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C!l.\l'TEl~ I 

!' 1~I'FJ.\TY T . .\.'\ COLLEC1'IOXS 

FEDt:Ril.L re1U..:.re:!<ents for t£xes to finance the war will have their ef
fect on State and local gove:rn:aent rev<!nues in future years, and 

because of its important rol~ in th~ latter revenue st~cture, the prop
erty tax may best record that impact. 

Even in a war period--during which the Federal Government must 
have the main supply of revenue--the 48 States and local governments, 
numbering in excess of 175,000 in the United States, must continue to 
operate. The millions of persons backing up those on the firing lines 
will expect the essentials of public services to continue--police and 
fire protection, education, health ru1d hospitalization, highways, in
stitutions for the handicapped and delin:}uent, and other necessary 'rune-· 
tions-~~d for maintaining such services ways and neans of financing 
must be found. Preservation of credit by States a~d local governments 
through continuance of ample provision for debt ser\~ce is essential, 
and in some cases a minimum of capital outlay eX}:endi tures must neces
sarily be financed. Consideration, therefore, must be given to financ
ing governmental activities from the well-established property tax and 
other sources of income which supplement that tax. 

That the Federal tax program will have its repercussions on the 
finances of States and their subdivisions is taken for granted. How 
far-reaching the effects may be, however, cannot be predicted at this 
time because the Federal program is just getting under way and its im
pact on the other levels of government, while reflected only slightly in 
1941, will be more pronounced during 1942 and subsequent years. The prop
erty tax is still the largest single source of combined State and local 
revenue in the United States, a~d thus it is desirable to review the 
facts about its use and yield in 1941, as a background for planning the 
financial programs o£ our State and local government~ in the i~ediate 
future. 

This report presents statistics on property tax collections, both 
general and selective, of State and local governments in 1941, and on 
1940 assessed valuations of property subject to this tax, With historicsl 
tables showlng the trend in collections and assess"~rl valuations since 
1902. Supplementar,y data on special property taxe! and on special assess
ment col1ectio~s are also inyluded in order to indicate the total role 
played by property in the revenue structure of State and local govern
ments. Data for cities having over 100,000 population are present~d 
separately. 
3-3&735 
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4 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

Significance of the Property Tax 
' I 

or a total of $18:6 billion of revenues collected in 1941 b.1 all 
American governments-Federal, State, territor;i.al, and local-$4.5 bUlion, 
or 24.1 percent, came .from the property tax.}:/ 0! tax revenues alone, 
totaling $17.1 billion, property taxes ;yielded 26~4 percent. The ;yield 
of this family of taxes was only $213 million. less than the revenues of 
the family of sales, gross income a.p.d customs taxes, which was in l9.4l 
the largest reve~ue producer !or governments in the United States. Prop
erty tax revenue was larger by $60 million than the total amount received 
from the family of individual and corporation income, inheritance, estate, 
and gift taxes. 

or the ~ational income in 1940, estimated at $77.1 billion, 13.2 per
cent originated in government, compared with only 7.6 percent in 1929. 
This growth is traceable ver,y largely to an increase in Federal disburse
ments. Over the 11-year period, ·the State and local government portion 
changed but little, rising as high as $4.3 billion in 1930 and 1931, and 
falling a ~ttle below $3.9 billion in 1934; the total o! $4.9 billion 
for 1940 showe~only a small increase !rom 1939. All government (includ
ing work relief) accounted for $10.2 billion of the 1940 income1 ptate, 
county, local, and public education accounted for $4.9 billion.3/ The 
national income for 1941 is estimated at $94.5 billion, of which one
eighth ($11.8 billion) originated in government,~/ but the major portion 
of the increase represents the expansion of the Federal militar,r program, 
while the amount of the total represented by State and local governments 
increased only slightly. It is evident, however, that the property taxes 
paid annually by many millions of owners contribute a sizeable share · 
toward financing the activities entering into the national econ~. 

