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CHAPTER I

In The Politics, Aristotle writes that "a state exists

for the sake of a good 1ife, and not for the sake of 1life only:
if life only were the object, slaves and brute animals might
form a state, but they cannot, for they have no share in hap-
piness or in a life of free choice."l Any governmental or-
ganization, from the largest nation to the smallest village,
can be conceived as designed not only to help man live, but
to help him live as he oughﬁ; a municipality, for example,
preserves life by its negative and protective functions, ex-
emplified in the fire, police, health and inspectional ser-
vides, simplifies life by its provision of such utilities

as water and roads, and finally improves 1life both by its
social functiéns, of which education and recreation aﬁe two
ma jor examples, and also by the opportunities it provides

for man to develop co8perative ideals and common endeavors.
Although of vital importance, this aspect of the city's po-

| tentialities 1is often forgotten in the smug satisfactilon

with a high level of numerical and materisl achievement; if
the city provides hundreds of seats in school and hundreds of
miles of road and thousands of miles of pipes‘and miilions

of gallons of water, its ciltizens pay their taxes without too

much grumbling and forget that the ideal city offers not only

(1) Aristotle: Politics, Book III, 1:6.



service but opportunity - opportunity for its ecitizens to
improve both themselves and their environment.

Although both elements are indispensable, the realiza-
tion of. this high ideal of government depends even more
upon a responsible and intelligent citizenry than upon
institutional organization; high achievement 1s possible
without elaborate governmental. mechanisms and intricafe
gdministrative devices, while even the most refined and
perfected governmental orgahization is incapable of prod-
ding into competence a lazy and apathetic citizen body.
However, while government can be no better than the people
of whom it 'is composed, it can be 1nfin1tely worse, for ar-
chaic mechanisms can dull the efforts of even the most
vigilant and enlightened citizenry. "It ié, of course, true
that the main questions of democracy are what may be termed
moral questions, depending far more upon the ﬁossession of
‘mind and character than upon any other factors. But mind
and character are everywhere useless without the full op-
portunity of application. It is here that the mechanisms of
modern democracy seem most 1nadequate."1

The failure of most contemporary political units to
attain or approach the ideals and potentialities of govern=-
ment cannot, of course, be ascribed to the inadequacy or
obsoleteness of the mechanisms which, as the creations of man

and soclety are forever subject to subséquent modification

(1) Laski: The Problem of Administrative Areas, p.l6.

a
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and improvement as the need arises. Unfortunately, this need
often arises so slowly and subtly that the call for change is
unheeded and the opportunity for improvement passes neglected.
o The governmental disorganization prevailing in this coun-
try's metropolitan districts furnishes a striking example of
the failure to modify governmental mechanism in response to
changed conditions. Rapid population growth and radical tech-
nological advances have combined to transform the pattern of
urban life, but despite the warning sounded by successive
Census enumerations, sociologists and citizens, the metropoli-
tan district has been permitted to improvise a governmental
organization on the basis of political units designed for
other times and other places. As a consequence of the faii-
ure to seize the early opportunities and institute promptly
the necessary minor changes, the metropolitan district‘is to~
~day confronted with a riotous disorganization of government
which only the boldest measures will correct. This paper at-
‘tempts to discover some reasons for the rapid course of the
metropolitan district's governmental disorganization and to
outline some of the serious administrative, operational,
social, political and fiscal problems it has created; it

tries to illustrate certain of these problems by a statisti-
cal study of the Boston region and, in conclusion, it suggests
gulding princibles for the reorganization which might create
a metropolitan government that would help man not only to

live but to live as he ought.



i ' CHAPTER II(l)

A city exists at three complementary levels of reality:
physically as an aggregatioh of buildings and utilities,
socially as a medium for the satisfaction of common interests
and the promotion of cooperative activities, and politically
as an instrument of control and of service. It is, of course,
obvious that the boundaries of the political, the social and
the physical city rarely if ever coincide and are in them-
selves often difficult to determine; for example, the boundary
of the "physical city" is constantly altered by new construc-
tion, while the area of the "political city", ordinarily
precisely defined by legal limits, is often énlarged by the
exerclse of extraterritorlal power. Even more elusive are
the boundaries of the "social city" which provides the insti-
tutional frame for the work and play of the urban area and
extends its influence 1in diminishing strength over a wilde
area of seml-urban and even rural territory; indeed, the
examples of Parls and New York, with their world-wide power
in fashion and finance, suggest that the influence of the
"social city" can, in fact, pervade the entire worild.

It is obvious that the boundaries of these three forms
- of the city by no means cover the same territory; the

"political city" often includes undeveloped rural areas

(1) This and the succeeding chapter borrow heavily from a
paper submlitted by this writer in March 1947 to Prof.
Morris B. Lambie's Administrative Process Seminar, Graduate
School of Public Administration, Harvard University.



which -lack the bulldings and the utilities thét characterize
the "physical city"; on the other hand, the march of neat
rows of suﬁﬁrban COttaggs past the surveyor's lines carries
the "physical city" beyond its political limits, while the
"social city" reaches out still further to include a less
thickly settled border area lying beyond the urbanized ter-
ritory.

These inevitable variations in the extent of the politi-
cal, the physical and the social city are dangerous only when
they grow so great as to threaten the articulation whiéh re-
lates the city's three forms and ensures its usefulness.

For the city is after all only a tool to strengthen the hand
of man in realizing the possibilities of his environment and
his nature, ahd the tool can be fully effective only when 1its
parts are efficiently related. When rapid population growth,
radical technological change and the multiplication of govern-
mental units create gross differences in the areas of the po-
litical, social and physical city, the tool loses its edgs

and needs resharpening if it is to aid man in shaping his
socliety and énvironment.

In the medieval-walled town, the ramparts were not only
the physical or geographical but also the soclal and political
boundaries of the city; within the walls were concentrated the
activities of trade, craft manufacture and labor that gave a

distinctive pattern to town life and called forth appropriate



governmental forms, while without the walls existed a sparsely
settled region which found 1ts livelihood in agriculture and
its social and governmental focus in the manor and its vil-
lage. The gradual removal of the old city walls, as changed
conditions of l1life made their protection less necessary,

swept away the material boundaries of the city and symbolized
the growing interdependencé between city and country that made
demarcation more difficult. Constant growth in functional
complexity.and in size have s0 modified the modern city that
its physical area rarely coincides wifh its corporate limits
and its soclal and economic irifluence may trespass beyond both
1ts geographical and governmental bounds. Despite the incon-
grulty between its social, physical and governmental areas,
the city, however, possesses a sharpness of definition that

is lacking in metropolitgn districts owing at least partially
to the absence of an appropriate metropalitan governmental
organization ﬁhat would stimulate an awareness of the dis-
trict's eséential unity. Yet becausé it 1s nebulous is no
Justification for concluding, in the company of some writers,
that the metropolitan district does not exist; Lewis Mumford
1s blinking the facts when he writes: "Physically incoherent,
Soclally disparate, the new metropolitan districts are at best
statistical collections. Here and there in the mass one may
partly trace the outline of a city: but the mass is not a

city, in a functional sense, any more than the immediate



1
countryside that surrounds it is a rural area." Admittedly,

these new areas are not cities, but neither are they mere
statistical collections; although they lack the sharp outlines
of the medieval-walled town or even the more blurred defini-
tion of the modern ¢lty,the metropolitan district exists as
more than a name by virtue of the common interests and ac-
tivities of which it 1s the scene.

Common purpose, common pursults, common interests are
the touchstones in determining the boundaries of both the
city and the metropolitan district; and since human activities
in their variety and complexity are the determinants, it
it showmld oééasion no surprise to find that any finite boundar;
1s only an arbitrary approximation to the truth. It has
already been mentioned that the bullt-up area which is
essentially urban in character may not conform to the
corporate limits of a clty; in the same way, the different
functions of the metropolitan district may not recognize
,identical boundaries; accordingly, there is justification for
for speaking of the metropolitan retail érea, the metropolitén
transit area or the metropolitan sewerage area, meanwhile
recognising the existence of the primary metropolitan district

as the' summation of a variety of different activities.

(1): Mumford, Lewis: The Culture of Cities, Harcourt Brace,
New York, 1938 - P. 234,




1l
Perhaps a metropolitan district can best be defined as

the territory throughout which the central city fixes the
pattern of 1life for the outlylng areas. Admittedly this 1is
an unsatilsfactory description since it involves so many
indeterminate terms of which "pattern of 1life" is only the
most complex; however, since the metropolitan district is a
social organization, the definition gains precision only at
the risk of becoming arbitrary. Although it has been forced
in the interests of statistical simplicity and comparability
to use a definitidn based on density, the Bureau of Census .
has tacitly admitted that this technique can no more than
suggest the reél extent of metropollitan districts; in
preparation for the 1930 census, the Bureau endeavored to
formulate a more trustworthy test by circularizing United

v States'! cities and fequesting them to demarcate their
“ﬁetropoiitan area on the basis of the foilowing factors:

"Commuting distance, including only suburbs from which not less

(1): The Census definition of a metropolitan district is in
part as follows: "A metropolitan district has been set
up for use in the 1940 Census of population in connection
with each city of 50,000 or more, two or more such ‘
cities sometimes being in one district. The general
plan is to include in the district, in addition to the
central city or cities, all adjacent and contiguous
minor civil divisions or incorporated places having a
population of 150 or more per square mile ...." Bureau
of Census: 16th Census Of The United States, (1940)
Population, Vol. I, USGPO, Washington, 1942, P. 11.




than 10 percent of the working population commute daily to
the central city; power and 1ight territory served from

the central city} phone service area of the central city;
the‘territory served by‘the.centrél city's water supply;
the area inbwhich the dally newspapers of the central city
are delivered by the papers! own carriers; the area served
by house connections with the city's sewer system; the
residential membership area of social and athletic clubs
located within the central city; the area of operation of
local real estate companies in the surrounding region; the
area covered by the déily routes of solicitors, inspectors
and collecto:s, operating out of the central city as their
.hbadquarters:?l It is indicative of the nature of the
‘metropolitan district that the attempt to determine 1ts
boundaries should emphasize the extent of utlility service;
until the Industrial Revolution metropolitan districts, and
even larger clties as they exlist today, ﬁere unknown; in the
Ancient World only such capitols as Rome, Peiping and

possibly Nanking ever possessed over a million inhabitants,

while in modern times the number of cities of over 100,000

(1): Quoted McKenzie, R.D.: The Rise Of Metropolitan
Communities, Pp 453-4 from Civiec Development Dept.,
U.3, Chamber of Commerce Methods Of Procedure In
Defining Metropolitan Districts. -

'~
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were few until the advent of steam power; toward the end of
the 17th Century, London, with a population estimated at
530,000, superseded Pafis‘as the largest European city, but
1t was not until 1811 that the area corresponding to that
of the present County of London re;Ehed a million 1nhabitantsl
and not until‘forty years later that Paris equalled this
Afigure.z Since the development 6f large citles, and
especially of metropolitan districts, was the result of the
vast increases of producfion, wealth and population created

by the technological advances of the Industrial Revolution,

1t i1s logical to emphasize the importance of technological
criteria in delimiting metropolitan districts;- modern cities
cannot exist withouﬁ electricity distribution networks,

watar éupplies, sewerage syStems, and the degree to which
these facilities are provided by the central pity is an index
of~1ts influence over the Surfounding area, while the extent
of the local transit service, the réte zones set by-postal

and telephone authorities and the qarrisr circulation areas

of downtown newspapers help outline the territory that can

be expected to have certain economic and social interests in

(1): Robson, W.A.: The Government And Misgovernment of
London, Pp. 41 & 45.

(2): Paris (1851) 1,053,262 (Encyclopedia Britannica, Vol.
17, P. 241)

11



common. Numerous other criteria for determining the extent
of mstropoiitan districts can be suggested; among the more
plausible of those not mentioned in the quotation cited
above are the centﬁal city's retall and wholesale trade
areas, the audience distribution of central citj radlo
stations, the local frelght rate zone, the degree of use by
outlying territory of central city institutions, such as
hospitals, schools and banks and the location of the areas
where central city residents seek outdoor recreation. It
is obvious then from the variety and complexity of the
criterla which must be considered that the lines on the map
can at best only suggest the outlines of an area in which
urbanization and an interdependent pattern of 1life have

created what is called a metropolitan district.



TABLE 1

URBAN AND RURAL POPULATION OF THE UNITED STATES, 1790-1940

Total Pop. % of Total % Increase Urban Increasi
Year (add 000 Urban Rural Total Urban As % of Total
1790 3,929 5.1 94.9 cm— - -— -
1840 17,069 10.8 80.2 335 814 12.5
1890 62,948 35.1 64.9 348 1098 44,2
1200 75,995 39.7 60¢3 20.7 36.4 61.6
1910 91,972 45.7 54.3 21.0 3943 74,2
1920 105,711 51.2 48.8  14.9 29.0 88.3
1930 122,775 56.2 43.8 16.1 27.3 86.7
1940 131,669 565 4345 7.2 7.9 61.6

Source: 16th Census, Population, Vol. I, Table 6



CHAPTER III

In the one hundred and fifty years 1790-1940 the United
States has been transformed from a nation 94% of whose
population lived in rural areas to one in which 574 were
inhabitants of urban territory; while in 1940 there were
about 15 times as many peoplé living in rural regions as 1in
1790, there were also over 320 times as many urban residents.
(Tabie 1) In 1790 the United States contained only 33
incorporated places having a population of 2,500 or more,
and it was not until 1820 that New York1 became the first
city in the nation to exceed the 100,000 mark; by 1930, the
number of urban plgﬁes had grown to 3,165 and the 93 cities
with a population of 100,000 or‘more contéined 30% of the
country's total. In the next decade, 1930-1940, although
the: number of\urban places increésed‘to 3,464, the rate of
increase of the urban population slackened markedly and
approximately one third of the cities‘of over 100,000
suffered &n absolute loss, indicating the imminence of the
stablization of the urban population, which had been intimated

by earlier statistical trends. (Table 2).

(1): The area now covered by New York's five boroughs had

: a population of 3,119,734 in 1810, but no single
borough had over 100,000 population until Manhattan
reached the figure of 1.123,706 1n the Census of 1820.



TABLE 2

‘GROWTH OF URBAN PLACES IN THE UNITED STATES, 1790-1940

Year

1790 .
1840
1890
1900
1910
1920
1930
1940

Sources

Number of
Urban Places

24

131
1,348
1,737
2,262
2,722
3,165
3,464

Number of Cilties
100,000 and over

% of Total Pop. in
Cities 100,000 ando

0

-3

28
38
50
€8
93
92

0.0

3.0
15.4
18.8
22.1
26.0
29.6
28.8

16th Census, Population, Vol., I, Table 10



Within the past fifty years, the growth in the urban
population and the increase in the number of urban places
have been largely a.reflection of the phenomenal growth of
metropolitan districts. Although the existence of such

areas had been recognized by the Bureau Of Census in its

“Report On Social Statlistics Of €ities, published in 1886,
and also in a speclal bulletin, Industrial Districts, which

was 1ssued in 1905, it was not until the Thirteenth Census
of 1910 ihat significant population statistics were collected
and analysed for metropolitan districts. Selecting citigs

of 200,000 or more population as nuclei, the Census published
figures both for total population of civil divisions entirely
or predominantly within a ten mile distance from the central
city's boundaries and for the population within that
territory living in areas that could be considered urban in
character by virtue of a population density of 150 or more
persons per square mile; figures also were published covering
the population of all cities of 100,000 or over and of
adjacent territory within a ten mile zone from the limits

of these citles. The 25 metropolitan districts, comprising
the central city or cities of 200,000 inhabitants or over

and the adjacent territory of an urban character within the
ten mile zone, were found to include 24% of the nation's

total population, while the metropolltan cities of 100,000



TABLE 3

(1)

POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS 1910-1920

(2)

1900

Number of Distrlects - ———
Area in Square Miles - o

Total Population (add 000) 16,323
% U.S. Total Population 21.5
% in Central City 78.6
% Outside Central City 21,4

(3)
1910

25
7371.1

22, 088
24.0
77 .4
22.6

Source: (1) For 1910-1920 definition of metropolitan

districts, see text

(4
1920

29
10, 650.2

29, 239
27 .7
75.5
24,5

(2) 1900 data for area included within 25 districts
as delimlited by 1910 census from 13th Census,

(1910) Vol. I, Table 50

(3) 13th Census (1910) Vol. I, Table 50
(4) 14th Census (1920) Vol. I, Table 40

17



. inhabitants or over and all adjacent territory within the

ten mile distance from'their limits contained about 29% 6f
the—ﬁotal; the next census revealed the sddition of 4 new
districté_to the 25 outlined by the 1910 census and indicated
that these 29 districts contained 28% of the country's total
population. (Tables 3 and 4). ‘

Although, as has already been mentioned, the Fifteenth
Census of 1930 attempted to replace the arbitrary criterion
of density as the basis for the definition of metropolitan
districts, the neceésity for comparablility in the data
forced a.returh to density as the one factor which could be
determined easily and consistently'for each of various areas;
the definition used in 1910 and 1920 was, however, modified
in the interests of gilving weight to the population of the
entire area as well as that of the central city; metropolitan
status was made dependent upon the existence of a population
of 50,000 or more in the central city (replscing the previous
standard of 200,000 or more) and of 100,000 or more in the
combined central city and contiguous territory where densitﬁ
exceeded 150 persons per square mile; such "urbanized
territory" was no longer confined to a zone within ten miles
of the central city's boundaries, but was extended as far as
the density and contiguity requirements could be satisfied.
This new definition of metropolitan districts made it

18



TABLE 4

POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN'CITIE? ?ND ADJACENT TERRITORY
1

1910-1920
(2) (3) T (4
1900 1810 1920
Number of Areas - ——- 44 58
Area in Square Miles - ——- 28,582.9 36,667,
Total Population (add 000) 20,190 27,021 36,887
% U.S. Total Population 26,6 29.4 3449
In Central City - 72.6 7244 71.2
Outside Central City 27 o4 27 46 28.8

Source: (1) The tabulation includes all cities with 100,000

~or more population and their adjacent civil
divisions all or more than half of which, in
population or area, lie within 10 miles of the
city's boundary

(2) 1200 data for area included within the 44 areas
as delimited by 13th census from 13th Census
(1910) Vol.I, Table 52

(3) 13th Census (1910) Vol. I, Table 52

(4) 14th Census (1920) Vol. I, Table 42

19



ﬁnnecessary tq report séparately the figures, which had
been glven in 1910 and 1920, for the population of metro-
politan citles, that 1s those having 100,000 or more
inhabitants, and of adjacent territory within 10 mlles of
the clty boundaries.

, Althugh they covered only 1.2% of its land area, the
96 metropolitan districts designated in 1930 on the basis of
the revised definition contained 45%'of the total population
of the United States, while the 140 districts delimited by
the 1940 Census included 48% of the country's population, and
the lVllargest metropolitan districts, each with 750,000 or
~more residents, concenfrated within thelr boundaries about
one third of the nation's people. (Table 5). It is
significant that though the percentage population increase

In metropolitan districts exceeded comparable figures for
both the whole country and for urban places and while these
districts absorbed over 60% of the country's total population
increases in the two decades 1920-1930, 1930-1940, (Table 6),
the percentage of the districts' population living 1in the
central cities was steadily declining, reaching a low figure
of 68% in the most recent Census.

| Although the decreasing rate of growth indicates the

unlik®lihood of further general and rapid expansion, figures

recently released by the Bureau of Census show that several

20



TABLE &

(1)
POPULATION OF METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS 1930-1940

(2) (3) (4
1920 1930 1940
Number of Districts - ——- 96 140
Area in Square Miles - ——- 36,577.9 44,626.,0
Total Population (add 000) 42,670 54,754 62,966
% U. S, Total Population 40.4 44,6 47,8
% In Ceéntral City 2.4 69.2 68.0
% Outside Central City 27.6 30.8 32.0

Source: (1) For 1930-1940 definition of Metropolitan

Districts, see text

(2) 1920 data for area included within 96.districts
as delimited by 1930 Census from U, S National
Resources C mmittee: Population Statidtics,
Vol. 3, Urban Data, USGPO, Washington, 1937,
Table 31 y

(3) 15th Census (1930) Population V_ 1, II, Table 1l

(4) 16th Census (1940) Population, ¥5l. I, Table 17

21



of the countrY's metropolitan districts registered sub-
stantial gains during the war years; thus, on the basis of
éample counts it is estimated that the population of the
Lbs Angeles metropollitan district had grown to 3,917,000 by
April of this year, an increase éf 35% over the figure
enumerated in 1940; similiar sample counts indicate a 5%
increase in the»popﬁlatioﬁ of the Pittsburg me tropolitan
district and a 13% growth in the Rochester metropolitan
area.l Even though these gains may represent only a wartime
phenomenon, the tremendous increases that the fifty years .
1890-1940.have brought to their population assure the
metropolitan districts of a preponderant position in our

national 1life: 1t is clear that this country has become not

only urbanized but metropolitanized as well.

(1) U.S. Bureau of Census: Current Population Reports:
Population Characteristics, Series P 21: Los Angeles

#30, Pittsburg #8, Rochester #27. 1947.

22



TABLE 6

POPULATION INCREASE IN THE UNITED STATES - 1890-1940

1930-40 1930-20 1920-10 1910-00 1890-190¢
(1)

Percentage Increase

Total Population 7.2 16.1 14,9 21,0 20.7
Urban Population 7.9 27 .3 29,0 39.3 36.4
Metropolitan Dist.
Population 9,3 28.3 26.9 35.2 - -
Met. Dist. Increase 60.4 70,7 45,0 36.1 - -
As % of Total U.S.
Increase

(1): Population increase for metropolitan districts is the
interdecennial population increase in the areas classi-
fied at the second census as falling within metropoli-
tan districts:- i1.e. increase in population of metropoli-
tan districts for 1930-1940 is the difference between the
population of the 140 districts as delimited by the 1940
Census and the 1930 population of the same area.

Source: Appropriate oen sus tables listed as sources for
Tables 3 and S. :
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CHAPTER IV

Although the rapid growth and movement of population in
the last fifty‘or one hundred years have radically altered
this country's pattern of population distribution, there has
-been no corresponding transformation of the political units
by which the country is go&erned; and though it has created
problems both in rural areas and in smaller cities, this
dislocation and maiadjustment of political units and of
population 1s most acute in the metropollitan districts. -

The failure of political units to adapt themselvés to
the new needs created by the growth and redistribution of
population is simply another example of the inabllity or at
best the reluctance of institutions to modify their structure
in response to new social realities; the problem of political
units within the metropolitan district is thus but a new
manifestation of the ageless problem of the soclal lag.

Although tha hopeless inadequacy of the exlisting multi-
tude of units to provide the metropolitan district with
satisfactory government has become acute in this country only
Since the turn of the centufy, similar perplexities were
not unknown at an earlier date; prior to the consolidation
of 1854 government in the Philadelphia area was divided among
the central city, with an 1850 population of 121,376, and



5 suburban towns, with a total of over 220,000 residents.
A8 long ago as the 16th Century, London became conscilous: of
the metropolitan problem which it attempted to solve, not
by any improvement of politiéal units, but by a restriction
on new bullding in the h&pe of preventing further population

1 .
growth. Similar efforts in succeeding generations were, of

course, powerless to check ﬁhé growth of London or to prevent
the steady deterloration of the articulation between the
political, social and physical aspects of the metropolis;
within the London Metropolitan Police District, a greater
London area of 693 Square miles containing a prewar population
of 8,655,000 (1937), there are, in addition to countless
special districts, 6 parish councils, 4 rural districts, 30
urban districts, 35 municipal bqroﬁghs, 3 county boroughs,

28 metropolitan boroughs, the City of London and all or

parts of 5 counties;2 within the area of the Greater London
Plan, which excludes the administrative County and the City
of London, there are 143 1§oa1 municipal corporations in
addition to the usual large number of statutory authoritiés

3
or speclal districts.

(1) See Avbercrombie: Greater London Plan, P. 29 ff.

(2) Robson: The Government And Misgovernment Of London,
P, 371. -

(3) Abercrombie: op.cit. P. 1.
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In this country efforts, both negative and positive, to
simplify and rationalize the governmental structure of our
140 metropolitan districts have met with but 1little more
success than the early English measure previously mentioned.
As a consequence, the metropolitan districts, which contain
almost 48% of the country's total population, lack any
appropriate governmental'orgénization; - they simply do not
haye any government or rather they are cursed.with such a
superfluity of overlapping and redundant jurisdictions that
the pattern of organization is totally obscured and
operational efficiency is virtually impossible.

For the purposes of a 1942 enumeration of governmental
units in the United States, the Bureau of the Census dis-
tinguished 7 types of nnits including: (1) U.S. government,
(2) states, (3) coﬁnties, (4) townships and towns, (5) muni-
cipalities, (6) school districts, and (7) special districts;
in general, the Buresu considered all governmental agencies
as governmental units.if "they are geographic subdivisions
or population concentrations that maintalin a distinct legal
existence, are public corporations or at least quasi
corporations, and are politically organized for the conduct

1
of local affairs."

(1) Bureau Of Census: Governmental Units In The United
States 1942, 1944, P, 3. ’

™
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TABLE 7

GOVERNMENTAL, UNITS WITHIN
THE 17 TARGEST METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS

Nos. of Incorporated
Places, Counties and

All Govern-
mental Units(‘

Municipalities onlY
Other than Central City 1)

1940 1930 1920

N.Y.-Northeastern N.J. 284 264 212
Chicago 117 114 95
Los:Angeles 55 54 44
Philadelphia 92 91 72
Boston 54 54 52
Detroit 44 42 24
Pittsburg . 136 134 135
San Francisco-0Ogkland-San Jose 44 41 35
St. Louils 69 47 36
Cleveland 45 40 30
Baltimore 4 4 4

Providence-Fall River- .

