als, groups, and organizations, Inf]
_ ' - Influenced by behavi |
politics and the marble-cake metaphor of f:duraE:rrT E:Iltht?;:: :

proaches try to find explanations for stru
by tof _ ctural diff
Ert::_ment mstitutions in terms of rﬂlntinna'hips mnngiﬁﬁ;:&nﬂl
: ]f ional, state, and It:_u:al levels. 1 have offered instead an approach
: 8 at_ud_y of federalism that identifies the structural features di
gﬁ?&n’? central from local institutions and that then linilusuIL
; ;
iy eatures to the processes of intergovernmental policy
Only the simple elements of a
theory of federalis
provided thus far. To highlight fundamental features, u]::-]nt]:-::s have

been drawn starkly. Th
y. The sharp differences betw ‘
ﬂpd dﬂ'ﬂ"elupl_nanta] policies have been etched, E]I:EHI b

governments are taken into account when betwee:
: the
central cities and their suburban hinterland mmﬂ:]t:-rli::::d At ?;:
:Ea:ui; t}ma I consider a policy that is particularly difficult t:; nh&rﬂl:i-.
il :;g;nt:;;l,t;it di'fere]nt times and in different places it may h&
utive, developmental, or allocative. Its effects :
with the governmental context in which the policy is Exznuted}:ﬁ

no wonder that few policy questi
attention as the effects u?ﬁ?:hnn;?;l_:. e recelved as much reseasil
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have Emphiné

Five

Cities, Suburbs, and
Their Schools

|oial governments are not all of a piece. Some local governments are
wall equipped to pursue their economic interests; other local gov-
srnments operate under constraints that limit the efficiency with
which they can develop their economic base. These differences
among local governments can be found in every area of substantive
yovernment policy, but it is in the operation of local schools that
{hey are most easily discerned. Schooling is the most costly of all
local government activities, and its operations touch directly on the
lives of many, if not most, of the families living within the commu-
nity. City school operation can significantly affect community pros-
perity. At the same time, the structure of the schooling system affects
the equality of educational opportunity in the society.

The two objectives run at cross-purposes with one another. As
previously stressed, the local interest in economic growth all but
precludes a commitment to redistribution. The consequences are
particularly significant for education. In the first place, Americans
have placed a particularly high premium on equality of educational
opportunity, Much earlier than European societies, the United States
expanded its educational system at elementary, secondary, and
higher education levels. Although in the United States provisions
for social security and health insurance have lagged behind other
industrial societies, state-provided educational services have until
very recently been more ample and better endowed in the United
States than anywhere else in the world.) Americans, it is said, are
committed to equality of opportunity, if not to equality of result.
Second, Americans have stressed the importance of local financing
and local control of the educational system. Whereas in most Euro-
pean countries schools are financed heavily by the national govern-
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ment, in the United States 80 percent of sducational financing is by
state and local governments, as shown In table 4.4. Indeed, these
figures, which include expenditures for higher education, overstate
the amount of federal assistance to elementary and secondary edu-
cation; the sarly years of schooling are the particular prerogative of
local government. Ironically, schooling, the service-delivery s:.rstuni'
said to best exemplify America’s commitment to equality, is largali.'
provided by the level of government least able to engage in redis.
tribution.

Aribute to the contemporary urban orisls and preclude further con-
Aributions to equality by central-clity school systems,

'Dm.'rrlupmantal Policies in Suburbia

I American suburbs competing school districts provide a range of
wilucational services of varying quality, emphasis, and price. Con-
- mumers with the wherewithal to make their interest in, or demand for,
high-quality (high-cost) education effective find living quarters in
Bmmunities that have reputations for excellent schools. Those with
pffective demand (that is, with less interest in high-cost educa-
Alon or with lower incomes) choose homes in less exclusive parts of
e metropolitan area. At the bottom are the “problem" suburbs,
‘Wwhore both schooling benefits and the cost of purchasing or renting
Iving space are much less. Tax rates also vary from area to area,
Hepending on per capita taxable wealth and the effective demand for
wmhooling, Altogether, the system, though far from Tiebout's ideal of
prfect efficiency,® dispenses benefits roughly in accord with the
mount of taxes paid for them.

