
POPULATION IS PEOPLE

Human beings are the most important part of 
any economy. For that reason population changes 
have significant economic implications. Prelim i
nary results of the decennial census taken last 
April give us some indications of the major 
changes which took place in the population of the 
Fifth District between 1950 and 1960.
THE DISTRICT AND THE STATES The total popu
lation of the District (which excludes the six 
northwestern counties of W est Virginia) rose from 
14,447,821 in 1950 to 16,259,405 in 1960, an in
crease of 1,811,584, or 12.5%. For the nation as 
a whole the increase was 26,548,244, by far the 
largest for any decade in history, and the rate of 
growth, 18%. Thus the District grew about two- 
thirds as fast as the whole country, and the Dis
trict population fell from 9.5% of the United 
States total in 1950 to 9.1% in 1960.

The table shows that population growth rates 
varied widely among the states of the Fifth Dis
trict. A t one extreme Maryland ranked tenth in 
the nation in absolute amount of increase 
(731,859) and ninth in rate of growth (31.2% ). 
A t the other extreme, both W est Virginia and the 
District of Columbia lost population, W est V ir
ginia having both the largest absolute loss and the 
highest rate of decline of any state in the Union. 
Virginia had almost the same growth rate as the 
country as a whole, while the Carolinas grew 
somewhat more slowly.
WITHIN THE STATES Rates of growth also varied 
widely within individual states. The most striking 
contrast was between urban and rural communities. 
The Bureau of the Census recognizes 19 “ Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical A reas” (or parts of areas) 
in the District. Such an area is an integrated eco
nomic unit surrounding and including a city of
50,000 or more. In 1950 the 19 metropolitan 
areas had a total population of 5,885,143, or about

41% of the District total. Between 1950 and
1960, metropolitan population grew by 1,485,169 
to 7,370,312, or over 45% of the District total, 
and accounted for nearly 82%; of the D istrict’s 
growth. The growth rate for these metropolitan 
areas as a group was 25.2%, or about twice the 
rate for the whole District. Every metropolitan 
area except one showed an increase. The W ash
ington area had the largest absolute increase with 
504,473, while the Newport News-Hampton area 
had the largest percentage increase with 43.9%. 
A rough generalization here would be that “the 
big ones got bigger.”

The cities which formed the hearts of these 
metropolitan areas showed much more variation 
in growth rates. Three of the four largest cities 
in the District lost population. They were : Balti
more,— 3.0% ; W ashington,— 6.9% ; and Rich
mond, — 5.3%. Norfolk, the third largest city, 
had an increase of 27.8%. Among cities over 
50,000, Newport News had the greatest percent
age increase (166% ) but this included the an
nexation of W arwick County. The two large cities 
with the next highest growth rate— Greensboro 
with 60.4% and High Point with 53.7%—are in 
the same county. Nine cities over 50,000 had in
creases of more than 25%, five of them in the 
Piedmont section of N orth Carolina and four in 
the Norfolk area.

In sharp contrast with the rapid growth of the 
urban areas, most rural areas lost population dur
ing the decade. Of the 317 counties in the five 
states, 148, or nearly half, showed a decline in 
population. Even in Maryland, which had a sub
stantial growth over-all, four of the 24 counties 
suffered declines. In Virginia, 46 of 98 counties 
lost, while in N orth Carolina it was 39 of 100 and 
in South Carolina, 21 of 46. In W est Virginia, 
40 of the 49 Fifth District counties showed de
clines.

8Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis

November 1960



Generally, losses were concentrated in the small
er, more sparsely populated counties. This is 
shown by the behavior of a sample of 64 of the 
D istrict’s smallest counties. Of the 64, 42 lost 
population during the decade and only six grewr 
as fast as the states in which they are located. 
W ith respect to these, then, it would seem that 
“the small ones got smaller.”
SOME PROBLEMS Pronounced population changes 
always bring problems. In urban areas the prob
lem is nationwide in scope. Frequently the cen
tral cities of metropolitan areas are not able to ex
pand their limits to cover the tributary population 
growing up around their fringes. Such cities have 
difficult problems financing their functions in the 
face of declining population and, frequently, de
clining property values. The whole area meets 
difficult problems in extending and co-ordinating 
the local governmental services required by the 
rapidly growing suburban areas. Several cities, 
including Charlotte and Raleigh, have solved the 
problem in part by substantial expansions of city 
limits. Two other cities— Durham and Richmond 
—have under intensive study proposals to merge 
with the counties which surround them, but such 
mergers are beset by many and complex problems.

At the other extreme, and much less dramatized, 
is the problem of the small and declining counties. 
The preliminary census returns bring out sharply 
the large number of counties which have very 
small population. In Virginia, 25 of the 98 coun

ties have a population of less than 10,000, and 15 
of those lost population during the decade. In 
N orth Carolina there were 12 such counties, of 
which nine lost population.

These counties inevitably have a difficult prob
lem maintaining a necessary minimum of county 
governmental services. Some of them will soon 
have to face the question of how small they can 
become and still maintain a separate county gov
ernment. There are also problems of maintain
ing churches, medical and hospital services, and 
other community facilities.

Both of the m ajor population trends noted above 
have important implications for the structure of the 
banking system. The rapid growth of residen
tial suburbs has created a demand in those areas 
for certain types of banking services, especially 
the granting of consumer loans, the cashing of 
checks, and the receipt of deposits, but it has not 
created a demand for the full range of banking 
services. The people are there but most of the 
business which produces profits for banks is else
where. This makes it difficult for a newly estab
lished bank to prosper in such an area. Conversely, 
some of the small rural counties with declining 
population may not have enough people or busi
ness to support a wide range of banking services. 
Both of these situations present difficult problems 
which must be solved if the banking system is to 
provide the people writh the level and variety of 
banking services they want and need.

POPULATION OF FIFTH DISTRICT BY STATES 

1950 and 1960

(1960 figures p re lim in a ry )

1950 I960
A bsolute
Change

P er Cent 
Change

D istrict of Columbia 802,178 745,603 -  56,575 -  7.1
M aryland 2,343,001 3,074,860 +  731,859 +  31.2
V irginia 3,318,680 3,903,555 +  584,875 +  17.6
W est Virginia* 1,805,006 1,644,319 -  160,687 -  8.9
N orth  Carolina 4,061,929 4,531,834 +  469,905 +  11.6
South Carolina 2,117,027 2,359,234 +  242,207 +  11.4
F ifth  D istric t 14,447,821 16,259,405 +  1,811,584 +  12.5

^Including only those counties which are in the F ifth  D istrict.
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