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VoA TTaslzell and S, Leshinski,

Dealing with a two-level federal system, James DBuchanan has

rointed out that as a result of wvariations in state inccocme and wealth
levels, equal-income taxpayers in separate states inevitably receive
unegual fiscal treatment, either in the form of unequal benefits for the
sance amount of taxes or ccual benefits for unequal tax payments.l This
means that in twe states where bemefits are egual and there is a higher
roportion of high—incomne taxpayers in one than in the cther, then any
individual taxpayer in the high-income state will make smaller tax
payments than his equal-income counterpart in the low-income state., If
taxes are equalized, benefits will be less for the taxpayer in the low-
income state., It is technically impossible to reach any other result
where state per capita incomes are unequal, This is said to be so under
any tax system short of the limiting casce of a fiscal system operating
o a pure benifit principle.2 Prior to the appearanrce of Buchanan's
article, equal treatment for eguals had usually been interprcted to nean

.

equal tax burdens., 3y introducing the benefit s

e

de, Buchanan was able to
talze account of "aggregate fiscal pressure" on a taxpaying unit, and

gave the name "fiscal residuun" to the algebraic difference between taxes
paid and benefits received from public services. Specifically, he

sihowed that an individual would be subject to the least fiscal pressurc
the higher the per capita income and wealth of the state in which he
resided; i.c., the higher the state!s per capita income, the lower the
fiscal residuw:. TThile granting that fiscal pressure could be cquali-

zed among cquals through fiscal centralization, Buchanan maintained his

1. James M, Buchaman, "Federalism and Fiscal ZIquity",
Ancerican Zconomic Revicw, Vol, XL, Ilo. 4 (Scptember 1950), pr. 583-599.

2, Another linmiting casce would be a ncad tax with the proceeds
distributed in any fashion, In point of fact, uncqual fiscal residua
result only when tax liability is related to income or wealth, which,
to be sure, are the bases of virtually all tax systems,



vell-inown preference for decentralization and proposed a geographically
cissriminatory federal income tax as the device to ecualize fiscal residua
regardless of the taxpayer!s location. He enmphasized that under this
amyongenient, states would retain complete fiscal autonony,

choosing whatever types of
cares and expenditures they prefer at the levels they prefer. The task

i the federal government would be merely to cqualize fiscal residua
pevween equals in alternative locations,

Unile focusing on a two-level system, Buchanan noted that the con-
clusions applied to the other levels of the federal system as well, On
othe local .level, where most revenue is raised through the property tax,
differcences in tax capacity depend more on per capita real estatce values
in a comrmnity, including the value of business and industrial estab-
kichments and less directly onm the income levels of the individuals re-
siding within it. On the other hand, the neced for public services is
probably inversely rcelated to the per canita wealt: of a corrmnity, with

social welfare and educational costs reaching higher per capita levels

o+
v

where low—-income families are comncentrated, hile is truc that high

income communities usually spend more per pupil on education, pexr capita

A

or per familily costs are often lower Dbecausce of the existence of fewer
1

dren pex family, This is a function of lower birthh rates and a

=
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larger proportionr of older es in the high-wealth comrmuniticese.
Suburban communitices are well aware of thesc facts and consequently
weicome small, high~inceme families, clean, light industry and office
centrecs while discouraging the scettlement of low-income, low-taxpaying
families who conswie high levels of pnublic services. These goals are
mest often achieved by neans of large lot zoning. In the llew York Regiom,

» all directions by a ring up to 40 niles in

AR

the City is surrounded i

circunference where virtually all mndeveloped residential land-is zoned
for residences on half-acre lots or larger- ITven where snall lot zoning

the same cnd is achieved by permitting only type of residential
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constructien whose property tax yield is estimated to De greater than txze
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vzen Low-and middie—range single-~fanmily dwellings are comnsidered to be
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nore "profitable" in this respect than single~family dwellings in the
,000 class, except where their rent is too "low" and thereby attiract
families with higher than average numbers of children.

In Buchanan's terms, cormmunities which operate in this fashion are
trying, not so much to minimize expenditure, but to mirnimize the fiscal
residua of residents, This article is essentially an attempt to measure
that fiscal residua for a family of particular type in a cross-section of

230 suburban comrmunities in the Hew York City Region in 1945.

