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ABSTRACT

The political incorporation and municipal segregation of classes

and status groups in the metropolis tend to divorce fiscal resources from

public needs and serve to create and perpetuate inequality among urban

residents in the United States. An investigation of data coi1ected for a

large number of metropolitan areas in 1960 reveals a number of variables

associated with inequality in the distribution of fiscal resources among

municipalities in metropolitan areas. The level of income inequality

among municipal governments in metropolitan areas varies directly with:

location in the South; age, size, and density of the metropolis; nonwhite

concentration; family income inequality; residential segregation among

social classes; housing segregation by quality; and governmental fragmen­

tation. The data appear to provide support for the argument that govern­

mental inequality occupies a central position in the urban stratification

system.



Separate and Unequal:
Governmental Inequality in the Metropolis

The suburb is the Northern way to insure separate
and unequal. It has the advantage of being legal •.
If housing,education, jobs, and matrimony are to
remain a charmed circle among formally equal citizens
in an era of public goods, there is a powerful
logic behind the existing fragmentation and the
basis for considerable resistance to the creation
of'really general governments. l

1. INTRODUCTION

Political incorporation by class and status into municipal enclaves

is an important institutional mechanism creating and perpetuating inequality

among residents in metropolitan communities in the United States. The

salience of governmental inequality has been increasing. In a laissez-

faire, capitalist society the distribution of valued commodities among~_

urban residents is largely governed by the distribution of "effective

demand" among consumers engaging in price competition in the private

market place. However,with the rapid growth in the public sector of the

the economy in recent decades there have been vast increases in the con-

2sumption of public goods. Concomitant with growth in the public sector,

we have come to witness the segregation of public goods consumption

through suburbanization as one central ingredient underlying the structure

of inequality among urban residents. 3 The municipal segregation of class

and status groups tends to divorce fiscal resources from public needs

in the metropolis. As one student of the problem has recently noted,

"Because the political subdivisions of a metropolitan area are largely

autonomous in matters of local finance, differentials in per capita

income create inequalities in both fiscal capacity and public service
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,needs between municipalities. And because,we,en,trrust local go'ilernment

to effect substahtial redistribution of real ,income through loeal

p'ublic services, ,a serious problem follows from the divorcing"of income

4from need."

This paper consists of an exploratory analysis of factors': as'socia,ted

· w{lth inequality, in the distribution of fiscal resources-,;;,the capacity' ,to

generate public, goods--among municipal governments in metropolitan· a-re'as

· ,in the United States. We commence by· outlining a conceptual ,ftameWO'rk

. whi'ch then serves to organize the analysis of ,empirical fd:ndi:ngs • ,We

.. conclude with a brief discussion ofimp'or-tant direct·ionsforfur·ther

l11'es,earch.

II•. URBAN STRATIFICATION

The student of metropolitan polti.t;Lcal structure can, draw upon a

number of conceptual models to organize an empirical investigation. For

example, urban-oriented political scientists have viewed the.metropolis

· as a world arena in miniature in which "municipal nation.... sta.tes" conduct

"delica.te negotiations5 ; as a market in which'municipal corporations com­

pete for the allegiance of fickle citizen-consumers6 ; as an,ecological

coliseum housing recurrent games'played by ,evanescent political ;teams
7

;

as a system of specialized, incorporated. groups seeking to promotel:tfe­

'styles and, protect values throtlgh municipal balkanization
8

; andthe.list

'goes on.

At ,the cost of contributing,another image ,to this, conceptual menage,

I would like to argue the benefits of approaching,themetropoli,tan.complex

'as a system of social at·ratification. A nutnber of:,central issues, ±n

urban polidcscenter upon inequality among social. gro;ups • Basict:lrban
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problems emanate from the differential access of urban residents to

scarce economic, social, and political resources. In order to deal

effectively with these issues, it is' necessary to conduct research within

a conceptual framework that explicitly focuses upon the causes and

consequences of inequality in the distribution of the surplus product

among social groups in the metropolitan community. This framework

should generate testable hypotheses as well as provide insight into

potential sources of change in the urban system. An approach of this

nature is of particular salience to an investigation of sources of

inequality in the 4istribution of resources among local governments in

metropolitan communities.

As Lenski has recently noted, virtually all the major theorists in

the field of social stratification have sought to answer one basic question:

9who gets what and why? In this study, urban stratification refers to

the institutionalization of social arrangements that generate and per-

petuate intergenerational inequality in the distribution of scarce economic,

political, and social values among collectivities in the metropolis. lO

Institutional arrangements connote the principles, procedures, and

policies governing and structuring the relationships between groups

in the metropolitan community. An urban stratification system consists

of a bounded set of individuals, groups, and organizations whose structured

interactions culminate in the allocation and distribution of scarce

resources among urban residents.

A basic assumption underlying this investigation is that the

distribution of symbolic and material advantages among individuals is

largely a function of the distribution of power among social groups.

