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THE AGRICULTURAL RECESSION: 
ITS IMPACT ON THE FINANCES OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

High l igh t s  

The a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e c e r s i o n  has  been widely repor ted .  Although 

much has  been w r i t t e n  about i t r  causes  and i ts  e f f e c t r  upon i n d i v i d u a l  

f anne r s  and t h e i r  communities, l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  has  been paid t o  i t r  

e f f e c t s  upon t h e  f i n a n c i a l  h e a l t h  of  r t a t e  and l o c a l  governmentr. 

However, Senator  David Durenberger has  observed t h a t :  

My exper ience  i n  Minnesota and throughout t h e  count ry  
s t r o n g l y  rugges ts  t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  a g r i c u l t u r a l  re- 
ces s ion ,  and i t r  e f f e c t r  on t h e  broader r u r a l  economy, 
a r e  beginning t o  affect-and w i l l  i nc reao ing ly  hamper- 
t h e  a b i l i t i e r  o f  l o c a l  ~ o v e r n m e n t r  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  t o  
r a i r e  s u f f i c i e n t  revenuer  to  f inance  b a r i c  pub l i c  
s e r v i c e 8  l i k e  educa t ion ,  p u b l i c  r a f e t y ,  and t r an rpo r t a -  
t i o n .  

I n  December 1985, Senator  Durenberger and o t h e r  members of  t h e  

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental  Re la t ions  asked t h e  s t a f f  

of t h e  A C I R  t o  make a quick reconnairsance r tudy .  It was suggested 

t h a t  t h i s  s tudy  could provide a b a s i s  f o r  t h e  more d e t a i l e d  a n a l y s i s  

about t o  be undertaken by t h e  newly-formed Commission on Agr i cu l tu ra l  

Pol icy.  The A C I R  s t a f f  was d i r e c t e d  t o  examine intergoverrnnental i s s u e s  

and ana lyze  r e a d i l y  a v a i l a b l e  sources  o f  da t a .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  s t a f f  

was i n s t r u c t e d  t o  i d e n t i f y  i s s u e s  which t h e  new Commission might wish 

t o  examine and d a t a  sources  which might be r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e i r  work. 

Thi r  b r i e f  ACIR r t udy  focu res  on t e n  sample farm-dependent r t a t e s  

i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l ,  P l a i n s ,  and South reg ions .  A s  a n  i n t e g r a l  p a r t  



of the  study,  a  s e r i e s  of i n d i c a t o r r  was chosen t o  rhow t h e  degree of 

f i s c a l  r t r e s s  experienced by r t a t e  and l o c a l  governmentr i n  t he re  

s t a t e s .  On t h e  bas i s  of the  i n d i c a t o r r ,  t he  s tudy f i n d r  t h a t :  

o  Local governments i n  North Dakota and Montana rhow 
s i g n s  of f i s c a l  s t r e s s ,  and the  s t a t e  governments 
i n  these  two r t a t e s  a r e  fac ing f i n a n c i a l  r t r a i n s  
t h a t  may l i m i t  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  he lp  sh ie ld  t h e i r  
l o c a l i t i e s  from the  combined e f f e c t s  of t h e  farm 
recess ion and the  drop i n  energy p r i ces .  

o  Local governmentr i n  Iowa and Nebraska a l r o  rhow 
s i g n s  of f i s c a l  r t r e s s ;  i n  a d d i t i o n , t h e i r  s t a t e  
governments a r e  experiencing rome f i n a n c i a l  r t r e s s .  
S t a t e  he lp  i n  deal ing  with l o c a l  condi t ions  stemming 
from t h e  farm c r i s i s  i s  more l i k e l y  here  than i n  
North Dakota and Montana, but t h e  s t a t e s  w i l l  no t  
f i n d  i t  easy. 

0 Local governments i n  n i s s o u r i  apparent ly  a r e  f i s c a l l y  
s t r e s s e d ,  but  the  s t a t e  i s  not.  Thus, t h e  s t a t e  may 
be i n  a  b e t t e r  pos i t ion  t o  he lp  sh ie ld  i t s  l o c a l  
governments from t h e  farm redersion.  

o  L o c a l i t i e s  i n  Arkansas, Minnesota, and Miss iss ippi  
show few s i g n s  of increas ing f i s c a l  s t r e s s ,  although 
t h e  s t a t e  governments i n  these  th ree  cases  do appear. 
t o  be f i n a n c i a l l y  s t r a ined .  I f  f u r t h e r  l o c a l  s t r e s s  
rhould develop, s t a t e  h e l p  might be problematic. 

o  L o c a l i t i e s  i n  Georgia appear t o  be r e l a t i v e l y  t rouble  
f r e e ,  and so does the  s t a t e .  

o  Local governments i n  t h e  heavi ly  farm-dependent 
coun t i e s  of the  t e n  sample s t a t e s  w i l l  be h u r t  more 
than those i n  o ther  count ies  by the  planned termi- 
na t ion  of f e d e r a l  revenue sharing l a t e r  t h i s  year.  
These governments--as 1s t y p i c a l  of smaller  gwen- 
merits-receive a  l a r g e r  proportion of f e d e r a l  g ran t s  
i n  the  form of genera l  revenue shar ing ,  r a t h e r  than 
ca tegor ica l  grants-in-aid. 

o  Host of the  farm count ies  a r e  more dependent on r t a t e  
a i d  than t h e i r  nonfarm counterparts .  



o Because of the inherent "rtickiness" of property t u  
assessment levele, most farm counties in the rample 
have yet to register rubetantial drops in property 
tax revenue. However, over time, the significant 
deterioration in the property tax base will be 
reflected in diminished property tax collectionr. 

o In striking contrast to the relative rtability of 
local property tax revenues, major rtate revenue 
rources--especially the general rales and income 
taxes--exhibit a high degree of rensitivity to the 
changes in the state economy. The vulnerability of 
state revenue systems to the decline in the farm 
economy is rtrikingly illustrated by the recent 
sharp drop in revenue flowsin Nebraska, North 
Dakota, and Montana. 

o Because of the high rensitivity of state revenue ryr- 
tems to economic fluctuations, the most immediate 
threat posed by the farm crlrir for local governmentr 
vill come in the form of reductions in state aid to 
localities. Reductione in aid to local rchool rystems 
have already taken place in aeveral states--Iowa, 
Nebraska, Arkansas, and Montana. 



THE AGRICULTURAL RECESSION: 
ITS IMPACT ON THE FINANCES OF STATE ANT) LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Defining F i s c a l  S t r e s s  

F i s c a l  s t r e s s  is  c e r t a i n l y  an arguable concept; i t  can be defined 

i n  a v a r i e t y  of ways. Viewed i n  absolute  terms, f i s c a l  r t r e s r  of an 

individual  government would be apparent i f  t h a t  government were unable 

t o  provide an adequate l e v e l  and q u a l i t y  of publ ic  se rv ices  a t  a 

reasonable l e v e l  of taxat ion .  However, t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n  r a i s e s  f u r t h e r  

quest ions:  what a r e  adequate l e v e l s  of eervices  o r  reasonable l e v e l s  

of taxat ion?  Viewed In  r e l a t i v e  terms, a f i sca l ly-ot ressed  govern- 

ment would be unable t o  provide eerviceo t h a t  a r e  roughly equivalent  

t o  r e r v i c e r  a v a i l a b l e  t o  c i t i z e n s  i n  o ther  jurisdict ions--at  roughly 

equivalent  l e v e l r  of taxat ion .  Yet, r e l a t i v e  s t r e s s  can be viewed i n  

a more pragmatic way-fiscal r t r e e r  i r  apparent when a r a t h e r  rudden 

dec l ine  i n  revenue r e c e i p t e  f o r c e r  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  c u t  i t s  

expenditure l e v e l r .  Thie view of f i s c a l  s t r e s s  has been adopted. 

Methodology 

I n  eo r t ing  through many d ive r se  eourcee of information about the  

condit ion of the  t en  sample s t a t e a  (se lec ted '  i n  consul ta t ion  with the  

s t a f f  of the  Senate Intergovernmental Relat ions Subcommittee), it 

became apparent t h a t  seve ra l  i n d i c a t o r s  of present  o r  p o t e n t i a l  f i s c a l  



s t r e s s  could be pul led  toge ther  f o r  each of  t h e  r t a t e s ,  f o r  t h e i r  

l o c a l  governments i n  gene ra l ,  and f o r  t h e  l o c a l  governments in t h e  

most farm-dependent coun t i e s  i n  those  r t a t t s .  While recognizing 

t h a t  t h e  b e s t  i n d i c a t o r s  of  f i s c a l  r t r e s s  would be s i g n i f i c a n t  dec reases  

i n  t he  l e v e l s  of  l o c a l  r e r v i c e s ,  much i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  no t  a v a i l a b l e .  

Most of t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  used a r e  revenue d a t a ,  which s e r v e  as crude  

proxies  f o r  p o t e n t i a l  c u t s  i n  r e r v i c e s .  

Three t a b l e s  summarizing these  measures of f i s c a l  s t r e s s  l e d  t o  

t h e  gene ra l  f i n d i n g s  s t a t e d  i n  t h e  Highl ights  a t  t h e  beginning of  t h i s  

r e p o r t .  Data presented i n  t h e s e  t h r e e  t a b l e s  a r e  examined i n  g r e a t e r  

d e t a i l  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of t h e  r e p o r t ,  a f t e r  a b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  

sample drawn f o r  t h i s  qu ick  r tudy.  

Nationwide, t h e r e  a r e  702 coun t i e s  t h a t  der ived  20% o r  more of 

t h e i r  t o t a l  l a b o r  and p r o p r i e t o r  income from farming/ranching dur ing  

1975-79 (Exhib i t  A). As t h e  e x h i b i t  rhows, t h e s e  c o u n t i e s  a r e  l a r g e l y  

i n  t h e  North Cen t r a l ,  and P l a i n s  s t a t e s ,  w i th  o t h e r s  r c a t t e r e d  i n  t h e  

Northwest and throughout t h e  South. Of t h e  10 s t a t e s  chosen f o r  t h i s  

. . p r e l i m i n a r y . a n a l y e i s ,  seven a r e  i n  t h e  main concen t r a t ion  . . i n  t h e  mid- 

s e c t i o n  of t h e  na t ion ,  whi le  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  a r e  i n  t h e  south.  

The farm-dependent coun t i e s  i n  t h e  sample North Cen t r a l  and 

P l a i n s  s t a t e s  (Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missour i ,  Montana, Nebraska, 

and North Dakota) were chosen f o r  t h e i r  concen t r a t ions  on grain-among 

t h e  ha rdes t  h i t  s e c t o r  of t he  a g r i c u l t u r a l  economy. The southern  



EXHIBIT A 

702 PAMINC-DEPWDWI COUNTIES 

20 pcrceat or more of total labor and proprietor income 
-8 from product ion farmint/ranchint durint 1975-79 

Source: Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 



r t a t e s  were added t o  the  sample t o  provide rome compariron with o the r  

types of fanning and d i f f e r e n t  t r a d i t i o n s  of r t a t e  and l o c a l  government. 

Even t h e r e  sample r t a t e r  and countiee vary from one another  

considerably i n  t h e i r  degree of farm-dependence. Table 1 (page 8) 

ranks the  t e n  r t a t e s  by t h e i r  percentage of a l l  personal income i n  

each s t a t e  t h a t  comes from farms (ranging from almort 10% i n  North 

Dakota t o  l e s s  than one percent i n  Montana, a g a i n r t  a na t iona l  average 

of 1.43%), and Table 3 (page 15) shows the  proport ion of  count ies  i n  

each s t a t e  meeting the  farm dependency c r i t e r i a  (ranging from 72% i n  

North Dakota t o  20% i n  Georgia). 

I n d i c a t o r s  of S t a t e  F i s c a l  S t r e r s  

Local f inances a r e  c l o r e l y  l inked with r t a t e  f inances  because 

l o c a l  governments unable t o  r a i s e  revenues s u f f i c i e n t  t o  provide 

necessary se rv ices  from t h e i r  OM revenue eources a r e  l i k e l y  t o  

t u r n  t o  t h e i r  s t a t e  governments f o r  f i s c a l  ass is tance .  The extent  

t o  which e t a t e s  can a s s i s t  t h e i r  t roubled governments depends on 

both the  f i n a n c i a l  well-being of the  r t a t e  a s  a whole and the  i n s t i -  

t u t i o n a l  arrangements between r t a t e  and l o c a l  governments-cog., 

s t a t e  a i d  t o  l o c a l  governments, the  formulas on which those g ran t s  

a r e  based, and the  h i s t o r i c a l  p a t t e r n  of s t a t e  a s s i s t a n c e  t o  l o c a l  

governments. Table 1 examines t h i s  second topic.  

The s t a t e s  a r e  arrayed i n  order  of the  importance of farm income 

a s  a percentage of a11 s t a t e  personal  income (column 1). The da ta  i n  

column 1 i n d i c a t e  the  degree of exposure of the  s t a t e  government t o  



Ind ica to rs  of F i s c a l  S t r e s s  f o r  10 Selected S t a t e  Govetrrcnts 

Percentage Energy b S t a t e  Changes i n  
S t a t e  of a11 S t a t e  Mineral Budget S t a t e  Funding 

[Ranked on Personal Percent Change i n  Rev. a s  a % Cuts Since f o r  Education P i  s e a l  
t h e  llasis of Income S t a t e  Revenue of  Om-Source PI86 Budget Since 1986 S t r e s s  

Pam Dependence] Prom Farms 1984-85 1985eet. Cen. Revenue Adopted Budget Adopted Apparent 

U.S. Average 

North Dakota 

Iova 

Nebraska 

A r b n s a s  

I t o r a s  

Georgia 

Uinnesota 

r Decreased ) 

Increased 

Increased 

Uissouri 1.30 9.8 6.4 2.6 Increased No 

Uon tana 

1-1- IndLcator of a c t u a l  er p o t e n t i a l  flse.1 stress. 

Sourcert P a m  income d a t a  bared on Bureau of  Economic Analyois, Surrey o f  Current Bosiness, Auguot 1985: Percentage 
inc rease  i n  s t a t e  t a x  revenue f o r  1985 based on Cenow, S t a t e  Tax Revenue i n  1983, I e b r r u r y  1986; Percentage 
change i n  s t a t e  general  fund revenue i n  R 86 and information on s t a t e  a i d  t o  education based on telephone 
conversat ions  with  s t a t e  official.', Uarch 1986. All 1986 es t lmates  made betrcen Nwclber 1985 and March 
1986. ACIR s t a f f  c o a p i l a t i o n  and ca lcu la t ions .  

Note.: 

US: Estimates made a s  of November 1986 and incorporate  a drop i n  o i l  p r i c e s  from $27fbbl. t o  $20/bb1. Because 
oil pr lces  have f a l l e n  w e l l  below $ZO/bbl., the  1986 es t imate  is probably too high. 

nu: There van a 10% surcharge on i n d i r i d u a l  income t a x  s t i l l  i n  e f f e c t  f o r  t h e  f i r s t  ha l f  o f  tlt 85, making the  
1986 decrease r a r e  pronounced than it otherwise would be. 

N t r  Estimates made a s  of February 1986 and assume an inc rease  i n  t h e  ind iv idua l  i n c a e  tart from 191: t o  20% of 
federa l  t a x  l i a b i l i t y .  



f i n a n c i a l  problems experienced by many farmers and f a r w r e l a t e d  

businesses.  However, a high percentage of perronal  income derived 

from farming i s  not  necessa r i ly  an ind ica t ion  of s t a t e  f i r c a l  s t r e s s .  

For example, a s t a t e  t h a t  has a r i g n i f i c a n t  percentage of  i t s  perronal  

income derived d i r e c t l y  from farming a l r o  may have an even g rea te r  

percentage of i t r  personal income from economic r e c t o r s  t h a t  a r e  

enjoying robust  economic growth. Furthermore, i t  must be recognized 

t h a t  rome farmers-par t icular ly  those car ry ing l a r g e  h igh- in teres t  

debts-are a f f e c t e d  more adversely than o t h e r r  by the  cu r ren t  farm 

recession.  

The d a t a  i n  columns 2 and 3 d i sp lay  the  r a t e  of growth i n  r t a t e  

revenues during t h e  l a s t  two years;  they may be compared with the  

na t iona l  average which i s  given a t  the  t o p  of  t h e  column. I f  a 

s t a t e ' s  revenues do not  keep pace with population growth, i n f l a t i o n ,  

and the  t r a d i t i o n a l  demand f o r  public  se rv ices ,  undoubtedly t h e  

f i s c a l  s t r e s s  of a r t a t e  government w i l l  increase.  The f a c t  

t h a t  a number of  the  se lec ted  s t a t e s  have r a t e s  of revenue growth 

we l l  below the  na t iona l  average g ives  a s t rong i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  

the  revenue bases of these  r t a t e s  were not  growing a t  a r a t e  

necessary t o  continue f u l l  f inancing of many s t a t e  and l o c a l  

programs. I n  f a c t ,  North Dakota, Nebraska, and Montana have 

experienced a c t u a l  reductions i n  s t a t e  revenues without reductions 

I n  s t a t e  t a x  r a t e s .  Among the  s t a t e s  surveyed, only  Minnesota 

enacted a reduction i n  s t a t e  t a x  r a t e s  ( a f t e r  an e a r l i e r  increase)  

and experienced a drop i n  co l l ec t ions .  



The inc lus ion of da ta  on energy and mineral revenue 80  8 

percentage of own source general  revenue (column 4 )  i n i t i a l l y  may 

seem incongruous with t h i s  attempt a t  iden t i fy ing  the  f i r c a l  r t r e s s  

i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l l y  dependent r t a t e s .  However, r e v e r a l  of the  sample 

r t a t e s - m o s t  notably North Dakota and Montana, but  a l s o  Kanras 

and Nississippi--derive s i g n i f i c a n t  por t ions  of t h e i r  r t a t e  revenues 

e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  from o i l  and energy i n d u s t r i e s  i n  t h e  form of 

severance t axes  o r  roya l ty  f e e s ,  o r  i n d i r e c t l y  from the  economic 

resources t h a t  energy i n d u s t r i e s  provide i n  the  r t a t e .  With the  

recent  dramatic drop i n  o i l  p r i ces ,  governments i n  s t a t e s  v i t h  a 

high dependence on energy i n d u s t r i e s  w i l l  be a f fec ted  adverrely. 