"The property tax is perhaps the most .familiar aspect 27 public fi
nance in the United States," in the words of one authority.- "It is 
one o.f' the oldest taxes in our revenue systems. It has up to the pres
ent yielded more revenue than any other single tax. It reaches the 
largest group of direct 'taxpayers. And it is almost the only important 
tax administered b,y local officials. Nevertheless, there are many as
pects of property taxation with which even well-informed citizens are 
unfamiliar, and the familiarity or the better informed seldom extends 
beyond the boundaries of their city' cotmty' or State. II It is the pur
pose of this report, not to resolve all of these aspects but to indicate 
that their existence affects the application of the property tax as a 
source of State and local government revenue. 

For a ooaplete revenUe etateaent, see Bureau ot the Census. ~ Govarnaent Revenues: 
114.1• The cited total ot $18.8 billion ot revenue includes ·aaountl used tor lnt.eraovern
aental ttacal &14 but tt avotda the duplicate accounting ot treating the aaount ot fiscal 
aid a• revenue ot both the dtaburaing and receiving governaenta. The aoet recent coapleta 
ohtnont of f1acal aid la the Bureau of tho census report, Federal !.!!.!! W.U, LUs.!.l W• 
u,u. 

1/ 1.».!:.%.!.1 2.[ ~ l!!.UJI.!.u., Bureau ot Porei(kn and Doaeatio Coaaerca. June 1941; total 
uthoted lnoo .. rav1 .. d froa •78.0 h 177.1 billlon, ln ill.l:l.:.J 2!. ·£.\~.!:.!:.f..! ~· Feb
ruarJ lUI· 

a/ lll/.z:.I.U• ll.t £ll.l:.l:.!.!!. lii.U..!!.!.u.• Bureau of l'oroisn and lloaeotlo Co .. orce, l'abru&rJ lOU• 

i/ Appeeeeent Orsanlz&tton !Wl ~--p. 38, National A.eeoe1at1on ot A.aeees1n1 Otttcer•, 
19<&1• 
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PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS .5 

The property tax is one tax not used by the Federal Government. The 
constitutional provision that "direct taxes shall be apportioned among 
the several States which may be included within this Union according to 
their respective numbers" has made it impracticable for the Federal Gov
ernment to levy a property tax. For this reason, primary attention on 
the property tax is directed to.its position in the State and local rev
enue system. In spite of long-continued and widespread condemnation of 
its principles and practices, the tax is used in every State, the terri
tories, and the District of Columbia. In all but a few States it still 
affords revenue for the State as well as for all of its political sub
divisions--counties, cities, towns, and school and other districts. In 
only a few States does the State government derive little or no revenue 
from this source, and even in these cases other types of taxes used may 
be only modifications of the property tax. 

Of $10.2 billion general government revenue collected by State and 
local governments in 1941, excluding interlevel flow of revenues, the 
$4.5 billion c.ollected from the property tax comprised 43.8 percent, and 
of $9.1 billion tota~ tax revenue, the property tax'yielded 49.1 percent, 
or nearly one-half .2./ 

While the property tax is the chief source of revenue of State-local 
fiscal systems, State and local taxation varies greatly from State to 
State, and there are practically as many systems as there are States. 
State constitutions provide the outlines of the systems, and the States 
control by general laws all the taxes levied by their political subdivi
sions. The intimate relation of State and local taxes in each state 
makes it possible to discuss State and. local taxation as a single subject. 

Development and limitations 

The property tax as it exists in the United States today is an evo
lution of the original, relatively simple, tax on land and other common 
tang!. bles. The tax originated in the belief, appropriate in simple 
self-sustaining agricultural communities, that individual ability to pay 
toward the support of government was measured by property. The oldest 
form of this tax was th~ land tax, and to land were later adde1 other 
forms of wealth, such as farm buildings, r.attle, mill!, and furniture. 
This was substantially the basis of the property tax even as recently as 
in the time of the American colonies. Gradually different classes of 
land were recognized for tax purposes, l~•d being classified according 
to its utility or cultivation rather than merely its area; and, further, 
personal property was classified as to tangible and intangible. 

