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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 Unifed States. An inveétigation of data collected for a
large number of metropolitan areas in 1960 reveals a number of variables
associ;ted with inequality in the distribution of fiscal resources among
municipalities in metropolitan areas. The level of income inequality
among municipal govermments in metropolitan areas varies directly with:
location in the Soﬁth; age, size, and.density of the metropolis; nonwhite
concentration; family income inequality; residential segregation among
social classes; housing segregation by quality; and govermmental fragmen-
tation. The data appear to provide support for the argumeﬁt 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 govermments.l

L. 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
sallence of goverhﬁental inequality has been increasing. In a laissez-
faire, capitalist society the distribution of valued commodities amongi;~»w
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-
sumption of public goods.2 Concomitant with growth in the public sector,
we have come to witnegs 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 gintrust local goVvernment
to effect substahtial redistribution of real dncome through loeal
- public services, .a serious problem follows from'the divorcing.of income
fromvneed."4
This paper consists of an exploratory analysis of factorstassociated
~-with dinequality. in the distribution of fiscal resources-=the capacity -to
- generate public,goods-~among municipal governments in metropolitan-areas
.in the United States. We commence by outlining a conceptual firamework
~whi¢h then serves to organize the analysis of empirical findings. -We
~conclude with a brief discussion of ‘dimportant directions for further

“tesearch.

“II. .URBAN STRATIFICATION

‘The student of metropolitan political structure ean draw upon a
number of conceptual models to organize an empirical investigation. For
example, urban-oriented political scientists: have viewed theﬂmetropolis‘
-as a world arena in miniature in which "municipal nation-states" .conduct
~delicate negotiationss; as a market in which municipal corporations com-
pete for the allegiance of fickle citizen—consumerss;-as an. ecological
coliseum housing recurrent games played by.evanescenf~political teamé7;
"as. a system of specialized, incorporated. groups. seeking to promote'lifé—
‘styles and protect values through municipal balkanizations; and. the:list
goes . on.

At the cost of contributing.another image to this\cohCeptual‘menage,
I would like to argue the benefits of approaching. the metropolitan. complex
~as. a system of social stratification. . A number of:central issues. in

‘urban politics center upon inequality among social.groups. - Basic urban
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problems emanate from the differential access of urban residents to
scarce economic, sbcial, and political resources. In order.to deal
effeétively 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 socilal groups in the metrépolitan community. This framework
ghould generate testable hypotheses as well as provide insight into
potential sources of change in the urban system. An app;oaCh of this
nature is of particular salience to an investigation of sources of
inequality in the distribution of resources among local govefnments in
metropolitan communities.

As Lenski has recently noted, virtually all the major theorists in
the field of soclal stratification have sought to answer one basic question:
who gets what and W'hy?9 In this study, urban étratification refers to
the institutionalization of social arrangements that generate and per-

petuate intergenerational inequality in the distribution of scarce econemic,

political, and social values among collectivities in the metropolis.10

Institutional arrangements connote the principles, procedures, and

policies governing and structuring the relationships between groups

in the metropolitan community. An urban stratification syétem 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.

1

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.
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:Imbedded  dn: thepprinciples, procedures, :andppbdbldedes;goverhingirand
~gtructuring the.relationships between: classeswanid-among. status;groups
in:the metropolitan. community.dis:a' "mobilization. of-bias!': sassetuof
~institutional rules of the. game variously resting upon:authority,.influence ,
and force which:benefit somezat”the%expense~Ofﬁbthersfll
‘Intergroup conflict in thermetropolis. resddes: in' thesattempt:dfygroup

smembers- to; gain-access’ to, .or.-cottroliover,:.those: instikutdonsithatpgovern
wthe;distributionﬁbesymbblicﬁaﬁ&mmaterialgadvantggesf12 imhe&sotiél