The problems caused by drops i n  r t a t e  revenue due t o  f a l l i n g  energy 

p r i c e s  w i l l  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  acu te  f o r  s t a t e r  a l ready a f fec ted  by 

the  a g r i c u l t u r a l  recession.  

Cuts i n  the  FY 1986 budget made a f t e r  t h e  budgets were enacted 

(columns 5 and 6) present  d i r e c t  measures of the  f i s c a l  stress of 

the  se lec ted  s t a t e s .  Note t h a t  of the  17 r t a t e s  nationwide t h a t  

have enacted such c u t s ,  seven a r e  represented i n  the  t e n  s t a t e s  

se lec ted  f o r  t h i s  s tudy (column 5) .  Cuts i n  s t a t e  a i d  t o  

education ( c o l m n  6)  provide an even b e t t e r  measure of f i s c a l  s t r e s s  

because education i s  genera l ly  considered t o  be the  most popular 

s t a t e - loca l  program--drawing l a r g e  amounts of support from middle 

c l a s s  taxpayers and varioue.education i n t e r e s t  groups. Typical ly,  

education i s  one of the  l a s t  government funct ions  t o  be c u t  i n  

aus te re  times. 



Based on these  da ta ,  i t  appear8 t h a t  only two of the  r t a t e r  

i n  the  t en - s t a t e  rample a r e  not experiencing rome degree of f i r c a l  

stress--Georgia and Uissouri  (Table 1, column 7).  Based on t h e  

f a c t o r s  i d e n t i f i e d  i n  columns 1-6, North Dakota and Montana a r e  

facing f i s c a l  s t r e s s  on two f r o n t r .  I n  the  case  of  North Dakota, 

not only does i t  have one of t h e  h ighes t  percentages of r t a t e  

personal  income derived from farming, but i t  a l s o  has one of 

the  n a t i o n t r  h ighes t  percentages of r t a t e  own-rource revenue 

drawn from reverance t axes  and r o y a l t y  f ees .  The o v e r a l l  budget 

c u t s  and t h e  c u t s  i n  a i d  t o  education were forced by t h e  prec ip i tous  

drop i n  s t a t e  revenues i n  FY 86 as evidenced I n  column 3. 

While Montanatr i n d i c a t o r s  read much the  same a s  North Dakota'r, 

i t s  l e s s e r  dependence on a g r i c u l t u r e  maker i t 8  f i r c a l  pos i t ion  

s l i g h t l y  b e t t e r  than t h a t  of North Dakota. 

According t o  the  ind ica to re ,  the  r t a t e s  of  Iowa, Nebraska, 

Arkansas, Kansas, Minnesota, and Mirs i r s ipp i  a l s o  e x h i b i t  sane 

f i s c a l  s t r e s s .  A l l  of these  s t a t e s  have s luggirh  r a t e s  of  growth 

i n  t h e i r  r t a t e  revenues, and a11 but  Kansas have rnade.cutr i n  

t h e i r  FY 1986 budgets. 

I n d i c a t o r s  of Local F i s c a l  S t ress .  

The f i s c a l  condit ion of l o c a l  governments i n  t h e  10 sample 

s t a t e s  is s e t  f o r t h  i n  Table 2. One key ind ica to r  of  e x i s t i n g  

l o c a l  f i s c a l  s t r e s s  is  shown: the  change i n  l o c a l  revenue $6 

shown both f o r  own-source genera l  revenue and f o r  t a x  revenue. 

Four i n d i c a t o r s  of p o t e n t i a l  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t o  f i s c a l  stress 





(dependence on the  property t a x ,  f i e c a l  home r u l e ,  r t a t e  a i d  de- 

endence, and fede ra l  a id  dependence) a r e  a l s o  displayed. I n  

addi t ion ,  Table 2 summarizes t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  of f i s c a l  condit ione 

of l o c a l  governments and repea t s  the  eummary f ind ings  on s t a t e  

f i s c a l  d i s t r e s s  i n  the  10  sample r t a t e e ,  f o r  purposes of compariron. 

This r a t i n g  of l o c a l  f i e c a l  condit ione i s  r i e k i e r  than t h e  

r a t i n g  of e t a t e e ,  becauee the  da ta  do not go beyond 1984 and the  

farm e i t u a t i o n  has f u r t h e r  de te r io ra ted  s ince  t h a t  time. Neverthe- 

l e s s ,  t h i s  t a b l e  can be in te rp re ted  i n  conjunction with the  more recent  

da ta  i n  Table 1 t o  y ie ld  a genera l  sense of cu r ren t  f i r c a l  r t r e e e  a t  

t h e  l o c a l  l eve l .  The es tabl iehed r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  f i s c a l  a f f a i r s  

of t h e  s t a t e s  and t h e i r  l o c a l i t i e s  ueual ly  do not  change rap id ly  

o r  dramatical ly.  

Table 2 shows t h a t  growth i n  l o c a l  revenue during 1982-84 lagged 

behind t h e  n a t i o n a l  average i n  s i x  of the  t e n  s t a t e s ,  e i t h e r  i n  t o t a l  

own-source revenues, o r  t a x  c o l l e c t i o n s  o r  both. I f  t h a t  l a g  continues 

f o r  a  long time, i t  could mean e i t h e r  reduced se rv icee ,  higher t a x  r a t e s ,  

o r  increased dependence upon e t a t e  o r  f e d e r a l  a id .  

Local governments i n  North Dakota, Georgia, and Mieeouri a r e  

more dependent than average on fede ra l  a id .  This makes them 

vulnerable t o  c u t s  i n  f ede ra l  aid-- including the  termination of 

of genera l  revenue sharing.  

Local governments with a high degree of dependence on e t a t e  aid-- 

such a s  those i n  North Dakota, Arkansas, Minnesota, end Mississippi-- 

a r e  vulnerable  t o  reductions brought about by f i s c a l  e t r e e e  at  the  



r t a t e  l e v e l .  Because t h e  r t a t e  governmmtr i n  t h e r e  r t a t e r  a r e  exhibi t -  

ing  rymptonr of f i r c a l  r t r e s s ,  they may f i n d  it  d i f f i c u l t  t o  maintain 

o r  inc rease  t h e i r  current  l e v e l r  of  a id  t o  l o c a l  government. 

Greater  than average dependence on the  property t ax  rhows up 

i n  Table 2 f o r  l o c a l  governmentr i n  North Dakota, Iowa, Nebrarka, 

and Montana. Thlr  dependence on t h e  property t a x  maker l o c a l  gwern- 

mentr i n  t h e r e  r t a t e r  vulnerable  t o  drops i n  proper ty  t a x  revenuee 

caused by f a l l i n g  fann assesementr. 

These states-North Dakota, Iowa, Nebraska, and Montana-alro 

provide l e s s  than average f i r c a l  home r u l e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  t h e i r  c i t i e s ,  

o r  coun t i e s ,  o r  both. Ab-nce of  f i r c a l  h e  r u l e  rertrictr t h e  

a b i l i t y  of these  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  t o  r a i s e  t a x  r a t e e  o r  t a p  add i t iona l  

revenue sources-par t icular ly  re levant  f o r  l o c a l  govermentr  with a  

high degree of dependence on 8 property t a x  base t h a t  i r  decl ining.  

Lack of f i r c a l  home r u l e  is  a l s o  a problem f o r  c i t i e s  i n  Xlnnesota, 

count ies  i n  Missouri,  and both c i t i e s  and count ies  i n  Mi r r i r s ipp i .  

The o v e r a l l  r a t i n g s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  l o c a l  governmente i n  f i v e  of t h e  

t e n  s t a t e s  .are exhibi t ing  s i g n s  of f i r c a l  r t r e s s :  North Dakota, Iowa, 

Nebraska, Missouri,  and Montana. 

I n d i c a t o r s  f o r  Farm-Dependent Local Governments. 

Table 3 compares the  sources of revenue a v a i l a b l e  t o  l o c a l  

governments i n  the  farm dependent count ies  vis-a-vis l o c a l  governments 

i n  a l l  o the r  count ies  i n  t h e  10 sample s t a t e s .  - 11 Unlike Tables 1 

11 These da ta  represent  county l e v e l  aggregates f o r  a l l  types - 
of governments within each county--lee., county, c i t y ,  
and township governments a s  well a s  school d i s t r i c t s  and 
s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s .  



'?? 
h 0 
C Y N  

U d  

9 w  
N N  

"i? 
O I 9  
m *  

'?? 
n m  

?ht 
d N 

? ?  
85: 
d d 

C: 
d * 

i I 
C 

32' 
.. .. 
a a 
u u  
0 0 
Y Y 
8 
5 5  
b b 
0 0 
Z P 

7 2  
m N  
C Y N  

7 5  
I* 
I m 

"i? 
(hh 
cud 

'?0: 
cnm 

? ?  
d N 

? ?  
88 
r c d  

0: 
N 
e 

4 
d i  
.. .. 
a a 
g 
u u  
E E x E 



-1 6- 

and 2 ,  information contained i n  t h i s  t a b l e  does not  provide d i r e c t  

i n d i c a t o r s  of f i s c a l  condit ion.  It does, however, i n d i c a t e  expomure 

of agriculturally-dependent governmentm t o  reductions i n  8 t a t e  and 

f e d e r a l  a i d .  Table 3 a l s o  g ives  an ind ica t ion  of the  r e l i ance  of 

these  governments on the  property t a x  and o the r  l o c a l  own-source 

revenue. 

The f i r s t  observation about Table 3 i r  t h a t  a g r i c u l t u r a l l y  depend- 

e n t  l o c a l  governmanta tend t o  r e l y  more heavi ly  on genera l  revenue 

shar ing  t h a t  o t h e r  governmentm (column 3). The termination of  t h i s  

program i n  September 1986 w i l l  h u r t  a g r i c u l t u r a l l y  dependent gwen- 

ments more than o the r  governmentr. Furthermore, because CRS funds 

were a v a i l a b l e  t o  general  purpose governments only, t h e  impact of 

the  d i scon t inua t ion  of t h i s  program vill  have a g r e a t e r  e f f e c t  on 

these  governments than the  f i g u r e s  i n  Table 3 would muggest, r i n c e  

included i n  these  f i g u r e s  a r e  da ta  which inc lude  da ta  f o r  rchool 

d i s t r i c t s  and s p e c i a l  d i s t r i c t s .  

Secondly, i n  e igh t  of t h e  10 s t a t e s  surveyed, a g r i c u l t u r a l l y  

dependent l o c a l  gwernments a r e  r e l y i n g  more heav i ly  on s t a t e  a i d  

than o t h e r  governments (column 5). Thus, cut8  f n  s t a t e  a i d  vould be 

more l i k e l y  t o  h u r t  governments i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l l y  dependent a reas  

than i n  o t h e r  a reas .  Agr icu l tu ra l ly  dependent governments i n  North 

Dakota, Arkansas, Minnesota and Miss iss ippi  rece ive  between 44 and 

60 percent of t h e i r  general  revenue from t h e i r  r e spec t ive  s t a t e  

governments. S t a t e  governments i n  a l l  of these  s t a t e s  a r e  exh ib i t ing  

s i g n s  of  f i s c a l  s t r e s s .  



Fina l ly ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l l y  dependent l o c a l  governmentr i n  mix of  the  

t en  s t a t e s  examined r e l y  more heavi ly  on t h e  property t a x  than do o the r  

governments. This ,  however, i r  an ambiguous ind ica to r .  Although we know 

t h a t  t h e r e  have been s u b s t a n t i a l  decreases i n  the  va lue  of farm land,  we 

cannot assume a  s i g n i f i c a n t  dec l ine  i n  property t a x  revenue i n  the  s h o r t  

run. Property t a x  revenuer tend t o  be f a i r l y  s t a b l e  because (1) t h e  

drop i n  assessed values of farm land usual ly  occurs with a s i g n i f i c a n t  

time l a g  a f t e r  the  a c t u a l  drop i n  the  p r i c e  of farm land,  (2) i n  the  

absence of t a x  r a t e  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  reduced asseesments r e f l e c t i n g  market 

condi t ions  can t r i g g e r  increased m i l l  r a t e s  designed t o  maintain needed 

revenues, and (3) vhen land is assessed on the  b a s i s  of  use value 

r a t h e r  than market value the  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  use  value tend t o  be 

considerably l e s s  than t h e  f l u c t u a t i o n s  i n  market value. 

Because the  property t a x  i s  conridered by pub l i c  f inance  exper ts  t o  

be one of t h e  most s t a b l e  sources of revenue, 8 hS8h degree of dependence 

on t h i s  t a x  source tends t o  a c t  as insurance f o r  l o c a l  governments agains t  

economic downturnr. Despite t h e  increased property t a x  burden placed on 

f inanc ia l ly - s t r a ined  taxpayers, t h e  s t a b i l i t y  of t h e  property t a x  tends 

t o  p ro tec t  l o c a l  governments from vagar ies  of  the  l o c a l  economy i n  t h e  

s h o r t  run. 

I n  a l l  l ike l ihood,  the  farm-dependent count ies  evenuta l ly  w i l l  be 

faced with a  downturn i n  t h e i r  most important revenue source-the 

property tax.  Thus, they w i l l  be faced with t h e  need t o  c u t  expendi- 

t u r e s  and s e r v i c e  l e v e l s  o r  seek add i t iona l  revenues, o r  both. 
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AN EXPLORATION OF THE DATA AND DATA SOURCES 

tion to requesting a preliminary analysia of the in 

governmental aspects of the farm recession, Senator Durenberger asked 

the ACIR staff to identify rources of data which would be useful in the 

rtudiee of the newly-created Commission on Agricultural Policy. This 

rection of the report responds to his request by identifying rources of 

data collected nationally. It doer not include the wide variety of data 

that are collected by the individual rtates. 

Values of P a m  Land 

Data Sources and Availability. The U.S. Department of Agriculture 

annually aurveys the market values of farm land in each rtate. The 

survey results are reported in the publication Agricultural Land Values 

and Markets: Outlook and Situation Report. Results of the aurveys done 

in the spring are published in the late summer of the same year. 

(See Appendix Table 1 for farm market values by rtate for 1979-86.) 

County-by-county assessment data are published by the U.S. Bureau 

of the Census in its Census of Governments reries every five years. The 

most recent data are for 1981. Data for 1986 will not be available for 

several years. 

In an effort to obtain more up-to-date assessment information, 

the ACIR staff has participated with staff of the Senate Subcommittee on 

Intergovernmental Relations in a telephone survey of the sample counties. 

Results of the survey will be made public by the Subcommittee. 



Relevance of the  Data. Market values of  farm property a r e  o f t e n  

c i t e d  a s  important i n d i c a t o r s  of t h e  general  r t a t e  of t h e  f a m  economy. 

Aowever, proper ty  t ax  assessments and collections--the b a s i r  of  most l o c a l  

government own-source revenues-are not  c l o s e l y  t i e d  t o  market values.  

There a r e  severa l  reasons. F i r r t ,  property t a x  asressmentr have always 

lagged market values.  Host s t a t e s  do not  attempt annual reassersments; 

f o r  example, Indiana reassesses  every e igh t  pears .  I n  add i t ion ,  a  l a r g e  

number of r t a t e s  now assess  r m e  o r  a l l  farm property on the  b a s i s  of i t s  

use value r a t h e r  than i t s  market value. Def in i t ionr  o f  use value and the  

extent  t o  which property i s  .assessed on the  b a s i s  of use  value vary from 

s t a t e  t o  r t a t e .  Al l  of these  f a c t o r s  combine t o  g ive  property t a x  col lec-  

t i o n s  g r e a t e r  r t a b i l i t y  than one might expect,  given t h e  recent  v o l a t i l i t y  

i n  t h e  p r i c e  of farm land. 

Property Tax Rates 

Data Sources and Ava i l ab i l i ty .  The Economic Research Service of 

t h e  U.S. Department of Agriculture publishes e f f e c t i v e  property t a x  

r a t e s  f o r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  land i n  a  document e n t i t l e d  Farm Real Es ta te :  

H i s t o r i c a l  S e r i e s  1950-85, December 1985. (See Appendix Table 2.) 

E f fec t ive  r a t e s  f o r  farm property a r e  reported a t  t h e  s t a t e  l e v e l  

only and a r e  published with a two-to-three year l ag .  This r epor t  a l s o  

conta ins  o t h e r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  r e a l  e s t a t e  da ta  through 1985 (e.g., 

number i f  farms, value of land,  value of bui ld ings ,  farm debt) .  



