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CHAPTD 1 

DmlODtX:TlON 

Purpose agd Scope 

This study is focused on the question of whether or not the 

property tax merits consideration for increased utilization at the 

state and local levels. To answer this question, an examination was 

made to dete~ine what has happened to the place and role of the prop• 

erty tax in terms of relative importance and burdensomeness as compared 

to other sources of state and local tax revenue. As a measure of rela-

tive burdensomeness, the various revenue sources were related to per 

capita personal income. In addition, a comparison of property tax 

revenue with estimated gener~l and real property values was made to 

indicate the possible tax base and the extent of present utilization. 

The property tax, prominent as a source of revenue in the United 

States over a period of two centuries, continues to be a large producer 

of funds for the support of government, although now primarily at the 

local level. Local jurisdictions in the United States obtained approxi-

mately 88 percent of their current tax revenue from this source in 

1958 ; the states about 3 .5 percent. 1 

lsee Table IV, Chapter 11. Only state and local governmental 
units tax property. Article 1, sec. 2 of the United States Constitu• 
tion prohibits, for all practical purposes, the use of the property 
tax by the federal government. See also Article I, sec. 9. 

1 



Althouah widely used and quite generally eccepted in the p .. t, 

the property tax has been subjected to severe criticism. It has been 

attacked on both theoretical and prasmatic grounda. 2 In the face of 

2 

constant abuse, just why has this tax been continually employed? One 

very practical reason is found in its revenue producina ability, espe• 

cially at the local leve1. 3 Another is the failure to find adequate 

substitutes for the property tax which would justify ita abandoa.ent. 

What is overlooked, in most criticisms, is that the burden of the prop-

arty tax is offset by many benefits to the community, which are financed 

largely by the property tax. To consider a tax merely as a cost, there-

fore, without regard to tl,e services that it finances is so prejudicial 

that it might bring harmful results, such as recurring demands for tax 

reduction regardless of consequences to municipal services and finances. 

During the next few years, the property tax may well become rela• 

tively less important than it is today in the revenue structure of the 

country, but its absolute importance will likely continue for many 

years. Pending a much more pronounced shift away from the property 

tax than is now apparent, this revenue source is entitled to continued 

and in some instances renewed interest on the part of economists and tax 

practitioners. 

2An unrelenting critic of property taxation was the late E. R. A. 
Seligman. He contended that "The general property tax in the United 
States is a dismal failure. " See his Essays in Taxation, l Oth Edition, 
New York: The Macmillan Co., 1925, p. 31. 

3see John D. Hogan's, "Revenue Productivity of the Property Tax," 
National Tax Association's Proceedings of the Fifty-Third Annual Con
ference, Sept. , S-9 , pp. 71-78. 
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The remainder of Chapter I will consider the historical develop

ment of the property tax. Chapter II deale with the role of the prop-

erty tax in the fiscal life of local and state governments in recent 

years (1902-58). Chapter Ill presents the main analysis of the thesis 

dealing with the relative burdensomeness of the property tax. Chapter IV 

draws the general conclusions of the findings and discusses their impli• 

cations. 

Limitations 

Most of the necessary statistical data relating to property 

taxes were available only through the year 1958. Therefore, data in 

this thesis will carry only through that year. 

It should also be noted that when the U. s. Bureau of the Census, 

1962 Census of Goyernments, is published in complete form, much addi-

tional information can be obtained. Its predecessor, the 1957 Census 

of Goyerqments, is a prime source used in this thesis. 

Historical Origins 

Seligman has pointed out that the taxation of property dates 

4 back to "antiquity." During the sixth century B. C., a land tax on 

gross produce was levied in Athens. By 378 B. C., it had become a 

general property tax, imposed on s laves, cattle, furniture, and money, 

4see Seligman, op. cit., pp. 32~37, for statements on the gen
eral property tax in the Greek and Roman eras. 
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as well as on land and houses. Throughout the centuries that followed, 

the property tax in some form was prominent in many govern.ental fiscal 

programs. Early Rome imposed taxes on land, the base later being ex-

tended to include other types of property. During the Medieval period, 

land was the main form of wealth and bore the major part of the burden 

of taxation until trade created large quantities of movable goods which 

were made subject to taxation. 5 

Throughout Europe in the late Middle Ages and prior to the astab-

lishment of the American colonies, the pattern of levying taxes initially 

on land and later on other kinds of property was followed. 6 In Great 

Britain the king first initiated a property tax when revenues from his 

landed estates became insufficient to support widening governmental 

activity. The property tax came into being when feudal dues consisting 

of services and payments in kind, which had been assessed against the 

land, were transmitted into money obligations. Later, as other forms 

of wealth became more abundant, the land tax became a general property 

tax. 

In the colonial era of America, land in New England was usually 

held under the British Crown with payments for its use taking the form 

7 of quasi-feudal quitrents. These charges on appropriated land values 

5tbid., pp. 38-45. 

61bid., pp. 45•46, for a discussion of the property tax in the 
late Medieval period. 

7The quitrent is discussed in J. P. Jensen, Property Taxation 
in the United States, Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1931, p. 19. 
Jensen writes: "It was bnplicit in all land grants, to proprietary lords 



s 
were used to aid in meeting public expenditures. lvuion of quitrent• 

was caa.on, however, because of opposition to them on the part of 

colonists. Property taxes were introduced into New lngland when quit-

rents ceased to serve adequately as producers of public revenue. They 

began as levies on real property, but were eventually exteaded in cover• 

age to include other properties. 

It was not until the nineteenth century that the property tax 

gained much significance as a source of public revenue in the United 

States. 8 Throughout this period, the property tax was a very important 

source of revenue, but only minor difficulties were encountered in 

property tax administration during the early part of that century. 

At that t~e wealth was mainly tangible and visible. the problem of 

attaining a high degree of uniformity in valuation was not serious. 

Tax rates were low; burdens of taxation were not heavy. the levies 

did grow, however, although at a slow rate, until about the ttme of 

the Civil War, "when the general increases in federal expenses and the 

rising expenditures of state and local government brought about much 

heavier taxation. " 9 

With the advent of increased taxation, the administrative ease 

enjoyed in the first half of the 19th century was not to carry on into 

as well as to quasi-public corporations, that the annual sum, usually 
ranging from one shilling per hundred acres to one penny per acre, was 
payable to the Crown or the vassal of the Crown, as revenue or at least 
as token of inferior tenure of the land." 

8seligman, op. cit ., pp. 23•28. 

9walter A. Morton, Housing Taxation, Madison, Wisconsin: The 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1955, p. 76. 
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the aec:oad half of the century. The oraanization of corporatiOIUI fur• 

tber complicated matters by introducing aoneyed capital and intaagibl .. 

into the picture aa additional typea of property. Uadervaluationa 

resulted and complaints against the general property tax grew as in• 

equitiea developed. Tax coaaissions were established in an att8111pt 

to cope with the issues of the sufficiency of the tax system, and to 

find means of improvina its form and administration. These inquiriea 

turned into criticisms of the general property tax. It waa recognized 

that it was futile to attempt to tax many intangibles and, aa a result, 

general property taxation gave away gradually to a classified property 

tax system. At the present time, some properties are entirely exempt 

10 from taxation while special rates apply to others. 

In reviewing the history of the general property tax, one writer 

has contended that 1 t is u largely indigenous in the United States." 11 ; 

another that it is "peculiarly an American development ... 12 In contrast 

to these opinions, Seligman insisted that this tax was a relic of 
13 

medievalism. The property tax as Americans have come to know it 

did not exist in Europe or elseWhere, of course, at the time the colonies 

10william J. Schultz, and c. Lowell Harriss, Am!rican Public 
Finance, Sixth Edition, New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951, p. 113. 

11 Jensen, op. cit., p. vii, Also seep. 19. 

12w. H. Anderson, Taxation and the American EconomY, New York: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1951, p. 113. 

13 Seligman, op. cit., p. 56. According to Seligman, " the 
property tax in the United States ••• is not an American institution." 



were established, but the idea that property can serve in some manner 

as a base for taxation is ancient in origin. 

the fact that the property tax has such a long history may be 

an indication that, as a revenua source, it has a characteristic of 

permanency that will cause it to continue as a source for many years. 

7 



CHAPTilt 11 

'1'HE IMPOJlTANCI Or mB PROPERTY TAX IN UCDT Y1AU 

The Mature of the PropertY Tax in the Ynit!d St&tet 

The Bureau of the Census defines general property taxes as 

"taxes conditioned on ownership of property and measured by its value, 

and applicable either to all property, to all tangible property, or to 

all real proporty, not specifically excepted, whether at a single rate 

1 or at classified effective rates." The Bureau further states that 

"under the general property tax system, the valuations officially re-

corded for all kinds of taxable property at any particular location 

2 
are taxes at the same total rate, or at a set of related rates." No 

consideration is given in the levy to the amount of the owner's equity 

in the property ; that is, the legal owner is taxed according to the 

value of the property with no regard, say, to any mortgages against 

the property. 

Such a description of the property tax raises a number of ques-

tions, two of which will be considered in this chapter. First, just 

what is taxable property, and, second, on what bases are properties 

assessed? 

1 Bureau of the Census, U. S, Department of Commerce, 1957 Census 
of Governments, Taxable Property Values in the United States, Vol. V, 
Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1959, p. 1. 

2 Ibid., p. 2. "This does not mean, of course, that the tax 
will have a uniform relation to the real or 'full' value of all tax
able property since, by law or in practice, the relation of the tax
able value to actual market value may differ considerably among various 
classes of property." 

8 



type• pf TfX1ble Propertx 

The legal bases of the property tax are found in state contti• 

tutions aad statutes, although the tax is administered primarily by 

local govei"'IIUnts. C~nting on this phenomenom the aureau of the 

Censut related the following: 

The various States are legally independent of one another 
in determining their respective arrangements for taxation. Ac• 
cordingly, while the basic concepts and principle• of property 
taxation show a resemblance from State to State, there ia a 
good deal of variety .in particular elements-•including termt
nology, administrative arrangements, the tax calendar, clasti• 
fication of property, and record systems. ln other words, aa 
is to be expected under the American Pederal plan of govern
ment, there is not one nationwide system of property taxation. 
but many different systems--one in each State and the Diatrict 
of Columbia. Furthermore, since much of the actual administxa• 
tion of the property tax rests with local government officials, 
variety in the procedures and records used is often to be found 
even within individual states.3 

Practically all real property (land and ~rovements thereon) 

9 

is subject to the tax. However, twenty-four states allow partial 

exemptions on the value of real property before application of the 

general tax rates. The main category of exemption is the homestead 

exemption with the veteran's exemption being the second in ~portance. 

"Homestead exemptions--which by definition are allowed against realty 

only--accounted for more than half of the nationwide total of partial 

exemptions in 1956, although they appear in only five states."4 The 

3Ibid. , p • 1. 