The purpose of the study is twofold, The first was suggested by

=

Charles Tiebout in his article "/ Pure Theory of Local BExpenditures,"

where he hypothesized that movement to suburbkban comrmmunities talzes place
ot the basis of a family'!'s prefercnce for a particular collection of
expenditure benefits, Communities vary in the mix and level of bencfits
they offer; the family chooses the one, ceteribus paribus, which nost
closely meets its preference pattern for public goods., In taking accown:t
of the tax side, we refine tkhe Tiebout apprcach and convert it to a
fiscal residvurm neasure. While the level and type of expenditure nay
still be the principal public finance locational criterion, fiscal residua
comparisons allow choices between comrmunities providing similar sets of
public services, on the basis of relative cost., Naximizing a fiscal
residuum as suchk is then not so muckh the goal as maxinmizing it where ex-
penditure levels and patterns are comparable., 3Specifically, we intend to
show the extent to which fiscal residua vary and relate these to expen-
diture levels,

The second purpose is to explain the variation in the fiscal residua
anong commmunities., Yhile this attempt is limited in scope, we are able to
indentify one variasle which is a statistically significant factor in
accounting for differences among the fiscal residua,

Lxpenditures

Some expeanditures which govermments malze have no value, or even

negative value, for our reprcesentative family and sikould thus be excluded

3 It should be noted here that we define "fiscal residuun' in a way
opposite Buchanan!s definition; i.c., as the algebraic differenhce between
expenditure bernefits and taxes. Our taxpayers are concerned, therefore,
with maxinmizing their fiscal residua rather than minimnizing then.

L  Journal of Political Zcomomy, Vol. LVII, ITo. 4 (December 1949),
pp. 416 - k2L,
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from the computation of the fiscal residuwna., Fox example, a relatively
high-—income family would place no value on welfare expenditures for which
it is not eligible., Consequently in the computation of benefits, we
include only those that are valued and perceived; i.e., those most akin to
consumer'!s goods., Te thus exclude welfare and other redistributive
expenditures as well as thiose wiich tend to be perceived as egual between
cormmunities such as fire and police protection, sewage dispesal and trash
collection,

Since we are dealing with two states, New York and llew Jersey, and
ten counties,5 differences in public benefits result from state and county
as well as local expenditures, Thus all levels of govermment except the
federal governnient are included, Taxes and expenditures of the latter are
not taken into comsideration, since they arce roughly equal for egqual income
individuals, no matter where they reside in the Region.

Ye have chosen as our standard family, one which consists of four
persons, including two schocl-age children, which has a family income of
$12,500 per year and lives in a $25,000 home which it is assumed to own.
ile chose this relatively high level of income for the reason that we
consider it necessary deal with a Tanmily that has a choice-among alter-
native locations. D3Below this income level; families cither have an

extrenely limited choice among suburban comrmmities, oxr rtust of necessity

S In llew Jersey, all suburban cormunities in Essex, Bergen and Union q
Counties, exclusive of those with extreme incpepme levels were included. In
HMorris, Somerset and Passaic Counties, only communities within commuting
range of New Yoriz City were used in the sample. In llew Yoriz State, all of
Tassau County was included along with portions of Westchicster, Roclzland

nd Suffollzx Counties, choice again being based on incore levels and dis-—
tance from Wew Yoxlz Tity. Zut unlike lew Jersey where data was available for
for all cormzunities chosen, the existence of a maze of overlapping dis-
tricts with taxation and expenditure powers in HNew Yorkz made fiscal resid-—
uwa computations for some comrmunities inpossible, Iven where calculations
were possible, variations within a particular comrmunity were in many in-
stances so minor, it would have distorted the statistical tests to count
them as separate obscrvations., Thus many comrmunities or pwrts cf-them had
to be dropped. As a result, data for Ifew York State is more limited and
somewhat cruder than for llew Jersey, anrd for the most part organized on

the basis of school districts rather than on the basis of morce conventional
political units,

In addition to the above, fiscal residua were calculated for nine
"old cities." These are Zayonne, irlizabeth, Jersey City, lewark, Fassaic
and Paterson in Illew Jersey, and Mount Vernon, Yonkers and lew York Civy
in Hew Yoriz,



renain apartment dwellers in the nmajor cities of the Region,

For such a family, the most important public service is undoubtedly
the quality of elementary and high school education in a community ~-—
roughly approximated by average per pupil expenditures, OJince the
fanily is assuzed to have two school-age children, this figure is doubled
so as to represent the total educational benefit it receives, To this
educational variable, we have added per capita cexpenditures on higher