Two separate research traditions have generated evidence that
nils some credence to the belief that suburban educational benefits
e distributed roughly in accord with economic demand for them.
Tha first tradition has emphasized the great variation in expendi-
res among locally financed school districts. For example, Miner
found in a national sample a coefficient of variability of .72 among
thool districts in expenditures from state and local resources.?
ureover, both Miner and other researchers discovered that these
Mifferences were strongly related to the fiscal capacity of the state and
Aucnlity 5 More recently, Grubb and Michelson have demonstrated
hnt interstate inequalities remained relatively constant from 1955 to
10l * Even the increased federal role in educational finance had
e little to reduce interstate differentials. In addition, substantial
Inlrastate inequalities among school districts were evident in all
Milteen of the states they investigated.”

Variations in interdistrict expenditures are also related to varia-
lons in the fiscal capacity of families. Thase with more income tend
4 live in districts where expenditures are greater, and as a result
Ahose who have more effective demand for education receive more
‘ilucational benefits (as measured by expenditure data). The results
ol n 1960 survey of families showed that just as property taxes paid
Inereased with income, so did educational benefits received.® These
data did not provide information on the exact sums spent on the
Individual children of the families surveyed; instead, it was assumed
that these children received a resource allocation identical to that of

As has been indicated previously, schooling is not necessarily
redistributive policy. Indeed, one can imagine a school system d
tributing educational services in a fashion so consistent with the
city’s economic interests that one would properly classify it as #
developmental policy. Consider a system of schooling such that sep
vices are provided to those families who exchange for them a sum g
equal market value. Because the family is willing to pay for th
schooling and because those providing the schooling are willing (g
do so in return for this payment, the exchange increases the nel
utility of the community. Everyone is better off than he would have
been without the exchange—the very definition of a developmental
policy. Following Pareto, one might also label such a system an
efficient system of education. Within this efficient system, thoss
paying the most for school services receive the most in benefits.?

A redistributive school system, on the other hand, treats all ck
dren (except, perhaps, the handicapped) in any given age cohort i
equals. Each child receives the same educational benefits, regardles
of his family's income, social position, or contribution to local tu
coffers. r

In short, schooling services can be classified as more of a da
velopmental policy or more of a redistributive policy depending o
the degree to which the benefits of schooling are distributed either i
proportion to the amount paid for the services or to all members @
the community equally, :

Emergence of a Dual System of Education

There is now some evidence that a dual system of education ma
have emerged in metropolitan areas. The part located in centm
cities may be a modestly successful agency of redistribution. ‘Thi
other, located in a vast array of small suburbs, is organized in such |
way as to facilitate developmental objectives, The imbalance b
tween the social objectives pursued by this dual system may e
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the average child in the district they attended. The data therefore arg

probably a conservative statement of th i '
# extent to which famil
come and educational benefits are related. However, they pmvilnj:n;

clear demonstration that the great variabilit in di

school districts contributes ks 10 sducatical el
m?ﬁ s by Emup&m differentials in educational expendi-

eseé data were collected on a nationwi i

P-Elt'!ﬂl'l]ﬂ specific to suburbia are available unﬂrefﬁrﬂgljﬁiiirﬁeut
politan areas. In an early stud ¥, Hirsch found that variations in local
property va!ues were the most important determinant of school ax-
penditures in the metropolitan area surrounding St. Louis.? Sacks
and Hellmuth found a positive relationship between the ];Ierscmul
wealth of a community and its expenditures in an investigation of
sul?rurhan districts near Cleveland.!® Studies of suburban areas ?

Chicago and Santa Clara, California, also found per capita inco n':
and property values to be important determinants of Expenditlll':l:::
In general, those suburban communities with greater economic m—
BOUTCEs pIFvidEd a financially more luxurious educational ri-
ence f!:-r d:st_rictl children. Those who paid more in taxes mi};[i):ad
Ef::. in educational benefits, as measured by per pupil expendi-

. A second tradition of research on education i i
information on the degree to which suburhanﬂ]f:ﬁ]l:i‘;;:::gm:]ﬂ::
products local school systems are providing. This research h ..
shown, ﬁ_nft of all, that educational benefits, as measured by tests :E
verbal ability, have a value in the marketplace. Two separate studies
one of New Jersey suburbs, the other in the Los Angeles area dem-
onstrate that as performance on verbal ability tests impmvas1 com-
munity property values climb.!? In both studies many other flant |
affacting property values, such as the size and age of the home :l::
acce?sihlhty of the community to centers of employment, the c;um-
munity tax_rnte, and (most important) median family iru:éma were
r:t:-ntrullled in a multiple regression analysis. Given the nuntl:ul far
family Income, one cannot explain away the finding on the grounds
that communities with high property values produce children who
p?rf:}nn _welI on tests, Apparently, consumers of educational ser-
“?:IEE; Eelleve that sn?hnnls do affect the performance level of :::hi]drﬁu;.
E.;:]m, ey place a high value on those schools where children learn
There is a second finding in this research tradition w
even more clearly that suburban school systems artli];:;lugngﬂils]m
efficient at promoting local economies. When educational hﬂneﬁt::
are I:ﬂEEE'lll‘Ed by expenditure levels and not by test scores, schaoal
services continue to have a positive effect on property value.;. Signi-
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fluant positive effects of educational expenditures on property

vilues have been identified in suburban communities in New Jersey,
linois, Massachusetts, and California.** In all these studies, the

findings held, even after controls for median family income, tax
mites, and home age and size had been introduced.

