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Iricture to political processes and policy outcomes. It provided a
Hilionale for the proper division of powers between the central state
el the local republics within the federation, It gave federalism a
bire definition: the presence of a contractual arrangement—a
Yunstitution—that divided powers among the sovereigns. Although
hunging circumstances would require continuous interpretation of
lint constitution, the theory provided the necessary conceptual ap-
puratus for doing so.
In the United States, constitutional interpretations after the Civil
ur expanded the powers allocated to the central government so
that the concept of dual sovereignty, somewhat forced even in 1789,
Mwcame increasingly difficult to sustain. At the close of the Civil
Wur, the “civil rights” amendment to the Constitution decisively
Wmsorted the preeminence of the federal prerogative. By 1937 the
Bupreme Court recognized the interstate effects of almost all com-
‘merce, thereby greatly broadening the federal power to regulate
business and commercial activities (NLRB v. Jones & Laughlin
Corp.). Also, the Court legitimated almost all forms of federal
grants-in-aid to states and localities (Steward Machine Co. v, Davis).
EGWE'.'EI* valid the dual-sovereignty theory remained in principle, it
had little applicability to a country that came to believe that its
Mlberties were as safe, if not safer, in the hands of the central govern-
ment,

There can be no return to a theory of dual sovereignty; the work by
(irodzins and others discussed in chapter 1 has surely laid that no-
Hion to rest.> But any new theory, like the traditional theory of dual
sversignty, needs to do at least three things. First, it must provide a
definition which clarifies the way in which a federal system is dis-
linguished from a decentralized administrative structure. Second, it
must use its definition to specify characteristic and appropriate ac-
livities of the central and local governments within the federal ar-
rangement. Finally, the theory must account for persistent patterns
of conflict and cooperation among levels of government.

Federalism Defined

Federalism is a system of government in which powers are divided
between higher and lower levels of government in such a way that
both levels have a significant amount of separate and autonomous
responsibility for the social and economic welfare of those living
within their respective jurisdictions. Within the federation the cen-
tral government assumes responsibility for relations with foreign
countries and determines the exchange relationships among the
component units of the federation. The central government may
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F:;rcif!: nuicnemua additional powers, but for the system to remain a
o 1:': t.nn, ower levels of government must have at least two cruciy
First, they must have a significant amount of con
;'Ecl'lllt[t'I.Bnt of their own political and administrative I:anclle?-:]:: i
ocal government whose leaders are selected by officials of the ];a 1
tral government, or whose recruitment processes are governed
mlmh stringent, centrally determined criteria that the local commus
nity has no effective choice, is a local government without pow i
take responsibility for the well-being of its inhahitants, Sannﬁd ]r .
governments must have the power to tax their citizens in nr:ier :
provide the necessary range of government services, A local ]
emment totally dependent upon centrally determined r:.=|.1:ﬂ:.-;E ;
very limited responsibility for the determination of the w:ll-ha ol
the local community. It will always be dependent on extern |
sources of funds and, consequently, will always feel a need for mo .
such funds. Because the funds do not come directly from its o
resources, the local authority will have to be subjected to att]ﬂ:
central-government supervision to ensure that expenditures are i
rected toward objectives the central government deems ~-“. -
and proper. Without independence from central resources . !
government loses tl'.!a capacity to act responsibly on its own l':a
and thus bemplﬂs simply an agent of the central Bovernment |
_ Federalism is thus to be distinguished from simple dﬂﬂant;raliﬂ-
tion, which can occur without the granting of either the racruilmant
or the financial power to lower decision-making levels, For Bxamﬂa,
although the United States Forest Service gl‘anta‘ considerab .
dac}slnn-rftaking autonomy to its field offices, these lower ati
:rauva units do not gather their revenues from local sources or act
ndependently in the recruitment of personnel If the central
administrators of the Forest Service or any other department or
agency were to lose these two powers to their district offices t]:?:
organization could no longer be considered a single guvemrlnaﬂ:
unit, r{ndaad._thaaa are precisely the circumstances far which the
tal_'m federalism" is appropriately reserved and which at one time
might t_mve been characterized as dual sovereignty. g
Within a federal system the objectives of central and local gove
ernments stand in contrast to one another, Local guvemmentngari'
more concerned about operating efficiently in order to protect their
economic base, while the domestic policy structure of the Ilﬂﬂt:m.ql:;
Bovernment is more concerned about achieving a balance hamuﬁ:
developmental and redistributive dbjectives. These national-local
differences are not a function of any particular political movement IJr
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any political party or group that happens to be in power at a specific
e, Although partisanship and group pressures may aggravate or
alloviate the tension between the objectives of national and local

swirnments, the local emphasis on economic productivity and the

mlntively greater national emphasis on equality are functions of the
siructural relationship of the two levels within the federal system.

