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PREFACE
",seIn the face of the contentions reproduced...
it would seenm reasonably certain that whatever may
be the future of the income tax in the United States,
it has no prospects as a state income tax, In this
conclusion almost all serious students agree...."™

Such was the opinion in 1911, of Edwin R. A. Seligman, one of the
outstanding authorities and students of early income taxation in the
United States. He was not alone in his forecast of the future of state
income taxation however, as is showm in the report of a special tax com-
mission of New York in 1907 which closed with the following emphatic words:

"essihatever may be the situation in future years,
your Commissioners are convinced that to advance the
project of a direct state income tax at the present
time is an iridescent dream,..."S

Nor were these the only persons during this period who were highly
eritical of income taxation by the states. During the early part of the
twentieth century, year after year passed with recurring articles and
corments against the feasability of using this tax as a permanent part
of the state tax systems,

In all fairness to these individuals however, it must be admitted
that from the results of the few states which had embodied the income
tax in their laws, notwithstanding the adverse criticiam given them on
many sides, the opinions of the critics were well founded, It was only
the forecast of the future in which they were badly mistaken,

It is not the intention of this writer to detract from the work
of these early students of income taxation by the states, The references
given in the preceding paragraphs merely show that the administration of

government finance is not static, and that the problems of taxation can-

1 Edwin R. A. Seligman, The Income Tax, (1911), p. 425,
2 Ibid., p. 425



not be fully solved without sufficient experinentotion.

The oaln problen of this thesis is, Are the Jet Income TPux roales
ig Oklal iﬂa oo high?® In order to arrive ab an unswer t¢ this question,
several secondary problens urise. v "Pivst, vhoet part does Oklahona's Tet
Income Tax revenue bove in the tox structure of the ui:g:i;e, ;m{i how does
this poliey ecompare with thot of ather states?” “Second, what relationship
does the botal stnte tex revenue of Oklaboiw hove o the Federnl Incéme
Tax revenue frov: Oklaohoma, @n@ hov; does this relotionshiv canpare wiita
that of other states ;*m.jin;j ot ‘Zm:ﬁno f:p; lows?® “fhird, vhat is 'i;,hc
“*eluticmahlp of Oide rza's Het Incamc "i‘m. rovenue to the revenue recoived
by the Federal governnent from Oklcehong dus o the Pefieral Inconme Pax law;
and how does this relationchip compare with that of other states?® And
finally, “Dees the existing income tax pobe structure vend to deso sbroy the
base of the Yux, by pilacing o relatively 100 heavy burden oun the sources
of individusl ond corporate incomes iu the state’®

"i‘he suthor wighes he;'e (1] a.c‘iv:imwlédge the ssgistance of Srofessor
%o B. Uallin, ond Profesgor F. T. Jewett, of tho School of Commerce faculty,
Wlmse g_;uidamcéus major and minor advisers s 1; clped o z0ld whatever
worthmhile conclusions the writer hos prasénteﬂ.

}Eispeeizilly does this writer wish to thunk Dean Raymoud D. Thonas for
his wgluable and 1"01‘&:3. erivicisn of the eutive thesis, Seldon doss u
student have the opportunity of having a thesls advise \Vho is »’ucn an
outobanding anthority,. both theorctiexily and prachically, on the subject
matter of the thesis, Dean ,' Thomas, asving served as o uember of the
Okilahoma State Tux Gom isgion, heo been able $0 give the writer mueh first
hond informntion of‘ the workings of the imco:r;ze oz in Olichosa and in obther
states, for which the writer is gretoful.

July 17, 1939 Ta Go Se
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Chapter I
HISTORY OF NET INCOME TAXATION
BY THE STATES

The early history of the taxation of income in the United States
is a serles of one failure after another, Inefficlent administration
coupled with abnormally low receipts from this kind of tax, caused the
failure of the tax to become a workable part of the tax systems of the
various states, And, wherever the tax was in cffecf, it was tainted
with unconstitutionality,

The earliest taxes recorded were really taxes on gross incomes;
however, as certain deductions were made from the total gross income,
they tended to approach the effect of net income taxation, ‘

The first gemeral income tax law in this country dates back to col-
onial times. Massachusetts Bay Colony passed an act in 1634 which contained
the provision assessing each man, “according to his estate and with con=-
sideration of all other abilityes whatsoever.™ The term abilityes was
partly defined as ineluding as subjects of taxation, "certain classes of
persons receiving income from their labor or trade."™ The tax, however,
was not called an income tax but was known as a faculty tax., Not until
1821 were the people willing to admit that it was in reality an income
tax and should so be called. Massachusetts is the only state which has
from colonial times up to the present continued to use the taxation of
net incomes in some forme

Cther colonies in the seventeenth century which provided for the ine
come tax under the name of a faculty tax" were:2 Plymouth Colony in 1643;

1 National Industrial Conference Board, State lncome Taxes, (1930), Vol., I,
P+ Se

2 Edwin R. A, Seligman, The Income Tax, (1911), pp. 370-372,



New Haven in 1649; Comneeticut in 1650; Rhode Island in 1673; and New
Jersey in 1864,

After the beginning of the eighteenth century, several other New
England colonies as well as some of the Middle and Southern e¢clonies
brought tha "faculty tax" into use, South Carolina in 1701 enacted a
law taxing the citizens according to their "estates, stocks and abilities,
or the profits that any of them do make off or from any public office or
.mplomnt."5

New Hampshire's first act in 1719 was changed in 1739 and again in
1772 at which time the law provided that the assessor should use his
discretion as to how much tax each individual should be assessed, except
that he should not be taxed over twenty pounds,% '

Delaware's tax of 1752 assessed single men who had no visible estates;
not less than twelve pounds, nor more than twenty-four pounds,d

In Maryland, when the state constitution was adgpted in 1777, the
tax imposed an asSsessment of one=quarter of one per cent on the "amount
received yearly" by "every person having any public office of profit, or
an annuity or stipend,"™ and on the "clear yearly profit" of "every person
practising law or physic, every hired clerk acting without commission,
every factor, agent or mansger trading or using commerce in this state."®
In 1779 the tax was raised to two and one-half per cent, but in the next
year, the entire tax was abandoneds,

Pennsylvania, in 1782, passed its <first "faculty tax"™ law, the rates
being from twenty-five cents to ten dollars, depending on the type of

income, and not upon the amount,”?
S Edwin R, A. Seligman, m%h (1911), pp. 570-572,

4 Ibid., pe. 3764 6 Ibid., p. 379,

S Ibid., p. 578, 7 Ibid., pp. 377=378,



From 1786 to 1790, Virginia attempted to tax attorneys, merchants,
physiclans, surgeons, and apothecaries by the "faculty tax"™ method;
however, in the latter year, the whole system was abolished,B

Few of these commonwealths continued the use of this type of tax
without interruption; however, in almost every case, an income tax was
later adopted in the tax laws of the states in the future. Due to the
unfairness of assessments,and to the difficulties involved in nd:nd.nis-
tration and collection of the tax, one by one, the states, with the ex-
cention of Massachusetts, abandoned this unwelcome form of taxation,

During the nineteenth century, eight additional states levied income
tax laws.? Alabema in 1843 enacted an inecome tax law, placing a tax at
the rate of twenty-five cents on every hundred dollars of the income of
auctioneers, factors, cotton brokers, and commission brokers. If any
one refused to render a tax return, he was assessed at three thousand
dollars, With a few minor changes, this same law remained in foree until
the Civil Var,

In 1845, Florida passed an income tax law which placed the rate at
twenty cents upon every hundred dollars of income received by lawyers, :
doctors, public weighers of cotton and other products, publie inspectors,
and pilots, After a futile attempt to meke the law successful, finally
in 1855, the tax was abandoned,

Texas, in 1860, levied a tax on salaries of over five hundred dollars;
however, the law worked so badly that eleven years later it was allowed to
lapse,

Missouri experimented with a tax on incomes starting in 1861, The

rates provided for a tax of thirty-two cents on each hundred dollars of
8 Edwin R. A, Seliguan, The Income Tax, (1911), p. 580,

9 Tbid., pp. 404-412,



income from all salaries over eight hundred dollars, and from stocks and
other property not taxed in the state, With t; close of the Civil War,
Missouri's income tax act also came ® an end,

Georgia, levying an income tax ia 1863, introdused the progressive
feature in her first aet, The law seemed to be aimed directly at high
profits, because these were the only incomes affected vo any great extent,
The assessments were as follows: If the income was twenty per cent of
the capital, the tax was one~half of one per cent; if the income was twenty
to thirty per cent of the capital, the tax was one and one-half per cent;
and for every increase of ten per cent in the percentage of profits to
capital, the rate increased one-half of one per cent ad infinitum, By
this act, when the profits of a business venture were twenty times the
capital, the entire profits would go as taxes, Due to so much protest of
its unfairness, the law was dropped from use soon after the Civil War ended.

West Virginia was another state adopting a tax on incomes in 1863,
The act was patterned after the Virg;nia laws, but no records have been
found to show it ever being enforced.

In 1864, Louisiana passed an act providing for a tax of one-guarter
of one per cent on all incomes in excess of two thousand dollars from
any "trade, profession or occupation.” Although this act remained in
force until the end of the century, its efficlency as far as revenue was
concerned was practically nil,

The last of the states entering the income tax field in the nine-
teenth century was Kentucky, which in 1867 imposed a tax on the income
from United States bonds; however, in 1872, this law was declared uncon-
stitutional by the Supreme Court of the state,0

10 Tawin R, A. Selignan, The Income Tax, (1911), pe 4lde




North Carolina was the only state, other than the foregoing, which
tried to effect an income tax before the start of tlhe twentieth century,.
In 1849, the state passed its first income tax law, After several changes
in the act, it was modified in 1859 to tax incoms from interest, at four
per cent; and the tax upon salaries was placed at one per cent,

Due to mueh difficulty experienced in the administration of the acts
by the states first using the income tax, it is no surprise that before
the twentieth century there were so many failures in trying to embody the
new tax in the revenue systems of the various states. In Virginia, for
example, during the first years of the new century, not only were the col-
lections insignificant, but in about thirty per cent of the eounties of
the state, no tax at all was collected,ll As a great many of the taxpayers
believed the income tax to be unconstitutional, the state offieials did
not exert themselves to enforce the laws, Too, the administration facil=-
ities were o faulty that little could be done about collocting‘tha tax
if the taxpayer did not voluntarily offer to pay the assessment,

Examples of how little revenuve was received by some of the states
using the income tax in this early period are plentiful. The receipts in
South Carolina in 1900, 1901, and 1902, were §975, $609, and $292 respect-
ively.l2 In Louisiana, the receipts for the year 1899 were exactly
$104,1% The state of Virginia, which had taxed incomes for the first
time in 1786, received an average of about $5,000 annually during the
nineties,14 The collections in Oklahoma during the first year of its

11 Bawin R. A. Seligwan, The Income Tax, (1911), pp. 415-416,
12 Ibid., p. 417,
135 Ibid., p. 413,
14 Ibvid., pe. 416,



income tax law were only $2,816,1°

After a study of the sarly use of the income tax by the various
states, it is easy to understand why students of the problem almost une
animously refused to give the tax any pramise as a future source of state
revenue,

Soon after the turn of the twentieth century, the history of income
taxation by the states is a different story, especially after the passage

of the Sixteenth imsndment to the United States Constitution in 1913,
This aumendment finally settled the century old problem of the constitue-
tionality of the income tax., Under this new amendment, the Federal gove~
ernment was allowed to tax the incomes of both individuals and corpor-
ations,

Although several states had continued the use of the income tax from
1900 to 1913, the revenues Ifram the tax were negligible when campared with
the total tax receipts of the states, In 1912, for example, the state of
Oklahoma received only $4,834 from this source,l® North Carolina's revenue
from the tax for the same year was $35,497,17 From her existing law in
1912, Virginia received $102,678,18

The state of Wisconsin was an exception to this group of states,
the state of Wisconsin receiving $1,935,847 which was twenty-eight per cent
of the total state tax revenue for the year 1912,19

At this point, the experience of some of the states using the income
15 Annual Report of the State Auditor of Oklahoma, 1909, P 75.

16 Alzada Comstock, Fiseal Aspects of State Income Taxes, American Economie
Review, Vol., X, pe

17 Report of the North Gerolins Tax Commission, 1925.
18 mtm' CDe Qit.' Pe 267,
19 Ibid., p. 260,




tax as an important source of revenue will be discussed, As the main
problem of the thesis deals with the state of Oklahoma, this state will
be taken up last., These experiences present a picture of the income

tax from its inception in the states, However, as it is impossible in
this study to gather data for every change in the tax laws of the warious
states, without primary source material, parts of the historieal changes
will be missing.

As Massachusetts was the first state uesing the income tax as a source
of revenue, the experience of that state will be given first, The prine
ciples of taxing income in Massachusetts were used by most of the colonies
as an example when makingz their first laws,

Af'ter the passage of the first act in 16354, not many changes were
made in the laws until the colony of Plymouth united with the Massachusetts
Bay Colony to Tforn the Province of Massachusetts in 1692, At this ¢time,

a law was enmacted providing that all estates whatsoever, real and personal,
should be taxed at a "quarter part of one year's value or inocome there-

of "0 e rate of this law was not made very clear, nor was it cleared up
by any of the subseguent acts in 1697 and 1698, DBut in the law of 1706,
assessors were to rate "income by any trade or faculty, which any person
or persons (except as before excepted) do or shall exerecise in gaining
noney, or other estate not particularly otherwise assest, or commissions

of profit in their improvement, according to their understanding and cun=-
ning, at one penny on the pound, and to abate or multiply the same, if
need be, 80 as to make up the sum hereby set and ordered for such town or
district to pay."®l By this act, it is seen that the tax authorities fully
realized the flexibility of the yleld of an income tax, and that the tax

Z0 Beligman, Opes Cite, De U72s
21 Ibid., pp. 372-373,



could readily be increased or decreased to better fit the needs of current
revenue in any one year,

With only one more minor change in the law in 1738, the Act of 1706
remained in force until 1777. When the new constitution was adopted in
1780, practically all of the old tax law was retained,

Although there was a tendeney toward the end of the eighteenth cen=-
tury to refer to the "faculty tax" as a tax on income, it was not until
the provisions of the law of 1821 that the term income tax was used,

The next real change in the law came in 1849, at which time an ex-
emption of six hundred dollars was allowed.22 The exemption was raised
to one thousand dollars in 1866, and in 1873 this amount was increased
to two thousand dollars, at which point it remained stationary until the
act of 1917,23

The history of the Massachusetts system from 1917 to 1929 is mostly
one of reforms.?4 The Income Tax Act of 1917 was not a gemeral income
tax, but a partial tax on personal incomes, as it imposed different rates
on certain classes of income, Annuities were taxed at a flat rate of
one and one-half per cent. GCains from dealings in intangibles were taxable
at three per cent., Net incomes from professions, employment, trade or bus-
iness were taxed at one and one~half per cent. The tax went up to six
per cent on the inecome derived from intangibles in execess of the partial
interest deduction.

The exemptions were made more liberal under the Act of 1917, allow=-

ing as a maximum exemption, $3,000; however, if both husband and wife

22 Seligman, op eit., p. 390,
23 Ibid., p. 391.

24 National Industrial Conference Board, op. cit., pp. 9-18,
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received business incomes, each was allowed an exemption of $2,000,

The regular exemption was §2,000, in addition to which a $500 increase
was allowed to a married taxpayer, and $250 for each child under eighteen,
or parent entirely dependent upon the taxpayers but in no case was the
total exemption to exceed §3,000,

By the law of 1922, this $3,000 limitation was removed and a $250
allowance was made for each dependent, regardless of number, In 1924
another change was made in the exemptions, this time lowering them so
that an unmarried person would not be taxed on an income of less than
§,000; or the combined income of husband and wife of less than $1,500
would not be taxed,

In 1919, the state passed a franchise tax which used in part, as
a base for measuring the tax, income received from within the state., A
two and one-half per cent tax was impecsed on the amount of the net ineome
derived from within the state, and was based upon the nut_inm reported
to the Federal govermment, after exenptions were deducted.

Massachusetts, in 1925, attempted to tax the incame of tax-exempt
government securities. However, in 1929, the Supreme Court of the United
States declared the act unconstitutional,

Outside of this one attempt to change the law, the rates under the
acts of 1917 and 1919 have remained in effect to the present time, ex-
cept that in 1938, the law places a maximum of six per cent on corperations,
national banks, and trust companies., The individual rates remain grad-
uated from one and one-half per cent to six per cent, based not upon amount
of income, but upon the type of net income received, The individual rates
are: one and one-half per cent on business income; one and one-half per
cent on annuities; three per cent on gains from the sale of intangibles;



10

>

and six per cent on certain interest and dividends received,29 -
Although not parallel to that of Massachusetts, the history of the
income tax in North Carolina is interesting, The first act, in 1849,
opens with the following preamble ;26
"lfhereas there are many wealthy citizens of this
state who derive very considerable revenues from
moneys which produce interest, dividends and pro-
fits, and who do not contribute a due proportion
to the public exigencies of the same, be it re-
solved," etec,
Under the law enacted, all moneys at interest were taxed at three
per cent, and all profits from moneys invested in shares or in trade were e
assessed at the same rate, Profits to the extent of sixty dollars were
exempt, A tax on the professions was also levied, by providing that after
the first five years of their practice, all professional classes, except
ministers and judges, should pay an annual tax of three dollars, if their
income exceeded five hundred dollars, Other slight changes were made in
1851, 1855, and in 1857; however, the most important change was in the law
of 1859 which placed a one per cent tax upon the salaries and fees of all
individuals., The tax upon interest, which had been raised to four per cent
in 1857, remained at that rate.27
Several changes were made, beginning with the Civil War era.,?® By
the law of 1861, the exemption of judges from the tax was repealed, and
the rate upon toll roads, bridges, and ferries was increased to two and
one-half per cent.
In 1863, a general exemption, in the case of salaries and fees, of
one thousand dollars was made, Also, a graduated tax upon different

classes of income was passed. Ten per cent was levied on the income of

25 Tax Oystems of the World, Seventh Bditiom, 27 Ibid., p. 404,
1938, p. 42,

26 Seligman, op. cit., pp. 405-404, 28 Ibid., pp. 408-409,



all brokers and bankers; ten to twenty per cent on the profits of liquor
dealers; two per cent on the profits of money or capital invested in
certain manufactures and commodities; and five per cent on the profits
derived from the purchase and sale of articles imported into the state
from neutral ports,

During the next year, the outstanding change made in the law was the
provision taxing the profits of certain manufactures at a rate ranging
from five to fifteen per cent, This Act of 1864, taxed the profits made
in exchange or manufacture of cloth, leather and leather goods, iron,

tobacco, and salt, at the following rates:29

5% on profits up to $10,000 '
12% on profits from 10,000 to $20,000
15% on profits from 20,000 to 30,000
The law of 1866 taxed all incomes, except those from salaries and
fees, on a progressive scale of from one to three and one~half per cent,
This progressive rate was reduced in 1867, and in 1869 the law was
passed which again made the income tax proportional at the rate of two
and one-half per cent, The rate was lowered still further by the Act of
1870, when provisions for the new rate was one and one~half per cent,
Not until 1893 was the progressive rate again introduced, and after
a few changes in the acts of 1895 and 1897, the rates remained in effect
until 1907, except that in 1901 the rate was again made proportional.
The progressive rates under the Act of 1897 were as follows: 0
Incomes from $1,000 to $5,000 paid 1/4 of one per cent
Incomes from 5,000 to 10,000 paid 1/5 of one per cent
Incomes from 10,000 to 20,000 paid one per cent
Incomes in excess of $20,000 paid two per cent

The Act of 1901, while bringing back the proportional prineciples,
20 National Industrial Conference Board, OD. Cibe, De 58,

30 Seligman, op. cit., p. 416,



also changed the base of the tax from net income to gross income, A tax
of one per cent was levied on gross incomes in excess of $1,000, The
gross income tax was used by the state until 1917, when onee more the
progressive principle was reenacted,

After much agitation to amend the state constitution, North Carolina
in 1920 finally adopted a constitutional amendment (Article V, Section 3)
which provided that the rate of tax on inecomes shall not in any case ex=
ceed six per cent, Exemptions, under the amendment, provided that a mar-
ried individual shall deduct not less than $2,000, and to all other per=
sons, a deduction of not less than §1,000 was allowed, The Act of 1921
allowed a widow or widower having a minor child or children, an exemption
of 32,000.51 It was the purpose of this amendment to enact a law which
would insure that only net incomes would be taxed,

The next change in the laws dealing with income taxation was made
in 1925 when a $200 exemption was allowed for each dependént, and a re-
ciprocal law was passed allowing non-residents to deduct certain credits
for income taxes paid in the state of their residence, if such state al-
lowed a like credit to citizens of North Carolina,3®

A comparison of the 1921 and 1925 personal rates followss:So

1921 rates: ;
1% on the first § 2,500
1% on the second 2,500
2% on the third 2,500
2%% on the fourth 2,500
3% on all above 10,000
1925 rates: :
1% on the first $2,500
2% on the second 2,500
2 3/4% on third 2,500
on the fourth 2,500

on the next 5,000
5% on all above 15,000

Bl National Industrial Conference Board, 53 Ibid., p. 91
ODe Cit.. Pe 90.