4 !!W!•t p . 6. 



10 

exat~Pt portion of locally aaaeuecl real property ..ow~ ted to $6,966 1111• 

ltOD in 1956, which was 3. 3 per c•t of the total value of locally 

uaeasecJ real property. Only tara atatea (Califoraia, Ccnmecticut, 

flor14a, Ceorgia, ludiaaa, Louisiana, Mi.asissippi. Mew Jersey, Rev 

York, aDd Oklahoma) accoUDt4d for 95 per cent of theM --.ptiau. 5 

ln .oat states, at l ... t some kinds ot taaaible peraoaal 

propex-ty are wt.thin the scope of the seural property tax. Taaatbl~ 

it... lac lucie vehicles, coamo41tiea, livestock, and fumiture. ln / 

twenty..ono states 11110tor vehicles are asaessed and taxed under the 

pneral p~operty tax. ln eight states they are subject to a apec:lat 

property tax. The remaining states exempt motor vehicles from local 

taxation altoaethor, or place them UDder an entirely 4tetinct fora of 

6 tuatton. Other personal t-'S1b1e property le also treated in vartou 

wya. It ia larae1y ~t 1n Delaware, 1Cew York, aDd 1'etul8ylvo1a. 

lt is almost completely included in the property tax base in Illinois. 

Betweeu these extremes, the most coumon practice ia to include c.:ca• 

mareial inventories, industrial inventories., 88r!cultural ilaplements, 

and livestock, but to exclude personal property not used in buainees 

pursuits. 7 

Tbe thiN category of taaable proporty ia intaagtbles. Intao• ~ 

atble peraonal property consists of ~y, bank deposits, st~ks, 

s l!!.i!l·. p. 22. 

6!!!lt·' p. 4. 

7n.u., p. s. 
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boDda, mortgagee, and other auch aeeata, which have value bacauaa of 

their rights to income rather than for direct uae. It baa been widely 

recognized that intangibles are difficult ·to locate and aaaaas. In 

1956, nineteen statae exempted intangibles from the general property 

tax levy, and sixteen others subjected them to spacial property taxa• 

tion, ordinarily at very low rates. Local govera.anta in only thir-

8 
teen states subject intangibles to general property tax asses..ant. 

Table 1 reveals the structure of the property tax base in the 

United States in 1956. The data clearly reveal that the 1D&jor type 

of taxable property (74.4 per cent) is locally assessed real estate. 

Table 2 shows the distribution of this real property classified by 

type. 

The proportion of real property in the various use claasifi-

cations differ substantially from state to state. Por residential 

nonfarm property, the range in 1957 was from 18.6 per cent of total 

in North Dakota to 69.0 per cent in Maryland. Rhode Island had only 

1.4 per cent of its taxable property in "acreage and farms," but six 

•tate~ had over 50 per cent: Nebraska, 56.6 per cent ; North Dakota, 

70.2 per cent ; and South Dakota, 68.2 per cent. for industrial and 

commercial property, the range was from 9.1 per cent of total in 

North Dakota to 37.1 per cent in New York. 9 

8 Ibid., p. 5. 

9 !2!2,., p. 25. Figures are from Table 4 in Vol. V of the 12iZ. 
Census of Governments Which shows per cent distribution of the gross 
assessed value of locally assessed taxable real property by type, 
and by state, in 1956. 



TABLB 1 

ASSESSED VALUE OF PROPERTY SUBJECT '10 LOCAL GIDRAL 
PROPERTY TAXATION• BY CLASS OF PROPERTY, 1956 

Class $Million 

Total 272,444 

State Assessed Total 22,459 

Railroads 6,546 

Other Public Utilities 13,354 

Locally Assessed Total 249,986 

Real 202,798 

Personal 47,188 

Per Cent 
of Total 

100.0 

8.2 

2.4 

4.9 

91.8 

74.4 

17.4 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of §ov•rP!'pts. 
Taxable Property Values in the United Statea, Vol. V, 1959, p. 23. 

~ 
N 



'1'ABLI 2 

GROSS ASSESSED VALUI OJ' IDCALLY ASSESS&D TAXABLE 
REAL PROPDTY, BY TYPE OJ' PROPERTY, 1956a 

Type $l11llion 

Total 209,705 

Residential nonfa~ 113,505 
Single-family 95 ,135 
Other 18,370 

Acreage and farms 29,803 . 

Vacant lots 4,763 

Commercial and indus. 58,011 
CODmercial 34,766 
Industrial 22,612 

Other 4,395 

Per Cent 
of Total 

100 .0 

54.1 
45 . 3 
8.8 

13.9 

2.3 

27.7 
16.6 
10.8 

2.1 

a 
~o deductions in this computation were made for exemptions. There-

fore, the total of locally assessed real property is approximately $7 billion 
larger than in Table 1. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1951 Cepsua of Govergpents. 
Taxable Property Values in the United States, Vol. V, 1959, pp. 24-25. ... 

w 
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Property Tax Assessment 

Property tax assessment is mainly a local matter (See Table 1). 

Asaessors are county officials in a majority of states (western and south• 

ern areas), although a number of states allow assessment under a town, 

township, or district government (western region). In a survey by the 

Office of Education in 1958 (See Table 3), thirty-four states reported 

either full or partial responsibility of county officialo for the deter-

mination of assessments and twenty•one states reported local, town, and 
10 

city assessors. The overall figures indicate that forty states provide 

for the election of assessors while eighteen states provide for their 

appointment. However, nine states--Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, 

New Hampshire , New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, and Wisconsin--report 

11 
the selecti on of assessors by both appoinbnent and election. 

The Bureau of the Census related two specific processes to the 

term "assessu:ent." The first is the process of placing proper ty on the 

tax rolls, and the second is the process of ass igning a value to the 
12 

property. 

To place personal property (tangible and intangible) on the tax 

rolls , ther e is heavy reliance on the initiative of the taxpayer, who 

10 
See Table 3 . Also , U. s. Office of Education, Public School 

Finance Prog;ams of the United States , Misc . No. 33, pp . 50-51. See 
John F. Due, Goyernment Finance, Homewood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, 
Inc., rev. ed., 1959, p . 380 , f or an analysis of assessment practices 
in local property taxation. Also, W. A. Morton, Housing Taxation, Madi
son: Univers ity of Wi sconsin Press, 1955, pp . 85-88. 

11 E 51 U. s. Office of ducation, og. cit., p. • See Table 3. 

12Bureau of t he Census, op, c it., p . 2. 
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State 

(1) 

Total U. s. 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
llorida 
Georsia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
l.entucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 

TABLI 3 

COUITY AIID IDCAL ASSISSMIMT OFFICIA:U AND 
METHODS Ol 'Dill& SKLICnOM: 1957-58 

Methods Used ln 
Selecting Assessors 

Authorities That 
Determine Property 

Assessments Appoint• Blection 
ment 

(2) (3) (4) 

21 40 

County Board of Equal. X 
County Assessors X 
County Tax Assessors X 
County Assessors X 
County Assessors X 
Local Assessors X 
County Board of Assess. X 
County Assessors X 
County and City Assess. X 
County Assessors -· X 
Township or County -- X 
Local Assessors X 
County or Local Assess. X 
County Clerk or Elected X 
County or City Assessors X X 
Parish (eounty) Assessors X 
Assessment Board, Local X X 
County Assessors X 
Board or Assessors X 
Local Assessor s X X 
Local and County Assess. X X 
County Assessors X 
County Assessors X 
County Assessors X 



State 

(1) 

Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
Hew York 
Korth Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
1\hode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Source: 

TABLI 3-.Continued 

Authorities That 
Determine Property 

Assessments 

(2) 

County Assessors 
County Assessors 
Selectmen or Local 
Local Assessors 
County Assessors 
Local, town, or city 
County Assessors 
Local Assessors 
County Auditors 
County Assessors 
County Assessors 
Local Assessors 
Local Assessors 
County, Local, Town 
County Equalization 
Local Assessors 
County Assessors 
County Assessors 
Board of Listers 
County or City 
County Assessors 
County Assessors 
Local Assessors 
County Assessors 

Methods Used In 
Selecting Assessors 

Appoint- Election 
ment 

(3) (4) 

X 
X 

X X 
X X 

X 
X X 
X 
X X 

X 
X -- X 
X -- X 

X 
X 

X ... X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X X 
X 

U. s. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Public School F!Dence Pro!iam! of the United States 1 19~7-5§, Wash-

United States Government Printing Office, 1960, p. 51. ington: 

16 
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auat file a statement of such property owned and place a value upon 

it. Under such a system under-reporting of personal property is to be 13 I 
expected, making such property a rather poor source of revenue. 

Real property is much more t.portant as a source of revenue than 

personal property because, in addition to the immobility and physical 

size of most parcels of realty, such records as deeds and building per• 

mits are available in central offices for inspection. The initiative 

in the assessment of real property rests with the tax assessor who bases 

his value estimates on the central office records. 
) 

The most difficult task in assessment is the valuation of prop-

erties. A wide variation exists in the practices of the several states 

with r egard to uniformity of valuation and assessments ; the various 

jurisdictions assess real property at different percentages of full 

14 
value. To describe value , as stated in the statutes, the most frequently 

used phrases are "true cash value," "fair cash value," "fair market value," 

" true value," " full value," "fair value," and "actual value." 15 These 

phrases do not give a c lear guide to valuation. The practice, therefore, 

often diverg~s widely from the prescription. 

geyenue ProductivitY at the State and Local Level 

During the past five decades the property tax has fallen 

importance as a source of revenue at the state level. However, 

13subject to change by the assessor . 

14u. s . Bureau of Census, op . cit . , p . 1. 

l~rton, op. cit ,, p. 85. 
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still the main source of local government revenue as shall presently be 

illustrated. 

leyenue Pr9ductivity at the State Leyel 

Table 4 shows property tax revenue as a per cent of total revenue 

for all governments, state tax revenue, and local tax revenue for the 

1902·58 period. Upon examination of the data in Table 4, it can be seen 

that there bas been a striking decline in the property tax as a per cent 

of state tax revenue. Prom 1902 through 1958 the property tax as a per 

cent of state tax revenue declined from 52.6 per cent to 3.6 per cent. 

This represented a 93 per cent decline for that period. Much of the 

decline in the property tax as a per cent of state tax revenue occurred 

during the 1902-46 period (91 per cent}. Since 1946 the property tax 

as a per cent of state tax revenues has remained fairly stable. However, 

a slight decline from 4.6 per cent to 3.6 per cent (22 per cent) is 

evident for the 1946-58 period. 

In 1957 eleven states--Arkansas, Georgia, Illinois, Massachusetts, 

New York, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, and 

West Virginia--received less than one-half of one per cent of their rev

enue from the property tax (See Table 5). Twenty states received less 

than five per cent, and thirteen states received less than ten per cent 

from this source. Only three states reported property tax revenues 

above ten per cent. These were Arizona (13.7 per cent), Wyoming (18.0 

per cent), and, the most notable case, Nebraska (32.3 per cent). 16 

16see Table 5. 