Contrasts between National and Local Governments

"'l interests of local government require that it emphasize the eco-
nomic productivity of the community for which it is responsible.

peause they are open systems, local governments are particularly
neitive to external changes. To maintain their local economic

honlth, they must maintain a local efficiency that leaves little scope
kr agalitarian concerns. These limits on local government, which
Jwve already been elaborated at length, require that local govern-
munts concentrate on developmental as against redistributive objec-

Hvus.

By comparison, central governments are concerned with more

than simply developmental objectives. This is not to say that central
governments are uninterested in the economic capacities of their
wpotieties. For one thing, they have assumed responsibility for man-
#ging the domestic economy through manipulation of fiscal and
monetary policies, They also promote economic growth through
lurge-scale capital investments in transportation systems, research

and development, and, now more than ever, the management of
wnorgy and other natural resources. As a result, many federal pro-

grams are as concerned with developmental objectives as are pro-

grams carried out by states and localities. But these developmental

poncerns are often coupled with a continuing concern for achieving
some degree of equity in social relationships. Tax, welfare, housing,

health, and educational policies of the central government are for-
mulated with questions of equality and redistribution often carrying
us much weight as questions of economic stability and growth. The
gommitment to redistributive objectives is due in part to the
pvailability of powers that curb the impact of the external world
pnvironment on the nation's economy. The most important of these
powers is the capacity to issue passports and visas. Through the
pxercise of these powers, almost all highly industrialized countries
have in recent years carefully restricted immigration. As ethically
disturbing as these laws often are, without them many residents of
less advantaged countries would move to the industrialized areas,
overwhelming their high-wage economies and swamping their
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social-welfare systems. The case of the Vietnamese “‘boat people’

provides a particularly poignant exa
i i , mple of the di ibardll
minded citizens in wealthy countries faﬁﬂ_ ¢ dilemma liberal

If control nv\rer human migration is vital, national
also protect their economies from worldwide forces through a host of
controls mrer_ﬂ'ua movement of capital, goods, and services Tariffs
quotas, a natu}na_] currency, control over exchange rates ‘El.[lﬂ ﬂ:u?:
capacity to fund its own indebtedness are among the ]:ID'E"I.:*EI'E a na-
;;:;2:; im;erﬁment uses to increase its autonomy from external

- INol all countries can use these devices with l
nEas. The United States is particularly fortunate ot sl
g anﬁe amounts to lags than 10 percent of its total economic activity
]Ina er countries with less self-contained economies have much.
r:sss tmziupa f-:[:;r autonomous action. But all except the smallest and

05t dependent—perhaps Hong Kong is th it
! e limitin :
economies ?ess permeable than those for which local ggn?:: hi'l;:
are responsible 4 T
Where governments in relativel i
; me ely open, pluralist politi
c?c[immt].r _tn red:str}hute, competition for popular sﬁg;uzsmﬂ?ﬁrﬂpﬁ
wde p::-:htij:aj parties with an important incentive to advocate the
redistribution of income from smaller numbers of high-income
gmup; to th.e 1‘argelr numbers having less income. Although the
furga or redistribution may be episodic and in response to external
t ;1; Ea':;sh T;.Et ; 8 the major depression of the 1930s and the mobiliza-
15content in the 1960s, competiti li i
trial societies periodicall i . ot e Lo e
y brings such redistributi

bear on the gulicias of central governments, e pressures
d{)r}ctla a pqim}r has been promulgated, an agency is founded and the
administrative staff responsible for implementing the policy devel-
utPat E loyalty to the substantive mission of the program.® As part