During the nineteenth century, the industrial revolution brought 
new types of economic activity, concentration of wealth in cities, the 
corporate form of business organization, and development of credit in
stitutions. With the resulting complexity of the composition of wealth, 

D/ Bureau or the Census, Aeerican Governaent Rev8'i 1 H!&: l..aU· May 24, 1942• 

3-3!:.'735 



6 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

-espec~.ally of intangibles in the fo:nn of stocks, mortgages, and other 
rights and interests, the general property tax became unsuitable for the 
chief tax base of governments. Successful administration of any type of 
property tax made it essential that the new economic institutions and 
devices be recognized. Thus, there are commonly existent today in our 
State and local property tax system. two main types of tax: the general 
property tax, which is levied on property in general, b,y methods and at 
rates which apply to substantially all property in a taxing jurisdiction; 
and the selective property,tax, which is levied on one or more specified 
types of property, by methods and at rates which are not applied to prop
erty in general. 

One phase, incidentally, of the classification of property for tax 
purposes has been the growth in the kinds and quantity of property whieh 
it is recognizPd should be exempted, for one reason or ~other, from con
tributing toward the support of public business. While this subject is 
not discussed in detail in this report, it may be stated that the appli
cation of this practice is found in the case of public property used for 
general governmental purposes, and for religious, charitable and educa
tional purpose·s, and, more recently, public housing; and also, in the 
total exemption, or partial exemption through preferential tax rates, of 
homesteads, property of veterans, ag.ricultural products, and industrial 
and other property. The field of exemptions appears to be spreading so 
that it may constitute a factor in reducing the use of property as a sub
stantial revenue base in the future. Assessing officials. not uncommonly 
make an assessment of exempt properties in their jurisdictions, but as 
the valuation is not included in the tax base data, the value of exempt 
property is not shown in this report. 

One barrter to the unli~ted use of the property tax as a major 
source of revenue for States and municipalities is the practice, as evi
denced in recent years in some States, of setting a legal maximum on the 
over-all rate of taxes to be levied in any year for all public purposes. 
This subject, while important as affecting the proceeds from the property 
tax, is not developed in this report. 

Position in State and'local Revenue Structures 
In general, over a considerable period, States have tended to relin

qUish the property tax to the local taxing units and to lighten the burden 
of the local taxpayer, both by exemptions and b,y tax rate limitations. 
More recently, a number of States have resorted to the use of State aid 
from other taxes to compensate local governments for the loss of revenue 
because of homestead exemptions, although in some States the loss is ad
justed b,y imposing higher rates on taxable property. 

General government revenue, total and per capita, derived b,y State 
and local governments from the property tax and from all other revenue 
combined, are shown in Table 1 for the years 1941 and 1932. 
3-35735 



PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIOt5 7 

TABLE 1. --TOTAL AND PER CAPITA STATE AND LOCAL GENERAL~GOVERNMENT 
REVENUE, PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS, AND ALL OTliEX REVENUE: 

1941 AND 1932 

(Amounts in thousands) 

A m 0 u n t 
Type of revenue S t a t e L o .c a 1 

1941 1932 1941 1932 

Total revenue $5~746,571 $2,420,670 $7,045,918 $6,087,540 

Property tax 249,812 323~477 4,223,733 4,361,307 

All other revenue 5,496,759 2,097,193 2,822,185 1,726,233 

Per capita ,, 

Total revenue $ 43.56 $ 19.52 $ 53.14 • 48.88 

""'-Propert;r tax 1.91 2.61 32.08 35.02 

All other revenue 41.66 16.92 2i.06 13.86 

A comparison of the per capita collections by State governments from 
the property tax and from all other revenue for the ;rears 1941 and 1932 
with similar per capita collections by local governments i~ates the 
relatively greater importance of the property tax as a source of local 
revenue than as a source or State revenue, and also the more marked de
cline in its importance in the State revenue structure. 

For State governments, the property tax yield in 1941 was only $1.91 
per capita as compared with a return of $41.66 from all other sources in
cluding Federal and local aid; the parallel 1932 figures were $2.61 and 
$16.92. In contrast, local governcents realized $32.08 per capita from 
the property tax in 1941 as compared with $2l.o6 from all. other sources 
including Federal and State aid, while parallel 1932 figures were $35.02 
and $13.86. 