Year 
(1) 

1902 
1913 
1922 
1927 
1932 
1934 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 
1948 
1950 
19J2 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
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TABLI 4 

PROPUTY TAX RIVUUI AS A PIBCUT OP TOTAL TAX UVIIfUI, 
STATI TAX RBVDUI, AIID I.OCAI. TAX RIVI1I1JI 

Ill SILICTID Y&AI1S: 1902·58 

Total Revenue 
lrom All 

Governments 
(2) 

47.6 
44.9 
35.6 
38.8 
46.9 
38.9 
32.8 
29.6 
29.9 
27 .o 
8.8 
9.3 

11.5 
13.9 
10.7 
11.2 
11.8 
13.2 
12.8 
13.0 
14.3 

State 
Government 

Revenue 
(3) 

52.6 
46.5 
36.7 
23.0 
17.4 
13.8 
8.7 
7.8 
7.8 
6.5 
5.4 
4.6 
4.1 
3.9 
3.8 
3.5 
3.5 
3.6 
3.5 
3.3 
3.6 

Local 
Government 

levenue 
(4) 

88.6 
91.1 
96.7 
97.4 
97.3 
96.5 
94.6 
94.0 
92.8 
92.4 
92.8 
91.9 
88.9 
88.2 
87.5 
87.0 
87.2 
86.9 
86.8 
86.7 
87.9 

Source: U. s. Bureau of the Census~ 1957 Census of Governments, 
Vol. IV, No. 3, PP• 14•23, for years through 1957. Figures for 1958 
were obtained from Bureau of the Census, Governmental Finances in 1958, 
p. 23. 
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TA.8LI 5 

STATI PIOPD.TY TAX COLLICTIONS: 1957 

Percent 
Property Tax Property Tax 
Collections Was of 

1957 Total '!ax 
State (Thousands) Collections 

(1) (2) (3) 

Alabama $11,366 4. 9%. 
Arizona 14,711 13.7 
Arkansas 314 0.3 
California 107,653 6.6 
Colorado 12,049 7.9 
Connecticut 13 * 
Delaware 750 1.7 
llorida 7,426 2.0 
Georgia 928 0 .3 
Idaho 2,389 4.7 
Illinois 697 0 .1 
Indiana 16,500 5.5 
Iowa 3,792 1.5 
lana as 10,529 6 .7 
Kentucky 15,446 7.7 
Louisiana 12,155 3.3 
Maine 1,420 2.0 
Maryland 9,111 3.6 
Massachusetts 230 0.1 
Michigan 33,671 4.4 
Minnesota 14,942 5.1 
Mississippi 3,532 2.2 
Missouri 10,140 3.8 
Montana 4,973 9.4 



TABL1 5-.Continued 

Property Tax 
Collections 

1957 
State (Thousands) 

(1) (2) 

llleb~aaka $23,828 
llevada 2,185 
llew Hampshire 2,013 
New Jersey 2,765 
New Mexico 6,387 
New York 2,803 
North Carolina 8,309 
North Dakota 2,623 
Ohio 26,921 
Oklahoma 1 
Oregon 18 
Pennsylvania 1,506 
Rhode Island ..... 
South Carolina 889 
South Dakota 628 
Tennessee 10 
Texas 32,407 
Utah 2,671 
Vermont 352 
Virginia 14,126 
Washington 22,984 
West Virginia 292 
Wisconsin 24,560 
Wyoming 6,035 

* Less than 0.05 percent 
denotes zero 

21 

Percent 
Property Tax 

Waa of 
Total Tax 

Collections 
(3) 

32.31 
6.2 
6.1 
1.0 
6.7 
0.2 
2.2 
5.1 
4.0 

* 
* 0.2 

.5 
1.5 

* 4.9 
3.5 
1.0 
4.5 
6.5 
0.2 
6.9 

18.0 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Governments, 
Vol. v, p. 21. 
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ltJ1DU! Pro4uctiyity for All Gov•TPI'Rt• 

Turning to the property tax as a per cent of revenue for all 

governments, the statittics show that the most pronounced shift in the 

relative position of the property tax as a per cent of total tax revenue 

occurred between 1902 and the end of World War II (1946). During those 

yeara a marked decline from 47.6 per cent to 9.3 per cent occurred. 

This represented an 80 per cent relative decline for the 1902·46 period. 

Since the war, however, the marked rise in property tax collections 

has caused property tax revenue as a per cent of total tax revenue to 

remain at a more constant level (9.3-14.3 per cent). 17 

&avenue Productivity at the Local Leyel 

The property tax throughout the twentieth century has remained 

an important source of revenue in the United States at the local level. 

Table 6, Column 5, reveals that as a per cent of all locally assessed 

tax revenue from 1902 through 1958, the property tax has remained 

relatively stable as a source of revenue. In 1902 the property tax 

represented 88.6 per cent of all local tax revenue. The widest varia• 

tion from these figures took place during the years 1922 through 1938 

When the property tax increased to 97.4 per cent in 1927 and then grad· 

ually declined to 94.0 per cent in 1938. It should be remembered that 

these years include a period of depression. 

17An increase from 9.3 per cent to 14.3 per cent can be noted 
for the 1946-58 period. This represents a 54 per cent relative in
crease for that period. See Table 4. 



TABLB 6 

RXLAnVB IKPOR'l'AHCE OF PROPD.TY TAUS AS A SOURCE 
OF LOCAL GOVElUIIINT UVBNUIS: 1902·58 

Local Local Property Taxes Ae A Percent 
Property All Local General of 

Tax Tax Revenue--
Revenue Revenue All All Local All Local 

Year (Millions) (~illions) Sources Taxes General Revenue a 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1902 624 $ 704 $ 854 88.6 73.1 
1913 1192 1,308 1.637 9Ll 72 .8 
1922 .2973 3,069 3,866 96~7 76.9 
1927 4360 4,479 5,903 97.4 73.9 
1932 4159 4,274 5,690 97 . 3 73.1 
1934 3803 3,933 5,820 96.5 65 .3 
1936 3865 4,083 6,179 • 94.6 62.6 
1938 4196 4,473 6,651 94.0 63.1 
1940 4170 4,497 6,939 92.8 60.1 
1942 4273 4,625 7,122 92 . 4 6(). 0 
1944 4361 4,703 7,340 92.8 59.4 -
1946 4737 5,157 8,227 91.9 57.6 
1948 5850 6,599 11,373 88 .9 51. 4 
1950 7042 7,984 14,014 88.2 50.2 
1952 8282 9,466 16,952 87 .5 49. 9 
1953 .. 9010 10,356 18,371 87.0 49.0 
1954 9577 10,978 19,562 87.2 49.0 
i955 10323 11,886 21,092 86. 9 48. 9 
1956 11282 ' 12,992 23,137 86. 8 48.8 
1957 12385 14,286 25,406 86. 7 48.7 
1958 13460 15,311 27 ,184 87 .9 49 .5 

auAll local general revenuen includes federal and state payments to local govenaenu whereas "all N 

local taxes" refers to revenue raised from tax sources only. 
~ 



Source: u. s. Bureau of Census, ·19!F Census of Govenpentt, Vol. IV, Ho. 3, pp. 14, 15, 18, 19, 
for years through 1957. Figures for 1958 were obtained from Bureau of Census, GoveJ!!IFntal lipaaces ip 
1958, pp. 23, 33, 34; adjusted by deducting from property tax totals reported at page 23 the State 
property tax collections listed in Bureau of the Census, Compepdium of State Goyergmept lin•pces in l?Sf, 
p. 11. 

/ 

~ 



Jro. 1938 throuah 1958 a decline in tbl property tax can M 

observecl. !be property tax u a per c•t of all locally usessed 

taxes declined fro. 94.0 par ceat to 87.9 per cent in those years. 

!be property tax, however, r ... ined fairly stable, at an approxt.ate 

88 par cent, for the total period studied (1902•58). 

When the property tax as a per cant of all local aeaeral rave• 

nua (Tabla 6, ColUIIIl 6) ia axuined for the 1902-58 period, a strikiq 

differeDCe can be noted between those years in ca.parison to the prop• 

arty tax as a per cant of all local taxes for the 1902·58 period. A 

marked decline is evident upon examination of the property tax as a 

par cent of all local general revenue. It will be r...abared, fro. 

the preceding discussion, that the property tax as a par cant of all 

local taxes (Table 6, Column 5) remained fairly stable for the 1902-58 

period. rrom 1902 through 1958 the property tax as a par cant of all 

local general revenue declined froa 73.1 par cent to 49.5 par cent. 

Thia was a 32 per cent decline over the 1902·58 period. The indica-

tion, therefore, is that the property tax, although remaining a large 

source of revenue at the local level, has shown an increasing lack of 

ability to furnish all the revenue required to finance local govern-
18 

mant. This observation has added significance when a comparison of 

absolute figures for local property tax revenue aad local general reve-

nua fr,om all sources is made. rrom 1902 through 1958 the total local 

18 
An analysis of other revenue sources will be made in Chap-

ter 111. 
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property tex revenue increased fro. $624 aillion to fl3,460 ailU.oaa, 

an increase of o"r 21 tiMe durina tbat period. lor the •- period, 

local geural revenue froa all sources increased from f854 aillion to 

$27,184 mllion. 'lhia waa an increase of 32 tiaea. 

Table 7 shows the relative t.portance of property taxes aa a 

source of local governDant revenues for all states for the year 1958. 

The rank order listings indicates that Connecticut ranked first in 

property tax as a per cent of all local taxes with 99.2 per cant of 

all local taxes coming froaa the property tax. lankin& first in prop

erty tax as a per cent of all local general revenue wee •ew Hampshire 

with 82.4 per cent of all local general revenue originating with the 

property tax source. The data in Table 7 further reveal that only 

three states--Alabama, Hew Mexico, and Pennsylvania--accounted for 

less than three-fourths of their local tax revenue frOIIl the property 

tax in 1958. Property taxes ~e up 57.7 per cent of all local taxes 

in Alabama, 71.9 per cent of Hew Mexico's revenue, and 74.5 per cent 

of Pennsylvania's local tax revenue. Property taxes made up 90 per 

cent or more of all local taxes in 30 states in 1958. 

Conclusions 

It is apparent from the data reviewed in this chapter that the 

property tax continues to be the main source of revenue for local 

governments. However, the relative importance of this tax among the 

various revenue sources used by state governments has declined over 

the last half-century. Table 6, Column 5, revealed that as a per cent 



State 

Total, 48 States 
Alabama < 

Arizona 
Arkansas . 
California 
Colorado . 
Connecticut . 
Delaware . 
Florida . 