Educational expenditures have a positive effect on property values
heeause consumers perceive some relationship between dollar in-
puts into education and the outcomes of schooling. Admittedly, the
Wtilization of resources seems to be less than perfectly efficient for

romoting economic growth, In most studies the positive effect of
rnnrﬂas-&:l educational expenditures merely offset the negative effect
un property values of increased local taxes. Moreover, educational
pxpenditures generally do not have as significant an effect on prop-
wrty values as do verbal ability test scores, suggesting some slippage
botween educational input and output. But even with these
qualifications there is a reasonable amount of evidence that sub-
urban educational systems promote local economies. Suburbia may
not yet approximate Tiebout's ideal world of the perfectly efficient
system for distributing public goods, but at the very least market
forces respond as if consumers value the school services suburban

governments provide,

Redistributive Policies in Central Cities

If suburban schools have developmental policies, central-city
schools in the dual system of metropolitan education lean more in a

redistributive direction. Big-city school systems fall within a single
large school district governed by a central board of education which

has delegated most of its power to a highly centralized adminis-
trative staff, These administrators, often in the name of efficiency,
have rigorously applied principles of equality and fairness to the
distribution of resources among neighborhood schools within the
central city.

Partly to reform education and partly to enhance their own power,
big-city school superintendents developed universalistic rules for
the distribution of scarce school resources.™ All schools were
allocated similar teacher/pupil ratios, similar classroom sizes, simi-
lar textbook/pupil ratios, similar extracurricular facilities and
supplies, and so forth. Variation and diversity encouraged political
pressures by principals, community groups, politicians, and board
members. Generalized principles for the distribution of school re-
sources protected administrators against pressure, enabling them to
claim that every pupil was being treated equally and fairly. These
principles also provided for a certain kind of efficiency that the
accountant could appreciate, though the superintendent's brand of
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efficiency had little in common with the Pareto-optimal efficiency

about which economists write, On the contrary, it helped to engure’
far greater equality in educational provision within the central citias

than almost any theory of community power might have anticipated,
Only a few systematic studies of the distributional policies of bigs

city school systems have been published, but the findings §

surprisingly consistent. Burkhead found both in Atlanta and suy

posedly “machine-ridden” Chicago that resources were distriby
even-handedly to schools serving all income categories so thal exe
penditures per pupil, teacher/pupil ratios, expenditures for supplisg,
and most other items of resource distribution were approximately

equal. 15

When Katzman compared his results in Boston with those af

Burkhead, he concluded, “The three cities [Boston, Atlanta, an

Chicago] are strikingly similar in the relatively equal distribution of
expenditures per student.”1% Levy, Meltsner. and Wildavsky found a
rough equality in the distribution of resources in Oakland, Califor-
nia.'? In this case, however, there was a tendency to allocate extra
resources to schools in both the poorest and the richest neighbore
hoods. If these four cities from four different regions of the country
are at all representative, then Katzman is surely correct in conclud-

ing that “big cities more effectively narrow the gap in educational
opportunity than do the multitude of autonomous suburbs,''18

The one exception to this pattern is the differential in teachar
salaries among central-city neighborhood schools. Burkhead, Owaen,
and Grubb and Michelson all find differentials in expenditures
among neighborhoods that are the product of “allowing experienced
teachers to choose in which school they wish to teach, resulting in
the experienced (and highest paid) teachers being concentrated in
white, middle-class schools,”1 Yet there is little evidence that ex-
perience beyond the first four or five vears of teaching correlates
positively with pupil performance.20 If this is the primary mecha-
nism by which central cities bias school resources in favor of higher
laxpaying neighborhoods, they have chosen a mosl inefficient
mechanism for calibrating service delivery to tax contributions. By
comparison, salary differentials in suburbs enable the more prosper-
ous suburbs to recruit the more talented teacher from the very
beginning of his career in the community. But even taking into ag-
count differentials in teacher salaries among central-city neighbor-
hoods, within-city differences do not match intercity differences. In
Owen's words, the “income elasticity of salary expenditures [within
central cities] is about half of some estimates of intercity elasticities
of educational expenditures."2! Thig provides a “rough measure of
the extent to which centralized administration of large-city educa-
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nal systems has reduced inequality based on income dif-

en,''2 _ _ P
-'I-:: lIEI:!‘m exten! that central cities provide equality of E:duc,lﬂ_ltlcg‘lta{
urces, this comes at the expense of the development of the t;g]
Iy economy. Those who pay more in taxes for schooling in cen