Thus in terms of per capita collections the property tax provided 
13.4 percent of State revenue in 1932 and only 4.3 percent in 1941, While 
its contribution to local revenues was 71.6 percent in·l932 and 60.4 per
cent in 1941. The positio~ of the property tax in State and local revenue 
structures is indicated in Figure 2 in terms of per capita coll-ections for 
1941 and 1932. 
3-35735 



8 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

Sta te 

1941 

Lo cal 

State 

1932 

Loco I 

20 2.5 30 4 0 
Dollars 

Fig.2- - Per Capita Collections from the Property Tax and from 
Other Revenue, State and Local : 1941 and 1932 

The r elative dependence placed upon the property tax as a source of 
revenue by State, by county , and by municipal governments--exclusi.ve of 
other local units of gover nment--is shown in table 2 for the four decades 
from 1902 to 1941 for which data are available. While State governments 
received only $82 million f rom the property tax in 1902 as compared .with 
$250 million in 1941, i t will be noted that, because of the ver.y substan
tial expansion in the fiscal operations of the States, the proportion of 
t heir total revenue derived f rom t he property tax had shrunk from 43.7 
percent to 4.3 percent between 1902 and 1941. On the other hand, the ten
dency of county revenue from the property tax to decline was much less 
marked, and the property tax as a source of revenue of cities tended to 
fluc t uate slightly at between two-thi r ds and three-fourths of all revenue 
for the enti re period . 
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PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS 

TABLE 2.--COLLECTIONS OF GENERAL-GOVEIOOIENT REVENUE FROhl 
PROPERTY TAX AND FROM ALIJ OTHER REVENUE Al\"'D RATIO OF 

PIDPERI'Y TAX TO TOTAL REVENUE .FOR STATES, COUNTIES, 
AND MUNICIPALITIES: SPE£IFIED YEARS 1902 - 1941 

(amounts in thousands) 

Division of Amount o r revenue 
government 1941 19.32 1912 1902 

State: 
Total revenue $5,746,571 $2,420,670 $365,870 $188,394 
Property tax 249,812 323,477 139,750 82,.320 
All other revenue 5,496,759 2,097,19) 226,120 106,074 

County: 
Total revenue 1,777,122 1,313,0ll 369,630 196,706 
Property ta:x 925,072 945,154 282,077 143,265 
All other revenue 852,050 367,857 87,553 53,441 

9 

Municipal: 
Total revenue 3,440,270 2,886,593 988,017.!1 443,28 2 
Property ta:x 2,213,085 2,184,914 661,127 315,662 
All other revenue 1,227,185 701,679 326,890 127,621 

Percent of total revenue 

State: 
Total revenue 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Property tax 4.3 1).4 38.2 43.7 
All other revenue 95.7 86.6 61.8 56.) 

County: 
Total revenue 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Property tax 52.1 72.0 76.3 72.8 
All other revenue 47.9 28.0 2).7 27.2 

Municipal: 
Total revenue 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Property ta:x 64.3 75.7 66.9 71.2 
All other revenue )5.7 24.3 )).1 28.8 

11 Incorporated places over 2,500 population. 
y Incorporated places· over 8,000 population. 
3-3~'73~ 



10 PROPERTI TAXA.nON: 1941 

The degree of reliance upon the property tax as a source or revenue 
by States and by local governments in 1941, State by State-expressed in 
percent or total revenue represented by property taxes-is shown in the 
following exhibit. Percentages are computed on the base or tax collec-

OF Sl'ATE AND LOCAL REVENUES 
FRI1d mDFERI'Y TAXES: 1941 

State and State 
State local govern-

governments ments 

United States Total 40,5 4.8 
Alabama 28.0 6.6 
Arizona 35.1 12.4 
Arkansas 24.3 6.9 
California 38.5 3.6 
Colorado 39.6 8.7 
Coil nee t icut u.s 1.8 
Delaware 21.1 ---
District of Columbia 42.7 --
Florida 86, 8 4.6 
Georgia 34.1 6.0 
Idaho ·. 41.3 11.8 
Illinois' 44.1 .2 