Relevance of the  Data. Thir  t a x  r a t e  information, reported a s  

property t ax  payments per $100 of market value of the  land, i r  q u i t e  

he lp fu l  i n  making state-by-state comparisons of  proper ty  taxer  during 

a p a r t i c u l a r  year  o r  examining property t axes  wi th in  a s i n g l e  a t a t e  

over a period of  time. However, a s  with any proper ty  t a x  d a t a ,  any 

conclusions drawn from e f f e c t i v e  r a t e s  of property must be c a r e f u l l y  

guarded and c l e a r l y  explained. For example: From the  da ta  i n  

Appendix Table 2,  one could c o r r e c t l y  conclude t h a t ,  nationwide, 

1978 e f f e c t i v e  property t a x  r a t e s  of  farm land were a c t u a l l y  higher 

than they were i n  1983-the e f f e c t i v e  r a t e  dropped from $.59 per 

$100 of market value t o  $.54. However, such a s tatement r equ i res  

f u r t h e r  c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  I n  t h e  r h o r t  run,  property owaerr pay 

taxes  out  of  cu r ren t  income r a t h e r  than from the  value  of  t h e  

property. Ef fec t ive  property t a x  r a t e s  (property t a x  l i a b i l i t i e s  

expressed as a percentage o f  t h e  market value of property)  could 

be decreasing a t  t h e  r.ne t i m e  t h a t  t h e  property t a x  l i a b i l i t i e s ,  

expresred as a percentage of 8 farm hcome, are increar ing .  There- 

f o r e ,  i f  one examined the  e f f e c t i v e  property t a x  d a t a  i n  the  USDA 

repor t  and found t h a t  e f f e c t i v e  property t a x  r a t e s  were decreasing 

i n  a s t a t e ,  one could not necessa r i ly  conclude t h a t  t h e  burden of 

the  proper ty  t a x  on i n d i v i d u a l  farmers was decreasing. Taxes on 

proper ty  a r e  c l e a r l y  decreasing i n  t h i s  example, bu t  it remain8 

t o  be determined whether burdens on ind iv idua l s  a r e  decreasing. 



(This example a l s o  holds f o r  many non-farm property taxpayerr ar 

well-cog., t he  e l d e r l y ,  unemployed petroleum workerr.) 

Property Tax Col lec t ions  and Delinquencies 

Data Sources and Ava i l ab i l i ty .  Although t h e  Bureau of the  Cenrus 

publishes property t a x  c o l l e c t i o n r  on an annual b a s i s  i n  i t s  Government 

Finance s e r i e s ,  i t  does not  do s o  f o r  u n i t r  of government with popula- 

ti'ons l e s s  than 50,000-the same governments t h a t  would be of most 

i n t e r e e t  i n  examining the  e f f e c t  of the  a g r i c u l t u r a l  recess ion on l o c a l  

governments. Like t h e  assessment da ta ,  the  Census Bureau publisher  

c o l l e c t i o n s  information on a l l  u n i t s  of  l o c a l  government i n  i t s  Cenrus 

of Governments s e r i e s .  

Proper ty  t a x  revenues f o r  a l l  u n i t s  of ~ e n e r a l  purpose govern- 

ments a r e  a v a i l a b l e  from Census' genera l  revenue shar ing  tape  on an 

annual bas i s .  These da ta  a r e  more current  than those found i n  t h e  f ive -  

pear Census of Governments s e r i e s .  This d a t a  s e r i t s  w i l l  be dropped with 

the  te rminat ion  of genera l  revenue eharing. 

To t h e  bes t  of our knowledge, delinquency da ta  a r e  not  co l l ec ted  by 

the  f e d e r a l  government. Some, but  not  a l l ,  s t a t e s  c o l l e c t  t h i s  information. 

Because these  data  a r e  not r e a d i l y  ava i l ab le ,  t h e  ACIR s t a f f  vorking v i t h  

the  Senate subcommittee s t a f f  has attempted t o  compile them f o r  the  

sample s t a t e s  i n  i t s  telephone survey. 

Relevance of the  Data. Clear ly ,  f o r  a s c e r t a i n i n g  the  f i n a n c i a l  

hea l th  of l o c a l  governments, property t a x  c o l l e c t i o n  da ta  a r e  e s s e n t i a l .  



Laggardly growth o r  an a c t u a l  dec l ine  i n  property t a x  revenuer may 

i n d i c a t e  r lugg i sh  growth (or  dec l ine )  i n  the  t a x  base,  the  i n a b i l i t y  of 

l o c a l  o f f i c i a l 6  t o  r a i s e  t a x  r a t e s  r u f f l c i e n t l y  t o  compenrate f o r  the  

r luggish  growth (or  dec l ine )  I n  t h e  t a x  base,  o r  both. 

Increaser  I n  delinquency r a t e s  c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t  r i r i n g  economic 

d i s t r e s s  i n  t h e  community. Crowing delinquency r a t e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  make 

i t  impossible f o r  l o c a l  governments t o  maintain e x i r t i n g  senr i ce r .  

Local Revenue Systems 

Sources of Data and A v a i l a b i l i t y -  I n  add i t ion  t o  property taxes  

d i rcu r red  above, l o c a l  governmentr ob ta in  revenue from o the r  rourceo 

l o c a l l y  and from r t a t e  and f e d e r a l  aid.  Published i n  Censur' annual 

government f inance  ee r i e8  a r e  da ta  on various t a x  revenues, use r  charges 

and intergovernmental aid-but these  annual da ta  a r e  only ava i l ab le  f o r  

governments with populations g r e a t e r  than 50,000 and l o c a l  government 

da ta  aggregated a t  the  r t a t e  l eve l .  Such da ta  a r e  published 

approximately 12-18 months following each goverment ' r  f i r c a l  year.  

Again, t h e  five-year Census of Governments conta ins  information on a11 

u n i t s  of  government but t h e r e  i s  a r u b s t a n t i a l  l a g  i n  the  publ ica t ion  of 

such da ta .  Data f o r  a l l  u n i t s  of genera l  purpose government@ a r e  

a v a i l a b l e  from Census' general  revenue sharing tape.  (See Appendix 

Table 3 f o r  s tate-by-state d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l o c a l  revenue by source; 

see  Appendix Table 4 f o r  t h e  nationwide percentage change i n  l o c a l  

revenues over time.) 



Relevance of  the  Data. The degree of dependence on p a r t i c u l a r  

revenue sources i n d i c a t e s  the  exposure of l o c a l  governmentr t o  economic 

f l u c t u a t i o n s  and reductions i n  intergovernmental a i d .  The nore d ive r se  

the  sources of revenue, the  e a s i e r  i t  becomes f o r  l o c a l  goverrrments t o  

weather economic rtorms. 

Information on s t a t e  a i d  t o  l o c a l  governments ind ica te8  the  avai la-  

b i l i t y  of a s r i r t a n c e  from t h i 8  source. However, i f  nmerour  l o c a l  govern- 

mentr i n  a r t a t e  a r e  experiencing d i f f i c u l t i e s  and the  s t a t e  government . 

i t s e l f  is experiencing d i f f l c u l t i e r ,  t he  a t a t e  gwermaent may not  have 

s u f f i c i e n t  revenues t o  h e l p  these  l o c a l  governmentr. Local government8 

a r e  l e s s  dependent on f e d e r a l  a i d  than on r t a t e  a id .  Anticipated cu te  

i n  f e d e r a l  a i d  could add t o  these  prersures.  

S t a t e  Revenue Systems 

Sources of Data and Ava i l ab i l i ty .  Data on s t a t e  government revenue 

a r e  found i n  the  Census publ ica t ions  Cited above. I n  addi t ion ,  quar t e r ly  

d a t a ' f o r  s t a t e  t a x  revenue a r e  ava i l ab le  from the  Bureau approximately - 
. f i v e  months a f t e r .  t he  end of each. calendar quar ter .  Note t h a t  t h i s  

q u a r t e r l y  information does nbt  include da ta  f o r  f e d e r a l  a i d ,  use r  

charges and miscellaneous genera l  revenue. (See Appendix Table 5 f o r  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of s t a t e  revenue sources;  see  Appendix Table 6 f o r  t h e  

nationwide percentage change i n  s t a t e  revenue over time.) 

The National Association of S t a t e  Budget Of f i ce r s  (NASBO), located 

i n  Washington, D . C . ,  compiles da ta  on s t a t e  genera l  fund revenues and 



expenditures f o r  recent  yearr  and publishes e s t ima te r  f o r  f u t u r e  f i s c a l  

pearr .  The National Conference of S t a t e  Leg i s l a tu re r ,  headquartered i n  

Denver, Colorado, a l s o  t r acks  r t a t e  revenues and expenditurer  and i r  an 

exce l l en t  source of d e s c r i p t i v e  a s  wel l  a s  a n a l y t i c  mater ia l .  (See 

Appendix Tables 7 and 8 f o r  exampler of the  information t h a t  i r  published 

NASBO's F i s c a l  Survey of the  Sta tes . )  

Relevance of t h e  Data. Because l o c a l  governmente i n  most r t a t e e  

rece ive  a s i g n i f i c a n t  por t ion  of t h e i r  revenue from r t a t e  governments 

and would look t o  the  s t a t e  f o r  add i t iona l  a r s i r t a n c e  i n  times o f  c r i r i e ,  

t he  f i n a n c i a l  condi t ion  of r t a t e  governments i r  an important f a c t o r  i n  

assees ing the  f i s c a l  hea l th  of l o c a l  governmente. The sources o f  r t a t e  

revenue must be examined c a r e f u l l y  t o  detennine the  impact t h a t  changes 

i n  economic a c t i v i t y  i n  c e r t a i n  i n d u s t r i a l  o r  se rv ice  r e c t o r r  would 

have on e t a t e  coffers- tog. ,  t h e  a g r i c u l t u r a l  recess ion o r  the  recent  

drop i n  energy p r i ces .  These p a r t i c u l a r  downturns not  only e f f e c t  

ind iv idua l  and corpora te  income t a x  c o l l e c t i o n s  bu t  c o l l e c t i o n s  of 

general  s a l e s  t axes  and severance taxes  a s  well .  

State-Local Tax Burden 

Data Sources and Ava i l ab i l i ty .  Per c a p i t a  s t a t e - l o c a l  t ax  col lec-  

t i o n s  o r  t axes  a s  a percentage of s t a t e  personal income can be obtained 

from Census' annual Government Finance s e r i e s .  These d a t a  a r e  published 

approximately 12-18 months a f t e r  the  conclusion of t h e  r t a t e  f i r c a l  



years.  Data f o r  r t a t e  government 9 can be ca lcula ted  from f i g u r e s  

published i n  the  S t a t e  Government Tax Col lec t ions  r e r i e r  and t h i r  

information i s  published rix-to-nine months a f t e r  the  conclusion of the  

r t a t e  f i s c a l  years. (These da ta  a r e  a l s o  published i n  A C I R ' r  annual 

S ign i f i can t  Features of F i s c a l  Federalism; r ee  Appendix Tables 9, 10, 

and 11.) 

Relevance of the  Data. S ta te- local  t ax  burden f i g u r e s  g ive  a  

r e l a t i v e  measure of the  burden borne by taxpayers i n  each r t a t e .  How- 

ever ,  conclusions made from much da ta  have t o  be drawn ca re fu l ly .  A 

s t a t e  with 8 r e l a t i v e l y  high t a x  burden may f i n d  i t  very d i f f i c u l t  t o  

r a i s e  a d d i t i o n a l  revenue t o  compenrate f o r  r h o r t f a l l r  r e r u l t i n g  from the  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  recession.  Yet, t h e  same high t a x  burden may a l s o  lead t o  

the  conclusion t h a t  c i t i z e n s  from the  r t a t e  have a  higher to lerance  f o r  

taxes  and m y  not  r e s i s t  a  t a x  increase.  Data on t a x  burdens must be 

examined i n  the  context  of the  p o l i t i c a l  cu l tu re .  

A second point  must be made with regard t o  t a x  burden f igures :  

i n  some s t a t e s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  por t ion  of a t a t e - loca l  taxes  may be ex- 

ported t o  c i t i z e n s  i n ' o t h e r  s t a t e s .  Per c a p i t a  t axes  i n  s t a t e s  l i k c  

Alaska and Wyoming a r e  q u i t e  high,  ye t  a  l a r g e  por t ion  of these  taxes  

represent  t axes  on energy--taxes t h a t  a r e  paid by corporat ions,  

Stockholders and energy consumers i n  o the r  s t a t e s .  The t a x  burden 

borne by r e s i d e n t s  i s  much l e s s  t h a n . t h e  f igures  would ind ica te .  S ta te s  

t h a t  enjoy a  considerable amount of t o u r i s t  t r a v e l  (e.g., Nevada and 

F lo r ida )  not only der ive  revenue from the  taxes imposed on the  purchases 



of r e s i d e n t s  but on the  purchases of  v i s i t o r e  a s  well .  Col lec t ions  from 

these  taxes  he lp  ease  the  o v e r a l l  t a x  burden on res iden t s .  (It rhould be 

noted t h a t  the  presence of v i s i t o r s  o r  energy-related i n d u s t r i e s  imposes 

se rv ice  c o s t s  upon the  host  r t a t e s . )  

Trends i n  Service Delivery 

Data Sources and Ava i l ab i l i ty .  To assess  t h e  t r ends  i n  l o c a l  

demands f o r  se rv ices  (and, i n d i r e c t l y ,  demand f o r  revenues t o  f inance 

the  ee rv ices ) ,  t h e r e  a r e  severa l  measures avai lable :  two of the  nore 

important a r e  l o c a l  expenditures f o r  education and fo r  general  a s s i s t ance .  

The National Education Associat ion 's  Estimates of School S t a t i s t i c s  

provides state-by-state es t imates  of enrollment, r e c e i p t s ,  and expenditures 
I 

f o r  education. It a l s o  shows the  d i r t r i b u t i o n  of sources  of funding 

among f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e ,  and l o c a l  governments. Prel iminary da ta  f o r  t h e  

cu r ren t  rchool  year  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  i n  the  middle of t h a t  year. (The 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of revenue f o r  educational  purposes by l e v e l  of  government 

i s  a l s o  published i n  A C I R ' s  S ign i f i can t  Features;  s e e  Appendix Table 12.) 

The Socia l  Secur i ty  B u l l e t i n ,  published monthly by t h e  Sokial  

Secur i ty  Administration of t h e  U.S. Department of Health and Human 

Services ,  provides monthly da ta  on a wide range of cash payment pro- 

grams under Socia l  Secur i ty ,  pub l i c  a s s i s t ance ,  black lung, and unem- 

ployment insurance programs, including re la t ed  s t a t e  and l o c a l  programs. 

Among these  da ta  a r e  f i g u r e s  on "general ass is tance"  from 40 s t a t e s  

t h a t  v o l u n t a r i l y  repor t  them. The published state-by-state d a t a  f o r  



genera l  a s s i s t a n c e  (number of  cases and number of r e c i p i e n t s )  run about 

20 months behind the  publishing date.  The "Annual S t a t i s t i c a l  Summary" 

of the  B u l l e t i n  c a r r i e s  average monthly f i g u r e s  and m o u n t r  o f  payments 

da t ing  back t o  1936, but only f o r  the  na t ion  a s  a whole. 

Relevance of  the  Data. Measures of l o c a l  s e r v i c e  de l ive ry  would be 

p re fe rab le  t o  measures of revenue; se rv ice  l e v e l s  measure the  output6 of 

governments while revenues only measure the  inputs .  Although da ta  on the  

t o t a l  se rv ice  demands a r e  not  ava i l ab le ,  da ta  on funding i n  s p e c i f i c  

programmatic a r e a s  a s s i s t  i n  a s sess ing  the  o v e r a l l  s e r v i c e  demands on 

p a r t i c u l a r  governments. 

I n  making state-by-state comparirons, researchers  should be par t icu-  

l a r l y  a t t e n t i v e  t o  the  wide v a r i a t i o n s  i n  the  assignment of funct ions  

between s t a t e  and l o c a l  governments. For example, t h e  s t a t e  government 

i n  Hawaii provides 100% of the  s t a t t l o c a l  funding f o r  education, whereas 

the  s t a t e  of New Hampshire provides l e s s  than 10% of such funding. (See 

Appendix Table 13.) 

S t a t e  and Local Government Responses t o  F i s c a l  Cr ises  
. .  - 

One valuable  ind ica to r  of f i s c a l  s t r e s s  a t  the  s t a t e  o r  l o c a l  l e v e l  

can be t h e  a c t i o n s  of the  governments themselves t o  respond t o  changes 

i n  economic circumstances. P a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  a r e  increases  i n  

t ax  r a t e s  (o r  changes i n  t a x  bases) ,  budget c u t s ,  and reductions i n  

governments employment. 



CHANGES I N  TAX RATES. S t a t e  t a x  ac t ions  a r e  recorded on 8 t imely b a s i r  

i n  S t a t e  Tax Review, published veekly by Commerce Clearing Aoure. 

Changes a r e  a l r o  recorded' i n  the  individual  r t a t e  volumes of  CCH's 

S t a t e  Tax Reporter. I n  addi t ion ,  groups much a 8  the  Wational 

Associat ion of S t a t e  Budget Off icers ,  t h e  National Conference of 

S t a t e  Leg i s l a tu res  and t h e  ACIR publish information on changes i n  

income, genera l  r a l e s ,  and c e r t a i n  excise  taxes.  (See Appendix 

Table 14.) 

BUDGET ACTIONS. The National Aerociation of S t a t e  Budget Of f i ce r r  

publ ishes  information on s t a t e  budget ac t ions  i n  i t r  annual F i s c a l  

Survey of the  S t a t e s .  A p a r t i c u l a r l y  valuable ind ica to r  of  f i s c a l  

s t r e s s  i s  the  information on r t a t e s  which have been forced t o  make 

c u t s  i n  previously-adopted budget80 (See Appendix Table 15.) 

GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT. The U.S. Bureau of the  Census publishes da ta  on 

e t a t e  and l o c a l  government emplopent  with 8 l a g  of l e e s  than a year i n  

i t s  Publ ic  Employment e e r i e r .  Annual f i g u r e s  a r e  reported f o r  r t a t e  

governments and l a r g e r  l o c a l  governments. F igures  f o r  a l l  u n i t s  of 

government a r e  published i n  t h e  five-year Compendium of Publ ic  

Employment ( f i g u r e s  f o r  1982 were published i n  1984). (These 

s ta te-by-s ta te  da ta  a r e  compared t o  each s t a t e ' s  population i n  

A C I R ' s  S ign i f i can t  Features;  eee Appendix Table 16.) 



Ind ica to r s  of General Economic Conditions 

Although t h i s  i s  not  intended t o  be an a l l - i n c l u s i v e  l ist ,  t h e  

following d a t a  g ive  a general  p i c t u r e  of a t a t e l r i d e  (and, i n  8 fev  

ins tances ,  l o c a l )  economic condit ions.  

