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parities. The proper goals of government action should be: (1) to
adjust Federal, State, and local policies to meet problems where they
exist; and (2) to broaden the range of choices open to people in jobs,
housing, and level of government service, '

Trest of society are all fearful alternatives to vigorous action by Federal,
State, and local governments, ’

Some observers of metropolitan America have taken another view
of the differences among localities in population, resources, and levels
of service. Edward C. Banfield and Morton Grodzins have stressed
the positive aspects of this differentiation among localities: they see
in it the values of autonomy, diversity, and maximum choice for people
in deciding where to live,io Others, such as Robert C, Wood, stress
the limitations of governmental processes that rely heavily on local
autonomy. As Wood describes the metropolitan scene, local individ-
ualism shades easily into self-interest and a failure to come to grips
with common problems: “The sense of responsibility of freemen to
one another and the recognition of common purposes that constitute
a persuasive part of the American creed are lost, and the spectacle
ensues of a simple scramble to the top for the best market baskets of
local government services,” _

tion control, for instance, . - . :

In addition, many people have very few choices open to them when
they decide where to live. The lack of low-cost housing in many com-
munities, combined with racial discrimination, deprives large numbers
of people of any semblance of a reasonable choice of places to live, and
at the same time reinforces local disparities, '

The principles advocated by the Commission respect the values of
local autonomy and diversit , but not when they can be obtained only
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