Indiana . u.s 4.8 
Iowa 46.6 8.9 
Kansas 63.8 8.9 
Kentucky 31.0 8.8 
Louisiana 29.0 '1.1 
Maine 44.3 13.7 
Maryland 42.7 7.8 
Massachusetts 49.0 7.8 
Michigan 8'1.6 4.7 
Minnesota · 46.0 9,0 
Mississippi u.s 6.8 
Missouri U.'l 8.6 
Montana ".1 6.9 
Nebraska 46.6 12.9 
Nevada 46.9 18.6 
New Hampshire 60.8 8.9 
New Jersey 1\4.4 18.1 
New Mexico 19.6 8.0 
New York 46.5 .8 
North Carolina 29.1 2.8 
North Dakota 48.'1 16.5 
Ohio 31.3 2.0 
Oklahoma 80.6 .o 
Oregon 39.8 ---
Pennsylvania 87.1! 2.4 
Rhode Island 43.6 ---
.South Carolina 2'1. 9 1.'6 
South Dakota 41.1 .1 
Tennessee 29.8 1.7. 
Tens 0.9 9.8 
Utah 81.9 11! .8 
Vermont 40.8 3.4 
Virginia 29.6 4.3 
Washington 80.1 4.0 
West Virginia U.2 ,6 
Wiscouin 46.6 10.8 
Wy0111ing 81.6 8.4 

Local 
govern 
mente 

69.9 
32.1 
49.9 
45.0 
65.9 
50.4 
75.2 
42.1 
42.7 
62.0 
61.8 
64.5 
66.4 

61.9 
67.1 
'72.0 
68.8 
48.6 
63.8 

63.0 
62.1 
67.6 
69.9 
60.6 
66.0 
76.1! 
66.8 
76.8 
81.6 
68.4 
82.6 
61.0 
61.3 
68.0 
4'1.8 
66.6 
'77 .2 
.69.9 
76.1 
49.9 
'16.'1 
48 •. 8 
62.1 
60. 8· 
60.6 
64.8 
46.'1 
u.o 
66.6 
61.1 

tions shown in table .3 or 
this report and or total 
general government revenue 
shown in ·the Census report 
entitled Financing Federal, 
State, and Local Govern
menta: 1941.:-In O'rd.'e'rto 
avoid including the same 
funds tWice, the ratios in 
column 1 were computed on 
a base or State and local 
revenue combined that ex
cludes the,amount of State 
aid to local units and of 
local aid to States. · Ra
tios !or State and local 
urd t~tJ as shown separately' 
in columns 2 and 3,. holY
ever, are computed on a 
base which includes such 
fiscal aid as revenue or 

· the State and or the · 
local governments. 

State and local gov
ernments as a whole de-
:rl ved 40.5 percent or 
their total general-gov
enunent revenues, includ
in& Federal aid, from the 
property tax, ranging by 
States trom less than 20 
percent to over 50 pmeent. 
While State., governments 
in general depend upon 
this source for a rela
tively smal1proportion or 
their revenue, in 9 States 
the property tax consti
tuted over 10 percent of 
total revenue tor state 
purposes. Local govem-I 

v . . . ' . 
POPcento coa uted on tbe baoe ot tax eolleoUono ebown P , ments as a 'whole derived 
1n Tabla a ot tb1e report and ot total s•n•ral sovern- 60 percent of their rev• 
aent revenue ehown tn tbe Bu'teau .or Ceneo.• Peport en... rt tax 
titled I!.I.D!Dll~DI I!!!I!I!l• li.UUo IDll lili.Ul l!IIUEDI!Dlilll enue from prope Y 
uu· collections, and in 38 

States depended upon this source for over hnlt of their total revenue. 
In 12 States, the property tax provided troD\ two-thirds to over 
three-fourths of the support or local govenunents. 
3-35735 
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Trend of Collections 

Total collections of the property tax in 1941, for both State and 
local purposes, were $4,474 million,. or $33.98 per capita, as shown in 
Table J. Of this total, $250 million, or $1.91 per capita, was for 
States, and $4,224 million, or $32.08 per capita, for local purposes. 
In that year, therefore, 94.4 percent of the total amount collected was 
on behalf of the local governments, and only 5.6 percent was for State 
governments. 