PERSONAL INCOME. A bas ic  i n d i c a t o r  of economic h e a l t h  i s  per c a p i t a  

personal  income. Every August the  Bureau o f  Economic Analysis 

publ ishes  r t a t e  personal income f o r  t h e  p r i o r  calendar year  i n  i t s  

Survey of  Current Business. County-by-county da ta  a r e  a l s o  pub- 

l i s h e d  i n  the  Survey with 8 l a g  of approximately 16 months. 

(State-by-state per c a p i t a  personal income a r e  published i n  A C I R V s  

S i g n i f i c a n t  Features;  s e e  Appendix Table 17.) 

BEA a l s o  publishes income by rector--including fann income. 

Due t o  t h e  inc lus ion  of inventory adjustments and fede ra l  t r a n s f e r  

payments (such a s  a g r i c u l t u r a l  p r i c e  suppor ts ) ,  t h e  BEA'r farm 

income f i g u r e s  a r e  not p a r t i c u l a r l ~  use fu l  i n d i c a t o r s  of year-to- 

pear  changes. 

The Economic Research Service of t h e  UmS. Department of Agri- 

c u l t u r e  publiehe8 fann income da ta  from 1955-84 i n  i t 8  r epor t  

Economic IndSeatorr  of t h e  Farm Sector: S t a t e  Financia l  Summary, 

1984, Uarch 1986. I n  add i t ion  t o  o the r  d a t a ,  s tate-by-state - 
s t a t i s t i c a l  information i s  a v a i l a b l e  on cash r e c e i p t s  from farm 

marketings, government p a p e n t s ,  f a m  production u p e n s e e  and 

changes i n  farm inven to r i e s*  



UNEMPLOYMENT RATES. Each month t h e  Bureau of Labor S t a t i r t i c r  r e l e a s e s  

s t a t e  and a r e a  employment and l abor  fo rce  da ta  i n  i t r  Employment and 

Earnings publicat ion.  Unfortunately, information on payrol l@ and 

i n d u s t r i e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  only f o r  non-agricultural workerr; these  

da ta  provide an o v e r a l l  measure only. These da ta  do not  r e f l e c t  

d i r e c t l y  t h e  "employment" r i t u a t i o n  of many fanners  because they 

a r e  t y p i c a l l y  owner-operators of t h e i r  own businesses.  

TOPICS FOR FURTHER INTERGOVERNMENTAL INQUIRY 

There a r e  a  v a r i e t y  of add i t iona l  top ics  t h a t  t h e  Commission on 

Agr icu l tu ra l  Policy should consider  a s  i t  analyzes t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  

a g r i c u l t u r a l  c r i s i s  on s t a t e  and l o c a l  governments. Although the  l i s t  

below c e r t a i n l y  i s  not exhaust ive,  i t  does point  t o  a r e a s  of research 

t h a t  would be re levant  t o  the  Commission'r work. 

S t a t e  and Local Economic Development 

Economic development o f t e n  i s  diecussed a s  a  panacea f o r  many of 

t h e  f i n a n c i a l  problems t h a t  b e f a l l  governient . Clear ly ,  r e a l i t y  f  a l l s  

wel l  s h o r t  of t h a t .  Nonetheless, government o f f i c i a l s  should f u l l y  

explore t h e  cu r ren t  panoply of tax provisions,  zoning regula t ions ,  and 

s t a t e  t echn ica l  and f i n a n c i a l  a se i s t ance  t h a t  a f f e c t  l o c a l  economic 

development. To the  extent  t h a t  government and bus iness  decieionmakers 

can expand and d i v e r s i f y  l o c a l  and s t a t e  tax  bases ,  l o c a l  governments 

w i l l  be b e t t e r  ab le  t o  provide the  se rv ices  needed by t h e i r  c i t i z e n s .  



One source t h a t  might be h e l p f u l  i n  f u r t h e r  s t u d i e s  of t h e r e  ma t t e r s  i s  

A C I R ,  The S t a t e s  and Dis t ressed  Communities: F i n a l  Report,  Report 

A-101 (Washington, DC: ACIR,  1985). 

The Role of S t a t e  Md 

S t a t e  o f f i c i a l s ,  i n  c lose  consu l t a t ion  wi th  l o c a l  policymakere, 

should examine t h e  s t a t e - loca l  intergovernmental a i d  system i n  t h e i r  

s t a t e .  To the  ex ten t  t h a t  these  o f f i c i a l e  deem appropr ia t e  and 

f e a s i b l e ,  e t a t e  a s s i s t a n c e  should take i n t o  account t h e  f i n a n c i a l  

capaci ty  of l o c a l  governments. I n  opera t ional  terms, t h i s  might, f o r  

example, involve changing erne  rtate-to-local t r a n r f e r r  from a re turn-  

to-source b a s i s  t o  a powerequal iz ing  b r i o .  A b r i e f  explora tory  

a n a l y s i s  of t h e  f a c t o r s  now used i n  t e n  sample s t a t e s  i s  offered  i n  

Appendix 2 of t h i s  repor t .  

ACIR has s tudied  t h i s  i s s u e  a t  l e a s t  twice i n  t h e  pas t  ( S t a t e  Aid 

t o  Local Government, Report A-34, Apri l  1969; and The S t a t e  of  Sta te-  
- -- 

Local Revenue Sharing, Report H-121, December 1980), and the  Commission 

i s  c u r r e n t l y  pursuing research  on intergovernmental a i d  formulae. ACIR 

a l s o  provides severa l  s t u d i e s  of e t a t e  and l o c a l  f i s c a l  capac i t i e s .  

F i s c a l  Aome Rule 

I n  many cases ,  revenue opt ionc  f o r  l o c a l  governments are constrained 

by t h e i r  r e spec t ive  s t a t e  governments. S t a t u t o r y  o r  c o n e t i t u t i o n a l  

s t r i c t u r e s  on property t a x  r a t e s ,  annual inc reases ,  o r  annual changes i n  



asserrments exist in many rtates. In addition, prohibitions against or 

limits imposed on local income or sales taxes restrict the ability of 

communities to diversify their revenue bases. 

AC1R1s most recent survey of local home rule is Measuring Local 

Discretionary Authority, Report M-131, November 1981; ACIR'r most 

recent summary of limits on local taxing, spending and debt appears 

in Significant Features of Fiscal Federalism, 1985-86, Report M-146, 

February 1986. Both provide a basis for further work. 

State Role in Local Government Financial Management 

In the 1985 ACIR report on local financial emergencies, state over- 

sight of local government finance8 was suggested as a means of identify- 

ing local fiscal problems before thdy get to the crisis stage. State 

overeight also encourages standardized accounting practices among local 

governments, allowing local officials themselves to assess more adequately 

the financial condition of their respective governments. In the event 

state oversight pinpoints potential fiscal problems for a particular 

government., qualified rtate personnel can be made available to provide 

the technical expertise necessary for the local government to rerolve 

its own problems--expertise that all-too-often ir unavailable to small 

local governments. The 1985 ACIR report (Bankruptcies, Defaults, and 

Other Local Government Financial Emergencies, Report A-99), and 

suggested state legislation available from the Commission, provide 

a basis for further work in this field. 
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t a m  Real E r t a t e  Valuer: Averrge Value Per Acre of Land 
and Buildingr,  by S ta te ,  Grouped by Farm Production Region, 

Feb. 1, 1979-81; April  1, 1982-85; and Feb. 1, 1986 f/ 

S t a t e  - 1979 - 1980 - 1981 - 1982 - 1983 - 1984 - 1985 - 1986 - 
Dollarr  

Nev England 
Connecticut 2,227 2,387 2,517 2,610 2,655 2 e 814 3,208 3,721 
Maine 538 594 64 2 680 708 750 856 993 
h r r a c h u r e t t r  1,443 1,608 1,752 1,874 1,963 2,081 2,372 2,752 
Nev bmprh i re  919 1,004 J,078 1,136 1,174 1,244 1,419 1,646 
Rhode Island 2,370 2,523 2,646 2,729 2,760 2,926 3,335 3,869 
Vermont 660 721 774 815 842 893 1,017 1,180 

Hideart 
Delavare 1,500 s 98 * a  1,866 1,642 1,757 
Maryland 1,800 3 8  . :,::O :$: ::z 2,185 2,097 1,887 
Nev Je r rey  2,701 2,947 3,WO 3,181 3,140 3,234 3,525 3,913 
Uev Tork 670 720 773 82 1 817 642 808 824 
Pennrylvania 1,273 1 ,464 1,568 1,513 1,520 1,642 1,510 1,450 

Crer t  k k e r  
I l l i n o i r  1,858 e l  1,800 1,314 1,143 
Indiana 1,589 3 ::A: ::% ::::: 1,594 1,259 1,058 
Michigan 97 5 1,111 1,289 1,278 1,223 1,223 1,052 936 
Oh1 o 1,483 1,730 1,831 1,629 1, 504 1,444 1,126 1,013 
Wirconrin 856 1,004 1,152 1,144 1,113 1,046 847 711 

_Plainr 
fova 1,550 1,840 1,999 1,889 1,684 1,499 1,064 84 1 
Kanrar 501 587 619 628 601 583 466 387 
Xinnerota 901 1,086 1,281 1,272 1,165 1,083 823 609 
Xirrour i  726 902 990 94 5 856 856 659 606 
Nebrarka 525 635 729 730 701 617 444 364 
North Dakota 347 405 436 455 439 439 360 317 - South Dakota 256 292 329 349 348 338 250 215 

&thear t  
Alabama 639 780 910 885 82 6 809 769 761 
Arkanrar 770 918 1,056 1,096 972 933 849 705 
F lo r ida  1,149 1,381 1,565 1,518 1,576 1,608 1,527 1,435 
Ccorgi a 777 896 971 926 929 910 86 5 822 
Kentucky 861 976 1,033 1,058 1,049 1,007 906 870 
Lou1 r i ana 1,001 1,256 1,454 1,414 1,351 1,351 1,256 1,005 
H i r r i r r i p p i  68 1 819 1,034 981 894 939 835 752 
North Carolina 1,051 1,219 1,340 1,297 1,314 1,380 1,242 1,130 
South Carolina 773 900 972 980 94 6 927 899 872 
Tennerree 860 976 1,010 1,040 1,014 1,044 982 992 
Virginia  930 1,028 1 , 118 1,096 1,125 1 , 114 1,091 1,146 
West Virginia  592 669 681 723 688 667 554 . 537 

Eouthvert 
Arizona 199 267 287 302 289 295 265 231 
R ~ V  Mexico 
Oklahoma 
, Texar 386 436 468 539 544 593 652 541 
_Rocky Uountain 

Colorado 322 387 434 451 454 468 435 357 
Idaho 
Montana 
Utah - Wyoming 144 161 180 , 193 193 197 177 154 

Ear West 11 
Cal i fornia  1,186 1, 2 2 1,918 1,918 1,726 1,571 
Nevada 191 248 262 268 24 9 254 22 9 199 
Oregon 504 587 668 705 705 698 579 52 1 
Washington 692 736 877 922 933 96 1 923 812 

48 Sta te r  628 737 819 823 788 782 679 596 

These  value^ a r e  baced on land-value benchmarkr obtained from the  Census of Agriculture. 

SOURCE: Economic Rerearch Service,  U.S. Department of Agriculture,  Outlook and Si tuat ion Summary, 
Agricul tura l  Rerourcer, April  9, 1986, p. 5. 
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Farm Real Estate Taxes Per $100 Market Value 

State 1983 1982 1981 1980 1978 1973 1968 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

United States Averane 0.54 0.49 0.48 0.50 0.59 0.96 1 .O1 

New England 
Connecticut 0.84 0.82 0.79 0.81 0.94 1.14 1.44 
k i n e  1.09 1.08 1.07 1.06 1.08 1.49 2.08 
Massachusetts 1.21 1.21 1.28 1.38 1.57 2.13 2.15 
New Hampshire 1.04 1.00 0.97 0.96 1.02 1.33 2.02 
Rhode Island 1.38 1.27 1.25 1.21 1.26 1.69 1.75 
Vernon t - 1.22 1.09 1.16 1 . 1  1.13 1.48 1.95 

Mideast 
Delaware n.8. 0.13 0 . 1  0.12 0.17 0.27 0.37 
Maryland 0.37 0.31 0.28 0.30 0.40 . 0.70 0.83 
New Jersey 0.81 .0.75 0.73 0.70 0.76 1.27 1.51 
New York 2.23 2.06 2.04 1.94 1.86 1.85 1.75 
Pennsylvania 0.89 0.79 0.68 '0.63 0.73 1.06 1.33 

Great Lakes 
Illinois 4.78 0.71 0.66 0.65 0.72 1.55 1.36 
Indiana 0.57 0.47 0.40 0.41 0.39 1.22 1.06 
Michigan 2.08 1.87 1.67 1.62 1.47 1.47 1.30 
Ohio 0.66 0.57 0.48 0.50 0.64 0.98 0.98 
Wisconsin 1.50 1.31 1.31 1.28 1.33 1.50 2.08 

Plains 
Iowa 0.56 0.48 0.53 0.54 0.63 1.19 1.26 
Kansas 0.58 0.49 0.48 0.47 0.64 0.98 1.21 
Minnesota 0.60 0.49 0.43 0.44 0.55 1.22 1.49 
Missouri 0.35 0.34 0.31 0.33 0.44 0.70 0.74 
Nebraska 1.05 0.91 0.82 0.82 0.94 1.26 1.23 
North Dakota 0.51 0.48 0.46 0.48 0.58 1.12 1.09 
South Dakota 0.90 0.78 0.80 0.84 0.84 1.38 1.24 

Southeast 
Alabama 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.11 0.13 0.19 0.26 
Arkansas 0.24 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.33 0.45 ,0.51 
Florida 0.47 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.53 0.79 0.89 
Georgia 0.50 0.46 0.41 0.40 0.46 0.56 0.64 
Kentucky 0.22 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.30 0.48 . 0 .56  
Louisiana 0 . 1  0.14 0.12 0.14 0.20 0.28 0.38 
Mississippi 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.20 0.23 0.41 0.45 
North Carolina 0.35 0.33 0.31 0.32 0.36 0.44 0.51 
South Carolina 0.28 0.26 0.25 0.24 0.30 0.42 0.44 
Tennessee 0.40 0.36 0.33 0.34 0.35 0.52 0.49 
Virginia 0.43 0.41 0.38 0.38 0.43 0.54 0.51 
West Virginia 0.11 0.11 -0 .12  0.11 -0.16 -.0.28 0.45 

Southwest 
Arizona 0.37 0.30 0.29 0.31 0.60 0.85 1.07' 
New Mexico 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.20 0.40 0.49 
Oklahoma 0.26 0.24 0.24 0.26 0.31 0.56 0.58 
Texas 0.29 0.28 0.31 0.33 0.41 0.54 0.56 

Rockv Mountain 
Colorado 0.42 0.35 0.34 0.36 0.44 0.68 0.93 
Idaho 
Montana 
Utah 
Wyoming 0.37 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.35 0.70 0.79 

Far West 
California 0.37 0.36 0.40 0.48 0.67 1.82 1.50 
Nevada 0.15 0.12 0 . 1  0.18 0.44 0.65 0.80 
Oregon 0.59 0.54 0.55 0.54 0.65 0.90 1.45 
Washington 0.39 0.37 0.37 0.43 0.59 1.02 0.88 
Alaska 11 
Hawaii 11 

- 

11 Data not available on Alaska and Hawaii. 

source: U. S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, 
Estate, Historical Series Data. 1950-85, Washington, DC. 
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nRUrCTAGE DISTRIBUT1ON O? WCAL ONLY = N E W  UVtNUZ 
BY IOU~CC, BY s t A n  M D ~ E O ~ ~ W  

L a A L  General Ch 
Cenrral  Property h1rr b I n d i r l d u a l  Corporacr A l l  
b v r r w r  ? r d r t a l  8 t . t ~  Tax Cr. Beptr. Income Tax b c o u  Tax Other )I 

A d  b r r n u r  b v r n u r  Berrnur Bennur 5 J m l l l i o n r ~  Ald 

@ted s ta ter  $323,235.5 6.52 32.71 28 62 3.92 1.82 0.52 3.42 3 

5 Enfilrnd 14,527.4 9.2 28.5 49.0 0.0 0.0 0 .O 0.7 1 
Connecticut 3,545.6 5.3 23.0 59.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 1 
h i m  1,058.1 8 5  29.6 46.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1 
I(rrrrehurrttr 7,592.9 11.7 33.3 40.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 1 
New Il.mprhlrr 919.8 5.9 13.2 69.0 0 .0  0.0 0.0 1.0 1 
Rhode I r k a d  963.2 8.8 26.4 55.4 0.0 0.0 0 .O 0.6 

,Vermont 447.9 6.2 24.4 57.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1 
!&derrt 74,514.0 7.3 30.7 30.3 4.8 5.2 2.0 3.8 

belavare 606.1 10.3 41 .9 19.9 0.0 2.7 0.0 1.4 f 
D i r t .  o f  Cole 2 9  2 8.8. 13.5 10.1 16.3 0.0 8.8 
h v l a n d  5,593.8 6.2 28.8 27.4 0.0 13.4 0.0 5.5 1 
kt J r r r r y  1 0 , 8 4 1  4.3 34.3 46.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.9 1 
Nrv York 40,385.0 5.6 32.3 28.5 8.1 3.8 3.0 3.5 1 
?ennrylrrnia 14,135 4 7.2 30.1 27.7 0.0 7.4 2.1 5.0 2 

Srt ~ a k e r  5 , 6 5 8  6.7 30.7 34.7 2.2 2.8 0.0 2.1 
l l l i n o i r  15,287.8 9.0 23.9 37 .5 6.4 0.0 0.0 5.0 1 
Indiana 5,972.9 9 36.3 31.1 0.0 1.3 0.0 0.4 2 
~ l e h i ~ r n  13116 .6  6.2 26.9 40.3 0.0 2.4 0.0 1.0 2 
Ohio 1 3 , 5 3 4 2  6 4  33.2 28.7 1.8 0.3 0.0 1 2 
~ i r c o n r i n  6,854.3 3.8 43.2 33.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 1 

- h e  22,816.8 5.7 30.7 30.6 2.4 0.6 0.0 2.6 2 
h a  3,807.4 5.2 33.2 37.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 
b n r a r  3,206.8 4.7 23.6 34.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 2.5 3 
b n r r o t a  7,273.2 5.0 39.0 26.6 0.0 0.0 1.2 2 
~ l r r o u r i  4 , 8 2 8 2  7.7 25.7 24.1 7.9 2.8 0.0 7.0 2 
Nrbrarlu 2,070.1 4.7 20.6 39.2 2.6 0.0 0.0 2.1 3 
North Dakota 801.3 7.6 41.1 27.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 .  2 
south Dakota 829.9 8.6 18.8 34.6 3.5 0.0 0.0 ' 1.9 32.6 

&theart 58,711.1 6.7 32.7 22.4 4.5 0.3 0.1 4.5 28.8 
bbu 3.611.3 7.5 32.8 10.7 8.4 1.0 0.0 6.1 33.5 
Arkanoar 
plor ida 
Georgia 
llrntucky 
b u i r i a n r  
h r i r r l p p i  
North Carollaa 
South Carolina 
t r n n r r r r r  
v l r r l n i a  

N.Y Urxlco 2 3 7 1 . 2  6.6 39.7 8.3 3.5 0.0 0.0 i . 8  40.1 
Oklahou 3 , 5 1 7 0  6.0 35.3 18.7 12.1 0.0 0.0 2.2 25.7 

1 9 , 8 6 4 1  4 7  26.9 33.6 3.7 0.0 0.0 2.9 28.2 
k c k t  nountrin 10,424.5 5.0 28.3 29.5 6.6 0 .0  0.0 2.4 28.2 

Colorado 4,867.9 4.8 25.3 29.1 11.4 0.0 0.0 3.4 26.0 
Idaho 963.0 5.5 39.9 26.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.2 26.8 
b t  a m  1 , 1 9 8 6  6.6 22.7 37.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 31.8 
Utah 1.991.9 5.7 30.5 26.2 5.1 0.0 0.0 2.6 29.9 

' h t c r :  Computationr h a r d  on ACIR Government l inance Spreadrheet D i r k r t t r r  dcr ivrd f tom data tape rupplied 
by U.S. Bureau of  the Cenrur f o r  tr 1984. 