32 Ibid., ppe 90=91.
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In 1921, North Carolina also imposed a franchise tax on net income
earned in the state by both domestic and foreign corporations, Starting
at three per cent in 1921, the rate was increased to four per cent in
1926, and to four and one-half per cent in 1927,%4 The 1925 personal
rates remained in force until 1931, when they were changed to a two per
cent minimum and a six per cent maximum,

The 1931 rates on individusls were:3S

2% on the first § 2,000
%6 on the second 2,000
4% on the third 2,000
5% on the fourth 2,000
the fifth 2,000

on all above 10,000

The minimum was raised in 1935 to three per cent, however, the max-
imun remained at six per cent,36

The rate on corporations from 1927 remained at four and one<half per
cent; however, in the latter year it was increased to five and one-half
per cente3? Again, in 1933, it was increased, this time to six per cent,38

At the present time, 1938, the individual rates in North Carolina
range from three to seven per cent, while the rate on corporations remains
at the 1955 rate which was six per cent,39

New York, although it did not experiment with income taxation in the
early part of the twentieth century, has had a successful experience with
its use since 1918, ZEver since its inception, it has yielded a great part

of the tax revenue of the state,
34 National Industrial Conference Board, Op. Cite, Pe 90

35 Pedersl and State Tax Systems, Third Edition, 1932, p. 42.
36 State Law Index, No. 5, 1933-1934, p. 674,
37 State Law Index, No. 4, 1931-1932, p. 593.
38 State Law Index, No. 5, 1933-1934, p. 674.

39 Tax Systems of the World, Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 58,
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The rates on personal income during the years from 1919 to 1930
remained at one, two, and three per cent, with the exception of the years
1923, 1924, and 1925, during which time the rates were the same, but a
twenty-five per cent reduction in the tax was made,40

The Act of 1919 provided for moderately progressive rates, The first
$10,000 of net income was taxed at one per cent; income between $10,000
and $50,000 was taxed at two per cent; and net income in excess of $50,000
was assessed at three per cent,

In the matter of exemptions, the New York act followed the Federal
law: single persons were exempted $1,000; married persons, or the head
of a family were allowed an exemption of $2,000; and $200 was allowed
for each dependent,

In 1923, the exemption for a married person was increased to $2,500
if the net income was not in excess of $5,000; however, if the net income
was more than $5,000, the exemption remained at $2,000, Exemptions for
dependents were increased to $400,

A law in 1924 further increased the exemptions, this time to §1,500
for single persons, and $3,500 for married persons, the deduction for
dependents remaining at $400.

Another inerease in exemptions came in 1929 when single persons were
exempted $2,500, and married persons were allowed $4,000,

Due to the high yield of the personal tax from its beginning, the
authorities made a reduction of twenty-five per cent on the taxes for the
years 1923, 1924, and 1925; however, the rates were left at the level of
the existing aet so that a new law would not have to be enacted whenever

more revenue was mdoq.
40 National Indusirial Conference Board, Op Cite, DDs 6678,
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The Tirst real corporzte ineome tax law iu How Vork was enacted
in 1917, although it was called a "franchise® taxe.4l The valus of the
franchise was measured by net incone, and the tax wss comubted on the
basis of the net inconme reported to the Pederal zovernment. The 1917 act
imposed & flat rate of bhree per cent on the portion of the entire net
incone allocated to the ftatef tiowever, in 1819 this rale was iuncreased
to four and one~hall per cent,

During the years 1991 and 1933, the personnl rates were doubled,
making the rates two, four, and six per cent; on the first 510,000,
the next %40,006, and over 550,000 respectively.4® In 1933, the old rates
under the 1919 act prevailed,'excepﬁ thet an additional tax of ons per cent
we made on the regular basic,t9d

At the present time, 1988, the Mew York individual rstes range Trom
two 50 seven per cent. Althonugh the stabte doces not have a zerersl incone
tax law dealing with corporations, it does have a four sand one-halfl per
ceat tax oo the incame received by Matiocnsl Hanks, wmd a Tour per count
tax which is levied on unincorperuted businesses.¥t According to sone

of the best studeptes of income btazation, this last tax is destined to

becone one of the nost used bases for bthe fubwre tzxzation of net incone,
The state of Yiseonsin offered the first workable situte law of incone

>

taxation in 191l. Iron the first year of the tax, the revenuse received
completely outelassed that of any other state having the tax 55U that time,
Tiae Listory of the tax from 1911 to 1923 shows an incresuning effort to

arrive at an income tax which would be equitabls as well as one vhich

41 Tiationul Industrial Conforence Board, Ops Gite, PDe 78=70e

42 State Law Index, llo. 4, 1931-19052, p. 603,

£A

State Law Index, o, B, 1UB5~1954, p. 874

i

NE7

Seventh Zdition, 1828, p. DY
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would sobisfy fiscal neods.25

w

By the act of 1811, both individusis and corporstions wers btaxed;

hovigver, the rates were alightly different. Sincle persons wers zllowed

n exemphion of married persons $1,200. Tor each dependent, an
allowance of £200 was vrovided. Ion-rosidents wers 1ot able to take ad-
vantage of these exeuptions, nor were corporations zllowed an exzeuptlon,

Yhese rates reusined in effeet wntil the year 1925 when the exenption

for husband and wife vwas increased to 1,600; =xd for children under
- fore

eighteen, snd dependents, the deduetion was increased to §H00,

ed 2 new type of excupiion, by

e

Under the law of 1927, Wisconsin ad
giving & deduction based on dollars of tax payable, instead of oo dollars
hich had become the practics of the states up to this tine,

N

Ry this new principle, a single person wes allowed a reduciion in his

incone tax of £8; the husband and wife, or head of a family received a

.

reduetion of S17.5G; and for sach ¢hild under eighbeen, and for each

an gnendzent Yo the law in 1928 provided thst a sikgle person nmking
a uet income of less $han $800, and x'rim persons receiving net incomes
of less than $1,600, neoed not make income tax returus,

In the nol wet of 1911, the taxpsyver was allowed to oifset the

‘w‘

-7
aL

arig

O
I

ount of personal property box pald, apgainst the anount of income tex
dus. Thls meant that wienever the personal property tax excceded the
lneone tax, the taxpsyer psid the personal property btax; and whenever
tho income tax exceoeded the personzl property tax, he paid the income tax,

it was the inten

ion of the frarers of the Tiret act to let this plen

ot

renain in foree indelfinitely; hovever, Gue 1o revenue needs, a new law

45 Mationel Industrial Conference Board, op. ¢it., pp. 26~3G,
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wﬁs passqé in 19285 removing this offsetting principle of operation.
| The téx structure in the 1911 act provided for the following rates
on individusls snd corparations: (4s the law daxing both individuals
and corparations was rather compliﬁated, the table given on paze 80 of
*The Tax Problenm in Wisconsin," by the Mational Industrial Conference
Board will be reprinted in full.)
Zee table on page 18,
EXPLKEATGRY‘&OTE:
The rates given in the following table
include amendments to the 1911 acts
however, these changes are explained

~in the footnotes at the bottom of the
table,



WISCONSIN INCOME TAX RATES IN 1911

(Source: National Industrial Conference Board, "The Tax Problem in Wisconsin,™ p. 80)

Individuals, Partnerships, etce OQQEAiaJo;pt Stock Co,, or Associations
Taxable Soldiers ueational| Teachers® cldiers? |[Educational | Teachers?
Income Group | Normal| Bonus Bonus Retirement |Total (Normal| Bonus Bonus Retirement
Tax! | Surtax® | Surtax® |Fund Surtax® Taxl | Surtax® | Surtax  [Fund Surtex
Under $1,000| 1.0% 1.0%| 2,0% | 2.0% 0.40%
$1,000 to 2,000] 1.25 1.25} 2,50 2450 0,50
2,000 to 3,000| 1,50 1,50{ 3,00 | 3,00 0,60
3,000 to 4,000 | 1.75 | 1.,75% 0,35% 0.29% 4,14| 3,50 | 3,50 0.70 0,35%
4,000 to 5,000 | 2,00 | 2,00 0,40 0433 4,73] 4,00 | 4,00 0.80 0467
5,000 to 6,000| 2,50 | 2,50 0450 0,42 5.92| 5,00 | 5,00 1.00 0.84
6,000 to 7,000] 3,00 3400 0.60 0,50 7.10| 6,00 6,00 1.20 1.00
7,000 to 8,000] 3,50 3450 0,70 0.58 8,28 6,00 6.00 1.20 1.00
8,000 to 9,000] 4.00 4,00 0,80 0,67 9.47| 6,00 64,00 1.20 1,00
9,000 to 10,000 | 4,50 | 4.5 0490 0475 10.65| 6,00 | 6,00 1,20 1,00
10,000 to 11,000 5,00 5,00 1,00 0.84 11,84 6,00 6,00 1,20 1.00
11,000 to 12,000 | 5,50 | 5450 1.10 0.92 13,02| 6.00 | 6,00 1.20 1,00
12,000 and above| 6,00 6.00 1.20 1.00 14,20| 6,00 6400 1.20 1,00

1 Personal property oflfset was permitted against this tax before this provision was repealed in 1925

2 No personal property offset was permitted against this tax.

only to 1918 incomes, and the educational bonus surtax applied only to 1918-1922 income,

3 No personal property offset was permitted,
and undivided profit was allowed,

The soldlers' bonus surtax was applicable

Before computing surtax, a deduction of 6% capital, surplus

It is impossible to compute the total percentage for the Corporation, Joint Stock Companies or Associa-
tions tax because of a deduction of 6% of capital, surplus and undivided profit for surtax purposes,



and cumbersome, that in 1912 it was provided that the corporations be

taxed the sane as individualco,

[

The Soldiers' Donus Surtax which van enacted in 1919, and the Edu-
cationzl Bonus Surbtax of 1918 are not now & part of the Ui
system. However, the Teacheors' Surtax Retirement Mund Aet of 1921 is
gtill in effect,

In 1530, two new changes were made in the laws. The norsgl tax on
individuals ranged from one 10 slx per cent, apd the normal %ox on CoOrpe
orations was placed at a two per ceat ninimm and a 3ixX per cent maxe
imam.46 In addition to the rornal tax, both individuals and corporations
were subject to tha‘Teachars' Retirenent Surtax, {ixzed at one-siuth of
the Toregoing rates.

The rates on lvdividuals wers wmolified in 1931, rangine from one to

sever por cent. The rates in effect during this year were as follows: 47
p T j

1% on the first & 1,000
125 on the gecond 1,000
145 on the third 1,000

2% on the fourth 1,000
2570 on the fifth 1,000

3% on the sixth 1,000
3%% on the seventh 1,000

4% on the eighth 1,600

50 on the ninth 1,000

5% on the tenth 1,000

5% on the eleventh 1,000
6% on the twelfth 1,000
7% on exeess of 12,000
A surbax was alsc charged in addition to the foregoing rates. In

order to arvive at the surbtax, the taxpayer wes allowed o ke $he

authorized deductions from the pormal tax, then deduect $37.50, then divide

46 Fedoral and State Tax Systens, First Edition, 1930, p. 5.

47 Pederal and State Tax Systens, Third Fdition, 1932, p. 59




the remsinder by six,
At the present time, in 1938, Wisconsin las sr lnecome tax law divided
into three scetions:48

Saction a. 4 gradusted Fornzl iancone bax for
individuzls at the foregoing rates.
A corporation bax st from two to
gix per ecent.

Section be A Teachers'! Retirement fund Surbtax
which is Norael tax less $37.30 for
individuals, and less 75 for corp=
oratious; divided by six.

Beetion c. A Surtax for Pension and School Alds
which is sixty per cent of the Formal

tax for both individuals and corpore
ations,

Exemptions in 1938 are as Lollows: on the Yornal tax, a single
person 583 a married person 517,503 and the deduction for dependents 84,
On the Surtax for Peasion and Sehool 4ids, the exeaptions are: for sion-
cle persons $10; for married persons 5253 and the deduction for dependents
42,

Lo Tar as receipts are concerned, the state of Wisconsin ranks gnong
the top of the‘states usingz the income baXx as a source of revenus, and
it has maintzined itols status since the beginmning of the tax in 1911.

Oklahoma, although it is one of the youngest states in the union,
is rapidly couming to the front in the use of vhe incuie tax as g source

of revenue. This is true at the present time, in spite of the facet that

g

for the first swenty-two years in using the tax, as Lar ac revenues were
eoncerned,the shtate law was o follure. 3Since 1931 the tax reeeipts hove
steadily grown until in 1933, over eight zillion dollers were collected

by the Oklahoma State Tax Cummissicon from the taxation of net income.

The income tar in Oklahomz dates baek to statebood in 1907. article

48 Tox Systens of the Horld, Seventh Ldition, 1958, p. 79,
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Shote Gonstitubion

Ten, Section Twelve of the Qklahom:

provisions

*The Leglslature shell have power to provide for
the levy and eollection of llcuﬁue, frazekise
aross revenue, income, COllutCIdl and direet an
heritance, lesacy, and suctession texes) aleo
gradusted incoe ba?eu, Gradn;tcd inheritance,
direct inaer1tunce tere wraduaﬁea legacy and
suecession baxes; also ”b& o, resictration,
production or other specific ﬁa?@” #49

On Pay 28, 1908, the first Oklohona incoue tax law was onached,
The tax vns based not upon net izconesn, hut upon gross income in excess

of @5,5". The tax was levied upon individusls only, at the following

rates:
71 »ills on the dollar on excess over $ 5,000 and less then 810,000
12 niils on the dollar on excess ovsr 10,000 and lﬂuu tl&& 20,000
15 mills on the dollar on excess over 20,000 nud les X 50,009

20 mills on the dollar on cxcess over 50,000 and less m@ 100,000
3% 1/% mills on the dollar on all above TlGO,OOO

Only one exenpbion, other than that of exsmpting gross incomgs of
lezs than 53,500 was mede, The law provided that thoe tax shall not be
levied upon the incowme derived from property upon vhich a gross receipt

or excise tax has been paid,
E

The

o]

law was ol successful as a source off revenue, bringing in cole

lections of only $2,816 the first year. Very little nore success wab

hod the following years, and in 1917, the State Audlitor recommended thab

-

tho asct be either thorcughly revised, or, that it should be thrown out
gcompletelye.
In 1915, 2 new law was enacted which reovised the entire law of

” 5 s - Y - . »
LQOS.“I This act providsed for a taw on zsingle persons ?aﬂﬂa a net

3 Oklahoma State Constitution, Article X, Section 12 p. 98,

shoma, 1915, Chapter 164, Secticns 7 and 18, pe 835

51 Session Lavws of

50 Session Laws of Oklahoma, 1907-08, Chapter &1, irticle X, pp. 750-73Z.
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income of ovor §3,000; and for marecied persoms making income of sver

o S 3 N oty e
4,000, The new retes vere:

10 mille cn the first $10,000

20 mills on the nex 15,000
o0 mills on the next 25,000
40 nills on tho now UO,OO,
50 mills on all above 830,00

¢ f 2

A deduetion of $300 was allowed for children unler cighteen. Other

£

dependents provided for a dedustion of 500 while they were accuiring an

education, srd o dedu ction of G0 im other cases. The det of 1915
taxed individuals ounly.
Iin 1981, avother change was pafle ivthe Oklahoma Lawe A new act was
passed, taxing individuals at the following rates:S2
7% mills on the dollar on the Pivst 10,000
¥

15 »ills on the dollar on the next 15,000
20 mills on a2ll above 25,000

These taxes were placed upon all net ineones sbove $5,000, exeont
that the sane deductions as enascted in the 1915 act still prevailled,.

Corporations, a8 well as individuals, were taxed by the next law,
in 1931, the sane rates applying to both. Under tiis aet, passed on

i

April 4, 1981, the following rabtes were in effect:59

2% on net income up to %10,000
3% on net income in execess of 10,000 and not over 20,000
4% on net income in excess of 20 ,GGG 3:&1 not over 100,000
5% on &ll net income above 166,000

An exempbion of $752 vas appliecable to both individuzls and corp-

crations. Further deductions for the iudividual vere: Lor gingle per-

£

sons $750; for married persons 51,500; and for the dependents of the
mmediate fanily 9750.

o

Juns 20, 19853, a rew change vas rade in the lew, under which both

52 Cecsion Laus of Cklshoma, 1921, Chapter 44, Sechtions 7 and 8, pp. 68-63

53 Sessicn Laws of Oklahoma, 1931, Chapter 66, Sections 7 and 8, pp. 240=24%
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as well as Mational Banks, State Jonks and

Trust Companies were taxsd at tle sans rate.S% The rates were:
1£ on first $2,000 of aet income
24 on newt 2,000 of net incon
55 on next 5,000 of net income
4% on pext 3,000 of net incowe
5% on nex 4,00C¢ of net income
6% on all above 14,000

Deductions for individusls were: for single persons $1,000; for

narried persons $2,000; and for dependents {500,

=

In this new act, corporations werc not allowed an exzeampbtion ag under
the Acet of 1931,

The Aet of 1935, 55 “aﬂallv separated the bazation of individus
and corporations. Under thic now set, the corporation was taxed at six

per cent of its net

income,

2 On

e Q1L

Deauctions under th

gouples $1,700; for a
s ehangaes

golng rates

Although for the Lir

;Sn

on
o
on

G

% on
% on

8% seven

he

the
the
the
the

the ne

the
‘the

he
all

ratos on individuanls were:

firat
next
next
next
e
next
next
nexd
ahove

act were:

andexenpbions are still in

£3.,000
3,000
1,000
1,000
1,000
1,00
1,000
1,000
8,000

ngle persons
1y dependent {300,
have been made in the rates of the Act of 1935,

affecet in 1938,

did net bring in much revenue, aiter the 1915 law was passed, there was

a sheady srowth of income from

this

SOUrGCe.