The same table shows that property tax collections increased from 
$3.3 billion in 1922 to i4.5 billion in 1941, or 34.? percent, but that 
the peak year of collections was in or near 1932 and that the yield in 
1941 was approximately 5 percent under that of 1932. Measured in terms 
of per capita tax collections, the reduction of 9.? percent between .1932 
and 1941 was more pronounced, reflecting the effect of population growth 
during that period. Per capita receipts for State purposes declined 2S.9 
percent between these two years, while receipts for local governments 
shrank only 8.4 percent. 

The table shows b.y States the collections of the property tax for 
the three decennial periods 1922 to 1941 and the percent change in per 
capita returns from 1932 to 1941. The data afford opportunity for study 
of the variation among States in the trend of the· property tax as a 
source of revenue. In 1941, three States collected no property taxes far 
State purposes; in several other States the collection was relatively 
small, and represents taxes on selective property and delinquencies, 
usually not large, on levies of the general property tax made in years 
before the latter was abandoned for State purposes. The types of prop
erty tax used by the various States are discussed in some detail subse
quently in this report. 

In 19 States, total collections of the property tax for State and 
local governments combined were greater in 1941 than in 1932, the in
creases being predominantly for local governments. The agg:qegate increase 
for these States was more than offset, however, by the smaller collec
tions in the other 29 States and the District of Columbia. 

Measured in terms of per capita taxes for the support of State and 
local government combined, in 37 States and the District of Columbia the 
average tax burden during the 9-year period from 1932 to 1941 was light
ened by amounts ranging from 51.1 percent in West Virginia and 41.8 per
cent in New Mexico to only 0.? percent in Nevada and 0.4 percent in Utah. 
In eleven States, property was called upon for a greater per capita con
tribution than in 1932, the increase ranging from 0.6 percent in New York 
to 26.8 percent in Vermont; the latter represents the net result of a re
duction of 51.3 percent for- the State and an advance of 35.? percent for 
local units. The percentage reductions for State purposes were general 
and were substantial in many instances, while those for local purposes 
were less frequent and less pronounced. 
3-35735 
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TABLE 3.--PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 
BY STATES: 1941, 1932, and 1922 (Continued) 

(amounts in thousands) 

' I T 0 T A L p E B. c A p I T A 

STATE Percent 
1941 1932 1922 1941 1932 change 

1932-1941 

North Dakota $ ~ $ Z3 310 $ 2:1.485 ~ §.1.lQ $ ~ - 2.9 
State 3,633 2,628 3,365 ' 5.60 3,84 47.4 
Local 17,612 20,082 24.,120 2:7.44 30,2\l - 9.3 

Ohio , ~ 278,928 219.668 28,76 ~ -30.5 
State 7,342 5,000 17,076 1.00 ,74. 4:'1.2 
Loo&l 191,332 273,928 202,592 27,70 40,60 -31.9 

Oklahou ~ 52.658 44.319 ~ 21,04, -17.7 
State 42 4,777 1,146 .02 1,96 -98.8 
Local 41,549 47,881 43,173 17.78 19.68 - 9.7 

Oregon &.l.§l 41,198 ~ 36.86 ~ -13.1 
State --- 4,612 7,3W --- 4.75 11 
Local 40,161 36,586 28,102 3ti,SO 37,08 - 2.2 

PeDIIB11 nnia ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -·8.4 
State 11,107 --- --- 1,12 --- 11 
Looal 300,356 340,372 2211.,975 30.95 35.00 -11.6 ·. 