education by local and state governments, per capita state expenditure
on educational assistance and subsidies,6 and per capita county educa-
tional expenditures, While it may scem strange to add per capita data

to per pupil data, it can be justified in terms of our orientation, i.c.,
how does a prospective resident measure benefits which accrue to him in
a particular community? Certainly, as a proxy for gquality, it would be
inappropriate to neasure local educational berefits on anything but a
per pupil basis, since varying age cornpositions of commmunities would
distort per capita conmparisons, On tlie other hand, since age composition
is not significantly different between the three states in the Region,
per capita higher educational expenditure is a reasonable neasure of the
quality of s#ate colleges and universities, and more particularly, of the
number of available student spaces within the institutiomns., For othkerxr
expenditure categories such as paris and. libraries, we also use per
capita date since no other measure is sensible, Comsequently, we end
not with an exact measure cof perceived expenditures and revenues, bdbut
rather with a proxy dollar figure showing the value of a set of benefits
as against the cost of receiving then,

The other benefits in the compilation are those made for parks and
recreation; for highways in the county of residence by the state and
county governments, and in the locality by the municipal govermnments for
local librariesy and for state hospitals, Table I recapitulates in-

cluded expenditures by level of government,

° llot to be confused with per pupil aid which is included in the

local governments'! expenditure, Assistance and subsidies describe
suchh state programs as those for the handicapped and for veterans,
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PRXCIIVED ZLPENDITUNE DSNSFITSS FOR FAMILY OF FOUD

712,500 IIISClIT

Level of Government
Local ounty

ementary and Digh Dchool

Tigher Tducation X e

'~

ate Hospitals
™ iy - f
Parlzs and Recreation

Higkwavys i

Libraries

Pexr capita, unless otherwise notec

rex pupil expenditures I2,

C . .
Lasistance and subsidies,

SN ! T 3
MNew Yorxrk City only,

e A . .
County governments spend some funds on commmunity colleges in
Hew York State, These are, however, guite small,

i -

-

nciudes state governnent forestry expenditure.

Certainly it is dedbatable whether some of these are, in fact,
oL

nerceived expenditures. For example, residents of northern New Jersey

might place more value on state parlis in adjacent llew York than in lew

M

Jersey. Vhether the quality of state hospitals fox the chronically ox

Tactor talrzenn into consideration in choice of residence

=
e
0
I

mentally il
is also debatable. ¥While expenditure on state parlks is a samll item with
littie variation between states, expenditures om hospitals are nuch
largexr, with approximately a 710 per capita differential betwecen Ilew -~
Jerscy at thne low end and Uew Yorl at the high, TFurther, wiile the
condition of local streets and roads may be a significant consideration
vo suburbaniies dependent on automobile transportation, tiie most in-

portant roads for particular persons may be in adjacent localitics,



City

counties or states, And to llew Yoxl:/fesidents who are not owners of

autonicktiles, expenditure on local strcets may well e a matter of in-
difference., Certainly ‘these issues cannot e resolved satisfactorily
short of an opinion survey regarding what factors these families do, in

fact, consider,
Jaxes

On the tax side, we have included all state and local incone, cxclse
and property taxes, excluding busimess and other taxes which may be
shifted to comswaers, but only after a hard-to-itrace process. TFor Ilew
Yorlz City, Hewarlz, Jersey City and Yonkers where the representative family
was assuned to occupy rental quarters, real property taxes were assigned
by applying the residential tax rate to the average value of housing for
trat income class.8 Tor all of the suburbs and the rcmainder of the "old
cities," the representative family was assumcd to own and occupy a dwells"
ing with a marlzet value of Z25,000. for these families, local property
tax burdens including school, wvillage and cecuntbty taxes, if any, werc coni-
puted for each individual locality on a standardized Basis., Tederal
inclme tax offscts were computced for the homcowmers to taikte account of the
cffect of mortgage intercest and prowerty tax deductibhility. Offscets were
also computed to talze accouirt of the federal tax advantage that families
paying llew Yoriz State and New Yorlr City income and sales taxes had over
those who are not subject to them. OSales and excise toxes were estimated

using tizc Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer IZxpenditure Survey and

¢

Internal Revenue Service talles as Tases for tax allocatioen,.

b

Tor non-llew York City residents, itwo tax computations were made,

The first assumed that the Tamily *ead worked in tihe county of his

residence and was thus subject solely to inconie and sales taxes levied by

+

his state only, in addition tc local taxzes., The second computation
assuned that the family head cormuted to work in llew Yoriz City and thwus

became subject to llew Yoxlz City income and sales taxzes plus the lew Yorlkz

State income tax if he was comrmting from Hew Jersey. The income tax was

7 What slketchy information we do have from a legional Plan Associa—
tion survey on housing and locational prcferences indicates that good
schools, parkts, recrcation Tacilities, anad libraries are characteristics con
considered "very desirable" by a high proportion of respondents. See
Negional Plan Association, Public Participation in Regional Planning, A
RNeport of the Sccond Regional Plan, October 1967.