New Bedford 21 21 19
Minneapolis-St. Paul 34 33 30
Washington, D.C. : 31 25 16
Buffalo-Niagara 13 13 12
Cincinnati 46 44 39
Milwaukee 13 11 10
Total ' ' 1,103 1,032 863

1942

1,039
821
353
522

96
458
613
414
539

80

15

42
419
63
375
192
200

6,221

Source: (1) Jones, Metropolitan Government, Table 5,

(2) U.S. Bureau of Census. Governmental Units in the
Table 11

United States 1942-1044.
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Using these criteria and classifications, the Bureau
found that in 1942 the country's i40 metropolitan districts
contained 15,827 govérnmental units distributed as follows:1
Counties « . v 4 4 4 . . . 272
- Townships . + ¢« o« ¢« o+ ¢« « « » 895

Municipalities . « « « « + .1,741

School Districts . « . . . 11,822

Special Districts . . . . ._1,097

T&tal 15,827

C¢These filgures indicate that in the avérage metropolitan
bdistrict governmental responsibility 1s divided among approx-
imately 115 political units, in additlion to the state and
federal governments which overlap the district but are not
included in the tabulation. Some districts, of course,
possess many more units than the mathematical average; thus

in the metropolitan district centering about New York City
-and covering portions of Connecticut, New Jersey‘and New
York, the total of 1,039 governmental units includes 286
municipalities, 520 school districts and 141 special districts.
The government of the Chicago metropolitan area 1s divided
among S5 counties, 14 townships, i15 municipalities, 593

8chqol districts and 66 specilal districts; within the portions

of Pennsylvania and New Jersey covered by the Philadelphia

(1) Ibid. Table 11l. All figures given in this paragraph are
derived from this table.
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metrgpolitan district, thefe are 522 units, while in the
| Los Angeies area there are 353, (Table 7). However, it
1s not only in the larger districts that_governmental
responsibility is divided among a large number of different.
Jurisdictiong;the smaller metropolitan districts repeat the
same patﬁern and sometimes show in proportion to their ares
and population a greater relative number of units than the
larger districts; the Kalamazoo district includes 118 units
of government, the Madison district 286, and the Altoona
district 134; within the Sioux City district there are 179
units, while the Rochester and Syracuse districts contain
respectively 194 and 212 separate units of government.

It is obvious from the figures classifying the total
number of governmental units in the country's 140 metropolitan
districtS»thgt the countles and the incorporated places
constitute a relatively small percentage of the total; it is
in fact the two remaining‘claséifications - the school
district and the special district, that comprise over 81% of
the total number of units found.wiﬁhin the metropolitan
districts. _

The special district 1s a hybrid political unit usually
created to perform one of a variety of specific functions;
thus a district may be organized for the construction of

highways, control of weeds, conservation of soil, 1rrigation



of land, production of electricity, operation of libraries

or any of a number of other purposes of which by far the

most common is the provision of free education. In 1942
approximately 80% of the Chiéago metropolitan district's 82i
governhental units were special districts (including the
subdivision of school districts); in the New York area during
the same year countles, towﬁships and municipalities
comprised 36.4% and special and school districts 65.8% of the
total‘of 1,039 units, while in the Pilttsburg district the
respective figures were 36.7% and 63.3%. In the Detroit
metropolitan area the 383 school and special districts
constituted 83.5% of the total number of units, and in a
smaller center such as the Decatur district, the corresponding
figure reaches almost 98%.1 An sarlier tabulation of the
political units in the Chicago region is revealing for 1its
detailed information on the type of districts adding to the.
governmental confusion 6f the area; in 1933 the metropolitan
region, defined as the tefritory lying within a fifty mile

- radius of the Loop, contained 204 citiles aﬁd,villages, 15
counties, 165 townships, 978 school districts, 70 park
districts, 4 forest preserve dlstricts, 11 sanitary districts,

190 drainage districts, 4 mosquito abatement districts and

(1) Ibid: Table 11.




- 1 health district or a total of 1,642 governmental units.

- Cook County contained 419 units, including 195 school
districts, 56 park districts, 1 forest preserve district, 4
sanitary districts, 40 drainage districts, 2 mosquito
districts and'1 healfh district, while even in the cilty of
Chicago 1tself responsibility was divided among 27 units of
local government.l As in all metropolitan districts, the
size and importance of the special districts in the Chicago
reglon varies widely; at one extreme 1s the Chicago Sanitary
District with 1its huge payroll and its 442 square mile areas,
while at the other are some of the insignificant school and
park districts; simllar major authorities and districts in
other parts of the country, for example the Port of New York
Authority or the East Bay Municipal Utility District in the
San Francisco region, exercise such important funtions and
control such large budgets that they overshadow the
activities of most of the municipalities lying within thelir

operational territory.

(1) Merriam, Parratt and Lepawsky: The Government Of The
Metropolitan Region Of Chicago, p. 9.




CHAPTER V

"Every integrated urban community having a population
of over 35,000~50,000 should be organiéed as one local
(*metropolitan') government. Wherever possible it should
be a single administrative unit for all local services and
have one governing body (rather than split 1n£o'severa1
layers such as county, city, school and special districts -
each with separate governing bodies_.)"1 This ideal is so
completely at varlance with the fealities of government withiln
the metropolitan district that it 1s necessary to seek some
explanation for the multiplidation of independent juris-
dictions which has completely frustrated governmental unity;
since 1t is after all not a novel idea that a socially and
economically unified urban area can be best administered by
a unified government it is natural to look to the past and

present for some account of what obscured the ideal.
2

In the early decades of this country's independence local

governmental units were organized to meet the needs of the

(1) Hansen and Perloff: State And Local Finance In The
National Economy, P. 91,
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many small population clusters that developed in the relative
: isolation created by inadequate transportation facilities
and the surrbunding expanses of rural and forest land; thus,
in New England, where civil ana,religious governments were
virtually consolidated in the hands of a theocracy, new
towns and churches were created to serve the convenlence of
growing population centers iéﬁlated or distant from the
older churches. "“From 1630 to 1830 in all parts of the
(Boston) metropolitan area, the commonest cause assigned in
the petitions for the establishment of a new town, was the
remoteness from exiéting places of worship. Where remote-
ness was cleariy shown there was frequently 'no opposition

on the part of the existing church and town to separation,
1f only a new chufch was established and a legal minister
supported."l In the southern colonies, incorporated places
were at first unable to rival the importance of the county
system of governmeht, but towards the end of the 18th
Century were gradually established in increasing numbers to
meet the commercilal needé of the region.2 In later years,

religious and commerclal motives for the establishment of

incorporated places were superseded by newer incentives that

(1) McCaffrey: The Political Disintegration And Reintegratior
Of Metropolitan Boston, P. 2.
(2) Tarpenter: Problems In Service Levels, P. 13 ff.
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. reflected the chgnging‘basis of the national economy; thus
the separation of Somerville and Charleston in 1842
represented a governmental recognition of the radically
different needs of rural and of urbanized areas, while the
1851 divorce of.West Roxbury from its parent town of Roxbury
arose from the unwillingness of the former's residents to
contribute to the support of the older area's rapidly in-
creasing pauper population.1

As natural increase and immigration during the last
hundred years added to the population of our principal cities,
the metropolitan districts grew in size and absorbed within
their boundarieé the previously established governmentél
units that had formérly led -an independent existence beyond
thelir peripheries; rural towns established in response to
some of the motives suggest above were thus swallowed up by
the metropolitan district as the increasing population
radiated from the center of concentration. At the same time
that older governmental units were'added to the number of
those sharing the control bf the expanding metropolitan
districts, new unlits were created to supply the needed
service and control in unincorporated rurael areas into which

population began to spill.

(1). ‘McCaffrey: op. cit. P. 7 ff.
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Within the last 50‘years the multiplication of new
‘municipai corporations within its area has considerably
complicated the pattern of governmental organization in the
metropolitan district. Many new incorporations doubtless
represented the logical response to a need for service which
existing governmental units were unable to supply; at the
same time, 1t is apparent thé£ villages, toﬁns and other
political units were sometimes the children of less respect-
able motives; in New Jersey, for instance, two boroughs,
cqvering little more than the areas of two golf courses,
were created for therbvious purpose of avoiding contributions
toward local school support and possible interferenqe with
Sunday sport;1 and while instances are rare of such complete
perversion of gévernment's purpose, many incorporations are
designed in a more subtle fashion to serve rather the interest:
of the few_than’the welfare of the many; thus wealthy suburb-
anites often seek to insulate their community with political
boundaries against the problems of the older portions of the
district, and, in other instances, small groups'of landowners
and real estate Operafors may find the path to larger profit
smoothed by the creation of new governmental units.

As a consequencs of the numerous motives, questionable

and valid, for the creation of new units, the number of

(1) Carpenter: op.cit. P. 85.
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municipalities within the metropolitan'districts has in-

" creased at a perceptibly faster rate than throughout the
country as a whole; a study made during the 30's discovered
that while the number of incorporated places in the entire
country had grown 106% during the period 1890-1930, the
number lying within the area covered by the 90 metropolitan
districts defined by the 1930 Census had increased 159%,
from a figure of 605 in 1890 to 1,566 in 1930.l

Multiplying within the metropolitan districts at a
greater rate than throughout the.country as a whole, the
districts' increasing number of governmental units have so
overcrowded a limited territory that efficient administrative
areas disappear; and like young trees too closely sown, the
numerous municipalities grow up as puny and inefficient
political units that fail to provide the district with satis-
factory government.

To overcome the inefficiency arising from ineffectual
and unrelated efforts by countless weak and small boroughs,
'vlillages, towns and even citles, there arises a need for
additional governmental units of a different type:
.consequently speclal districts are introduced to dischargé

functions that the municipalities are too weak and small to

(1) Lepawsky: Development Of Urban Government, Table 15,
P. 27. ‘



assume. Thus a sewerage district is cfeatedbto secure
functional coordination 1n a watershed whose area is parceiled
out among countless cities, or a library district is

organized to enable several small municipal units to maintain‘
a service that none singly could afford. The rapid
~ﬁultiplication of municipalities with insufficient resources
and inefficlient areas thus reaches its climax in a govern-
mental decrepitude for which one palliative is the organiza-

tion of still more units of another type.

Since the period of rapid urban growth first began to
aggravate the problem, theré have been repeatéd attempts to
simplify and improve the structure of govermment in the metro-
politan district; annexatlion, consolidation and various other
types of reorganiéation have, in fact, succeeded in rare cases
in reducing the number of units operating within certain of
our metropolitan dlstricts; yet, in view of the seriousness
of the problems which it’poses, attempts to remedy the
governmental disorganization of the metropolitan district
have been surprisingly rare and dishearteningly unsuccessful,
owing chiefly to the 1nertia‘of the many and the selfishness
of the few. The great majority of the districty voters are

8imply not sufficiently aroused by its governmental problems



to hake the small effort needed to defeat the vociferous
oppositioh which self-interest inspires in the few. This is
- mot to suggest that all opponents of proposed plans for
metropoiitan reorganization are mistakén and misinformed;
many schemes afe improperly conceived and deserve the censure
of even the staunchest advoéates of governmental rational-
ization, while many admirable plans find opponents whose
sincerity earﬁs respect if not support for their views; such
honest criticism is, however,vinfinitesimal in comparison
with the opposition springing from avowed or tabit self-
interest and greed.

The active opposition of the suburbs to any schemes for
consolidation arises from such a vériety of motive§ as the
desire to preserve a féshionable address, the reluctance to
assume the'tax and debt burden of poorer municipalities and
the exaggerated repugnance for the political administration
of the central city. The sucéessful efforts of Brookline,
Evanston and Pasadena in resisting annexation by their central
city merely exemplify the reluctance of wealthy suburbs |
throughout the country to place their tax base at the disposal
of poorer areas; on rare; occaéions, as illustrated by
Boston's coolness to sporadic annexation bids by Revere and
Chelsea, even the central city may be deterred by these

economic motives from extending its boundaries. Where the
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city or town has a long hilstory and established traditions,
oppostion based on economic motives is supplemented by a
natural disinclination to countenance the submerging of
local ihdividuality that would result from a consolidation
with a lafger city. ‘

The suburbs, however, ﬁsually‘find it inexpedient to
advertise the opposition based on an anticipated financial
loss and instead prefer to stress the virtue and vitality of
their sturdy grass-roots democracy, which they contrast so
favorably with the corrupt and machine-ridden administration
of the central city. Without in the 1éast,belittling the
admirable civic spirit existing in some suburbs and while
not denying the imperfections which mar much central city
administration, it is worth noting the vigorous suburban
self-government has often a livelier existence in oratory -
than fact; thé local government of a suburb may for years be
moribund and ineffective only to receive a sudden and
deceptive bloom of 1life from the outraged and self-righteous
protests of the suburban opponents of annexation or
consolidation. - The special districts and authorities often
reiy on a similar line of argument and proclaim the necessity
of keeping housing or education free from the taint of
politics; perhaps they fall to see that a simpler and more
effective solution would be simply to glve politics an airing



that would remove the taint. This 1s only to say that the
devil can quote the scriptures and to imply that for each
Qisinterested opponent of governmentai simpllification there

are a considerable number who mask the real reasons for

their opposition behind plausible but irrelevant arguments.
"The mischief which arises from local sentiment in our day

is largely attributable to human greed. Community welfare

is too often narrowly defined in terms of the selfish interesté
of local groups and units of local government are too often
made to serve the exigencies of partisan politics."l.

The politicians share with theilr constituents a tendency
to condeal self-interest behind an elaboration of arresting
but confusing argument; and when jobs, patronage and a care-
fully constructed political organization are threatened by
proposals to consolidate certain of the metropolitan
district's govermnmental units, the politician is even more
expert thath the ciltizen in discovering arguments which are
arresting and plausible but logically inconclusive. A state-
ment issued with the approval. of the Republican and Democratic
county committeeé by four circuit court judges during the

1930 campaign to merge the city of St. Louls with the separate

county of the same name pulls all the stops at the command

(1) Carpenter: op.cit. P. 37.



of the average politician in his efforts to block reorgan-
ization; the judges found‘that the proposed merger was a
| "dangerous experiment in municipal government" that will
inevitably éreaﬁe "distressing\litigation and unsettled
business conditions"; they further solemnly concluded that

it creates a crisis "because it confers power to deprive

our people of the last vestige of local self-government" and
because it falls adequately t6 protect the minority, that

is the county residents, but most important of all because

it sets up a "super-government" and places in the fundamental
law of the state "a wholly ﬁnworkable scheme."1

The semantlc irresponsibility of such statements could

be easlily exposed and the active opbosition offered by the
interested few could be easlily defeated if the mass of the
voters developed any concern ovér the improvement of govern-\
mént within the metropolitan districts. Their continuing
inertia, however, constitutes a more serious obstacle to the
success of any reorganization proposals than the.noisy but
uncompelling arguments advanced by the minority. The average
voter's interest in»the business of local government does

not ordinarily extend far beydnd the amount of his property

(1) Faust; "Missouri Voters Reject Metropolitan Amendment,"
NMR 20: 14, Jan. 1931.
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tgx and lacks the strength'to scrutinize the defects of
fexisting'governmental organization and to evaluate the
benefits that might accrue from its modification; for such
people, a good and sufficient justification for the continued
existence of any governmental unit is simply the fact that

1t now exists, has existed in the past and is thus hallowed
by tradition.

Inertia, however, not only dulls an appreciation of the
serious problems arising from a superfluity of political
units, but also preserves outdated constitutions and obsolete
statutes and thus thwarts the legal changes that would
facilitate governmental reorganization. After a careful
study in 1930 of Chicago's most pressing problems, the
Citizens' Advisory Committee agreed on a number of detailed
recommendations all of which requlired prior statutory or
constitutional amendment to permit execution; and three years
later the Chicago Recovery Administration found that effective
financial reforms for the city were thwarted by obsolete
sections in the statutes-.l In many instances, the state
legislature actﬁally encourageé further governmental confu-
sion by imposing on municipalities rigid tax or debt limita-
tions which so cripple their ability to provide service that

{1) Lepawsky: Home Rule For Metropolitan Chicago, P. 89.




speclal districts and authorities must be created as a means
“of escape.l Owing to pyramided governments, Chicago's
effective 1942 debt limit was 21% of the sssessed valuation
of the city's real property;2 any attempt to simplify the
go&ernmentgl structure would face the formldable obstacle
that under existing enactments consolidation would reduce
this 1imit to the city's flgure of 5%¢. Similar restrictions
embodied in the laws of other states are a major reason for
the multiplication of special districts, which, owing to
their legal status are able effectlvely to increase the city's
borrowing power without adding to its legally limited debt.
Any scheme of governmental simplification within metro-
politan disfricts involves many difficultvproblems of which
the most central is that of reconciling'efficient operational
éreas with a govermmental unit retaining responsiveness to
the will of 1ts constituents. This and similer important
issues can; however, be solved; yet their solution will be
fruitless unless the inertia, indifference and selfishness

which have hitherto been instrumental in defeatlng proposals

for governmental simplificatioh can be replaced by an enlightene

community of self-interest to which the advantages of a reductio

(1) See Davis: "Borrowing Machines", NMR 24: 328-34, June 193
(2) Council Of State Governments: State Local Relations,
P. 222.




and rationalization of the number of governmental units will
readily recommend itself. Writingvof the Chicago area Charles
Merriam and his colleagues summarlized the situation in these
rather tart words: %“The community may prefer, however, to

pay a considerable price for thé maintenance of these separate
political institutions in their isolation, and if they chose
this independence of sixteen hundred governments in preference
to broader or better public services or the present services
at lower cost, it is, after all, the privilege of the
community éo to order its affairs. If the people of Chicago
and vicinity admire, enjoy and are willing to pay the cost

1

of this proliferation of government, that is thelr
prerogative." '

(1) Merriam, Parratt and Lepawsky: The Government Of The
Metropolitan Region Of Chicago, P. 127.
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CHAPTER VI
l - .

Although the different sections of any metropolitan
district are, of course, distinguished by importaent variations
in ﬁopography, density, land use and a host of other matters,
they are nonetheiess bound together, not only by networks of |
roads and utilities, but even more significantly, by common
interests, purposes and activities. However, though it is in
many important fespects an economic and social unit, the
metropolifan district lacks a correspondingly unified govern;
ment to provide service, control and, in general, a framework
for the activities of the area; the New York region, for
instance, has not 1 but 1,039 governments, and even the
Boston region, which represents a relative model of restraint,
contains 96 independent governmental units. |

In the preceding section an attempt has been made to
suggest some of the‘reaspns for the initial organization
and the continulng existence of the multitude of units that
today divide the.government of this country's 140 metropolitan
districts; in this chapter an effort will be made to discuss
some of the serious difficulties plaguing municipal planning,
administration and operations as a result of the failure of

the metropolitan district to develop a governmental organization



adapted to its social and economic unity; the two succeeding
chapters will consider the equally serious problems which
arise from the same fundamental‘cause in the fiscal and the

socio-political flelds.
2

The numerous governmentel units, ‘large and small, of
the typical metropolitan district can neither plan wisely
nor operate efficiently owing to the limited areas, small
populations, and restricted powers that sap their self-
sufficiency; for although they may possessvexclusive
authority over thelr limited jurisdictional areas, both the
small suburb of a few hundred or thousand inhabitants and the
large city, which may perhaps contain over three quarters of
the metropolitan district's total population, are too contin-
uously and intimately affected by what transpires beyond
their borders to be able to guarantee satisfactory planning
and operation even within their_own limits. The special
district doés not escape this defect, but only experiences.
it in a different form; for ‘while the district often includes
sufficient territory to form‘an efficient planning and opér-
ational area; and in fact sometimes covers the entire metro-
politan district, it possesses authority in only one or at

best several functional fields and is thus constantly hampered
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by the independent andkunrélated activities of other units
‘in the correlated.fields over which it has no control; a
transit district, for instance, cannot make realistic plans
for route extenéions when freqﬁént and sometimes capricious
changes in municipal zoning ordinances threaten to alter

‘the pattern of population distribution, nor can a fire
district prepare effective pléns in thevabsence of any‘
control over the supply of water and the laying of mains.

The individual municipalities are, of course, equally at the
mercy of the independent and uncoordinated activities of
both neighboring communities and the special districts, and,
as a consequence, their ability to plan effectively is
sharply curtailed if not extinguished. ZEarly in the growth
of the metropolitan districts the inability of the countless
municipalities to provide by individual effort a satisfactory
overail plan for the provision and operation of certain
1mp§rtant services led to the creation of such speclal bodiles
as the Boston Metropolitan Water District (1895) and the
Chicago Sanitary Districﬁ (1889); since that time the growiﬁg
complexity‘bf‘urban_and_métrobolitan 1ife has constantly
increased the number of functions for which the individual
municipalities alone are powerless to plan until today water
and sewer systems, ports, airfields, recreation areas, transit

lines and arterial roads are among the facilities whose



’planning 1s'common1y delegated to special area-wide authori-
fties, However, evén in the planning of services which
superficial consideration would classify as purely local in :
their scope, the municipalitlies cannot escape the influence
of thelr neighbors'! actions: industrial development beyond
the city limits may create population increases that over-
tax the municipal school system and unanticipated roadkiﬁ-
provements in a neighboringAsuburb may place a formerly

quiet playground on what develops into a major traffic artery.
3

* In many metropolitan districts the municipalities,
haviﬁg experienced the futility of plans conceived in
isolation, have attempted to provide certain important
services by joint effort; the history of a few of these
experiments creates little confidence in the ability of this
method to solve one of the metropolitan district's funda-
mental problems. Often the joint effort never advances
beyond the preliminary paper work owing to the disagreements
developing emong the municipalities involvéd; thus in the
Boston area, where the pollution of the Charles, Neponset
and Mystic Rivers had long created a menace to health, the
metropolitan sewerage system which the City of Boston pro-
posed in 1875 failed to secure the support of the other cities



and towns concerned, and, és a result, Boston had to content
itself with the construction of the Main Drainage system
whidh 1ie§ almost entirely within city limits.l The joint
effort of New York and New Jersey did ultimately culminate in
the 1927 opening of the Holland Tunnel, but only after dis-
cussion, confusion and recrimination originating in 1906 and
extending over a 21—year'period.2 In front of the doors of
M.I.T. lies anothei less important example of Jjoint, if not
always cooperative, planning and construction: the Harvard
Bridge Was built by Boston and Cambridge in 1887, but only
after the latter, piqued by two unsuccessful attempts to
obtain Boston's voluntary assistance, had secured legislature
foreing Boston to meet its share of the project's cost.3

_ A 6urrent example of the complexities of joint planning in
the Metropolitan district is offered by the recently
announced proposal to improve traffic conditions by restricting
parking‘on certain arteries connecting with downtown Boston;

the development of this scheme required the efforts of 12

municipalities working under the guidénce of a non-governmental

(1) Metropolitan District Commission: Development And
Organization, P. 4. :

(2) TStudenski: The Government Of Metropolitan Areas, P.

) 267 ff. 3 :

(3) 1Ibid. P. 44.
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agency, the Massachusetts Safety Council, and the permanent
establishment of the scheme, which is to be operated on a
trial‘basis for a 60—Qay period in the Fall; will probably
require State 1egislat&¥;. It seems obvious that the
inherent difficulties of solving its traffic problem are
‘éggravated by the inability of the metropolitan district to

develop less cumbersome and complex planning procedures.

The numerous governmental units of the metropolitan
district are in general no more satisfactory as operational
than as planning areas, for in countless cases their activities,
even when characterized by high innate efficiency, are robbed
-of effectivenéss by conditions beyond the reach of their
authority. Thus, the attempts of the Chicago Sanitary
Commission to halt the pollution of Lake Michigan are nulli-
fied by the failure of numerous Indiana towns and cities to
treat the éewage\whiéh they empty directly or indirectly into
the 1ake;1 while the efforts of the Philadelphia Water Depart-
ment to provide the city with potable and preferably palatable
" water are handicapped by the gross pollution, created by up-

state municipalities, which requires the use of both mechanical

(1) Ieland: "Waste Through Multiplicity Of Governmental
Units", NTAB 22: 163, March 1937.



and sand filters in the treatment of Delaware and Schuylkill
1 :

_wafer. Other examples of mun}cipal operations constantly
;alked by the inadequacy of the operational area come readily.
to mind: progressive and effigient health departments in all
our metropolitaﬁvdistricts are frequently hampered by border-
ing municipalities) careless and 1lneffective health work which
exposes the entire district to danger; and police departments
are thwarted by the_respect they must accord the municipal
boundaries which criminals ignore. An historic instance of the
price of divided police administration is furnished by the
utter inability of the Philadelphisa area's seven or more
independent déparﬁmentq to control the 1835, 1844 and 1849
ripts;z while a contemporary result of the same division of
authority is indicated by the following quotation: "The city
of Evanston, Chicago's suburban neighbor on the north, finds
that its own automobile inspection system cannot solve all of
its traffic}accident'problems, sihce almost all of its auto-
mobile fataiities and half of its other motor accldents én-

volve drivers or vehicles from places outside the city."  And

in the Boston metrapolitan area at the present time "No one

(1) Jones: Metropolitan Government, Pp. 60-61.
(2) Studenski, op.cit. P. 126. _
(3) Lepawsky: Development Of Urban Government, P.29.




 knows how often the police-of Medford fail simply because
vthey do not possess information already in the hands of the
Chelsea police.1 Since germs, criminal and fires tQ mention
only three offenders against civic order, do not récognize
municipal boundaries, the countless cities and towns of the
metropolitan district obviously constitﬁte ihadequate areas
for the operation of many ser&ices.

In addition to obstructing operations, the large number
of units, each possessing only a fraction of the metropolltan
district's population, area and wealth, haﬁpérs the efficient
employment of personnel and equipment and blocks = the degree
of specialization that the size of the metropolitan district
often justifies., Few of the Boston area's 8& different police
departments have sufficlent budgets to command the specialized
eéuipment and personnel needed to combat crime effectively;
and it 1s unlikely that of the 1,731 governmental units, which,
during the 1930's, guarded the health of the.Chicago region,2
more than a very few had the benefit of modern tools and
techniques, for where units are so numerous 1t is obvious thaf
their_areas and resources must be too small to support ex-

pensive equipment and highly trained techniclans. It seems

(1) Harrison: Police Administration In Boston, P. 167.
(2) Leland: . op.cit., P. 162.