U.S. Advirory Commiraion on Intergovernmental Relations 
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LOCAL OWN-SOURCE GENERAL REVENUE 

Percentage Percentage Percentage 
Change Change Change 
1972-77 1977-82 1982-84 

U.S .  Average 58.3% 60.0% 20.4% 

Arkansas 61 .3  84.4 17.1 

Georgia 

Iowa 

Kansas - 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

North Dakota 

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Government Finances (various years) .  
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STATE I n t e r t o r .  General Chartea 
General t r a n r f e r r  Property S a l e r  b Ind iv idua l  Corporate A l l  b 
Revenue r e d e r a 1  from Local t a x  Cr. Rcptr.  I n c o w  t a x  Xaeow Tax Other Wirc. 

Aid (mi l l ionr )  Cov'mtr. Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue t a x e r  Revenue 

hlted S t a t e r  (330.740.1 23.0% 1.6% 1.2% 18.9% 17.8% 4.7X 16.91 15.9 

& h a l a a d  19.41 
Connect l c u t  4,92 
k i n e  1,63 
kreachuaetrr  9.26 
Ikv Ilamprhire 1.01 
bode I a h r d  1.68 

b a r  2;90 
hlnnerota 7,82 
b r o u r i  5.06 
Iabrarka 1 ,92 
h t h  D.kot8 1.39 
k u t h  Dakota 8 

&hear t 64,6 
'hhu 5.3 

'eat V i r a i o i a  2;784.7 24.4 0.2 1 28.3 14.2 3.3 15.8 13.8 
27,564.5 19.7 0.5 0.5 21.7 4.6 1.3 31.4 20.3 

'rkona 3,761.5 15.9 2.2 3.4 30.3 14.0 5.2 14.1 14.9 
~ e x l c o  2,943.5 16.9 1.1 . 0.5 19.6 . 2.5 . 1.8 22.3 35.3 

h l a h o u  4,430.4 19.9 0.4 0.0 10.3 14.8 2.2 3 2 7  19.7 
& a m  16 429.0 21.1 0.1 1 23.2 0.0 0.0 36.7 18.9 & ~ o u n t a i n  10i154.2 26.4 0.5 1.7 17.1 15.2 1.9 17.3 19.9 

3,833-1 24.2 0.3 0.2 20.6 19.9 2.3 12.6 19.9 
Idrho 1,202.8 25.9 0.9 1 20.1 18.9 2.1 16.0 16.1 
Ron t a m  1,223.7 30.0 0.8 3.2 0.0 13.9 2.9 27.7 21.5 
Utah 2,325.4 27.8 0.7 . 1 22.8 16.6 1.9 10.2 20.0 ' O U ~  1,569.2 27.1 0.4 7.8 11.3 0.0 0.0 32.0 2 1 ~ 4  

&ta1 / 52,312.2 23.7 0.7 3.4 22.8 20.0 6.4 10.3 12.7 
" l l fo rn ia  40,432.3 24.6 0.5 2.6 21.7 22.8 8.0 8.2 11.6 
nevad. 1,262.7 19.7 0.6 2.6 32.6 0.0 0.0 33.1 11.4 
Ot*8on 3,816.7 24.0 1.8 1 0.0 31.9 3.8 1 2 8  23.7 
"Writ t on 6,800.5 19.2 1 .8 10.2 40.1 0.0 0.0 16.6 12.1 

A h L a  5,025.0 8.2 0.1 2.6 0.0 .O 6.1 30.6 52.4 
hi 2,089.7 19.9 0.1 0.0 30.6 19.3 1.8 8.1 20.2 
8 

'~ubdr t o  r e r o  

'b: Comp~tet iona b r e d  on ACIR Government P imnce  Spreadsheet D i r k e t t e r  der ived from d a t a  tape aupplied h 
U.S. Bureau of t h e  Cenaur f o r  ?Y 1984. 

''s* ddvisory C o m m i ~ ~ i o n  on Intergovernmental Relation. 



U.S. Average 

Arkansas 

Georgia 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Minnesota 

Miss i s s ipp i  

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

North Dakota 

APPENDIX TABLE 6 

PERCENTAGE CHANCE I N  STATE REVENUE, SELECTED PERIODS 1972-86 

S t a t e  OWN SOURCE Revenue 

1972-77 1977-82 1982-84 1984-85(p) 1985-86(est.) 

71.5% 70.0% 2100% 9.1% 4.9% 

76.9 65.4 21.7 13.2 3.3 

59.3 73.9 20.4 14.4 7.7 

72.3 59.9 13.4 2 9 4.4 

79.1 57.1 21.8 6.8 1.4 

81.5 59.5 32.9 3 0 -4.3 

69.3 58.2 17.7 4.1 7.7 

54.4 54.9 32.8 9 8 6.4 

75.2 99.6 ' 6.2 9.8 -4.2 

83.1 54.1 23.5 -2.7 7.9 

95.8 93 03 21  06 1.1 -19.5 

S t a t e  TAX Revenue 

1972-77 1977-82 1982-84 1984-85 

68.8% 60.9% 21.0X 9.1% 

74.6 57.4 22.0 13.2 

59 1 72.1 20.5 14.4 

7.0.2 54.5 12.2 2.9 

83.6 48.9 24.0 6 8 

87.7 52.9 33.6 3.0 

64.8 50.9 19.0 4.1 

52.2 44.7 32.0 9.8 

70.9 69.4 10.2 9.8 

91.8 40.4 24.2 -2.7 

87.8 79.8 28 5 1.1 

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of  t h e  Census, Government Finances (varioue years) ;  S t a t e  Tax Revenues f o r  1985; 
pre l iminary  f i g u r e s  f o r  s t a t e  own source revenue and 1986 eetimated f i g u r e s  f o r  s t a t e  own 
source revenue based on telephone survey of  s t a t e  o f f i c i a l s ,  March 1986. 
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Vir#inime 
Ychrn(tm 
U l t  Vlr#inia 
Yiwmrn 
Lkom 

"-1 rtabilraatim tud i a  tuld in rrding b i e r .  
mXS: Fiwm r r  mt .dd b to racdrm. For r x ~ l n t i m  d d j u m t r  ud trrrrfrrs.  re footmtu at t h  add k m i x .  

SOURCE: National Associat ion o f  State  Budget Off i cers ,  National Governors' 
Assoc iat ion ,  F i sca l  Survey of  the  S t a t e s ,  March 1986, pp.  32-33. 
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(Yrii 
i M 0  
Ill imis 
Idiuu 
IW 

Icr mrnico 
~cr vork 
l o r t h  U r o l i m  
l o r t h  Ookota 
h i o  

SOURCE: National Associat ion of State  Budget Of f i cer ,  National ~ o v e r n o r s '  
Associat ion,  F i s c a l  Survey of  the S t a t e s ,  March 1986, pp. 36-37. 
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tZR W I T *  STATE-LOCAL TAX COLLERIWS, 8V STATE MD UGtOM, 
SELECTED Y W S  1953-84 (Indexed to  the U.S. Average) 

1984 
Per Indexed 

copit. t0U.S. 
Stote  and Ienioo Taxer Averrne - 1983 - 1980 - 1975 - 1965 - 1953 

O.S. Averaae 41 $1.356 100 $1.214 (1,148 $987 $664 $264 $132 

Her Lnnlaad 1,488 110 110 109 98 99 100 105 
Coanectieut 1,655 122 118 114 108 105 110 107 
Maine 1,229 91 89 88 87 86 88 97 
I(rroochuoett~ 1,549 114 117 117 126 123 114 127 
Ieu hmprhire  1,092 8 1 78 78 75 79 84 9 7 
Rhode Ir laod 1,403 103 107 105 101 97 100 98 
Vermont 1.271 94 94 95 91 105 105 104 

Uiderrt I /  1,743 129 127 126 122 116 110 100 
Dolevrre 1.400 103 105 10s 107 109 114 7 6 
Dirt.  of Col. 2,300 170 176 169 149 114 109 100 
I ( .v lad  1,503 111 111 110 112 110 99 92 
kr Jeroey 1,637 121 120 117 115 109 102 108 
ww t o r t  2,130 157 156 155 151 154 141 140 
teaorylvaoie - 1.309 97 96 97 99 M 93 86 

t r e a t  Loker 1,377 102 100 97 97 98 102 103 
IAlinoir 1,405 LO4 103 104 110 110 101 102 
lndiano 1,093 81 7 7 97 98 

75 109 
87 

l5 103 Ulch18an 1,575 116 113 109 110 111 
Ohio 1,246 92 91 85 82 80 85 86 
W i  acoor l o  1.556 115 117 108 107 108 117 118 

t l a l a r  1,286 9 5 95 92 92 9 1 M 102 
Ioua 1,271 94 96 99 98 96 105 111 
Ranear 1,260 93 93 91 94 M 103 111 
Uinnorota 1,706 126 121 111 114 114 113 114 
Mlrrouri 1,012 7 5 77 73 77 79 84 78 
Iebraoka 1,232 91 94 90 98 87 83 94 
Worth Dakota 1,334 98 91 96 86 92 H 105 
South Dakota 978 72 75 80 80 82 9 1 105 

Southeart 1,027 76 7 6 76 7 4 73 70 71 
A 1 0 b . u  916 68 66 66 66 62 64 57 
Arkanoar 866 64 64 63 66 6 1 60 60 
? lo t i& 1,073 79 80 77 77 78 88 102 
Georgia 1,073 7 9 80 80 78 7 7 72 72 
Kentucky 955 70 73 74 75 75 66 59 
teuir lana 1,114 82 87 93 85 85 U 101 
Uioriorippi 871 64 63 65 65 67 64 62 
north Corolina 1,027 76 75 75 76 73 71 72 
South Carolina 981 72 72 12 72 67 61 73 
Teaaeroee 878 65 66 66 66 68 67 66 
Virginia 1,210 89 90 87 87 85 71 68 
Went V l r ~ i n i a  1,113 82 80 83 81 80 73 66 

Southvert 1.143 84 8 7 90 89 83 88 92 
Ariaonr 1.246 92 88 68 102 99 101 102 
I u  Uoxieo 1,194 88 86 95 89 83 92 89 
O(l1ahw 1, 159 85 93 100 bL 73 82 100 
Texan 1.115 82 85 88 82 78 78 7 7 

Rocky Mountoin 1.316 97 97 100 101 90 101 108 
Colorado 1,339 99 96 98 100 95 111 117 
Idaho 953 70 72 - 73 16 80 93 104 
Montana 1.275 94 97 105 101 92 100 102 
Utah 1,133 84 79 83 85 76 97 9 5 
Yyomint 21 2.504 185 201 208 142 105 105 123 

t a r  Yert 31 1.473 109 109 111 104 111 119 12%- 
Collfornia 1 ,  503 111 110 114 1 19 131 137 136 
Nevada 1,353 100 100 100 98 116 122 135 
Oregon 1,321 97 101 97 99 96 106 112 
Yaohiqton 1,416 104 108 99 100 102 111 118 

Alrrka 4,704 347 404 559 424 127 9 5 7 7 
R.uaii 1,543 114 120 121 129 128 113 102 

Note: Regional c ~ l l e ~ t i ~ l u  for  1953-1980 a re  unreighted avero#eo. 1981-84 figuror are  u r i ~ h t e d  
overageo . 

I /  txcludicy Uarhin&ton, D.C. 
f /  8eeauoe u e h  of Alraka'a tax revonue 10 derived from tho Caut ion  of 011 and mlnerol .produe- 

t i o n  znd the income of o i l  companies, per capita tax collection# great ly  overotate the actual  tax 
burdon borne by tho reridonto of Alart.. To a lo r re r  extent,  thia  lo  t rue of othor otater  d e r l v i q  
revenue fro. reveranee taxer (ouch a0 Yyomi~e). 

I/ tncluding Alart. and Havail. 51 L o t l u t e d ,  b r e d  oa the U.S. avorage e b n p  betwoen 1953 and 1957 ( the u r l i a o t  year readily 
available).  

Sourceo: Computationo bared on AClR  Government Finance Spreadrheet Dirkettoo derived from 1984 data 
tope oupplied by Bureau of the Conour. ?or pr ior  yerro #re  U.S. Bureau of the Cenour, 
Coverruental Finrneeo 10 [yeorl. See r l r o ,  ACIR, Sinnificant Featurer of t i r c a l  tedrralirm, 
prior yearoe 
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APPENDIX TABLE 10 

s r A n  m LOCAL TAX wCWC I N  RCUt1OIl TO STATE PCRSONU XNCOHC, 
81  STATE MD UCION, SLUCTCD YEARS, 1953-84 

1. Tax Ievenue am a Percent o f  Peraonal Incow.  

state  and 
l e r i o n  1984 - 1983 - 1981 - 1978 - 1975 - 1965 - 1982 - 

Uoi tedSta ter  11.71: 11.052 10.962 11.291 12.752 12.292 10.451 7.581 
k u  tnl land 11.52 11.22 1 1  11.82 13.49 12.79 9.97 7.90 

Conneeticut 11.17 10.38 10.22 10.20 11.64 10.82 9-00 6.06 

-- .- - --- 
D i r t .  o f  Col. 14.61 1 4 6  1 1  14.69 13.63 10.67 i .09 5.90 
Ilr r y  land 11.68 11.13 10.94 11.24 13.02 12.26 9.34 6.33 
leu Jeraey 11.67 11.17 1 0 9 8  11.21 12.42 11.59 9.07 6.59 
I w  Tort  1 6  15.35 1 5 5 7  15.84 17.19 16.65 11.17 1.79 -. -. - 
Pennrylvaaia 11-44 10.70 10.70 10.92 12.25 11.68 9.47 6.17 

Great Laher 11.98 10.96 10.44 10.59 11.60 11.35 9.73 6.78 
X l l i n o i r  11.35 10.41 10.29 11.05 11.80 11.73 8.89 6.37 
I d i ~ ~  10.47 9.05 9.00 2 3  10.29 1 1 1 5  10.24 7-00 
Michigan 13.75 12.45 11.64 11.57 12-67 11.66 10.67 7.31 
Ohio 1 1 1 2  10.26 9-67 9.20 9.93 9.69 8.64 1-11 . ~ - - -  
Yireonrin 13.75 13.18 12.23 12.24 14.16 1 .  12.55 8.91 

Pla lor  11.41 10.74 10.12 10.45 11.77 11.73 10.83 8.25 
Iw. 11.91 10.85 10.51 11.08 11.62 12.14 11.63 9.22 
finram . 10.34 9.66 4 4  10.03 11.29 10.86 U . 7 0  8.71 
Minnerota 14.39 13.22 11.96 12.00 14.16 13.96 12.72 9.38 
Mi r rour i  9.30 9.19 8.59 8.77 9.94 10.35 8.74 6 . 14 
Nebrarka 11.05 10.81 10.10 10.37 12.15 10.96 9.34 7.69 
northDakota 11.53 10.27 10.25 11.24 1 1 6 3  10.95 11.77 11.27 
South Dakota 10.02 9.58 9-93 10.85 11.48 1 1 6 0  12.60 10.79 

Southeart 10.19 9.81 9.70 10.12 11.01 10.70 10. OC 7.86 
&lab.- 9.99 9.36 9.16 9.85 10.21 9.94 9.74 7.00 
Arkanmar 
F lor ida  
Ceorsia 
Ihntucky 
Louir ioru 
H i a r i r r i p p i  
Worth Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennearre 
V i rn ln ia  
wemi V i rg in ia  

Southweat 
A r i r o m  
Yew nexico 
Oklehou 10.57 10.26 11.12 11.05 10.66 10.53 10.44 9.07 
Texar 9.71 9.30 9.52 10.04 10.55 10.56 9.60 6.68 

Rockynountain 12.02 11.25 11-49 1 1 2 5  12.91 11.78 11.61 8.60 
Colorado 10.62 9.77 10.13 10.20 12.55 11.61 11.40 8.93 
Idaho 10.10 9.'93 3 10.01 12.00 11.02 12.14 9.00 . 
Montana 12.93 12.55 13.12 12.87 13.76 l2.57 11.78 7.62 
Utah 1 2 8 6  11.30 11.50 1 8  12.66 11-63 11.78 8.44 
Yyomlnt 2 1  20.89 20.23 19-90 1 5  1 5 9 5  13.43 11.28 8.73 

Far Yert 3/  11.61 10.97 10.99 11.30 15.13 14 .O7 11.79 8.34 
Ca l i fo rn ia  11.54 10.83 11.12 11.49 15.80 14.59 11.98 8 . U  
Nevada 11.11 10.25 10.14 10.26 13.10 13.23 10.69 7.93 
Oreson 1 . 5  1 11.08 1 1 8 5  12.80 12.13 10.96 8.24 
Warhin8ton 1 . 6  11.44 10.28 10.01 12.73 12.06 11.18 8.07 

A lar lu  2-1 5 33.03 4 5 4 2  50.02 17.49 21.45 8.11 5.03 41 
Urua i i  12.93 12.87 12.75 13.75 14-02 14.44 11.72 8.23 TI 

I/ Lxcludin# the D i r t r i c t  of Columbia. r/ Because moat of AL.@IU'a revenue La derived from the c a u t i o n  of o i l  production and the 
i n c o m ~  of o i l  eomprnier, the recent f l p r e r  for the r t a t a  of Alamka great ly  overatate the actual  
tax burden b a r w  by the reeldenta of Alarka. To l l a r r r r  extent, th ia  true o f  other r t a t e r  
der iv ing revenue from severance taxer (much a8 Wymln&). 