. relations:among classeél3randnbetweenﬁ§tatusmgmoupéiAximbéddédianmhe
means of. economic:production-and:exchange: dn: thermetropolis:structure
Jdifferential.aceessxmo,incomepandmeconomic:geédsuandﬁserVices. TThewunegual
~distribution of' income and.social:status:among, groups. fosterssan unequal
~gystem of social relationships din: the.urbanvhousing marketzand..loeal
government. institutions, structuringldifferential access-to' housing,
neighborhood,  and "municipal life-sgyle," .Residentialisegregatdoniby
»byfélass and: race. shapes interéétion,patterns,“friendship&ties,wmaritél
selection, and. social coﬁsciousness. :The:ddistribution of: income:;and
.residential location shapes political:relationships.between.collectivities
~with discordant interests and structures .differential-access’to, public
‘goods and. services. -Access to:. public.goods:and:services,!dn:partdectlar,
~.educational-and eultural facilities,fstruttureSMaceess«tofﬁbbsmaﬂdxintemeé15
‘In:this manner an interdependent set.6f’loeal:institutions;gives: rise
“to'the structure of inequality’ in.thermodern:metropélis.

“From the perspective of. urban:stratification:the:metropolitan

.city‘is;composed'cfaa=se£ oflinterlockigg:iﬁstitutional&arrangemenﬁswaﬁd
iinteracting, organized interest:groups-whose relationships®form’ the

structural. framework within which:metropolitan citizens«attempt: toidmprove
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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.

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 govermnment becomes an institutional arrangement for promoting
and protecting the unequal distribution of scarce resources. As Wood
has noted, modern suburbs often use their bolitical boundaries to
“differentiate the character of their residents from their ﬁeighbors,"
and their government powers--zoning, residential covenants,_téxation,
selective industrial development—-'"to promote conscious segregation."17
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 zoning and other land development controls to hold down population
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growth and to priee out lower-—income and middle-income families whose
housing and lots would not yield enough in property taxes to cover their
service costs. In addition, racial discrimination om the part of builders,
real estate brokers, and mortgage institutions has reinforced economic
segregation with direct policies of racial exclusion.18

Thus, a decentralized, fragmented, metropolitan government pattern
facilitates the maintenance and perpetuation of class and status group
privilege. The more status homogeneous the suburb, the easier it is,
politically, to maintain the primacy of prized values. Munic¢ipalities
come to be characterized by specialized~service'packagesvaﬁd recruit resi-
dents according to the dictum: "all those who like the kind of life
symbolized by these services come and join us, if you can afford :i.,t."l'9
Conflict over the production and distribution of values that depend
upon location fér their realization (e.g., land use, educationm, housing,
recreation, cultural facilities) resides at the center of metropolitan
politics.20
B. The Roots of Urban Problems

As Fusfeld has argued, fundamental urban problems are deeply roeoted
in three long-term trends in the urban stratification system: (1) the
persistence of poverty and income inequality in metropolitan areas;
(2) the persistence of racial discrimination in the fabric of urban in-
stitutions; (3) the continuing decentralization of economic and‘governf
mental activities away from the urban core into outlying areas of the
metropolitan community.21

Each basic source of urban problems reflects an underlying

struggle among collectivities in the metropolis. The persistence of
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widespfead poverty and income inequality réflects é division between
the poor énd the rélatively affluent: a struggle between the less and
the more privileged classes in the metropolitan ééonomié order. The
persistence of institutional racism'reflects a struggle among racially
demarcated status gfoups over the distribution of commodities, symbols
of status, jobs, and valued ways of living tn the metropolis. Spurred
ABy increases in population and advances in transportation and communication
technology, and shaped by govermment subsidy, the decentralization of
economic apd governmental activities has given rise to structured
gonflicts between inne; cities and suburbs over the distribution of
public goods and services within the metrbpolitan political oﬁder.

With the progressive decentralization of manufacturing industries,
high wage industrial jobs are deserting central cities and locating beyond
theAreach of low—income inﬁer—city residents. The central city has
increasingly become the center for adminiétration, finance, recreation,
and other types of services, as well as the locétion’for 1ow#wagenindustries
 attracted by surplus labor in crowded slums. Decentralization has also
~had the effect of reducing the financial resources of central citiles,
aé capitalvhas progressively followed high-wage industries and fhe
more affluent populafion to the suburbsQ22 Thus, as the céncentration
of the low-income working clgss and unemployed in.the central city and
inner-ringksuburbs has increased, the fiscal resources necessary to
ﬁeet their needs have progressively drained to the suburbs and to the
war chest of the féderal government. |