~1}kely; in fact, that the large nﬁmber of small units not

only thwarts the degree of speclalization demanded by the-
conditions of modern urban 1ife, but also creates an actual
excess of the moré common types of equipmeht and.worker. In

a stﬁdy of 10 cities in the San Francisco Bay fegion it was
discovered that there were from 20 to 30 more fire companies
in operation than required by the application to the whole
ares, considéred as a unit, of the fairly high standards of
ﬁhe National Board Of Fire Underwriters.1 In 1928, Boston

and 39 surrounding cities and towns had 1 policeman for every
473 inhabitants 6r 9.7 policemen per square mile, while the
City of Los Angeles, with approximately the same area and
population, had only 5.3 policemen to the square miie and

over 605 residents per-ppliceman.z It is, of course, possible,
but unlikely, that Boston had either so many more crime |
hazards or demanded so much higher a level of protection that -
the greater number of police were required; however both these
figures and those cited for the San Francisco region, while

by no means conclusive; suggest the possibility that the

large number of governmental units existing within the

typical metropolitan district prevents efficlient disposition

(1) Simon: Fiscal Aspects Of Metropolitan Consolidation,
P. 42. . .
(2) Harrison: op.cit., P. 163.
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of personnel and equipment and needlessly swells the aggregate

cost of providing a service.
5

Owing to the inability or unwillingness of any of the
‘ipdividual municipalities to make the necessary expenditures,
- 1t sometimes happens that the division of government among

a large’number of units actually deprives the district of
services which 1ts aggregate>resources could easily support.
Although justified in few but the largest cities, there are
numerous institutlions, such as tubercular hosplitals, trade
schools, botaﬁical gardens and many others, fdr which the
metropolitan district's large population creates a sufficient
demand and an ample tax base; however, since in all but a
féw‘rare cases the efforts to consolidate its resources and
requirements have been'unsuccessful, the district often falls
to realize its potentialities as an area for the provision of
service and does not offer the specialized services and
facilities which its residents could use with great profit.
In the Boston area; for instance, only the City of»Boston
itself has a large enough police department and budget to
proﬁide the pre-service training which 1s needed by the

1l
department's of all the region's cities and towns, while .in

(1) Ibid., P. 44.



many oﬁher areas a similar inability to tap the taxable re-

éources of the entire district blocks the éstablishment of

modern centralized penal iqstifutions and prolongs the life

of obsolete municipal Jjalls whidh fall to provide the desired

~ segregation of juﬁenile and adult offenders and the separation

of ﬁrisoners awaiting trial‘from those already convicted.

In some instances, the central‘city, by cooperative agree-

| ment, extends to outlying suburbs the use of facilities they

themselves cannot afford to provide; thus the Cincinnati
police tréining school is used to a limited extent by neigh-

| boring‘cities1 and Detroit's tubercular hospitals provide ‘

treatment not only for its own residents, but also for people

living beyond city 1imits 1n_WAyne County.2 vHowever, since

such ar#angements often prove burdensome financially to the

centrai;;zavaccord the suburbanites no voice in the admin-

1stfation of important services, they are not an adequate sub-

stitute for the consolidation of the district's resources and

requirements which would cfegte an adequate tax and population

base for the support of spécialized services.

(1) TLowrie: "Metropolitan Government In Cincinnati", APSR
30:950.

(2) - Leonard and Upson: The Government Of The Detroit
Metropolitan Area, P. 44.




The governmental disorganization which so obstructs
both planning and operations often reach its climax in
jurisdictiohal disputes which exémplify the whole ridiculous
. confusion of the metropolitan district's government; the
following quotation describing a classic- instance serves as
a fitting epilogue for this chépter: "On one occasion a
destructive fire took place in the narrow strip of land
known as 'No Man's Land! between Wilmette and Kenilworth,
and when the Evanston fire department, which had left its

territorial jﬁrisdiction, attached its hose to a Kenilworth
:fire hydrant and had the fire practically under control, a
police officer of the latter village turned off the water,
the contract between the village and the property owner

- 1
calling only for domestic water supply and not fire protection."

(1) Leland: Waste Through Multiplicity Of Governmental
Units, NIKB_T:_T'?—s}'H , Nar. 1937,




OHAPTER VII

A The serious fiscal problems which vex most of the
- metropolitan districts of the country are in a large measure

- the product of the same confusion of governmental structure .
which-creates the numerous proplgms of planning and operations
| that have been considered in the previous chapter.

Since the fiscal status of any municipality depends
equally on‘its revenue and 1ts expenditure patterns, it 1is
'abparent that the unnecessary expense created by duplication
of effort and inefficlency of operations will needlessly
swell the budget and thus aggravate the fiscal difficulties

of the metropolitan district's governmenpal units; by the‘

o &7
i

same token, any operational simplification and improvement
that reduces waste will lessen the aggregate demand for
revenue énd to that extent alleviate the general problem of
governmental financing. The expenditure pattern, however, 1s
mérely a statistical reflection of operational problems and

. thus is little more than a .speclalized but significant aspect
of the general topic of governméntal planning and operation

to which the previous chapter was devoted. This chapter will
ignore expenditure in favor of revenue and attempt ?o describe

Some of the difficultles experlenced by governmental units



with;n the metropolitan district in their continuing efforts
to raise sufficient funds to finance.their operations,
The fiscal problems of the metropolitan districts can

be suggested by three broad statements about the political
units which share its government; first, these unlts vary
‘widely in area, population aﬁd wealth and thus show marked
~differences in their abllity to.provide needed services;
secondly, they are so small in area and limited in authority
that there are only a relatively few sources of revenue which
they are free to exploit and, thirdly, they overlap so exten-
sively that lines of responsibility and of control become

obscured in the general governmental confusion.
2

The population increases which have sawelled the size of
metropolitan districts have, in general, been considerably
more rapid in the Surfounding areas than in the central city
itself. Since internal movement has also tended toward the
- suburban areas, the older.sections of many metropolitan
districts have experienced hot only relative but absolute
loss; in the twenty year periéd 1919-1939, the population of
the County and City of London decreased by over 500,000 while

the outer area included in the Greater London Plan gained
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1

over 2,000,000 inhabitants; +the population of the City

ﬁctually began to decline in the 1850's while the County's
population showed no further growth after the 1901 Gensus.2
6coutfof*thél12awards of Boston began a decresse in population
as early as the decade 1857-1867, while in Minﬁeapolis the
proportion of the population living within one milé of the
pbint of highest land value dropped from 49% in 1875 to only
114 in 1950.5 The 1940 Gensus‘presented impressive statis-

_ tical documentation of fhe flight from the central city,
revealing that whereas in the areas covered by the 140 metro-
politan districts 72.4% of the ﬁopulation were central city
residents in 1920, the figure had droppéd to 68.0% two decades
later; within the 17 largest métropolitan.districts,, ’
(vso;ooo or more inhabitants in 1940), the central citles in
every instance contained a small percentage of the total
population than in 1930, and in the cases of Newérk, Jersy
City, New Bedford, Elizabeth, Cleveland, Philadelphia and

St. Louis Shbwed an absolute loss; in the .Bos ton metropolitaﬁ
area not only Boston but the five neighboring high density
cities, Chelsea, Revere, Everett, Cambridge énd Somerville,

showed population losses ranging from 9.9% for Chelsea to

1) Abercrombie: Greater London Plan, P. 27,
2) Robson: The Government And Misgovernment Of London, P. 45,

(
(

(3) Jones: Metropolitan Government, P. J.
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1;7% for Somerville.

: While'the population gfowth and movement of the past
éeveral decgdes has reduced the central city's share of the
population and wealth of the metropolitan district, it has |
hoﬁvbenefifed all outlying municipalities to the same.degree;
~some have experienced relatively little growth while others,
which have developed rapidly, have failed to attract families
- bringing any substantial addition to the city's per capita
wealth; on the other hand, the restricted suburban towns
thich are a familliar feature of the metropolitan district
have not only increaseé.their population but have‘also made
equally notable additions to thelr per capita resources.

As a consequence of the population grqwth and movement
of the pést several decades the political units of the
metropolitan district show an increasing sociel differenti-
ation‘of which the variation in per capita wealth is but one
index* the outward movement "has been seleotive in characten
the Jnore efficient elements of the population gravitating
in higher ratios than the weaker economic groups to the
margins‘bf'the city."l' The central city, which is often
called upoﬁgto provide seriicés that are of benefit to the
entire district is gradually deserted by the people of means

and abandoned to the poorer elements who make increasingly

(1) McKenzie: The Metropolitan Community, P. 190.
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heavy demands on the municipality; need thus increases as the
gﬁility to pay evaporates. ) ‘ |

Jv It is difficu}t to meésufe the per cabita wealth of a
community and its ability to support governmental services by
even the most elaborate statistipal methods; resort to such
simple criteris as assessed valuation or income returns ﬁer
'1,000‘popﬁlation will.naturally yield bnlyva very rough

1hdication of a community's wéalth; yet despite thesg limita-~
| tions, the exémplas that folloﬁ are of interest in suggesting.
. the wide variation in wealth, and hence in ability to support
go&ernment, that is found among the Eypical units of the
met;opolitan district. ,

. In 1924 the per capita assessed valuatioﬁ in the New
York metropolitan region ranged from $1,222 in Belleville to
$7,444 in Quburban Scarsdale;: in the same year, the city of
Cleveland;s assessed valuation was $2,674 per capita while the
corresponding figure for Shaker Heights was $35,919; the
following year, the Detroit metropolitan region showed a range
in per éapita assessed valuations of from $1,447 in Hamtramck

1
to $9,064 in Grosse Point. In 1934 the richest school

(1) Studenski: The Government Of Metropolitan Areas In The
United States, P. 39, Since the valuations used 1in
computing these per caplta figures have not been adjusted
to full market value, they are not completely comparable
even between municipalities within the same metropolitan

district.
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district in Cook County possessed an assesséd<valuation of
over $53,000 for each child in attendance, while the figure
for the poorest district was only $906; and between the
lower and upper quartile there was a difference of over
$8,000 in the amount of taxable wealth available per child
. in attendance.l In the London area 1937 per caplta ratable
values»varied from low figures of £5.37 in Poplar and £5.27 in

| Bethnal Green to highs of $£46.55 in Holborn and £86.93 in
Westminster; as a consequence of such variation, it is not
surprising that the rates prevailing in 1935-36 should range
from 9/6 in the pound for Westminster to 17/4 for Poplar.

It is difficult to match these examples by more recent
- flgures since most avallable sources of information include
only the assessed valuations of the larger citles and omit
figureé for the smaller suburbs which uéually contain the
greatest per capita wealth. Although for this reason they
lack the extreme range of some of the examples given above,
the following figures, which are adjusted to approximate
1940 true value, give an indication of the varlations 1n

wealth currently existing in some of our metropolitan districts

in 1940 Cleveland's adjusted assessed valuation per capita

/

(1) Jones: _'g.cit., P. 75. '
(2) Robson: “op.cit. P. 364 ff and map at end of volume.



was $1,710 while that of Cleveland Heights was $3,220; in

the Saﬁ Francisco regioh, Alameda had an adjusted per capita
valuation of $1,650 in contrast to a figure of $2,620 for

the City of Sén Franclsco itself; within the New York metro-
pélitab district rebresentative per caplita adjusted assessed
‘valuations included figures of $1,260 for Elizabeth, $2,000
for Jersey City, $2,520 for New York City and $4,510 for
“White Plains;l and within the 43 citles and towns of the
stéﬁﬁtorj Boston Metropolitan District,‘unadjusted per capita
assessed valuations in 1940 ranged from $8,030 in Hull to
$960 -in Stoughton.2 Although these differentials usually
represent ﬁariétions in the inéome standards of the municipal-
ities' residents, they sometimes arise more fortultously; in
Weymouth; for instance, the 20 million dollar plant of the
'Consolidated Edison ﬁompany adds over $800 to the per capits

assessed valuation and boosts the total figure to over £2,000.
3

Since the metropolitan district is an economic unit it

1s difficult if not impossible to secure any equitable division

(1) Figures computed on basis of annual report on tax rates,
etc. in cities of 30,000 population and over prepared by
the Detrolit Bureau Of Governmental Research and published
in NMR. See "Comparative Tax Rates Of 301 Cities - 1940"

- NMR 29: 792-810, Dec., 1940.

(2) BRMG 12: Table 16, P. 20.



of 1ts wealth among the variety of political units which
divide 'its government§ the land values of the downtown section
have little inherent basis but are the reflection of the
large popﬁlation and shopping demand scattered throughout the
entire district, while conversely the wages and salaries

that bulld attractive homes in the suburbs are usually earned
in the offices or factories of the downtown sections of the
‘district: the wealth of Shaker Heights, Grosse Point or
Scarsdale is not created within the boundaries of these
suburbs, but is the product of the extensive and specilalized
economic activity‘%or which the entire metropolitan district
furnished the opportunity. Political organization, however,
fails to reflect this economic. unity, and wealth which is
the product'of the interrelated activities bf the entire
district is arbitrarily and inequitably allocated among
municipalities defined by boundary lines that have long since
lost their justification; many municipalities, a8 a.con- |
sequence; face the initial fiscal problem of the generally

~ low income levels which make tax rates unproductive, while,
in contrast, other.cities have no difficulty in developing
large tax revenues which nonétheiess represent but a small
fraction of each taxpayers income. Like the economic inequal-
ities between individuals, the differences in the wealth of

various political units arise in part from extraneous

6



circumstances which can be controlled only with difficulty: -
to suggest the most obvious example, the land of a certain
town may be rich and productive»while that of its neighbor
may be rocky and barren; however, withip the metropolitan .
district, the differentiating effect of such circumstances is
unjustifiably increased by the fallure of the political
organization to recognlze the district's economic unity; as
~a consequence there develop within the metropolitan area
towns possessing extremely unequal ability to capitalize
upon the wealth created by the economic activities of the
entire district. Although an integral part of the same
economic unit and possessing similar service needs as the
wealthier cities,vthe poorer localities,‘owing to the artifi-
clal division of the district's wealth among a multitude of
of polltical units, must frequently reconcile themselves

elther to a lower level of service or to a higher tax rate.
4

The problems arising from the inequitable distribution of
of wealth among the metropolitan district's governmental units
are aggravated by practical difficulties in devising taxes
which will prove productive for small units coverlng only a
fragment of the natural economic area. Long experience, in

fact, has shown that real property, which can be neither
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TABLE 8

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF MUNICIPAL REVENUE
' BY MAJOR SOURCE
AND BY SELECTED POPULATION GROUPS : 1942

397 Cities 55 Cities 200 Cities

Over 25,000 100,000~ 25,000~
| 250,000 50,000
Taxes AR -
- Geheral & Selective 65.2 6843 66,0
Property ‘
Sales & Gross 4,7 1.4 1.4
Receipts
Licenses & Permits 3e4 3¢9 Y )
Other 1.7 0,5 0,5
Ald Received From
Other Govis 17 .4 16,4 16,3
Earnings & Misc,
Charges For Current 3,9 4,7 5.2
Service ;
Special Assessments 1,2 l.4 le7
Contributions From
- Public Service 1.0 1.9 261
Enterprises .
Other & Undistributed l.4 1.6 246

Source: U,S, Bureau Of Census: City Finances 1942, Vol, 2
Topical Reports, No. 1, Ei%}[ Revenue In 1942,
‘ 44, able 4 .
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concealed nor moved, is virtually the only form of wealth
that local unlts of government can effectively reach.
Admittedly, the property tax is only an imperfect measure of
ability to pay, but since land and improvements derive a sub-
stantial part of their‘value from the services provided by
the city, it seems only fair, especially in the absence of
-any appropriate alternative sources of revenue, that resl
\eState shouid contribute substaptially to the support bf
government. The general property tax has actually evolved
into merely a tax on real propertj; past attempts by
municipalities to tax intangibienpersonalty have proved so
unsuccessful, owing to the abundant opportunities for evasion,
. that most states, including Massachusetts, have withdrawn
this form of wealth from liability to the general property
tax and subjected it instead to a state income tax. 1In
recent years, there has been a tendency to narrow further
the base of the former tax by the repeal or thé lax adminis-
tration of the tax on tangible personalty, such as household
furnishings; thus the general ﬁroperty tax, which was once,
- as 'its name implies, a tax levied aéainst all forms of
property, tangible as well as intangible, has deteriorated
over the yeérs into a tax on only land and improvements,
Table 7 presents a summary plcture of the relative Ilmport-

ance in 1942 of the various sources from which the 397 citles



~PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF REVENUE BY MAJOR SOURCE

TABLE 9

FOR SELECTED CITIES
IN THE BOSTON METROPOLITAN DISTRICT : 1942

Taxes
General & Select-
ive Property
. Sales & Gross
: Receipts
Licenses &
Pernits
Othexr

Aid Received Fron
Other Govts

Earnings & Misc
Charges For Cur-
rent Service
Special
Agsessments
Contributions
From Pub, Svece
Enterprises
Other &"Undis-
tributed

69,1
2.6
0.5

24,8

1,7

0.4
0.2

0,9

69.1

1.0
O.g

2645

1.2
1,0
0.2

0.1

7242

0.2
0.8

20,4

4,3
1.1
1.0

0,1

71.7

0.5
047
22,8
1.5
1.5

1.2

Boston Malden Melrose Newton Revere

7843

2,0

19.6

0.1

Source: U.S, Bureau Of Census: City Finances 1942, Vol, 2,

Reports, No, 1,

Toplcal
I§£Z, Table Z.

y Revenue In 1942,




of over 25,000 populaﬁion derived their revenue; in these
cities the tax on property furnished almost two thirds of the
total revenue and constituted about 87% of the sums raised

by taxatlon; expressed in another way, of the $49.79 average
per caplta revenue in the 397 citlies, %32.45 was contributed
by the tax on property.1 This pattern varies little ﬁith the
population group or with the geographical location of in-
dividual cities; 1942 figures show that municipalities of less
- than 25,000 inhabitants.raised‘63.4% of théir total refenue

by the general property tax,zzwhile Table 9 inéicates fhat in

the same year selected citles in the Boston area depended on

this single source for about 70% of their revenue.

In the effort to>bfoadén the sources of thelr revenue,
municipalities have made repeated efforts to develop new taxes
only to find that their limited area makes successful adminis-
tration impossible; in 1938 Philadelphia experimented with &

2% sales tax %hich the panicky politicians repealed after 6
months owing to newspaper opposition inspired by the department

(1) Bureau of Census: City Finances 1942, Vol. 2 Topical
Reports No. 1 City Revenue in 1942, 1944. Table 6.

(2) = -—= tGovernmental Finances in the United States
1942 United States oSummary, 1945. Table 6.




stores; and although New York has been more successful with
the sales tax, this device 1s, in general, useful only where
the central city includes a large portion both of the area
and the shops of the entire metropolitan district; since it
is rihged by sﬁbsidiaryvshopping centers of considerable
1mportance,}the,imposition of such a tax in Boston might
easily so accelerate the decentralization of business as
 serious1y to harm the city.

Philadelphia has had more success with another taxation
device which may perhaps offer a solution to some of the
fisecal difficulties confronting municipalities; ‘in 1939 the
city imposed a l%% tax, collected at the source by cﬁackoff,
on all wages and salaries earned within the city by both
residents and non-regidents and also on the compensation earned
outside Philadelphia by any of its residents;l in 1942, with
total wages rising under the impact of wartime high employment,
this tax .yielded $24,762;000 or 30.5% of the city's total
revenue.2 However, the widespreadvuse of this tax will
probably be discouraged not only by such regrgssive features

as 1ts exemption of unearhed income and its constant

(1) City Ordinance of Dec. 13, 1939 enacted under the terms
of Penn: Acts 1932, P.L. 45.

(2) Bureau of Census: City Revenue 1942, op.cit. Table 2.
The tax was reduced to 1% in 1943.




percentage impost on wagés, but also by the reluctance of 
local politicians to add another to the already considerable -
number of withholding taxes; two years ago a Massachusetts
Cbmmission on Real Estate Taxation refrained from recommend-
ing the adoption of this tax and noted with calm understate=
.ment thét "thé several withholding taxes now imposed by the
- federal government on varying bases, have left both employers
and employees in a restive state of mind."1

The sales téx and the modification of the income tax
represented by the Phliladelphla measure are virtually the
only two ﬁaxes which muhicipalities might develop to relieve
the heavy burdenkon the property tax; however, both are )
regressive and both may inhibit the natural growth of popu-
lation and of business within municipal 1limits. Furthermore,
since a sales tax usually does not apply to the necessities,
such as food and drugs, which‘aré purchased locally, the only
municipality within the metropolitan district that possesses
a-sufficient taxable sales volume to yield any considerable
sum is the central city, which hesitates to impose a tax that
- might drive business outside its limits; the wage tax carriés

the similar danger that it may retard growth in localitiles

where it is used and channel population into neighboring

(1) Mass: Special Commission on Real Estate Taxation and
Related Matters: Report (House # 1800, 1945) P. 175.
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areas which are free from the burden. In this dilemma, the
general propefty tax, which is admittedly obsolescent; becomes
virtually theronly profitable tax measure available for use
by local government.

Instead of developing new taxes, some municipalities
have made successful efforts to relieve the pressure on the
prdperfy tax by increasing the yield from non-tax sources of
revenue. Many clties are attempting to place on a self-.
'susﬁaining basis services, such as garbagelcollection, which
formerly WBre at least in part supported by taxation; sa
number of numicipalities, of which Philadelphia is again a
conspicuous example, are charging a fee for the use of sewer-
age lines in an effort to finance the maintenance and im-
provement of this service without imposing a bﬁrden on tax
revenue. In a few unusual instances, some citlies have been
able to derive a substantial portion of théir total lncome
from municipal utilities; thus in 1942, contributions from
public service enterﬁrises constituted 72.9% of the total
revenue of Rocky Mount, Nor%h Carolina, while for Jacksonville,
 Florida, the figure was 53.6%; in the same year, charges for
current services yieldéd 39.9% of the total municipal revenue
in Burbank and 29.9% in Pontiac. However, reference to Table
7 indicates the rarity of these examples, for of the total
revenue of the 397 citles with a population of 25,000 and over,



only 7.5% was derivedvfrom all earnings and other miscella-
héous sources; charges for current service aggregated 3.9%
bf total revenue, while contributions ffom public service

enterprises and,special assessments were respectively only

1.0% and 1.2% of the total.
6

Supplementing income from earnings and taxes is the
revenue derived from the state and federal financial assist-
ance programs which have developed so significantly during the
‘iaét 15/years. In 1942, such aid, principally in the form
of grants and of allocations from state-administered, locally
 shared taxes, amounted to 17.4%'of the total revenue of all
citles of 25,000 or more population; it cannot be questioned
that this considerable lightening of the burden imposed on
other revenue séurces has mitigated some of the pressing
municipal fiscal difficulties; on the other hand, it is.true
that the policy of eipanded state andlfederal financial
assistance has ereated a number of new problems which while
common to all municipalities appear in their most striking
form within the cities and towns of the metropolitan districts.

The most obvious of these difficultles arises from the
fluctuations in the annual sums distributed to the municipal-

itles; since the basis for awarding grants has undergone



constant legislative change, while the amount derived from
the state-administered taxes and avallable for distribution
to municlpalities varies considerably from year to year; the
6ities are in no sense assured a constant annual sum which
can be safely anticipated in preparing budget estimates; in
fact, since the yield of many state taxes, such as sales,

- liquor and most notably income taxes, vary directly with
business conditions, the municipalities may find that shared
- taxes yileld them least when riéing welfare costs make theilr
needs the greatest. New York City's share of state-colleéﬁed
taxes dropped from alﬁost 84 million dollars in 1930 to 37
million in i953;1 and in Massachusetts the amount received
by the citles and towns from various taxes administered by
the Commonwealth fell Si% from 46 million dollars in 1930 to
32 million two years 1atér.2 A careful study of state-local
fiscal relations during recent years led the Boston Municipal
Research Bureau fo the following conclusion: “Review of
experience ﬁith‘finanéial relations between Boston and the
Commonwealth since 1930 indicates that adverse trends have
been most evident at times when the City 1tself has been

under heaviest pressure. An increase in state-imposed

expense" (i.e. the state tax) "is likely to be accompanied

(1) Council of State Governments: State-Local Relations, P.132
(2) Mass: Special Commission on Real Estate Taxation (1945):
Pﬂocj.t. Po 207. : .
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b& a shrinkage in state-sharéd taxes. And such a condition
is most apt to arise during a period of depression when the
taxpaying ability of local.real estate 1is impaired."l

 Grants and shared taxes not only complicate municipal
finances by adding an unpredictable element to an already
1ntricaté sphere; in addition, they often miss fheir full use-
fulness by failing to discriminate between the differing
‘degrees of need exhibited by various municipalities. An
. inevitable. consequence of this oversight is that federal and
state funds are inequitably distributed, as is illustrated by
several instructive examples furnished by the Boston area.
For instance, although the amounts distributed to the
ﬁunicipalitiés from the yleld of the state gasoline tax are
by statute ‘dedicated to thé construction and maintenandevof
local roads,.the distribution takes.littie’cognizance of the
considérable variations in the mileage and traffic of the
different cities and towns; though each muniéipality receives
$50 for every mile of local road, the total so distributed
constitutes only from one ninth to one quarter of the additional
amount allocated on the basis of the assessed valuation figures
used in computing the state tax. As a consequence, the

municipality's wealth is more important than its road needs

(1) Boston Municipal Research Bureau: State-Local Fiscal
Relations Since 1930, P. 4.
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in determining its income from the gasoline tax; it is, in
fact, taéitly admitted that the distribution of gaéoline tax
receipts has been transformed from a measure for the assist-
'énca of ioad construction to a means for offsetting the state
tax.l Certainly the formula used bears little relation to
road needs as was lndicated by a recent legislative commission's
discovery that Wellesley, in.1941, received over $1,000 in
"state ald for each mile of local road, while Danvers, with a
comparable population and area put only one quarter the
bassessed valuation, wasAallocated sums amounting to only $440~
per road mile;2 in a large and'Wéalthy community like Brookline
or Boston the amount distributed on the valuation basis is
sufficient to cover over half of total road maintenance ex-
penditures, while in smaller and poorser communities 1t may
meet only a quarter of the annual‘expense.§

Thé educationalAgrants, which consume about one quarter
of the 20 million-dollar total raised by the state income tax,
offer another example of the inequitable allocation of state-

collected funds. Originally designed to éncourage higher

(1) See Mass; Special Commission on Real Estate Taxation
(1945), op.cit. P. 309 ff,

(2) Mass: Special Commission Established to make an
Investigation Relative to Intergovernmental Relatlons,
Report, (House #1509, 1943) P. 15.