',I, .
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.; staructuring the.- >Jl'~lationships blatwe:en;.. blass.es,!.·arl.d,,·:amo~g. status:?, .g;,rro~ps

,tinstitut·iona1 ru1es of-the gamevarious1y:resti;tlg upon.:Ci:U>thottl.';ty,,:infil..u:enee ,

d f h · h b £i h ' f" ' , h (11an ·orcew, J.C : 'ene t some ;at t,· e' e~p,ense,o i..• o,t ·e;1:s •

.',members.to,- gi:l.in' access to, .or::cofi:(:rol:;,o;ver, ·ctnose.;i1il.sta'tutdonst:,:th'atgigo;v:ea:>n

"the" distr'ibut'ion':of, !3y.mbolic~;andcnna<t:erd.a.L.:ad'i1ant~ges·:12 f IFhe~;:iso:bilU

'1'elations:.amongclass:es13 :and..:ibiatween;;!3>t:at:us::,~gro;ups-14:'·.finbedd~d:Llin;.,'the

:.. distribution '·of income. andsoc,ia1,: s'tatus:.am:on,g.g'll'OJlps .• 'djes;ters.;',an(::Ul'1i~·q.ua.1

system. of social relationships' in the'., uirban,,:housing:marketil"alid.. J.oea1

government. institutions, structuri;ng differential access no" housing,

neighborhood,: and "municipal life""'S;1!:;r1e~II ,Residerttiali:,'s~gr.~g:atdion;:;py

by' e:lass and race shap,es .interaction. patterns, "friendsh;ip\' teLe!,! ,mmatt'ti:a.1

selection, and social consciousness. ,The distribution,of,'r!.nc'0me.'and

residential location shapes po1itical;,relationsh\i.ps·, be>tween...coB~ecti:il:i:ties

with· discordant' inter.ests and· struct1llr.es· differ.ential·access:t:o, pub1ic

'goods and services • Access to pttblicgoous\alid,;,s.ervic:es,}:d.n::,'partd.'cnlar,

educational and cultural facilibies,; st:rubtures';.ac-cessl1!o' TI13bs;':ari.d.'d!.ncmme~15

,'In this ,'manner an interdepend'ellt.set:;bf :,,10:(Za1,'c,institutions;:,g±;\T;es;: htse

to'the structure of inequality in the:'mod'emn;'ocmet,rppeld.s •

, From the perspective of, utban;st.rlitifi:cation,:,ther:,metrppe;L;Ltan

.ci,/:y is", composed of" a"set of ',itlterlock.i.;g.g ,institu'tiona1;':arxa;g;gemen,ts'lind

i interacting, organizedinterest.:g-roupsiwho·se ,',relatibn!sJ!ripsf fOQ7Illr bhe

structural" frlimework wi,thin,which,metropolitan citiz'ens'i,att:eJllPtl'to'!,imp,r'ov-e
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the quality of their lives. Elucidating the nature of these institutions

and organized interests and the substance.of their.relationships is the

primary task of urban stratification theory and research •.

A. The Role of Muncipal Government

Residential location is an important resource in the urban stratifi-

cation system. As Anton and Williams have argued:

Because social values are unevenly distributed across
urban space, the location of a housing unit determines
as much about the opportunities available to residents
as does the sheer physical quality of the unit itself.
Depending upon where it is located, a house or an
apartment may 'carry' with it more or fewer public
services, better or worse schools, more or less
access to commercial activities (and employment
opportunities), more or less interaction with people
who are prized, or people who are shunned. 16

Advantaged classes and status groups in the metropolitan community seek

to maximize control over scarce resources and maintain life-style values

through homogeneous and complementary residential groups. In the

context of a fragmented system of governments in the metropolis,

municipal government becomes an institutional arrangement for promot~ng

and protecting the unequal distribution of scarce resources. As Wood

has noted, modern suburbs often use their political boundaries to

"differentiate the character·of their residents from their neighbors,"

and their government powers--zoning, residential covenants, taxation,

17selective industrial development--"to promote conscious segregation."

Within the suburbs, segregation by class and status has been enhanced

as different builders produced new one-class communities with housing

entirely in a particular price range. Because of the high cost of

providing public services for new residents, many communities have made

use of zpning and other land development controls to hold down population

'.,'

I .
1 .! I
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8+ow.th and to prie:e out lower-income and middle-income faroi·lies whose

housing and lots would not yield enough in proper-ty taxes to COVier theix

service costs. In addition, racial discrimination on the part of· builders,

real estate brokers, a!ld mortgage institutions has reinforced economic

segregation with direct policies of racial exc1usion.
18

Thus, a decentralized, fragmented, metropolitan government patt.ern

facilitates the maintenance and perpetuation of class and sta'tus group

privilege.. The more status homogeneous the subur·b, the· easier i;t is,

politically, to maintain the pri.macyof prized values. Municipa,lit.ies

come to be characterized by specialized service packages ·and recruit r·es1'"

dents according to th'e dictum: "all those who lIke the kind of 1if.e

1'9symbolized by these services come and join us, if you can afford it."

Conflict over the production and distribution of values that dep.end

upon location for their realization (e.g., land use, education, housing.,.

recreation, cultural facilities) resd.des at the center of metropolitan

politics.• 20

B. The Roots of Urban Problems

As Fusfe1d has argued, fundamental urban problems are deeply rooted

in three long-term trends in the urban stratification system: (1) the

persis.tence of poverty and income inequality in metropo1itc!.U areas;

(2) the persistence of racial discrimination in the fabric of urban in-

stitutions; (3) the continuing decentralization of economic and govern-

mental activities away from the urban core into outlying areas of the

21
metropolitan community.

Each basic source of urban problems reflects an unde.rlying

struggle among collectivities in the metropolis • The persist'ence of
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wide~ptead poverty and income inequality reflects a division between

the poor and the relatively affluent: a struggle between the less and

the more privileged classes in the metropolitan economic order. The

persistence of institutional racism refle.cts a struggle among racially

demarcated status groups over the distribution of commodities, symbols

of status, jobs, and valued ways of living in the metropolfso Spurred

by increases in population and advances in transportation and communication

technology, and shaped by government subsidy, the decentralization of

economic and governmental activities Bas given rise to structured

conflicts between inner cities and suburbs over the distribution of

public goods and services within the metropolitan political ottder.