8 According to Cemsus Qata, a majority of families in the $10,000-15,000

income class reside in rental quarters in these cities, In all other nun-—
icipalities, owner-cccupiers nredominate,
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computed using Statistics of Tncome data to estimate deductions. Witk

H

respect to the llew Yorik City sales tax, commuters werc assumed to spend

#500 per year, oI g2 per working day on itcecms subject to it.

Of the 280 suburban comrmunities for which fiscal residua were cal-
culated, 125 were in ilew Jersey and 155 in lMew Yorl. i1 every case »put
one, the fiscal residuum was positive, a result of our assumption that
the standard family contained two school-age children. ' The spread of the
residua is vast; for non—commuters tiey range from 2253 in Victory CGardens
a small Morris County, llew Jersey community, to Z3,991 in Inwthorne, an
unincoporated portion of Meunt Plcasant Township in Jestchester County,
ITew York., TFor commuters to llew Yoxiz City, the ramge is from minus %37 to
Z3,959, the same communities occupying the extremes, The MNew Yorxlz range
for non—-commuters is from ZM?E to %3,991; for llew Jersey non-commuters,
from %253 to £i,78L4. TFor commuters, the llew York range is g443 to
23,959, the llew Jersey extremes, minus $37 and $1,49L4,

Table II skows the distribution of the fiscal residua for the entire
two~state area for non—commuters and commuters along with the aritimetic

mean and the standaxrd deviation for ecach distribut

bde

(;

on, In additiorn, ftae
means for MNew Yorl and llew Jersey are shown separately. These appear to

differsignificantly at Sl,lOl for Ilew York non—commmuters and $65& for their

'.J-

lew Jersey counterparts. The differences for cormmuters are similar,

The differences between thic averages foxr the cormmuters and non-
commuters in each state shows the tax cost of commusbsation, Forx Ilew Jersey
comrmuters whao become subject to hot:h Tlew York City and IMew Yorlk State
taxes, the increment amounts to 7290, lilew Yoriz comrmiters incur only a=n
additional cost of %32

The variation around the means as indicated by the standard devia-
tion is rather wide. For non—corrmaters, two—thirds of the fiscal residua

are btetween g480 and $1,356. For commuters, the comparable limits are

#2556 and 21,272,

9["\

The differences are greater for Yonkers, Jersey City and HNewarlk since
these commuters who are assumuned to occupy reantal guarters cannot talke
advantage of real cestate tax and interest deductions on the income taxes
to which they kecorie sudject dy virtuc of commmuting., See table VIL,



DISTRICUTION OF PISCAL RISIDUA FCR NEYW YORX AITD HMEV JERSZY

Tiscal
Zlesiduum Non~Commuters Corrmuters
regative : 0 ‘ . 1
2 0-3 200 o L 21
200~ 400 , L : 51
Loo-~ 600 51 : o L1
600~ 800 76 5k
800~ 1,000 71 ' L1
1,000~ 1,200 31 27
1,200~ 1,400 20 17
1,400~ 1,600 .20 16
1, 600m 1, 8O0+« - = r s g o,
1,800~ 2,000 E L
Over 2,000 5 5
TOTAL 280 280
) %918 B76k
o 5438 "5C3
A-1Tew Yorl: 1,101 1,069
-llew Jersey 554 364

An examination of the data, county by county, seems to indicate a
strong positive relationship between per capita income and the size of
the fiscal residuum, due no doubt to the stromng positive relationship
between per capita ircome and our most important expeﬁditure iter; per
pupil educational expenditure, However, to test for statistical sig-
nificance is a troublesone matter since there is mno income data dis—~
aggregated to the extent we reguire, As a proxy for income, we have been
forced to usec per pupil expenditurces, rccognizing that the dependent
variable we are attempting to explain (fiscal residuum) consists in part
of the independent variable itsclf (per pupil expenditures) and that the
results are to some extent being forced, But we have considerable con-—

fidence that per pupil expenditures are an adequate proxy for per capita

Jhich item is doubled in our computation.
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income and therefore not totally illegitimate as the independent variable.
The distribution of fiscal residua by per pupil educational ex-
penditure fordtggmentire sample is shown in Table III, Table IV andV
show the same data for Illew York and ilew Jersey respectively. In these
tables and the n~nalysis which follows, we deal witl ron-cormuter data
since the cormuter data differs from it only by a co‘-:.!.sta.ntl'L which would
nct affect the statistical results.,
Tavle IIT