The structural contradiction between expanding public'néeds and

declining fiscal resources was greatly intensified with the transformation
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...of .Southern agriculture during the.early :and:mid-fifties,. ‘which: dispensed
~millions of agrarian workers:to centralwcitiesgétaa“timeiWhenxmassupro—
duction industries'were autemating and not hiring, :economic :expansion
‘was slowing down, and high wage growth industries were decentralizing
‘to "lily-white" :sanctuaries at the .periphery of ithe metropolitan: areas
outside the reach of black and low-income families. This wave of migra-
.tion-was followed by a.population.boom in -the.:late fifities .in wentral
.cities, which further intensified :the problems. . A rapid growth. in
.social needs in central cities and inner-ring:.suburbs..accompanied by:a
corresponding drop in:employment :opportunities..and fiscal -resources
c:produced a deterioration of :public services .insuch.cruciali;areas as
: education, ‘health, housing,mandrpblice,and.firewprotecnion:zs This
contradiction stimulated the outbreak of ghetto ‘disturbances -in.;the
middle .and late sixties.

In recent decades we have witnessed an increasing. intermingling.iof
all these conflicts as increasingly nonwhite, impoverished inner .cities
‘bump -borders with rising friction with the more advantaged. surburban
populations. .This struggle seems likely to persist, and.may intensify,
for while the black migration to the cities has .slowed down considerably
.in recent years, natural .increase .in populatdon -is continuing. ":The
Zfirst'genen;tion'of children born to the migrants ‘of “the early 1950s:-have
been 'starting the second round of: the population:explosion din. theighettos
-and impoverished neighborxhoods .of the central cities. ' Residential
-gegregation by race appears to have beenaincneasiné24uwhilemat*thewsame

.time “"there has -been little or no break in the oppressive forces of
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overcréwded and deterioratiﬁg housing, bad é&uéaéié&, poor traﬁsparation
facilities, and inadequate employment opportunities."25

Thus governmentél inequality occupies a .central positi&n 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 stidy
is devoted 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.

ITI. METHODS AND DATA
A. Measuring Govermmental 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 discusseéd in turn.

Considering the importance of the first issue, i.e. the definition
and aggregation of units of govermment, there has been relatively little
comparative research on govermmental inequality among metropoiitan 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
investigati§n, 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
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.an-attempt is made to explain variations inuthe-cityrsﬁburbxratiowthno@gh
~the comparative.analysis of urban areas. :While thesevétudieswhave

advanced our knowledge of factors: associated with city=subuxb.disparities

in wrban areas, they share a weakness in A'c:‘onc-ep1:.11"alzt--,-zat:i.{on-.,and.ameasuirze.,-111:(3—'111:.”."‘2"7

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

suburbs are basically similar in socioeconomic and fiscal characteristies,
or are at least sufficiently similar to justify.an aggregated:suburban
_compatrison -with the central city. Yet urban research has.amply:.demonstrated
the inaccuracy of the image of suburbia .as uniformly.white-collar.and

‘high income.28 There have, of course, always been working-eclass:suburbs.
~But .as industry has been departing the .central city..for:the.suburbs,.:blue-
-collar 'workers have been following and working-class suburbs have been

mul tiplying. A recent poll found that almost half of all union members

now live in the suburbs, and the "suburbanites account for about three-
fourths of unionists under age 40."29 - Howewer, as an indicator of :the

increasing embourgeoisement of blue~collar workers, this statistic can be

highly misleading. Working~class suburbanites tend to .live in older, low
to moderate inceme residential and industrial suburbs on the horders. of
‘central cities.30 Manufacturing decentralizes as.suburbs compete for
“indastrial firms to alleviate property tax burdens. Yet few suburbs will
permit public or low-cost housing to be build near the factories they
.entice to locate within their borders. The decentralization of .manufze~
turing into middle-class municipal enclaves is likely to. foster the. further
development of relatively low-income, low. tax—base suburbs. in areas.adjoin-
.ing the new industrial sites. The development is likely to exacerbate

dncome disparities between municipalities in the metropolis.
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As the‘Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has

recently noted, . . ‘ , '