With the progressive decentralization of manufacturing industries,

high wage industrial jobs are deserting cent~al cities and locating beyond

the reach of low-income inner-city residents. The central city has

increasingly become the center for administration, finance, recreation,

and other types of services, as well as the location for low-v7age industries

attracted by surplus labor in crowded slums. Decentralization has also

had the effect of reducimg the financial resources of central cities,

as capital has progressively followed high-wage industries and the

more affluent population to the suburbs. 22 Thus, as the concentration

of the low-income working class and unemployed in. the central city and

inner-ring suburbs has increased, the fiscal resources necessary to

meet their needs have progressively drained to the suburbs and to the

war chest of the federal government.

The structuEal contradiction between expanding public needs and

declinin& fiscal resources was greatly intensified with the transformation

I I
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...ofSo.uthernagriculture duriIl.g the', earJ.y iahdi::mid:':f:±£ties ,.;wh:i!:ch; .d:l:sp:e:I'cS'e:d

"millions of agrail;ianworkers' to central'citiesat',a.,. time ..when-·,massr,p-.Fo-

duction industries'were,aut.omat ing ahdno t hiT:!;p,g ,',economic :~llq>'ans:±on

was;slowing down, and .high wagegrowthihdust'I'.ies ,were'decentral,iizi"l;lg

to "1ily....white" !sanctuariesat the ,.peripheryofi.the :metropoillit-an,:areas

outside the reach of black and 10w"'7income .famiJli:es • This'w,aveof'miigr-a-

,:tion was £,ollowed by a, populationho,Clm in'the,,'.late,fd\fit;1;.es. "in: "Ciencral

cit:L:es ,which .£urtherintensified. ,:the, "prQib'lems •.... A' .,rap.i4:,;gJ:CI.wth::.in

.social needs in centralc±ties ,ahdinner:-:ri:ng,;:,subur:bs,·~accompani:edi,by{,a

corresponding dropin, emplo;yment ~oppo.rtunit±es,.and ::f.±s.cal;resQura:es

.produced a deterior.ation ,:0£ "p:uhlics,ervices ,in,;such'"c:r.ruciaL:al.::eas·.'as

23educa.tion,health, housiJlg".candp.:o.lice,and .f'ire;p:r.o:t:ec,tio,n. ; ,This

..contradiction stimulated the outbreak of'ghetto ',disturbances, in;:the

middle and late sixties.

In recent decades we have wi tneased anincreasing..:tntermingU.ng"of

'all rthe.se conflicts as increasingly nonwhite, .impoverished inner ..cities

bump borders with rising f,riction w.ith the more advantaged..aurhurhan

populations. .This str:uggleseemslikely.to per:si:s.t, .and,.may· intensi;fy ,

for while the black migration to the cities' has ,slow.ed·down cons:idetahlY

in recent years,na.tural .increase .in populat:i:on~is .continu:lmg. ;';The

first 'generationof children.born .to themigrants~ofi·the·early'1950s:ohave

been 'starting the second rouhdof: :thepopula:t:ion ·explosiondn,;·the::ghs,t,tos

·andimpov.erished neighborhoods of the centraLcities • .Res:irden:t~a.l

,24
'segregation by race appears to have heen:i:nc'reas.ing"wh':ide,;.atthe:"same

. time "there has "been 'little or no break in .the' oppr:essive 'forces 'of
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overcrowded and deteriorating housing, bad education, poor ttansporation

facilities, and inadequate employment opportunities.,,25

Thus governmental inequality occupies a central position in the

urban stratification system. Yet even the most casual survey of census

data reveals marked variations in the degree of governmental inequality

among metropolitan areas in the United States. The rest of this stti~y

is dev~ted to an empirical analysis of sources of variation in the

degree of inequality in the distribution of fical resources among munici-

palities in a sample of metropolitan areas.

III. METHODS AND DATA

A. Measuring Governmental Inequality

Comparative research on inequality in the distribution of fiscal

resources among governments in metropolitan areas involves three basic

issues of measurement. First, how are unite of government to be defined

and aggregated? Second, what is the appropriate indicator of fiscal

resources? Third, what measure of inequality is to be employed? These

issues are discussed in turn.

Considering the importance of the first issue, i.e. the definition

and aggregation of units of government, there has been relatively little

comparative research on governmental inequality among metropolitan areas

in the United States. The principal exception to this rule is the body

of research devoted to explaining socioeconomic and fiscal differences

among central cities and suburbs in urban areas. 26 In this type of

investigation, suburban characteristics are averaged together and

compared to central city characteristics. Level of gevernmental inequality

is measured by the ratio of central city to suburban characteristics and

'I 'd.' ., ,
_____L~ t ._~ ~~~~_~ ~ ~_•.__ • ,__~ ....__.. .. ,_,'_, " __•__ ._ .. _..• _._. __ .•



10

..anattempt is made to explain variations in :ithe ~cii.tY'7s.ub.urbra:tio ..,thr:o~gh

'the comparative ,analysis of urban areas. >:While these situdi,es,ha.:ve

.advanced our knowledge of fa.ctors. associated withcity-.subur.b: aisparat,Lces

in urb.an areas, .they share a weaknessinconceptual'Lzationand.me·asur:ement·~27

An assumption underlying research on city-suburb inequality is.::that

sl:lburbs are basically s.imilar in socioeconomic and fiscal ,eharacter.i<sti:e.s.,

or are at .least sufficiently similar to jus.tify ,.an ~ggrega,ted s:u:hu:rib::an

cO)Jlpat.ison with the .central .cit;y • Yet ur·banr.eseareh has;ciamply:;;.demon:s;txa:t:ed