(3) MWass: Special Commission on Real Estate Taxation (1945):
op.cit. Table 18, P. 313.
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levels of teacher salaries .and preparation, the formula used
in determining distribution has now, owing to subsequent
legislature and modified conditions, the practical effect of
giving increasing financial aid as thé municipality, through
superior local taxable resources, is able to attain a_lower
pupitheachsr ratlo; thus, for the school year ending June
1941, Brookline, with 21.9 pupils per tsacher, received an
educational distribution amounting to $9.28 per pupil in net
average membership; on the other hand, Lynn, with a pupil-
teacher ratio of 27.7, received only $7.22 per pupil,l Para-
doxically, although the financial needsof the poorer clties are
patently greater, thelr share 1is proportionately smaller for
the very reason that thelr limited resources prevent them |
from approaching the personnel standards set'by the wealthier
communities. |

Another example of the failure of formula to achieve
equitable distribution or state-collected funds is offered by
the legislature assigning a portion of the yleld from the
state's business and corporation taxes for distribution to

cities and towns as reimbursement for the revenue loss caused

(1) 1Ibida: P. 296 ff. See also: Mass: Special Commission
on Taxation and Public Expenditures: Report Part III the
Tax Structure, (House # 1703, 1938) P. 186 ff.




by the 1936 removal from local tax rolls of the value of
machinery used in manufadturing. The pecullar feature of this
legislation is that suéh réimbursements are static; as a con-
séquence, municipalities from which all manufacturing
machinery has departed are still recei#ing ald while those
which have attracted industry since 1936 secure no financial
‘assistaﬁce, despite the manufacturing'machiner& they may now
possess. Similar legislative provisions 1n other states
-often place adjacent municipalties on a markedly unequal
.footing in their search for revenue: 1in Wisconsin, for
instaﬁce, where 65% of the state utility tax 1s returned to
the locality of origin, the Town of Lake, a Milwaukee suburb,
received a per capita reimbursement in 1934-35 bf $33.00, in
contrast to an average figure of $2.65 for the 17 municipal-
~1ties of the entire metropolitan district.z

Even when the formulae controlling distribution of funds
are ﬁot so strikingly ibadequate as in the examples just
considered, grants and shared taxes may still fail to meet the

real needs of the cities of a metropolitan region. The

- matching grant is peculiarly subject to this criticism, for

(1) Mass: Commission on Real Estate Taxation (1945): op.cit.
Pp. 302-03. :

(2) Hansen and Perloff: State_ and Local Finance in the
National Economy, P. 84.




since state advances must be météhad at a fixed rate by
locally raiSed funds, the poorer communities where the‘need
fér.help is greatest frequently cannot appropriate sufficient N
amounts to secure the maximum state contribution. Alvin
Hansen has shown how similar conditions prevent the poorer
states from availing themselves of the full benefit of federal
grants and enable a rich state like Connecticut to secure

over three and one half times as much Federal assistance per
'recipient of ald as an impoverished state like Arkansas;l
virtually this same situatioﬂ exlsts at the local government
level wifhin the Boston metropolitan area, for the statutory
provisions by which the Commonwealth obligates itself to pay
one thifd ofkthe cost of aid to dependent children in addition
to forwarding to the municipalities their share of federal
cbntributiéns, which in turn are also a percentage of total

. cost, (up to a maximum), mean: that the wealthy community,
which can afford to be generbus in its ald measures, secures
more financial a&sistance ffom superior governmental levels

. 2
thah the podf_ﬁﬁhicipality with a strictly limited budget.

(1) 1Ibid: P. 167 £f. 5 .

(2) TSee BRMG 17, P. 39 ff. for an explanation of the formula
used in determining Federal and State contributlions to
the aid to dependent children program.
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In addition to their fallure to direct aid to the areas
of greatest need, the grants are sometimes guilty of buoying
up by finandial assistance 1nadéduate and obsolete government-
al units that preferably should be permitted to expire from
lack of résonrces, and, on other occasions, of tempting
muniﬁipalities, eager for stafe or federal funds, into making
unwise advances of their own limited tax revenues. Even where
the grant 1s not contlngent on local matching it may still |
.saddle the city with continuing expense; thus the numerous
buildings constructed for municlpalities under the WPA and
PWA progfams often involved novlocal capital outlay, but ob-
ligated the city to annual maintenance and operation expend-
itures. ‘Thomas Reed stresses these significant danéers of the
grant and shared tax program in these words: "Federal and
state ailds %o local government has so far failled to'solve the
prOblem«of'balancing‘local requirements and revenues having -
as in the case of schools - encouraged the continued existence
of & multitude of ineffecti?e local units, or - as 1n the case
of matching grants for roads, other public works and welfare-=-

: : 1
increased local spending beyond the amount of aid provided."

Grants and shared taxes are, of course, useful means of

~8trengthening the fiscal position of citles and should not be

(1) Reed: Federal State Local Fiscal Relations, P. 1ii.
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condemned merely because of the remediable defects which now
chafacterize thelr operation; state and federal aid to
municipalitieg, first assumed significant proportions during
the depression emérgéhcy and is in many insténces still
controlled by relatively experimental legislature that can
be perfectedvas more experience in a new administrative field
reveals effective methods of equalizing local financial re-
sources; nonetheless, it is indispﬁfable that, as at present
~administered, grants and shared taxes complicate municipal
finances and at best mitigate but certainly do not solve the
‘fiscal problems of the metropolitan district.

7

It 15 safe to éonclude on the basis of the discussion
contained in the previous pages that its numerous governmental
units aré but poorly adapted for the ralsing of revenue in
the metropolitan area. _In fact, it is no more loglcal that
these units preserve their fiscal autoﬁomy than that a similar
1ndependqpce be granted to the wards or precinct of a city;

_ 1n.1944 Boston derived 314 of its real estate tax revenue from

1 _
Ward 3, which contains most of the city's business area, yet,

(1) Mass: Special Commission on Real Estate Taxatlon (1945)
op. cit. P. 176.
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owing to the popular acknowledgement of the'cityfs unity,
there was no outraged protest when this income was used for
the benefit of the entire city. Unfortunately, popular senti-
ment'has fallen behind the facts for while Boston and the
other cities of the district once constituted relatively
independent mﬁnicipalities, population growth and‘technolo-
gical change have absorbed them all into the larger and still
‘generaily unrecognized unity of the metropolitan district,
which should assumé the fiscal authorlity now uneasily shared
by the cities and towns.

Handicaﬁped by the inequality. of taxable resources and
the inability to develop adequate measures to tap it, the in-
dividual municipalitles experience fiscsal problemé which are
compounded by the o?erlapping of governmental units within
the metropolitan district. Although considerable overlapging
is acknowledgéd, its extent is sometime surprising; in
1933, the town of Thornton, a suburb of Chicago was subject to
the property taxes levied by 41 political units, while the
towns of Proviso and New Trier, both located in the same 1i

region, were taxed respectivgly by 38 and 25 different unlts.

In Cook County 368 jurisdictions overlap one another to form

584 areas in each of which property is taxed at a separate

(1) Leland: "Waste Through Multiplicity of Governmental
Units," NTAB- 22: 167.



aggregate rate, aﬁd'in Du Page County, Cook's neighbor to
the south,flzovunits~overlap to form 210 separate taxing areas}.
Even 1in the Boston metropolitan district where the fortunate
ébsence of separate school districts keeps the number of
governmental units to a notably small total, the inner 43 mu-
nicipalities are ovérlapped by thé Metropolitan District Com- |
mission and the respective counties, as well as the state.
»Since the assessments of these jurisdictions are incorporated
~in the local levy, the Boston area 1s spared the trial of
multiple taxation, but though it 1s hidden, the overlapping

1s is none the less feal; the following figures break down the
1938 total tax rates of a few selected citles and towns to
reveal the extent of the financial burden imposed by the over-

2
lapping governmental units:

Total © MDC County State "Local"

Tax Rate Assessment Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate
Boston $41.30 $3.00 $2.44 %$2.62 &31.24
Brookline 23.50 . 2.49 .86 2.40 17.75
Cambridge = 41.00 1.41 1.62 2.73 35.24
Lexington 34.00 . 1l.94. 1.55 2.60 27.91
Milton 27.20 2.46 .88 2.44 21.42

Especially when on such a small scale as in the Boston

- metropolitan area, overlapping is not in itself intolerable and

(1) Jones: op.cit. P. 76.

(2) Computed from PD 16 (1938) Tables 18 and 19 and PD 92
(1938). The rates are, of course, hypothetical since the
MDC assessment and the state and county tax are allocated
to the municipalities as absolute sums, not as m™illage
rates., :
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may represent a practical means of distributing the cost of
different types of service; the objectibns to overlapping,
however, ariée because of the financial confusion and irrespon-
sibility which are its usual companions and because of the
inequlty which often governs the distribution of various:
expenses.

The figurés given above dividing into their component
pérts 1938 tax rates for certain cities and towns contain a
‘suggestion of one type of 1nequity frequently arising from
.overlapping: Boston, it was found, paid for the support of
Suffolk County a sum equivalent to the product of a $2.44 tax
rate, while neighboring Milton gnd.Cambridge contributed the
yield of $0.88 and $1.62 tax rates to the support of their
rospective countieé. The high Boston rate is a reflection
both of statutoiy provisions and of the proportionately large
volume of cases handled by Suffolk County courts; owlng to
statutes dating back to 1821 and obligating Boston to assume
the county's entire cost, the City, in 1938, contributed
toward County expense almost $250,000, or the equivalent of
én $0.18 tax rate, that under procedure observed elsewhere
throughout éhe state would have been the responsibility of
Chelsea, Revere and Winthrop, which also lie within the
County's limits. Howevef; the fact that even this adjustment

would reduce the hypothetical Boston county tax rate to the
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still high fiéure of $2.28 indicates that Suffolk is an ex-
pensive County to maintain; since 1t is the center of the
metropolitan district and contains the state capitol and its
largest city, it is not surprising ﬁhat'over 75% of the cases
in certain categories should be contested in Suffolk County
Courts;lbunder these conditions 1t 1s easy to understénd the
high cost of its oﬁerétions, but nonetheless difficult to see
.why,the whole of this burden should be placed upon Boston.

- Other examples of the inequitable distribution of county
costs among its different areas are numerous; a recent report
discovered that in the LouiSvillé region county residents
living outside the city limits received benefits in gove:c-n--~
mental service aggregating over $700,000 more than the sum
they paid in taxes -~ a subsidy which was, of course, provided
by the clty portion of the country's population.2 A 1937 sur-
véy of government in the Atlanta area "found that aside from
numerous defects in the internal operation of each unit, the
worst features of the situation were that the city taxpayers
paid not only the full cost of the city government but five-

- sixths of the cost of the county government, and that certain

(1) See Boston Municipal Research Bureau: County Government
in Boston.

(2) LouIsville Area Development Association: Finance
Committedé: Condensed Report of City-County Revenues and
Cost of Government.




’

services such as health aﬁd police, which require central-
ized command for efficiency, were administered separately."l
Although where the county lies largely within the metropolitan
district, it may be only just for the wealthier and more
urbanized ceﬁtral municlipalities to assume the greater share
of the cosﬁ of its government, it is unreasonable to expect
-them to subsidize the county's outlying rural areas that are
perhaps the hinterland but not integral parts of the metro-
~politan.districﬁ. And it is in any case unwise and expensive
“to support the duplication of departments which is a usual
result of the overlapping of city and county within the metro-
politan district.

Since large scale consolidations have been so rare in
recent years, only estimates are available to indicate the
extent of:the savings that ﬁight arise from a reduction in the
number of governmental units; this aspect of the subject will
be considered later in another connection and it only remains
at this point to note that a study of the Dallas regilon
indicated that city-county consolidation might secure annual
savings of @200;000;2 while the Cook County assessor estimated

(1) Darmstadter, Doris: "Metropolitan Atlanta" in National
Municipal League: City Growing Palins, P. 17.

(2) Bailey, Lewis W.: T™Dallas Weighs City County Merger" in
National Municipal League: City Growing Pains, P. 42,




~some yearé ago that rationalization of governmental units
and efficient management would secure a saving of forty cents
on each dollar of'public expenditure or an annual saving for
the entire Chicago region of $14O,OOO,OOO.1 A study of
comparative adjusted tax rates'appears to indicate that the
rates for consolidated city-counties are actually lower than
aggregate average rates for alltcities in the same population
‘class; thus while the 1940 average aggregate adjusted rate,
including ecity, school, county and'state taxes, for the
14 cities of 500,000 or more population was $28.87, comparable
gigures for the consolidated city-counties in this population
group were as follows: Philadelphia $28.75, Bgltimore
$30.34, St. Louis $23.29. and San Francisco $19.69.2

Whatever thefgdded'cost borne by the metropolitan district
as a result of the overlapping of governmentﬁl units - and the
figure cannot be even reliably estimated without a considerable
expansion of existing information, 1t nonetheless remains true

that this overlapping complicates the budget process for the

individual units, hinders an appreciation of the total cost of

(1) Merriam, Parratt and Lepawsky: The Government of the
Metropolitan Region of Chicago, P. 127.

(2) Figures computed from "Comparative Tax Rates for
301 Cities - 1940" NMR 29: 792-810, Dec. 1940.




government,‘obscures the pattern of governmental responsi-
bility and reduces the possibility of effective cltizen
control.. In the_Boston metropolitan district, for instance,
the municipalities often find theirvbudget calculations
seriously distorted by the unpredictabl@ rise and fall of the
state tax which has varied from a total of about 7 miilibn
dollars in 1930 to over twlce that sum in 1942, Although this
obstacle to realistic budgeting is avoided where each
-governmental unit administers a separate taxing system to
meet its own needs, this solution has ﬁhe distinct disadvan=-
tage of inconveniencing the taxpayer and preventing a real-
ization of the total cost of government within the metropolitan
district; in addition financial responsibility and effective
citizen control become progressively less attainable as the
number of fiscally independent units operating within the
district is multiplied. The problems of responsibility and
control arising from the large number of governmental units
within the metropolitan area will, however, be discussed in
the next section, and 1t is oply necessary in cqnclusion.to

. emphasize their close relationship with the various fiscal

problems that have been the subject of this chapter.

i
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. CHAPTER VIII

‘The social and poiitical problems of the metropolitan
district have such a complicated hiétory‘that any simple ex~-
planation 1s achieved only at the sacrifice of accuracy:  the
‘tangled web of cause and effect can simply not be reduced to
a schematic pattern without a dangerous falsification of fact.
‘It is, for instance, unrealistic to single out certain problems
. a8 the outcome of the.fragmehtation of authority among the
metropolitan district's political units, for while plural
government has at least aggravated virtually all of the
district's problems,‘it can be assigned the exclusive re-
sponsibility for the creation of none. |

In the face of this complexity, no attempt will be made
to e#aluate the degree to which governmental disorganization
intensifies the many broad soclal problems which plague our
ﬁetropolitan districts; it must undoubtedly bear a largse
measure of the blame for the ugliness and unhealthiness which
mar large areas of the metropolitan distridt; and it 1is
certainly instrumental in fostering and presérving the class
Ssegration which is another of its more serious .defects. Yet
while not unrelated to governmental organization, these topilcs
invoi#e a wide variety of considerations which are far beyond

the scope of this paper; this chapter will therefore be
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‘restricted to an examination of the divorce between the ‘
citizen and his local government which is a direct consequencé
of the division of authority among the metropolitan district's
large number of political units. \ .
The Greek philosophers viewed politics as a noble art
and the 19th Century Fedgralists saw it as a fit career for
the rich, the well-born and the able, but largely owing to
_the maladministfation and corruption which have characterized
municipal government in the United States, the Twentleth
Century publio,regards it as a refuge for scouﬁdrels. Admit-
tedly the views of the public lag behind the fact and still
‘reflect the muckraking agitation of the turn of the century;
as long ago as 1888 Bryce detected an improvement and wrote
that "no one who studies the municipal history of the last
decages will doubt(that_ﬁhings are better than they were
tyenty fE%é years agOeee Rogués are less audacious. Good
citizens are more active."l However, though there has been
tremendous improvement in the quality of municipal government,
1t has not yet been able to erase from the popular mind the
| memory of the Tweed gang, the Philadelphia "gas ring", the

St. TLouis "boodlers" and the other crooks and criminals of the

(1) Bryce, James: The American Commonwealth, MacMillan,
- New York, 1891. (2 vols.) Vol. I, P. 619.
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‘late 19th Century who did so much to dirty the word politiecs.
Corruption was then most flégrant in the large metropolitan
“cities, while today's machine politics - the sucoessop?%he
lésg subtle thievery of the 19th Century, also finds that the
metropolitan area's large population and disorganized govern-
ment provides abundant opportunities for both power and profit.
Politiecs should not and need not be disdainfully
abaridoned to the dubious devices of the ward heeler and the
precinct committeeman; the buéihess of government and especially
of local government, which has the stimulating appeal of
immediacy; should be a constant concern and intimate interest
of intelligent adults. However, the complicated and unorgan-
ized governmental structure of our metropolitan districts does

little -to arouse such interest and often even administers the

coup de grace in those rare instances where civic interest has

survived earlier discouragements. Within the limited area of

a suburb; the administration of governmental functions is
usually divided among such a variety of autonomous or semi-
independent boards; commissions and districts, which supplement
- and ‘duplicate the work of the municipal corporation, that it

is difficult for the citizen to develop any clear comprehension
of local government's overall pattern; where, as in the metro-
politan district as a whole, the existence of hundreds of

overlapping, independent and competing units infinitely
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'increases.phe pattern's complexity, it isvélmost inevitable
that the average citizen's inability to understand the
sﬁructure should éﬁéﬁtually sour into utter indifference
toward municipal government. Even such civic interest as does.
survive these discouragements often becomes less effective by
its diversion from the central task of general government to

a préoccupation with the more limited‘and specific problems
which are the province of the independebt'districts and com-
‘missions; the li@ited aﬁount of.citizen talent which is at the
disposal of government may thus become preoccupied with the
solution of the problems, often more logically the task of
specialists, that confront the school district or the water
district, and neglect the responsibility, peculiarly the
citiéen's, of formulating the policies which are to control
the-entire‘gaﬁut of governmental activity.

An equaliy unfortunate effect of the multiplicity of
governmental unité within the metropolitan district is the
narrow outlook it fosters among both office holders and voters.
.Municipal boundarj lines, which have little reality beyond the
' heavy dots and dashes on the map,icréﬁte a deceptive sense of
‘1ndepen&ence and nurture among both the administrators and theix
constituents a beliéf that municipal problems can be solved
in isolation; the politician does not piék up any votes by
bPlacating the neighboring communities, while the citizens are
often blind to the realization that theilr own interests extend

far beyond the boundaries of the municipality in which they
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live. In the Boston district, for instance, social and
religious differentlation has been acéentuated.by the‘parof
chialism fostered by the division of the area into a variety
of political units. A recent writer emphasizes that "The
cleavage between city and suburb that marks the tragedy of
Boston 1s a key fact and index of the social condition of the
‘community ... These suburban dwellers are Boston people who
moved away from the city. They.have fine community house-
 keep1ng. They are scandalized by Boston's Curlsyism and its
steadily deteriorafing educational system. They talk of
letting Boston tstew in its own juice! unaware that their own
livelihood is at stake. For these fine suburbs are only the
bedrooms of Boston. The kitchen and pantry and counting room
are in the city, whers suburbanites derive ﬁheir livelihood,
many of them from dismél tenements of the city's poo’r."1
However, owing to the political boundary lines which crosshatch
the metropolitan district, the citizens of one suburb have no
voice and usually no interest in the governmental actlions of
elther the central city or of neighboring residential commun-

| ities; the boundary lines are like a horse's blinders re-

stricting civic vision to a limited aresa andAblocking.any view

(1) Lyons, Louis M.: "Boston: A Study in Inertia", in Our
Fair City, (ed. Allen, Robert S.) Vanguard, New York,
1047.  Pp. 28-29.
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of the larger problems of which those of the individual mu-
nicipality are but a minor part. |

The number of political units existing within the metro-
politan distfict not only styffles civic interest and a metro-
politan outlook, but in addition divides responsibility so
widely that citizen'control of the business of government be-
‘comes indirect and tenuous. In the face of the proliferation
of independent and overlapping governmental units, the voter
finds it difficult to direct either criticism or commendation
to the right quarter; with a total of 1,731 separate units
dividing the administration of health functions in the Chicago
region, how can the citizen possibly detect which jnrisdiction
should be blamed for inadequate service or which unit deserves
support by reason of'its efficlent functioning? Even simple
questions of fact are often made virtually unanswerable owing
to the large number of governmental units in operation within

the metropolitan district; in The Government of the Metropolita:

Reglion of Chicago, Charles Merriam offers this astute observ-

ation: "Over and over again the. question recurred to all of
us: If it takes so much time and effort to acquire knowledge
of one relatively simple situation in the Chicago area, as for
example the number of police available, or the annual expend-

itures of the Region, how can the busy voter by expected to
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exercise intelligent control over these complicated processes?"

The lazy, the inefficient and the dishpnest politiclans and
administrators are‘Quick to utilize this confusion as a screen
for their own 1ngoﬁpetence or corruption; positive action is
buried under reams of correspondence between overlapping or
competing Jurisdictions; the pattern of responsibility 1is
deliberatély confused by politlcal legerdemain; and,meanwhile
buréaus stagnate and costs soar as inefficiency if not dis-
‘honesty take their toll.

| The multipliclty of government existing'within the metro-
~politan area becomes in fact the negation of government by
obscuring the pattern of responsibility and thwartlng the
citize§ control which-are its essence. Where governmental forms
become so complicated that they lose their responsiveness to
the public will, the individual either abandons all concern
with government or else seeks new means of making his volce
heard. The archaic and pondefous governmental disorganization
of the metropolitan district has provoked both of these re-
actions; the average citizen has made a virtue of necessity.
Vand adopted an attitudekéf indifference toward municipal
government whichvié annually dempnstratedvby the low percent-

age of the eligible voters whb trouble themselves to appear

(1) Merrism, Parratt and Lepawsky: - The Government of the
Metropolitan Region of Chicago. P. xil.
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at the polls for municipal elections; at the same time,
numerous pressure groups, such as Citizens' Councils and
Taxpayers Associatigns, have arisen to supplement'the tra-
ditional but now ineffective methods of malntaining citizen
control and to amplify the volces of those Individuals who,
for a varlety of reasons, are unwilling to see municipal
'government slip completeiy beyond their influence. Clearly
the time 1s at hand to sweep away the governmental complexity
bequeathed the metropolitan district by an earlier period and
in 1ts place to establish a simplified organization which will
both enlist the interest of the individual and prove respons-
ive to his will,
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THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
STATE PLANNING BOARD

OUTLINE MAP OF THE VARIOUS
BOSTON METROPOLITAN DISTRICTS

SCALE

IN MILES
10

LEGEND

P METROPOLITAN PARKS DISTRICT 38 CITIES & TOWNS

W METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT 20 CITIES & TOWNS

S METROPOLITAN SEWERAGE DISTRICT 34 CITIES & TOWNS

T BOSTON METROPOLITAN DISTRICT (TRANSITMcmEs & Towns
% METROPOLITAN PARKS DISTRICT (NANTASKET ONLY)

43 CITIES AND TOWNS ARE INCLUDED
IN THE ABOVE DISTRICTS

=—=BOSTCN METROPOLITAN DISTRICT AS DEFINED BY
IBTH UNITED STATES CENSUS (83 CITIES AND TOWNS)
(1940)




CHAPTER IX

A p&cture, runs the proverb, is worth a thousand words;
and often figures are worth many parasgraphs. This chapter
repfesents'an experimental attempt to outline in terms of the
.statistics of a specifioc metropolitan district a‘few of the
- more central of the problems, which, as the previous pages
have indicated, arise from the fragmentation of governmental
authority among a multiplicity of units. Admittedly, the
atfempt is a hazardous or even a futile one, since where
complicated social and economic problems are involved, figures
frequently let the vital facts slip‘through their net.
Statistics ha#e many limitations and, of thémselves, prove
nothing; 3 is absolutely more than 2, but 3 deaths become more
or less désirable than 2 only when value judgement interprets |
the statistics; at the risk of inconclusiveness, the dis-
cussion that follows constantly recognizes that figures have
significant limitations and are at best but guldes toward what
must of necessity be subjective cpnclusions.

The Boston metropolitan dis£rict was selected as the
Subject of analysis because of several distinct advantages
which it offers. Full and’comparable statistical information

1s available for all its cities and towns in the admirable
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series of ‘annual reports issued by the various departments
of the Commonwealth, and additional data cén be easily ob-
tained at the various mﬁnicipal offices; l1lts problems are
acute, not only because of the large number of political units
which divide its go&ernment but because of the small percent-
age of its total population living in the central city of |
 Boston; and finally, 1its municipalities show a wide range 1in
‘per capita wealth and a correspohding variation in the éost
of their local governments. Few other districts in the New
kEngland region‘offer as many advantages; the Providence dis-
trict is split by a state line which introduces an extraneous
Jurisdictional problem and, in addition, makes the compilation
of comparable statistics extremely difficult; the Haverhill-
Lawrence-Lowell district is essentially an extensive densely
settled area rather than a social or economic unit, while so
relatively few people reside butside the limité of the central
city that.the Worcester district has not yet experienced any
considerable suburban problem; the Springfield-Holyoke and the
‘Hartford districts, on the other hand, lack the contrasts in
taxable wealth and in level of governmental expenditure that
is offered by the cities and towns of the Boston reglon.

Thelr nuﬁber, of course, makes it impractical to consider
all of the 83 cities and towns contained within the Boston
metrbpolitan district as defined by the 1l6th Census; and indeed



there is no necessity to strive'for inclusiveness since the
ineéﬁalitiés existing betﬁeen the municipalities of a metro-
politan region can be amply demonstrated by an examination ;f
only a‘few of their number.