Il may not receive much more in benefits. Instead, the more

superous families living in the central city are subsidizing the

| lucation of their poor neighbors.

burban—Central-City Differences:

I'he Evidence from Data on Verbal Ability

I these differences between central-city and suburban :u::hm:_tl :ifs
Il'-hmu are significant, they can be expected to affect the dBt'E[']]]II;: s
ol a child's performance on verbal ability tests. lndaﬂfd. f;lnel? s
ways one can estimate the extent to which a system of schooling

pursuing developmental policies is by identifying the strengj‘.ll? of ttht:
melationship between a child’s performance on a i?:arbat ability tEE-‘.
and the amount a family pays for the child’s mhml:ng. If El; 5Y'S en;
ntal orientation, there is a corre Hi]run ween
:;?I;'ad;:ﬁgr]:rﬂice and family payments for edun:atu}]lnla;il sewsme;
' i TO
differentials in performance bflstween children
E;ﬁal?n:r:;rhu pay more for educational services and Ehﬂt}l‘-&{ﬂ Erufn
families who pay less increase steadily with amount uh ilﬂn:]‘l[n
school. If the system is redistributive, p&ltfnrmanca on ‘l:lﬂl' Hd 111; E
tests is only weakly associated with family bﬂf:kgll'ﬂun : ;11111 fw 2
gver variation in verbal ability is initially associated with family

background characteristics steadily declines over time.

The Coleman Study

zed with care, the data collected by the United States
g’l’gzg E?Egguzatinn under the direction of James Eniam;m [hl::rﬁiu-
after referred to as the Coleman study) reveal a E;f,.rstulalrn[j1 of sc 1?1 aﬁg
in the United States which was in n{::rthefrn states only m;l:rgl i
redistributive in 1965.2* Table 5.1, which is taken ‘r'rr::_m t]}e 0 smaﬁ
study, presents data only for northern blacks and whuafs in _gtgﬁ B:n d
9, and 12, because data n::u]lm::ta::lld fu;_thi Sqiit]];tlyu:ihﬁrhﬁl;ﬂljllg mimm

ildren are of a more dubiou : :
{1?; gﬂgr‘::rzlhggrd?ngﬂ from the Coleman study: (1) fa{n}ljr hacliigruu?idﬂ
characteristics have a strong impact on ‘i.l’-El'hII!] Flhlht:-,r k;t ahﬂg;rna .
levels, and (2) school and teacher 'E{hﬂrﬂﬂtﬂrlﬁtlﬂs ma ﬂ![;t 1-_:_11
minimal “unigue” contribution; that is, they ha‘lml hEﬂ? e 151 ba.agk ’
from the conjeint effects they share with the child’s family

ground.
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the amount of variation explained Increases over time. Since
nttqnlfl suburban schools operating in accord with -:]e;.relu meniy
policies, class differentials increase, For blacks the aml;un:‘ )
between-school variation is much lower, and it declines as the ¢ il
progresses through the educational system. Since they ati s
central-city schools with redistributive policies, class -:Iiff;'m ﬂ. L
never great in the beginning, ebh away. | .

Conclusions

Suhl_ub.&n towns are small enough that they often can do much §
Faa:unuze_; the value of their community property. Because of thel
!Mlt&d size, they can modulate their local policies to suit the pam
ticular prefm_-am:es of a relatively small number of reside e
Through zoning laws they may even be able to achieve roughly
equal l:[_:-utrihutiuns in taxes from all residents, thereby mi v
interresident variability in the benefittax ratio. The most fav | 'I'
placed of !:hEEB suburbs can, if they wish, attract the most pmd:.]tra e
elements in the metropolitan area. Communities can even zone ol

unpleasant, though productive, commercial activities in favor of

quiet, residential gardens that become the most soci
t}:;asew?fi u& the metm[_mlitan area. High-quality puh]iiusir:rl}::;la:
tinuﬁ'ﬁ:di to Eiﬁ residents without any resident suffering a par-
S ::311111::?.::&; ratio, !:IEEEDEE all r-faaidents pay mug}df
ot & services. Redistribution is kept to a