<the .inaccuracy of the imageofsuburbia.as unifo,r.mly"white:""'callar,.and

28.high income. There have, of course, always beenworking:"".class;. :subUlJ!:b·s •

.:But .,asindustry has been :depar.ting .the .cent·r.alcity ;f.ar.ithe, sJJburb~,.:,hl:ue-

. cO.llar·workers have been following and w.orking-class. -subur'bs ..have been

·mult.iplying. A recent poll found that almost.half of allunion.members

now live in the suburbs, and the "suburbanites account for :about ith-r.ee­

29
fourths of unionists under age 4,0." However, as an..indicator of :the

increas.ing .embourgeoisement .of blue-collar workers, this ·scta:tis.ticcan· be

highly ·.misleading. Working-class suburbanites tend to. live. in older , . ·.bow

tomodera.te income residential and industrial suburbs on .the~·orders·of

·c.ent.ral citi.es. 30 Manufacturing decentralizes assuburhs compete for

indUstrial firms to alleviate pro.pertytaxhurdens. Yet few· suburbs will

permit public or low-cost housing.tobehuild near the factories .they

entice to locate withinthe·irbo.rders. The dec·entral:L:zation oL:manuf·ac-

tur.ing into middle-class municipal en.clav-es .is likely .to· .f:oster,the. further

develo.pment of relatively low-income, low.t:ax-base suburbs. in ar,eas",a.iij.oin-

ing the new industrial sites. The development is likely to exacerbate

income disparities betweenmuilicipalitiesin the metr:apolis.
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As the Advisory C01mnission on Intergovernmental Relations has

recently noted,

Of growing significance are the fiscal disparities
among rich and poor suburban communities in many
of-thetnetrop6l:i.tau·areas--disparit1es'that often
are even more dramatic than those observed between
central cities and suburbia in general. Many
of the older suburban communities are taking
on the physical, social and economic charac'-',
teristics of the central city. This type of
community is especially vulnerable to fiscal
distress because it lacks the diversified tax
base that has enabled the central city to
absorb some of the impact of extraordinary
expenditure demands.3l

Therefore, while the city-surburban disparity approach to metropolitan

governmental inequality appropriately empmasizes the frequent plight of

central cities, it tends to gloss over an increasingly class and status

differentiated suburban governmental structure. It seems appropriate

to go beyond the central city-suburb dichotomy when conducting research

on governmental inequality. What appears to be required is the develop-

ment of hypotheses and measurement procedures addressed to inequality in

the distribution of resources among all muncipalities in the metropolitan

area.

Turning to the second issue, that of what the appropriate indication of

fiscal resources is, there are a number of possible indicators of level

of fiscal resources--capability to produce public goods and services--

none of which seem fully satisfactory. Sources of municipal revenue vary

by regions within the nation, by states within regions, by metropolitan

areas within states, and by municipalities within metropolitan areas.

Local governments frequently derive the major share of their revenue from

taxes on mercantile, manufacturing, residential, and personal property.

However, assessed valuations of property are notoriously unreliable indi-
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cators of the actual level of fiscal resources available to a.munic.ipality.

Municipalities als.o derive revenue from. sales. taxes. on commodities" payroll.

and personal income taxes, and through other sources •.

In this investigation the median level of family income in a munic.i-

pality is employed as the indicator of level of fiscal resources or capa-

city to produce public goods and services. As Ri.ew has noted, "When the

local government relies principally on property as its tax. base, per.sonal

income as a fiscal resource may seem to be unimportant. But this. may be an

important potential tax base.. Furthermore, since all taxes are paid: out

f i h i 1 i 1 h b h b Oli ,,32o ncome, t at s u tmate y w at measures est t ea 1 ty to pay, taxes •.

Median family income provides a very rough indication of the fiscal capa-

city and the level of service needs in the municipality and is a crude

indicator of the class compostion of the laoal government. In contras.t

to most indicators of fiscal resources, median income retains, roughly the

same meaning across regions, states, metropolitan areas; and municipalities.

While there are some. extremely homogeneous suburbs, normally; municipal

boundaries do not operate as sharp demographic, economic, or social dividing

lines. As Williams has noted, any municipality can absorb a degree of

internal diversity while maintaining a dominant life-style. Scanning the

range of mean values of a characteristic among municipalities in

metropolitan areas quickly establishes the existence of diversity and

o Ii 331nequa ty. The standard deviation is the measure of ineq,uality in the

distribution of family income among municipalities in the metropolitan.

34area ~dopted in this study.

The standard deviation is a measure of variability about the mean of

a given characteristic. In this case the standard deviation inme.dian,·

municipal family income for a metropolitan area indicates·the extent to
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which municipalities in the metropolis deviate in median income from the

average for all municipalities in the area. For example, a metropolis

with a standard deviation in municipal income of zero would be a metropol-

itan area in which each component municipality has the same median family

income. The lat:ger the standard deviation, the greater:r'the deviation of

the wealth of some municipalities from the average income of all municipal-

ities in the SMSA. Under the assumption that the distribution of median

family income over all municipalities in the metropolitan area is bell-

shaped or "normal," the standard deviation assumes a specific meaning. One

standard deviation from the mean encompasses approximately two-thirds of

the municipalities in the metropolitan area: one-third above and·one-third

below the mean. Therefore, a· standard deviation of say $1000 indicates'

that roughly two-thirds of the municipalities in that metropolitan area

deviate from the average municipal median income by $1000 or less. There-

fore, as the numerical size of the standard deviation increases, the extent

to which some municipalities have very high incomes and some have very

low incomes, relative to the average, increases. The larger the standard

d i · h 1 h - 1 35ev at1on, t e greater the governmental inequa ity in t e metropo is.