In fact the 1916 receipts

Segsion Laws of Oklshoma

De 430-441,

55 Session Lews of Oklahoma, 1935, Chapter €6,

TDe 288=293,

, 1953

g

Chapter 195, Sectionsg

i 11

b1}
)
[&9

2 7Y

s

Article &, Beoctions 6 and 11,



alone maounted $o more than had been

befera, 0

As a Tevenue produecer, bovever, it was
that e appreciable awourt of income Was rece
taxation of net incomes,

Jue to s highly progressive s

to the sfficlency of z comparatively new

ginee the year 1935 are highly satisfectory

2

Binee 1936, the revenues have compared favor

gtaten elaining to hove effective in

st1ll far behind in mang

o

¢ respoets as far as
net ineone tax iz concerned,

¥any other states, other than the ones

of this chapter, bhave net inco

them dating back to the beglaning of the {twe

dowever, as the experionce of these states

help in solving the problens connected with

eepning these stotes will be used only
conelusion in sueceeding chapters.

revenues recelived by bhese stutes will be

A% the present time, in 1933,

net income tax for elither individuals or corporations, or both.

twelve states not having any laws at the

Illinods, Indisna, aine, tfichi~

Tili,

Island, Texas, VWasblngbon, and Vyonines.

chedule of rates

state fax com

ceume tax laws,

e tax lavs et the

when
A Gedalled

given in

rresent tine are:

m
h N

received in the entire seven years

from the

Act, and
szizsion, the receipnts
from o fiscal point of view,

rably with those of other

Howevor, Oldshoma is
the poosibls yield from 2
discussed in tho latter part

present tise, some of
ntieth contury and uefﬂre.
would not be of any material
gata coune

this thesis, the

necessary te further some
history of the income bax

tabular form in the

& are thirty-six shtates using the

The
Florida,

ada, Hew Jersey, Bhode

Five of these states; Florida,

56 See tanle XTI in the Apnendiz,
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Hew Jersey, Hhode Islend, Yexas,

wmve at some bime in their
history experinented with the incone tax; bub for various reasons these
states have 211 let their laws lapses

| Deveral of the shates still follow the 014 custon of calling the
incume tex by sowme other name. Some of these states have franchise and
privilece taxes on corporations which are nothing more than ordirary net
ingone taxes, Ancther namelor the income bax used by some of the shates

is that of corporation exeglise tax. (ne state called its income tax on

corporatlons a corporation businece taxe OS%till another shate call% its

fax on both iadividuszls and corporaztions, a property relief tax,

In 1928, out of the thirty-six states using & tax on net incone,
pwo States, Delaware and Usst Virginiz taxed only individuals; while duo
other states, Gonnecticut and Pernsylvanis had taxes con corpérations only.
All of the reaining thirty-tvwe states do not bave general income
tax laws, Some of thew have whet iz called a "martial® income dax; that
is, taxes levied on specilic baser rather thaw on incoznes in general. Hew
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Ohio, Tennesses, and Vermont impose classifled
incone taxes which maken the validity of a comparison betveen theose states
and those using the general income tax, dcubiful in some respects,
states, Californie and Forih Dakota shore the distinetion of
having the highest nmaxinmun rates, bobth states havizé:e maximan rate of
fifbsen per cent on net izcomes of individuzls,

2 .

The persongl inecome tax of California ig probably bthe highest how-
ever, because Federal income tax payments are not deductible as they are
in Borth Dakote which also has tho fiftcen per cent maxinen rate. The

Galifornis Tatos on individuals for 1939 are as followsid?

57 Tax Systemg of tiw World, Seventh Edition, 1958, p. 20,
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Up o  $5,000 1%
“ 14,000 $50 plus
“ 15,600 150 plus
# MO ,0U0 200 plus
w £5,000 500 plus
" a0,0LO 750 plus
7 40,000 1,080 plus
¥ BG,LC0 1,780 pius
i 60,060 &850 plus
A 70,080 5,450 plus
i 3@, G000 4,450 plus
i 100,060 3,980 plus
" 15G,000 7,900 plus
w 356,006 14,450 plus

Ovor JSQ,UOu 28,420 plus

) On exeess over $5,000
on excess over 10 ,00(

3 on exeess over 15,000
» O excess over 20,@00
5 on ercess over 25,000
%: Oil @XCess over a@,bO

» O excoss over 40,000
on excess over 50,000
on excess over 60 000
% on exeess over 70 G(

5 on excess over 80,000
g over 109,600
s over 150,000
5 over 250,000

.

Haryland at the present tine has the lowest rate on personal taxes,

the rate belng one-nall of oue per cent. This was o benporary neasurs

A

t0 be In foree during 1937 and 1958 only, affer which tims a constitu-~

+ional amendment will be sulmitted Yo the voters 4o decide whether ar

pie)

ineome vax law will be used in the fubure or not.
of thiz tex in Vsryland are great, as bthe income received in 19388 {row
this source amounted o over a million doliavrs, and this, Trom a rate
of only ope-~half of one per cent cn the net incomes of individuals. The

one-half of one per cemt rale applies only %o regidsuts of the state of

Haryland, however. Inecome received by stole resid rts from a fidueiary

w

%]

[0}

3

R
L

or trustee whe is not a sbate resident, is taxed at six pe

w

Oregon leads the stwies in lwving the highest rate of tax on corpe
orate incomes, the tax in this ctale amsunting to o flab rate of eight
per cont,

Zix gtates share the distinetion of having the lowest corporate neb

income rate, These sre: Arkanses, Connecticut, Iowa, Kansas, lissouri, and

Hew HMexieo, all of which have a flabt rote of twe per cent on the net in-
come of corporations. Two states have o lower minimun rate than this;

3,

however, the rater ore groduveted which mesns ultimately that the nst rate



would be somewhst hilgher than two per cent, Thsse two states are Soubh

Dakota and Iduhe, the {irst one bhaving rabes renging from one o oL

per cenb, and the rates of ranging belween oo and one~half to

eighi per cent,

shate recoiving the greatest revenus frow the income taw in 1938
25 Kew York, the reeelipts amcuniting %o over ove hmdred and seventy mile

lion dollars,

Hew Hexleo received the arnllest revenue from the income tax in 19938,
the amount being just o 1ittle over three hundred snd elghty thousand
dollars,

The importancs of the revenue recelved fron state income toaxation is
seen by a report of the Tax Poliéy Leasue.o8 Aecording te this report,

1938, incouwe taxes were third in fiscal inportance in the states, rep-

3

ir
resenting twelve and one-hall por cont of the total yield of state taxes,
To summarize the history of net lucome taxation by the states, id

might be said that it has been a sucecession of "irial amd error methods.Y

Complete stote laws of one state have in some lnstaneos been tried withe
out change in ancther state., Simplification has been the zoal of nost

states, Hultiple changes have been necessayy in the laws of exch state

1wy this new tax iato use, before the gtabte could find o workable

2

struecture for its ovwn tax systesm,
Revenue, up until the last few years in most states, has been une
satisfactory; an nd collection and adninisbraticn of the tax have always
been diffiecnlt,
This is & history of the past lLicvever.

o

pen~ 1 the past Tew years, bthe Tulure of

58 Tax Policy League, Taz Poliey, 1938, Vol., VI, p. iv.



the stetes seens to be assured., This one truth is now apparent; it is

replacing many of the old taxes based upon the owmershin of property
Sklanoma, aftor trylng for jany years o effect z workable tax on

net incomes, finally susceeded in passing an act in 1931 whiech brousht to

k?

the state over a million dollars in revenue during the next year; however,
it hag becn only since 1935 that the gbabe has veceived mn apprecisble

- -
- oy e

part of its total state tax revenue from Lhe income tax source,



&9

Chapter II

T DAY STRUCTURES OF THS sparssl

¥ toe place the ned ineone tax hasg in the

o

tax structuves of the states, there is o quesiion of the validity of such

ecompariscns im sove instances, due to ihe fact thst & few of the states

-y

-

bhave "partial” incone buXes, while obhers have “general" incoms bax
laws, Also, the deta in column ope of the tables in the Appendix ineludes
revenud, in soms coses, whiich is returned to loesl sovernments for thelr

expenditures, OLone of the states return & Pt of the stalte income tax

&

gollections o the loesl govermients in soie manuners
Hevertheleoss, as our problesn ab the present time is eonfined chiefly

to the revemue received fram vhe tamation of ret inceme, it would appear

that any eenclusicn drevi iron the actual faets rresented by the data at

hand should prove interesting in so far as the history of changing tux
bases 15 congernszh.

Up until 1911, when the stale of Wiseonsin poosed its first law taxing
net ineome, the rovenue received Trom iascone taxes by the various states
havine lavs ab thio ﬁig@ played a relatively ssall port in the tobtal tgﬁ
receipbes of the stules.

In 1912, houever, the revenue fron the Visconsin lncome tax ancunted
o ﬁweﬁty-eight mer cent ol %he total tox revenue of the stata;g the tobal
tax recevipbs for thut yoar being 86,595,602 and thevrevenue from the state
income tax amounting bo £1,935,8 ?. Of the four other states havingvlawa
before 1916: Iorth Carolins, Oklshoma, Sovuth Curolina, o

[
1 Unless otherwize shomm by Togtnotus, 211 date used in this
taken from the tubles in the ippentixe

£

2 Vherever the tern "Total State Yex Hevepne® snpears in thie end succeeding
chapbers, 1t means the total taxw received by the siate feor stubte purposes.
Both personal and corporate taxes are included in the income tax revenue
from the states and the Federzl governaent,




only Virginia received as meb as (163,000 from income taxoes in aay one
year. The yields rYor tusse stubes 1lu 1915, vere: Virginia $167,432 which
w33 two per cont of the total etate tox revomue; Forth Curolinu (58,606
uhich was two per cent of the stats btuxk vevenue; South Caroiina (14,483
which was wndoubtedly & very suall per cent of the total tax revemue in
that stabe, altioush data is not complete for this year; and Oklahona
02,952 i.—?hitﬁz was cousiderably less than one per vent of the tobal state
‘tax Tevenus.

e total state tox revenue for Uisconsin in 1915 is xob available}
bowever, as the incoue taz receipts for that year amounbed 0 just a livtle
under three nillion dollars, tThis last figure rmst undoubbtedly be something
ovor thilety psr cent of the totnl sbate tax revenue of this year.

in 1915, imosaclusetts took B spoblicht awmy fron Uiseousin s fax -
a@ ineone taxr revenus was ounecorasd, Oub of the totel state Yax revenue of
this year awounting to $21,193,941, the incume tax accounbed for (18,245,541
of the anounts Tuis was Lifty-cight per cent of tie fotal tax colleciions
for stute purposess

‘Hisconsin was not far bohind bowever, o her incons bux voveipts were
16,161,937 waicl s Tilty-ons per cent of the totol staste vax revenue of
(11,950,490,

’i‘é:e‘r-é;miiﬁm:g Pive stotes having incone tox laws durianz $his year
siow o different pieture, boti iu revenue, and the per ceut tie lueoue tax
receizﬂ;s‘ playe& iz the total tax collections, Oblahona vas thind in the
1ist for this yeur, haviang r@eeived tharee per cent of hewr toﬁaﬁ. gbate Loz
revenue from the tuxation of incose valeh omowded So $156,371. In the
mnount of ineane tux revenue, hms:vm*; sho was behind the state of Virginis

whoss receipts of sfél’??,ﬁi% amounted to bubt to por cent of the tobal state
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tax revenue. Worth Jar 01; zats ineous tox reeeipts alse apounted Yo two

per cen‘b of the total stats tex revenus of this war, the recelntf% fron

income taxes amsunbting to $51,306. : was next, with the in-
come tax aceounting for only sixetenths of one por cent of the totul $axm

tazx eollsotions oucuntnd o

$15,507, Mississinpi received the smallost aseunt of 211 frosm this source
of revenue, the receipts being the suzll sum of (4,953 whicl S only Loure

tenths of one mer cont of tho totsl stete tox revenus of the stake,

s

Agpin, in 3917, 'hesachusotis led with $he anownt of revonuoc roceived
from ineonme taxes. Whe collections of {14,077,801 accountod for olxty=-
seven *;)er csont of the fotal shats tax reverme, wacm.;iﬂ continued in
second plage, with the income tez colleections of 16,951,485 saguating 4o
Tifty-three per cent of the total tax revenue of the state. Conuectiont
was thir&,witz income tax reeceints of £1,598,081 aceounting far Tifteen

per cent of the total state tax revenue., Virginia, whose incose tax ree

L

ceints were 5299,083 was in fourth place, the foresoing reccipts being
four peor eent of the total tax revenue of the state., [Mosourl, another
new state "'h(lrtl o the um of the ine e tox, was £ifth, with receints of
the tex amounting to $295,975 vhich was four ner cent of the total stebo
'I;a:t revenue, Okkizhoma, which droppod dovm» o sixthv position t%;-is year,
collected 186,653 from her incone taxw law, %These collentions wors thres
por cent of the total tax rovemne of the state‘ forth Caralina'’s faz
receivks of 564,152 fl‘O"l the ineone sourece, agein smownted %o two ner cent
Qf 1:?;9 stato Box Tevenue, Aﬁmxth Carolina's %ax in this renr :z«mmm‘tea 1]
one per cent of the sisbe revenuo, the ineone tax pecounting for iﬁ%’.‘;‘ 197

of the tobal roceipts for 191%Y. The gbato of Wesisoliuvpl wae noain 1asb

on the list, the income tax receipts of é’;Q,lB&’

of one nor send of the totald gtaba baz z-e'veamc.v
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it is interesting to sote here that two of the leaders in 1917,
lassachusetbts and Comnecticut, had only "partianl" ineome taz laws, yeb
both states deponded on the receipts of the tax for a substantisl pert
of tho total tux revenue of the state, |

i”im part plogyed by i:he ingcone ﬁai: in the tax structures of the states
having income tax laws in 1918 is shovn below:® |

TAEE 1
Bommueloon of Stote Ineoas Tar Sovenos
to Yotal State Tax Revepue, 1913,
(1) - & {2
Potal State State Ineone Per Cent
B Ao ‘ B Tolwm
State Revenue Reveme {2) is to (1)

tzssachusebts $23,435,183  §14,960,000 84
Tiascnoin 34,048,895 64,100,500 4%
Delaware 1,097,036 400,000 36
3 14,455,189 G, E 000 a5
few York 73,227,011 15,690,000 19
Toabann D9199 j44% 850,000 v

7,699,418 616,107 8
7,005,547 421,100 3
8,408,359 560,265
Howth Carollis 4,154,955 103,35
South Carolina 2,272,777

TR nd e o ey R T .
Hississiomi &y B2 110

BEU

it

PP oy NSRS, T ol R N, R Oy O % .
dzve egaln, hssatiusebis Led, wid

S VPR Ty, U JUR
ey Gronped agedn
RS o »

Ty it e i T S TS R R . s Booy 5 ety s ey cped e I
bobton of the 1isk, 2 Hing b0 elshtn Dosition
- 3

Tra aog stades, with Toartlddl® income tax luws, were anong the lcaders,

2. A ,,(‘L- N . o - T V&

the agw statos b 7 York. oul of

¢ QP P <y LIS SR wndd s L1 9 v emiy § TR 2y g Aoy - 2 RN N o Y
leaders were gintes 20t hoviag "soneral? iacome tnx lows, "Hoeozsin being

ale TR aa Foy LE i & SREAERTR IR ="
tae org statoe Loneh dnconmes wone

. 5Te . = 23 R e Ty ¥ g e oy v iy
Tn 1920, n neculisne $hisa ! neG A0Nearn (3

FEE

of Tisconsine

o See tabias or these statas in the appendixe (ds SHhis chipter deals +Ath
the part the income tax plays iu the tax structwes of the stabes, in
this and the Tollowine tables, the state sirkn $he bisheot wevcoutage
will be listod Tirst.)
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Lo A - ORLARONA
to $15,514,000 vhich wms 1045 of he total stete tax rdfRNUE4TA ?‘l%,ﬁ@&f,@hm}g

LIBR AT
This abnorsality was possible because of the fact that ?ﬁscenaiﬁ) i‘etwne

GCT 2’? ?93%
8 parfz of* the inecoms th reeaipts $o0 local gommwts.

In *chis same year, Oklahowa r»:aehad her hwha.,t mmntage (np t:) the “
year l‘%ﬂ) of‘ .imovw 'Lms revenua to total ss‘bate tax TevEmue, “f"hc Z’BCEIpt‘%
frma incoms tccres & ounting to &20,(}’)0 thmh was ten per cem: of the
tmt:al state tax revenue axmuntim to %8,600 253. -

» The status of me ym:‘t the imoma tax dccmmted for in the tax stmc-
tures of the states in 1921 is clowm by tho fo't.lm"ing mbla-&*- ‘
: ﬁ.uDIE 2

Comparigon of State Ineome i‘a:: P.Evcnua
o Totcl Stabte Tax Revanue, 1921,

IR 5 4 Aa) 165 I
Total State State Incoue Per Cent
: : P s o Bax ~Golumn
State Revenua Reveme {2) i to (1)
Tew York &’3124,911,&69 @?? 780,000 62
Hmssachusetts 35,070,030 15, U‘JQ 000 42
Missours 17,564,591‘ 4 7%,49f‘. 27
vdoeonsin 22,644,650 5,980,000 28
Gornecticut . 18,222,556 3 940, 000 13
Delavarse Ne Data - "B, mg 19*
Yirginia 17,470,015 2, 180 ,000 12
Coeth Dokoba - 5,991,045 . 4403000 . 13
Oklahoma 11,696,398 916,064 8
. Hontaus - . B4742,530 <2 890,000 B
Horth Carolina 10,713,562 498,751 5
- Missisalpyd S Do Date - 4D,000 ¥

Hew York jusped into first place this‘yem? in reeceipts from the |
income tax, end vas olsc ot the heud of tne arous in pergentagze of incom

tax revenue o total state taz remfmue.