Of growing significance are the fiscal disparities
among rich and poor suburban communities in many
of -the metropolitan areas--disparities 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'-

téristics 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.31
Therefore, while the city-surburban disparity approach to metropolitan
governmental inequality appropriately emphasizes 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

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

of fiséal resources——capability to produce public goods and services—-
none of which seem fully satisfactqry. Sources of municipal.revenue vary
by regions within the nation, by states within regions, by metropolitan
areas within states, and by municipalities within metropoiitan areas.
Local governments ffequently derive the major shafe of their revenue from

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

However, assessed valuations of property are notoriously unreliable indi-

of
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cators of the actual level of fiscal resources availahle to a .municipality.
Municipalities alse derive revenue from,sales~takes.on commodities, payroll
and personal income taxes, and through other sources.

In this investigation the median level of family income in a munici-
pality is employed as the indicator of level of fiscal resouréés,Or'capar
city to produce public goods and services. As Riew has noted, "When the.
local govermnment relies principally on property as its tax base, personal
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
of income, that is ultimately what measures best the ability to pay\taxesm"32
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 trude
indicator of the class compostion of the lacal government. In contrast
to most indicators of fiscal resources, median income retaipsbroughly 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 abhsorb a degree. of
internal diversity while maintaining a dominant life-style. Scanning the
range of mean values of a characteristic among municipalities in,A
metropolitan areés quickly establishes the existence of diversity and
inequality.33 The standard deviation is the measure of inequality in .the
distribution of family income among municipalities in the metropolitan
area adopted in this study.34

The standara deviation is a measure of variability about the mean: of
a given characteristic. In this case the standard deviation in median:

municipal family income for a metropolitan area indicdtes the extent to
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which municipalitie§ in the metropolis>déviét; iﬂ m§dian income‘ffom thélk‘
average for all municipalities in the area. For example, a metropolis
with a standard deviation in municipal incpme of zero would be a metropol-
itan area in which each component municipality has the same median family
income. The larger the standard deviation, the greaterrthe deviation of
the wealth of some municipalities from the average income of-all municiﬁal—
ities in the SMSA. Under the assumption that the distribution of median
family income over all municipalities in the mgtropolitan area is bell-
shaped or "normal," the standard deviation assumes a specific meaning. One
standafd 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 numerigal.size of the standard deviation‘increases, the extent
to which some municipalities have very high iﬁcoﬁes and some have very
low incomes, relative to the average, increases. The larger the standard
deviation, the gréatér the govérnmental inequality in the n'ietropolis.35

In summary, the measure of inequaiity in the distribution of fiscal
resources or capaéity to generate public goods and services among govern—'
ments in the metropolis is the standard deviation in median family income
among municipalities in thé metropolitan area,

B. The Data

We adepted the following procedure to comstruct a measure 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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areas of the United States.36 The population census provides. income data.
only for municipalities of population size of 2500“and above. This 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 populations. under.
2500, these municipalities account for but 2 percent of the total metro-
politan population.37 Yet this is an important 2 percent of the populatioen:
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
municipal income ineQality based upon municipalities with populations
of 2500 or above 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-
dard deviation was computed from the component municipal income data.38
Metropolitan areas in the New England region were omitted from'this.analysis..3

In summary, our population of metropolitan. areas consists of SMSAs
outside of New England with three or more municipalities containing
populations of 2500 and above in 1960. 1In 1960 there. were 66 metropolitanf'
areas with less than the required number of municipalities 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 variéty: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 refimed 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 vést range in inequality‘in the distribution
of income among municipalities in this sample.

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 firdings presented
in the form of empirical propositions. A brief rationale accompanies
each proposition. We conclude with a d;scussion of the relétionship between

the empirical findings and the conceptual framework prefacing this analysis.

IV. HYPOTHESES AND FINDINGS

1. Metropolitan areas in the South tend to have gxeater inequality

among municipalities than metropolitan areas located in other reglons 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 Deéviation and Range. in Municipal
Income Inequality for 127 SMSAs, 1960..

Municipal
Inequaldty®-
Mean. $ 920
Standard Deviation- 583
Range:
Minima 14
Maxima 3128
Number of SMSAs 127

*Standard deviation in median municipal family income.:computed.
over all municipalities: with populdtions of 2500' and above
in the metropolitan area.