In summary, the measure of inequality in the distribution of fiscal

resources or capacity to generate public goods and services among govern-

ments in the metropolis is the standard deviation in median family income

among municipalities in the metropolitan area.

B. The Data

We adopted the following procedure to construct a I!leasure of muni-

cipal income inequality in the metropolis. We collected income data on

all municipalities with populations of 2500 and above in metropolitan
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36areas of the United States. The population census pro,vides. income data:.

only for municipalities of population size of 2500' and ahove. Th'is was an.

important constraint on our data collection and a·caveat to ponder in

interpreting our findings. Under ideal conditions we,would have- collected:

income data on all incorporated municipalities for each SMSA. Although

one....half of the municipalities in metropolitan areas have pop.ulations,under

2500, these municipalities account for but 2 percent' of. the totaLmetr.o­

politan population. 37 Yet this is an important 2 percent of the populat.ion

to the extent that it contains a disproportionate share of the very

wealthy and/or the very poor members of the metropolitan area. For

the purposes of this analysis, we are assuming that our measure of

munic.ip.al income ineqality based upon municipalities with populatiol'ls

of 2500 or ahove is an accurate reflection of income inequality among

all municipalities in the metropolitan areas in our study.

For each metropolitan area, data on median family income, for each

component municipality of population size 2500 and above were collected,

coded, and punched on IBM cards. Then, for each metropolitan area con-

taining three or more municipalities of 2500 population or larger, a stan,""

d d d . i d f hi· 1· d 3.8ar. eV1at on was compute rom t e component munC1pa .1ncome ata.

h 1 d d f h . an'al·Y'" s';s.. 39
Metropolitan areas in t e New Eng an region were omitte' rom t1S ....

In summary, our population of metropolitan areas consists of SMSAs

outside of New England with three or more municipaliti.es containing

populations of 2500 and above in 1960. In 1960 there. were 66 metropoli:tan.

areas with less than the required number of municipalit.ies of appropriate

size. Eleven New England SMSAs were omitted from the analysis and eight

metropolitan areas were dropped for lack of sufficient data. This left a

population of 127 metropolitan areas as a base for analysis..
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Because' the independent variables analyzed in this study were drawn

from a wide variety of sources, there are rather marked fluctuations in the

number of cases underlying various analyses of specific empirical relation­

ships. For this reason, this study is best viewed as an exploratory inves­

tigation of an important political phenomenon. If the findings from this

investigation prove to be provocative, they may spur more ref~aed research

efforts.

Table 1 presents the mean, standard deviation, and range in governmental

income inequality among the 127 metropolitan areas in this study. The

standard deviation in municipal income averages $920 among the 127 metro­

politan areas in this investigation. The SMSA with the least inequality

had a standard deviation in municipal family income of $14. The metropol­

itan area with the greatest governmental income inequality had a standard

deviation of $3128. There is a vast range in inequality in the distribution

of income among municipalities in this samp~e.

What are some of the factors associated with variations in governmental

inequality among this sample of metropolitan areas? The remainder of this

study is organized according to a sequence of empirical firldings presented

in the form of empirical propositions. A brief rationale accompanies

each proposition. We conclude with a discussion of the relationship between

the empirical findings and the conceptual framework prefacing this analysis.

IV. HYPOTHESES AND FINDINGS

1. Metropolitan areas in the South tend to have gre~~et inequality

among municipalities than metropolitan areas located in other regions of

the country. Income inequality among families and racial discrimination

are hypothesized to be two of the principal factors fostering governmental
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Table 1. Mean Standard Devi'atio.n and Range, in Mu.nicip.al
Income Inequality; for 127 SMSAs,,\ 19'60.,

Muni.cipal.
Inequality*' '

Mean,

Standard Deviation

Rang;e:

Minima

Maxima

Number of SMSAs

$ 920

583

14

3128

127

*Standard, deviation in median municipal family inco.me.co.mput:ed.
over all niunicipalitie's with populations of 2500 and, ab.ove
in the, metropolitan area.
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inequality in the metropolis. Southern metropolitan areas tend to have

40 .
higher levels of income inequality among families and among racial

41groups. Southern metropolitan areas also tend to have more marked

42residential segregation by race and by social class. There is reason

to suspect, therefore, that Southern metropolitan areas may display higher

levels of governmental inequality as well.

The evidence presented in Table 2 gives a small measure of support

to these speculations. The zero order correlation between the dummy

43variable, absence or presence of a metropolitan area in the South, and

municipal income inequlaity, is r=.132. It would seem that governmental

inequality is less related to the historical and cultural features imbedded

in the regional concept than we at first surmised.

2. Older, larger z and more densel] populated metropolitan areas tend

to have greater inequality among municipalities. Williams has suggested

that the degree of·diff~rentiation among municipalities increases with

age and size of the metropolitan area. First, neighborhood and mun~cipal

identities become crystallized over time. Moves are made with a greater

awareness of the life-style of each place. In younger, expanding metro-

politan areas, growth may take place so rapidly that the visibility of

the life-style remains low, and the local political structures are not

sufficiently stable to employ effective screening policies over entering

residents. Secondly, surburban specialization in a small metropolitan

area is likely to be rudimentary. Larger metropolitan areas are likely

to contain many gradations of class and status homogeneous residential

suburbs as well as suburbs with·highly specialized economic bases. 44

Ecological research and theory seems to imply much the same hypothesis.
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Table 2. .zero Gr-derGarrelati:ons, J3:etween;RE:!gi',o):nal"and"iDem.~,gr,iLPh:Lc
Cha-,r.acteristics .,and .Income 'Ineq,u'a1i·ty".Amo:p.g Muni:c.ipa:li,tfes
£or 127,SMSAs, 1960.