The Inner Metropolitan District, which is established for
the purpose of analysis, contains, with the exception of
Canton, Hull and Nahént, all the cities or towns lying in whole
or in part within 10 miles of the State House; Hull and
Nahant are omitted not only because their peninsulaf position
in Boston harbor makes the land distance to the State House’
cohsiderably more than 10 miles, but also because thelr large
summer popuiation creates taxéble'values and service needs
that distort per capita figures derived from the permanent,
Cehsus population; Canton is excluded because it is a partial-
ly independent sub-center with a large area of which only a
very small ﬁbrtion lies inside the 10 mile radius. Of these
30 cities and towns, all but two have densitlies of more than
1,000 persons to the square mile; all are over 10,000 in pop-
ulation and all but 3 have»ls,OOO or more residents. Thus,
Valthough it is by no means suggested that the Inner Metro-
politan District 1s a completely unified area, nonetheless its
cities. and towns do have certain important common character-
istics which makes their comparison justifilable; the District,
in fact, includes all the central cities and thickly settled



TABLE 10

AREA, POPULATION AND DENSITY : 1940
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Area 1940 Pop 1940 Pop 1930 % Change Density

Arlington 542 40,013 36,094 10,9 7,695
Belmont 4.6 26,867 21,748 2345 5,841
Boston 43,9 770,816 781,188 - 1,3 17,558
Braintree 13,7 16,378 15,712 4,2 1,195
Brookline 646 49,786 47,490 4,8 7,543
Cambridge 6e3 110,879 113,643 - 2,4 17,600
Chelsea 1.9 41,259 45,816 - 9,9 21,715
Dedham - 1065 15,508 15,136 2.5 1,477
Everett Bed. 46,784 48,424 - 3.4 13,760
Lexington =~ 16,5 13,187 9,467 39453 799
Lynn 10.5 98,123 102,320 - 4,1 9,345
Malden 5.1 58,010 58,036 = 0,1 11,375
Medford 8.2 63,083 59,714 5.6 7,693
Melrose 4,7 25,333 23,170 9,3 5,390
Milton 13,1 18,708 16,434 13,8 1,428
Needham 12,5 12,445 10,845 14.8 996
Newton 17.9 69,873 65,276 7.0 3,904
Quiney 1645 75,810 71,983 543 4,595
Revere 5.9 34,405 35,680 = 3,6 5,831
Saugus 10,6 14,825 = 14,700 0,9 1,399
Somerville 349 102,177 103,908 - 1.7 26,199
Stoneham 6ol 10,765 10,060 740 1,765
Wakefield 7 o4 16,223 16,318 - 0,6 2,192
Waltham 12.4 40,020 39,247 240 5,227
Watertovm 4,1 55,427 34,913 1,5 8,641
Wellesley 10,1 15,127 11,439 52,2 1,498
Weymouth 16,7 23,868 20,882 14,3 1,429
Winchester 549 15,081 12,719 18,6 2,556
Winthrop 1.6 16,768 16,852 - 045 10,480
Woburn 12,9 19,751 19,434 1.6 1,531

TOTAL 296,7 1,897,299 1,878,648 1.0 6,395

Source: See Appendix B
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sqburbs of the Census metropolitan region, but excludes the
municipalities 1lying beyond the 10-mile ring, whose consider-
ably lower‘dehsities and smaller populations create commun-
ities of a somewhat, different type.

The figures given bélow compare the 1940 populations and
areas of the Census metropolitan district of 83 cities and
towns, the statutory metropolitan district including 43 citles
‘and towns and thé Inner Metropolitan Distrlict of 30 cities and
towns; it will be noted that the latter contains almost 96% of
the popuiation of the statutory district and over 80% of that -

of the larger Census area,

Population Land Area

. 1940 ’ -Square Miles
83 Citles and Towns - 2,350,514 1,062,.6
43 Cities and Towns 1,980,221 456,.1
30 Citles and Towns 1,897,299 296,7

In the analyses that follow, the use of 1940 and 1941 as
the base years has been dictated by three main considerations;
in the first place; the existence of accuraete population
figures for 1940 makes it possible to derive reasonably reli-
able per capita figures for these two yegrs without the
necessitjﬁforiintefpolatibn between the Federal and the State
Censuses which are not in all respects comparable. Secondly,
detailed statistical information for these years 1s avallable
in published reports while generally the flgures for later

Ly
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years have not yet been printed and are unearthed only with
great difficulty. Finally, statistics for years subsequent

to 1941 reflect wartime conditions and thus are not represent-
ative of the nofmal munlcipal revenue and expenditure
patterns. In the hope of reducing the effect of atypical
deviations from normal trends, two year averages covering

1940 and 1941 have been used in virtually all cases rather

.than the figures for a single year.
2

Table 11 presents a number of indices which give a good
indication of the.relétive wealth of the 30 municlpalities of
the Inner Metropolitan District. Assessed valuation per
capita, which is used.to rank order the 30 cities and towns,
is, of course, not a completely satisfactory indicator of
comparative wealth, for it measures the value only of real
properﬁy and is distorted by differences in assessing practices;
however, with the possible exception of Boston, 1t is unlikely
.~ that there is enough variation in the percentage of true value
represented by aésessed.value in the different towns to
destroy the validity of these figures. And although assessed
valuation per capita fails to measure intangible wealth direct-
ly, and is thus only suggestive of general income level, it 1s
indicative of a municipality's ability to raise revenue through
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TABLE 11

INDICES OF COMPARATIVE WEALTH : 1940
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Assessed TFederal Highly chupied Dwelling Units

Value ~Income Paid % Owner Median Median

Per Cap Tax Workers Occupied Value Rent

1940-41 Réturns /100 Pop Oowner Tenant

. /100 Pop Occupied Occupied

Brookline $3,034 27.6 13,5 29,1 $10,707 $58,64
Wellesley 2,892 28,1 1446 69,8 8,254 47,08
Newton 2,408 27,1 12,2 5742 7,904 40,76
Winchester 2,183 22.3 10,7 - 63,2 7,588 38,14
Milton 2,135 29,6 10,9 69.8 6,684 42,92
Weymouth 2,078 17,5 642 62,0 3,973 26,37
Needham 2,058 23,5 10,0 65¢3 6,207 36,05
Belmont 1,952 25,9 12.4 50,3 7,264 42,53
Lexington 1,951 20,6 8.9 6645 6,008 34,62
Boston - 1,922 16,9 6e3 20,9 3,954 28,41
Quiney 1,629 22,0 743 44,7 5,101 33,10
Dedham 1,601  18.4 6e4 5943 4,473 28,36
Braintree 1,563 2245 7.1 5945 4,733 31,73
Everett 1,563 12,7 4,3 35,1 3,393 27,87
Cambridge 1,531 17,2 740 19,1 3,937 28,99
Melrose 1,521 23,7 10,5 575 5,508 35,69
Arlington 1,461 22,3 9,0 48,9 5,552 539430
Winthrop 1,457 21,6 9,3 43,9 5,652 35,37
Watertown 1,449 18,0 743 37,1 5,077 35,50
Lyan 1,331 1649 5.2 28,6 3,837 27,14
Stoneham 1,319 15,7 8.4 5442 4,585 29,89
Walthem 1,306 16,8 549 3449 4,743 30,08
Wekefield 1,295 16,9 7.0 57,1 47416 28,18
Valden 1,188 15,4 6ol 3642 3,701 29,83
Revere 1,159 11,3 561 3661 3,450 26,82
Somervills - 1,113 14,8 4,6 26,2 3,336 28,72
Chelsea 1,068 10,9 567 22.8 2,993 23,14
Saugug 1,063  15.4 543 62,9 3,536 27,91
Woburn 1,016  13.6 4,8 53,8 3,479 24,51

Source: See Appendix B



the géneral property tax which is. the mainstay of the loocal
tax structure. The number of Federal income returns per
100 population suppiements the assessed valuations per
capita by furnishing a more direct measure of per capita
wealth, while the number of "highly paid" workers per 100
general population and the data regarding owner occupancy,
median renfs and median home values provide more general
indications of & community's ihcome level,

It is interesting but not surprising, to note the high
correlation between all six indices; with a very few eioep-
Ations, which can be quite readily explained, a high figure
in any one index assures a high level in all the rest. The
percentage of owner occupied dwelling units is the least
reliable figure in indicating general community wealth;:in
Saugus, for‘instance, which is very low in all other cats~
gories, the percentage reaches the relatively high figure
of 83.9% while in Brookline, which is one of the wealthiest
of the 30 municipalities, somewhat special conditions result
in an owner occupied percentage of only 29.1%. The other
indices, which are all intimately related to per capita
income, shbw & much closer correlation; in fact the only
significantly abnormél behavior is shown by Weymouth, which,
owing to the huge Consolidated Edison plant, possesses a
considerably higher per capita assessed valuation than the
general incomé level, as Buggested by the other indices,

would normally ﬁroduce.



Although indicating only relative wealth and ability
to suppdrt govefnment, the figures show a aigﬁificant
inequality between the different units of ﬁhe.Inner Metro-
politan'District; Brookline, for instance, has 3 times the
. per capita assessed valuation of Woburn, and Wellesley
submits almost 3 times as many Federal income tex returns
in prbportion to'pOpulatidn as Chelsea; Somerville has
'relativelyvonly about 1/3 as many "highly paid" workers as
- Newton, and Saugus has & rent level which is about half that
prevailing in B:ookline. As a general conclusion it can be
stated that the 5 wealthiest towns, Brookline, Wellesley,
Newton, Winchester and Milton have from 2 to 3 times the
per capité resources of the 5 poorest municipalities,
Revere, Somer#ille, Chelsea, Saugus and Woburn; the other
cities and towns meanwhile display less stfiking but none-
theless significant variations in per capita wealth and

cdnsequently in ability to support local government,
3

In the preceding section an attempt has been made to
show that owing to the considerable variations in the ex-
tent of their taxable resources, the 30 cities and towns of
the Inner Metropolitaﬁ District are unequally fitted to
raise the revenue needed to maintain governmental services;

the most extreme contrast, in fact, revealed Brookline with
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TABLE 12

AVERAGE DIRECT TAX PER CAPITA, TAX RATE
AND ASSESSED VALUATION PER CAPITA:1940-1941
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Boston

* Brookline

Newton
Cambridge
Wellesley

Lexington
Winchester
Needham
Everett
Milton

Belmont
Dedham
Revere
Weymouth
Quincy

MEDTAN

Arlington
Braintree
Medford
Chelsesa
Watertown

Melrose
Malden
Waltham
Stoneham
Lynn

Somerville
Saugus
Wakefield
Winthrop
Woburn

" Direct Tax

Per Cap

$77,11
71,34
- 68,87
68,31
61.90

61,23
59,39
57420
56,90
55,93

55424
55,24
52,95
51,70

51,65

51,60
51,55
51,26
50,79
50444

49,58
48,54
47,26
47,22
46,44

45,73
44,26
42457
41,84
36414

Source: See Appendix B

Tax Rate

$40,10
23,50
28,60
44,65
21440

31,80
2720
27,80
36,40
26,20

28,30
34,50
45,70
24,88
31,75

34,65

35,30
33,00
41,30
47,60
34,80

32,60
41,00
56,20
35,80
34,90

41,10
41,65
32,90
28,70
35,40

Assessed Valua-
tion Per Cap

$1,922
3,034
2,408
1,531
2,892

1,951
2,183
2,058
1,563

1,952
1,601
2,078
1,629

1,526

1,563
1,241
1,068
1,449

1,521
1,188
1,319
1,331

1,113
1,063
1,295
1,457
1,016



over 3 times the taxable wealth per capita of Woburn or,
in other words, with the ability to raise an equal sum
of money while imposing a bﬁrden only one-third as heavy
aé that carried by Woburn residents,
One general and 6bvious consequence of'this unequal
distribution of taxable wealth among the 30 cities and
towns is that the direct tax per capita, and cohsequently
~governmehtal expenditure per capita, tends to be higher in
the wealthier municipalities. Table 13, which presents av-
'eraged direét taxes per capita,‘tax rates and assessed valu-
ations per capita covering the years 1940 and 1941, shows
that the localities with the highest per capita wealth have
also the highest per capita direct tax; of the 15 municipali-
ties surpassing the.médian direct tax per capite of $51.65,
only Revere feils also to exceed the median per capita as-
sessed valuation of $1,536. On the other hand, of these
same 15 municipalities, 11 have tax rates which reveal iela—
tive financial effort, lower than the median of $34.65.
These figures indicate that at a smaller relative finan-

cial sacrifice by the individual, the wealthier towns are

(1) This statement assumes a non-existent constant rela-
tionship between true and assessed value in the 30 mu-
nicipalities; although it is true that assessments
represent different percentages of true value in the
different cities and towns, the variation is probably
not large enough to alter materially the validity of the

figures here presented.



able to spend more per capita in providing governmental
services than the poorer cities and towns. Is there any
way of advancing & step further and establishing that this
lower per capite expenditure is also indicative of a posi-
tively lower level of service, or conversely,that the |
greater per capite expenditure secures the wealthier towns
either more or better governmental service?

| The di fficulties of attempting any measurement of gov-
~ernment are so formidable that positive conclusions become
virtually impossible. A business corporation can evaluate
operations by reference to the ledger, but despite some
vcritics of government who maintain that it can and should be
reduced to a profit and loss basis, a municipal corporation
cannot be appraised in terms of dollars and cents, since

its business deals with social even more than economic values;-
the loss, or expenditure, can be measured in monetary terms,
but no units have yet been devised to measure the profit
that accrues in social well-being. The tax rate, which,
where the taxable base is the same, indicates the relative
financial effort of different municipalities, is perhaps a
good index of intent, but only an imperfect measure of re-
sults; while total governmental expenditures, which moves
nearer to appraising results, still affords no measure of the
relative wisdom and efficiency with which different cities

Bpend their money.
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A slight simplification of the problsem is achieved by
.abandoning the evaluation of government as a whole in favor
of the measurement of the varied services it performs; yet
here again the problem is far from simple since there are so
many valid approaches to the task of measurement of service.1

Each governmental service and function may be considered
to have tacitly defined objectives which are the composite cre-
‘ation of policy decisions of voters and officeholders over long
periods of years; meat inspection ha§&he simple objective of
preventing the sale of tainted meat, while free education has
~the infinitely complex objective of stimulating the development
of "good" citizens and individuals. The need for a service in
any given 1o§ality is obviously a corollary of its objective:
where considerable amounts of bad meat are being sold the need
for inspection is pressing, while in other localities it may
be virtually nonexistent. This suggests that a service may be
appraised first 1n‘terms of the extent of the need it is de-
signed to fill and secondly in terms of the degree to which
it actually succeeds in meeting this neéd; this latter task may,
at least in theory, be accomplished by measuring performance,
effort cost, efficiency and finally results. The measurement
of performance indicates the amount of service provided,
for example, the number of fire calls answered or thé
miles of street cleaned; measurement of effort shows

‘the man and equipment hours involved in the perform-

ance of a service:- the number of men and trucks

(TY See Ridley and Simon: Measuring Municipal Activities
for fuller discussion of the problems briefly considered
in these pages.,
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needed to clean a given mileage of street, while measure-
ment of cost shows the expense, usually in unit terms, of
performing & given service. Efficiency 1s}measured to de-
términe not merely the quantitative amounts of labor and
money that are expended in the performance of & function,
but the e ffectiveness of their use to achieve the objéd-
‘tive; while the measurement of results indicates the exteht
to which the objective of a service is achieved. (Although
-they may at first glance appear identical, the distinction
between the measuremeht of results and of efficiency becomes
clear if it is recalled that an objective may be wastefully
attained; the prevention of the sale of tainted meat, for
instanée; may be achieved only at an unnecessarily large

~ expenditure of money and labor.) |

| It ié rarely feasible even with the use of the most
elaborate techniques to provide statistical measurements
which conform to the neat distinctions outlined above. It
is almost impossible, for instance, to present an absolute
indication of need since the need at any given time will

: reflect‘not only the conditions created by the environment
and society, but also the effectiveness of municipal efforts
to modify them; fire loss, for instance, measures only
relative need since it is as indicative of the work of the
fire department as of a locality's inherent fire risks and
dangers. In the same way, the measurement of either effi-

ciency orx results, which are the two most significent
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indices of municipal service, can be approached only through
8. complicated correlation of previoug measurements of need,
performance, effort and costs,

‘ Drastic assumptions and simplifications have of necess-
ity been made to allow the measurement of service by statis-
tioai techniques sufficiently simple to be practical within
‘the 1limits of this study. In general, some quantitative in-
dication has been sought of the need for ény of the services
~considered; to use the simplest‘example, the number of miles
of local road has been used to suggest the relative need
of the different cities and towné for street cleaning serv-
ice. Unit expenditures have then been derived to indicate
the adequacy of the service provided, larger unit expendi-
tures being taken to demonstrate the provision of either
more service or bétter service. This interpretation of unit
expendituresyinvolves two criticel and vulnerable assumptions:
first, that efficiencies and secondly, that price levels |
are identical in all the 30 municipalities. Admittedly this
is far from the case; comparable positions do not command uni-
form saiaries throughout the area, nor do the same materials
always secure the same price; differences in efficiency are
less easy to demonstrate but it is unquestionable that some
of the municipalities in the district have a greater abillity
to stretch their taxvdollars. However, although the propb-

sition is not subject to easy demonstration it is believed that



the economic competition existing within a metropolitan dis-
trict tends so to reduce these variations in efficiencyvand
price level that, though still considerable, they are not
sufficient to invalidate the figures and conclusions which

follow.
4

Table 13, which lists the average 1940-1241 road mainte-
nance expenditures of the 30 cities and towns of the Inner
Metropolitan District, reveals 1little correlation between
need, as indicated by total road mileage, and e rformance or
results, as suggeéted by per capita expenditures. It is true,
however, that traffic volume is perhaps even more influen-.
tial then total mileage in determining the need for road main-
tenance: the crucial importance of this factor is, in fact,
clearly demonstrated by the direct variation of expenditures
per road mile with digtaﬁce from the State House, The
highest expenditures are found in Boston itself, which is,
of course,'the destination of traffic originating throughout
the entire metropolitan area, and in Chelsea, Cambridge and
Brookline, which contain some of the principal routes to
downtown Boston and consequently receive daily a large
volume of transient tréffic.

Expenditure per mile also mounts with density, which

as it increases concentrates more car owners within a given



TABLE 135

AVERAGE EXPENDITURES FOR ROAD MAINTENANCE : 1940-1941
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Average Expenditure Mileage
Per Cap - Per Mile 1940
Newton $8.90 $3,060 202,7
. Lexington 8,08 1,505 60,3
Wellesley 7 .88 1,810 6549
Brookline 7413 3,940 90,0
Stonehan 6,79 1,995 3646
Winchester 6447 1,840 53,0
Dedham 6430 1,950 50,1
Milton 6,05 1,865 60,9
Weymouth 5,94 1,655 85,7
Needham - 5,86 1,245 5846
Boston 5,45 5,710 730,0
Cambridge 5,12 4,850 116,9
Arlington 4,72 3,065 61,6
Braintree 4,42 1,055 ‘ 6844
Belmont 4,36 2,045 5649
MEDTIAN 4,32 1,975
Wakefield 4,28 1,215 5743
Medford 4,21 - 3,310 8046
Quincy 4,20 2,320 141,3
Watertown 4,17 2,320 6347
Melrose 3,98 1,740 57.9
Chelsea 3,91 5,270 30,6
Winthrop 3467 1,925 3169
Malden 3432 2,305 8345
Saugus 3425 ' 1,055 45,5
Woburn 3.14 764 8l.2
Waltham 3613 1,410 85.8
Lynn 3.12 3,735 82,0
Everett 2663 2,430 50,6
Somerville 2,50 2,945 87,0
Revere . 2,08 1,620 44,4

Source: See Appendix B
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area; at the same time, the per capita expenditures of the
densely populated innér group of cities is in general lower
than that of the outer suburbs since the former can spread
the total cost per mile among a larger number of taxpayers.,
With the exceptions of Stoneham, Newton and Quincy, all the
municipalities exceeding the median expenditure per mile
of $1,975 have a'density.over 5,000 persons per square mile;
on the other hand, 8 of these same 15 municipalities have
per capita rates of expenditure less than the median of $4.323.
The per capita expenditure is consistently high in those
very cities and towns which earlier tables have shéwn to
possess the greatest taxable wealth and consequently the
greatest ability to pay; it is striking that all but two of
the cities and towns spending more per cgpita than the median
figure of $4.32 should also have é 1940-41 per capita assessed
valuation greater than the median. Although in some instances,
notably the cases of Newton, Cambridge and Boston,:the high
per capita expense represents an answer to the considerable
need created by large mileage and heavy volume; in other
~ caBes, whers mileage is small and traffic slight, it must
evince the desire of;the community for éuperior roads; by
the same token, it seems likely that the small expenditures
of some of the poorer municipalities must result in an infe-
rior level of service: Woburn has & greater road mileage

than Wellesley and probably a roughly comparable traffic
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volume, yet its expenditures per mile are less than half
the figure for the wealthier suburb, and Somerville, with
a considerably smaller road mileage and a similar traffic
volume, spends less than half as much per capita and
somewhat more than half as much per road mile as the neigh-
boring city of Cambridge.

Perhaps two tentative conclusions can be drawn from
‘this table; first, that the inner cities bear a heavy ex-
penditure per road mile owing, at least in part, to the
" heavy volume of transient traffic they receive from the
outlying areas; and second, that per capita road expendi-
tures are often adjusted more to the municipality'e wealth

than to its need.
5

| Table 14 lists street cleaning expenditures, on both a
per capita and per road mile basis, for the 14 cities of the
Inner Metropolitan District; the towns are, of necessity,
omitted fiom this table since figures for their expenditure
are not available. In general, the larger cities tend to
 pay more per capita for the provision of this service than
the smaller ones, although Lynn, Malden and Somerville fall
below the medien. Expenditure per mile of street seems to
decrease with distance from the State House, although Lynn
forms a étriking exception. The data in this table is rather
inconclusive and doee not justify eny inferences regarding the

relation of performance and cost to need.
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TABLE 14

AVERAGE EXPENDITURES FOR STREET CLEANING : 1940-1941
* ( 14 cITIES )

Average Expenditure

; Per Cap Per Mile
. Newton $0,86 $295
. Boston v 0,83 834
Quincy 0.81 445
Waltham 0,61 ~ 277
Cambridge 0,60 572
Chelsea 0,60 810
Medford 0,37 291
MEDTIAN ‘ 0,34 293
Lynn 0,30 360
Malden 0,30 206
Everett 0,29 270
Melrose - 0,27 118
Somerville 0,25 296
Woburnl 0.17 40
Revere 0 0

Source: See Appendlx B

1l: Revere apparently makes no expenditure for cleaning its
streets,



It is difficult to derive any statistical evidence of
the need of a locality for recreation facilities; juvenile
delinquency rates andAeven certain health statistics have
beeg sometimes used to cast indirect light on the adequacy
of & municipality's recreation program, but the relationship
1s so inferential that the technique has doubtful validity.
In the absence of any practical method of deducing the spe-
‘cific needs of the individual cities and towns of the district,
it is perhaps safe to predicate & general need, based on
Netional Recreation Association standards, of at least 10
acres for each 1,000 inhabitants, noting meanwhile that this
need is considerably more urgent in densely populated areas,

It is, of coufse, no surprise to find that numerous cit-
ies and towns in the Innef Metropolitan District have grossly
inadequate park ‘acreages dnd are thus unable to provide a
satisfactory recreation program despite the sums they lavish
on maintenance and supervision. Although the acreages given
in Table 15 are based on & liberal interpretation of the
woré park, only 5 of the'municipalitiea‘Batisfy the need for
1l acre of park per 100 general population. In many instances,
the cities fail to provide even 1 acre for every thousand
persons; Everett, for instance, has 1 acre of municipal park
for every 1,732 persons, while for Braintree and Somerville

the comparable figures are 1,637 and 1,395. Although Brainkree
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TABLE 15

RECREATIONAL MAINTENANCE EXPENDITURES & FACILITIES:1940
: , ( 25 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Maintenance Expenditure Parks
. Per Cap Per Acre Number Acreage Pop/Acre
Brookline $2,24 $405 46 276 180
Melrose 1,78 158 19 286 88
Winchester 1,71 232 33 111 136
Lexington 1,26 101 16 140 80
Boston 1.23 252 228 3,700 1 208
Cambridge 1,23 830 40 165 1 673
Newbton 1,15 174 32 329 151
Lynn 0.96 49 29 1,940 1 50
Wellesley 0,88 64 22 209 73
Belmont 0.71 202 10 95 282
Malden 0463 486 16 61 951
Chelsea 0,57 540 22 44 948
Quiney 0,55 146 27 289 262
MEDIAN 0,55 176
Stoneham 0,47 255 15 20 538
Milton 0,40 176 7 4% 440
Revere 0,34 311 38 38 906
Watertown 0,30 228 16 46 770
Weymouth 0,30 109 8 65 370
Wakefield 0,24 11 10 350 1 .47
Arlington 0.22 72 29 122 328
Somerville 0.22 303 : 16 76 1,295
Braintree 0,12 2 190 2 5 10 1,637
Woburn 0,08 10 15 186 106"
Everett . 0,05 2 85 8 27 1,752
Walthem . 0,05 a; 2 287 135

Source: See Appendix B

1: Includes either out-of-city areas and/or misc, non-res-
idential open areas such as water reservations or munici-
pal cemeteries, -

2: Recreational expenses for maintenance and outlay in these
municipalities are not given separately; the computed
figures are thus based on total rather than merely on
maintenance expenditures,
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is an exception, the most deficient municipalities are gen-
erally those of highest density and smallest fiscal ability,
while the thinly settled towns exhibit the largest amount of
ﬁark area in prOportion‘to their populations. It is true
that these figures aré based only on local park acreages and
ignore the areas of State reservations and Metropolitan
District Commission parks; however, since the more important
of these areas are on the periphery or beyond the limits of
the Inner Metropolitan District, their existence does not
meke good the failure of & number of communities to supply
adequate local recreation facilities. In addition, the
distribﬁtion of such Metropolitan Parks District acreage‘
as does lie within the area usually is of least benefit to
those mﬁnigipalities where the need is greatewst; Everett,
for instance, has no M. D. C. parks, while Somerville»con-
tains only 5.9 acres; Quincy, on the other hand, inclu es
over 2,000 and Milton over 1,800 acres of Metropolitan Dis-
trict park. |

Not only do the area figures reveal a marked inequality
5etween the local recreation facilities provided by different
municipalities, but, in addition, the 1940 maintenance ex-
penditures per acre show a similar widq@pread in the sum
devoted to the provision of recreational programs and the
care of‘properties. In general; there is a tendency for
the high density cities, which possess inadequate areas, to

spend a considerably larger sum per acre then the smaller
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suburbs which have a greater relative acreage; probably
the larger expenditures represent the cost of more inten-
sive usage and of more elaborate supervieion.