¥ e government, the agency has a legiti i

‘ . : gitimate claim on
Em&tinulixrlg—psrhaps slightly increasing—portion of the natinna?
udget. To perpetuate its program, the staff solicits the backing of
;rga:}ufmed elements serviced by its program, which campaign on its
ehalf in Congress, in other parts of the executive, in the news
I]Lﬂf;:;liﬂ1 and among the public at large.
ational policies are thus loaded with '

s are tl a variable mix of devel-
?pmantal and red@tn!mtwe objectives. Programs promulgated afa
ime when the nation is primarily concerned with economic growth
are apt to take an almost exclusively developmental turn. Other pra-
ﬁ:ifsg ::-I?Esaisad w]hen the hp:}litlcal forces favoring redistribution

nusual strength, Other governmental i
: policies, f -
lated under more ambiguous circumstances, may have a more ;21;1;::1

0

governments

in that foreign ex-

ot of orientations. But, on balance, the redisteibutive orlentation is
Miwater at the national than at the local leval,

Differences in National and Local Politics

Mucause the interests of local and national governments diverge, the
jpatterns of public policies promulgated by the two levels of govern-
ment are different. Most clearly, national and local governments
tund to rely on contrasting principles for raising revenue.® The na-
{lunal government depends largely on the ability-to-pay principle,
which legitimates redistribution. It raises most of its general reve-
pues through a progressive income tax, taxes on corporate earnings,
and an excise tax on luxury commodities. Local governments, in
puntrast, rely more on the benefits-received principle, which legiti-
mates developmental policies. It specifies that individuals should be
tixed in accordance with the level of services they receive. In this
way, each individual consumes no more services than he pays for at
the price necessary to recover the costs of producing the service,
Demands for government services are controlled by a pricing mech-
anism. If the ability-to-pay principle is defended in the name of
pquality, the benefits-received principle provides an equally com-
pelling efficiency criterion.

The emphasis local governments place on efficiency at the ex-
pense of equality is due not to any antiegalitarian commitments of
local policymakers but to the consiraints under which local govern-
ments operate. In order to protect the economic well-being of the
community, the government must maximize the benefit'tax ratio for
the above average taxpayer. Indeed, it is especially important that
the benefittax ratio of those taxpayers who contribute dis-
proportionately to the local economy be comparable to that in com-
peting local areas. If residents are taxed according to their ability to
pay, the benefititax ratio for higher income residents will be par-
ticularly low. On the other hand, if residents are taxed according to
the level of services received, the ratio of benefits to taxes for the
average taxpayer will increase.

Although constitutional and statutory limitations prevent them
from applying the benefits-received principle rigorously, local gov-
ernments are allowed to levy user charges, which are a close ap-
proximation of the benefits-received principle. However, local gov-
ernments face many obstacles in levying user charges. In many
cases, the beneficiaries of government services are difficult to ascer-
tain precisely. In other situations, benefits cannot easily be supplied
to some residents without providing them to all. Indeed, these are
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among the reasons the services became Rovernmental functions i
the first place. And even whers user charges are practicable, othe

constraints exist. Courts have ruled that, where charges are levipg :
the charge must be no more than the amount necessary for providin

the service. And what service is being provided is often defined
narrowly by the judiciary. Finally, user charges |

; particular form of rais g

federal government in
way local taxes are,

But even though local Bovernments are constrained from applying
the benefits-received principle to all revenue raising, they seem to
rely on this principle much more than does either the state or the
federal government. As can be seen in table 4.1, over the past twa
decades local governments have relied on user charges to raise over
one-fourth of their locally generated lotal revenues, whereas state
governments rely on them for anly 12 percent of their revenue and
the federal government for only 6 percent. To be sure, many lo-
calities fail to exploit user charges fully, and therefore they do not
achieve as close an approximation of the benefits-received principle
as legal requirements allow. For example, Oakland officials set user
charges at levels determined by precedent or by the practice in

Intergovernmental Relations, even while noting that “[t]here has
been a steady growth in the fiscal importance of local user charges,"
has urged their more widespread use as a mechanism “for di-
versifying local revenue structures when specific beneficiaries of
Particular government services can be -identified."® But even if
the potential for user charges has not been fully tapped, dis-

praportionate and continuing dependence on such charges by local
Bovernments is nonetheless noteworthy,

Even if exploited fully, user charges have onl
for generating revenues. As g result, most local revenues are not
generated by user charges but by a tax, The tax that has become the
distinctive prerogative of local Bovernments is the property tax, gs
can be seen in table 4.1, Admittedly, the increasing dependence of
local governments on intergovernmental transfers from the state and
federal authorities reduces their dependence on any form of local
taxation. And it is true that states no longer depend on the property
tax for their revenues. However, as a source of locally generated
revenue, the significance of the property tax has abated hardly at all.
From 1957 to 1972, the percentage of local revenue raised by the
property tax declined by only 4 percent (from 58 to 54 percent).