31  fxcluding Alarka and H8uaii  I/ Lmtiu ted ,  b r e d  on the U.S. a n r a & e  char188 between 1953 and 1957 (the u r l i a a t  year 
read i ly  available).  

Sourcer: Computatlona b r e d  on ACIR Covernvnt ?tarnee Spreadsheet Dlrket tea derived from 1984 
data tape supplied by Bureau of the Cenrur. ?or pr ior  yearm ree U.S. Bureau of the 
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APPENDIX TABLE 11 

2. State Index Number Related to O.S. Averale (U.S. - 100.0) 

State and 
Belion - 1984 - 1983 - 1982 - 1 0 1  1)1) - 1975 - 1965 - 1953 

United Stater 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
I e v  Enlland 98.4 101.5 102.8 104.7 105.8 104.1 95.4 104.5 

Connectleut 95.4 93.9 93 -2  90.3 91.3 88.0 86.9 79.9 ' 
Maine 107.5 109.4 109.3 105.3 101.2 102.4 1 U - - 1 1 8 . 1  
Wrr rchure t t r  100.3 106.3 109.0 117.6 118.5 115.5 97.7 115.7 
I n  Urmprhire 79.1 80.8 82.6 76.9 82.4 87.5 91.0 109.2 
Rhode Inland 103.3 108.8 109.2 102.1 98.2 97.2 97.5 92 -6  
Ve mont 109.8 110.2 112.7 111.5 113.6 2 8  121.7 126.9 

Wideart 1 1  116.8 116.2 117.3 116.1 113.7 113.4 100.9 98.4 
Delaware 95.5 98.8 100.1 96.0 96.3 94.9 85.9 55.5 
D i r t .  of Col. 124.7 130.8 129.3 130.1 106.9 86.8 77.4 77.8 
Maryland 9 9 8  100.7 99.8 99.6 102.1 99.8 89.4 83.5 
New Jetmey 99.6 101.1 100.2 99.3 97.4 94.3 86.8 86.9 
I n  fo rk  140.6 138.8 142.0 140.4 134.8 135.5 113.6 116.0 
Pennrylvania 97.7 96.8 97.6 96.8 96.1 95.0 90.6 81.4 

Great Later 102.3 99.2 95.2 93.8 91.0 92.4 93.1 89.4 
l l l i n o i r  96.9 94.2 93.9 97.9 92 5 95.4 85.1 64 -6 
Indiana 89.4 81 $9  82.1 81.8 80.7 90.7 98.0 93.4 
H i ~ h i 8 ~ n  117.4 112.6 106.2 102.5 99.4 94.9 102.1 96.4 
Ohio 94.9 92.8 86.4 81.5 77.9 78.8 82.7 77.4 
Wirconrin 117.4 119.3 111.6 108.5 111.1 112.5 120.1 117.5 

T l r i n r  e .5 9 .I 2. 5.4 10 - 6  108. 
low. 101 .7 98.2 95.9 98.2 91.1 98.8 111.3 l21 .6  
b n r a r  88.3 87.4 86.1 88.9 88.5 4 112.0 114.9 
Uinnemota 122.8 119.6 109.1 106.3 111.1 1 3 4  1 7  123.7 
U i r r o u r i  79.4 83.1 78.4 77.7 78.0 04.2 83.6 81.0 
Iebrarka 94.3 97.8 92.1 91.9 95.3 89.2 89.4 101.5 
Worth Dakota 98.5 92.9 93.6 99.6 91.2 89.1 112.6 148.7 
South Dakota 85.6 86.7 90.6 96.2 90.0 9 120.6 142.3 

lou t  heart 87.0 88.7 88.5 89.7 86.4 87.1 96.1 103.7 
A l a b a u  85.3 84.7 83 5 87.3 80.1 80.9 93.2 92.5 
Arkanrar 83.2 83.5 81.2 82.5 79.8 80.6 3 104.5 
T l o t i d r  81.2 81 - 8  79.4 82.8 83.5 80.9 100.8 U l . 4  
C.or8ia 89.9 93.4 94.0 93.5 88.3 eT.8 95.3 101.2 
Kentucky 87 .O 91.1 90.9 91.5 88.3 92.1 92.1 85.4 
Louir ia iu 93.2 94.5 100.6 102.3 6 105.7 115.3 137.6 
N l r r i r r i p p i  92.2 90.8 91 .9 95.5 92.3 96.3 113.4 123.6 
Worth Carolina 90.8 92.1 92.2 91.2 85.7 86.1 95.4 108.8 
South b r o l i n a  92.1 95.2 93.1 94.5 87.0 85.1 92.5 113.6 
Tennerree 79 - 0  82.3 82.1 64.7 84.2 81.7 92.9 96.6 
V i r l i n i r  86.6 90.2 88.7 89.0 86.7 86.8 81.8 80.3 
wert V i rg in ia  103.1 101.1 101.7 94.9 88.5 99.8 94.3 89.8 

Sou t hver t 87.5 88.1 91.4 93.6 87.5 90.0 97.2 96.8 
Ariroru 102.9 98.0 95.4 101.8 112.0 107.9 1 U . 3  112.1 
Y w  Nexieo 107.6 105.5 117.0 124.2 104.0 110.2 116.4 114.2 
O k l a h o ~  90.2 92.8 101.4 97.9 83.6 85.7 99.9 119.7 
Texrr 82.9 84.2 86.9 89.0 82.7 85.9 91.9 88.1 

~ o c k y  nountrio 102.6 101.7 104.9 99.7 101.3 95.9 111.1 113.5, 
Colorado 90.7 88.4 92.4 90.3 98.. 4 94.5 109.1 117.6 
Idaho 86.2 89.8 87 - 0  88.7 94.1 9 116.2 118.7 
Montana 110.4 113.6 119.7 114.0 0 102.3 112.7 100.5 
Utah 109.8 102.2 101.9 105.3 99.3 6 112.7 111.3 
Wyoming 2 1  178.4 183.0 182.2 137.6 125.1 109.3 107.9 115.2 

par Went 31  99.1 99.2 100.2 100.1 118.7 114.5 112.8 110.6 
Ca l i fo rn ia  98.5 98.0 101.4 101.8 123.9 118.7 114.6 110.9 
Wevrda 94.9 92.7 92.5 90.9 102.7 107.6 102.3 101.6 
Orelon 105.5 108.1 101.1 105.0 100.4 98.7 101.7 108.7 
Waohlnston 100.4 103.5 93.8 89.0 99.8 98.1 107.0 106.5 

A l r r l u  243.8 298.8 414.4 443.1 137.2 101.3 77.6 66.4 
I.w. 11 110.4 116.5 116.3 121.8 110.0 117.5 112.2 108.6 

I/ Exeludin8 the D i r t r l e c  of Columbh* 
r/ of ~ l a a k a ' r  revenue i r  derived from the taxation of o i l  p r d ~ e t l o o  and the 

inc& of o i l  companier, the recent f igurer for  the r t a t e  o f  Alarka 8 rea t ly  overatate the . 
actual tax burden borne by the rer ldentr  o f  Alarka. To a l e r r e r  extent, t h i r  t rue .of other 
r t a t e r  der iv in8 revenue from reverrnce taxer (ouch a r  W y d n l ) .  

3/ L x e l u d i n ~  Alarkr and Wrvali. - 
sourcar: Computrtionr bared on ACIR Covernunt tiaance Spreadrheet D i rke t te r  derived from 1984 

data tape rupplied by Bureau of the Cenrur. t o r  p r io r  yeare ree U.S. Bureau of the 
Cenrur, Covernmentrl tinancer i n  [ y r r r l .  See a l ro ,  ACIR, Sl f in l f icrat  te r turer  of 
p i r c a l  tederal f ro,  p r io r  yearr. 
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1983-81 1979-80 1969-70 1959-60 

Ped. State b c a l *  )rrtr Ird. It.tr &&* ~ t . t r  w. - - -  
U.S. Average 6.62 48.32 45.02 9.21 48.92 42.02 7 2  40.92 51.82 3-12 39.52 56.82 
k w  Lnnlrnd 5.4 37.4 57.2 6.5 34.2 59.3 4.6 23.8 71.6 n.a. n . r .  n..: 

Connecticut 5.3 37.4 57.3 6.1 31.5 62.5 .I 3.0 26.8 70.2 
U l n a  7.7 50.5 41.8 9 6  48.9 41.5 i . 7  :::: 2:: 4.0 30.6 65.4 
l l r r rachuret t r  5 5  39.5 55.0 6.5 36.3 57.2 6.0 20.0 74.0 2.0 20.5 77.5 
Y.u Y u p r h i r a  3.6 8.1 88.2 5.1 6.8 U . 1  5.1 8.3 86.7 6 5.3 90.1 
b o d e  I r l a n d  4.6 35.9 59.5 5.9 38.8 55.4 5.9 5 3  9 . 8  4.0 8 . 1  77.9 
Vermont 5.9 34.7 59.3 7.7 28.0 64.2 2.9 37.1 60.0 0 .8  23.1 76.1 

kfdeaet 4.2 41.7 54.1 6.3 41.5 52.2 5.9 41.6 52.6 n.r .  n.8. n... 
Delaware 8.6 68.2 23.3 13.0 61.7 22.3 7.4 71.3 21.3 2.2 78.9 11.9 
D i r t .  of  Col. 11.8 ... 88.2 5 8  a 2 30.2 s.r. 69.8 0.8 n.a. 99.2 
k r y l r n d  5 6  39.6 54.8 8.0 40.2 51.8 6.4 35.2 58.4 6 W.4 56.7 
I r w  Jerrey 3.4 40;O 56.6 4.1 40.4 55.5 5.4 27.0 67.6 5 2 74.4 
Now Kork 3.8 41.4 54.9 5.0 40.6 W.4 4 46.4 48.9 2 39.3 59.5 
h n n r y l v a n i a  0.3 45.4 50.3 8.5 45.0 46.5 6.2 46.2 47.6 1.8 50.2 48.0 

Great Later 5 7  39.6 54.7 8.7 42.8 48.5 4.9 35.7 59.4 n.a. @.a. n.a. 
I l l i n o i a  7.6 37.7 54.6 12.8 41.2 46.0 5.7 34.6 59.5 2.7 18.9 78.4 
Indiana 4.2 53.4 42.4 6 56.1 37.0 6 8  39.4 S3.8 3 29.8 67.1 
Michigan 5.0 32.0 63.0 7.4 42.7 49.9 3.9 45.1 51.0 2 8  13.8 53.4 
Ohio 5.3 2 8  51.9 7.7 40.6 51.6 5.0 28.3 b6.7 2 8  30.3 66.9 
Virconrin 4.7 39.3 55.9 5 5  37.6 56.8 2.5 31.6 65.9 2 9  21.3 75.8 

tlainm 5.8 43.6 50. 7 7.7 42.7 43.7 6.2 33.3 60.4 n.a. a .  n.r .  
Xwa 5.5 42.5 52.0 6.7 42.2 51.0 3.6 28.0 68.4 2.9 12.1 85.0 
1.nr.r 4.8 43.5 51.6 6.9 43.3 49.8 s.9 31.2 62.9 3 21.5 73.2 
Unner  o t r  4.6 54.4 41.0 6.1 56.6 37.3 5.3 46.0 48.7 2.7 3 8 2  59.1 
U r s o u r i  6.9 36.7 56.4 9.7 3 6 7  53.6 7.9 33.7 58.4 4.8 5 64.7 
Ylbrarka 5.8 29.5 64.7 7.9 18.2 73.9 4 17.6 76.0 4.3 4.3 91.4 
Uorth Dakota 7.1 59.9 33.0 7.7 46.5 45.7 9.3 25.7 65.0 1.7 31.3 67.0 
S w t h  Dakota 11.0 27.5 61.5 13.9 20.8 6 5 3  11.7 13.1 75.2 5.3 8.6 86.1 

Southeant 9.6 55.4 35.0 13.1 56.0 36.9 2 9  54.0 33.1 n... 0.a. n.a. 
Alr b a n  12.7 70.7 16.6 12.6 69.0 18.4 15.2 63.3 21.5 8.1 69.3 22.6 
Arkanrar 11.4 57.6 31.1 14.5 53.0 32.5 18.2 44.5 37.3 8.0 47.7 46.3 
P lor idr  7.8 53.7 38.5 11.0 55.2 33.7 9.5 55.7 34.8 2.2 57.7 40.1 
Georgia 9 50.8 39.7 11.8 5 7 6  30.6 10.5 5 31.1 11.1 62.8 25.1 
kntucky 0 . 5  70.2 19.4 12.5 6 9 7  17.8 13.6 56.2 30.2 4.7 U . 9  50.4 
b u i r i a n a  9.8 53.3 36.9 14.8 54.4 8 11.9 56.4 31.7 2.4 67.7 29.9 
W r r i r a i p p i  17.8 56.7 25.5 24.1 5 3 1  2 2 8  21.4 52.4 26.2 9.2 52.4 38.4 
North Carolina 10.4 61.3 28.3 5 2  62.4 22.3 15.6 65.7 18.7 4.7 3 27.0 
South Carolina 8.3 57.1 W.6 14.9 56.8 28.3 0 59.5 26.4 5.8 70.9 23.3 
Tanner ace 11.2 45.8 13.0 14.0 8 37.7 11.9 48.0 40.1 3.7 54.0 42.3 
V i rg in ia  6.9 43.5 49.6 9.5 40.9 4 9 6  1 36.4 52.5 5 36.5 H . 0  
Vebt V i r ~ i n i a  8.1 62.8 29.1 10.6 60.1 29.3 12.4 48.2 39.4 4 2  54.2 41.6 

b u t  hwcr t 8.6 50.4 41.0 11.5 51.1 37.5 10.1 47.3 42.6 0 . a . n . a .  n... 
Arizona 10.3 52.0 37.7 11.1 41.6 47.3 8.2 46.4 45.4 6.8 39.5 53.7 
New Mexico 11.7 75.3 13.0 16.6 63.1 20.0 17.7 61.9 20.4 15.2 69.4 15.4 
Ot l rhom 7.5 62.4 30.0 11.5 57.7 30.9 11.8 43.8 44.4 7 2  42.2 50.6 
Teaam 8.3 45.4 46.4 11.0 50.1 38.9 9.3 46.4 44.3 4.6 49.9 45.5 

L c k y  Hountrin 5.5 44.8 49.7 7.2 45.5 47.2 8 8  33.8 57.3 a .  n.a. n.r .  
Colorado 4.5 10.3 55.2 6.1 41.0 52.9 7 6  27.8 64.5 5.7 19.9 74.6 
Idaho 6.7 64.7 28.5 9.5 55.0 35.5 8 37.8 53.8 5 8  33.2 61.0 
Montana 9.5 44.9 45.6 8.4 49.3 42.2 8.5 25.4 66.2 3.7 25.4 70.9 
Utah 5 8  5 3 2  41.0 7.8 54.0 38.2 7 6  5 2 8  39.5 5.3 9 52.8 
u y o d n ~  3.3 28.7 67.9 6.6 29.6 63.8 20.2 24.8 55.0 5.7 45.7 48.6 

far  eat 1 1  7.2 65.0 27.9 9.5 67.3 23.2 5.6 38.6 55.8 a .  n.a. n.a. 
Cbl i fornia 7.9 66.9 25.2 8.7 71.2 19.1 5.3 37.3 57.4 3.6 42.7 53.7 
kvada 4.1 39.9 56.0 8.6 5 8 5  32.9 8 8  36.5 54.7 9.4 56.4 34.2 
Oregon 5.6 28.8 65.6 9.9 35.5 54.6 6.0 20.8 73.2 4.5 29.5 66.0 
Uabhinlt on 5.6 75.1 19.2 8.6 7 0 8  20.6 6 6  56.6 36.8 5.7 61.1 33.2 

Urake 1.8 75.5 22.7 13.0 70.2 16.9 27.1 53.3 19.6 17.9 50.0 32.1 
b u r l 1  9.1 90.6 0.3 2 85.2 2.4 9.7 87.2 3.2 13.6 69.9 16.5 

* h a 1  and othrr  revenue. 