The central city cannot afford such an exclusi i icy:;
malt?taining its economic base is far too prﬂss?:;: ;nr?cl*enri P;ltﬁ':‘
services such a large and diverse set of residents that it +r:a:nnt[
escape from engaging in a considerable degree of redistribution. Te
Some extent, service provision can be differentially provided amr |
HE]EthIhDGﬂS, so that the well-to-do, who pay more, 1eceive uﬂg
in EEWIEEH-‘HIH the central city is limited in its capaéity to allémni?
resources differentially. In the first place, constitutional stipu]atinﬂ:r
require that governments treat citizens in similar circumstances in:
much the same way. Great differentials in public service provision
that corresponded to the great differentials in taxes paid could prob-
ably not stand a constitutional test, In surburbia, however, thﬂpsrgp-

aration of government into many small, competing parts allows for

varying levels of service that have not been successfully challenged
on constitutional grounds. Second, standardization nhamcterizasgthﬂ
del Ivery of big-city services on a large scale. Partly because i:uraau

Tcies are committed to universalistic norms, partly hacauﬂ.
bureaucracies want to protect themselves from political [;ln1"#3-.?.1:;ul'u;;_:a
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partly because administrative efflclency requires the im-
ontation of standard operating routines throughout the organi-
tlon's geographical reach, central cities tend to provide similar
jees throughout their jurisdictions, With uniformity comes re-
tribution, and with redistribution comes damage to the city's
snomic interests. By comparison, one finds in suburbia many ad-
nistrative jurisdictions, each with its own policies, servicing di-
gont populations at a multiplicity of different levels. Redistribu-

Mon in service delivery is once again kept to a much reduced level,

In this chapter these points have been exemplified with reference

o nducational policy, the largest and most costly of local govern-
munt services and the one for which the highest quality (though still

perfect) set of data on policy consequences is available. Yet the
dings seem generalizable to a wide range of policy areas. What is

wharacteristic of central-city schools is probably also characteristic of
wentral-city fire departments, sanitation departments, recreation
programs, park districts, and street maintenance programs. There
‘will of course be some inequality in the benefits received from these
sorvices. The higher income groups who pay more in taxes probably
meeive more of the benefits. Their streets are probably cleaner, their

pirks are probably more conveniently located and better maintained,

und their garbage may be collected more efficiently and frequently.

Mut even though services are not equal in central cities, at least some
redistribution seems to occur. The tendency to uniformity in service
provision precludes a careful calibration that relates benefits re-
peived to taxes paid along the lines that seem quite feasible in sub-
urbia. Consequently, in the daily nperation of routine services cities
ure less well equipped to pursue their economic interests than are
their suburban neighbors.

At one time these differentials between cities and suburbs were a
minor nuisance. Because cities were located at the nodal points of
fixed water and rail transportation networks, they monopolized the
most valuable land in the region. Whatever differences existed in
local taxes and expenditure policies, these weighed lightly on a
scale where the physical location of cities sat so heavily. The largest
and most powerful of cities could exploit the great wealth their
location generated to provide a level of public services that far out-
stripped the outlying communities. As was shown in chapter 3, re-
distributive policies are the prerogative of those local governments
that command comparatively great economic resources. At the turn
of the century and even up to World War I, the comparative advan-
tage lay so one-sidedly with central cities that they could ignore the
impact of a suburbia that had found a way of escaping the costs of

redistribution.
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The changed transportation and tommunication systems of th
postwar period have challenged the dominance of central citios
Transportation systems are no longer fixed, streets and highway,
now connect almost all spaces in a metropolitan area in a more of
less evenhanded way, and no community has a monopoly on critics
land in the way central cities once did. The level of intercommunity
competition both within metropolitan areas and among them ha
greatly increased. What governments do to enhance the economis
well-being of their communities has become much mare critical,

Central cities have been slow to recognize these changes in thal
economic and physical environment. Their policies, a reflection of |
More prosperous era, are now only slowly adapting to the more con I
petitive circumstances of today. The luxury of redistribution whigl
was once possible is becoming increasingly difficult to sustain. Ci i
are beginning to cut back the most ostentatious features and are ask
ing the federal government to assist them with others. In the me an
time, the process of migration from central cities continues, as resl
dents search for a locale where they can receive the most for ha
they pay in taxes. As a doctor friend of mine said recently of the
small Wisconsin town to which he had moved, “I don't mind payiny
taxes here because you see your tax dollars working for you.”"
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