Oklahona was shoved down to aindh place in the l‘.!.at, »ﬂ& “Ii'ssiss i

See Table LLNT in the A»menﬂix. : S {?ﬁe ‘t‘fﬁ\lc, XJ’J&’I in tbr; Mp@n&m. e 2

o o

6 See tables i‘ﬁr ‘bﬂe'a@ states in the Sppondix.

-‘* Thig figu:ce is on estimate., Deta for this yeak wis incoiplets, * (Revenue
| from preeeding and suceeeding years were taken into consideration.)



was again in the bottom position,
The following table shows the percentages for 1926:7
MEE 3

Comparison of State Income Tax Revenue
to Total State Tax Revenue, 1926

(1) 1 (3)
Total State  State Income  Per Cert
Tax : Tax Columm
State ‘Revenue Beyenue = (2) is to (1)

Massachusetts  § 42,332,217  $21,952,482 52
New York 166,600,650 79,280,000 47
Wisconsin 31,730,824 = 13,820,338 43
Delaware 2,635,580 868,819 33
North Carolina 23,659,212 6,054,757 25
Mississippl 11,991,434 1,789,189 15
Missouri 29,954,936 4,336,118 1
South Carolina 13,813,460 1,491,139 11
Connecticut 28,774,814 1,995,925 3
North Dakota 7,734,796 “557,401 7
Virginia 25,223,149 1,750,000 6
Tennesses 16,816,136 915,000 6
New Hempshire 7,200,000 450,000 6
Montana 4,660,540 300,000 6
Oklahoma 19,042,500 335,714 2

The states of Arlmnsae and Oregon cannot be included in the 1926
table as they had no income tax laws during this yesr, Arkansas was
without an income tax law from 1926 to 1929, while Oregon had no law
from 1925 to 1930,

Kassachusetts lod_thn list in 1926, with New Yok and Wisconsin a
close second and third,

The outstand ing change made in this year waes the case of Missiseippi,
whose per centage increased to fifteen per cent, Fram last position to
sixth place, was the five year record of this state,

Oklahoma dropped from ninth place in the 1ist of twelve states in
1921, to last position in a group of fifteen in 1926, this change being
mostly due to the large inerease in total state revenue, and not to de-
pleted income tax receipts.

7 See tables for these states in the Appendix,



In 1931, the twenty states having laws taxing net income showed the
following parcantagns:s
TARLE 4

GComparison of State Income Tax Revenue
to Total State Tax Revenue, 1931,

(1) (2) (3)
Total State State Incone Per Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenue Revenuse (2) is to (1)

New York $224,245,980  §94,092,575 42
Massachusetts 57,989,358 22,559,706 39
Wisconsin 49,403,653 18,450,514 37
Delaware 5,960,845 1,299,344 22
Forth Carclina 32,773,499 5,970,202 18
Virginia 33,690,000 4,074,832 12
Conneeticut 33,280,644 5,554,787 11
South Carolina 17,877,000 1,726,482 10
Missouri 36,757,000 3,420 ,464 9
Mississippl 10,719,350 1,015,815 9
Arkansas 18,582,000 1,189,951 6
Montana 6,879,000 437,908 6
California 97,780,000 5,474,400 5
Tennessee 25,909,290 1,176,590 5
Oregon 20,441,000 1,111,561 5
New Hampshire 10,607,271 573,614 5
North Dekote 8,214,116 433,293 5
Georgia 30,702,466 1,378,598 4
Utah 8,460,000 389,000 4
Oklahoma 23,545,000 356,218 1

From ninth to twentieth and last place in the 1list was the record
of Oklahoma in the ten year period, 1921 to 1931, With a total revenue
of only $356,218 from income taxes, this figure was one per cent of the
total state tax revenue for 1931,

Mississippi jumped from last place to sixth place by the year 1926,
but fell to tenth place in 193l. The receipts from income taxation in this
state started rising in 1926 when they were well over the million dollar
merk; end from 1926 on, the state remained toward the center position in
the 1list of states,

Missouri, which had ranked in third place in 1921, fell to ninth

position in 1931, This was not due to the decrease in income tax receipts
8 See tables for these states in the Appendix,
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entirely however, but more to the fact tlmf: in this ten year period, the
total tax revemue of the state had doubled,

New York and Massachusetts remained at the top of the list in 1931,
New York having a percentage of furty-tun! and lMassachusetts in second
position with a percentage of thirty-nine,

For the ten year period, 1921 to 1931, Oklahoma was continually
toward the bottom of the list, both in amount of income tax revenue and
the p.runtage of this revenue to the total state tax receipts, In one
year, 1928, the state received a little over a million dollars from the
tax on income; however, the percentage for this year amounted to only
five per cent. The lowest inecome for this period was in 1924, when the
tax collections brought in only §189,765, the lowest figure in nine years,
which was two per cent of the total state tax revenue for 1924,

Up to 1931, Oklahoma had never had a workable income tax lawj however,
with the change in the income tax laws of the state made in 1951,% from
this year on, the state has continued to use the income tax as a source
of revenue in greater and greater proportions,

Out of all the states having income tex laws during this ten year
period, Oklahoma and North Dakota were the only two states which did not
try consistently to increase the receipts from this source., In only two
years, 1928 and 1929, did Oklahoma receive over a half-million dollars
revenue from income taxes; and in most years, the receipts were considerably
less than a halfemillion dollars, North Dakota's revenue continued to
remain around the amount this state had eollected from the income tax in
1921,

lMost of the other states showed substantial increases, bdoth in Tevenus

9 Session Laws of Oklahoma, 1951, Chapter 66, Article 7, Sections 7 and 8,
DPe 240-242,



received, and percentages of this revenus to total state $ax revenue
during the ten year period,

Many new laws were passed by the states in 1931, raising the rates
of their income tax laws; and fromthis year on, definite plans were being
made by the states to replace some of the existing tax bases with the
income tax,

1931 might well be called the turning point in the taxation of net
incomes by the states, as the data from this point on will show,

Oklahoma, for example, has never received less than a million dollars
yearly from the income tax sowrce since 1932, In only one year since 1932
has the revenue from this source deereased from the preceding year, and
this was in 1934 when the receipts fram the income tax dropped to $1,774,812
from the preceding year's amount of 1,896,717,

Sinece the passage of the 1931 income tax law, the state of Oklahoma
has used the income tax in increasing propartions as a source of state
revenue, Although the income tax receipts in 1931 amounted to only one
per cent of the total state tax revenue, in 1936 this percentage had risen
to twenty-two per cent, the income tax collections for the latter year
amounting to over four million dollars, /And where Oklahoma ranksd
twentieth and last in the 1ist of states in 1931, in percemtage of income
tax receipts to total state tax rewvenue, l.she had risen to fourth place
in the group in 1936. Only three other states in the union had used the -
income tax for a greater proportion of their total tax revenue in this year,
these states being New York, Massachusetts, and Wisconsin which had cone
sistently been up at the top of the list for the past fifteen years,

New Mexico was down at the foot of the group in 1936, her receipts
from the income tax amounting to but $310,000 which was only one yer cent



of the total state tax revenue for this year,
The complete list of twenty-nine states using the income tax in
1936 follows:10
TAHLE S

Comparison of State Income Tax Revenue
to Total State Tax Revemue, 1936,

(1) (2) (3)
Total State State Income Per Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenue Revenue (2) is to (1)

New York $320,707,206  $94,823,710 30
lassachusetts 60,902,896 18,010,474 30
Wisconsin 48,615,009 12,580,343 26
Oklahoma 21,463,944 4,726,529 22
Vermont No Data 564,215 17*
North Carolina 54,666,862 7,722,766 14
Idaho 9,674,212 1,216,544 135
Delaware 8,070,633 ‘907,842 11
Missouri 55,133,381 5,528,439 10
Minnesota 56,107,820 5,387,965 10
South Carclina 22,929,991 2,287,017 10
Oregon 21,466,101 2,168,613 10
Georgia 30,044,440 2,572,076 b
Iowa 48,896,890 5,754,691 8
Virginia 37,660,929 2,839,337 8
Kansas 22,709,946 1,761,884 8
Louisiana 36,222, 2,520,237 7
Arizona 11,227,082 813,160 7
Montana 11,606,432 711,782 6
Alabana 23,896,225 1,100,731 5
Mississippi 19,186,805 939,399 5
New Hampshire 8,006,595 410,660 5
Utah 9,110,843 498,919 ]
California 163,641,922 6,525,815 4
North Dakota 8,748,004 313,040 &
Connecticut 35,711,564 1,005,121 3
Tennessee 2233, 958, S
Arkansas 20,074,017 370,893 2
New Mexico 20,985,425 310,000 1

In this year, three states received over one-fourth of their total
state tax revenues in the form of taxes on net income, Twelve out of the
twenty-nine states using the tax in 1936, had a percentage of ten or over,

10 See tables for these states in the Appendix,

* This percentage is estimated. (Revenue from preceding and succeeding
years was taken into cansideration,)
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Oklahomz w W fourth in the group in 1933, her greatest revemne from

income tames beins collected this year, 45 the tobtal stete tar receipts

graaunbed o , and the revasuc f on blhe income tox anmounted %o

46,583,549, this meant that in 1938, Cklabore o depending upen the
bazation of net incoﬁe for aver one=third qf hexr toftal state revenuc.
-,ew Tork vae at the top <;‘£‘ the 1ist with = percentage of forty-
seven, while [rkansas was ot the dottom with o I.e‘rcm,tage of threea
&n of tie thirty-six states having insome tax laws in 1988, thirteen
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of thew used this base to
tex revenue. Twenty-siz of tle stetes derlved over ten per cent of the
total state taxr revenue from a tax on net incone.

In the mather o using uet income as a base for stubte tax purposes,
Okklghaa ctands close to the top of the group of stutes, along with those
states wideh wre known o8 the move progressive gtales whizh have em.hodled

the inoone t;'w in their lax systems



Chapter IIX
A COMPARISON OF THE TOTAL TAX REVENUE OF THE STATES

AND THE FEDERAL NET INCOME TAX REVENUE FROM THE STATES:

This chapter is included in the thesis because the data shows an
interesting state of affairs in several states. Although striet comparisons
cannot easily be made of states not having the same kinds of income within
the states, and, because there is such a wide variance in the total state
tax revenue of the various states; it might nevertheless be worthwhile
tohhuwmtormmmoﬂmdinthischmmottho
fact that the revenue mimtmniﬁeamtmsbyths Pederal govermment
offers the student of taxation one of the best opportunities of examining
the poasibilities of just how much revenue a state income tax law can produce,

After the passage of the FPederal Income Tax Act of 1913, the states
were freed of the old "unconstitutionality™ pleask against the taxation
of incomes; however, ummt!.ﬁm.l quite a few years later that many
of the states nmton %o this means of securing additional revenue for
state purposes,

For the first two years of the operation of the Federal law, the
receipts were very low, but in 1916 a marked increase was seen in the
revenue from all states, And ninoc_'bhill year, the receipts have contin-
ued to grow until at the present time they represent one of the largest
single items in the total tax revenue of the naticnal govermment.

Because of the fact thatmlwreeuptsmhmabytb Federal
government in the first two years of the life of the tex; and, because
of the abnormally high receipts during the years from 1916 to 1920, due
to the increased rates during the Worid War years, no comparisons will

1 All reference data for this chapter, uniess otherwise shown by fOOt-
notes, is taken from the tables in the Appendix,
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be made botor; 1921,
The relationship of the Federal tax receipts from net income to the
total state tax revenue for 1921 is shown by the following table:2
TAHLE 7

Comparison of Total Stete Tax Revenue’
with FPederal Income Tax maf 1921,
2

(1) { (3)
Total State Federal Incone Per Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenue Revenue {(2) 1= to (1)

New York $124,911,589 §379,249,000 303
Massachusetts 36,070,030 93,474,000 259
Missouri 17,564,591 34,284,000 195
North Carolina 10,713,562 16,760,000 156
Conneeticut 16,222,536 18,144,000 13
Delaware No'Data 2,228,000 100*
Wisconsin 22,644,658 19,998,000 88
South Carolina 4,234,114 3,164,000 75
Virginia 17,470,015 10,557,000 60
Oklshoma 11,696,398 6,717,000 57
Montana 2,742,530 1,509,000 55
Mississippi No Data 1,686,000 33*
North Dakota 3,991,045 824,000 21

Only a historical sketeh will be offered in this chapter concerning
the relationship of Federal income tax revemue to total state tax revenue,
Full treatment of the percemtages will be given in detail in the conclud-
ing chapter, the sole purpose of this chapter being to present the pos-
sibilities the states have or_using the taxation of net income as a source
of revenue for state purposes.

For the year 1921, New York led the list of states, the Federal gov-
ernment receiving over three times as much from 11;:_! tax on incomes as the
state received from its complete state tax program,

Oklahoma during this year, was fenth in the list, the Federal ineome
tax revenus amounting to over half of the total tax receipts of the state,

2 See tables of these states in the Appendix, (The states will be shown
in the order of their importance as to the percentages of Federal income
tax revenue to total state tax revenus.)

* Estimated per cent, estimate being baused on immediately preceding and
succeeding years,



North Dakota was at'the bottom of the 1ist, with the receipts of
the Federal tax amounting to twemty-one per cemt of the total state tex
revenue for this year,

From six of the thirteen states having income tax laws in 1921, the
Federal govermment received more revenue from the Federal law than the
states received fram their entire state taxes,

The figures for the year 1926 are shown in the table below:S

TAHE 8

Comperison of Total State Tax Revenue
with Federal Income Tex Revenue, 1926,

(1) (2} (3)
Total State TFederal Income Per Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenus Revenue (2) 1= o (1)

Delaware § 2,635,580 $ 15,916,000 604
Yew York 166,600,650 603,573,000 562
Massachusetts 42,332,217 85,616,000 202
Missouri 29,954,936 47 {445,000 158
Connecticut 23,774,814 29,597,000 126
Wisconsin 31,730,524 31,611,000 99
Oklahoma 19,042,500 18,462,000 o7
Virginia 25,223,149 20,779,000 82
Tennessee 16,816,136 11,829, 70
North Carolina 23,659,212 16,415,000 69
Montana 4,660,540 2,081 ;000 45
New Hampshire 7,200,000 2,265,000 2.
Mississippi 11,991 ,4%¢ 2,079,000 17
South Carolina 13,813,460 2,113,000 15
North Dakota 7,734,796 602,000 8

Delaware headed the list of fifteen states having income taxes this

year, the receipts from the Federal tax amounting to over six times the
total state tax revenue of Delaware.
mmmmnhowumwmmmu,mms
being in their respective order of percentages: New York, Ihmahnmu,_
Missouri, and Connecticut. Wisconsin, with a ninety-nine per cent figure,
moxl&uwuthgmrethan.methmm-
dred per cent mark, ;
3 See tables for these states in the Appendix.
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North Dakota was again at the bottom of the list with a percentage
of eights |
The year 1931 saw a total of twenty states using a tax on net income,
The percentages for this year were as follows:%
TARIE 9

(1) (2) (3)
Total State Federal Income Por Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenue Revenue (2) is to (1)

Delaware $§ 5,960,845 § 19,523,000 327
Hew York »980 448,040,000 200
liassachusetts 57,989,358 59,629,000 103
Missouri 36,757,000 = 32,286,000 88
California 97,780,000 76,764,000 78
Connecticut 33,280,644 23,422,000 70
Oklahoma 25,546,000 14,062,000 60
Virginia 33,690,000 18,042,000 53
Wiisconsin 49,403,653 20,985,000 42
North Carolina 32,773,499 11,809,000 36
Ternezsee 25,909,290 6,965,000 27
Ttah 8,460,000 1,756,000 21
New Hempshire 10,607,271 2,181,000 20
Georgla 30,702,466 = 4,929,000 16
Montana 64879,000 1,142,000 16
Oregon 20,441,000 1,111,000 15
Mississippl 10,719,350 1,090,000 10
South Carolina 17,877,000 1,568,000 8
Arkansas 18,582,000 1,155,000 6
North Dakota 8,214,116 312,000 4

Delawnre agein led the list in 1931, with the Federal tax receipts
amounting to over three times as much as the state itself received from
its wvarious state taxlaws., New York and Massachusetts also showed high
momtaggsrorthismr,bathmhsbungmthnmmmmr
eent mark,

From Oklahoma, which was in seventh position in this year, the Federal
mﬁrmiﬂswmmtasmmnaMtuum state
received from its entire state tax structure.

The tendency for the ten year period, 1921 to 1931, was for the per—
4 See tables for these states in the Appendix,




ecentages to anercaeor._.‘ This was due mostly to the fact that the cost of
operating state go‘l;'!mlnta Quring this period hed risen by leaps and_
bounds, without a corresponding increase of incomes within the states,

¥With twenty-nine states using the income tax in 1936, the percentages
were as follows:d

TARLE 10
Comperison of Total State Tax Revenue

(1) (2) (3}
Total State Federal Income Per Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenue Revenue {2) is to (1)

Delaware $§ 8,070,633 § 31,385,000 389
New York 320,707, #000 129
Massachusetts 60,902,896 59,167, 97
Connecticut 33,711,564 28,681,000 85
Missouri 55,133,381 34,983,000 63
Oklahoma 21,463,944 12,160,000 57
California 163,641,922 84,381,000 52
Virginia 37,660,929 13,366,000 35
Ceorgia 50,044,440 9,881,000 33
Vew Hampshire 8,006,595 2,633,000 33
North Carolina 54,666,862 17,541,000 32
Minnesota 56,107,820 17,228,000 31
Viisconsin 48,615,009 14,840,000 31
Tennesses 29,233,608 9,134, 31
Kansas 22,709,946 6,134,000 27
Louisiana 56,222,351 9,259,000 26
Vermont o Date 1,184,000 24*
Utah 9,110,843 1,909,000 21
Montana 11,606,432 2,158,000 18
Towa 48,896,890 8,2%1 ;000 17
Oregon 21,466,101 3,658,000 17
Alabana 23,896,225 3,853,000 16
South Carolina 22,929,991 2,952,000 13
Idaho 9,674,212 1,137,000 12
Arizona 11,227,082 1,204,000 11
Arkansas 20,074,017 2,044,000 10
Mississippl 19,186,805 1,597,000 8
North Dakota 8,748,004 582,000 7
Hew Mexico 20,983,425 729,000 3

In only two states this year did the Federal government receive more
revenue from its income tax than did the states from their own taxes from

ell sources, .
B See tables for those States in the Appendix.