The per capita ekpenditure figures do not reveal any
distinct pattern, although most of the cities with very loﬁ
taxable resources, ﬁevere, Somerville and Woburn, for in-
stance, also show low per capita expenditures, while some
of the wealthier cities and towns, notably Brookline and
Winchesfer, reveal high figures, With the exception of
these cases, there is, however, little correlation between
taxable wealth and per capita expenditures; although it
falls just below the median in per capita assessed valua~ '
tion (1940-1941), Melroéé, for instance, shows the second
highest per capita expenditure ($1.78); on the other hand,
only the small sum of $.30 per capita was spent for recrea-
tion by the'wedmhy town of Weymouth,

It seems justifiable, in conclusion to emphasize the
existence of a vast inequality between the recreational
opportunities of fered by different municipalities in the
metropolitan region; these inequalities, however, spring not
o much from varietions in per capita expenditure, although
these cerfainly are presént, as from the initial significant
differences in the recreation aéreage available relative to
population. In general, those municipalities with the small-
est proportional amount of park area are the thickly settled

inner cities many of which are handicapped by inadequate



taxable wealth in any effort to increase recreat ional

acreages.

Only by an exhaustive examination of such elements
as building laws, structural conditions and type usage,
it is possible to reach any approximation of the amount of
fire protection, as measured in terms of equipment, persommel
and fire streams, that is needed by a given municipality.
Any less complex indicators of need, for instance the num-
ber of building fires or the loss per fire, reflect not
only the inherent need, as determined by physical conditions
of usage and construction, but also the amount and quality
of the existing protective service. Notwithstanding this
qualification, the indices suggésted above have a rough
validity which justifies their use in Table 16; for although
they fail to measure inherent need, they suggest the extent
to which it exceeds the level of performance provided and
thﬁs serve as indicators of relative or residual need.

Although the ratios tend to be slightly greater in the
high density industrial cities, the number of building fires
per 1,000 population does not reveal any clear patiern of
relative need; if the cities with the two lbwest and the two
highest rates are temporarily neglected, the remaining muni-

cipalities exhibit fairlyiuniform:ratios ranging from a low



of 8,9 in Melrose and Medford to 5.6 in Lynn; however,

the extremes show Cambridge with a ratio over 8 times

as large as that of neighboring Watertown, which might be
expected to present comparable problems of fire protection.
Thus although the building fire ratios suggest the exis-
tence of relative differences in need, they offer little
explanation of their origin.

The ratioe for fire loss for each $1,000,000 of build-
ing assessed valuation clearly suggest, however, that &
considerably greater need for fire protection exists in the
high density industrial cities than in suburban localities;
Chelsea, with a figure of $681 has the highest ratio followed
in order by Boston, Lynn and Revere; at the other extreme,
Newtonihas a low ratiorof only $82 while the figures in
both Brookline and Arlington are under $100,

The figures in the table a&lso indicate that it is thess
same high density cities where the need is greatest which
are making the most effort in terms of per capita expenditure,
to provide satisfactory fire protection; however, the range
in per capita‘expenditures is not as large as in the case of
other functions already considered; if Brookline with a
high figure of §$6.86 and Arlington and Waltham with low
figures of $3.17 and $3.19 respectively are omitted, Chelsea's
high figure of $5.31 is only 50% greater than the remaining
low of $3.50 in Quincy. Yet within thie rather limited range

Joi
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TABLE 16

AVERAGE OPERATING EXPENDITURES OF FIRE DEPARTMENTS
AVERAGE NUMBER OF FIRES & AVERAGE 10SS : 1940-1941
( 17 CITIES AND TOWNS OF 25,000 POP OR OVER 1940 )

Average Expenditures Pop/FD Bldg 1Ioss Per
Per Cap Per $100,000 Employee Fires $100,000 .

Assessed ; /1,000 Bldg AV
Bldge. Value - Pop
Brookline $6.86 $374 359 10,1 o7
Chelsea 531 726 451 4,5 681
Iverett 5.25 498 457 B o4 251 o
Lynn 5,02 577 456 5.6 506
Cambridge 4,90 524 492 - 10,5 221
Boston 4,66 497 500 545 509 2
Malden 4,43 535 559 4,2 227
Revere 4,24 587 515 5.8 407
Newton 4,15 266 585 4,0 82
MEDIAN 4,15 424
Yelrose 4,11 376 724 2,9 160 ,
Somerville 3,96 510 625 4,3 . 322
Belmont 5,94 269 686 4,7 147
Medford 3,91 424 610 2,9 145
Vatertown 3482 352 622 1.3 126
Quiney 3 450 338 680 542 429
Waltham 3,19 365 805 4,4 288
Arlington 5417 284 779 1,4 9 88

Source: See Appendix B

l: Estimated
2! Baged on insurance loss only
S: Based on 1941 figures alone



the effect of density is apparent; the 7 communities with
the highest per capita expenditures all have densities
exceeding 7,500 persons per square mile and in 5 of the 7

the figures rise above 10,000 per square mile. . On the

other hand, in the lower density suburban or semi-suburban
municipalities, such as Belmont of Waltham, per capite costs
tend to drop. Since these high density municipalities, where
per capita expenditures and need for protection are greatest,
are also in some instance, exemplified notably by Chelsea,
Everett, Lynn and Revere, the very communities with the most
inadequate tax base, it is obvious that satisfactory protec-
tion imposes & heavy burden on the individual taxpayers;
although it has only one-third of Brookline's per capita
wealth, Chelsea spends per capita for fire protection only
20% less than the wealthier locality; in other words, Chelsea
taxpayers make over twice as great a financial sacrifice to
secure & per capita expenditure level which still falls below
that of Brookline., Fire protection obviously furnishes a
striking example of a service for which the need and the

ability to pay bear little relationship.
8

The number of crimes committed in any municipality is
a8 indicative of the adequacy of its police protection as of

the nature of its social and economic conditions; consequently
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tﬁe crime rates listed in Table 17 reflect not absolute or
inherent, but residual need remaining unsatisfied after a
given level of police protection has attempted to meet an
initial need conditioned by such factors as population
density, racial and national stock, economic status and
general level of individual and civic morality.

With certain significant exceptions, the number of
crimes per 100,000 population is higher in the densely
populated industrial cities than in other parts of the
Inner Metropolitan District, with such cities as Boston,
Cambridge, Chelsea, Lynn, Revere and Somerville showing high
rates in all or most of the four crime categories listed in
the table. Rsvere,’for instance, shows the highést robbery,
the 3nd highest burglary and & high auto theft rate, while
Boston has the highest auto theft rate and relatively high
ratios in the other categories. On the other hand, there
are significant exceptions to this general pattern; owing
in all probability to its high income level, Brookline has
the greatest burglary rate and & larceny rate which is sur-
passed only by the extremely high figure of Winthrop. A
few of the other suburbs show somewhat high rates most commonly
in the burglary and less often in one of the other categor-
ies; Milton and Braintree, for example, both have rather
high burglarf rates, while Wakefield shows & fairly high

larceny figure.
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TABLE 17

AVERAGE OPERATING EXPENDITURES OF POLICE DEPARTMENTS

AND

AVERAGE CRIME RATES
( 28 CITIES AND TOWNS )

.
»

1940-1941

Offenses Known/100,000 Pop -

Robbery Burglary Larceny Auto

Per Cap - Pop/Police

Operating Dept

Expenses Employee
Boston $7422 317 33,3
Brookline  6.34 392 19,1
Cambridge 4,88 473 26,2
Newton 4,79 489 l.4
Milton 4,52 535 1344
Winchester 4,25 627 0
Malden 4,09 545 327
Quiney 3693 499 26.4
Belmont 3492 567 765
Chelsea 3,90 542 23,0
Lexington 3,76 660 8,9
Wellesley 3,75 505 13,2
Lynn 3660 590 31,6
Watertown 3456 710 7.1

MEDIAN 3,51

Somerville 3.46 682 17,
Melrose 344 617 15,
Arlington 3,39 718 56
Medford 3.38 706 11,
Needham B35 692 4,
Dedham 3425 681 6e
Revere 3.13 684 49,
Braintree 3,07 781 6,
Waltham 3603 581 6,
Winthrop :© 2,94 797 9
Stoneham 2,83 978
Wakefield 2.66 764 21,
Woburn 2,38 1,180 24
Saugus 2,32 901 20,
Source: See Appendix B

1t Not available . i .
2 1941 figwre not availgble to permit averaging., 1940 figure give:
: Data upon which to compute rates not available for 1940 or
1941, Figures for 1942 given, :
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Although there is a clear difference in the protection
needs of the central and the suburban cities and towns, it
fails to be reflected in their per capita expenditures.k
Although some of the high density industrial cities spend
more per capita than the median figure of $3,71, a number
of ‘the wealthier residential suburbs, notably Newton, Milton,
Winchester, Belmont, Lexington and Wellesley, also exceed
the médian. ‘Among the high density cities, Somerville,
Medfoid and Revere spend less than the median per capita
amount, while a few of the wealthier suburban municipali-
ties, like Needham and Dedham, also fall below the median,

These figures seem to warrant several tentative con-
clusions. 1In general, the higher density cities need more
extenslive police protection than the open residential lo;
calities and in many cases attempt to meet this greater
need by per capita expenditures above the median figure;
on the dther hand, several of the wealthy suburbs, exceed
the median by considerable amounts, while Saugus, Woburn,
Wakefield, Stoneham are among the poorer suburban communi-
ties, presumebly having comparable needs, which fail to
spend more than a very small per cepita sum for police

protection.
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Tables 18 and 19 present comparative statistics on
the costs and case loads of two of the welfaré programs
administered and in large part financed by the 30 cities
and towns. The average monthly case load per 1,000 popula-
tion gives a good relative indication of the need which
the various municipalities are called upon to meet, for
while it is true that these ratios are less than represen-
'fative'of absolute need, since some municipalities may be
more lenient and accomodating in the acceptance of cases
than others, the partial state supervision of both programs
tends to minimize such differences in the administrative
standards of the various municipalities,

The need:for general relief, which includes all muni-
cipal aid falling outside of the "category" relief programs,
is obviously closely related to economic conditions, since
poverty and destitution will be more prevalent in times of
depression; the aid to dependent child ren program is, on
the other hand, little affected by economic conditions since
cases falling in this category are the outcome of family
rather than financial misfortunes.1 It is notable, however,
that the monthly case load per 1,000 population for both

assistance programs is largest in the densely populated

(1) see Appendix B for definition of "dependent child'.
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TABLE 18

AVERAGE EXPENDITURES FOR GENERAL RELIEF
AVERAGE CASE LOADS : 1940-1941
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Average Expenditure Average Monthly Case

" Per Cap Per Case Load/1,000 Pop
Revere $8,95 $29,55 25,6
Chelsea 8,74 = 29,30 24,2
Everett : 8,09 33,30 20,4
Cambridge 723 37,15 17,9
Malden 6,00 34,30 14,7
Medford 5,58 41,50 , 1l.4
Boston 5656 26,40 17.5
Lynn 5,38 26,25 , 17.2
Lexington 5,01 35,40 11,8
Dedham 4,96 31,40 13,2
Somerville 4,62 38,00 ° 9,8
Brookline 4,38 42,35 846
Watertown 4,127 40,90 843
Braintree 3465 41,05 704
Wey'mou‘bh 5.4:9 32.20 9,1
MEDTAN 3428
Newton 3.07 37.90 6,7
Waltham 2.80 42,35 546
Stonehanm 2648 30,40 6.9
Woburn 2423 47 495 4,1
llelrose 2,08 30,60 5,8
Wakerield 1.98 32,75 5.1
Arlington . 1,74 32495 4,4
Winthrop 1,62 28,70 4,8
Quiney 1,61 33,25 4,0
Belmont 1,51 34,45 346
Needham 1,32 33,80 - 3,3
Saugus 1,07 21,20 4,3
Vellesley . 1,06 B4 445 246
Wlton 0,76 40,65 1,7
Winchester 0.68 31,30 1.8

Source:; See Appendix B
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industrial cities which have a low per capita wealth. 0Of
fhe~7 municipalities ﬁith the highest general relief case
load ratios, 5 had densities of over 10,000 persons per
square mile and all lost population in the decade 1930-1940;
4 of these same cities also show the highest relative case
loads in the éid to dependent children program. In strik-
ing contrast to the high ratios of the thicklylpOpulated
central cities are the low figures prevailing in the subur-
ben cities and towns. rBelmont, Needham, Séugus, Wellesley,
Milton and Winchester all have average monthly case load
ratios for general relief of under 4 per 1,000 population;
the figure for Revere is 35.6; Wellesley, Belmont,'Winchester
and Winthrop have case load ratios in the aid to dependent
children program of under 1, while Boston shows a figure of
5,40 and in Everett the ratio is 3.98,

Per 6apita expenditure for both programs, of course,
varies widely and in direct relationship to the case load;
although the suburban towns of Weymouth and Woburn both have
high per capita expenditures in the aid to dependent children
category, the thickly settled industrial cities usually spend
considerably more per capita than the residential communi-
ties; the general relief expenditures present an even clearer
instance of this pattern, for the 7 cities with the highest

per capita expenditure are all thickly settled centers in most

of which there is considerable industry,
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TABLE 19

AVERAGE EXPENDITURE FOR ATID TO DEPENDENT CHILDREN
' AND AVERAGE CASE LOADS : 1940-1941
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

| Average Expenditure Average Monthly Case

Per Cap DPer Case Load/1,000 Pop
Boston - $4,03 $62,25 5,40
Everett 270 . 56,50 3,98
Cambridge 2465 61,45 3432
Chelsea 2,46 55.15 4,02
‘Woburn 2.45 63,45 3422
Watertown 2436 - 71,20 2,77
Weymouth ‘ 2.28 64,20 2,98
Revere " Rell 50,70 3.46
Somerville 1l.64 63,80 2,14
Newton 1,60 60,80 2,21
Malden . 1,51 54,30 2,31
Waltham 1,47 60,90 2,01
Lexington 1.41 62,45 1.87
Lynn le4l 57,10 2405
Quincy 1,28 55,60 1,92
MED TAN 1,27
Brookline 1,26 63,80 1l.64
Medford 1,23 58,00 1,77
Arlington 1l.22 69,60 1,46
Braintree 1.21 58,20 2045
Stoneham 1l.12 61,00 1,54
Wekefield 1,08 50,95 1,76
Dedham 1,07 57,65 1,55
Melrose 0,96 60425 1,32
Needham 0.96 65475 1.20
Milton 0,89 71430 . 1.04
Wellesley 0,76 60,70 0,53
Belmont 0452 58475 0,73
Winchester 0,52 58445 0477
Saugus 0.48 38,30 1,05
Winthrop 0430 59,45 0442

S0 urce: See Appendix B
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The column tabulating expenditure per case is of
interest chiefly in showing that federal participation
in the aid to dependent children program achieves & degree
of equalization of payments. Excluding Saugus with its
exceptionally low payment of but $38,30 per case in the
case of dependent child category, the largest per case
expenditure of $71;30 in Milton is only 40% greater than
the smallest per case expenditure of $50.70 in Revere;
for the general rélief program, however, the maximum per
case expenditure is 125% greater than the smallest, while
even the exclusion of.the top and bottom figures, 84111
leaves a high expenditure which is 65% larger than the low.
In general, the municipalities with the heaviest case loads
are unable despite their greater per capita expenditures to
equal the per case expenditures made in the cities and towmns
with a light case load, However, it seeme unnecessary to
labor further the obvious point that in the poorer towns
there is both & greater social need and a smaller financial

ability to furnish the assistance programs,
10

Table 20 represents a frahkly unsuccessful attempt to
establish some correlation between health service expendi-
tures and several rates which are considered to indicate the
extent and effectiveness of hesal th service activities. Total

end infant death rates, notably the latter, suggest the
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effectiveness of the prevention of disease, while the annual
ratio of new tuberculosis cases to deaths and the number

of new venereal disease cases reported'per 100,000 popula-
tion are tﬁo among & number of ratios considered indicative
of the effectiveness of the discovery of disease, the Ameri-

can Public Health Association Appraisal.Fomm Buggesting that

ratios falling below 2 and 600 respectively indicate in-
sufficient or ineffective work in this field;l The cure
or disease, of course, represents a health service's third
major function, but since no trustworthy statistical in-
formation is available on this subject, it has not been
possible to develop any indices which might suggest need
in this field.

- Few generalizations are possible on the basis of the
figures presented in this table; Revere and Dedham have the
identical-’ total death rate of 10,5, while in such con-
trasting municipalities as Lynn and Winthrop the figure is
13.1 and 13,0 respectively; owing to its nnusual population
composition, Brookline has the highest overall death rate
of any of the 30 cities and towns, but on the other hand,
it has a low infant death rate, In general, both total and
infant death rates appear to be somewhat lower in the
wealthier suburbs, such as Wellesley, Newton, Milton and
Lexington; Stoneham and Arlington, however, which both fall

below the median per capita assessed valuation figure of

(1) See American Public Health Association: Committee on Ad-

ministrative Practice: Appraisal Form for City Public
Health Work (4th ed.) 1934; and Evaluation Schedule, c. 1943
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TABLE 20

- AVERAGE EXPENDITURES FOR HEALTH SERVICES .
AND SELECTED AVERAGE VITAL STATISTICS : 1940-1941
, ( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

. Average Death Rates TB Cases VD Cases

Expenditures Total Infant Reported Reported

Per Cap Per Death /100,000
Brookline $2.45 13,3 24,0 3,05 150
Boston 2,36 12,9 40,2 2,00 388
Cambridge 2,07 - 12,2 37,9 2,00 268
Lynn 2.05 13,1 37 ¢5 1,78 199
Wellesley 2,01 " 8.4 20,0 2,50 116
Winchester 1,94 8,7 42,6 1,90 - 100
Belmont 1,93 8.6 30,3 2,50 84
Saugus 1.82 10,6 (1) 3,13 108
Newton 1,74 10,9 24,4 1,21 141
Lexington 1,71 9,0 (1) 8.50 80
Braintree 1,67 10,2 29,9 5,00 150
Dedham 1,67 10,5 24,8 1.20 74
Quincy 1,62 9.8 5162 2,47 134
Stoneham 1.61 9.1 (1) 4,84 _ 100
Somerville 1,57 10,9 3242 "~ 1,65 162

MED TAN 1,57

Waltham 1,56 10,3 28,9 4,21 16l
Needham " 1,55 10,1 (1) 1,70 92
Malden 1,48 11,8 37.1 2,10 185
Watertown 1.48 967 19.8 ¢354 164
Everett 1,43 10,2 29,7 1,73 207
Medford 1,40 9,9 29,6 2,70 139
Milton 1,37 10,2 24,1 2425 101
Wakefield 1.29 10,7 29,3 2,30 117
Arlington 1.26 10,5 31,2 2,57 78
Chelsea 1,14 10,6 3149 1.54 206
Melrose 1,12 10,6 16,0 1,80 111
Woburn 1,11 11,1 28.6 0,69 122
Revere 1,05 10,5 45,7 1,65 217
Winthrop 0,98 13,0 22,1 1.17 135

Source: See Appendix B

(1): Infant mortality rates are published in PD 2 only for cities
and towns of 15,000 and over,
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41,536, have low total death rates, while Melrose, with a
per capita assessed valuation of $1,521, has the lowest
infant death rate of any of the 30 cities and towns,
Although the per capita expenditure figures repeat
the familiar pattern of larger sums disbursed in the
wealthier towns, there is no observable correlation between
the per capite expense and any of the rates presented; some
of the municipalities with the smallest pér capita expen-—
diture have relatively high ratios of tuberculosis cases
discovered per death; Melrose with the 4th lowest expendi-
ture per capita has the lowest infant death rate and one of
the smaller total death rates, while Boston, on the other
hand, with the 3nd highest per capita expenditure, has a
high death rate, the highest infant death rate and only a
mediocre zbas the retio of tuberculosis céses to deaths,
One severe limitation of the fi gures here presented is that
they include only the cost of municipal health services
and overlook the expense of those provided by private agen—
cies; in addition "mortality rates are influenced by meny .
factors, the economic, industrial, cﬁltural, and educational
status and thé nativity stock of the inhabitants; the age
distribution of the population; the geographical location,
and climactic environment; as well as the actual cgmmunity

measures that are carried out to conserve health,"

(1) American Public Health Association: Appraisal Form, op.cit .,

Pp' 1"'8-
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For these réasons, it is virtually impossible to detect
correlation between mortality rates and the per capita

expenditures for health purposes,
11

It is obvious that evaluation must become increasingly
tentative and conjectural as the objectives of the functions
under consideration become more intricate. Road maintenance,
street cleaning and even fire fighting are services with
precise and simple aims, and the two assistance programs con-
sidered have objectives which are only slightly more complex;
as a consequence, the comparative evaluation of these func-
tions was able to reach certain conclusions relative to need
and performance in the 30 municipalities of the Inner Metro-
politan District. Police protection, recreational programs
and health service, by contrast, have such numercus and com-
plex aims that the evaluvation attempted in earlier sectioﬁs
- was relati#ély inconclusive. With the consideration of edu~-
cation, we reach a function whose objectives despite a decep-
tive simplicity, have a basic complexity and sﬁbtlety that
makes evaluation extremely difficult; in the words of a New
York State Legislative Commission "Education cannot be measured
directly through expenditures, teachers' salaries, per pupil
costs, holding power, examination marks, graduations, books
'read or chair warming hours, because it takes place in the

life and character of the children and adults who come under



TABLE 21

AVERAGE OPERATING EXPENDITURES
AVERAGE ENROLLMENT RATIOS AND AVERAGE PER PUPIL
VALUATIONS FOR PUBLIC SCHOOLS -: 1940-1941
: ( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS ) .

Average Expenditure PS Pupils Assessed Value Of
‘Per Cap Per Pupil /100 Pop Value School
Per Pupil Property

Per Pupil
Newton $21,70 $133,43 16,3 $14,824 $850
Wellesley 21,50 121,87 17,7 16 360 729
Dedham 20,60 117,61 17,5 9, ’127 626
Milton 20,50 118,72 17,3 ' 12 331 729
Braintree 20,30 92,04 22,0 7,105 465
Revere 19,90 108,34 18.4 6,291 889
Brookline 19,70 151.71 13,0 23, ’B81 685
Lexington 19,70 99,49 19,8 9, ' 827 579
Belmont 19,30 112,89 17,1 11,414 503
Boston 19,30 134,69 - 14,53 13,413 676
Needham 19,10 -105, 69 18,1 10,468 562
Winchester 18,80 115,72 16,3 15 609 683
Weymouth 17,90 190,73 19,7 10 981 561
Wakefield 17,30 103,73 16,7 7, 2765 557
Cambridge 16,50 133,38 12,3 12, Y442 492
MEDIAN 16,40 101,38
Arlington 16,30 100,82 1642 9,040 456
Everett 16,30 92,49 17,7 8,649 530
Watertown 16,20 92,65 17.4 8,304 448
Medford 16,10 100,01 16,1 7,912 526
Saugus 16,00 77,61 20,6 5, Y172 316
Melrose 15,50 101,68 15,3 9,692 622
Quincy 15440 96,413 16,0 9 878 535
Winthrop 15.30 82,84 18,4 7, 907 407
Chelsea 15,10 101,07 15,0 7,158 455
Stoneham 15,00 102,14 14,8 9,402 353
Somerville 14,80 99,68 14.8 7,502 304
Waltham 14,80 99,52 15,0 8 714 431
Lynn 14,60 108,91 13,4 9 958 724
Woburn 13,70 82,99 16.6 6, ’160 540
Malden 13,50 98,20 13.7 8 674 624

Source: See Appendix B



_ 1
its influence."

Despife the difficulties of measurement, it is possible
to draw~ce;tain conclusions and inferences from the figures
given in Table 81; The variation in the number of public
school pupils per 100 population shows that owing to the sge,
religioue and social composition of their‘pOpulations, cer-
tein municipalities have a Telatively small number of chil-
dren for whom free education must be provided; in the two
years 1940 and 1941, Cambridge, for instance, had an average
of only 12.3 public school pupils for each 100 persons in
the general popuiation, whilé Braintree had 232,0. The per-
centage 6f the general population attending public schools
is, on the whole, larger in the suburban towns than in the
more central cities; there are, however, obvious exceptions
to this statement, for in Revere the percentage reaches
the fairly high figure of 18.4, while in Brookline the age
composition of the population keeps the figure as low as 13,0.

There is thus & smdllvthough important variation in - =
the demands made on the different municipalities to provide
free education., For the reasons noted in the quotation cited
above, it is impossible to present any proof of similar.varia—

tions in the adequacy of the education provided; however, where

(1) New York: Special Joint Committee on Taxation and Retrench-
ment: Fiscal Problems of City School Administration, 1928,
pp. 69-70. Quoted from Ridley and Simon: Measuring Muni-
cipal Activities, pp. 41-2.
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there 1s a wide difference in the annual per pupil expenditure
or in the value of school plant per pupil there is presumé~
tive grounds for assuming correlated divergence in the quan-—
tity or quality of the education offered, With some conspic-—
uous exceptions, including Cambridge and Bostoﬁ, the densely
populated inner'citiés and the poorer suburbs spend consid-
erably less per pupil than such wealthy residential towns

as Newtoﬁ, Wellesley, Dedham, Brookline, Winchester and Bel-
mont. Evereti's per pupil expenditure, for instance, is

$93.49 and that of Somerville is $99.68, while Dedham and
Milton each spend about $118 for every pupil in their public
schools; in Woburn the per pupil expenditﬁre is but $83,99,
while in Saugus the per pupil figure of $77.61 is only slightly
more than half the sum expended on a similar basis in Brookline.
Despite the high figures prevailing in Revere and Lynn, the
value of school property per pupil also gives presumptive evi-
dence of a higher educational level in the wealthier communi-
ties. ‘

Although several municipalities with a low ratio of
public school pupils to general population are able to provide
a large per pupil expenditure at relatively low per capita cost,
there is in general close correlation between the twd expendi-
ture ratios; of the 9 municipalities with the highest per pupil

expenditure, 6 are also included in the group of 9 localities



whose per capita expenditures are highest. Although there
are notable exceptions, for instance Revere, which has a
high figuie in both categories, large per pupil and per
capita eXpenditures are usually associated with high per
capita assessed valuations; of the 15 municipalities dis-
bursing more per capita than the median of $16.40 only 2
have a lower than median assessed valuation per capita.