;'!,lli!lli ti'c'ip'a.1
"Inl?q,tiallii'ty*

Region:

1. ~.Metropo.1itan'pres.ence: .in,·:the ,g'auth**

Demog'r,aphicCharac:teristics:

1.. Papulation . Size of Sl<fSA

.2 .P'opulation density ,0£:SMSA:
.:number of persons "p'er square >mille

3.Percent·of SMSA populati:on
'res,iding in urbanized,.area

4. Age of :SMSA: year central city
reached 25,.oOO,po;pu1a.tion .. - •.23'0

*Standard ,deviation in median municipal f:'amily,d.ncome comp,uted ,aver"a.'ll
manic,ipalities 'W'i'th ;pop,ulati:ons 'of ,2500. and:a:b'o:v:e..:inthe<'Ille;:b!J;'opoli,tan
area•

.'*'*O:::;abs.ence, l:::;presence ,:ofametro.po.l'itan. ar:eain. :the:·Sau.th.
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From this perspective; increases in population size and.density foster

increased competition for scarce resources resulting in increases in the

division of labor as individuals seek new means of sustenance. As specia1i-

zation increases, spatial segregation among individuals with similar social

traits becomes a mechanism of social integration in a h~gh1y complex urban

world. 45

Data presented in Table 2 indicate that there is a tendency for

older (r'''' 230), larger (ra. 392), more urbanized (r=.267), and more densely

populated (r=.124) metropolitan areas to have higher levels of inequality

among municipal governments. On balance the evidence seems to support the

ecological hypothesis that population size, age, and density provide a

demographic potential for increased inequality among governments in the

metropolitan community.

3. The larger the relative size of the nonwhite populat!on in the

metropolitan community, the greater !he !nequality_among governments. We

have suggested that, in addition to purchasing power, status rivalry oper-

ates to structure the residential location and segregation of residents in

the metropolitan city. Since members of nonwhite minorities have dispropor­

tionately lower incomes,46 and since because of their racial status th~y are

frequently denied access to neighborhoods and housing they could otherwise

afford,47 we would expect that as the relative size of the nonwhite

population increases, governmental inequality in the metropolis will increase.

This hypothesis is given support by the data presented in Table 3.

Governmental inequality varies directly with percent of the metropolitan

population nonwhite (r=.206) and percent of the central city nonwhite

(r=.352). It would appear that status group exclusion should be added

f '
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Table- 3,. Zero OCli!'der Correlations Between. Raeiali. CompQsition afid
Income Characterfs.tics and Inc'ome Ineqjttal:llty Among :Mu-'
nicipa:lities in Metropo,l.itan Areas" 1960\.

Mttnicip'al
Ineq:ual.i t.yn·

Racial Composition**:

1. P'ercent of SMSA populat.ion, nonwhite

2. Percent of central city, nonwhite

Income***':

1.. Median f ami ly income

2. Percent of families with incomes
at 0,11' oelQW '$3000' a year

3.. Percent of families with incomes
at or above $10,000 a year

Median Earnings***:

1. Professionals and Managers

2'., Craftsmen and foremen

3.. Operatives

4. Laborers

Income Inequality***:

1. Gini co'efficient: fandly inc0me

2. Racial income ineq,uality****

.3!5Z

-.043

.419

.202'

.,0'30

.08S

.234

.126

*Standard deviation in median municipal famd1.y income comput.ed over all
municipali.ties wi th populations 0'£ 250:0 atnd above in t.he· me\trop'o,J),i.tan
are'a.

**N = 127.

***N'= 63.

****Median white family income divided by median nonwhif.te: family inco,me'.,
Reflected to read the highe'r the score, the greater the, ineq:uality.,
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to the distribution of purchasing power as a basic element of the set of

forces fostering inequality in fiscal capacity among municipal. governments

in the metropolis.

4. The greater the inegua1ityin the distribution ofirtcome among

families in the metropolis, the the greatertheirtequa1itt among municipa1-

ities. As Thompson has argued, the unequal distribution of fiscal capacity

among governments is rooted in the unequal distribution of income among

families in the metropolis. Family income inequality is translated through

the dual mechanisms of residential segregation and political incorporation

into inequality in the distribution of wealth, and hence, the capacity

48to produce public goods and services, among governments in the metropolis.

Data provided in Table 3 offer support for this argument.

Among the 63 metropolitan areas for which we have combined income

and government data, we find that inequality among municipalities is

directly related to family income inequality (r=.234) and racial income

49inequality (r=.126) in the metropolitan community. At the same time,

it appears that the size and level of income of the upper-income groups

in the metropolis has an even more important bearing on government inequa1-

ity. The larger the percentage of families with incomes of $10,000 a

year and above, the greater the inequality among municipalities (r=.419).

Similarly, as the average median earnings of professional and managerial

occupations increase, governmental inequality increases (r=.419).

On the other hand, there is essentially no relationship between the level

of poverty, or the median earnings of blue-collar workers, and governmental

. l't' h' l' 50~nequa ~ y ~n t e metropo 1S. It would appear that as the size and

wealth of the"1.\pper-income groups rises, the structural potential for the

development of upper-status political enclaves within the metropolitan

area increases.
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5. ThegE!i;a:ter the resi.dential segrega~tio.u,:by:is;o.c~lclfl1s'S.i:nthe

me.t.;ropol·i&,lili,e ~greater the inequalityamoug ,muni:.cip,ali:ties~ Ine.ome ,is

unequally dis trihut.ed among social classes. Asresidentialsegregatio.11l

by so:cial class increases ,inequality :in the-distribution of incomehy

neighborhoodincr·eases. When cl-ass and statushomo,geneousnei.;.glihotho:o:iis

.come to coincide with municipal boundaries, inequality inthedistribu:t±an

of fiscal capacity among municipal govermnents .a:dses..