* Estimated per cent, estimate based on preceding and succeeding years.
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4As Federal income tax receipts rose sharply during 1937, in this year
the government collected more from its fax in seven states than the total
state revenue in the states amounted to.
The percentages of the thirty-six states using the net income tax in
1938 were as follows:®
TABLE 1)
con@a.rlamor!btalﬂtato'ﬂaxm
nthmmmmmmz

(1) (3)
Total State Federal mm Per Ceut

Tax Tux Column
State m Revenue (2) is to (1)

Ohio j 76,002,209  §154,622,000 203
Delaware No Data 68,652,000 200*
New York 366,687,576 691,503,000 189
Maryland 54,215,995 64,238,000 188
Connecticut © 96,963,990 58,451,000 158
Massachusetts 66,508,478 - 99,877,000 150
Missouri 46,432,863 « 58,825,000 127
Pennsylvania 202,966,058 206,873,000 102
Oklahoma 23,249,474 21,566,000 98
California 201,901,144 = 156,294,000 78
Louisiana 19,349,000 76
Colarade 25,294,402 17,572,000 69
Virginia 44,740,441 28,692,000 64
Wisconsin 59,399,743 36,990,000 62
Vermont 4,173,390 2,466,000 59
Georgia , 108,366 < 18,895,000 57
Minnesota 59,014,797 31,215,000
New Hampshire 11,301,089 5,108,000 43
Kentucky 42,592,615 17,436,000 4
North Carclina 69,596,637 27,659,000 40
Montana 7,127,117 2,698,000 38
Arizona 6,830,598 2,580,000 38
Alabama 24,448,312 8,694,000 36
Iowa 37,255,119 12,904,000 35
Eansas 26,744,137 9,473,000 3B
West Virginia 45,688,619 13,805,000 32
South Carolina 24,096,203 7,138,000 20
Tennecsee No Data 16,726,000 20*
Utah No Data 3,926,000 20%
Idaho 13,002,241 24,436,000 19
Arkanses 23,279,157 4,168,000 18
North Dakota 9,965,366 770,000 18
Mississippl 21,602,379 3,709,000 17
New Hexico 9,734,148 1,564,000 16
Oregon ¥No Data 7,505,000 n*
South Dekote 4,006,906 925,000 o

6 See tables for these states in the Appendix,
* These figures are estimated by using previous years as a base,
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Frot eight of %he states in 1958, the Tederal Wc‘mm"mm' reccivéd
m’ém froﬁ its ter on net Ineomen than 4id the stubes frum all of thair
tar lowse | |

Prom Oklohons, the Yederel governnesh collected zimost enough revenus
frczn_ its tax t@vmz_-; the whole stgm gmemment for the year, the percentuge
teing ninety-ceven. | | | |

These tables throw an interesting light on the possible rg#enue a
ptate night expeet Lo ;fecmim_ fron o state 3‘ REEHO ez, bhecouss ever;gmmre,
frou the Lﬂ:m an te the taz. ezpcr* the Ft,ae'c' sl income tax law represents
étha;&s:iim? rates chae eacable. ’ @:is does not meen, h@tez\ver, that the states
ghould plese thelr rwtes cs high os tm Foderal povernment's la'w; it merely
shows bm*t & sbete uﬁ £ mxiz.w msmn 1ity of wﬁﬁeﬁing mve#ue from
the incame tzx source, wnless, of cowrse, the ersmptions werc placed down
8a low *smt the t:z: m:m} a g,ecme ) rmﬂ %uvdefa on bhe anall wage eax‘aer.

E’:imyj-statea 271 NevaY emec‘t «mwh rwa“m{a :(‘r*:z_ the ineaw tax .awrce,
dus te the fact Gk theve states &) wot nrolucs large incomes; lenee, to
ve able %o derive very £Ta6R THVETUE :i‘ra';n a tax on th income, thoe retes
in these states would have tu be Qbm‘;rmllyvmgh, and, %ﬁew-eg‘:empﬁisns
v’oulﬁ kave to be nt w very low figﬁ-g if the stoles expected to use the

ineome tox as en important law in their st;ie tox struebures,
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Chapter IV
A COITARISON OF SPATE AVD FEDERAL RIVINUES

FROW 1T LCOE TuarIod

Froo this chaptor, most of the conelusions of the noxt chavter will
be drawm. In choring she relationship of Stobe ond Fedeéral reveonues fron
the incomw toax, tho conparisens may be strictly adhered $o0. 4An abteupd
will be made in this chapter %o give a backoround whildh will definitely
show whether or not the income btux rates in Oklchome ore to0 high, based
upon the expericnco of other states using the incomp tax oo a sourcé of
state rovenue,

As the amount of revonue the Federsl covermment receives from its
tax on Incomes is one of the best indices of what a state may expect to
roceive from the same souree; the parceatages in this chapter will show
the rolationship of State lneore tax revenue, to the revenue received by
tho Feﬁaml government from its tax.

Tio valid comparicons between these two itens can be made dbefore 1916,
as tho Federnl rovenues fron the tox belfore this ting werc very amall,
and moot of the fewr states having lncome t”,a.‘ltﬁﬁiﬂ.ﬂﬂi’im this period ors
far from satisfied with thelr adninistration. Uevertheless, some inter-
esting fuods are apparent from the very begimming of tho Federal income
tax law of 19135,

The state of Wisconsin, for ezumple, received elmost three tines as
mach from 1ts stobe tax on incones in 1914 as $he TFederal goverument roe
ceived fron its oun tax, the revenue in Wisconsin being $1,906,44% and
the roceipts of the l‘i’eag:m}. covernment from ite tox onounting to but

$718,428 from the state,

1 Unless otherwise shown by footnotes, all date ucsed in this chapter is
taken fron the tables in the Appendix,
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Other states having lncme tox laws in 1014 were: Virginia, Forth
Caroline, South ﬁaxf@lim s {md le;ah@m. Tirginia'o recelptc fron the
tax m this year were @5163 060 ich was imirt*r—t‘ 70 por cent of the
$516,100 reecolved b* Bhe .iﬁvedel’al ﬂravemnem fm@ i%s tax. vﬁr‘t’a G‘Johm 3
:.'eceims amuﬁtw‘ b0 %0 + 798 which was twepty—ﬁxree =) d cen& ai‘ tm re,v-
£DUs mceweﬁ w the },‘ederdl fwermmnt which anounked ‘ec ézal&),&‘%&. Seuth
Carcline had e mrcenta:z;@ mﬁ’ enlv *’ourtam fm thig year, _wer raveime f‘m*
the income ban af mmtrw to é}l&,}a@a while the Federal governuent meei"veﬁ
£108,094 fron its tax, m;:lﬁmma., zzri'ﬁhk recelpts ol anl‘;} $3,978 heﬁq -the'
lowest pe;-‘genﬁage for 1914%‘ tiw lnesie tex revenue av ~Leunting %0 aﬂly ons
per cout of the Pedersl 'rwemmaaﬁ Yo reeeip s of $270, 8&5 "’m‘* ths.s JeLT e

1916, & year when savcml adéi‘i:w*ml states were u.;imf, the 11100 ue
bax o8 & cource of revenue 2 ;.:110"15 a ﬁlic”‘h‘blj fxii‘i’ﬂarenﬁ pxetu:e 3 sevaral
ghates during this year aecozmtiw for au ammﬁally higa munt ef OV
enue to the Teéeral EOVERDE sent bacau°© Of being awmlzeburing states
vhich wem at this time bes imim m meofit fron tho ».?ar in Zurope.

‘Ene relwtmnsbm of the mvamm received by the states fron their
‘qm‘:@s, Yo that roceived hy the?efleml povernment :{‘rm:-x ite tax 1in 19‘16,

ghoun by the follmwp t:xble-w | |
TAHE 12

Canparison of Siate and Dederal
Incone Tox Revenues, 1910.

(v (2) (3)
State Incone l‘edeml Ihc‘ne Por Cent
Tox Colam
State ; Revonuo | ﬁcvcmuc {1) is %o (3)

Hiseonsin & 6,161,967 § ©,868,000 159
assachusetvs 13,245,541 19,820,000 6O
”E*“irg“ima 177,284 2,302,000 2
Soubh Cavoling S 15,80 542,000 D
tHesissippl 14,955 417 000 3
Skiahong ' 156,371 G 5.5&4',0 Ez

2 Sop tanios for thowo atates in the Appenaix. (Phe states will be 1isted
in the order of porcoptages of Stoto income tor revenve to Federsl ine
cono tax Tevenue.)



THseonnin for the third stroight year reecived nore money from its
zhate l,a}m shan the ﬁ’edexjal covernuont 4id Lrom ide toxe This was due o
the faeht that Uiseonsin had hirher obes ond lover emenptions then the
Feleral act of 1913 hod rrevided for,

r;hsm@}aus@ﬁm wee next in tl group, with o rercedaoze of sizty-tvog
Oldanome ranked oixih in a 1ist of se even, with tvo per eent; thile North
Carolina was at the foot of the group, having a pereontage flpmes of leso
than one wr 2o1T,

_ ’i’he next four voars, belns affected mobericily by the Yorld Uer,
would not show aoy belpivl dota dus %;o the abuorality of the heovily ine-
ersoged Pedersl tf-‘w‘esz.@r of nebt Ineome, hepeo compurisosns for these yeors

will not be wnde,

In 1921, hovover, with tuwelve st*w‘;{,s ROV UL
the figures besin o chow o noymal frend up ..:mﬂ, o will be chomn by the
sueceeding tobles in this chapter. The percenteren in 1921 'c:e"wﬁ

mm 13

Covparison State and Federsl
Inoone T‘au Revenues, 1971,
n {fi) ,} :
Ztate Incone Federal Incune ~ For LCent
Tax T Solum
State , Revepus Roven e (1) is %o {2)

Horth Dakoba 8 440,000 $  B24,000 55
Tsconsin 5,080,000 13,982,000 29
Fow York 77,780,000 &79,248 ,000 20
Tirginio 2,100,000 10,557,000 =20
ihssaclhusettbs 15,090,000 9%, 474,000 16
Gonnecbicud 2,940,600 12,144 ,m@ 15
IIisgouri &, 794,496 54,284,000 14
Oklabosn 913,054 5,717,600 iz
Delaware 300,000 2 ',i.ék ,G&O 3
Homtann : 300,000 1,509,000 17
“’*oz-th Caroling 493',?81 1»6,’,’?50',.0@@ g

1 sgisoinnl - 9,000 1,396,000 2

Shartiug iz 1921 there vas o definite trond of states using the in-

o nE as o q«m?ec‘ of revenue 1 oeecter ond greo “&e oportiong. In th

3 dee t‘.b} o Tor ﬁ:;.a:ss whabos 19 tho Appoadize
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a list of twelve states in 1921, to fifteenth and last among the states
in 1926,

From the growth of revenue during the five year period, 1921 to 1926,
it may be seen that the states were making use of this new lucrative
source of income in thelr tax struetures,

The year 1971 shows another ineorease in the percemtages by the states,
as may be seen in the table belows®

TAELE 15
Comparison of St%ate and Federal

Column
State Revenue : Revernue (1) is to (2)
Horth Dakota $ 433,295 $ 912,000 139
South Carolina 1,726,482 1,568,000 110
Arkansas 1,189,951 108
Hississippl 1,015,815 1,090,000 93
Wisconsin 18,450,514 20,985,000 88
North Carolina 5,970,202 113,809,000 50
Yassachusetts 22,559,706 59,629,000 38
Montana 437,908 1,142,000 38
Oregon 1,111,561 5,185,000 5
Georgia 1,378,598 4,929,000 28
New Hampehire 573,614 2,151,000 28
Virginia 4,074,832 18,042,000 22
Ttah 389,125 1,756,000 22
Hew York 94,092,575 448,040,000 21
Tennessee 1,176,590 6,963,000 17
lissouri 5,420,464 32,286,000 16
Connecticut 3,554,787 23,422,000 15
California 5,474,400 76,764,000
Delaware 1,299,344 19,523,000 7
Oklahoma 356,218 14,062,000 2

North Dakota led again this year, togsther with South Oavolina end
MMIMW-MMrmnmsthanthomm
ment recelved from its taxes on incomes from the states. Out of the
twenty states having income tax laws in 1931, six received over one~half
the amount the Federal government received from 1ts tax; while eleven out

atthetnntymmiwdmm—tmrthaﬁmmthﬂrmstntam
5 See tables for these states in the Appendix,




taxes as the Federal govermment did from its taxation of net incomes,

All of the states, other than California, Delawsre, and Oklahoma,
received substantial yromrtions of the possible revenue from an income
tax law for this year,

. Oklahoma was againat the bottom of the list, receiving the small sun
of $356,219 from her income tax laws

‘The percentages for 1936 ave given the the table below:S

TAHLE 16

' Comparison of State and Federal
Income Tax Revenues, 1936,

(1) (2) (3)
State Income  Federal Income Per Cent
Tax Tax Column
State Revenue Revenue (1) s to (2)

Idaho $ 1,216,544 $ 1,137,000 107
Wisconsin 12,580,343 14,840,000 85
South Carolina 2,287,017 2,932,000 78
Arizona 813,160 1,204,000 68
Oregon 2,168,613 3,658,000 59
Missiseippi 939,399 1,597,000 59
Horth Dakota 313,040 582, 54
Vermont 564,215 1,184,000 48
Iowa 3,745,691 8,231.,000 45
North Carolina 74722,766 17,541,000 AL
Hew Mexico - 310,000 "729,000 43
Oklahoma 4,726,329 12,160,000 39
Montana 711,782 2,138,000 33
Minnesota 5,387,965 17,228,000 31
Massachusetts 18‘.010;.0!4 59,167,000 30
Eansas 1,761,884 6,154,000 29
Alabama 13,100,731 3,853,000 29
Louisiana 2,520,237 9,259,000 27
Georgia 2,572,075 9,881,000 26
Utah 498,919 1,909,000 a6
New York 94,823,710 414,545,000 23
Virginia 2,859,337 13,366,000 21
Arkansas 370,893 2,044,000 18
Iissouri 5,528,439 54,988,000 16
New Hampshire 410,660 2,635,000 16
Tennessee -958,129 9,154,000 - 10
California 6,525,815 » 581,000 8
Connecticut 1,005,121 28,681,000 &
Delaware 907,842 31,385,000 3

Idaho, having lower rates and mﬁm'thun the Tederal govermment,

@ See tables for these states in the Appendixe
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Pederal inooma tax rates, Pressure is just begimning to be felt in the
nation's eapitel with respect to the reduction of Federal rates,

The relationship of state income taxes to Federal income taxes in
1938 is shown by the following revenue table:?

TABLE 17
Comperison of State and Federal

(1) (2) | (3)
State Income Federal Income Per Cent
State Revenue Revenue {1) is to (2)

Idaho $ 2,252,759 $ 2,436,000 92
Oregon 5,344,028 7,505,000 71
Wisconsin 24,955,739 36,990,000 57
North Dakota 505,635 770,000 66
South Dekota 559,499 923,000 51
Mississippi 2,180,355 3,709,000 59
South Carolina 5,770,282 7,138,000 55
Arizona 1,124,714 2,580,000 4
Utah 1,701,644 3,926,000 43
Noxth Carolina 11,260,955 27 4,659,000 41
Oklahoma 8,538,549 21,586,000 40
Iowa 4,735,564 12;904,000 7
lMontana 992,043 2,698,000 7
Minnesota 10,115,900 31,215,000 - 33
Georgia 5,764,846 18,895,000 3
Vernont *76L 737 2,466,000 3
Alabana 2,590,612 8,094,000 30
California 42,785,658 156,294,000 27
Kansas 2,587,294 9,473,000 27
Kentucky 4,594,866 17,436,000 26
New York 170,853,250 691,503,000 25
lMassachusetts 24,517,155 99,877,000 25
New Mexico - 380,313 1,564,000 24
Tennessee 3,858,485 16,726,000 23
Arkansas “700,906 4,168,000 17
Virginia 4,473,239 28,692,000 16
Pennsylvania 28,183,735 206,873,000 14
Louisiana 2,798,007 19,549,000 14
Missouri 7,421,747 58,825,000 13
West Virginia 1,854,083 13,805,000 13
New Hampshire - 687,266 5,108,000 13
Connecticut 5,661,525 58,451,000 6
Colorado 811,836 17,582,000 5
Ohio 6,238,474 154,622,000 4
Delaware 1,469,420 68,632,000 2
Maryland 1,012,254 64,238,000 2

Idaho, having had a tax on net income since 1934, headed the group
7 See tables for these states in the Appendix,
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in 1938 with a percentage of ninety-two, In all the five years of the
Idaho tax, it has never fallen below the seveniy~five per cent mark, and
in three years, 1935, 19056, and 1937, the state received more revenue from
its states law than the Federal govermment did from its tax on the net in=-
comes of Idaho,

Oklahoma received two-fifths as muech revenue from its state tax as
the Federal govermment did from its law,

The median for the year 1938 was tweniy-seven per cent, The arithe
metic average wus slightly over thiriy-one per eent,

Since the passage of the 1931 law in Oklahoma, the state has continued
to increase its revenues from the taxation of net income, Uith the add-
itional changes of the 1931 law, made in 1933 and 1935, Oklahoma now has
one of the most outstanding incoue tax laws in the mation. It is adequate
from a fiseal standpoint, and the rates are not as high as several other
states at the present time, The personal exemptions alsc compare faver-
ably with those of other states,

In sumarizing the trend of State and FPederal revenues from net in-
come taxation, the following totals are given by five year periods:

TAHLE 18
Comparison of Total State and Federal Income Tax Revenues
by Pive Year Periods, 1916 to 1938,
Total State Revenue T-¥ederal Income Tax

Year From Income Taxes §  Revenue From All States 9
1916 $ 18,833,011 $ 509,705,861
1921 111,079,340 5,206,709 ,694
1926 135,897,810 1,968,027,636
1931 168,665,779 1,842,808,244
1936 183,921,130 1,595,657,164
1938 396,044,112 2,4555,961,576

8 The year 1916 includes seven stutost “i"s‘m, twelve states; 1926, fifteen
states§ 1931, twenty states; 1936, twentyenine states; 1938, thirty-six
states,

9 Data taken from Treasury Annual Reports for the respective years,



Up b0 Bhe year 1995, the rsvenue reseived by states from thelr ine
come tax laws, maintuined a steady arowth fron year to year; bub the

receipts in 193¢ more than doubled those of 12364

B

Again it should bo emphasized that the Pedersl rseeipts eannot be

taker as an absolute eriteria to bare the stase collections upon; however,

thx:* fach Pemaing that the ?e&bfal fizures cive a wery good iz;sight to the
mazimm 'amomit of r@#&emm'obféim.bls jfifﬁm sr incane tfa:* ‘mourcs ’ taking
into chl?;éiée;’atic‘m @“ cmix'se,; jl;‘im'h 1ibaml exﬁfzp%ié;zs gme:ﬁéen %0 the
taxpayers, | |

Frmn the },;ii's-‘i:azéff of the income tax, as used by the stotes; and from
the operation of e mhm s Which T‘Lé&ds tax autloritios toward the
paths of least res:f;stancé,_ it mi"rr’: he asawm that i the future, the
statos will c@*ﬁ‘cr.nr %o ém}rq&ch‘upm' he Teders) SoverTIent s min sOurce
of revenuse m groater ond Sreaber aveportions, thus exe:tiﬁg o mich pres-
sure on Corgress ‘:H*; they wi.ll ‘have no other alternative than to lessen
the Eédgra,;t‘ ¥zten fv order to maintein a fair systen of taxation on ‘net

incomas,



Chapter V
CONCLUSIONS

Adam Smith, in his "Wealth of Nations", gave to the modern world
as the first maxinm of taxation:

*The subjects of every state ought to contribute
towards the support of the govermment as nearly
as possible in proportion to their respective
abilities; that is, in proportion to the revenue
whieh they respectively enjoy under the protection
of the stateessse

He then‘ goes ahead to explain that revenue may be received from
only three sources; wages, rents, or profits,

Since the time of Adam Smith, several theories of "single" taxes
have been propounded; but in each theory, so many flaws were evident, at
least from a practical administrative standpoint, that all governments
have of necessity continued to use whatever bases of taxation presented
themselves at the opportune time,

It is hardly possible ‘that Adam Smith could have been a believer
in any single tax argument; however, from his first maxim of taxatiom,
it may be argued that the taxation of incomes would have been one of the
strongest bases of taxation advanced by him,

Certain necessary functions of government require a stable amount
of revenue from year to year, if the efficiency of government is to be
maintained, And, although in the last analysis, most of our taxes are
really taxes on income, it must be admitted that a tax on incomes alone
will not meet the stability requirement of the proper administration of
good government finance.

