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2.1. Buchanan

Buchanan 1950

Buchanan 3)

4)

 Buchanan Net Fiscal Surplus Net Fiscal Residuals

5)

1 2 1

2 1 2 1000

500 10%

1 250 2 200 1 1

83.3 =250 3 2 1 66.7 =200 3

1 16.7 =83.3 100

2 33.3 =66.7 100

1 33.3 2 16.7 1

Buchanan 1

22.2 1 5.5 11.1 2

 
3) Buchanan Boadway and Flatters Mieszkowski and Musgrave(1999)
4) 

5) 

Boadway and Hobson(1993) G/N G
N 0 ≤ ≤ 1 =0 =1



11.1

Buchanan

1 Buchanan

1 H 1000 100 83.3 -16.7 -5.5 -22.2

H 1000 100 83.3 -16.7 -5.5 -22.2

L 500 50 83.3 33.3 -11.1 22.2

2 H 1000 100 66.7 -33.3 11.1 -22.2

L 500 50 66.7 16.7 5.5 22.2

L 500 50 66.7 16.7 5.5 22.2
H L

2.2. Boadway and Flatters

Boadway and Flatters 1982

1 2 16.7 1 2

16.7 16.7

16.7 2 1 8.3 1 2

2 25

25

Buchanan
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2 Boadway and Flattaers

1 H 1000 100 83.3 -16.7 -8.3 -25.0

H 1000 100 83.3 -16.7 -8.3 -25.0

L 500 50 83.3 33.3 -8.3 25.0

2 H 1000 100 66.7 -33.3 8.3 -25.0

L 500 50 66.7 16.7 8.3 25.0

L 500 50 66.7 16.7 8.3 25.0
H L

2.3. 

Buchanan Boadway and Flatters BF

2 H

L yH yL

1 1 n1 2 n2

1 1–n1 2 1–n2 n1>n2 1

2 t

i（i＝ 1,2 1 gi

gi tyi i j 1 si,j

i=1,2 j=H,L H L si,j gi tyj t yi yj

yiは地域 iの所得の平均値である。
Buchanan s1,j s2,j j=H,L

1 sH

  (1)

n1>n2 s1,H > s2,H 1 2

s1,H sH H

  (2)

1 1 H 2

n1 H 2 n2 2 1

(n1/n2) H

1 sL 1

L

  (3)



  (4)

1 (1–n1) L 2 1 [(1–n1)/(1–

n2)] L n1 H+(1–n1) L (2) (4)

  (5)

Buchanan

Buchanan

(2) (4)

BF

si,j s1,j – s2,j = g1 – g2 j

1 2 (g1 – g2)/2

s’i,j s’i,j = (g1+g2)/2 –t yj  (i=1, 2; 

j=H,L) BF

BF Buchanan n1 n2

3 n1 n2 BF

Buchanan Buchanan

1

2 Buchanan  

BF BF

 BF Buchnan
6)

 
6) BF Buchanan  =(g1-g2)/2

(5)

 

{ } 0 ≥
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3 Buchanan Boadway and Flatters
n1 n2 Buchanan BF
0.9 0.8 50 2.45 2.50
0.9 0.6 150 6.60 7.50
0.9 0.4 250 9.07 12.50
0.9 0.2 350 8.84 17.50
0.9 0.1 400 7.20 20.00
0.8 0.6 100 4.76 5.00
0.8 0.4 200 8.33 10.00
0.8 0.2 300 9.60 15.00
0.8 0.1 350 8.84 17.50
0.6 0.4 100 4.80 5.00
0.6 0.2 200 8.33 10.00
0.6 0.1 250 9.07 12.50
0.4 0.2 100 4.76 5.00
0.4 0.1 150 6.60 7.50
0.2 0.1 50 2.45 2.50

 yH=1000 yL=500 1.0
 

(1) (2)

(3) 7)

3.1. 

3.2. 

1

1. gi

a) b) c)

2.

a) b) c) d)

3.
 
7) Oakland(1994)



8)

9)

1

10)

2

11)

 
8) 

9) 

10) 

Flatters, Henderson and Mieszkowski(1974)
11) 
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3

12)

3.3. 

2.

1

AA

BB CC

S M L

 
12) 
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3.4. 

categorical equity 

3.5. BF

BF

1 BF Buchanan 2 2

Buchanan

 

BF Buchanan Buchanan

3

BF Buchanan

BF Buchanan

BF

categorical equity 
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BF

 categorical equity

13)

 
13) (2002) (2006)



(2006)

Keio Economic Society Discussion Paper Series. 
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(2002)

(1986) Part I

2 6-28

(1987) Part II

4 9-26

(2002) 65

148-168
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(2005)
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