Including Al r rka  and Hawaii. 

h r c e :  ACIR rtr f f  co.pilation fro. National  C6uc.tiOn h r o C i & t i o n ,  h t i u t e r  of school S t a t i r t i e r ,  1984-85, Table 8 ,  
p. 37, Itarch 1985 (ree a l r o  p r i o r  yearr ) .  
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TABU 20-STATE PERCENTACE O? STATE-LOCAL CENEUL E X l E U D ~ T V L L ,  l R O U  UWUUE 
W R C L S ,  TOTAL AND ?OR SELUXCD IUNCffONS, DY STATf AWD W l W ,  n 1984 

Total 
General Public Ikal th L 

Sta te  and Re~iom 
Local 

Lxvendlture Welfare Bithuayr Boavitala Iduertion 

U.S. Averale 562 822 632 492 52X 
W . v  Ln~land 63 94 53 7 9 40 

Conneeelcut 60 93 57 92 39 
U l n a  63 97 56 72 
X.raachurrtta 67 97 46 70 

55 

IOU Rampahire 47 f l  61 52 94 
42 

Rhode l a t a d  68 98 48 99 
0 

Vermont 67 100 65 94 97 
38 

Midear t 49 60 54 59 44 
D. L . U ~ ~ S  73 99 75 n 75 
Maryland 56 ' 100 88 96 42 
kv Jarrey 57 85 W 59 41 
Nw Tork 43 My 35 52 
?ennrylrasla 

43 
59 100 75 75 47 

Great L k r a  56 87 69 50 42 
I l l i s o l r  53 94 65 53 41 
Indiana 59 68 81 S5 % 
Michi8as 55 92 77 U 34 
Ohio U 05 00 32 45 
Wirconals 55 74 41 44 - 41 

Plalnr 57 78 56 46 46 
l w a  58 83 64 39 45 
baram 49 95 46 49 

64 
46 

Minaeaotm 60 31 44 57 
Miraourl W 98 S8 44 39 
Nabrarka 48 72 60 48 31 
North Dakota 77 01 63 94 b4 
South Dakota 58 82 SO 59 31 . Southeart 59 87 73 42 61 
A1ab.m 63 95 73 38 01 
Arkaaru 65 99 85 4b 65 
t l o r l d r  45 06 65 34 58 
6.orSia 53 96 51 25 

74 
% 

Untucky 95 90 65 76 
touialana 64 96 b4 33 

63 - 89 
59 

Mirairrippi 62 29 69 
North C.rollor 67 93 90 57 - ba 
South C . t o l i ~  67 97 84 S3 62 
Tenoarram 53 88 73 34 52 
Virsiaia  59 79 80 73 47 
West V i r ~ i d m  69 99 86 54 68 

Southvert 52 85 56 46 55 
Arirona 55 57 7 7 50 50 
IOU Wxieo 75 82 72 65 85 
O t k h o v  61 100 79 32 b8 
T e u r  47 92 47 42 49 

Rocky Hountain 55 94 65 49 4 7 
Colorado 52 100 57 51 42 
I h h o  b4 82 78 24 69 
Montana . 53 70 61 6b SO 
Utah bo 95 67 78 % 
gominr  5s 97 73 27 U, 

Tar Uwt 21 60 95 61 4 1 70 
California 61 95 60 4 1 73 
Wavada 50 73 57 10 42 
Oreeon 53 78 65 b8 31 
Warhin8too 63 100 62 37 80 

Alaaka 83 95 73 82 77 
L v a l i  61 96 33 97 100 

Exhibit: redera1 Ald Aa l 
Ts-L Expend! turaa 192 SSX 272 02 72 

Wote: S ta te  t ranrferr  t o  local soverawntm a r e  included with e t a t e  expenditurmm mad 
Ieduetad from local r~pendlturea.  

1/ Beeaurr of inconrirtmnclmr i n  tho data, t h i r  i a  sot  derived from C.nmua data. 
b t h e r  i t  i a  an e r t l u t e  of a a ta te  public uelfare o f f i c i a l  i n  NW TO&. 

2/ LxcludinS Alarka and ILvaii. - 
Sourcme: Ccnputattonr f o r  1984 b r e d  08 ACIR Covemunt Iirunca Sprudrhrat  Dirkettae 

derived from data tape lupplhd  bl U-S- Bureau Of the Cenrua. tublirhmd 
mourcea: Cenrur, Governmental ?inaneem l n  1963-190 and State  Covaraunt 
~inancmr.  1984. Computatlonr were perforwd a r  tollour: [State ~ i r e e t  
Lxpenditurer ('z, Table 13) plum s t a t e  Inter8ovemuntal  Exprndlturr (JCI,ll) 
rear State  Inter8overnmrntal levanurn from redera1 (=,7) lora State  Intar- 
8ovr rnunta l  Revenue from h e a l  ( E . 7 1 1  divided by [Total S t a t e - u u l  
Direct Expenditure ( 2 . 1 3 )  h r r  Inter8overnmental Revenue from Federal 
( ~ 3 5 ) ] .  ~ o c a l  Education data from Watlonal Education broc ta t ion ,  
t a t i n t e r  of School S t a t i r t i c ~ ,  1984-85 (0  1964 by m). 

u*S* Advimry Cornmireion on ~ntergovernmentrl  Relatione 
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APPENDIX TABLE 14 

lWm STATE TAX INCREASES IN 1981, 1982. 1983, 1984 AND 1985 

Individual no Tax 
S t a t e  and lefiion Inc- &,& )u r ine r r  C i t r r e t t e  Alcohol Motor Puel Mircelleneoua ~ a c r e r e o  

U.S. T O T N  TAX CWCCS 33 46 3 S 62 47 69 6 1 1 
Yew L n ~ l r n d  

Connaeticut 3 193  c 3 3.4 3 
3" k i n e  3 : :: 1 3 

Mearachuretta 3 
295 

3 
Row Uamprhire 1.3 9,SC 193 1.3. 3 
lhode I r k e d  3 3 2e59SC 3 19395 2 
Vermont 4 2 4 3 1 1 ,293  

nideaat 
Delawarr 4 1 
W r y b a d  5C 2 
New Ja r ray  2 2 2 5 S 
Mew York S9Se 395e 
Pennaylvanie 1.. 3 3 3 1 

1.3 

Great Lake. 
I l l i n o i r  3 3 3 SC 3 5 
Indiana 2 2 1 195 5 
Ulchi#an 2*3 2 
Ohio 293 1 1 e 2 9 3  1 1 

2 . P  >e - 1 . 2 . 3 y  
lm3e5 

Virconrin 3 1 1.3 
Pla inr  

I w a  _ 3 193 95 5 1,) 3 
h n m r  3. 192,3e  3.5 3 3 
Minnarotr 2.3.. 2.4 2 S,5C 1.3 3 

3.5 

Mirrouri  2.3a9S 2,SC 
Wobr arka 28 3. 2,3 le2,30.Sc 1.3 5 
Worth Dakota 3.5. 3 3.Se 3 3 1.3 3 

1.3 

South 0akota 1, 5 1 1,be 1.4.5 
Sour hear t  

A1ab.u  4 4 
3 3 5 

394 
Arlunrar 3*5 

2 3 s c  3 
1,s 

?lorid. f P . 3  2*,s 
G.or#ia 
Kentucky S* S 2 2 
Louirlana 3. 4 4 4 4 4 4 
I U r r l r r i p p i  2,). 2.394e95* 2.4. S95c 1.9 
Worth Carolina 1 

395 
3 

South Carolina 2*,3*.3* 4 3 1 
4 1 

2.3 
tennorere P 9 4 . 5 e  1.5 2,394 
Vlre inia  2.5 1.2 5 
Yert Virginia 3 I 3 1.3 1 .3  S 

Southuert 
Ar lcona 39be 4 ~ 5 ~  4 192.5 

9 3 s c 1 
39495 

WW Mexico 3 3 
W l r h o u  4.5 3 5e 495 

4 b 4 
695 

4 4 
3.5 

Tema 
locky Mountria 

Colorado 3.. se 3.4. 3.5. 3*Se 193 2 
Idaho 3 p  3 1 ~ 3  1 
Montana 3*Sc ) 3 1 
Utah 3,Le 3.4 2 5  192.3 1.4 394 
wy om1 n t  1 

I a r  Yert 
Ccl i fornia  1 . . 
Nevada 1 3 . P  193,5e 1.5 3.5 
Oregon 2,3@* l eZ93e9S  3. 1.3.5 1 
Y a r h i n ~ t o n  19293 2.3 1.2.9. 1,2,Je 1.3 3e405 

Alarka 5 3 1 
uawaii 5 5 

1--Tea inereare  i n  1981. 2--Tax increare  i n  1982. 3-Tax inereare  i n  1983. 4--Tax incraare  i n  1904. 
I--Tax increaae i n  198s. 
*--1ndleater e t a t e r  t ha t  increered revenue from a t ax  v i t b w t  d i r e c t l y  i n c r e r r i ~  the  t ax  r a t e ,  kt 

by chantfa t  the t ax  bore ( e . ~ . ,  by r u r p e n d i q  Lndexint). 
a--Nebrarka r r l r r d  i t  r a l e r  tax  r a t e  and exempted food from tho malea tax. t h e r e  tvo actione a p p r o x i u t e l y  

o f f r a t  each other  i n  t e r u  of t h e i r  a f f e c t  on t ax  revenue. It r h o  ra i red  i t#  income tax  f roa  181 t o  201 
of federa l  tax  l i a b i l i t y ,  kt t h i r  e r r e n t i a l l y  o f fee t  the 10: f ede ra l  tax  reduction. 

b - b l n e  cencellcd l t a x  decrrare  parred by i n i t l a t i v r  vhich Would have r e t roac t ive ly  indexed the  i n c o u  tax .  
The r e t roac t iva  f ea tu re  of t h i r  i n i t i a t i v e  war e l iminatrd ,  but fu ture  tax a d j u r t u n t r  w r e  not chanted. 

c--Parred contingent c i t a r e t t e  tax increare  which w i l l  k t r i s t a r e d  i f  the f ede ra l  (overaunt  , a l l w a  an 8tlpack 
cL ta re t t e  decrrere  t o  t a t s  place a8 echeduled i n  1985. 

e--1ndicrter r t r t e r  that  extended o r  u d e  p e r u n a n t  ptevlourly enacted te.porary t r u r  . . 
f - - l lor lda  repealed worldwide uni tary  t ax  but r a i r ed  the Corporata income tax  
mote: t a b l e  doer not d l e t i n ~ u l r h  di f ference# between temporrV and p.-nent t a x  inc ra r re r .  Tabla note8 

only l r ~ i r l a t i v e  and c i t i z e n  parred tax  chanler * ~ c t e d  i n  the specified yeor. I t  d m r  not include 
a d r l n i e t r a t i v e  tax  increamer. 

Source: ACIR r t a f f  compilationr barad on the  M a t l o y l  Conf*renC* of s t a t *  L ~ t 1 r l a t u r e e 9  L e ~ i r l e t i v r  ?inaner 
Paper # 49, 'State Budp t  Actionr i n  1985, k t i r l ~ t i v e  Finance pa e r  t 4 s 9  'Stete Budtet Action# i n  
1984;- L e ~ i a l a t i v e  Finance paper #38. " s t a t e  Budget Acttonr i n  l b i r l a t i v e  F i ~ n c e  hper 
131, ' s t a t e  Action i n  1982," Denver, CO; C o m r c e  C l e r r i n t  Houre, S t a t e  T ~ X  h v i e v .  
tto. 2. 

U.S .  ~ d v i  mory Commission on f ntergovernmental Relations 
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APPENDIX TABLE 15 

STATE BUDGET CUTS ADOFT'ED SINCE ENACTMENT OF THE FY85-86 BUDGET 
(As d February IOIM) 

C*l (1.5 '2 Exemprrd 
Atnottnt td Grn .  Acvion Srlrc. l i~r or D(trc Proyrctml 

Slttrr (in milltonsj Frtnd Erp. l i t l rn  by h n m - t h r - R t w d  Encwrrd N t ~ r r  

Arkansas 1 M.3 4.3% Governor selective I 1/85 & Cuts made according to 
2/86 original budget priorities l l st 

Colorado 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Iowa 

Louisiana 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Oklahoma 

South Carolina 

Texas 
(biennium) 

Utah 13.2 

Vermont 2.5 

Wisconsin 230.0 
(biennium) 

cut = 1'7r: 2nd cut = 3.3%) 

Governor across-the-board 10185 

Governor selective 7/85 Fixed costs; e.g.. retirement 
and welfare benefits 

Gov.-1st cut across-the-board 9/85 1st cut: schools: corrections 
Leg.-2nd cut 2/86 cut only 1%: 2nd cut: 

education. welfare. and 
corrections 

Governor across-the-board 10/R5 

Governor selective 3lU6 

Pending in selective and n.a. Debt service: welfare 
Legislature across-lhe-board programs: education cut less 

Financial selective and I IIR5 Education cut less 
Mgmt Board across-the-hoard I/R6 

Governor across-thc-board 1/86 Basic school aid: legislative 
and judicial budgets 

Legislature seleclive and 11/85 Public Safety & Human 
across-the-board Services cut less 

Governor across-the-board 1 1/85 Governor asked agencies to 
save, since next year 
revenues will be down 16% 

Governor across-the-board 1/86 Corrections cut 1.5%: Mental 
Health and Tax Commission 
exempted 

Governor seleclive 2/86 K-12 education. highways, 
and retirement systems. 
Much smaller cuts in 
Corrections and Mental 
Health and Mental 
Retardation. 

Legislature selective 2/86 

Governor selective 1 1/85 Schools, debt service, 
welfare benefits. retirement 
benefits, and emergency 
funds 

Legislature selective 2/86 State operations were cut 
about 5.8% for FY87 and aid 
lo local 8overnments and 
individuals cut less or 
exempted. 

SOURCE: N a t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  of S t a t e  Budget O f f i c e r s ,  N a t i o n a l  ~ o v e r n o r s '  
A s s o c i a t i o n ,  F i s c a l  Survey o f  t h e  S t a t e s ,  March 1986, pp. 7-8. 
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NU-TIrQ EQUIVAUWT LWLOmWI O I  STATE AND LOCAL GOVERlRQKTS t g t  
10,000 r o r ~ ~ T l O l (  (with Iedrr.1 employunt o rh ib l t ) ,  BY STATE, 

SEUCTBD TSARS 1957-1984 1/ 
Full-time Lqulvalent 

Strto-Local Lmployrer Per 10,000 Populrtion 

S ta te  and Becioa - - - - -  lW4 1983 1982 1981 1978 I)tt 1)(7 l)(r 

United S ta te r  472 465 468 476 492 445 378 32 1 280 
Exhibit: 

Peder.1 tmploymaot S/ 119 117 117 119 126 134 148 135 141 
Yew E ~ l o n d  

Comocticut 441 431 437 450 434 401 347 295 2 n '  
U l n a  453 451 447 451 452 444 359 302 262 
k r r r c h u r r t t a  442 446 444 471 478 448 377 339 316 
Irr I.morhirr 432 419 418 433 445 422 339 296 273 
Rhdo 1;kd 465 465 456 463 471 42 2 349 294 257 

-Vermont 464 458 468 475 485 500 366 32 1 268 
Mid*rrt 

Dolavare 505 507 52 1 530 54 1 536 405 334 26f 
D i r t r i c t  of Columbia 763 735 730 717 734 664 4 70 348 262 
Ilrrylaad 491 498 513 513 549 473 365 317 260 
k w  Jarray 480 478 482 490 490 415 32 6 292 265 
I w  Tork 563 551 546 543 S18 519 443 373 350 
P e n n e ~ l v o a ~ a  38 1 983 386 397 401 380 316 270 227 

Croat Later 
I l l i m i r  42 5 421 425 439 447 414 352 100 253- 
I8diacu 440 435 434 446 449 408 362 315 262 
Wickisan 446 432 431 442 487 428 376 32 1 279 
Ohio 431 429 424 434 436 400 332 295 260 
Wircoorin . 473 451 449 466 467 451 374 318 253 

?lain. 
I w a  493 489 489 494 501 439 393 335 292' 
L a o a r  524 52 3 530 540 535 478 420 359 320 
Uinnemota 46 1 468 450 488 491 465 385 325 285 
M ~ O O O U ~ ;  4 38 432 446 450 4% 417 350 2~ 250 
Iabraoko W4 581 56 5 579 591 526 424 361 314 
l o r t b  ~ a k o t a  52 1 500 501 499 493 474 403 343 281 
Soutb Dakota 495 483 494 502 515 475 427 330 296 

Southoart 
Alo b a u  481 484 481 484 501 427 340 279 259 
Arkaoraa 452 445 453 452 449 396 338 27 1 248 
Florid. 445 438 449 413 511 491 414 34 1 SO9 
Georsia 525 542 535 525 548 486 365 303 272 
Kentucky 42 5 410 406 413 437 389 333 265 230 
twi~iuu 128 518 51s 509 524 4a4 402 356 320 
Uieriroippl 518 500 496 502 308 468 354 292 260 
North Carolicu 489 476 479 490 495 413 329 275 242 
South Carolicu 497 481 488 499 557 451 324 271 255 
trnnaoreo 461 4% 460 476 492 465 374 305 264 
Vir8inla 492 481 486 9 8  541 446 348 278 255 
weat Virclnla 489 482 485 489 498 471 372 301 22 7 

~outhwer t  
Arlrocu 458 451 472 491 557 529 408 338 283 
l.v nexico 560 566 564 578 560 558 432 328 298 
Oklahou 511 515 530 527 505 466 400 321 301 
taxor  488 473 476 478 500 451 357 307 264 

&cky Nountoin 
Colorado 482 477 490 507 564 52 6 462 373 312 
Idaho 457 455 468 480 515 498 39 5 345 306 
nontacu 537 518 5 30 546 582 513 414 357 314 
Utah 4 50 431 444 439 495 520 405 346 283 

,Wyomlna 677 66 1 659 653 611 678 567 446 368 
Par ~ e r t  

Calif ornia 447 438 444 458 489 477 408 367 334 
Ne va da 481 473 480 497 602 597 468 382 341 
Oreaon 486 483 486 504 539 502 423 390 32 1 
~ o r h i n a t o n  471 451 454 466 512 500 438 366 324 

4lrrka 793 814 820 3 725 722 468 347 206 
!ova i i 476 480 498 6 520 524 432 32 5 32 3 

l/ Number of emp1oy0.r a re  an of October fo r  a11 yoare except 1957 uhleh t o  am of April. - 
2/ U.S. a v o r r p  f o r  1957 e u l u d e r  A l a r b  and Uavail (p r io r  t o  atatehood). - 
3/ lul l - t ime equivr l rnt  federal  c i v i l i a n  employee0 hb1i~h.d f u l l - t i n  aqulvalent f lgurer f o r  

federzl  omployoer not a r a i l r b l e  f o r  1980-1984. L o t i u t r r  b0.d On averoar r a t i o  of f u l l - t i n  q u i r e -  
lent  employment t o  011 e m p l o p n t  (.9524) for  1974-1979. 

sourcam: ACIR compilrtioa from U.S. Bureau of the Canour, C*~OUO of Covernunto, variour year.; public 
Lmployment i n  [yeorl,  (Table 12 in  tho 1984 edi t ion) .  