The primary purpose of this chapter will be to detemmine whether

1 Smith, Adam, An I into he Nature and Causes of the Wealth of
&‘m. Pe 651, (1 -




oy ﬁ,ot the taxation of ne‘t income by the State of Oklahowme is too high;
and, if this taxation is driving the source of the tax rovenue out of
the sbate.

Io nak 1.3‘1” a Gesiplon acocerning the Tivst yaﬁs of the gquestion, ®lo

.

Oklanomats ast incone t,g. HO0 'fllg;l?“ e casvmr wasth oone £P00 & 0he

parison of G?«:l Erne) ‘s iiﬂ' with the baxes of ofhor states,

”i’he anouer . b i;rm amc ding cuestion, in the 1igks of the taz wy
; s E $

%o 1951, must be def:.x italy 110, Oh:l.ahtma's first law, passed in 1908,
exempted gx'@ss D?T:‘medl i*xew}ms up to VB,E)EO apd in éddition, speeifisd
that the mmm t~ t smuld not be lovied upah the income from property
upon whieh a proes receint cor emmc tsx had E;feen paid, The eﬁzemptién
mfﬂ rai.ae@ %0 n m;acimm ei‘ %4 000 for 3} rimi pcr sons by the Aet of 191.5‘,
at w}nch point i'l; remine& vntil the Act of 1931,

In 1931, it nay be properly quesbioned whether the e'rc*@tlons Uere
lowered too ruch or not. 3By the Aot of 1931, single persons were allowed
an exenptlon of only *;*759. and mm‘ieﬁ POTSONE B8R e:?:emptvim of §1 900,
Cor;por xtlons were also baxed for the firm‘ time by th 1is law. k}?ioc‘:ever,
albhomn thasc exerpbions were v@ry 10@7, he rates vze:rd also l‘éw, mngiﬁg
from t{m pe‘ri ‘ecmt on ned _' incone up to $10,000 to five per cent on.all
net income over 5;31{39,000; | | - -

Sinee 1931, the rates have steadily risen until at the present bire,
1938 the indivi&ual rabea ran{ge fi‘m& one i)er‘ cent on the first $1,000
%o nine per cent on all im,ame above 58,000, The exe Jp‘ﬁiﬁnn under the
lawr are: for sisgle pers Bab and for ‘nrrieu @E)?JG}}S $1,700., The
rate for narpamte net incone is a flat six per cent, Ihder the law
desling with individuals, o decluction of & #30 ig llmed for dependents,

& c"ml mrison of the mfilahezzaa rates uith those of other states brings
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.forth some intere shing ch’cu.' Out of the thirty-fouwr states in 18938 Iiaving
taxes on individuals, all but one l,uéve. evadusted rates, The one astate,
Hew Eéii&pshirc, tages inwme fronm intc,,mz.blek at an average rate of othey
proyeﬂj, me tax anplylnc" to both indxvxdml and ccsrpcsmtiaﬁs, In the
mtteﬁf af s g eﬁz’pom‘ta incore, ten out af the ‘murtf-fmu? S‘E;tas

having texes on t‘m s@uré@ ues o o ~eadnabed tex, the roat having flat
rates on 211 nst .ﬁnoa ' ﬂmahﬂm_ S..ss mth %np LhJDﬁt 7 of state@ in botsh
g;,raupn the shato hwing pr@g:z?owivo rates on iw’ivﬂml ineomos, and o
flat rabe GN eorporati jons,

zl more eonraricon of rotes 1s sisleading, due

o the faot that the
exemptians of the Ju faront atmtes vary, and the groduated rates ars placed

upon different secalse; however, in the matier e;i“mters on iadividunls,
only t.hreé states, Galifornis, ?n;’i:@ssoﬁa, and ’art;‘z Dakots have highew
rate pezeentages than does (klshonn. Ollahoun plaées 2 graduwtion of ome
pez‘ cont on each thousand dollars up to ia,am, and all above this fiowe
is taxed at nive per cents

Gulifornia's retes revge fron ong to Lifteon per cent ,'up o §8,000
heing subjeci: to a one poy ecent rate, and all above $250,000 being toxed
at Tiftesn per osnt. In one of the lmér brackets, é?b,i}m to $16,000
@alifomia ;33.{10&3 & tax of only two per cept. This ~i;ate's nine per sent
tax is not reached mml the brae r.c*!: of 50,000 to 50,000 ineemes, In
aﬂﬁitidzz e ‘Lhn% rateg, ﬂalifarnia glso has o zradusted nomey dax on all
brackets over £5,000, rongins frm {’:5' on incomes Prom #5,0%0 to £10,000
to 528,250 on all incomss above $250,000. Yence, although Galii‘amm's
tax in auch grenter in th.r»;ﬂ higher brackets, ths btax in @*:Liﬂc)“; is HoTe

severs in the lover brackets s esnecinlly for not ineemes ranzing froa



§1,000 to §5,000.
Hnnesots hat o tax strueture which tares at & progrescive rete of

ous pc‘r cent 0B each thousunt folluye wp to $6,000, o

the {fux. leﬂam & in ?‘\’\}'TCS: iveness vntil 1% recches the maxime: of ten
er e&n‘t on *L ivecnzs over $20 ,.Di;‘)qi. iy hztt:z.c}:@ts bat'f:éeen $6,000 and
$s0, 05@' '-“f"f: tomad ab the fe:ﬁllﬂi’.‘eiﬂfﬁ mbest 23,000 % ‘2’7 900 six per

ee: 'L, w?‘ 000 to 00,000 ceven per cen ‘t; “éf?é&,ﬁi“i}ﬁa t0 $9,000 scven per centy

T

]

£9,005 to ¢ 11_,213;”; olzht per cenb; and iicoxs = 012,502 apd 020,000

being taxed @t zine wer ce nt. This z"vm,.nq Olahomn ¥g m a little higher

K

in the lover brackets, ewpock:lly froo £6,090 %o {80, OUJ vhilo fov

gJ.

neome over (20,000 %he Tinnesaba 'Lg,‘, io prostore

*

Horth Dekoba®s bax on indiv Cm;l ~iag froom gne bo Fifteon 7

3

K

gent, is né*!; At severs &8 that of Gulifornis, Sue 40 the faet thet in
Yorbdh Dukobr, o dodvetion iz ollowed for Federal incose tax payents,

4% least sewen obher states; fGeorgls, f&wa, ey York, Uorth Caroling
Sregon, Souti Duokeois, and ‘Ffisccmsin have lawus corroxinmabing the rates in
Oklohoma. The zates of these olhuten ar as Telloas: Osargla, une to soven
per sonty Idaho, o and one-knld to. e:«,.:;;m wer genty How. sa:-k, two to coven

5

per co:zi;; Torsh dmrolinn thvec o sevon per ceunbtj Oregoa, HWe O ceven pew

agonly Soush Dalota, cm, o elght per ceud; an
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g»h
Q
&
'( 2
oy
...r
-
e
5

o seven per
cent, with additionul surtaxes on incoe ove Z_i.,,ﬂﬁ.

- o 4

Tuerefore, sven though y Qilaboma doss heve o rethor hizh o rate on

Lt

The Lovsy brackets of Incone, the rote sbrmiure 20 o whole 13 not out
of line with the mades of ten oub of tiz obler thivty-three states using

a tax on anet incones of individuwlo.

In the mtler zorporate uet income doxation, Tive
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fehnsettﬁ, Einn&aaﬁﬁ,LEbrﬁh Carvlina, Oregon, and Pennsylvania have rates
' asjhigh as ﬂklahama, the latter two having higher vabsc than.the ata@e
of! Oiil;ahe*m:, their rates being eig,h? znd seven psy cent res;pec“‘siv_aly.
‘The other thres oiates howe the same rate 1o leahamé,*atx per conke One
: @ther-state,fSéargi&g»hQSaalfléﬁvra%a’af five and one-ualf per cent,
Beven other stztes have gradusted ecarporaiion rates approximuting
- fhe sﬁrué%ure'ﬁf yhs Oklahog lawe  These svaties are: Arvizona, cne to
" five per cent; Colorado, four ta~six-p§rvcast;'zaahq, ans*aﬁﬁ on=half
"%ﬁveight per c&nt;-ﬁissisﬁ;ppi,'two-and one=half to six per cent; North
f‘ﬁakoiu, thﬁeerﬁc éix per_aen%; South Dakole, one o éight'per-cenﬁ; and
Wiscongin, two %o six per cénﬁ; A 5hrfax iz &lso imposed by Wisconsin
on 21) eorporats incomos.

ﬁbnae,;in the matter of an inecome ‘tax on corporatioss, Uklshoma is
1ol ot Of}stepiwitﬁ the more progressive stalas using o tax on thls source
‘of revenuee '

Due to e practical difficulties of exforeiss state income taxes,
- it mlght be iﬁkereéting}tg'see juSt $¢w~ths staﬁes neighboring Cklaboma
use their taxes on net iggame;i §%xaé¢Cnet-hm#ing'haﬁ an-incone tax law
éi§¢e 2S71; eannet he‘u$Q§ in ﬁhe‘cgm;arisans.‘ Ther ather'staﬁes éur-
- rounding Qklahornm have~ﬁ§a_£blloming rates on individuals and corporations:
- Kansaus, individual rates one to four per eent, coxporction rate o flat
two per cend; Eﬁﬁs@uﬂi;.iﬁdivi&ual raﬁés vas %o four per cent, corporation
rabe & flat ﬁwb per conby érkansas; indiviﬁual rates -Ong to-iive pexr cent,
corporation rate a flat two por eenb; Louisiana, individual rates twe %o
- six per cent, corporubion retc a flat four per cenbjand Colorado, individual

rates one %o gix per cent, corporation rates four %o siz per cent,
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PAORATLON LILACES

BOOWULING STABILYEY
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APPENDIX
(Explanatory Note)

Golum one of the tables in the Appendix gives the total state tax
rgvenues which does not include any taxes assessed by local governments,
' Column two represents the revemue received from state incone tax
laws, Both personal and ocorporation taxes are included, |

Column three gives the Federal income tax receipts from the states,
The figures are given in even thousands of dollars and include taxes on
both individuals and corporations,

| Column four shows the percentages of State income tax revenue teo
the total State tax revenue of the states,

Column five compares the revenue received from the Federal govern-
ment from its income tax law, with the total state tax revenues of the
states, .

Column six gives a comparison of state income tax revenue, and the
Federal income %ax revenue fromthe states,

As most of the states return a part of the revenue received from
state assessments to the different loeal govermments, any comparison of
colums two and three, with colum one, are subject to misinformation;
however, as nom$ of the agencies reporting data for this colum have seg-
rezated the revenue, to show in every case the part returned to loeal
governments, this writer has not attempted to make the difforantigtion
because of the impossibility of obtaining primry source material.

Beeause of the fact that the fiseal periods of the states wary with
the ealendar vear, in some instancesy and because collections are made
years after the assessment is due, in some cases, the data of certain
years will vary as it is reported year by year from the different re-

porting agencies,



TAHLE I

ALABAMA
Tcult.l'.)h: Btnu(a)lnm Mnl(mlnm Per “zsmt Per (azhnt Pcrt%ont
Year Revenue 1 Pax Revenue 1 '!u Revenue 2 (2) 1= to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) 4is to (3)
1934 $20,031,665 3?5!169 $, 938!000 2 10 19
1935 81;592:.525 875,205 5,150,000 4 15 29
1936 23,896,225 1;1oo.m s,ass.ooo 5 16 29
1987  No Data a;oos;m 3 6,548,000 x x |
1938 u;m;m 4 s.sao;m 4 a;m;ooo 1 86 30

1 ﬁmg%ﬁ% Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 595,
2 Commissioner of Revenue, Annual Reports,
3 Statistics of States, 1557 Dilisiin, Habera; 7. 4.
4 Tax Policy League, Tax Policy, Vol., VI, pp. 23-24,



TARLE TX

ARTIZONA
(1) (2) () (4) (5) ()
Total Tax State Income Federal Income Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent
Year lb'lm i Tax Wuc}, Tex m 2 (2) is to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is to (3)
1936 $ 9.,557.,63? $§ 414,460 $ m.uuo L 8 58
1936 11,227,082 ; m.a.:m 1,304,000 7 11 68
193 Mo Deta 1,151,401 3 2,014,000 x = 57
1938 6,850,598 4 1,124,714 & 2,580,000 16 38 -«
Systems of the Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 393,
é%uum"&%%'mﬁ g Mp

1
2
3
4

Reports, -
W Stati -l.-g% States, 19 in, Arizona, p. 4
Policy m, Ehl‘-g’ '01_0. u. P 31. ;



TanL® IIX
| ABATES
(1) () - i) 1) - .

Zohel Tox Staete Insoms Foferal Incone Par  (onk For Cent Per Ceont
Tex Revenue 3 {2} o ko 1) {8 is go (1) {8) 18 w0 (&)

@a, Wa,“@@ De8

Tear Revenue 3 Tax Revenuo L

ca

24

ol

1924 12,009,000 § 56,000

1985 14,078,554 147,588 3,949,000 i

ay
"m,
el

La
&
¥

1926 16,142,459 Mo Lewr 5,605,000 %

1987 16,719,358 He Law 5,151,000 2 16 P

1988 . 15,579,583 | To Law L 8,480,000 % 16 z

1920 1@,430,945 R “a Law 2,164,006 . % iz x

1950 20,782,498 3..2@.“,0% | 813,000 8 148

1931 18,582,000 1,180,951 __q 1,135,000 105
3

&

o]

1982 17,638,000 4 533,000 807,000

Eo'ﬂaﬁa
15,712,404
17,318,059
20,074,017
o Data

.§,
8
&

511,718 5

i

514,555 5

-~

370,895 &
GP‘?,Bﬁﬁ 2

585,000
891,000
1.4556,,000
2,044,000
%,414,000

B o K

b

#

o

10

18

o4



TABLE IITI (Continued)

ARKANSAS
() (2) (3) (4) (s)

Ym . . .
1938 $25,279,137 8 $700,906 8 $4,168,000 R 18
1 Financial Statistics of States.
2 Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Mm.
B e e e U

5 Tex Systems of %&%ﬁ% 935, p. 356,
6 Systems _;_ Seventh M:ltian. 1938, p. 394, ¢
7 e : _of States, 1937 muotin, Arkensas, De 4e
8 Tex Poliocy League, Tax Polley, Vol., VI, p. 25,

(6)

17



TARLE IV

CALIFORNIA
!m.{l')ru: st.t.mmm roammxnm M“Lcnt mmcm mmaon:t
Year Revenue 1 Tex Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 2 (2) 1s to (1) (3) 1s to (1) (2) is to (3)
1930 s u;vse,ooo $ 7,371_,340 $ ss,am,ooo 8 70 n
1@ 97,780,000 5,474,000 76,764,000 5 78 7
1952 89,963,000 3 Mo Data 48,668,000 x 54 x
1958 Mo Data ' 8,354,925 4 50_,473-.000, x x 7
1934 1139081;135 5 No Data 57,469,000 x 51
1935 138,001,484 § No Data 69,350,000 x 50 x
1958 m;m;sas s 6,525,815 § 84,381,000 4 52 8
1957  No Data No Data 124,070,000 x x x
1988 ml;on;_lu 6 42,785,658 6 156,294,000 2 78 27
} Bt e Sfony e Semph B U
: oF o Worls, Bixth Siitiam, 1935, p. 6. -
5 E S _e_.r_ the Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 594,
6 Tax Pol 1ey League, Tax Poliey, Vol., VI, p. 25,
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TARE VX
COIL A EET

{2)
Federul Ineome

o B 2 Y wwm @ 5

1007 £10,350,044 s;,;.,:;::sa,u i ‘CDE}.IS&S 000 15 550 £
1018 14,485,125 5,250,000 & 55,167,000 o5 594 4
1035 15,946,611 2,590,060 2 55,371,000 20 425 5
16,567,435 B 1,500,000 & 54,158,000 1% 545

1ead, 2‘1.94“&,03@ & i8 113 15
1058 , 550, 00 s 144 g
B4 450 £ 158 3

1924 o Duta 2,158,047 54,442,000 x x 5
1985 28,676,048 2,620,808 28,471,000 1w 127 2
1988 E'é’:,'?(& 814:. v 1,995 _,*g.féﬁ 29 § 307,000 a9 126 , j4

108% :\-Ex 865,860 & ,555, 851 B 944,00

£3 |
-

2958 27,977,254 2,685,011 48,574,900

‘

1989 26,959,508 00 & 152 6

2,471,115 £4,475,0
0,

1956 51,967,196 8,955,960 20,605,

3

i,



TARLE VI (Continued)

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

Year b : ; ' ; 7
1921 tsa_,zao,m [ ﬁ,amﬁa‘r $23,422,000 1n 70 15
19032 29,425,700 8 1,439,200 14,632,000 5 50 10
1935 25,798,909 7 850,085 8 14,568,000 3 56 6
1934 'zs,oeb_.m_ 9 469,671 3 15,515,000 2 62 3
19%  26,193,528,9 753,741 20,657,000 3 79 4
1936 ss.m.su 8 3,005,319 28,681,000 3 85 4
1937 51,447,556 10 454,709 7 4&,-491-,000 11 148 8
1938 6,965,990 11 5,661,525 11 58,451,000 10 158 B

1951-1933-

o g s B8
Stat Commissi
g uionu' of m&%’

4 Bigham, Truman C. mm State
m..m.p.' e

& Since ;&l_, American Economic Review, 1929

1929, : '
mm_gm 1931, Public Document No., 48, p. 4o
95'?-
Edition, 19& j. 356e
Seventh Edition, 1938 y. 395,
June 30, i
G .y u Po 37.

EBQQQGC!



