexique (3), semble se réaliser en deux étapes, que je
voudrais détailler rapidement. Nous observons tout d’abord le processus d’urbanisa-
tion, typique des XIXe américain et canadien. Si on veut durcir un peu les
définitions, on peut dire que ce processus posséde quatre caractéristiques. Tout
d’abord, on constate une multiplication des points de concentration de la popula-
tion; en méme temps, on observe une croissance continue du nombre d’habitants
dans chacun de ces points; cette concentration est par ailleurs telle qu’une propor-
tion sans cesse accrue de la population totale du pays ou de la région en voie
d’urbanisation se trouve dans ces points de concentration. Ainsi, aux USA et au
Canada, bien que le nombre total de citadins et de ruraux ait augmenté constam-
ment, on remarque que, depuis 1870 et 1871, la croissance des citadins a toujours
été fortement supérieure—parfois dix fois plus considérable—, de décennie en
décennie, que celle de la population rurale. Enfin, une quatritme caractéristique,
aussi cruciale que les trois autres, nous permettra de distinguer I'urbanisation dont
nous parlons de ces peuplements denses des plaines alluviales de I'Asie: la
majorité sinon la totalité de nos “urbains” se consacre a des activités qui n’ont rien
a voir avec l'agriculture et la production des aliments nécessaires a leur propre sur-
vie. Nous obtenons ainsi une dimension d’ordre économique qui colore la vie
urbaine et lui donne sa saveur particuliere. Bref, I'urbanisation conduit a I'appari-
tion de la Ville, au sense noble et strict de ce terme, au sens de Mumford, si vous
voulez, la ville “magnet” et “container”.

#Cet article est une communication présentée lors de la Journée Mondiale de I'Urbanisme

tenue a I'Université de Montréal le 8 novembre 1963. L’auteur participait 2 un panel qui
discuta I'ouvrage de M. Humphrey Carver, “Cities in the Suburbs”.
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A cette phase en succéde une deuxiéme: la suburbanisation, phénomene que nous
connaissons tous d’expérience parfois pénible. Nous pouvons définier cette nouvelle
étape en faisant appel a trois éléments, qui affectent directement les caractéristiques
de l'urbanisation que nous venons de mentionner. Si nous prenons comme unité
la zone urbanisée, on constatera premi¢rement que la population croit plus rapide-
ment a la périphérie de la zone qu’en son centre, et deuxiémement que ces zones
périphériques elles-mémes contiennent une proportion de plus en plus importante
de la population métropolitaine. Ces deux phénomenes sont connus depuis long-
temps. Le recensement américain fait appel a la notion de métropole dés 1910
(nous aurons nos “greater cities” lors du recensement de 1931) et I'on constate de
fait que, a partir de 1930 les zones périphériques croissent plus vite, aux Etats-
Unis, que les centres. La suburbanisation présente aussi une composante écono-
mique caractéristique: on note I'apparition d’une fort complexe division du travail
économique a l'intérieur du territoire métropolitain, marquée sans doute comme
le signale Grass (4) au coin de I'interdépendance, mais surtout de la dominance
de la cité centrale, documentée par exemple dans les études de Vernon (5) sur la
région de New York.

Cette évolution écologique n’est pas sans avoir frappé I'imagination populaire.
Bien que les ouvrages d’avant-guerre, tel le classique Urban Society de Gist et
Halbert (6), aient fait montre de beaucoup de perspicacité dans leurs descriptions
et analyses du phénomene, il n’en reste pas moins qu’une conception globale et
unitaire des suburbs est devenue momnaie courante aupres du grand public et a
fini—il y aurait ici une fascinante étude de sociologie de la science a entreprendre—
par s'imposer, me semble-t-il, aux chercheurs eux-mémes. Cette mythologie a
trouvé ses bardes éloquents et caustiques en le personne de Whyte et de Spectorsky,
pour ne rien dire de notre propre Crestwood Heights.

Vous avouerai-je que j’en retrouve quelques traces dans 'ouvrage de M. Carver,
en particulier dans ses trois lamentations: “Muddle,” “Uniformity”, “and What
isn’t There?”, dont ’éloquence et I'imagerie ne sont en rien inférieure a I'acidité
ironique de Whyte et de Spectorsky. Je note en particulier deux éléments du mythe:
les suburbs seraient en général habités par les classes sociales supérieures et, par
conséquent, leur revenu moyen serait supérieur a celui des habitants de la zone
centrale.