' 
. 

Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois . 
Indiana 

t~· 

Iowa -· 

Kansas I 

Kentucky 
Louisiana l ., 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts ' 
Michigan 

TA&I 7 

JW.ATIVB IHPOUAII:I OP PIOPDTY TAXIS AS A SOUIC& OP IDCAL 
GOVDIIIIIIT UVUUIS POll ALL STATIS: 1958 

Local Goverument General Property Taxes, 
Revenue (In Killiona), Prom Aa Percent Of 
Ul ,21 ~3l '!tl 

Local All Local 
Property All Local All All Local General 

Taxes Taxes Sources Taxes Revenue• 

$13,460 $15,311 $27,184 37.9t. 49.5t. 
56 ' 97 309 57.7 18.1 
86 91 181 94.5 47.5 
52 57 160 91.2 32.5 

1,632 1,870 3,604 87.3 45.3 
162 176 347 92.0 46.7 
251 253 347 ' 99.2 72.3 ~ 

14 15 46 .93.3 30.4 
260 325 676 80.0 38.5 
146 . 165 451 88.·5 32.4 

52 54 ' 91 96.3 57.1 
915 1,059 1,537 ~ 86.4 59.5 

~ 
370 375 646 98.7. 57.3 
257 263 4.17 99.1 61.6 ' 227 235 361 96.6 62.9 .~-

101 '123. 248 ~- 82.1 I' 40.7 
106 137 407 77.4 26.0 ' I 

'·' 78 79 104 98.7 . 75.0 . 
205 ·. 230 434 89.1' 47.2 
630 644 965 97.8 65.3 
714 728 - 1,380 98.1 51.7 

Footnote on last page. 

JaDk Order, Property 
Taxea As Percent Of 

Ul 
All Local 

" All Local General 
Taxes i.e venue 

.48 · 48 
18 26 
26 40 
33 . 30 
23 28 
1 4 

22 45 
41 38 
32 41 
15 

. 
16 

36 14 
3 . 15 

' 8 · ' 13 
13 11 
38 35 

'• 45 46 
2 . 3 

31 27 
1 9 
5 20 

N 
...a 



TABLE 1- ..Coat!n!a!ed 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

~innesot;a $ 325 $ 336 $ 601 96.7 5L•.l 12 19 Mississippi 66 80 209 82.5 31.6 37 42' Missouri 246 300 479 82.0 51.4 39 21 
Montana 73 78 108 93 .6 67.6 20 8 
~ebraska 121 132 195 91.7 62.0 25 12 Nevada 22 28 54 78.6 40.7 44 34 Jtew ~sbir4 56 57 68 98.3 82.4 4 1 New Jersey 705 778 1,004 90.6 70.2 28 6 New Mexico 23 32 123 71.9 18.7 47 47 New York 1,912 2,425 4,003 78.8 47.8 43 25 
North Carolina 144 151 309 95.4 46.6 17 29 
North Dakota 55 57 85 96.5 64.7 14 10 
Ohio 713 789 1A26 90.3 so.o 29 24 
Oklah~ 115 122 266 94.3 43.2 19 32 . 
Oregon 164 171 298 95.9 55.0 16 17 
Pennsy1vani~ 603 809 1,352 74.5 44.6 46 31 
Rhode Island 69 71 102 97.2 67.6 11 7 
South Carolina 59 65 191 90.8 30.9 27 44 
South Dakota 71 76 94 93.4 75.5 21 2 
Tennessee 134 154 353 87.0 38.0 34 39 
Texas 616 671 1,210 91 .8 50.9 24 23 
Utah 6l~ 66 118 98.0 54.2 6 18 
Vermontt 37 38 52 97.4 71.2 10 5 
Virginia . 163 206 401 79.1 40.6 42 36 
Washington 138 169 446 81.7 30.9 40 43 
West Virginia 64 74 159 86.5 40.2 35 37 
Wisconsin 

,. 
360 369 703 97.6 51.2 9 22 

Wyoming 28 31 66 90.3 42.4 30 33 

•"All local general revenue" refers to revenue from all sources whereas ''all local taxes" refers to 
N revenue raised from tax sources only. 00 



Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, Qgvernment!l Finances in 1958, pp. 23, 33, 34 ; adjuated by 
deducting from property tax totals reported at page 23 the State property tax col lection• l iated in 
&ureau of the Census, Compepdium of S tete Gover!!Q@nt Finances in 1958, p. 11 . 

N 
\0 
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of all local tax revenue from 1902 through 1958, the property tax re• 

presented a relatively high percentage. During those years the property 

tax fluctuated between 88.6 and 87.9 per cent respectively. At the 

state level, however, data in Table 4 revealed that the property tax 

as a per cent of total revenue for all governments declined from 52.6 

per cent to J.6 per cent between 1902 and 1958. 



CHAPTIIl III 

CCIIPABATIVI ULATIVI IUIDUS<IdDSS or STATI 
AND LOCAL SOUICIS 01' UVUUI 

Introduction 

This chapter examines the sources of state and local govern· 

ment revenue. l'rom this examination evidence will be presented to 

indicate whether or not the property tax merits consideration for in-

creased utilization at the state and local levels. The evidence will 

be formulated by determining the relative burdensomeness of the various 

tax sources by relating the amount of revenue collected from each tax 

to the personal income per capita. National personal income per capita 

was chosen as a unit of measurement because it encompasses all possible 

individual taxable income, including any income originating with or 

1 related to the ownership of property. 

Comparison of Relatiye Per Capita Growth in National 
Personal Income and Various Sources of Revenue 

Ihe Property Tax 

1Burdensomeness is not completely measured by the relation of 
tax collections and personal incomes from the viewpoint of individual 
persons. The income tax, for example, is measured mostly by actual 
income while other taxes, such as the property tax, are not directly 
tied to realized income. In this thesis property tax revenue is re
lated to assessed value of taxed property. See the discussion on 
" Property Tax Assessment," Chapter II, p. 14, of this thesis. 

31 
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Table 8 contains data on total property tax revenue and property 

taxes per capita for moat of the years between 1932 and 1958. The data 

reveal a 213 par cent increase in annual receipts ' ($4,487 million to 

$14,047 million) and a 126 per cent increase ($35.89 to $81.07) in the 

revenue per capita from the property tax. The changes that occurred 

in the ten-year period after World War II were particularly important 

because of the large absolute amounts involved. Theae increases help 

to explain why a growing interest has been shown recently in the taxa

tion of property. 

Of added significance is per capita personal income figures 

for the same years (1932-58). Such income data are included in Table 8 

along ldth the computation of the property tax per capita as a per cent 

o£ personal income per capita for each year under review. 

The statistics in Table 8 show the following conditions : (1) Per• 

sonal income per capita increased 400 per cent between 1932 and 1958, 

with the percentage increase being more marked before~46 (312 per cent) 

than after that date (66 per cent); (2) personal income per capita rose 

66 per cent from 1946 to 1958. whereas the property tax per capita more 

than doubled (220 per cent) in those years ; and (3) the property tax per 

capita as a per cent of personal income per capita decreased 71 per cent 

from 1932 to 1946, and rose by a smaller amount (50 per cent) during the 

twelve year period after 1946. If the incomes of those Who paid tbe 

property taxes between 1932 and 1946 were typical of overall personal 

incomes of those years, the position of property taxpayers improved 

during those years. Since 1946, however, the increase in the property 

tax per capita has e~ceeded the growth in personal income per capita 

(See Table 8, Columns 3, 4, and 5). 



Year 
(1) 

1932 
1934 . 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 . 
1948 
1950 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1.956 
1957 
1958 

TABLE 8 

'l'OTAL PltOPEB.TY 'lAX REVENUE All> PROPU.TY 'L\X RBVINUR 
PO CAPITA IN SRLEC~ YEARS, 1932-58 

State and Local 
Property Tax 

Revenue Property Tax Revenue Personal Inc01118 
(In Millions) Per Capita Per Capita 

(2) (3) (4) 

$ 4,487 $35.89 $ 401 
4,076 32.35 423 
4,093 32.00 534 
4,440 34.15 527 
4,430 33. 56 595 
4,537 33.86 909 . 
4,608 ' 34.38 1,194 . 
4,540 32.20 1,249 
6,135 42.02 1,420 
7,367 48.79 1,491 
8,652 55 .46 1,727 
9,375 59~30 1,788 
9,967 61.91 1,767 

10 ,735 65.46 1,847 
11,749 69.94 1,950 
12,864 75.54 2,032 
14,047 81.07 2;069 

Property Tax Revenue 
Per Capita 

As A Percent Of 
Personal Income 

Per Capita 
(5) 

8.9 
7.6 
6 .0 
6 .5 
5 .6 
3.7 
2.9 
2.6 
3.0 
3.3 
3.2 
3. 3 
3.5 
3 . 5 
3 . 6 
3.7 
3.9 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Governmegts, Vol. IV, •o. 3, pp. 18-19, for the 
years 1932 to 1957. Figures for 1958 were obtained from the Bureau of the Census , C~!UR of S~f' w 
Govergment Finances in 1958 (1959), p. 11. Per capita personal income figures were ~ned froa ted w 
States Department of Commerce, Persogal Income by States. Sin£e 1929, and population statistics were obtained 
from U. s. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25: No. 114 and No. 182. 



State apd 1pcal Indiyidual Income Taxes 

There was a 2277 per cent increase in total annual receipts 

from individual income taxes ($74 million to $1,759 million), and a 

1620 per cent increase ($.59 to $10.15) in the revenue per capita 

from this source during the period 1932·58 (See Table 9). The indi-

34 

vidual income tax per capita as a per cent of personal income per cepi• 

ta increased from 0.15 per cent to .49 per cent. This was an increase 

of 227 per cent (See Table 9, Column 5). 

During the 1932-46 period, total annual individual income re-

ceipts increased 470 per cent, income tax revenue per capita rose 

410 per cent, and the individual income tax per capita as a per cent 

of personal income per capita increased 60 per cent (See Table 9, Col-

umns 2, 3, and 5). Jrom 1946 through 1958 a relative decline, as com-

pared to the 1932·46 period, was indicated. During the 1946-58 period, 

annual receipts rose 317 per cent ($422 million to $1,759 million), 

income tax revenue per capita rose 237 per cent ($3.01 to $10.15), 

and individual income tax per capita as a per cent of personal income 

per capita rose 104 per cent (.24 per cent to .49 per cent). 

On a comparative basis the relative growth in revenue from the 

individual income tax was far greater than the increase in revenue from 

2 the property tax for the 1932-58 period. The rate of increase in 

annual receipts of the individual income tax exceeded the increase in 

2see Tables 8 and 9. Table 14 summarizes the findings of the 
relative comparison of the property tax and other tax sources . 