Tear
s
1919
19306
1993,
1938

1988
1929
1950
1931,

(1)

Potel Tax

Bevonue

1,097,056 2

-

d.
&

Ry

1 1&,“&3 u:w

Il Data
do Date
1,455,185
1,599,504

1,715,894

2,099,515

2,685,580

{2)

% How Oﬁ.‘ﬂg f:f

$ 200,000

575,700
568,819

l ’ 6310 ' t)lc)

u

1,546,520
2,151,191
2’4‘, c.) Jﬁ

l.,pi?i},_if'ié.‘sé

State Inoono

4

L

(5)

Podersi Incomo

[ NETENTY T
L@_R@ngw g

$27,096,0060

16,084,000
5;?55;63@
B,223,000
4‘:115 .mm

:WS Q00
7,486,000

10,445,000

15,916,000

25,518,000

92,559,000

943,000

l@,ég‘?ﬁ , 500

19,583,000

(4)
Por Cernt

e T
€U

a6

]

o
&

{51

Poxr Cont

2) 16 o (1) (2} is vo (1) {8) is so {5

3490

(6)
Por Cond

i

7

l’;}

53 I 5 B !

R

e

37



TABLE VII (Continued)

DELAWARE

(1) (2) (3)
Year o :
1982 §4,681,517 $ 560,725 ) m,m.ooo
1953 4,444,446 5 577,016 § n,m;ooo
1934 7,086,871 7 691,655 7, la:,sss,eoo
1935 6,534,280 7, 768,156 7 19,864,000
1936 8,070,635 7. 907,842 7 31,385,000
1937 Vo Data 1,276,115 8 w;m;ooo
1938 No Data 1,469,420 9 68,632,000
1 k Commission, 1932,
: ﬁ%m% “' %M Annual m-
5 Beaees it Ahe DA S 2 B Comission, 1935, 3. 5.
6 Ta m mu :lx'th mt on, 1935, p. 356,
7 Tox Sys s-mmh Edition, 1938, p. 395, )
R R

(4)

w « BE R B EE

(5)

259
182

(6)

MW N G P+ O o



TAHE VIII

GEORGTA
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Total Tax State Income Federal Income Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent

Year Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 1 Tax Revemue 2 (2) is to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is te (3)
1930  §28,414,191 $ 627,117 $ s,m.ooo 2 14 16
1981 30,702,466 1,378,598 4,929,000 4 16 28
1932 28,479,000 1,450,883 B 3,536,000 5 12 4
1933 22,966,220 4 1,089,580 4 3,581,000 5 16 29
1934 26,136,507 5 1,751,455 § 5,047,000 v 19 35
1935 28,186,996 5 2,089,074 5 7,867,000 7 28 2y
1936 50,044,440 8 2,572,075 5 9,881,000 9 55 26
1937 No Data 5,655,268 & . 114,612,000 x x 25
1938 25,108,366 ¥ 5,764,846 7 18,895,000 L 57 51
RS e s e
2 Muim of
3 o orld, Sixth Bl s Do :
48 istical Report of the % for the years, 1932-1933-1954,
5 _I he World h Mtim 3 De 396. .
6 ¥ sistics of States, 1937 Bulhth. Georgia, P« 4.
i sue, Tax Pollcy, Vol., VI, p. 29,



TAHLE IX

TDAHD |
'Bota:l(.n!:: Statsm}lncm Mml‘ﬂinom ; mmcuu mtsémt m“%m

Year Revenue 1 ‘.lhxl!a?mm}_ mwg (2) is to (1) (3) is o (1) (2) is to (3)
193  § 6,750,265 $ 508,926 § 402,000 5 ! 6 7

1955 8,452,832 628,399 912,000 7 8 88

1936 0,674,212 1,216,544 1,157,000 15 - 12 107

1957 Yo Data 2,195,772 3 1,969,000 x x 108

1938 13,002,241 4 2,252,759 3 2,456,000 17 19 92

1 Tex § of the Norld, Seventh Edition, 1958, p. 596, -

3 Seventh mmer-ﬁ the Stat ﬁ ’W{ St F Tns 1959, 3. 5.
4 Tax Policy League, gm’f&?&.. s Do 90, s i



TAERLE X

TOWA
'I'otn{l',ra: State (S,Inm Federal (ﬁlnm Poruzknt Purwz'»m Por(sjmt
Year Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 1 Tax Revemue 2 (2) is to (1) (3) 1s to (1) (2) is to (3)
1935  $35,563,457 $2,109,950 $ 6,005,000 8 17 5
1936 48,896,890 s,ms@'u a;mfm 8 17 45
1937 o natf uo Data n;m',aw x x X
1938 w;ass.ns 3 4.7&3&4 3 n,m,noe _ 13 35 37
S Didiaiinn. G Taiania)’ Ruvews . Srestars iumst B,
3 Tax Policy League, Tax Foliey, Vol., VI, pp. .



TARLE XX
KANSAS
Mol e St eeme  Pelrel R e bk B Best P bem

Year Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 1 Tex lhvanue g (2) 1s to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) 1= o (3)

1954 19,888,254 $ 867,1% $3,014,000 4 15 29

1935 21,464,703 '1.401.,199 ,axs_,ooo 7 18 37

1936 22,709,946 1,761,864 64134,000 8 a7 29

1937 No Data 2,215,478 § 8,122,000 x x 27

1938 26,744,137 &4 2,587,204 4 9,475,000 10 5 27

a mm wu% smth Edition, 1938, p. 507 °

Reports,



TABLE XII

KENTUCEY
(1) (2) () (4) (5) (6)
Total Tax State Income Federal Income Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent
Year Revenue Tax Revenue Tax Revenue (2) i= to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is to (3)
1937  §io Data $5,624,563 1 $15,503,000 2 x = 23
1938 42,592,615 3 4,594,806 3 17,4%6,0002 1 a 26
1 Finaneis) Statistics of States, 1957 Bulletin, Kentuocky, pe 4e
2 Coumissioner of Mm,‘wm ;
5 Tax Policy League, Tax Poliey, Vol., VI, pp. .



TATLE X1IX

LOVES
3 ek Fe 2
o G (% {5) {3)
Totel Taz State Incomo Fedorsl Incwm Ter Cent Fer Oonk
VoRy Rovenuo L _tulk Revenm 1 Tax Nevenue g () 45 to {1 12) is %o {1} {8) io o {8)
1995 iy 1&1,3«'}@ %,,11@ 040 ’?71 m 000 7 25 3¢
1956 2:‘5,3@,551 2,580,257 9‘,359.,;9% 7 5 2%
1947 %o Data 4,855,042 3 34,089,000 2 =
1933 25,065,882 4 2,705,007 & 19,548,050 131 95 14
1 Tax Sygtens of the Vordd, Seventh Ldition, lgdu, De T5V.
2 Commissioner of Internal Rovenue, Troasury A
3 Financicl Btatisties of Siutes, 1957 MIetm, me,-u:zw, Do Lo
4 Do Policy Loapus, ’,r_,_‘, Policy, Tols, VI, ppe OO




TARLE XIV

MARYLAND
'!otal(.l'?ru statamxnm lwmlm:nm Pu-“I)Jam I’wwg:ent thszimt
Year Revenue Tax Revenue Tax Revenue (2) is to (1) (3) 1s to (1) (2) is to (3)
1937  §o Data $ a.;m 1 m.,ne.ooo 2 x x x*
1938 a;m.s;m 3 1;012,,354 3 u,aaa,ooo 2 _ 3 188 2
: % on%g%gmgg. :957 muum 1:. 4,

3 Tax Policy League, Tax Policy, Vol., VI, p. 38,

# The income tax collections for this year covered only a part of the fiscal year, hence no percentage
is given, .



HASSACH
() ) (5)

Total ax State Inocone Foder al incorg Ter
Year Revénue L Taz Revenus 2 e Devenue B (#) is
1916 821,105,941 $1.2,245,541 & £ 19,800,000 56
19w 1,086,075 14,077,501 & 1L, 708,000 &Y
15148 25,455,125 14,960,000 B 555,595,000 3%
ERL RS ©E, 146,827 15,790,000 & 855,450,000 G
1980 5,951,897 § 17,600,000 § 157,216,000 5y
192 53,070,080 15,066,000 5 93,474,000 45
1982 55,067,996 15,290,826 =
1825 58 ,0}3‘3 »1086 14,600,857 o7

1924 59,586,044 7 17,105,568 81,555,000 &

1905 07 556,100 15,951,267 90,321,000 45
1925 44,532,217 81,958,480 85,616,000 e

1927 46,446,932 20,243,305 3,154,000 4
1988 49,120,632 84,280,601 105,668,000 54

1925 50,254,861 26,569,872 7 102,477,000 57

gREY

ras

€8



TABLE XV (Continuead)

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

Year

1930  §53,524,782 $31,544,774 7 $54,547,000 59 101 58
1931 57,989,358 7 22,559,706 7 59,629,000 39 103 38
1932 55,912,266 8 17,692,075 8 35,209,000 32 63 50
1933 50,258,716 9 12,946,765 10 35,170,000 25 70 k74
1934 51,764,555 11 14,132,048 11 39,622,000 27 i 36
1935 55,686,784 11 16,569,460 11 50,883,000 30 91 33
1936 60,902,896 11 18,010,474 11 59,167,000 %0 97 30
1937 51,814,422 12 25,032,915 12 89,655,000 48 173 28
1938 66,508,478 15 24,517,155 13 99,877,000 7 150 25
1 :I'?n_n Stat:lg% 8 of Sta.tes.

2 Report of ihe 1&3@, 1928, p. 571

3 Gommissioner of Inb Annual Reports.

4 Comstock, Alzada, ﬁm of State Income Taxes, American Economic Review, Vol., X, p. 265,
5 Bigham, Truman Cs, Ops Cifsy De 28Le

6 Report of the Commission of Corporstions snd Zax:

7 Beport of the on of Corporations and I:

8 sis of of Assessed ;g assachusetts, 1929-1930-1931-1932,

9 Eleventh Annual Report of the Commission on Administpation and Finanee, 1933, Part II, p. 5.
10 Tax Systems of the Sixth Edition, 1935, 9. 357,
11 Tax Systems of the Wi s Seventh Edition, 1938, p., 398
12 Letter from the m.&gmm_m Texation, June 28, 1939,
13 Tax Poliey » Tax Poliey, Vol., VI, p. 39



TAELE XVI

MINNESOTA
Tota]t.l?hx statotz.?:mm l"edaral(mlncons - Porut)sent mwt):m Par(st)isnt
Year Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 2 (2) is to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is to (3)
1934  §45,434,007 $ 2,175,747 10,552,000 5 25 21
1935 50,661,714 3,197,827 13,105,000 6 26, 2%
1935 ss;m.mo 5,387,965 17,228,000 10 31 51
1957 Mo Data 5,875,267 3 25,776,000 x x 21
1938 59,014,787 4 10,115,900 4 1,215,000 17 53 32
L e

S Pinancial Stati 8 of States, 19% Bulletin, lennesota, p. 4.
4 Tax Poliey League, Policy, Vol., VI, pp. 40=4il,



TARLE XVIT
MISSISSIEET

(1) (2) R £ (4) {5) {8}
Total Tax S%ate Incone ederal Income Per Cent Per Cont Per QGeng
(2) isto (1) (3} is to (1) () i= %o (D)

T Revenue _;3; Tav. Revenue 33_

ﬁﬁ

18

& 8,451,203 & 14,958 & 417,000 0.4 S
2,575,809 9,13 4,180,000 03 124 0.2
3,626,110 28,920 6,723,000 0.8 185 C.t
5,686,276 57,027 9,400,000 1 255 0.6
o Dak 50,000 2 5,776,000 - % z 1
Yo Duta 40,000 B 1;,(*‘%86,@06 x % 2
£,07¢,992 48,708 2,941,000 0u5 73 2
8,070,777 28,848 5,407,000 0.3 42 0.8

| e;aeaizm 4 105,807 | 2,492,000 1 27 &
2,997,550 642,509 2,055,000 6 26 24
11,.99_1;@4.. 1,%9,1& a',a'zé,.eoo 15 17 86
11,,197._,325 | ;,,864,_12' .z,és_a, | av 18 9

, .11;185.99@“ ;,54;5;;?35 i.,feso,oéa 13 16

1k,,z¢,e,7os 1,663,723 1,751,000 12 13 96



TABLE XVII (Continued)

MISSISSIFPI

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Year
1920  $18,666,588 $1,632,653 § 764,000 11 5 214
193 10,719,350 4 1,015,815 5 1,090,000 9 10 93
1932 10,354,514 4 288,188 4 522,000 '3 5 55
1933  No Data 26,504 6 472,000 x x 69
193¢ 16,995,954 7 384,552 7 681,000 2 4 61
1986 16,521,217 7 735,552 7. 1,102,000 4 7 67
1956 19,186,805 7 939,509 7 1,597,000 5 8 59
1937 No Data 1,457.656 8 2,888,000 x x 50
1938 21,620,379 9§ 2,180,335 9 3,709,000 10 17 59
U T S
5 Bigham, Trumen c.. ops Cite, Pe 231

sissippi State Tax on, General Fund Receipts, 1924-1932,

Sys s 1933, p. 198,
Seventh Edition, 1938, p, 9599,

%mgmm ;
Statistics of States, 1937 Bulletin, Mississippl, p. 4.
League, licy, Vol., VI, pp. 4142,



(1)

Potal Tax

7,600,418
l@ "‘4 77.4
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124,115,000
97,074,300
70,002,000
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TAELE XVIII (Continued)

HISSOURI

Year (1) (2) (3)

193 $36,757,000 $3,420,464 7 ’33, .000
1932 Yo Data 3,291,465 7 19,187,000
1933 No Data No Data 19,564,000
1934 58,395,305 8 3,572,051 8 22,075,000
1936 44,529,883 8 4,428,699 8 28,587,000
1936 55,135,381 8 5,528,439 8 34,988,000
1937 Ko Data 7,593,361 9 47,836,000
1938 46,432,863 10 7,421,747 10 58,825,000

1 % elal Statistics of

2 ssioner of Internal nma, M; Annnal Reports,
3 Comstock, Alzada, Op. g_.. Pe 366.

4 Bigham, Truman 0.. es Do 231

5 Report or t e Mi % State Audim 1920-1930, p. 607.
6 Commission, 1921-1923,

7 m —.é?%n April 26, 1933,
SEM“_‘L’. ﬁu lon, p. 399,

9 of States, 1937 Bulletin, Missouri, p. 4.
mmmmymgm MTOL.VI. Pe 42,

(4)

10

16

(5)

&8 R 9 u

2]

(6)

16
17

16

15
18



TATLE XTI

ICETRANIA
1) (2! (2) “ (%) (c)
Total Tax Ftate Income Feder al = Income Per Cent Par Cent Per Cent

Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 2 Pax Revenue 3 {2) 4z to (1) {9) iz to (1) (D) 1z o (D)

&

245,199,441 $550,000 £5,577,000 17 175 LR

3,291,046 890,000 3,536,000 1 104 11

Yo Data - | 240,000 . 2,899,600 % x 8

2,748,550 - £09,000 1,509,000 7 53 13
5,415,754 100,000 1,911,000 B 55 5
7,452,168 - £20,000 - 1,597,000 5 25 12

To Data 210,008 1,572,000

3 W
5 n
o
it

3,001,083 | 270,000 1,776,000

[0
o
o
ok
ies

4,660,540 | B30,000 2,081,000

4,843,545 250,000 . 2,230,000

S <
s 8
ek
e

6,168,%45 £49,000 & 2,547,000
8,615,008 840,000 & 1,959,000 5 29 17
P,825,285 1 41,000 & 840,000 6 12 53

1973
ol
e
]
<3

6,579,000 427,905 B 1,142,000



Year
1932
1935
1954
1935
1936
19387

1938

| a2

2 Bighanm,

(1)

7,127,117 9

Stagistics

(2)

$113,959 7.
Yo Data

348,174 8

513,089 &
711,782 8
o Duta

992,043 8

tatistios of States,

3 Commissioner of Int

LTRGBS W
wm

ﬁ"f m

tistic

?*'-‘

smn Baition, 1935, p. 7.
y Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 399,

m Vol., VI, Ds 43

-G.. n. to. ]!;n:ﬂo
' 7 >

ited

TAHLE XIX (Continued)

MONTANA
(8)

$ wa?o'w
636 4000
635,000
1,211,000
2,138,000
2,641,000
2,698,000

Anzual Reports,
930 Pe 278, -
1933, p. 199

(4)

oW NN

M

14

(8)

Eﬁwuo

g

(6)

& B 8 n 8

H

S



3 “ F 8% f . . £ x se
) {2 45 - {4 {5
Total Fax State Ineomo Pedaral . Tnome | L Tew Demt o oy Gond

Year Rovenue 1 Tax Revenue 2 Tax Revenue 3 | {2} e
1924 & 6,442,000 $210,000 82,707,055 g 36 g
1925 7,264,000 420,000 2,597,900 s 5 18
1926 7,200,000 450,000 2,5:%3,'“‘1 0 6 5p ' 19
1927 7,785,000 510,000 3,047,500 e 39 17

1928 8,878,000 569,000 & 3,135,003 6 s 18

1929 9,695,000 595,000 5 2,551,500 & 29 21
1930 11,098,000 633,662 § 1,072,000 a i 33
1951 10,507,271 7 575,614 7. 2,153,000 5 20 26

1952 3,869,000 593,615 3 1,108,000 7 g 54

1083 0,119,566 567,902 10 1,918,000 g 13 45
19534 fy 911,847 414,135 11 1,455,000 7 2% 55
5 51 15

4
&

410,660 13 8, 658,000 5

&
ot

9
i

1935 7,086,634 _1,_;, 848,951 il 2,199,400
5 11
1z

619,991 12 557 4000 2

6



TARLE XX (Continued)

NEW HAMPSHIRE
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Year
1938  $11,3%01,089 12  $687,266 13 $5,108,000 6 45
1 Statisti% m ct of the United States,
2 Bisha.m, c.. m. _‘é_%i.’ P 231'
3 Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Annual Reports,

4 Report of the North Carclina State Tax ssion, 1928, p. 572,
A West Virginia, 1930, p. 275.

and State Tax Systems, 1933, p. 199

of the New Hampshire Tax Commission, 1932

' ' Commiss April 24, 1933,

(BHAE
[piRg 13
el

of the New State Tax Commission, 1933, p., 23,
Sixth Edition, 1935, p. 557,

Tax g World, Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 400,

Letter m State Tax Commission, June 24, 1939,

g o =R P
mE

Tax Poliey I.eaguo, Tax Poliey, “Vol,, VI, pp. 44-45,

(6)

S6



TARLE XXX

NEW MEXICO
'!ota.{li'ax Btate(saincam Monlts}.nome Poruz!ent Portst)iant Per(ag:ent
Year Rywmc_]a Tax wue 1 Tax Rev?nua 2 (2) is to {1) (3) is to (1) (2) is to (3)
193 4§ 9,838,855 $120,000 $ 290,000 1 3 @
1935. 15,440,753 180,000 432,000 1 3 37
1936 20,985,425 510,000 728,000 i s 43
1937  No Date 520,414 3 1,082,000 x x 43
1938 9,754,148 4 380,513 4 1,564,000 4 16 2
Tax 8 of the World, Seventh Edition, 1938, e B8 0o

Commissioner of Internal Revenue, %
tter from the New Mexiso of June 26 19&.
Poliey » Tax Pelicy, Pe 46,

ot o -



TAFLE XLIT
TEW YORK
(1) (2) {3) {2} {3} (5}

Total Tax State Income Federgl Incoxe Fer Cent Per Ceng FPer Gent

Rovenue 1 Tax Revenue 2 Tax Rovenus _;'}‘ (2) 1s %o (1) {3) iz to (1) {B) ic %o (5)

$ 72,227,011 $ 13,680,000 $1,161,569,000 19 1608 1 |
78,112,145 19,790,000 901,260,000 26 1152 2
129,880,790 & 86,840,060 659,800,000 51 495 10
124,911,589 & 77,780,000 579,248,000 82 508 20
117,057,451 65,480,000 474,562,000 54 408 13
122,497,156 59,420,000 440,220,000 45 559 15
159,809,493 4 66,970,000 482,854,000 44 71 13
152,401,291 72,430,000 575,157,000 47 579 1%
186,600,650 79,280,000 603,573,000 47 868 15
155,328,681 100,649,000 629,753,000 54 839 15
207,738,753 01,504,704 4 019,340,000 44 584 i1
240,252,077 105,406,887 & 779,997,000 a4t 304 3
261,086,683 116,925,766 & 401,519,000 A5 5% 29
204,245,980 & 94,092,573 & 445,040,000 43 200 21

46



Year
1932
1933
1934
1935
1936
1937
1938

(1)

$206,894,000

208,059,284 §
253,238,265 7
238,018,746 7.
520,707,206 %

Ne Data

366,687,576 9

(2)

$ 43,090,396

2
[ ]
z
A

59,251,574
94,823,710 7
104,892,155 8
170,855,250 9

1 %cg; Statistics of States,

2 Bi » Truman C., op. ecit., p. 231,
5 Commissioner of Internal Revenue,
ssion 93l

4

E-@"lmﬂ

]

e
Pol

t of the New ¥

§EF§.1!£

Sixth Bdition, 1935, p. 357,
of the State Tax Commission, 1934, p. 13,

Systems of the
Statistics

Seventh mﬁon. I’m. Pe 400,
of States, 1937 Bulletin, New York, p. 4.
ey League, Tax Policy, Vol., VI, p. 47.