U.S. Advirory Commie8fon On fntergovernmental Relations 
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APPENDIX TABLE 17 

STATE PER CAPITA PERSONAL INCOME LXIUSSCD AS A PCRCCNTACE 01 
0.0. AVtUCL, 8EUCTtD YEAM 1929-1984 

Per Capita Per Capita Perronal Income ar  a Percentace of 
Perronrl U.S. Avrra~e (100) 
xncou 

S t a t e a n d R e ~ i o n  1984 1984 1982 1979 1 7 4  1 4  1954 1944 9 1929 

Yew Entland 14,421 113 109 103 9 7 99 98 101 123 112 
Connrcticut 16.557 129 125 118 119 125 129 134 155 146 
Ilrioe l0;817 8 5 83 80 82 83 79 91 98 85 
Ilrrrrchurettr 14,783 116 111 104 105 109 106 109 4 130 
Iw Uamprhire 13,188 103 100 95 95 92 92 88 113 98 
Rhode Irland 12,818 100 98 95 99 102 105 106 141 124 
Vermont 10,798 84 86 84 84 82 78 78 87 89 

Midcart 14.004 109 108 106 116 117 120 122 150 141 
Delaware 13,675 107 107 105 115 123 130 124 148 145 
Dirt.ofColumbia17.108 134 1 3  127 138 131 136 131 218 181 
Uryland 14,464 113 111 108 108 107 106 111 123 111 
k v  Jerrey 15,440 121 118 113 117 120 I25 131 137 132 
Yeu Tort 14.318 112 110 106 115 122 121 129 162 165 . - - - - . - . - - -  - - -  

Peanrylvaaia i2.314 96 98 98 101 101 101 104 114 110 
Crert Lakes 12,740 100 99 105 104 105 108 107 102 109 

l l l i a o i r  13,802 108 108 113 117 117 121 117 120 136 
lndiana 11,717 92 90 96 97 99 101 100 04 87 
Michigan 12,607 99 97 107 109 109 114 116 107 113 
Ohio 12.355 97 96 100 102 103 110 111 108 111 

&are# 13;249 101 107 106 99 96 99 97 67 76 
Miaaerota 13,246 104 102 103 100 92 94 W 85 85 
Mirrouri 12,150 95 94 95 93 96 96 90 87 89 
Iebrarka 12,430 97 98 98 90 90 94 90 60 84 
Worth Dakota 12.360 97 98 93 102 78 70 8b 42 53 . - - - - . - - - - - - .- - -  
south ~ . t o t e  il,wr a t  84 87 78 71 78 80 42 59 

Southear t 11.182 87 87 86 83 74 69 6 7 57 53' 
Alabama 9,992 78 78 7 9 7 7 7 1 62 62 39 46' 
Arhnrer  9,805 7 7 76 77 7 9 69 M % 42 43 
t lor ida  12,763 100 98 95 96 87 85 91 80 7 4 
Geortia 11,550 90 87 85 86 78 7 1 70 57 50 
Kentucky 10,300 81 82 82 82 74 71 64 Sb 56 
Louirialu 10,810 85 91 86 79 76 75 74 61 59 
Mirsirrippi 8,777 69 70 70 69 59 51 53 39 41 
North Caroline 10,850 85 82 82 85 75 69 4 M 48 
South Caroline 10,117 79 78 78 78 67 63 61 48 38 
Tenaerree 10,618 81 8 1 82 83 74 68 72 57 54 
Virt iaia 13,253 106 102 98 97 88 M 75 74 62 
Uert Virt inia 9,729 76 81 82 81 75 69 69 74 66 

Southvert 12.212 9 5 99 96 85 84 85 81 67 69 
Arizona 11,841 9 3 90 93 92 8 7 91 87 83 84 
N ~ W  ttexico 10,260 80 84 83 76 79 79 73 57 - 58 
Oklahau 11.65s 91 100 93 W 83 81 79 58 65 - . - - - . . - - --.--- 
T e u r  12,572 98 102 . 98 O 87 90 87 67 68 

Rocky Mountain 11,878 93 96 96 91 90 3 94 86 84 
Colorado 13,846 108 110 105 98 9 7 96 89 87 9 1 
Idaho 10,089 79 81 85 91 83 M 90 89 72 
Montana 10,546 82 87 87 88 87 97 98 85 8 5 
Utah 9.730 76 78 82 82 88 87 89 74 80 - 
uyomiat ri:tJs 96 110 114 9 s 95 102 103 95 96 

Par Wert 21 14,007 110 110 113 106 111 118 126 118 111' 
California 14.488 113 114 1 5  110 120 122 132 140 142 
Nevada 13;317 104 107 115 112 120 137 124 126 125 
Orelon 11,613 9 1 91 100 97 99 102 119 104 97 
Uaahin8ton 12,792 100 105 109 104 106 112 129 104 107 

Alarka 17,478 1 7  152 134 129 116 129 n... a,.. *.a. 
Ravr ii 13,038 102 104 106 108 108 101 104 a,.. 

n.a.--not rvri lable 

Wore: Re8ional averager prior to 1979 are urneighted arera8er. 

I /  Includer A t rka  and Wavrii mince 1964 but not i n  ear l ie r  yerrr. - 
21 Lxcludi~u A t r b  and Havrii. - 

Source*: ACIR r t r f f  compilation and calculationr bared upon U.8. Department of  Corerce,  Bureau 
of Economic Analyrlr, Survey of Current Burinera, Au8urt 1985, p. 18; Survey, prior 
yearr. 

'"* Advisory Conmi.sion on intergovernmental Relations 



APPENDIX 2 

A BRIEF EXPLORATORY ANALYSIS OF STATE AID IN 
TEN SAMPLE STATES 

Surprisingly, local governments nationwide receive a larger pro- 

portion of their general revenues from state aid1 than from the 

property tax. Nationwide, state aid represented 33% of local general 

revenue in 1984, compared to 29% for the property tax. (See Appendix 

Table 3.) Clearly, the analysis of local fiscal conditions requires 

an examination of state aid. On one hand, local governments may 

view state aid as a potential source of additional assistance during 

times of fiscal stress. Conversely, there is a distinct possibility 

that states may be forced to reduce aid to local governments, if the 

states themselves are suffering from financial stress. 

Comparative analysis of state aid must be undertaken with care. 

Reliance on state aid varies considerably from state to state; for 

example, local governments in California receive 43% of their revenues 

from the state, while in New Hampshire local governments receive 

only 13%. Even within a single state, state aid can vary signifi- 

cantly between individual jurisdictions and types of local government. 

These differences stem from wide variations in the way states and 

local governments divide service responsibilities. (See Appendix 

Table 13.) The most striking example is the case of Hawaii in which 

the state has assumed full responsibility for education; yet nation- 

wide, states fund an average of 52% of education. 

11 State aid statistics also include a small amount of federal pass- - 
through funds. 



Types and Amounts of S t a t e  Aid 

Table 2, presented e a r l i e r  on page 12, shows t h a t  t h e  dependence 

of l o c a l  governments on s t a t e , a i d  v a r i e s  considerably among the  t en  

sample s t a t e s .  It is  above average i n  North Dakota, Arkansas, Minne- 

s o t a ,  and Miss iss ippi ;  near the  na t iona l  average i n  Iowa; and below 

average i n  Nebraska, Kansas., Georgia, Hissour i ,  and Montana. (See 

Appendix Table 3 f o r  da ta  on a l l  s t a t e s . )  

Appendix Table 18 shows how the  composition of t h i s  a id  v a r i e s  

from one s t a t e  t o  another. Education takes  the  l i o n ' s  share  of 

s t a t e  a i d  t o  l o c a l  governments i n  a l l  ten  sample s t a t e s ,  amounting 
I 

t o  over 70% of t h e  t o t a l  i n  each s t a t e  except Minnesota (60%) and 

Nebraska (41%). Highway a i d  is  the  only o the r  type of s t a t e  a i d  

(o the r  than miscellaneous and combined purposes) t h a t  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l  

i n  a l l  10 sample s t a t e s ;  i t  ranges from l e s s  than 4% i n  Montana t o  

about 16% i n  Nebraska. General l o c a l  government support is  important 

i n  e i g h t  of the  10 s t a t e s  (ranging from about 6% i n  Arkansas and 

Kansas t o  nea r ly  26% of a l l  s t a t e  a i d  i n  Nebraska); i t  is  ins ig-  

n i f i c a n t  i n  Georgia and Hissouri .  These th ree  l a r g e  types of s t a t e  

a i d ,  combined, account f o r  between 82% and 96% of a l l  s t a t e  a i d  i n  

the  10 sample s t a t e s .  

S t a t e  a i d  f o r  public  welfare 16 a s i g n i f i c a n t  por t ion  of 

s t a t e  a i d  i n  only th ree  of the  10  states--Minnesota (13X), Nebraska 

(4%),  and North Dakota ( 3 % ) -  





S t a t e  a i d  f o r  hea l th  and h o s p i t a l s ,  although a v a i l a b l e  i n  a11 

10 of the sample s t a t e s ,  i s  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  share  of s t a t e  a i d  i n  only 

four of these  states--Georgia (8X), Nebraska (7X), Arkansas (PX), 

and Kansas (2%). 

S t a t e  a i d  f o r  co r rec t ions  and law enforcement accounts f o r  no 

more than 1% of a l l  s t a t e  a i d  i n  any of the  10  sample s t a t e s ,  and 

i s  not  a v a i l a b l e  a t  a l l  i n  North Dakota. 

Appendix Table 19 shows the  d o l l a r  amounts of s t a t e  a i d  going 

t o  the  var ious  types of l o c a l  governments f o r  each of the  seven 

major s t a t e  a id  funct ions  i n  the  10  sample s t a t e s  during 1982 ( t h e  

most recent  such da ta  a r e  ava i l ab le ) .  

Factors  Used i n  Dis t r ibu t ing  S t a t e  Aid 

Deciding which l o c a l  governments ge t  how much a i d  f o r  what 

kinds of programs i s  a  complex undertaking- Di f fe ren t  s t a t e s  approach 

t h i s  t a s k  i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways. 

One way t o  approach the  t a s k  i s  t o  d i s t r i b u t e  funds according 

t o  need-based c r i t e r i a .  Aid might be based upon f i n a n c i a l  need, t h a t  

i s ,  the  r e l a t i v e  a b i l i t y  of r a i s i n g  adequate revenues wi th in  t h e  l o c a l  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  compared t o  o the r  j u r i s d i c t i o n s -  O r ,  need might be based 

upon a  measure of program u n i t s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  a s s i s t a n c e  ( l i k e  caseloads,  

mi les  of roads,  o r  numbers of s tudents) .  
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Often t imes ,  however, s t a t e  a i d  i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  on t h e  b a s i s  

of f a c t o r s  no t  r e l a t e d  t o  need. For example, c e i l i n g s  might be 

added t o  need-based formulas t o  keep s t a t e  a i d  programs from becom- 

i n g  too  expensive. Conversely, f l o o r s  might be placed i n  s t a t e  a i d  

formulas s o  t h a t  each government g e t s  a t  l e a s t  some s t a t e  a s s i s t a n c e .  

I n  numerous i n s t a n c e s ,  s t a t e  a i d  i s  simply c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  

s t a t e  and r e tu rned  t o  t he  l o c a l i t y  i n  which t h e  revenue o r ig ina t ed .  

Some s t a t e  a i d  i s  d iv ided  e q u a l l y  among the  e l i g i b l e  l o c a l  governments. 

I n  o t h e r  s t a t e  a i d  programs, p r o j e c t s  must be approved ahead of 

t ime by t h e  s t a t e  (and p o l i t i c a l  i n f luence  may p l ay  a g r e a t e r  p a r t  

i n  t h e  d e c i s i o n  than  program need),  o r  t h e  a i d  may go d i r e c t l y  t o  

a r e c i p i e n t  named i n  t h e  app ropr i a t ions  a c t ,  o r  funds may f low i n  

propor t ion  t o  l o c a l  expendi tures ,  assessed  va lues ,  o r  proper ty  t a x  

l e v i e s  (implying t h a t  those  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  a l r e a d y  a b l e  t o  spend 

t h e  most may r e c e i v e  t h e  most a id ) .  

The a b i l i t y  of  a s t a t e  a i d  program t o  a s s i s t  l o c a l  governments 

t h a t  a r e  exper ienc ing  f i n a n c i a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  because of a downturn 

i n  t h e i r  r & a l  economies depends. s i g n i f i c a n t l y '  upon t h e  e x t e n t  t o  

which t h e  a i d  i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  according t o  need. Appendix Table 20 

summarizes, from the  1982 Census of Governments, t h e  va r ious  types  

of f a c t o r s  used t o  d i s t r i b u t e  s t a t e  a i d  t o  a l l  types  of governments 

i n  t h e  10 sample s t a t e s .  

Based upon t h e  d a t a  i n  Appendix Table 20, i t  appears  t h a t  t h e  

o v e r a l l  s t a t e  a i d  systems i n  North Dakota, Iowa, and Minnesota 



APPENDIX TABLE 20 

*Temporary hold-hamless  provis ions s h i e l d  governments from rapid decreases In a i d .  

' h e :  AcIR s t a f f  compilation based on U. Bureau o f  the Census, 1982 Census o f  
thvemments :  State Pavments t o  Local Governments. October 1984. 



r e f l e c t  a g r e a t e r  concern about d i s t r i b u t i n g  a i d  t o  l o c a l i t i e s  on 

the  b a s i s  of need than was found i n  the  a i d  formulas of t h e  o the r  

s t a t e s .  O f  course,  t h i s  i s  an extremely general  and t e n t a t i v e  

conclusion, because i t  does not  evaluate  the  a c t u a l  flow of funds 

crea ted  by the  complex combinations of f a c t o r s  i n  mul t ip le  programs. 

These s ta te-a id  systems may be examined more c l o s e l y  by look- 

ing  a t  t h e  major program a r e a s  (Appendix Table 21) .  Considering 

a l l  of t h e s e  s t a t e s  together ,  more non-need f a c t o r s  appear t o  be 

used than those based upon need i n  each of the  seven major funct ional  

a reas .  Nevertheless, the  th ree  most s i g n i f i c a n t  s ta te-a id  functions-- 

education,  genera l  l o c a l  government support,  and highways-are based 

more on need than a r e  the  o the r  programs. Education programs tend 

t o  be based most o f t e n  on d i r e c t  measures of program need, reimburse- 

ments of l o c a l  expenditures,  and l e v e l s  of l o c a l  expenditure. General 

l o c a l  government support i s  most o f t e n  based upon population, 

reimbursement f o r  state-imposed t ax  losses ,  and place of o r i g i n  of 

shared revenues. Highway programs most f requent ly  take  i n t o  account 

populat ion,  d i r e c t  measures of program need ( l i k e  road mileage and 

number of veh ic les  r e g i s t e r e d ) ,  and place of o r i g i n  of the  gasol ine  

tax .  



APPENDIX TABLE 21  

hd-Dared Factors: I --------------- I 

Population I 

Land Area I 

Reirburserent of : I 
lax Loss : 
Other Loss * 
Expendi tu rc  I 

Per Capita Incore 1 

Fund Balmce I 

Tax Capacity a I 

Levy L i r i  t I 
Tax E f f w t  I 

Non-Fed. Natch I 

Hold Harrless * : 
Cmpensatwy N o d  I 

Prograr Need I 

I 

hn-Need Factors: I 

------r----- I 

Cei 1 i ng  1 

Floor I 

Place of Or ig in  I 

Approved Projects I 
Coapeti t ive L r i t  I 
Equal Shares I 
Dasi 'Vear Art. I 
Approp. t o  Naatd Recipient : 
Local Expenditure I 

4rsessed Value I 

Property Tax Levies I 
Reauired Local E f f o r t  I I 

No. Factors Used I : 
--Needs I 11 3 3 s 4 2 1 :  
--Non-Needs I 11 4 9 9 4 5 10 : 
-+tat to  (NeedslNon) I 

I 1.0 .S .3 A 1.0 .I .  A : 

*Temporary hold-harmless provisions shie ld governments from rapid decreases in  aid.  

Source: Advisory Commission on intergovernmental Relations. 