Year 
(1) 

1932 
1934 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 
1948 
1950 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1358 

TABLE 9 

TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL IHC<If! TAX REVENUE AND INDIVIDUAL l.BCOMI TAX 
REVENUR PER CAPITA IN SELECTED YEARS: 1932-58 

State and Local 
Individual Income Individual Income 

Tax Revenue Tax Revenue Personal Income 
(In Millions) Per Capita Per Capita 

(2) (3) {4) 
-

$ 74 $ .59 $ 401 
80 • 6lt 423 

153 1.19 534 
218 1.68 527 
224 1.70 595 
276 2.06 909 
342 2.62 1194· 
422 3.01 1249 
543 3.72 1420 
788 5.21 1491 
998 6. 79 1727 

1,065 6 .09 1788 
1,127 6.93 1767 
1,237 7.53 1847 
1,538 9.26 1950 
1,754 10.29 20J2 
1,759 10.15 2069 

Individual Inca.e Tax 
Per Capita 

As a Percent of 
Personal Income 

Per Capita 
(5) 

.151 

.15 

.22 

.32 

.28 

.23 

.22 

.24 

.26 

.35 

.39 

.34 

.39 
~41 
.46 
.51 
;49 

Source: U. s. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Governments, Vol. IV) Ko. 3, pp. 18-19 for the 
years 1932 through 1957. Figures for 1958 were obtained frcm the Bureau of the Census, Cwepdiw for 
State Goverpment Finances in 1958 (1959), p. 11. Per Capita personal income figures were obtained froa 
United States Department of Commerce, Personal Income by States, Si~ce 1929, (1960) and population statis• 
tics ~re obtained from JJ. s. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Re}torts, Series P-25; lo. 114 and ~ 
No. 182. 



36 

annual receipts of the property tax by 2064 per cent, and exceeded 

the increase in property tax revenue per capita by 1494 per cent, The 

most marked rate of increase may be seen when property atd individual 

income taxes per capita as a per cent of personal inca.& per capita 

are compared (See Tables 8 and 9, ColUIIIIlS 5). The data indicate that 

the property tax per capita, where related to peraonal income per cap• 

ita, decreased 56 per cent (8.9 per cant to 3,9 per cent) fro. 1932 to 

1958, whereas the individual income tax per capita rate of increase was 

227 per cent during the same period (.15 per cent to .49 per cent). 

State and Local Corporate Income Taxes 

Table 10 reveals data concerning state and local corporate in-

come taxes. Annual receipts from this source increased 1189 per cent 

($79 million to $1,018 million) from 1932 to 1958. Corporate income 

tax revenue per capita increased 822 per cent ($0.63 to $5.81) during 

the same period. The per capita corporate income tax as a per cent of 

per capita personal income, increased 87 per cent (.15 per cent to 
3 

.28 per cent). 

During the 1932-46 period annual receipts from the corporate 

income tax increased 466 per cent ($79 million to $442 million), per 

capita corporate income tax revenue increased 402 per cent ($0.63 to 

$3.16), and the corporate income tax per capita comparison with personal 

income per capita, showed an increase of 67 per cent (.15 per cent to 

3 
See Table 10, Columns 2, 3, and 5. 



Year 
{1) 

1932 
1934 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 
1948 
1950 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 

TABLE 10 

TOTAL STATE AND U>CAL CORPORATE INCOME TAX REVENUE AND PER CAPITA 
CORPORATE INCOME TAX REVENUE IN SELECTED YEARS: 1932-58 

Corporate I ncome Tax 
State and Local Revenue Per Capita 

Corporate Income Corporate Income As A Percent Of 
Tax Revenue Tax Revenue Personal Income Personal Income 

(In Millions) Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita 
(2) (3) (4) (5) 

$ 79 $0.63 $ 401 .15% 
49 0. 39 423 .09 

113 0.88 534 .16 
165 1.27 527 .24 
156 1.18 595 .20 
272 2. 02 909 .22 
451 3.26 1,194 .27 
447 3.16 1~249 .25 
592 4.04 1,420 .28 
593 3.91 1,491 .26 
846 5.39 1,727 .31 
817 5.12 1,788 .29 . 

1,767 .27 778 4.79 
744 4.50 1,847 .24 
890 5.32 1,950 .27 
984 ' 

5.78 2,032 .28 
1,018 5.81 2,069 .28 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census , 1957 Census of Govergmepts, Vol. IV, Mo. 3, pp. 18-19 for tbe 
years 1932 through 1957 . Figures for 1958 were obtained from the Bureau of the Census, CO!p!pdiua fot Sttt• 
Government Finances in 1958 (1959), p . 11. Per Capita personal income figures were obtained fraa United 
States Deparoment of Commerce, Persogal Income by States, Since 1929, (1960) and population atatiatics ~ 
were obtained from U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Seriaa P-25; »o. 114 aad lo. 182. 



.25 per cent). l'rom 1946 to 1958 total &DDual receipt8 fro. a tate 

ad local corporate inca. tax reveaue lacruaecl 128 per c• t (f447 

aillioa to fl,018 ld.llioa), corporate iacame tax reveaue per capita 

iacreaae4 53 per ceat ($3.16 to f5.81), aad corporate taco.. taxea 

per capita, aa a per cent of personal incOM per capita, incruaed 

12 per cent (.25 per cent to .28 per cent).4 
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When related to personal income, the property tax waa relatively 

less burdensome than the corporate income tax for the 1932·58 period. 

The corporate income tax per capita, as a per cent of personal iacoae 

per capita, increased 87 per cent from 1932 to 1958, whereas the 

property tax, as a per cent of personal income per capita, declined 

56 per cent. The relative difference revealed a 143 per cent increase 

of the corporate income tax over the property tax (See Table 14). 

From 1932 to 1946, there was a relative decline in the property 

tax per capita as a per cent of personal income per capita. This 

decline amounted to 71 per cent. During these same years the per 

capita corporate income tax, on a comparable basis, increased 67 per 

cent. J'or the 1946-58 period, the data in Table 8 reveal a SO per cent 

relative increase in the property tax per capita as a per cent of per

sonal income per capita. The corporate income tax per capita compari

son with personal income per capita, revealed a 12 per cent increase 

for the same per iod (See Table 10, Column 5). 

4Ibid. , Columns 2, 3, and 5. 
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Ia eu.aary, the years 1932-46 iadicate a favorable poaitioa for 

the property tax. Durilaa those years the corporate t.neo.a tax u a 

per caDt of peraoaal inca.a per capita iacr ... ad a relatiw 138 per 

caDt over the property tax as • per caat of personal inc~ per capita. 

Dur:lq the 1946·58 period, however, there was an increase in the rela• 

tiva burdeuo.aaesa of the property tax. In those years the corporate 

income tax per capita aa a per cent of personal income per capita 

increased SO per cent. lor the 1946•58 period, the corporate iiiCaM 

tax was in the favorable position by 38 par cent. Overall, however, 

the corporate income tax vas the 1110at burdenac.aa relativaly. Thia coo• 

elusion is baaed on the analysis of the total 1932•58 period, Which 

revealed a relative 143 per cent t.~~erease of the corporate income tax 

over the property tax.5 

Cpmh1pt4 State ag4 Lqsal lpdiyidual and Cprpgrate Ips911 TfX!t6 

There was a 1715 per cent ($153 milliOD to t2,777 .tl1ion) in• 

crease in total annual receipts from the combined individual and cor• 

porate income tax, and a 1211 per cent increase ($1.22 to $15.96) 1n 

the revenue par capita from these sources during the 1932·58 period 

(See Table 11). The combined individual and corporate income tax per 

capita, as a per cent of personal income per capita, increased 156 

'see Table 14, Column 8. 

61ndividual and corporate income tax revenues are often shown 
to&ether in statistical studies. Therefore, an analysts showing the 
combined individual and corporate income tax revenue, is presented 
hera to yield further analytical significance. 



Year 
(1) 

1932 
1934 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 
1948 
1950 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 

. tABI.I 11 

CCIODIID STAl'l ARD LOCAL DDlVIDUAL AliD COU'ORATI IJr;QKI TAX utu• dD CGDDIID 
IRDIVlDUAL AID COIU'OIATB IlCC»>I TAXIS. PI& CAPITA D VA&IOUS BUS: 1932-58 

IDdividual aDd Corporate 
State aDC! Local Iac.a tax leveoue 
Individual and Per Capita 

Corporate Income Individual and Corporate Aa A Percent Of 
Tax Revenue Iacc:ae 1'ax Revenue Peraoaal Iocome , ParaCJDal &come 

(In Millions) Per Capita Per Capita Par Capita 
(2) (3) (4) ' (5) 

,, 

$ 153 $ 1.22 $ 401 .301 
129 1.03 423 .24 
266 2.07 534 .39 
383 1.95 527 .37 
380 2.88 595 .48 
548 4.08 909 .45 
793 5.88 1,194 .49 
869 6.17 1,249 .49 

1,135 7.76 1,420 .55 
1,381 9.12 1,491 .61 
1,844 12.18 1,727 .71 
1,882 .11.21 1, 788' .63 
1,905 11.72 1,767 .66 
1,981 12.03 1,847 .65 
2,428 14.58 1,950 .75 
2,738 16.07 2,032 .79 
2,777 15.96 2,069 .77 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Ctpf~o~ Gove"tt, Vol. IY, llo. 3, 8'· 18-19 for the 
years 1932 throup 1957. l'igurea for 1958 were obtaroat~reau of the Ceuua,JUf!!JL''r 
~ft~e~ Fivgces in 195§ (1959), p. 11 Par Capita peraoaal iDCGM ftfurea were fJ:Qil 

t ~afeil partment orcoaaerca, Peres!1 lpc~ bJ Staj••, Since 1929, ( 960) aad populatioa atatla- ~ 
tics were obtained from U. s. Bureau of tenawa~urrentO.,ulation aeporte, Sariu P-25; llo. 114, 182. 0 
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per cent (.30 to .77 per cent).7 

Durtua the 19 32·46 period, aaual receipta iacr .. aed 461 per 

cent (•153 11illion to $869 11illioa), co.bined incOM ta rnenue per 

capita increased 406 per cent (.1.22 to f6.17), aDd the ca.hlnad ilull• 

vidual aDd corporate inc~ ta revenue per capita, as a par cent of 

personal iaccae per capita, incr .. sed 63 per cent (.30 per cent to 

.49 per cent). 8 Durina the 1946-58 period, aDnual receipts incr ... acl 

220 per cent ($869 aillion to f2,777 aillion), co.bined lnco.e tax 

revenue per capita increased 159 per cent ($6.17 to $15.96), aDd 

f.Ddividual aDd corporate incoae tax per capita, as a par cat of per 

capita persoaal inco.a, incr .. secl 57 per cent (.49 per cat to • 77 par 

cent). 