y a limited capacity
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Table 4.1: Local, State, and Federal Sources of Revenue, Excluding Intergovernmental Transfers
[pﬂl’ﬂéﬂtﬂgﬂ distributions)
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Significantly, 82 percent of

» all revenue ralsed | :
sn#?as still came from the Property tax," e
nwﬂ dependence of local Bovernments on the property tax hay
o Ezttter n:f some Efﬂbllitﬂ among economists. Critics havy
o (1) it is fnm?me inelastic, (2) it is a surcharge on g
d]ﬂprnp:}rﬂﬁ;‘;ﬁ Eﬂ?{ﬂﬂmlﬂ good, and (3) it taxes low-income Brou .
y. fowever, recent analyses have coy k
. nt e} L
:}f; tI:aze n?ittl:-.?lsmﬂ: To the argument that the Property h?u-n:IEIln.iﬁliI 0
Enﬂen ﬁ:l'lt u_Lﬂatmn Or economic growth, defenders repl t}mtE ol
e [: tha:]:hgl:gx taiz: fnraw ]‘.Hpitdl}r in the postwar pariudﬁ“ ana :
_ eXCise tax on housing that dj
?;-Ln[fé:;: of this particular good, defenders respond that dife
¢ In property tax among |opcal governments are hg I..-.'
Property owners, not necessarily by those consumin ol

ml governments directly tax the profits of local businesses
Iy ut all. Indeed, the United States consus does not even have a
lo classification for a direct local tax on business. The reasons
not difficult to discover. According to traditional economic
Iy, the corporation tax is an excise tax paid by the consumer
g he buys a product upon which a surcharge in an amount
alent to the tax has been placed. But this assignment of the
poration tax burden is applicable only if the tax is applied uni-
Winly throughout a self-contained economic system. If such taxes
lovied differentially by local governments and were passed on
# consumer via price increases, the products affected would no
ur be competitive with products sold by businesses located in
“lix areas. Businesses in high-tax areas would be driven from the
tkotplace. Few local governments are eager to kill their golden
me by such a tax.
~ Fourth, the remaining taxes that local governments utilize are sel-
i progressive and at times downright regressive. Unlike the fed-
| excise tax, which is reserved for luxury items, the state sales tax
I8 lovied on items for which lower income residents spend a rela-
uly high proportion of their budget. Those who save portions of
Ahalr income (presumably the wealthier save more) are not taxed on
Ahat aspect of their earnings at all. And it is the sales tax, not the
Wiore progressive income tax, that state and local governments favor
b i source of revenue. Not only did states depend on the sales tax for

Im IDEHI 11l

saf
im:'::nrui[; :.:]':ﬁ-::lE g ﬂ]lt:—h]f Pruper_ty tax is levied roughly in Praportion tg
These argu:a 1111-:; ®I positive nor negative redistributional eff
, . ° AMONg economists are relevant f {
ested in developing any normative theory of tax Pnl?;.‘fmﬂm e

pendence on the tax b ;
to the property tax, lué’rﬂ]i i:;:aﬁﬁixaﬂm ~Whﬂtﬂver the objecti 5 40 percent of their revenues in 1973, but local governments turned to
income or sales tax, simply because it i::. It:;nua:l.? prefer it over the this tax for 6.4 percent. By comparison, the income tax, which raises
équipped to escape its application. Consid on thaze Products least 4% percent of federal revenue, accounted for only 16 percent of state
the major alternatives, Taxes on . ] sider the difficulties posed by fvenue and a puny 3 percent of local revenus. Moreover, the few

' o oa'es encourage residents to pur- lpeal income taxes that are levied do not usually have the same

ch_;:e pmduu:rla. outside the jurisdiction. Taxes
wr:' ﬁ:nhﬂ terr_:tnr.y provoke businesseg into Carrying on their mogt
11_-::3 poi H?mlsa ;ﬂt_w[tlmt:lelsmvhﬂm. Taxes on locally earned income give
‘ncentive to seek employment externall
. B -
Eg:l:ﬂt:;a EJI;EITF ia:}- tuétas immobile land and strucftum}; TrltI:cl?I;Td'-
; 1188 laxed cannot be readily

locale. And their users must undergo the su]::’:s S
2;?1?: phjrthail:a] migration to avoid the tax’s application to them, Of
5, the tax remains a cl_isinnﬂntive for new investments ip *tha-

rogressive features characteristic of the federal income tax, Instead,
It is the "general practice” with respect to state and local taxes “1o
fullow the flat rate approach.’2