17

inequality in the metropolis. Southern metropolitan areas tend to have -
higher levels of income inequality among families40 and ambng racial
groups.41 Southern metropolitan areas also tend to have more marked
residential segregation by race and by social class.42 There 1s reason
to suspect, therefore, that Southern metropolitan areas may display higher
levels of governmenfal 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
variable, absence or.presence of a metropolitan area in the South,43 and
municipal'income inequlaity, is r=.132. It would seem that goﬁernmental
inequality is less related to the historical and cultural features imbedded

in the regional concept than we at first surmised.

2, Older, larger, and more densely populated metropolitan areas tend

to have greater inequality among municipalities. Williams has suggested

that the degree of differentiation among municipalities increases with
age and size of the metropolitan area. First, neighborhood énd municipal
identities become crYstallized over time. Mo?es 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 poiitical structures are not
sufficientiy stable to.employ effective screening policies over entering
residents. Secondly, surburban specialization in a smail 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'highiy specialized economic bases.

Ecological research and theory seems to imply much the same hypothesis.
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‘Table 2. Zero Order Correlations Between Regional .and. Dempgraphic
‘Characteristics .and Income ‘Inequality -Among Munic:Lpalities
. for 127.SMSAs, 1960.

“Municipal

Inequality®
Region:
1. 'Metropolitan presence.in-the Seuth** w132
Demographic Characteristics:
1.  Population Size of SMSA 2392
2. ~Population density.:of ‘SMSA:
;mumber of persons. per square:mile «124
3. Percent :of SMSA population
‘residing in urbanizeéd.area «267
4, Age of SMSA: year central city
reached 25,000 population =230

#Standard deviation in median municipal family dmcome rcomputed:over:.all
‘municipalities with populations of 2500 and above.din the metropolitan
area.

#%kQ=absence, l=presence, of a metropolitan.area in the: Seuth.
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.From fhis perspéctivé; increases in popﬁiéfidn sizé andfdensity fostefk
increased competition for scarce reéburces'resulting in increases in the
division of labor as individuals seek new means of sustenance. As speciali-
zation'increaseé, spatial segregation among individuals with Similér social
traits becomes a mechanism of social integration in a highly complex urban

world.45

Data presented in Téble 2 indicate that there isla tendency for
older (r=.230), larger (x=.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 slze, 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 population in the

metropolitan community, the greater the inequality among governments. We-

héve suggested that, in addition to purchasing powér, status rivalry oper-
ates to structure the residential location and segregation of residents in
the metropolitan city. Since members of nonwhite minorities have dispropof—
tionately lower incomes,46 and since because of their raciai status they are
frequently denied access to neigﬁborhoods and housing they could otherwise
afford,-47 we would expect that as the relative size of the nonwhité
population increaseé, governmental inequality in the metropolis will increase.
This hypothésis is given support by the data presented in Table 3.
Governmental inequality varies directly with percent of the metropolitan
populatioﬁ nonwhite (r=.206) and percent of the central city nonwhite |
(f=.352). It Would.appear that status gréup eiclusion should be added

€ ’ ' R -
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Table 3. Zero Oxder Correlations Between Raeial Compesition and
Income Characteristics and Income Inequality Amomg Mu~
nicipalities in Metropolitan Areas, 1960.

Municipal
Inequality®
Racial Composition¥®*: |
1. Percent of SMSA populatien, nonwhite é 206
2. Percent of central city, nonwhite % «352
Income¥®#®#%g
1. Median family income _ f 239
2. Percent\oﬁ families with incomes
at or below $3000 a year -. 043
3. Percent of families with incomes .
at or above $10,000 a vear 419
Median Earmings###:
1. Professionals and Managers i <419
2. CGraftsmen and foremen i «202
3. Operatives g +030
.4. Laborers | ; .085
Income Inmequality®¥¥: » ;
I. Gini coefficient: family income i . 234
2. Racial income inequality®##** f : <126

*Standard deviation in median municipal family income computed over all
municipalities with populations of 2500 and above in the metropolitar:
area.