The co.binad individual aDd corporate incoae tax revenue per 

capita, as a per cent of personal income per capita, increased 156 per 

cent froa 1932-58, whereas the property tax revenue per capita, as a 

per cent of personal inca.a per capita, declined 56 per cent. The rela• 

tive difference revealed a 212 per cent increase of the ca.bined indi• 

vidual and corporate income tax revenue over property tax revenue 

(See Tables 8 aDd 11). 

Prom 1932 to 1946, there was a relative decline in the property 

tax per capita as a par cent of personal income per capita. this de

cline amounted to 71 per cent. Upon eumination of the combined indi

vidual and corporate income tax per capita for the 1932-46 period, it 

7see Table 11, Column S. 

8see Table 11, Columns 2, 3, and S. 



can be aHA that, a• a per cent of peraonal inco.a per capita, tt. 

combiDed inca.. tax revenue per capita increaaed a ralati.a 63 par 

cent. for the 1946-58 period, the data in Table 8 reveal a 50 per 

cent relative increaae in the property tax per capita aa a per cent 
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of paraoul inca.a per capita. The coaabinad inco.e tax par capita 

with peraoaal incaae par capita, reveal• a 57 per cent iacreaae for the 

.... period (See Table 11, Colu.a 5). 

Tbua, the property tax bald the favorable position in relative 

burden COIA()arbona for the period atudied (1932-58). Thla concluaion 

is baaed on the analyaia of the 1932•58 data, Which revealed a rela• 

tive 212 per cent increaae of the combined individual and corporate 

inc0111e tax revenue, aa a per cant of personal income per capita, over 

the property tax per capita revenue (Sea Tables 8 aDd 11). During 

the 1932-46 period, the combined individual and corporate income tax 

revenue, aa a per cent of personal income per capita, incruaed 134 

per cent over property tax per capita revenue, ae a per cent of per• 

soul inca.e per capita. For the 1946·58 period, the combined income 

tax, aa a per cent of personal income per capita, increased 7 per cent 

over tlui property tax as a per cent of personal income per capita. 

State •pd L9cal Sales and Gross Receipts Taxes 

State and local ealea and gross receipts tax collac~ons are 

shown in Table 12. It can be seen that there has been an increase in 

the burdenaomeness of these types of taxes in comparison to the gen• 

eral property tax. 



Year 
(1) 

1932 
1934 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 
1948 
1950 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 

TABLE 12 

TOTAL STATE AND LOCAL SALIS AND GROSS UCEIPTS TAX UVUUB AlQ) SAL&S AD 
GROSS RBCIIPTS TAXIS PD CAPITA IN S&LICTID YIAB.S: 1932-58 

State and Local 
Sales and Gross Sales and 

Sales and Gross 
Receipts Tax 

Receipts Tax Gross Receipts lavenue Per Capita 
llevenue Tax llevenue Personal Income As A Percent Of 

(In Millions) Per Capita Per Capita Personal Income 
(2) (3) (4) (5) 

$ 752 $ 6.02 $ 401 1.501 
1,008 8.00 423 1.89 
1,484 11.78 534 2.20 
1,794 13.74 527 2.61 
1,982 13.69 505 2.71 
2,351 18.65 909 2.05 
2,289 18.16 1,194 1.52 
2,986 21.12 1,249 1.70 
4,442 35.25 1,420 2.48 
5,154 41.86 1,491 2.80 
6,357 44 .. 22 1,727 2.56 
6,927 47.95 1,788 2.68 
7,276 48.79 1,767 2.76 
7,643 49.78 1,847 2.69 
8,691 51.46 1,950 2.63 
9,467 55.54 2,032 2.73 
9,829 56.74 2,069 2. 74 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Cens .. s, 1957 Census of Gove~te, Vol. IV, •o. 3, pp. 18·19 for the 
years 1932 through 1957. Figures for 1958 were obtained from t~reau of the Cenaua, Ceppdiw for 
State Government Finances in 1958 (1959), p. 11. Per Capita personal iDCome figures vera obtained fro. 
United States Department of Commerce, PersoR@l Incape by Sttj••· styce ~~29, (1960) and p~u1atioo statis• 
tics were obtained from U. S. Bureau of the ens us, Current opulat on porta, Seriu P-25 ; •· 114 and 
No. 182. 

~ 
w 



There was a 1207 per cent increase ($752 million to $9,829 .tl• 

lion) in total annual receipts from the salea and groa1 receipt• tax••• 

and an 842 per cent increaae ($6.02 to $56.74) in the revenue per 

capita from these taxes during the 1932-58 period (See Tabl e 12). The 

aales and gross receipts tax revenue per capita, as a per cent of per-

aonal income per capita, increased 83 per cent (1 . 50 per cent to 2.74 

per cent).9 

During the 1932·46 period, annual receipts increased 297 per 

cent ($752 million to $2,986 million), sales and gross receipts tax 

revenue per capita increased 251 per cent ($6.02 to $21.12), and sales 

and gross receipts tax revenue per capita, as a per cent of per1onal 

income per capita, increased 13 per cent (1.50 to 1.70 per cent). 10 

During the 1946-58 period, annual receipts increased 229 per cent 

($2,986 million to $9,829 million), sales and gross receipts tax reve-

nue per capita, as a per cent of personal income per capita, increased 

61 per cent (1.70 per cent to 2.74 per cent). 

The ·relative position between the property tax, as a per cent of 

personal income per capita, and the sales and gross receipts tax, as a 

per cent of per sonal income per capita, indicates that the sales and 

gross receipts revenue per capita increased 83 per cent, whereas the 

property tax revenue per capita declined 56 per cent. The relative dif-

ference reveals a 139 per cent increase of the sales and gross receipts 

revenue over property tax revenue (See Tables 8 and 12). All of these 

figures are for t he total 1932-58 period. 

9see Table 12 , Column 5. 

10 See Tabl e 12 , Columns 2, 3, and 5. 
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from 1932 to 1946, there was a relative decline in the property 

tax par capita as a per cent of personal income per capita. This de· 

cline amounted to 71 per cent. Upon examination of the sales and gross 

receipts tax revenue per capita for the 1932•46 period, it can be seen 

that, as a per cent of per1oaal incoma per capita, the salea aad gross 

receipts tax revenue par capita increased 251 per cent. lor the more 

recent 1946-58 period, the data in Table 8 reveal a 50 par cent rela• 

tive increase in the property tax per capita as a per cent of personal 

income per capita. The sales and gross receipts per capita tax com• 

parison with personal income per capita, reveals an 83 per cent increase 

for the same period (See Table 12, Column 5). 

In summary, the 1932•46 period indicated a favorable position 

for the property tax. During those years the sales and gross receipts 

tax revenue, as a per cent of personal income per capita, increased a 

relative 321 per cent over the property tax, as a per cent of personal 

income per capita. During the 1946·58 period, the sales and gross re• 

ceipts tax showed a larger increase in burdensomeness than was true for 

the property tax. In those years the sales and gross receipts tax reve

nue per capita, as a per cent of personal income per capita, increased 

83 per cent, whereas the property tax revenue per capita, as a per cent 

of personal income per capita, increased but 50 per cent. For the 1946-

58 period, therefore, the property tax was in the favorable position by 

33 per cent. 

Overall, the property tax was relatively less burdensome than the 

sales and gross receipts tax by 139 per cent. This conclusion is based 

on the analysis of the total 1932-58 period.11 

llsee Table 14, Column 9. 
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Mitcell!DIOUf Ttxes12 

Table 13 reveab data concern:l.na ttate aDd local aiacellaneou• 

taxet. Annual receipts from these tources increated 383 per cat 

($772 million to $3,725 million) f~ 1932 to 1958. Mitcellaneous 

tax revenue per cepita iocreated 248 per cent ($6.18 to $21.50) during 

the same period. The aitcellaneout tax revenue per capita as a per 

cent of personal income per capita, decreased 32 per cent (1.54 per 

cent to 1.04 per cent), however. 

The 1932·46 period revealed that total state aDd local annual 

receipt! from miscellaneous taxes increased 62 per cent ($772 million 

to $1,254 million), miscellaneous tax revenue per capita increased 

43 per cent ($6.18 to $8.87), and the miscellaneous tax per capita 

comparison with personal income per capita, showed a decrease of 54 

per cent (1.54 per cent to .71 per cent). Prom 1946 to 1958 total 

state and local annual receipts increas~ 197 per cent ($1,254 mil· 

lion to $3,725 million), per capita miscellaneous tax revenue increased 

142 per cent ($8.87 to $21.50), and miscellaneous tax revenue per capita, 

as a per cent of personal income per capita, increased 46 per cent 

(.71 to 1.04 per cent). 13 

Comparatively, the property tax was relatively less burdensome, 

as a percentage of personal income, than miscellaneous taxes for the 

12Listed in Bureau of the Census data as "other taxes, including 
licenses." See 1957 Census of Governments, Vol. IV, No. 3, pp . 18·19. 

13see Table 13, Columns 2, 3, and 5. 



Year 
(1) 

1932 
1934 
1936 
1938 
1940 
1942 
1944 
1946 
1948 
1950 
1952 
1953 
1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 

TABLE 13 

TOTAL MISCILLABBOUS* TAX iiVDUB .AND MISCil.I.AimOUS TAUS PD. CAPITA 
IN VAltiOUS YJWlS AT 'J.1IB STATI AID LOCAL L1VBLS 

State and Local 
Miscellaneous Tax 

Revenue Miscellaneous Taxes Personal Income 
(In Millions) Per Capita Per Capita 

(2) (3) (4) 

$ 772 $ 6.18 $ 401 
699 5.53 423 
858 6.70 534 
988 7. 61 527 

1,018 7.70 595 
1,092 8.10 909 
1,089 7.87 1,194 
1,254 8 .. 87 1,249 
1,638 11.17 1,420 
2,030 13.38 1,491 
2,417 15.74 1,727 
2,723 17 .OS 1,788 
2,918 17.97 1,767 
3,125 18.91 1,847 
3,501 20.93 1,950 
3,748 22.00 2,032 
3,725 21.50 2,069 

Hiecellaaeous Tax 
Per Capita 

Ae A Percent Of 
Personal Incoae 

Per Capita 
(S) 

1.541 
1.31 
1.25 
1.44 
1.29 

.89 

.66 

.71 

.79 

.90 

.91 

.95 
1.02 
1.02 
1.07 
1.08 
1.04 

* Catalogued in the U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Govaruaaenta, ae "Other tau, includ-
ing licenses." See the source of this table. 

.p. 

..... 



Source: U. s. Bureau of the Census, 1957 Census of Goveraeenta, Vol. IV, •o. 3, pp; 18-19 for 
the years 1932 through 1957. Figures for 1958 were obtained from the Bureau of .the Census, C912epdiya 
for State Government Pioances in 1958 (1959), P• 11. Per Capita personal income figures were obtained 
from United States Department of Commerce, Persogal Income by Stttes, Since 1929, (1960) and population 
statistics were obtained from U. s. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-25; Ro. 114 
and No. 182. 