In general, however, these same cities and towns possess
fairly high pupil ratios which explain at least in part the
large per capita figures. Nonetheless, it remains tTue
that a number of'poorer maonicipalities, for example Win-
throp, Woburn and Watertown, whose need as indicated by
pupil ratios is also high, spend very small sums on both &
per capita and'a per pupil basis., In the light of the fig-
ures in this table, it seems probable, in fact, that educa-
~tion represents another example of a service in which expen-
diture, and inferentially performance, is more responsive

to the community's wealth than to its needs,
12

Although the fragmentary statistical analyses contained
in‘the preceding pages have reached no startling conclusions
and in several instances have failed of any conclusions, they
have the limited value of illustrating and emphasizing in

terms of a specific metropolitan district a few of the problems



that are of concern to metropolitan districtsthroughoﬁt
the countfy. Stated in the baldest terms, the principal
problem stressed by the figures of this chapter is the
failure of need for a service to coincide with the ability
to provide it. Although their per capita tax bases are by
no means equal, there is no corresponding adjustment in
the demands made upon the governments of the 30 cities and
towns in the metropolitan district; although it finds it
harder to pay the bili, Woburn needs police protection just
a8 much a8 Wellesley, and although it cannot finance it as
easily, Malden has &s much need for public education as
Weymouth. In many instances, notably the provision of the
assistance programs, need aven increases as financial ability
disappeais, and as a consequence the poorest cities, for
example Chelsea or Revere, are saddled with an obligation
they can fulfill only at the severest financial sacrifice.
-As & result of their inadequate tax bases the poorer
municipalities are forced either to impose an unduly heavy
burden upon their taxpayérs or to deny their residents the
level of service they deserve, both of which courses carry
dangers to the district's individual municipalities, rich
and poor, as well as to the district as a whole, Either an
unduly heavy tax burden or an inadequate service level will

cause & gradual depopulation which will so erode an already



insubstantial tax base that the individual city is threatened
with a collapse that places an added burden upon the surviv-
ing municipalities. And in addition to this ultimate danger,
an inadequate service level in one municipality threatens

the effectiveness of its neighbor's expenditures; earlier
pages have already sufficiently stressed that the poor
health service or the lax police protection of one municipal-
ity can jeopardize the safety and the health of the entire
metropolitan district. The wealthy community cannot afford
to ignore the plight of its poorer neighbor for its own
prosperity and that of the district depend upon the prosperity

of each unit in the entire metropolitan region,



CEAPTER X
v 1

A recent aftiole in the Natiocnal Municipal Review

outlines the major problem of the metrOpélitan district in
a clear and forceful fashion: "The well-to-do residents
of some of the numerous small tax districts in the subur-
ban ereas, a few of them little larger than postege stemps,
have for the time being succeésfully‘insulated themselves
against political upheavals and costs of local government
eees Two major questions remain. Can they insulate them-
selves also against progressive economic decay in the central
city on whose economic adequacy their own survival depends?
If not, what new governmental mechanisms are necessary to
permit reharnessing for common purposes the’political,
economic and administrative capacities of all those insep-
arable parts of one economic urban unit."l

Only long years of discussion and experiment by voters
and officeholders can be éxpected to provide any answer to
the critical question of the character of the governmental
reorganization which is needed to resolve the problems of
the metropolitan district. This chapter will not presumse

to present a detailed scheme of metropolitan government,

(1) cornick, Philip H.: "New Exodus to Suburbs Near",
NMR 35:8, Jan. 1946
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but will content itself with the more modest but still
formidable task of outlining certain broad principles

upon which such schemes may well be founded.
2

In the face of the gravity of the problems confront-
ing the metropolitan districts of this country, it is
unrealistic and ingenuous to anticipate any lasting im—
provement from the half measures that have Eo frequently
failed in the past; the creation of additional governmental
units and the constant petty modification of their rélation-
ships are simply not adequate substitutes for the sweeping
governmental reorganization which alone bears the answer
to the metropolitan district's problems,

In many of our metropolitan districts, attempts have
been made to mitigate or eliminate some of these problems
by the use of intergovernmental contracts which reduce the
number 6f competing jurisdictions and permit the establish-
ment of larger end more satisfactory Opergtional units;
in this country the technique has been most extensively
and effectively used in the Los Angeles metropolitan area
where at their request the county furnishes the municipeli-
ties with a wide variety of services, ranging from tai
collection to health inspection. "Some two hundred inter-
governmental contracts are currently in effecf in the area.

They deal with every major function of local government
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except police, purchasing and public welfare administration;
there is active co8peration among local units in the two
former functions, and the county government has sxclusive
jurisdiction over public welfare administration."l In

other parts of the country there has been a similar though
less widespread use of the intetgovernmental contract:
Chicago, for instance provides wﬁter service not only for
over 3 million Chicagoens but for an additional 300,000 sub-
urbanites living in 52 surrounding cities and villages, and
Cincinnatl; a city of less than half a million, serves
80,000 suburben residents in the same way.a However, though
the intergovernmental oontraét has the indubitable advan-—
tage of replacing many small and impoverished departments by
a single agency which can afford the specialized equipment
and personnel needed to secure & high level of service, it
obviously works no improvement of the confused governmental
structure and thus has little or no value, in encouraging
citizen interest or in improving responsibility and control.
Since it often reduces both cost and waste, the intergovern-
mental contract is a step'in the right direction; it is, how-
ever, only one halting step, for instead of attacking the gov-

ernmental confusion which is at the root of metropolitan

(1) stewart and Ketcham: "Intergovernmental Contracts in
California", PAR 1:344 Spring 1941. See also Jamison
Judith Norvell: "Neighboring Areas Join Hands", NMR 35;
111-14, March 1946.

(2) Lepawsky: Development of Urban Government p. 34.




problems, the contract accepts its existence and attempts
only to mitigate its effects,

Another measure sometimes employed to alleviate the
probléms of the metropolitan distiict is the centralization
under state auspices of functions the district’s independent
unite are unable to provide in a satisfactory fashion,

Under the fundamentally different conditions prevailing in
impoverished rural areas, this device has been used in
Beveral southern states to relieve counties and municipali-
ties of a portion dr even all of the responsibility for the
provision of education and the construction of roads;1 in
Pennsylvania, the designation as State highways of consider-
able road mileage within metropolitan districts has at least
1aid the basis for a partially coordinated highway policy
within these areas;a and in several instances, the various
states have assured a uniform level of public assistance
within their areas by assuming the entire cost of the aid
programs., Although most of these instances of centraliza—
tion have arisen from the financial inability of the local
units to maintain even minimum service, the principle is
obvia sly capable'of application to metropolitan districts
with thé aim of obtaining a cobrdination and efficiency for

which the small, independent units furnish no basis; such

(1) See Wager, Paul W.: "State Centralization in the South",
" Annals 207: 144-50, June 1940.
- (2) Aalderfer, H. F.: Centralization in Pennsylvania, NMR
37:189-18, April 1938.




an.approaoh hes, in fact, motivated the state assumption

of authority represented by such a body as the Boston
Metrbpolitan District Commission. Whatever its advantages,
the diminution of local control arisihg from state encroach-
ment is sufficient to warrant the rejection of the device
in. all but the most exceptionable cases.

The larger and more important special districté, usually
known &8 authorities, which have multiplied within our met-
ropolitan districts over the past fifty years are often
merely agencies of staete centralization and are for that
reason somewhat repugnant to principles of local government,
This defect of such & typical authority as the Metropolitan
District Commission was analyzed in these terms by a recent
legislative commission: "The Metropolitan District Commiseion
is a state organization, under strict legislative direction,
dealing with matters chiefly of interest to a certain metro-
politaﬁ areﬁﬁhat constitutes but & small fraction of the
area of the State. While the communities included in the
metiopdlitan district ére'aasessed for most of the improve-
ments made, and for the operation and maintenance work car-
ried on by the Commission, these municipalities have no
direct voioe in the determination of the policies and ex-
penditures 6f their metropolitan authority. Obviously this

situation is open to criticism as a governmental policy, since



1l
it amounts to taxation without adequate representation."

'A consequence of this lack of local control over such
state-administered authorities is public apathy toward their
Operatidns; in the Boston area, metropolitan government has
made no significant advences since the 1895 creation of the
Metropolitan Water District, owing &t least 1ﬁ part to the
stiffling by state control of local interest in the agencies
which might have been developed into an effective metropoli-
tan government; writing of the grandfather of all centrally
controlled authorities, W. A. Robson notes that "The Teal
cause of the rottenness of the Board® (The London Metropoli-
tan Board of Works) "lay deeper than the rapacity of offi-
cials and contiaotors. The fundamental defect of the Metro-
politan Board of Works was that it completely failed to
awaken any civic spirit in the minds of London inhabitants.
The proceedings of the Board evoked neitherkinferest nor
benthusiasm.“a

Even when authorities and special districte are subject
to local:tontrol, as is the case with their most numerous
representatives, the school district, special districts
aﬁgment ratherathan decrease the metropolitan district's

number of political units and its consequent organizational

(1) Mase: Special Commission on Taxation And Public Expendi-
ture: Report Part XIII, The Metropolitan District Commis-

——acn.

sion, (House #1713, 1938) P. 24.
(2) "Robson: The Government and Misgovernment of London, P. 65.
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cﬁaos.‘ Although they are often required by the governmental
paralysis which seizes our metropolitan areas, the special
distriqts and authorities are at best necessary evils: .
they bring the metropoiitan area useful and even vital ser-
vices, but only at the price of increasing an already dis-
astrous governmental confusgion.

The measures that have been discussed in the preceding
paregraphs are only palliatives and quack remedies that are
unable to reach to the seat of the metropolitan district's
disease. More radical measures are, however, ffequently
killed by the varieties of selfishness and inertia consid-
ered in an earlier chapter, .Both annexation and consolida-
tion, which frequently involves incidental annexation, are
usually vigorously opposed by the minor party to the proposed
merger; Alleéheny City decried io bitterly its forcible con-
solidation by Pittsburg in 1907 that in this country subse-
quent enlargements of the central city's area have not been
consummated without the expressed approval of the district
to be absorbed. Yet even where the municipality is willing,
its county is certain to object, if the annexation would
transfer the territory to the jurisdiction of another
county; thus in 1854 Middlesex County officially objected

to the proposed annexation of Charlestown by Boston, and

(1) Studenski: The Government gg_Metroﬁolitan Areas in the
United States, P. 80 ff.




selectmeh from certain Norfolk County towns protested thé
1868 annexation'of Roxbury.1 In the face of the st:ong
opposition offered both by the suburb's and the county, it
18 not surprising that annexation and consolidation have
failed in recent years to offer a practical resolution of
the metropolitan district's governmental problems. Many
of the central éitiea in our major metropolitan districts
have failed to make any significant changes in their
boundaries for almost one hundred years; Philadelphia, for
instance,'is today only 0.1 square mile:larger than after
the consolidation and annexation of 1854; San Francisco

is the same size as in 1856 and St. Louis has not grown in

2
area since 1876, while since 1880 Boston has added only

5 square miles, of which 30% is the product of filling.3

Despite the examples of certain cities, notably Los Ange-

les and Detroit which both added considerably to their

~ area during the 1920's,annexation:has in recent years falled
to match the scale of the decentralization and population

- growth which have so increased the size of the metropolitan
distriots; during the decade 1930-1940, the largest annexa-
tion to a central city only added a municipality of some

4
4,000 inhsbitants to the City of San Jose. As a method of

Jones: Metropolitan Government, P. 300.
Lepawsky: op. cit., P. 33.

Jones: op. cit., P. 136.

Jones: op. cit., P. 126.
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governmental simplification within the metrOpoiitan dis-
triot, consolidatim 1is equally moribund; this country's
last'majoi county~city reorganization (technioally'a case
of "separation" rather than consolidation) was the Denver-
Arapahoe County measure of 1903,land since that time city-
county consolidation proposals have between defeated by
local referendum in all parta of the country from Portlénd,
Oregon (1927) to Pittsburg (1939).3

In view of the undesirability end the impracticelity
of the other measures already discussed, federation offers
the most likely solution to the governmental disorganization
of the metropolitan districts. Although, it creates the
.vexatious problems, which proved so troublesome to our own
national government; of securing a satisfactory allocation
of authority and function among the federated units, it offers
the advantage of retaining at least in name most or all of
the existing‘municipalities of the metropolitan area and
thus forestalling some of the suburban opposition which has
been so effective in w;eoking other reorganizational propo-
sals. Since it possesses this hypothetical advantage, it may
seem curious that instances of accomplished federation are
even rarer than examples of consolidation or annexation; the
1898 measure whioch united 5 boroughs into New York City left
the former with such vestigial authority that it is more

(1) See Fesler, Mayo: "Denver consolidatig? A ShiningpLiggzié
in National Municipal League, Clity Growing Pains, PP, .

(28) Reed, Thomas H.: "The Metroﬁofi_t'anz Problem — 1941", in
City érowing,Pains, P. 9.
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properly co?sidered en example of consolidgtion than of
federation; similarly Berlin's 20 administrative dis-
tricts fail to form a federal structure since eiclusive
financial authority rests with the central body.3 In
fact, the only modern example of the use of‘federation
to hélp solve the governmental problems of the metropoli-
tan district is furnished by the County Council and the
28 metropolitan boroughs of the London area. The rarity
of its use is explained, however, by federation's fundamen-
tally'radical-approach to the probléms.presented by the'
~metropolitan district; intergovernmental contracts and
the creation of special districts are tangential approaches
to a few of these difficulties, while consolidation and an-
nexation represent efforts to compass their solution in
terms of devices which proved effective in the past. Fed-
eration, on the other hand, recognizing both the full range
and the novelty of the problems, offers a basic reorganiza-
tion that might succeed where inadequate and outdated meas-
ures have previously failed. Sweeping away both the counties
and the spebial distriéta, federation r eplaces the metropoli-
tan district's present governmental confusion with a simple

and logical structure that offers the advantsges of unif;ed

(1) Jones: op.cit., P.44 ff. Studenski: op.cit., Ch. XVII;
Regional Plan of New York and Its Environs; Regional
Survey, Vol. II: Government, Ch. VI, etc.

(3) Bee Jones, op.cit., P. 89 ff.

(]
3
9



egriculture, may, if neceséary, be developed at a later date
in response to the district's pobulation growth,

To achieve this ideal, will in many cases require bounda-
ries enclosing a huge extent of territory with widely differ-
ing needs; it isbnot, however, proposed that the metropolitan
government emulate the earlier example of some municipalities
which attempts to provide their entire ares with a level of
service warrented only in the densely settled districts. Dur~
ing the early years of this century, at a time when each
decade saw the addition of considerable undeveloped acreage
to Chicago's total area, Mayor Harrison warned: "Chicago's
territory is today too great, ... An attempt to increase this
territory should meet with emphatic discouragement. The
ideal city is compact. With its area fully occupied the care
of all branches of administration can be applied to all sec-
tions expeditiously and well."1 The metropolitan government,
however, would not olaim to apply all branches of adminis-
tration to all sections, but would insteéd, through the
creation of functional sub-areas within the district, dis-
tribute service and expense in proportion to need and resources;
the functional area of the metropolitan government's recreationa

department, for examplé, would cover the entire metropolitan

administrative area, while the water department, on the other

1. Quoted Studenski: op.cit., P. 155. No source given.



hand, would operate over a smaller inner territory where
demand was sufficient to justify the provision of the service.
Under this soheme,vwhich is considered at more length in
subsééuent pages, the metropoliten government would escape.
the fate of numerous cities which, in their endeavor to
preserve the pretense of uniform service throughout their
entire area, sunk all their resources in material improvements
that vast extents of sparsely settled land could neither

pay for nor maintain., The use of functional areas within

the metropolitan district would secure uniform service for
uniform need, but would avoid the prohibitive expense of

spreading an urban level of service over its entire area,
4

In an earlier chepter & distinction was mede between
three types of function performed by local government: "pré—
tective" functions, including the work of the fire, police,
health and inspectional departments,are negative in that
they have as their objective the prevention of undesirable
conditions, while the "soocial" functions, of which educa-
tional, recreational and welfare activities present the
principal examples, are positive in that they attempt to
ocreate healthief, happier and wiser citizens; the utility
functions, which include sewerage, street cleaning, garbage

collection, road construction and water supply, occupy a



neutral midposition since their concern is more with
physical services than with the civic and moral vaslues

that are so prominent in conditioning the objectives of

the other two types of function. A further difference
between the protective and "social" functions, on the one
hand, and the "utility" on the other arises from the nature
of the needs they fill: The need for the latter functions
is in generél relative and becomes more pressing as densiﬁy
increases; street cleaﬁing or a seweragé system are unnec-
essary or are luxuries in sparsely settled areas and become
indispensable only when high pOpulatioﬁ creates distinctive
urban problems. In contrast, though its quantitative amount .
will vary, the need for the other two functions is absolute,
for education or prbtection are just as neoeséary to the
farm lad as to the city boy.

These distinotions are helpful in guiding the allocation
of functions among the central authority and the subordinate
local units. Since the need for the "utility" functions
varies with the density and local conditions of different
areas, these functions can logically be providéd either by
the local-units or by the functional sub-areas of the central
goiernment. However,'though thé latter can reasonably omit
low density areas where the relative cost would be prohibi—
tive and provide a sewerage system, as an example, for only a

pbrtion of the district, it cannot so restrict the scope of
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the preQentive and social fuﬁotione; the metropolitan gov-

- ernment would, of course, be completely unjusjtified in
'concluding that its sparse population made freq@ducatiop

- unnecessTy in the district's outlying areas. These con-
siderations indicate that the central government must pro-
vide uniform service where it assumes preventive or social
functions and, in addition, should encourage its attainment
in those«céses where the ultimate responsibility reméins
with the local units., Utility functions can in many cases
be left entirely to the smaller unit s, or where greater cen-
trelization is desired, planning and supervision can be con-
centrated in the metropolitan government while still reserv-
ing construction and operations to the local governments,

In general, a function should be transferred to the cen-
tral metropolitan government only when it will pranote great er
efficiency, a more uniform level of service or a more equit-
able distribution of the financial burden. Since some func-
tions, for example smoke prevention, must include virtually
all of an urbanized area to attain even minimal results and
efficiency, their plénning and supervision might well be
vested in the central authority, with operational duties
remaining a local responsibility, save where local indolence
or incompetence warranis intervention by the higher govern-—
ment., In other.cases, efficiency is greatly promoted if the

latter provides not only coordination and planning, but also



a portion of the plant; since both sewerage and water sys-
tems are obvious examples of services which the small inde-
pendent units can supply, if at all, only at the cost of
dublication of eQuipment and inferiority of results, they
. Elearly invite the central government to provide the major
facilities around which the local systems can be organized.
However, the claims of efficiency in dictating the metro-
politan aséumption of a function should not be pressed too
far: government is after all organized for people and only
secohdarily for efficiency, and thus the quest for economy
‘and concrete achievement should not be pursued at the sacii-
fice of less tangible social values. "The desl res and tra-
dition of local citizens must have adequate expression,
and this may involve acceptance of something less than the
economic first choice in the process of reorganization.ﬂl
The creation of & more uniform service level by the
transfer of a function to the central govermment frequently
is rewarded by a greater efficiency which justifies the re-
allocation; the police and health departments of independent
municipalities are, for instance, hampered in their work and
all the residents of the district exposed to danger by the
mérked inequalities in service performance that often arise
where the control of these functions is widely divided. On

the other hand uniform performance, without any reference to

(1) Council of State Governments: State Local Relations, Pp.
203-3,
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consequent efficiency, may be & sufficient justification
for central administratimm of certain.functions which
have a "metropolitan" interest. Thus if the national
interest demands as an ideal & uniform minimum level of.
free education throughout the country, how much more im-
mediate and obvioue, in view of its unity and internal
mobility, is the metropolitan district's stake in a mini-
mum standard of educational achievement within its own
area. And where there is a metropolitan interest, as in
~the case of education, and less clearly in the instances of
the health, welfaré and recreational functions, it is only
~ just that there should also be a metropolitan, rather than
e merely local, financial responsibility.

These criteria - efficiency, uniform service and equit-
able financial responsibility, which are suggested as guides
in allocating functions to the central government, suggest
that such & unit might first be given control over a number
of the utility functions. Since it is in this sphere that
the need for co#rdination is most obvious, though not always
greatest, and since some progress hes already been made by
the special districts toward its attainment, it is likely
that such an initial step would not arouse invincible
opposition. As a second stage, after it had consolidated its
control over certain "utility" functions, of which main

water and sewerage systems, arterial road networks, airfield



and port facilities are the most i@portant, the central
: government could gradually extend its influence into more
controversial fields and assume complete or partial respon-
sibility for the provision of certain preventive and social
functions, including, in all likelihood, golice, fire,
health, education and recreation. |

In any case, local control should receive instinctive
preference and the burden of proof that centralization
would best serve the district should be placed upon the
central metropolitan government. Even where it was unargu-
able that metropolitan control was necessary, administration
of centrally determined policies and projects should, when
feasible, remain with the local governmental units. In
conclusion, and as & warning against the excesses of
rational but insensitive reduction of local functions, it is
pertinent to quote the remarks of the President's Committee
on Administrative Management that "Government is a human
institution .... The reorganization of government is not a
mechanical task. It is a human task and must be approached
as & problem of morale ang personnel fully as much as a task

of logic and management,"

(1) Quoted White, L. D.: Introduction to the Study of Public
Admlnistration P. 109, from President's Committee on
Administrative Management Report with Special Studies,

P. 38,
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Fragmentary data based on insufficient experience indi-~-
,cates that governmental reorganization, especially where it
has involved a significant expansion of central city bounda-
ries is likely to cause a considerable rise in governmental
expense. It is true that the Philadelphia consolidation of
1854, which was largely inspired by a reform movement agita-
tioh for greater efficiency and economy, resulted in a tem—
porary retrenchment, while the 1876 boundary expansion in
St. Louis was accompanied by the writing of a new charter
limiting the city tax rate to 1% and thus forcing stringent
economy measures.l In New York, on the other hand, available
evidence shows that the 1898 consolidation created a higher
and more uniform level of serviée throughout the entire area
by placing a considerably heavier burden upm the residents
of Manhattan; in 1899 Comptroller Coller estimated that the
borough of Manhatten cm tributed a total of 6 million dollars
toward the cost of improvements and operations in the other

3 _
4 boroughs; a8 a consequence, the Brooklyn tax rate for 1899

(1) Studenski: op.cit., P. 144 ff,

(2) For fuller discussion of the fiscal effect of the New
York consolidation see: Jones, op.cit,, P. 199 ff,
Studenski, op.cit., P. 141 ff; Regional pPlan of New York;
op.cit., P.” 264 ff. from which sources data here presented
is derived.
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was the 1owest in 17 years and represented a net levy re-
duction of some $1,680,000. over the previous year. An
analysis:of the consolidated city's expenditures over the
decade 1898-1908 suggests that the extension and improve-
ment of utilities created a considerable portion of the in—
creased expénditures; of the new bonds issued during this
decade, which saw debt service expenditures rise 189%, 25%
were issues for street and water purposes, 18% for water
supply and 38% for the construction of docks, bridges and
fapid transit facilities. Viewing a budget rise of from
$78,400,000. in 1898 to a figure of $103,400,000. in 1907,
'there waB considerable outory that the consolidation was
leading the city to bankruptcy. Comptroller Coller warned
in 1899 that "The form of govexnment applicable to thickly
settled urban communities is essentially inapplicable to
suburban localities and is correspondingly wasteful., I
fear that in this respect, at least, the charter has im-
posed upon our faxpayers an unnecessary burden which may
perhaps bring about advantages in the future but scarcely
to a compensating degree."l Hindsight, however, shows

that this prognostioation was unnecessarily pessimistic,
for while it is likely that in the years immediately follow-
ing consolidation, some portions of the city carried a heavy
tax burden to finance, the extension of utilities to more

fhinly settled, newly annexed sections, these expenditures were

(1) Quoted: Regional Plan of New York: op.cit., P. 265
no source given)
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soon jusfified by the growth and spread of population.
Furthermdre, the marked budget increase during the decade
1898-1908 arose not only from the extension of service
over a greater area, but from its expansion and improvement
in response to a more ambitious concept of government that
was developing during this period,

It ié/nonethelese true that any governmental reorganiza-
tioﬁ is likely to create a demand by the annexed areas for a
level of service comparesble to that enjoyed by the older and
more developed areas. Where population increase is rapid,
as in New York around the turn of the century, the ehlarged
6ity can afford to extend utilities to thinly settled areas
in the certain knowledge that growth will soon bring a suf-
ficient number of new taxpayers to support the facilities,
deay, with the prospect of future growth much less certain,
cities are not justified in freezing théir insufficient
funds in projects that may not become productive of any but
minute tax revenue until some time in & remote and conjeo-
tural future. However, if the tax rate is uniform throughout
a governmental area, taxpayers in relatively undeveloped areas
can; with reason, demand the same services &8 received by
urban property owners,

Any metropolitan government must face this dilemma;
in.the past certain cities have countered the suburban oppo-

sition to consolidation by a tax differential which warrants

162



an equivalent of differentials in service. Baltimore first
employed~this device asvearly a8 1797 and in 1816 estab-
lished ﬁy ordinance the principle that annexed territory
should be exempted from the full rate till it reached &
specified density; Philadelphia, having £irst provided
for a differential in connection with the 1854 consolidation,
established three standard tax rates by an 18688 ordinance:
agriéultural and suburban property were taxed respectively
at one-half and two-thirds of the full rate prevailing for
urban prOperties.l During this period differentials were
also introduced in St. Lquia and Pittsburg and in some
localities have continued in use up to the present time,
Although admittedly useful in overcoming suburban

.bpposition, differentials provide such opportunity for in-
justice that their use is undesirable; while initially they
represent mere recognition of the small quantity of govern-
mental service which can economically be offered newly an-
nexed areas, this justification soon disappears as the city
extends roads, mains and other fadlities into the suburbs,
The differential, unfortunately, usually does not disappear,
but iihgers on to present owners in the area with an undeserved
subsidy, and to create abundant opportunity for tax evasion:

in Pittsburg, for instance, a 1910 survey showed that property

(1) Studenski: op.cit., P. 156 ff.
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owneis were able to secure the reduced "rural" rates
merely by adorning developed city properties with a few
judiciously located flower beds.1

A scheme of "utility service' sub-areas within the
terfitory of the federated metropolitan government escapes
the danger of freezing by ordinance tax differentials which
may die hard despite the subseguent disappearance of their
justification, but at the same time avoids the uniform tax
rate that obligates the government to provide uniform ser—
vice throughout its area.' Although it is suggested in a
later paragraph thet such utility functions as the metro—-
. politan government undertakes be financed in part by service
charges, thé remaining revenue, if raised by real property
taxation, should be levied on the functional sub-aTeas
Teceiving the service rather thaen on the entire metropoli-
tan territory. Although such a scheme admittedly complicates
the tax structure, it is the only feasible method of recog-
nising the differing needs of the metropolitan district's
areas and of avoiding the prohibitive expense of extending
utility services throughout its entire area.