TABLE XXII (Continued)

NEW YORK

(3)

§251.,593,000
240,002,000
260,844,000
337,867,000
414,345,000
594,160,000
691,503,000

Annual Reparts,

(4)

18

&

47

(8)

115
103
142

189

(6)



TAS TI
ORI SaloLLA
(1) (2 (< {4) {3) {3

Pobal Tax £tate Tneome Federal Ineond Foer  Cont Ber Cend Par Coni

Y N A -y 3] 4o 3 A % . T T sy a4 :
1312 OOR,ERT,ILE 3 & 36,407 £ G0 Mo Iow i Py %
1513 & ,,é?f:a Y0 5 45,08% 4 Mo o 2 % pid

Ay ]
1514 5,082,900 & 865,790 & -8 ‘7 ,000 2 7 28
g . h S
935 Byd il 1‘6;*;‘“'3 2 538,000 & ' :381. Q00 &) iz ié
= A
1014 5,080,455 61,780 4 94,,763.,800 2 1061 0.8
101w 3,870,142 04,152 4 85,101,000 N7 59% Ded
1918 4,182,955 109,200 & 86,2 ;,w, GO g 1364 D2
91 ' Z ’

1919 £ 700 4 584 112,062 30,820,006 2 847 0,5

1900 2,814,989 & 178,550 O 55,591 4 899 5
199 10,712,562 4 400,781 5 26,762,009 5 156 B
1982 2,685,187 2,056,448 16,575,005 26 165 16
1085 12,775,569 . 3,000,607 19,870,000 30 135 21

1
£
1

1924 Fo Data f‘fa 531,.:’7'"‘ 15,504,000 pi x 33

1988 19,880,907 s,vasa,@ez, 16,001,000 12 &3 2

Beveme 1 Tux Revenug 1 Tux Reverne 2 {2} is to {1} (3 is o {1) (2 4= % (3



1957
1994
19%
1976
1937

1933

{1)

Yo Date
£,725,041 §
47,177,456 2
52,666,862 8
o Bad:a

69,596,657 8,

9,797,540

5,836,058

8 6,058,757

6,088,815
8,175,188
? 653,759
7,478,551

5,970,202 §

TATLE XHIX

I (Continued)

TORTY CAROLIEA

(3}

16,415,000

14,146,000

10,760,000
11,809,000
11,550,000
12,761,000
113,953,000

14,647,000

17,541,005

27,669,000

(4

I R
I A

21
13
2@

X

.

g

w8 B

'g

i £3 2
& B &3

g

49"

. =

45

41

00T



TARLE XXIII (Continued)
NORTH CAROLINA

1 Financial Statisties of tu.

2 Gmiua:lmr of Internal m.
3 Letter fim; the ﬁorth April 19, 1933,

4 m the No rth ﬁm%,
5 Bull atgi t on, Volume 9, p. 46.
6 M? an

7 _;g_féi th mum. 1935, p. 358,
8 Tax mg_g__ Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 401.
9 Tax Poliey League, Tax Policy, Vol., VI, p. 48,



ORTH DANOTS
(1) (“‘) (%) {4 49 (&)

Total Tex Ztate Income Federsl Income e Qont Per Cent Per Cent
‘ Re#ermé l : Tox Revenus g;._ Ty Revenue 1'-‘. {2) iz %0 (1) (B) is to {1) {2) is ¢o (D)
$,857,011 3 §90,008 4 1,507, on 3 64 5
£,691,045 ' .44@,6@@ :f: a2s, 000 11 5 5%
4,845,848 | 361,560 wa1,000 7 18 23
6,158,445 171,107 'eep,cm 5 8 5
7o Date 305,560 711,000 % x 54
8,304,207 385, 654 710,000 5 10 54
7,734,796 557,401 602,00 v e 50
7,195,870 611,875 586,000 8 8 104
7,860,965 454,547 570,000 & 7 86
v,617,550 664,456 562,000 8 & 183
7,145,504 5 400,756 219,000 7 3 219
e,;;ié;llﬁ s 435,205 7 312,000 5 4 120
8,070,903 & 217,295 § - 173,000 3 2 137
§,169,905 8 116,084 9 221,000 2 4 53



Year
1934
19386
1936
1937

1938
1
2
3

(1)

$7,562,936 10
6,552,157,10
8,748,004 10
¥o Data
9,955,366 12

TARLE XXIV (Continued)

(2) (3 (4) ()
$142,980 10 $292,000 2 4
345,971 10 490;000 4 7
513;040 i0 583,000 4 »
496:.701 1 vsa;ooo z x
505;635 iz m,ooo 5 18

%%% MMM

Noxth Dakota U_a_géu , 1928,
s"%l'm--n Cep OD. m..k:?. 251,

of United Btatu.
m§tm tau g_ Is Civil Divisions, 1931-1932,
Stat

"E% Comuiss 1936.
L el of e m%%: > 6,

Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 401.
State Tax cmisuom, July 13, 1939,
» P

North
League, lax Policy, Vol.,

(6)

& I % € &



TAHLE XXV

QHIO
Totnl‘.l'.)hx statommm Mmlts:’lmm m“gknt m(st’}ant m'(sént
Year Revenue Tax Revenue Tax Revenue (2) is to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is to (3)
1938 $76,002,209 _1_' os.aas;a.u R nu,saz;ooo 2 8 203 ¢

1 Tax Policy League, Tax Poliey, Vol., VI, p. 50,
£ Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Treasury Annual Report, 1938, p. 49.



e £ (=) £) (@ (@)
Total State State Income Pederul Iocunms Per Gent Par  Gent Crep Gent

Your Revonue L Tax Revenue 2 Tax Levenue I {iy 1o 5o (1) {3) iz o (1) (2) is vo (5

£ ~

WL £ 9 ] f, Sy N L S N P, YA .
1200 £2,145,584 & § 2,810 & & il Law 040003 %
6% L L o R s R Cem f s Py e - -
1‘31‘;} 3,&.’76 ,“é’:i')b £ 4i ,93.(2 ‘{k poTe ] Ld.\.tf 'U.'le e s
i L
1913 Fo Deto 4,873 F Ho Law w = =
1z 7o Data G808 B Lo Law % i I
. ey fmaaT W 4 Y T &y s s 7
1815 3,558,318 & 5,578 § S Lew 54001 2
Ty L

1014 Tlo Data o Data 270,000 & % x
1915 5,378,545 2,955 1 GG, R 18 ‘ Oal
1916 4,402,905 156,371 1 6,544,000 2 148 2
1917 6,975,539 185,555 80,158,650 @ 557 0ef

1932 ¥ (380, 64 A0E G188 : LTS EVO,000 & 296 3

1218 2,855,750 505, 570 20,821,000 & 252 g

1920 5,600,255 7 916,213 23,102,000 10 269 3

&
v}
~3
foud
o]

921 11,696,398 916,064 6,917,000

80T



1927
1986
1929
1930
1931
1932
1933

19354

@

14,620,225

19,411,346

22,005,052

21,676,696
25,761,@0@
23,545gmm3
22 .551 -,;"2«.:%@
20,459,359

C:b ’491 9&9

3

z
Z

(2)

318,902 .

525,714
. Sbu , 139

1,068,837

21,053

523,?69
| 556,216
l ?349 554
1,896,717

z
EA

TABLE XXTZ.

CELATIONA

%lo,"“a.eaa
6;611;665
7,765,000

14,222,000

18,462,000

12,600,000

14,572,000
15,816 ,’500
11,156,000

3;0va,goa~

£,99%,000

,928,000

{Coutinued)

1o

22

ot

o

«3

{8}

g

4

S R

LY



TAHLE XXVI (Continued)

OKLAHOMA k

(1) {(2) (3) (%)
Year
1935 m.w‘.aﬁi':z f2,472,22 7 $9,479,000 v . 8
1936 n,us,m ¥ 4,726,329 7 12,160,000 22
19% 26,075,576 % 6,807,016 7 16,904,000 26
1988 23,249,474 7 8,538,549 7 21,586,000 37
1 Statisties of States.
3 Gm:laaim ot ﬁ%;
58 %%%
5 s Do
6 Burum or Om. e bt, and m 1915.1;‘&, II.
7 %ﬁ’ ] A
am‘r% '.‘. come Taxes, Vol., I, p. 45.
mmm;_mwmmm 552

& 2 3 8

(6)

& £ & R

40T



(1)

Total Tax

" Revenue L
{ ¥o Data

15,079,445
17,077,365
17,695,417
10,615,000
10,845,545

215,784,058

20,441,000

15,088,347

18,908,765
21,466,101
To Data

State Inoous

Tax Revenue 2

TG VI

2 {5)

Federsl. Incore
$e,777,5010% 5,132,000
. s r e & ;4,9@2,09@

5,170,000

& & 58 5,13@,@03
s 4 e & ® 4’2‘35,9@&5

e s % 89

2,650,000
1;111,5561 4 5,165,000
5,595,072 § imzs,ogé
Mo Data | 1,506,000

1,260,106 1,741,000
1,679,070 2,685,000
2,168,613 3,653,000

3,028,100 § 5,924,000

mx 2% wen.ze- 5
L 1

{4)
Fer Cent

£ 2y is to (l} {2} iz to (1)

JA

Hoow

132

10

(5)
Per Ceomb

s

15

16)
Fer Cent

(%) s to {3)

u»

5

h

50T



TARLE XXVII (Continued)

OREGON
(1) (2) (3} (4)

Year .

1938  § No Data $5,344,028 7 $7,505,000 x

1 M Stﬂt!ﬂg mtﬁ . |

2 Tax S of % Seventh Edition, 1938, p. 402,

: Comnissioner of el Revenue, Annual Reports.

§ Saamu. s Slats Suk of Revemie 1931-1952, ‘

6 t 1” -‘_ nues, J : 'm, Ds 4o

(5}

(6)

71

* Collections were spread out from 1924 to 1930, The Income Tax Aet of 1923 was repealed in 1924,

601
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WHLE JXIX

SOUTH CAROLIVA
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (8)

Total Tax State Income Foderal Income Por Cent Per Cent Por Cent

Year Revenue J Tax Revenue 1 Tex Revenue 2 (2) is o (1) {3) is %o (1) (8) is 6o (D)
1914 & Yo Duta & 15,083 $ 108,000 % x 14
1916 o Data 12,483 151,000 = b 8
1916 2,577,449 14,507 522,000 0.8 23 5
1007 8,485,110 27,197 10,855,000 1 435 0.2
1918 2,272,777 29,003 29,055,000 X 1278 0.
1919 5,051,850 27,379 82,945,000 (s 55 0.1
1920 Yo Beta o Law 15,918,000 = = bid
1921 4,854,114 o Laws 5,164,000 b4 v =
1922 6,999,584 974,020 4,287,000 14 1 25
1925 8,175,851 2,062,985 4,925,000 25 60 42
1922 11,945,000 & 2,251,186 2,099,000 19 17 106
1925 15,623,004 1,590,115 %, 545,000 10 17 56
1986 15,815,460 1,401,139 2,113,000 | 11 15 70

[



(x)

£14,154,540

16,179,518

18,714,801

e,a' 190@/

24,095,305 10

(4

wl l 41

P rled

‘-r,(u’)‘x)' WA

Q'Obm’/ ‘z:u P

£, 507 {017

i "“iO 153

B, 770,535
P

o Bt

8%59 j~=

jo  fe

geﬁ

HEATE ST R

<

85,249,000
2,851,000

2,070,000

1,558,000
1,153,000
3. 051,000
? 045,000
3,090 G’“‘;}
2.,‘.‘3&‘3,0@:@
4,956,600

7,153,000

{Continued)

2)

o

L

g

® pl

AL

j§¢

[ e
S B

et
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TAHLE XXIX (Continued)
SOUTH CAROLINA

1 Finane Statistics of tos,

ssioner of Internal ue, Ireasury Ammal Reports,
somstoek,um. ops si es Do 268,

Etatéatiul Ab 0 the United States. '
i;ﬁ. Pe 1990
th. %&m %u;m, 1932,
d, S tion,

'?

8 ﬁ ‘Seventh Edition, 1958. Pe 402,

9 at st g8 of States, 1937 Bulletin, South Carolina, p. 4,
10 Vol., VI, pp. 54=55,



SOUTH DAKOTA
'Ma{nrn s, I roaml(s)xmm Ihn.-“l)im ar(st):ent Porwt’.‘«m

Year Revenue Tex Revenue Tax Revenue (2) 18 to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is to (3)

1937  § Yo Data $485,620 1 $864,000 2 x x 56

19%8 m,m;aos 3 569,499 3 923,000 2 6 9 6

%&3“&“ of Sta 195? Bulletin, South Dakota, p. 4.

smmuyhagm. Tax Policy, Yo].



{1}
Total Tax

Revenue 1

10,655,641

15,316,136

17,840,551

19,084,048
21,167,092
26,964,276
25,909,200

24,808,669

o Date

24,688,646
24,517,908

89,235,608

i

4
L3

4

7

Z

z

(2)

Tax Revenue 2

$ 84,000

Sdate JIncone

595,000

[

peed
55

B0

915,005

T4, 000

747,000
571,965
453,775
1,176,530

536,273

‘g?: fax} (=31 [
S 8 2 &
T T
G B O 3
[Aas (] v

o)
4]
&
-
[
8
(4]

S N S T

B

fa

TABLE  XXT

T BESEE

(%)

Federsl Iacone
Tex Bovere $

£10,10¢,000

9,209,000

11,329,000
il ,é@ ;9@0
12,663,000
9,492,000
5,319,000
5,963,000
4,557,000
4,247,000
5,164,000
8,504,000

9,134,000

(4)

Doy Gend

0.8
@

ea

& B

€2

‘pa

S

&

(5)
Par Qont

93
76

70

(&)

Fer - Gonk

(2) is vo (1) (3) 1= %o {1) {8) is 2 (2)

D8
7

o]

e

&



TAHLE XX (Continued)

TENRESSEE
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Year
1957  § Mo Data $ aua,am 8 na,w;ooo x
1938 No Data s;auem s 1a;m'.ooo =
1 Statistics of States,

2 ﬁati Industrial Conference Board, State Income
S Commissioner of Internal Revenue, anny
Federel exd. az%mg. » Do :
Tax Systems m Sixth Edition, 1935, p. 358, -

5
&

7 Tax siﬁ Seventh mum. 1938, pi’m 15'
3 W. Pl .
9 j-&g_ Policy, Yol.. .%

m Vol,, 3. Pe 15‘.
eporss

and Taxation, 1935,

(5)

(6)



TAHLE XXXIX

UTAH

Tott{]';.'ax State (gz)mm Mmlts,lneom

Year Revenue 1 Tax Revenue 1 T lhrmua 2
1931 te,m.,ooo -3 $ 389!185 4 tl,m,eoo
1932 9,169,000 5 359,000 5 1,015,009
1933 No Data 172,380 6 857,000
1934 7,342,350 182,669 ' 915!000
1935 8,779,461 zxz,m _1,'?50?000
1936 9,110,843 493.913 1,909?000
1937 No Data 1,550,659 7 3,227,000
1938 No Data 1,701,644 8 3,926,000

1 Tax Systems of the World, Seventh Edition, 1938, p, 404,
SGMMWM’MMM,M@M.

:w gﬂg g%mm, 1931-1932,

e
6 Tax Systems m!ﬂs 935, p. 358,

7 %_oﬂs 8 of 193'! Bulletin, Utah, p. 4.
8 Poliey Tax ] Vol., VI, p. 59.

(4)
Per Cent

(2) 18 to (1) (3) is to (1) (2) is %o (3)

g R N K o

M

(5)
Per Cemt

21

E B E un E

M

(6)
Per Cent

& &8 8 F 8 8B &

ATT



TABLE XOOIIX

VERMONT
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Total Tax State Income Federal Income Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent

Year Revenue 1 Tax Revemue 2 Tax Revenue 3 (2) 1= to (1) (3) 1s to (1) (2) is to (2)
1932  §8,553,281 4 $604,667 4 . $ 540,000 17 15 12
1933 5,020,716 553,167 5 605,000 18 20 91
1934 2,710,796 472,112 644,000 17 24 73
195 No Data 497,117 954,000 = x 53
1836 No Data 564,215 1,184,000 x x 45
1997 2,945,852 § 691,509 7. 1,984,000 23 67 35
1938 4,173,390 § 761,737 8 2,466,000 18 59 3 |
1 of .@.mag. 1934, 3. 1.
2 mf ,mt Pe 404,
S mmo
4 somnissioner of 1982,
s Y th Bdition, 1936, p. 358,
6 faxes, June m 1959,
7 1937 mu.'vm. Do 4o
8 Vol., VI, pp. 59-60,




17,470,015

(1
A

i 1)
Pobal Pox

Hovenve 1

! Yo Data

o Data
n Dotae
o Data
Yo Data
7,176,850 4
o Date
7,057,828 2
7,535,990
7,156,019
szmn.m

9 4::‘39.‘), wsg

15,578,665 5

i

108,810 3
100,992 3
A se Ao g
1;)-?,.4&.59 §

o P

- 185,000

TABLE oy
VIRGIIIA
{a)

Federgl Enmmfa

Tan Hevenus 2
o Law
Mo Law

ifo Law

o Low

| 'u&,ﬁ‘“@ aea-_.‘
3«3_;@13,6‘90

10,557,000

2

{2} is W {1) 18) 15 to {2} () 4o

o5
R

)

.Y

{3)

Do Cenk

5

Ed
e

31
320
460
56?
164

P
2R

{8)

Lgu"""’ﬁ

to {3

16184

@ o S

6T



1956

s

79,812,256

1,092,151

51,111,677 5

o Date

5,158,685

Xe

2,840,607

1,147,705

4,950,955
4 55 047

2,750,000

E,428,852

=2

jor

e

PSR

$14,452,000

14,504,000
12,707,000
16,587,060
20,772,000

19,561,000

(17,575,000
164508,000

14,569,000

18,042,000

§,677,000
8,796,000

10,792,000

¥ (Continued)

fw

i

R
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TABLE XXXIV (Continued)

VIRGINTA

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Year
1936  $37,660,929 9  $2,839,337 9 ns,ass,ooq 8
1937  No Data 3,775,497 10 a.m,m =
1938 44,740,441 11 4,473,239 11 aa,sna.oon
I IREE s s s
2 ssioner
5 Comstoek, Alzada, op. ei
4 ation, 1013,  Vol., IX,
5 ¢ Departuer Taxation, May 16, 1933,
6 oy Do 231
7 1955. Pa 200.
8 h Edition, 1935, p. 568,
9 Te th muzm, 1938, p. 404,
10 R .
].J. .y 'I’ P. w

(5)

A

(6)

18
16



TARLE XXXV
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