' 
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1932·58 period. Miscellaneoua taxes per capita, as a per cent of per• 

sonal income per capita, declined 32 per cent from 1932 to 1958, whereas 

the property tax, as a per cent of personal income per capita, declined 

56 per cent. 

Over the entire span of years from 1932 to 1958, in the 1932•46 

period the property tax was in the beat r e lative position in terms of 

changes in relative burdeneomenesa, while in the 1946·58 period the 

miscellaneous tax held the favored position. From 1932 to 1946 there 

was a relative decline in the property tax per capita aa a per cent of 

personal income per capita. This decline amounted to 71 per cent. Upon 

examination of miscellaneous taxes for the 1932-46 period, it can be 

seen that, as a per cent of personal income per capita, the miscel-

laneous tax revenue per capita decreased a relative 54 per cent. For 

the 1946-58 period, the data in Table 8 r eveal a 50 per cent relative 

increase in the property tax per capita as a per cent of personal income 

per capita. The miscellaneous tax per capita comparison with personal 

income per capita, revealed a 46 per cent increase for the same period 

(See Table 13, Column 5). 

Su!!!l!ery and Conclusions 

Table 14 summarizes the findings pertaining to the relative bur-

densomeness of the various state and local revenue sources for the 

1932•58 period. When related to the personal income per capita of the 

nation, the pr oper ty tax clearly declined in relative burdensomeness. 

The comparison of all sources of tax revenue per capita, as a per cent 

TEXAS TECHNOLOGICAL COLLEGE 
LUBBOCK, TEXAS 
LIBRARY 
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TABLI 14 

Ul.AtlVI PIB.CINTAGZ ClWiGIS D1 IUIDDSOMDISSa or TD 
CDEIAJ. PROPD'rt TAX AID O'IBIR StA~ All) LOCAL 

RBVIHUB SOUICIS: 1932·58 

Salas and 
Individual Corporate Gross 

Property Income Income Receipts 
Measure tax Tax Tax tax 

of Comparison Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Annual 
Property tax 
Revenue for 
State and 
Local Govern-
menta 213 2277 1189 1207 

Property Tax 
Revenue Per 
Capita 126 1620 822 842 

Revenue Per 
Capita As A 
Percent 0£ 
Personal 
Income Per 
CapitA -56 22z §.1 83 

Hiacel-
laneous 

Tax 
Revenue 

(6) 

383 

248 

-J~ 

&the term "burdensomeness," in this study, means the relative cost 
to the taxpayers of the various tax sources as compared to personal income 
per capita. 

Dro read Tables 14, 15, and 16: (1) Read column 1 as the measure 
of comp3rieon for the relative percentage changes of the various revenue 
sources ; (2) Read columns 2 through 6 as the percentage change in the 
listed tax for the period specified. Refer to Tables 8, 9, 11, 12, and 
13, for the computation of these columns ; (3) Read columns 7 through 11 
as the relative increase (decrease) in nonproperty tax revenue over 
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tABL& 14-.Continut4 

Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in Average 
Relative Relative Relative Relative Increase in 
Burden of Burden of Burden of Burden of llelative Burden 

Individual Corporate Sales and Miscellaneous of All 
Income Tax Income Tax Gross Receipt• Taxes over llonproperty 

Revenue over Revenue over Revenue over Property 'Dax Taxes over the 
Property Tax Property Tax Property Tax Rev~ue Property Tax 

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

2064 965 994 170 1048 

1494 696 616 122 732 

283 143 139 24 167 

property tax revenue. Columns 7 through 11 were computed by comparing 
columns 3 through 6 with column 2. For example: Column 7 shows a 
2064 percent relative increase. This figure was computed by subtract• 
ing column 2 from column 3 {2277-213 • 2064). Columns 4 through 6, 
in turn, were computed in a like manner to yield the results shown 
in columns 8 through 11 · (4) Percentages in this table are to read as 
relative increases unless preceded by a minus (-) sign, in Which case 
they should be r ead as decreases. 

Source: Tables 8, 9, 11, 12, and 13. 



of personal income per capita, revealed that none of the tax sources 

ware in a better relative position than the property tax at the 

state and local level (See Table 14, Columns 1-6). Durina the total 

1932·58 period property tax revenue per capita, as a per cent of per• 

sonal income per capita, decreased 56 per can~. The only other type 
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of tax revenue source to decline was miscellaneous taxes, and it showed 

only a 32 per cant decrease, which left a relative difference of 24 

per cent favoring the property tax. The other sources, for the 1932-58 

period, have all increased relatively, with individual income taxe•, 

with a 283 per cent increase, beading the list. Corporate income tax 

revenue increased 143 per cent relatively, and sales and gross receipts 

tax revenue increased a relative 139 per cent for the same period. The 

average relative increase of all nonproperty tax sources over the prop

erty tax was 167 per cent (See Table 14, Column 11). 

The various other revenue sources in Table 14, broken down cate• 

gorically, reveal the amOunt of increase in relative burdenaomeness 

over the property tax. In annual revenue the property t ax increased 

213 per cent, individual income tax revenue increased 2277 per cent, 

corporate income tax revenue increased 1189 per cent, sales and gross 

receipts tax revenue increased 1207 per cent, and miscellaneous tax 

revenue increased 383 per cent. The increase in burdensomeness of the 

various other revenue sources averaged 1048 per cent more than for the 

property tax for the 1932-58 period {See Table 14, Column 11). On a 

per capita basis, the property tax increased 126 per cent, individual 

income tax revenue increased 1620 per cent, corporate income tax reve• 

nue increased 822 per cent, sales and gross receipts tax revenue 
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increased 842 per cent, and Ddscellaneous tax revenue increaeed 248 

per cent. All nonproperty taxee in the per capita revenue classifica• 

tion increased 732 per cent more than the property tax (Table 14, 

Column 11). 

Table 15, which presents data pertaining to the relative per-

centage change in burdenaomeness of the general property tax and the 

other state and local revenue sources from 1932•46, reveals that the 

property tax declined in all three of the categories examined for that 

period.14 Annual receipts declined 1 per cent, property tax revenue 

per capita declined 10 per cent, And property tax revenue per capita, 

as a per cent of personal income per capita, declined 71 per cent. 

In contrast, the other sources of tax revenue increased considerably 

during the 1932-46 period. Individual income tax annual receipts 

increased 470 per cent, corporate income tax annual receipts increased 

466 per cent, sales and gross receipts annual receipts increased 297 

per cent, and miscellaneous tax annual receipts increased 62 per cent 

(See Table 15, Columna 1·6). On the per capita basis, individual 

income tax revenue increased 410 per cent, corporate income tax reve-

nue increased 402 per cent, sales and gross receipts tax revenue~ in-

creased 43 per cent, for the 1932·46 period. The total tax revenue 

per capita, as a per cent of per capita personal income, revealed a 

14Tables 14, 15, and 16 contain identical information, but for 
different time periods, Table 14 illustrated burdensomeness for the 
1932•58 period. Tables 15 and 16 break this data down into two periods, 
1932-46 and 1946-58, for additional analysis. The break between the 
two periods is approximately equa•distant, showing the situation be
fore and after World War II. 
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TABLB 15 

UIATIVI PIBCUTAGI CIWIGI IN IURDINSOMINISS Ol 'DIE 
GllWW. PROPIR.TY TAX Alm O'DliR STATE AND I.OCAL 

TAX SOUB.CIS: 1932•46 

Sales and 
Individual Corporate Gross 

Property Income Income Receipts 
Measure Tax Tax Tax Tax 

of Comparison Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue 
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Annual 
Property Tax 
Revenue for 
State and 
Local Govern-
ments -1 470 466 297 

Property Tax 
Revenue Per 
Capita -10 410 402 251 

Revenue Per 
Capita As a 
Percent of 
Personal 
Income Per 
CIPilil -71 6Q 6Z 133 

Miscel-
laneous 

Tax 
Revenue 

(6) 

62 

43 

·S!t 



tABLE 15-.Continued 

Increase in Increase in Increase in Increase in 
Relative Relative Relative Relative 
Burden of Burden of Burden of Burden of 

Individual Corporate Salea and Miscellaneous 
Income Tax Income Tax Gross Receipts Taxes over 

Revenue over Revenue over Revenue over Property Tax 
Property Tax Property Tax Property Tax Revenue 

(7) (8) (9) (10) 

471 467 298 63 

420 412 261 53 

131 138 204 17 

Source: Tables 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. 
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Average 
Increase in 

Relative Burden 
of All 

Monproperty 
Taxes over the 

Property Tax 
(11) 

325 

281 

123 
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60 per cent increase in corporate income tax revenue, a 67 per cent 

increase in corporate income tax revenue, a 133 per cent increase in 

sal es and gross receipts tax revenue, and a 54 per cent decrease in 

miscellaneous tax revenue. Thera was a 71 per cent decrease in property 

tax revenue per capita, as a per cent of personal income par capita. 

Examination of Table 15, Columns 7-11, reveals the increase in 

relative burdens of the various tax sources over the property tax for 

the 1932·46 poriod. Column 11 of that table shows the average increase 

in the relative burdens of ell of the nonproperty tax source• over the 

property tax. For th~ 1932•46 period, this figure was 123 per cent 

at the total revenue per capita, as a per cent of personal income per 

capita level, 287 per cent on the basis of revenue per capita, and 325 

per cent on the basis of total annual revenue or receipts (See Table 15, 

Column 11). 

The data for the 1946-58 period revealed that the property tax 

increased more than other taxes in relative burdensomenass compared 

to the 1932·46 period (See Table 16) . Three out of the four other reve

nue sources became relatively less burdensome than the property tax 

on the annual receipts basis, two out of the four became less burden• 

some on the per capita revenue basis, and two out of the four became 

less burdensome on the basis of revenue per capita as a per cent of 

personal income per capita, during this period. Only the individual 

income tax revenue, with a 317 per cent increase, exceeded, relatively, 

the property tax revenue in percentage gain in annual receipts. The 

property tax, with a 252 per cent relative increase, was 65 per cent less 
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TABLI 16 

ULATIVI PERCUTAGI CIIANGIS IB IUIJ)INS<IIIDSS OP 'DII 
GBNDAL PI.OPU.TY TAX AND 0'1'11111 STAT& AliD LOCAL 

~ SOUBCIS: 1946·58 

Sales and 
Individual Corpol:'ate Gross 

Property Income Income Receipts 
Measure Tax Tax Tax Tax 

of Comparison Revenue bvenue Revenue Revenue 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Total Annual 
Property Tax 
llevenue for 
State and 
l.ocal Govem-
MptS 252 317 J28 222 

Property Tax 
llevanue Per 
Capita 152 237 84 162 

Jlevanue Per 
Capita As a 
Percent of 
Personal 
Income Per 
caei" 50 IQ!t • l2 61 

Miscel· 
laneous 

Tax 
Revenue 

(6) 

197 

142 

46 
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'l'ABLI 16-.Copttnued 

Increase in Increase in Increase ln Increase in Average 
Relative Relative Relative Relative Increase in 
Burden of Burden of Burden of Burden of Relative Burden 

Individual Corporate Sales and Kiscellaneou• of All 
Income Tax Income Tax Gross leceipts Taxes over Nonproperty 

Revenue over Revenue over Revenue over Property Tax Taxes over the 
Property Tax Property Tax Property Tax Revenue Property Tax 

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

65 .. 124 -23 -55 -34 

85 -68 17 -10 44 

54 ·38 u -4 23 

Source: Tables 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. 
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burdensome (See Table 16, ColUIID.s 2 and 3). As for the other taxea 

shown in Table 16, the annual receipts changed u follows: the cor

porate income tax increased 128 per cent: (2) sales and aroes receipta 

tax revenue increaaed 229 per cent; and (3) miacellaneoue tax revenue 

increased 197 per cent. All three of these sources were below the 

252 per cent increase in annual receipts of the property during the 

1946-58 period. 