‘Uri'de'r such & scheme there would emerge parhaps 5 fii nc-
tional sub-areas for the administration of those functions, -
including arterial roads, water supply, sewerage systems,

ports and airfields, in which & substantial degree of

(1) studenski: op.cit., P. 163,
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metropolitan control is desirable; since these areas would
neither comprise the entire metropolitan district nor neces-
éarily'coincide with one another, the total metropolitan tax
rate, designed to support these and other metropolitan
funcfions, would vary in accordance with the number of sub-
areas in which a property was included. 8Since for the
reasons previously mentioned the social and preventive
functions assumed by the metropolitan government shoﬁld ex-
tend oﬁer its entire area they should also be supported by
the taxation of its entire area. On the other hand, since

' £hey can ressonably be confined to sub-areas, the utility
functions'present the b%sis for what is in effect a tax
differentiai.

The opportunity offered by the utility functions to
relieve the burden.on the property tax by developing reve-
nue from service charges should not be neglected. Since
the benefits arising from thesefservices can be traced with
reésonable acouracy, if not always by a meter, inferentially
a8 by ownership of a car, service charges based on use:
should be used to raise approximately 50% of the revenue
needed to éupport the ﬁtility functions. cbmplete financing
on this basis is unwise, however, since it ignores, first,
the relative financial ability to pay of: the individual
and, secondly, the value increment given a property by the
mere accessibility of a utility even though it may not

actually be used,



Partial financing through service charges has an
additional advantage which becomes apparent when consider-
- . ation is given to some of the possible economic effects of‘
governmental reorganization., Table %% presents figures
indicating the elterations in the 1940 tax rates which would
result from pooling the actual assessed valuations and the
actual tax 1evies’of the 30 cities and towns and then financ-
‘ing the'Sum of the levies by a metropoliten rate; this is
simply to say that the same overall total is to be raised,
but strictly in accordance with ability to pay &s indicated
bj assessed valuations in the different municipalities,
The most radical effects of a metropolitan levy are that
Revere'é rate i8 reduced 15% while Wellesleyfs is increased
70%,band the rates in the other cities and towns show inter-—
mediate adjustments, Since in theory property values are
adjusted by the amount of the capitalized tax rate, it fol-
lows that such changes in rates would reduce every $1,000
of property by over $300 dollars in Wellesley while adding
about $130 to the value of each $1000 worth of property in
Revere.,1 Any change which withdraws nearly one-third of a
propertﬁ's value approaches confiscation and would be vigor-
ously and justifiably opposed, even though value is not de-

stroyed, but merely shifted to other parts of the area.

(1) ocapitalizing at 5%; these figures are subject to
qualifications too numerous to discuss at this point,
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TABLE 22

HYPOTHETICAL EFFECT OF TAX RATE EQUALIZATION s 1940
( 30 CITIES AND TOWNS )

Assessed

Tax Rate Direct Tax Adjustment In Tax Ra
‘Valuations 1940 1940 Increase Deorease
1940 (add 000)
(add 000) ,
Arlington $ 59,275 $35,80 $ 2,120 $ 1,50 $
Belmont - 52,177 29,20 1,520 8,00
Boston 1,483,235 - 40,60 60,200 3430
Braintree 25,325 34,00 8,600 3430
Brookline 153,272 24,50 3,760 12,80
- Cambridge 170,604 43,00 7 4330 5,70
Chelsea 44,475 45,40 2,020 8,10
Dedham 24,736 35,20 870 2.10
Everett 72,949 37 440 2,920 - 0410
Lexington 21,829 32,20 704 5,10
Lynn 130,822 35,440 4,620 1,90
Malden 68,724 41,40 2,840 4,10
Medford 78,378 41,60 3,260 4,30
Melrose 38,525 . 33460 1,290 - 3,70
Milton 40,048 26,40 1,060 10,90
Needham 25,273 27,80 703 10,50
Newton 167,587 29,20 4,890 8,10
Quincy 121,356 32,20 3,920 5,00
Revere 40,092 44,00 1,760 6470
Saugus 215,877 42,30 671 5,00
Somerville 114,058 42,30 4,830 5,00
Stonehan 14,132 37420 525 0,10
Wakefield 20,758 34,40 713 2,90
Waltham 50,163 36,40 1,830 0,90
Watertown 51,345 35,00 1,800 2,30
Wellesley 43,632 21,90 955 15,40
Weymouth 49,186 24,00 1,180 13,30
Winchester 32,728 2720 890 10,10
Winthrop 24,858 29,40 731 7.90
TOTAL 3,255,826 121,294

DT/AV : "Metropolitan" Tax Rate Of $37.30

Source: See Appendix B
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Since, as suggested below, the metropolitan government
might forego the real property tax in favor of other reve-
nues)and, in any case, would absorb functions slowly over a
considerable périod of time, its creation would not have
the drastic effect on property values and on tax rates aris—
ing in the hypothetical situation outlined sbove, However,>
if it bases any of its revenue on real property, the long
term. effect of metropolitan government will be first to
equélize financial effort, by drawing propo#rtionately more
of its property tax revenue from fhe wealthier municipali-
ties, and secondly, to alter property values as a consequence.
Any income that is derived from charges, which are not com—
monly capitalized in determining prbperty values, will reduce
the total that must be raised by the property tax and will
thus have the‘desirable,result of diminishing the amplitude
of property velue readjustments. In the case of roads, the
necessary charges might take the form of an excise, admin-
istered by the metropolitan government, on paBsenger vehicles
and frucks, while the subordinate units' proportional share
of the cost of metropolitan water and sewerage projects might
be met by locally administered fees charged the users of the
municipal sewerage and water systems.,

Howéver, though they furnish a partial safeguard against

heavy new property taxes with their unsettling affect on values
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and, even where the latter tax is not used, constitute a
useful additional revenue source, charges for services
cannot be expected to meet the entire cost of metropolitan
government; perhaps 80% of its revenue must be raised by
other devices. A graded wage tax, bearing more heavily on
thé higher salary 1evels, avoids the radical disturbance of
property values arising from substantial readjustment in the
Teal property tax rate and in an area as large as the metro-
politap district has the additional adventage of easy admin-
istration. If the Philadelphia experience can be considered
representaxive, a metropolitan district of approximately 3
million residents should find no difficulty in raising 25 or
- 30 million dollars annually through such & wage tax, which,
when supplemented by charges for services and grants from
the state and federal government, should make attainable an
annual metropoliten government revénue of 40 millioh dollars,
As & rough indication of the amount of governmental activity
it might support, this sum cen be compared with Boston's 1940
revenue receipts of about 83 million dollarslor with 1946
total Metropolitan District Commisd on assessments of Some-
what over 5 million dollars.2

Although it might ultimately be expected to return an

equal yield, a metropolitan real property tax raises oertain

(1) See PD 79.
(3 See PD 92.
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obstacles, Since so few homes are owner occupied in many

of our large cities — in Boston the figure is only 20%,-

& property tax should preferably be rather on an occupancy
than an ad valorem basis. If rental levels were readjusted
to reflect the changed incidence, an occupancy tax would
merely‘convert to a direct burden the indirect contribution
to government's cost which is now included in the landlord's
bill and would separate two payments now made as one: the
check to the landlord would represent payment for shelter

and the check to the metropolitan government would represent
payment for municipal service. It is possible that such a
tax by greatly increasing the number of citizens making a
direct financial contribution to local government would have
the happy effect of stimulating citizen interest and partici-
pation in its processes. However, the obstacles to the im-
poéition of a metropolitan occupancy tax are formidable;
since it still bears on property, the occupancy tax would
necessitate a corresponding reduction in the ad vaelorem levies
that might still be used by the locel units; rent reductions
would also be required to prevent bleeding the tenant to the
profit of the landlord. As it is most unlikely that anything
short of legislative fiat would accomplish either of these
complicated'readjustments, it is apparent that thé graded wage
tax might well be a more practical revenue measure for the

metropolitan district.
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Of the metropolitan district's postulated annual
revenue of around 40 million dollars, 5 or more million
might derive from grants made by the federal and state |
governments, In view of the 17% of annual revenue which
cities of over 35,000 are now securing from this source and
in the light of the trend toward greater centralization
which has been devseloping, this estiﬁate may well be con-
servative. It is becoming increasingly appément that the
lack of correspondence between effective taxing and effec-
tive administrative areas compels a compromise with the older
governmental theory that responsible and effective govern—
ment is obtained only by preserving the strictest coordina-
tion between payments mede and services received. "Clearly,
it is illogicél to say that a necessary social service
should not be provided because the subordinate units — which,
from the standpoint of effectiveness and popular control
should administer it - cannot themselves raise revenues ade-
quate to finance the service. Nor is it logical to insist
that a central government, which can raise the necessary
revenues, should necessarily administer the servicf merely
because it has the fiscal capacity to finance it." Although
its la rger size will make it a more adequeate taxing area than
are the numerous polifical units which now divide the area,

the metropolitan government will still lack the Tevenue

(1) Hansen and Perloff: State and Local Finance in the
National Economy, P. 31,
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raising ability of the higher governmental levels and will
81111 need the finencial assistance which the federal and

state governments are in a position to extend.
6

The principles that have béen outlined as guides for the

orgénization of metropolitan government obviously relegate
the formerly independent municipalities to the minor rdle of
subordinate administrative agents of the central government.
These units will retain absolute control over certain secon-
dary functions, for example local recreation facilities and
street cleaning, end will also provide the local administration
of many of the primary functions which will come under the
guiding authority of the central government; in addition, the
Jocal units will be free to supplement the services or stan-
dards which the former provides, and thus might in some cases
support through local taxetion certain educational facilities
not required by the minimum standards enforced by the central
government throughout the entire metropoliten area. Yet the
.essential fact remains that when the fully established metro-
pdlitan government has undertaken functions, not only in the
utility, but also in the "social" and preventive fields, ulti-
mate control and determination of policy wili rest not with the
local units but with the central government. Routine health

services, as an example, will be administered by the local
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units;'which will hire their own personnel and formulate
their own programs - but under the guidance and even the
orders’ of the central government, which, in addition, will
itself provide certain specialized services. The gains in
,better:planning, more uniform performance, greater effi-
ciency, simplified governmental structure and a host of
other fields is clear. Yet the question remains: Is the
disappearance of the smaller unite? independence too great
.a price to pay?

Earlier discussion will, perhaps, have indicated that
the price is at most only nominal, since the overlapping
duplication and disorganization of government within the
" metropolitan district so stifles local units that their po-
tentialities are lost. A governmental unit ideally provides
opportunities for citizen participation and a responsiveness
to local desires and conditions which are cheaply bought even
at the sacrifice of material efficiency and a few cents in
the tax rate, for it is this intimate relationship between
government and citizen that helps shape the common purposes,
shared endeavors and mutual responsibility which are a
‘vitai government's most precious contribution to society.

As we have seen, however, the governmental disorganization
of the metropolitan district thwarts not only efficiency
but also clouds the relations that should prevail between

the citizen and his government. Reorganization of government
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in metrbpolifan districts is in no sense an attack upon the
principles of local government but merely an attempt to
meke them operative within the metropolitan district and to
encourage citizen participation and control by sweeping
~away the governmental debris that today obscures any ready
.appreciation of the organization and the problems of gov-
ernment.

Despite the social and economic changes which subtly
undermine their validity, old ideas, however, linger on to
waip our thinking and to give the metropolitan district's
existing governmental confusion a longer lease on 1life than
- 1t deserves. For example, despite the transformations
brought'by an intervening century and a half, the Jeffer-
sonian belief is still strong that the best government is
least government; and equelly tenacious is the attitude to
which Jackson gave classic expression in his satement that
"The duties of all public offices are, or at least admit of
‘being made, 80 plain and simple that men of_intelligenge
may readily quelify themselves for their performance,"
Although perhaps a logical response to the governmental
demands created by a sparsely settled and rapidly expanding

country, these believes are today outdated, for despite

(1) Quoted White: Introduction to The Study of Public Admin-
istration, P. 380, from Richardson, James D. (ed,)
A COmp;lation of the Messages and P@pers of the Presi-
~ dents, (1908), Vol, II, pp. 448-49,




protests government continues to assume new functions
requiring for their execution not merely general compe-
tence and goodwill, but specific skills and techniques.

‘A fundamental governmental reorganization is only a
‘recognition of changed conditions and an effort to achieve
‘both the efficiency of service and the Tesponsiveness %o
Qitizen control which enables government to reach its

full potentialities as a social institution,
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APPENDIX A
List of Abbreviations

Titles of periodioalslto which reference is made in
- the text or in the bibliography are abbreviated as follows:
AC - American Qity

AER - American Economic Review

AJS - American Journal of Sociology

Annals - Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science

APCA - American Planning and Civic Annual

APSR - American Political Science Review
MLR - Minnesota Law Review

NMR - National Municipal Review

NTAB - National Tax Association Bulletin

PAR - Public Administration Review

Reference to Massachusetts Public Documents, which are
the source of most of the figures given in the text and
tables,fis made in accordence with the abbreviations listed
below. In all cases these documénts are anmual reports;
however, since their printing was suspended during the war,
they are in general available only through 194l.

PD 1 - Mass: Office of the Secretary: Annual Report on
the Vital Statistics of Massachusetts

PD 2 - Mass: Dept. of Public Education: Annual Report
(8 parts) "
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PD 16 ~ Mass: Commissioner of Corporations and Taxation:
Annual Report

PD 19 - Mass: Dept. of Corporations and Taxation: Ag-
gregates of Polls, Property and Taxes

PD 34 - Mass: Dept., of Public Health: Annual Report
PD 48

Mess: Metropolitan District Commission:
Annual Report

PD 79 - Mass: Dept. of Corporations and Taxation:
Statistics of Municipal Finance

PD 93 ~ Mass: Treasury Dept.: Assessments ... of the
Metropolitan District Commission

BRMG is used in the text and in the bibliography as an
abbreviatioﬁ for Bureau for Research in Municipal Govern-
ment,'Graduate School of Public Administration, Harvard
ﬁniversity. In addition, titles of certain frequently

cited publications of the Bureau are abbreviated as follows:

BRMG 5 -~ Lambie, Morris B.: Experiments in Methods

of Municigal Analysis, The Bureau Cam-—
bridge 1941, (Publication #5)

BRMG 13 - Bureau for Research in Municipal Government:
Comparative Status of 83 Cities and
Towns in The “Boston MetTropolitan Gensus
District 1944, The Bureau, Cambridge, 1944,

(Publication #12)

BRMG 13 - Hinckley, Thomas L.: Legislation Affecting
Municipael Finance in Massachusetts -
1956—19@5 The Bureau, Cambridge, 1946.
(Publication #13)

BRMG 16 - Bureau for Research in Municipal Government:
Comparative Status of 43 Cities and Towns
in The Boston MetTropolitan Commission Dis-
tricts, The Bureau, Cambridge, 1947.

ZPubl cation #16)

BRMG 17 - Abraham, Hans F. and Greeley, Priscilla M.,:
Federal and State Grants—in—Aid' Annotated
Laws, The Bureau Gambridge 1947.
(Pubiication #17)
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APPENDIX B

Source and Explanation of Statistics
for the Boston Inner Metropqlitan District

Prefatory Note: Since institutional population is

‘included in the U. S. Census, per capita figures computed
.for Belmont, Boston, Lexington and Waltham on the basis of
16th Census population totals would be distorted by the
conéiderable number of inmates of Federal and State institu-
tions located in these localities. To avoid this diffioculty,
the estimated number of such inmates has been subtracted from
fhe Census population to yield new population figures which,
 unless otherwise specifically noted, have been used in com-
puting all per capite figures for these four municipalities,
The censue‘and the revised figures are listed below: (See
BRMG 123, p. 35):

1940 pPopulation
1940 U.S.Census excluding Institutional

Population Population
Belmont ’ 36,867 26,667
Boston ’ 770,816 766,739
Lexington : 13,187 . : 11,213
Waltham 40,020 38,603

Per capitas for the other cities and towns are derived:
using data given in the 16th U.S. Census (1940). It should
be noted that accuracy is limited by the fact that a slide

rule has been used in the computations,
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- Per capita expenditure figures are in all cases derived
from the maintenance or Operdting costs of the department or
function under consideration; such costs compr?se the major
part of a municipality's annual disubrsements and furnish
'the most reliable basis for comparative an&iysis. Although
capital outlays are thus excluded, their effect is eventu-
ally reflected in maintenance costs as increased plant swells

 the expenditures for upkeep, operation, repairs, etc.

ggélg 10: Area, Population and Density: 1940
‘ (30 cities and Towns)

Source: BRMG 16, Pp. 2, 4, and 19

Notes: Aree is 1940 land area in.aquare miles. The
population figures for Belmont, Boston,
Lexington and waltham represent U. S. Census
totals; the number of inmates of Federal
and State institutions lying within these

municipalities has not been deducted.

Table 11: Indices of Comparative Wealth: 1940

| (30 cities and Towns)

Source: Col. 1: COmpﬁted using BRMG 12, Table 16.
Cols. 3 and 3: Bureau of Business Research,
Boston University College of Business Ad-~-

ministration: New England Community

Statistical Abstracts (3rd ed.) 1942;
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Cols. 4, 5, and 6: 16th Census (1940):
Housing, Vol. II, General Characteristics

Part 3, Tables 23 and 24.

Notes: Assassgd valuation is the value of real and

Table 13:

Source:

Notes:

personal property on the municipal tax
rolls. "Highly péid workers" include all
those falling in the three U. S. Census
categories of 'professional", "semi~
professional® and "proprietor and manager."
It should be noted that while Col. 1 gives
average 1940-1941 figures the remaining

columne present figures for 1940 alone.

Average Direct Tax Per Capita, Tax Rate
and Assessed Valuation Per Cg ita: 1940~
1941 (30 Cities and Towns)

Computed from figures in BRNG 12, Table 186.

Average Expenditure for Road Maintenance:
1940-1941 (30 Clties and Towns)

Col. 1: Computed from PD 79; Col,., 2:
Hass. Dept. of Public Works data on file
at BRMG.

Mileage figures include all roads classified

as urban, urban through, or rural, but
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Table 14:

Source:

Table 15:

Source:

exclude all categories of private, State
and Metropolitan Distriot roads. Expen=-
ditures also are limited to payments made
by the municipalit& (including, however,
the small number financed by Ch. 90 assis-
tance) and exclude State or M.D.C. expen-
ditures within the municipality. The

municipal eXpenditures include disburse-

-ments for: general highway department

administration, general highway expenditure,
sidewalks and curbing, snow and ice removal,

sprinkling, lighting, and "other expenses",

Average Expenditure for Street Cleaning:

1940-1941 (14 Cities)

Computed from PD 79, using mileage figures.

givén in Table 13.

Recreational Maintenance Expenditures and

Facilities: 1940 (25 Cities and Towns)

National Recreation Assocliation: Municipal

and County Parks in the United States

(ed. Butler, George D.) The Association,
Neﬁ York, no date. Table B. .Data is not
given for Dedham, Medford, Needham, Saugus,
and Winthrop, which are accordingly not
listed in Table 15.
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Notes:

Parks are considered to include

all types of municipally supported
open area, including playgrounds,
playfields, neighborhood parks, res-
ervations, etc., and evén parkways
and public building sites when land-
scaped. Acreage is combined land
and wafer area. Maintenance expen—
ditures include those from regular
municipal funds for operation and
maintenance of parks; capital out-
lays and expenditures from gifts
énd emergency funde (e.g. Federal
work relief projects) are excluded,
The payments made by the various
municipalities to the Metropolitan
Parks District are also apparently
omitted.
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Table 16: Average Operating Expenditures of Fire

| Departments, Average Number of Fires
and Average Loss: 1940-1941 (17 Cities
and Towns)

Source: Cols. 1 and 3: Operating expenditures: PD 79,
assessed valuation of buildings: PD 19,
Part 1, Table 2; Col. 3: International Clty

Managers'! Association: The Municipal Year-

book 1941, Tables XVI-A, XVI-B; The Muni-
cipal Yearbook 1942, Tables XIII-A, XIII-B.

Cols. 4 and 5: "Fire Record for Cities'" in
The Quarterly of the National Fire Protec-

tion Association, 34: 332 ff., Apr. 1941
and 35:347 ff. Apr. 1943 |

»» Notes:  The data given in columns 5 and 6 are avallable

| only for municipalities having over 235,000

population in 1940; the smaller cities and ,
towns of the Inner Me£ropolitan District
have thus of necessity been omitted from
this tabulation. Since PD 19 has not been
published for 1941, the figures given in the
1940 volume have been used in lieu of the
1941-1941 average assessed valuation of
buildings. Fire department employees are
defined to include all full-time paid

firemen, officers and civilian employees, but
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to exclude volunteers, call men and
"gleepers", Building fires include both

roof and chimney fires,

Table 17: Average Operating Expenditures of Police
Departments and Avefage Crime Retes:
1940-1941 (28 cities and Towns)

Source: Col. 1l: Computed from PD 79; Col. 3: Inter-
vnational City Managers' Association:

Municipal Yearbook 1941, Tables XVII-A

and XVII-B; Municipal Yearbook 1942,

Tebles XIV-A and XIV-B., Cols. 3, 4, 5
and 6: For municipalities of 235,000 and
over{ U. 8. Federal Bureau of Investigation:

o Uniform Crime Reports, 4th Quarterly Bulletin

(Vol. XI, No.4, 1940 and Vol. XII, No. 4,
1941.) For municipalities under 25,000: FBI
data on file at BRMG.

Notes: Data for municipalities under 35,000 population
is not for publication and should be regarded
as confidential. Number of police department
employees used in deriving police-population
ratios includes all full-time paid policemen,
officers and civilians. Burglary includes

breaking or entering. The larceny rates are
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based only on those offenses where theft
exceeded $50 in value. Of the 7 so-called
Part I offenses (i.e, those crimes in which
all or virtually all offenses are known to
the police) rates are given for 4; homicide,
rape and murder, the other 3 Part I offenses,
are of such rare occurrence that rates, es-
pecially for small localities, are totally
unreliable unless averaged over a S5~year
period. Data is not available for Everett
and Weymouth which are accordingly omitted
from Table 17.

Table 18: Average Expenditures for General Relief and

- Average Case Loads: 1940-1941. (30 Cities
ahd Towns)

Soﬁrca: BRMG Files.

Notes: Expenditures include direct and indireot dis=—
bursements, i.e. payments for service, for
instance medical care, as well as direct
financial aid, but exclude the administra-
tive and overhead costs of running the progr
Per case expenditure is computed by dividing
direct and indirect expenditures by the
average monthly case load multiplied by 12.
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Expenditures per case will, of course, be
affected not only by the annual number of
cases but by the average number of indivi-
duals involved in each case. The municipali-
ties receive virtually no state aid in the

financing of general relief,

.Table 19: Average Expenditures for Aid to Dependent
Children and Average Case Loads: 1940—1941
(30 cities and Towns)

Source:  BRMG Files.

Notes: Expenditure figures include both direct and
indirect disbursements, but exclude adminis-
trative expenses. Per case expenditure com-
puted as explained in Notes for Table 18.

43 U.8, Code (1943) 501 defines a dependent

- child in part as follows: "a needy child ....
who has been deprived of parental support
or care by reason of the déath, continual
absence from home, or phySical or mental
incepacity of a parent «.++." Expenses
of program are borne approximately as fol-
lows: Federal: 35%; Massachusetts: 33%;
Municipality: 43%.
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Table 20: Average Expenditures for Health Services and
Selected Average Vitel Statistics: 1940-1941,
(30 Cities and Towns).

Source: Col. 1: PD 79; Cols. 2 and 3: PD 1, Teble 37;
Cols. 4 and 5: PD 2, Table - "Causes of
Deaths from Diseases Dangerous to Public
Health."

Notes: Total death rates allocate deaths to place of
residence; rates as given in PD 1 and as
presented here-are based on 16th Census
populations for 1940 and on an estimated
population for 1941. The populations of
Boston, Belmont, Lexington, Waltham are not
:educed by the number of inmates of Federal
and State inetitutions located in these mu-
nicipalities, but deaths occurring in the
institutions are allocated to former place
of residence. Infant death rates:- deaths,
excluding stillbirths of children under
1l year of age per 1,000 live births, Figures
are allocated and in published form are avail
able only for municipalities of 15,000 or
over. Col. 4 shows ratio of new tuberculosis
cases reported to annual tuberculosis deaths;

Col. 5 shows number of new venereal disease
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cases reported annually per 100;000 popu-
laetion, 1In both ocases, high ratios are
believed to indicate effective disease dis-
covery work, See American Public Health

Association: Appraisal Form, 1934, which sug-

gests respective standards of 3 and 600.

Teble 21: Average Operating Expenditures, Average Enroll-
ment Ratios and Average Per Pupil Valuations
for Public Schools: 1940-1941. (30 Cities
and Towns) '

Source: PD 2, part II.

Notes: Figures are for the school years beginning
Oct. 1, 1940 and 1941, except that expendi-
tures are for fiscal years ending Dec. 31,
1940 and 1941. Expenditures includexfunds
from all sources, including local taxation,
stafe reimbursement, receipts for tuition
and transportation, etc. All pupil ratios
are based on net average membership which,
by statute, is defined aBs average member-
ship plus the pupils for whom the munici-

. pality paid tuition for over half the school
year less non-resident pupils attending the

municipality's schools for over half the



school year. Value of school property per
pupil is based only on 1941 enrollments and

plant values and not on averaged figures.

Table 23: Hypothetical Effect of Tax Rate Equalization:
1940. (30 Cities and Towns)

Sourge: Col. 1: BRMG Files; Col. 3: BRMG 12, Table 16.
Cols. 3, 4, and 5: Computed,

‘Notes: The 30 1940 direct tax levies, computed by
multiplying the 1940 tax rate of each mu-
nioiﬁality by its assessed valuation, were
added to obtain the total levy for the
entire district; this figure was divided
by the district!s total assessed valuvation

to secure a hypothetical "district tex rate"
of $37.30,
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