*N = 127,

REEN = 63,

**%%Median white family income divided by median nonwhite family income.
Reflected to read the higher the score, the greater the inequality.
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to the distribution of purchasing power as a basic eiement éf the set of
forces fostering ineduality in fiscal capacity among municipal.governmenfs
in the metropolis. |
4. The greate; the inequality in the'disﬁributioqﬁéﬁ’inCOme among
families in the metropolis, the the greater'the'inquali§§ among municipal-

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
to produce public goods and services, among governments in the metropolis,48
Data provided in Table 3 offer support for this argument.

Among the 63 metropolitan areas for which we have combiﬁed income
and government data, we find that inequality among municipalities is
directly related to family income inequality (r=.234) and racial income
inequality (r=.126) in the metropolitan community.49 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 inequal-

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
inequality in the inetropolis.50 It would appear that as the size and
wealth of the*upper-income groups rises, the structural potential for the
development of upper-status political enclaves within the metropolitan

area increases.
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5. [The greater the residential segregation by social class in the

metropodis, the greater the inequality among municipalities. Income :is

unequally distributed among soecial classes. As residentiél.segregatimn
by social class increases, inequality in the distribution of income by
neighborhood increases. When class and status homogeneous neighborhoads
come to coincide with municipal boundaries, inequality in the distribution
of fiscal capacity among municipal govermments arises.

6. The more segregated the distribution .of housing by guality imn :the

metropolis, the greater the inequality among municipalities. The distri~

bution of social classes by residential area also .depends upon “the :distri~
bution of housing by quality in urban territory. If all housing dn the
metropolitan area were of the same quality and price, the residential dis-
tribution of classes would not be mediated by ability to pay for‘housing.51
Or, if low, medium, :and high priced housing were randonly distributed
among neighborhoods in the metropolis, and if the quality of a .family's
housing were directly related to level of family purchasing power, we
would expect that income would be rather equally distributed :among
neighborhoods and local governments in the metropolitan community.
Therefore, it seems reasonable to expect that the greater the segre-
gation of housing by quality, the greater the government inequality in

the metropolis.

Avery M. Guest, in a recent study of patterns of urban ecological
organization, collected 1960 data from the :Census of Housing :on .a wvariety
of gocial characteristics of families by census tracts for ‘seventeen metro-
politan areas.52 For each metvopolitan area, Guest ceded data om the pro-
portion of families with white-collar heads -of household and :the propartien

of dwelling units found, with all plumbing, .in eaCh'eeﬁsus bxact, iFrom
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this detailed information on census tracts, he computed the standard
deviation in percent white-collar and percent sound housing across census

tracts for each metropolitan area. The greater the standard deviatiom,

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

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 govermmental inequality (r=.356) es in
the segregation of sound housing (r=.452) din the'meﬁropolitan community.
While findings from such a small sample of cases can hardly be more than

53

suggestive, the evidence does support our expectations.

7. The larger the number of municipal governments in the metropolitan

community, the greater the inegualigy among municipalities. Suburban

governments tend to function as corporate representatives of the class and
status groups interests of their resident populations.54 Th;ough political
devices like zoning ordinances, selective industrial development programs,
and building regulatiens, class and status homogeneous suburban enclaves
pose barriers to social and economic "undesirables" and maintain control
over the composition of their incorporated fiefdomso55 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

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

municipalities tend(tO'have greater inequaiity among municipalities. (r=.359).

On the other hand, the density of governments, indicated by the number of

7
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Table 4. Zero Grdef Correlations Between the Residential Seg~—
regation of Social Classes, the Segregation of Hous-

ing by Quality, Number, and Density of Goverpments and
Income Inequality Among Municipalities in Metropolitan

Areas, 1960.

Municipal
Inequality#*
Class Segregation:#®#%
1. Standard deviation: percent white collar#®#®# «356
Housing Segregation:®#*
1. Standard deviation: percent housing sound
with all plumbing###* 452
Government Fragmentation:#®##%
1. Number of municipalities in SMSA . 359
2. Number of municipalities per capita in SMSA -.212

#Standard deviation in median municipal family income

computed over all

municipalities with populations of 2500 and above in the metropolitan

area,
#%*%Computed over all census tracts In the SMSA.