6. The more se.2r.eiatedthe distributi.on ,of housing ::by guali"ty tin '•.the

metropolis, the great·er .the inequali.ty among mun:t'cipali:ties.. ',The dis:t:]ji:­

bution of social classes by residential area also .d~pe.nds .~p.onehe ::dfustti:-

b:utio.n of housing byquali.tyin urhan .t.erri.tory. Ifa:l1~ho;usin:g.in :.the

metropolitan area were of the same quality and pri:ce, thel"esident;:l::ci:1d'is­

tribution of classes would not be mediated by ability .to ,pay forhousang..• 51

Or, if low, medium,and high pric.ed housing were randomly.dis.ttribut.ed

among neighborhoods in the metropnlis, and if the quali~yof a.fami1.Y's

housing ,were directly re·lated.to ,lev::al of family purchasiIl8.power".we

would expect that income would be rather equally distributed:among

neighborhoods and local governments in the metropolitan connnunity.

Therefore, it seems reasonable to expect that the .greaterthe s:egre-

gation of housing by quality, the greater the government inequali'tyin

the metropolis.

Avery M. Guest, in a recent study of pat:t:erns ,ofurhane.G:a:log±cal

organization, collected 1960 data from the ,Cens,us.of HOllSringon .a ·;v.ar±ety

of social characteristicso·f families by a.ens.Us traatsforseventeen ;me,tro­

poli.tan areas. 52 For each met1iopolitan .area, Guest :c:oded data on the 'pro­

p<ilrtion of families with wh:i.t:e-'cQllar heads ·ofhous,eho:ldano "the ,:p;r~po,Il:tiQn

of .dwelling units found, w:i.th all plumbing, ,.ineachncnsu:s ..:b,rac.t.. iEr.Glm
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this detailed information on census tracts, he computed the standard

deviation in percentwhite~collarand percent sound housing across census

tracts for each metropolitan area. The" greater the" standard.deviation,

the greater the segregation. Combining Guest's data with our own"yielded

fourteen metropolitan areas for which joint data were available.

As revealed in Table 4, the residential segregation of white-collar

families is directly related to governmental inequality (r=.356) as in

the segregation of sound housing (r=.452) in the metropolitan community.

While findings from such a small sample of cases can hardly be more than

suggestive, the evidence does support our expectations. 53

7. The larger the number of municipal gover~ents in the metropolitan

community, the greater the inequality among municipalities. Suburban

governments tend to function as corporate representatives of the class and

54status groups interests of their resident populations. Through political

devices like zOtting ordinances, selective industrial development programs,

and building regulations, class and status homogeneous suburban enclaves

pose barriers to social and economic "undesirables" and maintain control

over the composition of their incorporated fiefdoms. 55 The degree of muni-

cipal fragmentation would appear to indicate the governmental potential

for fiscal inequality among municipalities in the metropolis.

Data presented in Table 4 offer support for these speculations. The

concept of government fragmentation seems to refer both to the absolute

number of governments and to the density of governments in a metropolitan

56
area. The data indicate that metropolitan areas with large numbers of

municipalities tend to have greater inequality among municipalities. (r=. 359).57

On the other hand, the density of governmen~s, indicated by the number of
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Table 4. Zero Qrder Correlations Between the Residential Seg­
regation of Social Classes , the Segregation of H!?tuS­
ing by Quality, Number, and Density of Governments. and
Income Inequality Among Municipalities in Metropolitan
Areas, 1960.

Municipal
Inequality*

Class Segregation:**

1. Standard deviation: perc.ent white collar***

Housing Segregation:**

1. Standard deviati.on.: percent housing sound
with all plumbing***

Government Fragmentation:****

1. Number of municipalities in SMSA

2. Number of municipalities per capita in SMSA

,.356

.452

.359.

-.212

*Standard deviat.ion in median municipal family income computed over iill
municipalities with populations of 2500 and above in the 'metropolitiin
area.

**N = 14.

***C.omputed over all census tracts in the SMSA.

****N == 127.
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governments per capita, is inversely related to governmental inequality

58
(r=-.2l2). However, as noted below, when other salient variables are held

constant, governmental density is positively related to inequality among

municipalities in the metropolis.

A. A Multivariate Analysis

Thus far we have surveyed a number of empirical hypotheses and partial

explanations of variations of municipal inequality in fiscal capacity among

metropolitan areas. A number of questions naturally arise. To what extent

is the impact of any particular independent variable independent of its

relationship to other independent variables under discussion? What is the

combined predictive power of the independent variables? Multiple correla-

tion and regression analysis helps provide answers to these questions. We

have joint data on all of the variables, except class and housing segregation,

for 63 metropolitan areas and this constitutes the data base for the regres-

sion analysis.

Results of the regression analysis are presented in Table 5. With

the exception of region and number and density of municipalities, the

variables in the regression model retain the predicted relationships to

municipal inequality. The relationship between metropolitan presence in

the South and governmerit inequality reverses direction when other salient

variables are held constant. Number of municipalities has little predictive

power, net of other variables in the model1 governmental density

becomes positively associated with inequality among municipalities

(rp=.3l7).

The relative size of the nonwhite population has the strongest inde-

pendent influence on government inequality (rp=.5ll), followed by percent
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Table 5. Multiple Regression, of Income Inequality Among, Mlli­
nicipalities and Salient Independent. Variables for.
63 Metr0l'0litan lIreas, 19,60.