One need not posit any local business elite to account for this
propensity of local governments to favor more regressive taxes, The
sconomic interests of cities which officials must safeguard are of
themselves a sufficient explanation, The more starkly the ability-to-
pay principle governs local tax policy, the greater the disjunction
between taxes levied and benefits received, and the greater the
negative impact revenue policy has on the economic well-being of
the community. On the other hand, a proportional or (even more) a
regressive tax structure comes closer to approximating the benefits-
received principle, the principle which, if applied, best strengthens
the local economy.

Finally, it is evident that localities have become increasingly de-

to be said for a tax whose adve

i Tse consequences are de]
fmtepﬂsmhla. Consequently, the traditional Property t:xﬂjr; i
integral part of local fiscal policy, and the itr ol

INcome taxes have mad
g e but modest headw
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penaent on intergovernmental transfors f
rom the state and
fen::nn;mmm As can be seen in table 4.2, the pamantaglnla u:ri‘ﬂlll:l
en:in coming in intergovernmental transfers increased from 26
perc 1957 to 37.1 percent in 1973, Of course, it is to the

nomic interest of localities that their activities be subsidized by

grants coming from sources external
to the i
result, local governments compete with one another fi or -

state and federal resources as they can obtain, But the increasi

shift in support for local service
s from locally generate
f]n:vzmlms generated at the state and Ilﬂﬂﬂnﬂ.{}i:i.'ﬂlﬁ cani;itnaut:giﬁ
hal: :1 ::;:r!}r tl-.;n the local interest in getting others to foot the bil] That
¥s Deen present. Instead, the increasing role of :iutﬁrr

ive role

1tg};:n*nrua]rrm:uantﬂul transfers is a concomitant of the redistribut
at local governments are increasingly expected to play

Federal tax policies are so well kn from
own that their diff
the local emphasis on the benefit pri nciple needs only Lﬁffﬂf:utinn f:

1ncome tax accounts for over 40

First, as can be seen in table 4.1,

t
axes. Second, the federal government is the only government ﬂut”

raises a substantia] proportion of its revenue through a di

Enagl]it:-f:;ﬂ B]:;ng}ls. Significantly, the amount nnilﬂctgd bydtil]ﬁ:t tat?cx h?;

e thﬂttlliml v tf;'n:ﬂtu 24 percent if] 1857 to 14 percent in 1973, It

. Potential of capital flight to overseas locations is now
g constraints on national tax policy that hardly existed twenty

on the sales tax. The one federal i

! : tax which is collected
Principle is the social security tax, which is amuntizzt;l:-T?ﬁt
creasing percentage of federa] revenue. If the world econom l::
comes more unified and the national government l.‘neu:-:unasrir in-

Table 4.2 Local and Inter
governmental C
Revenues (percentage diﬂtrihutiunsja Omponents of Local

r— 1957 1862 18967 1973
o (21 73.9 Fa.n £8.8 62.9
rgovernmental transfars 26.1 27.0 31.3 .
s . : i a7
T;rtﬂ] ::;i].} 100.0 1000 100.1 1000
28,808 43,278 B4 608 129,082
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singly unable to control capital flows, one might anticipate an
sing dependence on this comparativaly regressive tax. But at
prosent time there is little doubt that the federal tax system is far
redistributive than that of states and localities,

In sum, the tax structure of a federal system is highly dif-
niiated. One does not find a marble cake of revenue-generating
legies such that any and all forms of taxation are preferred
ully by all levels of government. Although some overlap is obvi-
, direct intergovernmental comparisons reveal different em-
ses in the tax policies of the various levels of government. The
test emphasis on the benefits-received principle seems to lie at
# local level, where user charges and other regressive forms of

.ﬁ'“ﬂ“ are strongly preferred. The national government is most
|

wly to collect taxes according to the ability-to-pay principle.

Although states fall somewhere in between, they share many of the

vharacteristics of the bottom tier.