RhRAN = 127,
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governments per capita, is inversely related to governmentél inequality
(r==,212) 58 H : :
==, . owever, 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 éther 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 rggion 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 government inequality reverses direction when other salient
variables are held constant. Number of municipalities has iittle predictive
power, net of other variables in the model ¥ governmental density
becomes positively associated with inequality among municipalities
(rp=.317).

The relative éize of the nonwhite population has the s;rongest inde-

pendent influence on government inequality (rp=.511), followed by percent
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Table 5. Multiple Regression of Income Inequality Among. Mu~
nicipalities and Salient Independent. Variables for
63 Metropolitan Areas, 1960. '

Municipal. Inmequaliity*:

Pavtial | Beta | Level of ?
‘CGrﬁelatioanéigﬁﬁ*’éSigpiﬁfcanceﬁ**{

1l.. South S = 268 -+3L3 o Otidis
2. Population size: of SMSA 146 «L67 2803
3. Percent of families with }

incomes at or above $10,000

a year 420 . 466: ..001.
4, Gini coefficient: family

income . 277 . 289 037
5.. Percent of SMSA population,

nonwhite . « 511 601 .000;
6. Number of municipalities. .054 .068 ~690
7. Number of municipalities

per capita . 317 . 342 +016

2

R=.761 R" = .579 N = 63

*Standard deviation in median municipal. family income computed over all
muniecipalities with populations: of 2500: and: abeve inm the metropolitam
area..

#%Standardized regression coefficient.

***%L.evel of statistical significance of the regression: coefficient using
the t-test, two-tailed.
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of families with incomes of $10,000 a year and above (rp=.420), nuﬁber of
municipalities per capita (rp=.317) and family income inequality (rp=.277).
Overall, the variables in this model account for a not imsignificant 58
percent of the total variation in inequality émong municipalities~in-the

metropolis.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

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 inaquality among urban
residents in the United States, Williams has suggested that much of urban
politics consists of conflict over the produétion and distribution of
scarce resources, like education and housing, that depend upon location
for their realization.59 And, as Long ﬁas noted, if the increased demand
among urban residents for pubiic goods and services continues in the future,
as it has in the past two decades, the governmental allocation of values
may become as important as the private marketplace.60 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 comparativé 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: services) among, governments:
by the standard deviation in .median family income among municipalities: in
the' metropolitan area.
Our: exploratory investigation of data collected. for a large numben:
of metropolitan areas in 1960 revealed a number of wvariables: associlated
with: inequality among municipalities in the metropolis. The: empirical.
findings appear to be consistent with the urbamn: stratification. framework.
outlined in the introductory discussion. First of all, the: data. support.
the thesis that govérnmental inequality is. rooted im: income: inequaliity
among families in‘th§~metropolisw Family income inequality is: tramsfated:
through: the dual mechanisms of residential segregation. and politiecal.
incorporation. into inequality in the distribution: of fiscal resources:
among municipal govérnments in the metropolis. Thus, we. find: that inequal—~
ity among municipalities varies direetly with level of fami’ly income:
inequality, the residential segregation of social classes,‘ﬁousing;seg¢2r~
gation by quality, and government fragmemtation in the metropolis.. Our
second thesis,vthat racial discrimination is a, basic compenent of the:
urban stratification system and underlles governmental inequality, is:
consistent with the data. Inequality in the distribution: of fiscal re-
sources among municipalities: varies directly with level. of nonwhite: con-
centration in thelmetropoliéa.indicating:statuslgxouppexclusionaopenating
in the urban houéing,arena-and in. the: policies: of: local gevernments:
Finally, consistent with William's ideas,Gi'inequality‘tendsyto'be;greater'
in older, larger, and more densely populated. metropoilitan: areas that. indi--
cate a. demographic potential for muncipal differentiation in: urban: space.
In conclusion, a number of eaveats are: in: order.. First;éﬂTamlx

because the'indepéndent variables: analyzed. in this study were: drawm firom:
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a wide variety of primary and secondary.sources, there afe 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 metropolitaﬁ areas in the United States.
Secoﬁdly, 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 capacity to produce public
goods and services. Finally, as noted above, the standard deviatioﬁ 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.,
research is required to establish the generality of the findings and the

accuracy of the interpretations offered here.

Further
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