IION2COIAUTIR'S FISCAL RESIDUA »OR MNZU YORID AITD IITY JERSIEY
SUBUBAIT COMMUNITIES BY PR PUPIL ITDUCATIOITAL IHPTNDITURD

Per Pupil Hean: Fiscal Ilumbexr of
Zxpenditure Residuun Cormmunities
Under 3499 2503 19
% 500 - 599 595 53

600 -~ €99 749 27
7C0 - 799 873 21
800 - 899 812 33
900 - 999 91k 50

1,000 -1,099 |, 1,160 29

1,100 -1,199 1,389 15

1,200 -1,299 1,96 12

1,300 and Over 2,350 11
TOTAL #2918 280

That is, one constant for Hew York communities and one for

lTew Jersey comrmunities.



- 11 -
Table IV
TTON2COMMUTER TG FISCAL RESIDUA FOR I YORI SUBUBAN COMMUITITIILS
3Y PIR PUPIL SDUCATIONAL ZHXPTHDITURTS

Per Pupil lean Tumber of
Ixpenrditure Fiscal Residuunm Communities
Under B499 —_ 0
% 500 - 599 -— 0

500 - 699 —_ 0
700 - 799 % 593 9
800 - 899 752 30
900 - 999 902 Lo

1,100 -1,199 1,339 15

1,200 -1,299 1,496 12

1,300 and Over 2,350 ‘ 11
TOTAL ’ #1,101 155

Table V

IOIT-COMMUTTZR 1S FISCAL RESIBUA FOR IIEYW JIRSEY SUBUREALT COMIMUITITIES
3Y Pz PUPIL TDUCATIONAL ZXPENDITULLES

Per Pupil : e o o0 Heaxm - .. .. ... Yumber of
Erpenditure fiscal esiduun Cormnmunities
Undoer gL9o9 3503 19
2500 - 599 596 53

60C ~ 699 : .. 7h9 37

700 - 799 1,004 12

800 - 899 1,413 3

900 - 999 1,211 1
1,600 -1,099 —— 0

1,100 -1,199 e 0
1,200 -1,299 _— 0
1,300 and Over — 0

TOTAL 2 654 125
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The formal hypothesis is that the amount of the fiscal residuum in a
comrnunity is related to per pupil educational expenrnditure, If we define
T as the average fiscal residuwn for those commumities whosc per pupil
cxpenditure falls into the class ZITI, where I is the total number of
expenditure classes, then formally we are testing the hypothesis:

T g - s
I‘D e I""EZ b 133 c o800 c e l’-LBI

as opposed to

4 v Mg A Mg, Alga £ oaeieessiling
wihere Hl indicates that the fiscal residuum does vary with pexr pupil
expenditures,

This type of hypothesis can conveniently be tested by analysis of
variance., The wvesults of four sceparate tests are presented in Takle VI,

Test A for the entire sample combined rejects the null aypotlesis
HO and supports the hypottesis Hl, i.e., the fiscal residuvuum X does vary

=1
with sckool expenditures. at tie one percent level., The chance of
accidental observation of so large an "FP" dis less tihan one out of 100,
Test B was based on the hypothesis that the fiscal residuunm varied

by state:

il

0 Yy T Mg

DESULTS OF AITALYG3ES COF VARIAI

n"mr Yaolue
5% Level : 1% Level

Test A — ITY and I1J

Combined

by Zducational

Expenditure 7.18 1.92 2,49
Test B — WY vs, 1IJ 6.55 3.87 5.75L
Test C - Y

by ITducational

Expenditure 5.12 2.07 2.76
Test D -~ IIJ

by Zducavional

Txpenditure o 2L 2.00 3.%4

o
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Here the null hypothesis H, was rejected at the 5 percent level; the "F"

0]
statistic being barely shy of the one percent level.

finally, tests were conducted fox Mew York and New Jersey scparately
to determine if the fiscal residuum varied with educatinnal expenditure
within each of the states, The null hypothesis Ho was rejected at the one
percent level in lew York (Test C) and at the 5 percent level in New

Jersey (Test D), In the latter, the "F" statistic was just sliort of the

required level of rejecting H_. at the one percent level.