The Three Policy Arenas
There are structured differences in the expenditure policies of the
three levels of government as well. Allocation is the function that
local governments can perform more effectively than central gov-
prnments, because decentralization allows for a closer match be-
Iween the supply of public services and their variable demand. Citi-
gons migrate to those communities where the allocation best
matches their demand curve. Redistribution, on the other hand, is a
national function. The more a local community engages in re-
distribution, the more the marginal benefittax ratio for the average
taxpaver declines, and the more the local economy suffers. The state
can be expected to have policy responsibilities midway between,
Finally, developmental policies will be the shared responsibility of
all levels of government. For example, stabilization of the economy
through fiscal and monetary policies, a most important devel-
opmental activity, is a national prerogative. Should a local commu-
nity attempt to perform this activity, any positive effects its actions
have will be quickly dispersed into the larger environment, while
the interest on debts incurred will remain a burden the community
itself must carry. But other developmental policies may have more
specifically local consequences, and in these cases local govern-
ments are able to commit their own resources. Building highways
and distributing utility services are obvious examples. The level of
government that assumes responsibility for a particular type of de-
velopmental policy depends on the extent of its ripple effects.
The pattern of financial responsibility for government policies, as
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presented in table 4.3, is generall
_ 3, ¥ conglatent with thes '
:;.:Ilz.;t;irt;ﬂi;a& I;:::IHFI::IE: have been the fiscal mspnnnlbilfl: i?':::};ﬂ;uﬂ
- VOry-seven percent of its domesti '
allocated for redistributive purposes even al the beg?nlsrlilfgg H;f

 this increased tg over 5

L]:E nqiatlan :::ﬂgenr?en]:;gra% nm'{}:;ss the rows rather than down the 'i:nIé-m
] oblaining the percentage of each leve] vern.
ment's total resources devoted tg a ity ey .
; governmental activity, this table
pmv{des the percentage of all expenditures devoted to E pm]'ficulnr

role is once again shown to be |
n ncreasingly significant. [f it
:iagl Ifnt;ﬂ::;&: ti?r fgrcl;;alllmng welfare policy and health ::u:t:ﬁ{:uﬁ;
: attern 1s likely to persist, As the Uni d i |
e i : & United States continues
 bec gly integrated political
tributive function may v s ol
am]hpmmgaﬁve_ y very well become an almost exclusively fed-
The allocational function is j
Just as clearly the domain of laca
gg;e;rﬁﬁﬁl;rtsée'gzedhuusekmpigg services that all mﬂmhﬂl': n;ﬂfifi
Ad upon are both delivered and financ
: ed
;:s can be seen in table 4.3, over 28 percent of local guvamlmmgi
au;i:]ﬁsn:mf d;mte{;i to this purpose in 1973. The state plays a
role, but the proportion of its reve d i
purpose is less than half that of the ] bty
ocal governm ile,
th,n}: Iied{almI lguva:mment is involved !'nzu'dlg,.rE at all “Elltﬂ- s
€ developmental function is the more or 1 I
ess equal ¢
E:i.:?;fﬂ ;Eﬂ‘;ﬂlrﬁ of government, all of whom have aﬁgﬂﬂtﬁdu:l:;l:?;;
o1 their revenues for these activities. The rol
Bovernment in promoting economi d vity is lar e
e C productivity is larger than these
: § interest payments on th '
taken into account. Since the i i it
nt. se are in large measure due t
f]:i gc;afumant 5 magnnsibﬂity for managing the natiunnlzgsnfrif-
ugh its fiscal policies, they may be considered 1o be a cost c:};
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1973

2.6

3.5
18.5
2.3
9.5
100.0
435,288

Stata
12.8
160

1967

74
2.9

20.7
22

116
3.0

6.2
12.4
17.8

100.0
29,356

1952

o

2.0
17.5

1973
8.4
Z28.5
11.1
5.7
H.6
3.2
100.0

77,886

2.5
6.7
1.5
2.2

i2.9
1.1

Local
1967
26.4
13.1
B.6
20LA
4.4
352
45 853

100.0

5
1
4
8
12.9

1962
2
1
6.0
13.2
B.1
1.1
224
4.1
334
Too.o
33.591

2

Subtotal
Interest

Total (%)

Total [$m)

Subtotal

Allocational

T

Redistributive

Health and hospitals
Matural resowurces

Housing
Transportation

Welfare

Social insurance

Housekeeping
Developmental

Utilities

Postal

Table 4.3: Governmental Expenditures from Own Fiscal Resources (percenta

Education
Other
“Domestic only.

Function