On a revenue per capita basis, property tax revenue increased 

152 per cent, individual income tax revenue increased 237 per cent, 

corporate income tax revenue increased 84 per cent, sales and gross 

receipts tax revenue increased 169 per cent, and t he miscellaneous 

tax revenue increased 142 per cent, during the 1946-58 period. Thus, 

on the per capita tax revenue basis, the individual income tax and the 

sales and gross receipts tax were more burdensome than the property 

tax, whereas the corporate income tax and the miscellaneous tax 'lltere 

relatively less burdensome (See Table 16, Columns 7~11). 

The revenue per capita, as a per cent of personal income per 

capita, for 1946•58 (Table 16), changed as follows: (1) Property 

tax revenue increased 50 per cent , (2) Individual income tax revenue 

increased 104 per cent ; (3) Corporate income tax revenue increased 

12 pe~ cent ; (4) Sales and gross receipts ·eax revenue increased 61 

per cent ; (5) Miscellaneous tax revenue increased 46 per cent. Indi

vidual income tax revenue and sales and gross receipts revenue ex

ceeded the property tax in relative burdensomeness, whereas the cor

porate income tax and the miscellaneous tax classification did not 

(See Table 16, Columns 7·10). 



The average figures (Table 16, Columo 11) iDdicate that, for 

the 1946-58 period, the rate of increase in property tax &DDual re• 

ceipta exceeded the rate of increase in annual receipts of the other 

tax sources by 34 per cent. The per capita clasaification revealed 

that the rate of increase in revenue from other tax sources exceeded 

the property tax by 44 per cent, and the revenue per capita, as a per 

cent of personal income per capita comparison, revealed the nonprep• 

arty tax sources to have exceeded the property tax by 23 per cent 

(Table 16, Column 11). 
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Overall, the property tax, as compared to th~ other sources of 

revenue, declined in relative burdenaomeness over the total period 

studied, 1932•58. However, in the 1946-58 period the relative burden

sameness increased more rapidly for the property tax than for non

property taxes . The 1932•46 data revealed that the average increase 

in the relative burdensomeness of all sources of revenue, other than 

the property tax, was 123 per cent over the property tax on the basis 

of tax revenue per capita. During the 1946-58 period, however, the 

relative burdensomeneas of all nonproperty taxes over the property 

tax increased only 23 per cent. Thus, whereas the property tax was 

in the best relative position during both periods studied, it was in 

a much better relative position during 1932-46 (100 per cent). The 

figures for the total period studied (1932-58) indicate a 167 per cent 

average increase in relative burdensomeness of all taxes over the prop

erty tax (See Table 14, Column 11). 
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Expenditure Trepde of State and I.ocal Goverwpt• 

The analysis of this brief sub-section adds a point of evidence 

in favor of increased property tax utilization for state and local 

governments. A final tie-in for the argument of this thesis is cul

minated through the use of the data in Table 17 and the findings in 

Chapter Ill. 

Table 17 shows a comparison of state and local government expendi• 

tures and property tax collections with federal and state aid revenue 

added. The data indicate that property tax collections, as a per cent 

of total state and local government expenditures, decreased from 64.55 

per cent to 31.30 per cent for the period studied, 1902-58. This was 

a relative 4~ per cent decline for that period. During the same period 

federal payments to state and local governments increased 500 per 

cent, and state payments to local governments increased 173 per cent 

(See Table 17, Columns 4, 5, and 6). 

The findings in Table 17 indicate that the more the decline in 

property tax collections ac a per cent of total state and local govern

ment expenditures, the more that federal payments to state and local 

governments, and state payments to local governments, had to be in

creased. An implication arising from this phenomenon is that state and 

local nonproperty tax sources are not adequa~ely supplementing the r eve

nue lost by the decline in property t ax receipts. Thus, there appears 

to be a need for careful reexamination of state and local revenue 

structures in order to increase their revenue yields if it is desired 
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TABJ.I 17 

CCIIPOUOII or STATI AIID LOCAL OOVIltlldHT IXPIICDITUUS AliD PIDPU.TY 
TAX COLLICTIOHS WITH FIDBRAL AlU) S'lATI AID RIVINUBS ADDBD 

Property Tax 
Collectiona as 

Total State a Percent of 
and Local Property Tax Total State 

J&xpenditures Collections and Local 
Year (Billions) (Billions) Expenditures 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 

1902 $ 1.10 $ .71 64.551 
1913 2.26 1.33 58.85 
1922 5.65 3.32 58.76 
1927 7.81 4.73 60.56 
1932 8.40 4 .49 53.45 
1934 7.84 4.08 52.04 
1936 8.50 4.09 48.12 
1938 9.99 4.44 44.44 
1940 11.24 4.43 39.41 
1942 11. 91 4.54 41.61 
1944 10.50 4.60 43.81 
1946 14.07 4.99 35.31 
1948 21.26 6.13 28.84 
1950 27.91 7.35 26.34 
1952 30.86 8.65 28.03 
1953 32.94 9.38 28.20 
1954 36.61 9.97 27.24 
1955 40.38 10.74 26.59 
1956 43.15 11.75 27.26 
1957 47.55 12.86 27.05 
1958 44.85 14.05 31.30 
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TABLE 17-..Coptinutd 

Federal Payments State Payments 
Federal to State and to Local 

Payments Local Governmenta State Coverument as 
to State as a Percent of Payments a Percent of 
and Local Total State to LOcal Total State 

Governments and Local Gaverum.enta and Local 
(Billions) Expenditures (B111iotUJ) Kxpendituru 

(5) (6) (7) (8) 

$ .01 .91'4 $ .05 4.54'1. 
.01 .44 .09 3.98 
.11 1.95 .31 5.49 
.12 1.54 .60 7.68 
.23 2.74 .80 9.52 

1.02 13.01 1.32 16.84 
.95 11.18 1.42 16.71 
.80 8.01 1.52 15.21 
.95 8.45 1.65 14.68 
.86 7.88 1.78 16.31 
.95 9.05 1.84 17.52 
.86 8.54 2.09 14.85 

1.87 8.80 3.28 15.42 
2.49 8.33 4.21 15.08 
2.57 8.71 5.04 16.33 
2.87 8.11 5.38 16.33 
2.97 7.75 5.64 15.40 
3.13 7.74 5.99 14.83 
3.34 8.08 6.59 15.27 
3.84 8.08 7.20 15.14 
5.07 11.30 7.94 17.70 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census, 1257 Census of Governments, 
Vol. IV, No. 3, p. 18·19 for the years through 1957. for 1958, U. s. 
Department of Commerce, 1960 Statistical Abstract of the United States, 
Sections 515 and 518, pp. 405-407. 
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to elov dOWD or reverse the trend toward increaeed financial aid fraa 

higher level aovernmente to state and local aoveramente. 
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COJJ:LUSIOIIS AlQ) UC<BIIDDATIOIIS 

Increased utilization of the property tax in state aa4 local 

govermaent finance should be carefully conaideracl. The fact that 

states have relied less and leas on the property tax (See Table 4, 

page 19) does not necessarily indicate that they should ignore pos• 

aibilities of ita future increased utilization at the local level. 

The general findings leading to this conclusion are as follows: 

(1) Property taxes have proved to be productive sources of revenue 

over the years ; (2) The relative burdensomeneas of property taxes, as 

related to personal incomes, has declined over the past years ; (3) As 

this has happened more and more sources of revenue have been used to 

finance state and local governments ; and (4) Those state and local 

property tax substitutes have not adequately raised the necessary 

revenue to support local governments as is indicated by the increas-

ing reliance of local governments on state and federal governments 

for additional revenue . 

Most of Chapter III was spent in comparing the various tax 

sources used by state and local governments . In total revenue the 

property tax exceeded all other sources of income for local govern-

1 menta. Relatively, however, nonproperty tax sources have increased 

in utilization over the property tax. 

1see Table 6. 
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Tha analyaie in Chapter Ill revealed that all of tha various 

revenue sources of a nonproperty tax natura were .ora burdaneome rela• 

tively for the period studied (1932•58). This aualyeis of burdensome• 

nasa, it will be recalled, was based on a comparison of tha varioue 

revenue sources with personal income per capita. Furthermore, the 

property tax was in the loweet position, relatively, in tbe rate of 

growth of annual receipts, and of tax revenue per capita. 2 Thus, 

while still leading absolutely as a source of income for local govern· 

menta, the property tax was shown to have been relied on in decreas• 

ing amounts relatively. 

The burdensomeness comparisons were given added significance 

when a comparison of state and local expenditures with property tax 

revenues was made. The more property tax collections declined, rela• 

tive to other revenue sources, the greater the reliance became upon 

federal payments to state and local governments, and state payments 

to local governments. From this observation the conclusion was r eached 

that local nonproperty tax sources are not adequately supplementing 

the revenue lost by the relative decline in state and local property 

tax receipts. 

One basic question remains. What about the property tax itsel£1 

I s it aiequate1 Is it being utilized to its fullest extent? If so, 

then perhaps the only solution for state and local governments is 

to continue under the present tax system in Which local governments 

must rely more and more on outside aid. If, on the other hand, t he 

2see Table 14, Column 11. 



property tax ia not being utilized to its feasible lt.it, then a re• 

evaluation of this tax is su&&eatad. 

67 

Is there a solution? Should the rates be increaaed on non

property taxes, or should the property tax rates be increaaed? On 

the basis of this study, it ia su&&ested that the property tax rates 

be increased. The possible methods of increasing and i.-proving prop

erty tax utilization are beyond the scope of this thesis; however, it 

i a urged that this old tax not be ignored as a possible source of 

needed revenue. The property tax merits continued investigation and 

improvement. 
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