Pal111ial Beta, Leve'J) o::E:
, Corr-elation: WeEig):it.*'~'; S1.gpif±cance~*:~"

. J

1., South -.268:.

2. popuilat±on. size, of SMSA

6. Number of municipalities,

7. Number of municipalities,
pe,r capita

4.. Gini coefficient: family'
income

5.. Percent of SMSA population,
nonwhite

.420 .466; •.00.1.

.2,7.7 .289 •. 0117"

.521 .,60L .00.0}

.054 .,068' 0069;0,
I;

.317 .3:4:2. .016

I'
N = 632

R =.579

3. Percent of f"amrlies with
incomes· at or ahove $10,000
a year'

R = .761

*Standard deviation in median, municip,al fam:i.ly income comp.uted~ o:v.e'Ir all,
muni,ci,palities with pQpulations of. 25'00; andt aho;v,:ei. :tn: the~ me:t:rop"oili:fitiam
area ..

**Standardized regression coefficient.

***Level of statistical significance of the: regressio,n; coeff.icient: using
the t-test, two~tailed.
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of families with incomes of $10,000 a year and above (rp=.420), n~ber of

municipalities per capita (rp-. ,:317) and family income inequality (rp=. 277).

Overall, the variables in this model' account for a not insignificant 58

percent of the total variation in inequality among municipalities in the

metropolis.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The political incorporation and municipal segregation of classe~and

status groups in the metropolis tend to d~vorce fiscal resources from

public needs and serve to create and perpetuate inaquality among urban

residents in the United States. Williams has suggested that much of urban

politics consists of conflict over the production and distribution of

scarce resources, like education and housing, that depend upon location

for their realization. 59 And, as Long has noted, if the increased demand

among urban residents for public goods and services continues in the future,

as it has in the past two decades, the governmental allocation of values

b i h · k 1 60may ecome as mportant as t e pr~vate mar etp ace. Thus, inequality

in the distribution of fiscal resources among municipal governments in

metropolitan areas occupies an increasingly important role in the urban

stratification system.

Considering the importance of the issue, there has been relatively

little comparative research on governmental inequality among metropolitan

areas in the United States. Past research on governmental inequality has

largely been devoted to the investigation of city-suburban differences

and has directed little empirical attention to an increasingly class and

status differentiated suburban government structure. With this in mind,

in this study we measured inequality in the distribution of fiscal re-
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sources (capacity to generate',public goods, and, s.a1W;;Lces} among~ gOv;ernments;'. .

by the standard' deviation in .median family i:IJ.come- among.,mund.c:CRaJiities:, in',

the'metropolitan area.

Our: e~loratory investigation of data collec..ted: fo.r a large num:pe~

of metropolitan areas in 1960 revealed a number of variables' as-socia1.tedi

with, inequality among municipalities in the me:tropo.lis.~ The' empirical.

findings. appear to be consistent with the urbani s.trat±fjfcat±on: :Erame:wo1l>'k,

outlined in the introduct.ory discuss10n.. Firs:t o.f. aill." the: data. SllP.RO::r.t:

the thesis that governmental ineq:ua1ity is. roo:ted f:m income·: in.e.qcua:J.di.tYi

among. families in the· metropolis".. Family income. ine:q,ua1j;t~· is, trans:illa:d:ed:

through the dual mechanisms of residential segir.egati:on. and pol:Lticaili.

inc.orporation. into inequality in the' dist.ributIon: 0:£' fIscal resources;

among municipal governments in the metropol is·. Thus, we, find': that ineq:ua1':-

ity among municipalities varies direet~y wi·th' level of: f8.m:tly, ineome';.

inequality, the residential segr.egation of s.ocial classes,. hOlls.ing;; segpa-'

ga.t.ion by quality, and government fragJllentatio.n in the me.tropold;s. Our

second thesis, that racia~ discriminati·on is a, basic component of the,

urban stratification system' and. underlies governmental i'neq:uality, is:>

consistent with the data. Ineq'!1a1ity in the distrib.ution, of' fiscal re-

sources among municipalities. varies d'irectly wi.th leve-l.6f, nonwhite: con:-

centration in the metropolis;, indicating s;tatus, g;t'oup> e:x:c.Xl.lsion.: op:er.ating

in the urban housing" arena· and in the; Rolicies, on: local. g9Nernment:s;.

Finally, consistent with William's ideas.,6iL. inequality tends•. to' be. gpeate-r

in older, large:r, and mO.re dens.ely po.palate.d. metropo1±tan; a·reas thait indi-

cate. a. demographic potential for muncipal diff"erentia,tion in: urban· spa·ce.

In conclusion, a number of. eavea.ts: are: in: order·.... F1;rs:t:. of' aJil"

because the independent variables. analyzed, in this stud&~w:er.e'drawn'i.£r0m
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a wide variety of primary and secondary.sources, there are marked fluctu­

ations in the number of cases underlying various analyses of specific

empirical relationships. As a result, it is not possible to generalize

from these findings to all metropolitan areas in the United States.

Secondly, our measure of level of fical resources, median municipal family

income, only captures a part of the phenomenon in question and needs to

be supplemented with other indicators of the cppacity to produce public

goods and services. Finally, as noted above, the standard deviation as

a measure of inequality is open to criticism on a number of grounds.

Future research needs to consider alternative measurement procedures. On

the positive side, it is worth noting that the empirical results revealed

in this study are largely consistent with theoretical expectations. Further

research is required to establish the generality of the findings and the

accuracy of the interpretations offered here.
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