Ces deux propositions étaient et sont encore si bien ancrées dans notre concep-
tion inconsciente des suburbs, que plusieurs volumes (7) et articles récents les
prennent a partie, formellement. Je vous signalerai tout particulicrement une série
d’articles publiées en 1962 et en 1963, dans I’American Sociological Review, au
cours desquels le sociologue américain Schnore (8) les critique vivement. Le
premier article établit que I’hypothese suivant laquelle les suburbs ont un revenu
moyen supérieur a celui des zones centrales (il s’agit du revenu médian par famille)
ne vaut que pour les régions métropolitaines de plus de 300,000 habitants, et n’ou-
bliez pas que les zones métropolitaines ayant une population inférieure a ce chiffre
comprennent tout de méme quelques 49% de la population métropolitaine totale
des U.S.A. Le deuxieme article, plus ambitieux que le premier, cherche a établir
une théorie pour ainsi dire linéaire de la dynamique structurale—j’entends ici les
classes socio-économiques—des villes. L’examen des données socio-économiques
fournies sur les villes américaines et leurs zones périphériques par les recensements
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de 1900 a 1960 permet en effet de nuancer fortement la théorie classique de la
supériorité socio-économique des suburbs (définie par le revenu, I'éducation et
'occupation) sur les villes qu’ils entourent. Il apparait en effet, si on étudie tout
spécialement le recensement de 1960, que cette hypothése est vérifiée uniquement
pour les régions plus populeuses (i.e. comptant plus de 100,000 habitants) et sur-
tout plus agées. Une analyse plus fouillée permet méme d’établir que I'dge est la
variable fondamentale pour I'explication de la différentiation socio-économique des
suburbs et des centres urbains. Au contraire donc des vieilles villes, les régions
métropolitaines jeunes concentrent leurs richesses économiques et sociales dans
la zone centrale.

Si je vous rapelle que le recensement de 1960 a permit d’établir que la fameuse
corrélation négative entre population et fertilité, documentée encore tout récemment
par Duncan et Reiss (9), a perdu beaucoup sinon la totalité de sa force, serez-vous
tentés de conclure que I'¢re de la suburbanisation commence peut-€tre a tirer a
sa fin?

Laissez-moi vous dire alors que vous ne serez pas les seuls a vous poser cette
question. Dés 1960, Anselm Strauss (10) publiait une intéressante et perspicace
analyse de I’évolution de la conception de la ville américaine dans les mass-média.
Strauss discerne trois étapes: la dichotomie campagne et ville, la dichotomie cité
et suburb, et enfin, se profilant a I’horizon, la “strip-city”, cette Mégalopolis que
que Gottman (11) nous a assénée tout derniérement, a grand renfort d’érudition.

Et en effet, la structure économique caractéristique de I’ensemble cité-suburb,
dont j’ai parlé plus haut, semble en voie de disparition dans le cas au moins de
New York. Une monumentale enquéte entreprise par la Franklin National Bank
de Long Island, et publiée vers la fin de 1962, montre que Long Island est
maintenant une zone économiquement autonome a Iintérieur de la région métro-
politaine de New York. Le Long-Islander n’est donc plus un banlieusard qui ceuvre
a New York et rentre le soir dans son faubourg-dortoir; bien au contraire, il tra-
vaille sur I'lle méme, dans les grandes usines aéronautiques de la Republic Aviation,
par exemple, et ce sont plutot les New-Yorkais qui se rendent quotidiennement
sur Long Island. Cette proposition est fortement documentée au cours de I’étude
par une série d’indices qui laissent fort songeur. Notez également la thése que
développe Boskoff (12) dans un ouvrage récent: la cité et sa région constituent
maintenant une “super-communauté” et le concept analytique fondamental est
celui de Ecommunauté” formée de groupes interdépendents qui habitent une région
donnée et possedent chacun leurs institutions propres; la méme these est d’ailleurs
avancée par Greer (13).

Permettez-moi en terminant de tirer de tout ceci, peut-€tre un peu par les
cheveux, quelques conclusions d’intérét pour le Canada. Je les crois optimistes
et de son auguré pour la réalisation des Town Centres que M. Carver nous décrit
avec un enthousiasme a la fois visionnaire et poétique.

Le Canada est un pays dont I'urbanisation est postéricure a celle des U.S.A., et
'on peut établir que le processus subséquent, celui de suburbanisation, n’y est pas
aussi avancé qu’aux Etats-Unis. Ainsi, de 1941 a 1951, 4 des 14 régions métropoli-
taines canadiennes en étaient encore a la phase urbaine de concentration, alors que
94 des 99 régions métropolitaines des U.S.A. en étaient déja arrivées a la phase
de déconcentration entre 1940 et 1950. Par ailleurs nos régions métropolitaines

LES SUBURBES

ont en général une population relativement faible et leur accession a ce statut
statistique privilégié est plut6t récente.

Ne serait-il des lors pas possible de contrecarrer le processus de suburbanisation
en ce qu'il comporte de mauvais: pourissement des zones centrales et fuite des élites
vers la périphérie par exemple? Il me semble qu’un effort rationnel et systématique
de renouvellement urbain du centre de nos villes pourrait avoir de bonnes chances
de succes, si les hypotheses que j’ai esquissées ici sont justes.

La parole est donc a vous, Messieurs les urbanistes.

English Summary

Our understanding of the phenomenon of suburbanization has been obscured by
preconceived notions based on a few atypical but widely publicized studies. These
notions are criticized in the light of recent American sociological research, which
reveals that suburbanization is much more complex and even contradictory in some
aspects than commonly accepted. Consequences are drawn about the possibility of
avoiding, in Canada, the dysfunctions which too often accompany the rapid growth
of suburbs around existing cities.
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