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CENTRAL CITY—SUBURBAN FISOAL DIFEERENCES

More dlrectly relevant to the questlon of looal dlspamtles is an}f o
analys1s of central city-suburban differences.
study of the 12 largest metropolitan areas in the country, found that

‘Harvey Brazer, 1n &0

there are substantial differences between the central city and the rest . -
“of the metropolitan area in the amount spent per capita, in total, and

for separate ma]or flmctlons such . as educatlon, h1ghways, and

: ,‘Welfare7 13

~ for new schools a
-~ guburbs.

%hwa,y expendltures ‘were found to be shghtly h1 her in the
su'bur Rapid. 1po]_:mlfamtnon growth requiring large cap 1ta1 outlays
so resulted in higher education expema’lE tures in the
~On the other hand, per capita expenditures for police and
fire protection,. Welfare, health and hospitals, urban renewal, public

- housing, and sanitation were consistently higher in the central cltyl'.:“ S

* than in the suburbs- of these 12 largest metropohtan areas. :
- Seymour Sacks, in his studies for Brooking Instltutmn, 4
~ analyzed per capita expenditures of the central cﬂ;y and the remain-
- der of the metropohtan area for the 24 largest metropolitan areas of
- the country.® In 1960, these 24 SMSA’s had almost 55 percent of the
~ Nation’s total metropohta,n population of 118 million. As indicated

~ in table 10, expenditures measured both in per capita terms and as a

percent of income were. almost uniformly higher for the central city -

than for the remainder of the. ‘metropolitan area. ‘Per capita expen-

ditures for the central city averaged shghtly over $200 compared," ok

~ with $168 outside the central city.

‘Because of the complexities 1mposed_ by 1ntergovemmental ﬁ_;},- =

nancing, comparison between central city and suburbs within indi-

~ vidual metropolitan areas is more significant than an aggregate |

“comparison of central cities (or suburbs) among metropolitan areas.

_ Local fiscal differences between and within metropolitan areas are a i

~ result of, among other factors, (@) State assumption of responsibility
for d1rect expenditures on such functions as public welfare and high-

b ways; (b) State aid in financing of education, public welfare, and to

a Jesser extent, highways and health; and (¢) differencesin tax bases, .

‘especially the extent. to which the nonresidential portlon of the"f,,‘]‘

i property tax base is used by local government,s
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