The 0ld Cities

For purposes of comparison with the suburbs, we have computed the

}—I)

iscal residua for nine "old cities" of the region including New York

Q

City. These are shown in Table VII,

Comparing thesc figures with those in Table II, we find that the
fiscal residua for the New Jerscy cities are almost identical with those
in the lMew Jerscy suburbs., Slightly lower per pupil expenditure beancfits
and higher poverty-related costs in the City, both of which would tend to

lower fiscal residua, arc probably offset by lower per capita cducational

costs due to a smaller proportion of school-age children relative to
total population,

For lMew Yoriz State, where we have made computations for only threc
cities, the results are different. The substantial differences in
average fiscal residua arce mo doubt due to the fact that per pupil
educational benefits are substantially higher in the suburbs. These
differcences, which are accentuated by higher poverty-linked expenditures

in central cities arc too great to be offset by lower ner capita educa-—

tional costs,

Conclusion

Aside from the desirability of implementing khe widely accepted
tax principle of horizontal equity or "equal treatment of equals,”
Buchanan pointed out that unequal fiscal pressures, i.c. fiscal residua
can result in a regional allocation of resources different from that
which would occur as the result of cconomic considerations alone., In
genecral, resource units would e drawn from low tc high-—income states
so as to achieve the most faworable fiscal position.

Ve can sce the same influcnces at work within a region, most likely



iz & much mere irmmediats woy fiscal conmsiderations may be only
mArZIing in making rzcatinon decicions tetween wagions, once having chesen

a region on the basis of other comsiderations, the choice of a high-

jrcome Tamaly or businessman between communities may be strongly influene
col by fiszcal considewations. That cormmmity which discourages in-

migration by low-income families so as to keep its tam wate.low, ceteris

poribuz, is nost atiractive to the high-income fanmily srving to mamimize
ite Tiscal residuum and to the comcany lcolrzing for the optimal fiscal

scal wesidlun and its jmplicatiocns

o -
X

oxr horizontal eguity in the tax structure, such occurrences have rmuch

~

rore pernicious effects, Only recently have we begunm to motice that
Negroes. in effect !.locked in" the Central City becausce of zoning and
construction recgulations, in addition to pure discrimination, have consc-
gucently beenn "loclzed cut" from factory cmnioyment whiclh is typically
cxzpanding in the suburbs and ic svagnant in the Citv. In How York City,
factory Jjobs have been declining in nunber fcr 17 years even as total
ciaploviment in the City has risen. The unskilled whe live in the Cityls

ums are, of couvse, hardest hit by this declire, on job discrimina.-
tion as such is not prescennt, the ahsence of efficient transportation
svstemns moving outv of the Central City to the new industrial locations
effectively prevents low--income city residentec from taling advantage of
thhe new employment opportunities.

To the extent that these Jocational decisiomns have been based on

fiscal rather than ecoromic ccnsider

O

ciocns, we have resource misalloca-~

tion in a pure foxm with particulariy dire implicatiomns for the future of

misaliocation is, moreover, cunulative.
Higher industrial taxr bLurdenc whiech result from the out-migration of
tax base is further

tax vates or for further

},4

fiscal pressure is

Happily, the basis for adjnstment cf unequal

readily availabie on the local iovel, Unlike Buchanan's two-level

system which required a radically changed and possibly uncoenstitutional

ome tax burdcens and incolved & host of
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practical probliems, local Fiscal dinecuitics ecan be eliminated throush well
tested devices such as state assumption of local functions, consolidation

of local governnents or of some of their functions and increased state

SreN Ty

Zrants based on aced, Certainly there is movenment in these directionsg

ne recognition that unequal fiscal pressurces are as large and widesprecad

cr

as they are should hopefully accelerate these fiscal reforms.

Table VIT
FISCAL RESIDUA TIT THE "OLD CITIES!

Fiscal esiduun

State and Citvy ITon-Cormutecrs Commuters

1it. Vernon 2892 #860

llew York City 83&

Yonkers 353 312
Average, lMew York State 694 586

Bayonne 901 611
Rlizabeth 900 €10
Jersey City 710 338
Hewark 628 256
Passaic 586¢( 290
Paterson 310 2C

Average, lew Jersey 671 347
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