Rhode Ie11U1d · ~ 27.435 18.413 40.13 ~ 1.8 
State . --- 1,185 1,180 --- ,1.70 ·lf 
Local 28,029 2ti,250 17,233 40,13 37.72 6.4 

South Caro1ilaa ~ 25.045 19.558 ~ 14.36 -10.3 
State 902 2,834 4,94:'1 .48 1.103 -'70.6 
Local Z3,5ti0 22,211 14,615 12.40 12,73 - 2.6 

South Dakota ~ 29,627 30,374 33.2:7 ~ -21.5 
State 191 4,30i 3,466 .30 o,15 -95.1 
Local 21,199 25,3Z3 26,908 32.97 3o,Z3 - 9.0 

TeiDieaaee u..m ~ ~ ~ ~ 1.4 
State 1,242 893 ti,100 .42 ,34. 13.5 
Local 43,733 39,350 29,0911 15.00 14.87 0.9 

~ ~ ~ 94.890 ~ ~ - 6.2 
State 20,097 24.,309 19,ti77 3,13 4,09 -m.s 
Local 12:7,599 121,513 75,213 19.89 20,45 ..... _ 2.7 

Vtah lJJiQl. !.Z.&!!i. ~ ~ 33.92 - 0.4 
State 4,056 4,500 3,tf 7.37 8,77 -1ti,O 
Looal 14,54..5 12,930 11, 1 26.43 25,15 5.1 

Venom ~ 11.133 !..Q.'1li ~ ~ 20.8 
State 002 1,138 1,008 1.54 · a.1o -51.3 
Local 13,541 9,995 7,<!l-ti7 37.09 2:1,77 35.7 

Virl"itd& ~ ~ 32.093 ~ l!Wa - ti.9 
State 3,839 3,480 11,095 1.43 1.4a o.o 
Local 37,lili1 37,018 25,188 14.07 15,22 - 7.u 

Wubington ~ !i7.J.7j ~ ~ ~ -33.9 
State 3,998 12,700 10,915 2.30 8.05 -71.4 
Local «,749 54,519 'il9,2:7l 25.78 34.,<\l2 ...25.1 

Weat Vir(inia &IWW. li!W!§2. ~ ~ ~ -51.1 
Stata «0 3,395 a,OM .23 l.'SJ -88.1 
Looal 26,093 4ti,ti115 31,994 13.72 26,57 -48.4 

Wilooftl:l.a w.Ji!2ll ~ ~ n..7l ~ • 6.2 
State 14, ij()O 7,540 15,991 4.ti5 :.1.,54 83.1 
J,uoal uo,ooo ll8,1ti9 90,257 35,00 39,79 -11.9 

.. ~. ~ i.Ji1 U!!ft ~ ~ -21.3 
II liS 1 11194, 1,1i58 o;,oo 7.40 -7~.3 

Looal '7,88l'l 8,011'1 11,780 31,<\l5 35,16 -10.6 
, 

J 
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TABLE 3.--PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 
BY STATES: 1941, 1932, and 1922 

STATE 

Grand Total 
Total, State 
Total, Local 

aballl& 
State 
Local 

izona 
State 
Local 

eae 
State 
Local 

c alifornia 
State 
Local 

c olorado 
State 
Local 

CoMecticut 
State 
Local 

D elaware 
State 
Local 

D iatrict of Columbia 
State 
Local 

r lorida 
State 
Looal 

Georgia 
State 
Local 

Idaho 
State 
Local 

Illinoh 
State 
Looa1 

Indiana 
State 
Loco.l 

Iowa 
st .. te 
Local 

Kana as 
State 
Local 

!} Not oo.pute4. 
J-3e73D 

(amounts in thousands) 
T 0 T A L 

1941 1932 1922 

~ 4,473,545 $ 4,b84,784 ~ 3,321,484 ~ 
249,812 3~,477 348,2!>3 

4,223,733 413o1,J07 2,973,191 

27.852 32.395 22,706 
5,207 71 9u9 o,bJ3 

22,04.5 24,426 11>,073 

11>.229 21,211 18,558 
3,319 5,731 5,ti80 

12,910 15,480 12,878 

1ti,700 19,979 1b.718 
3,331 4,453 4,686 

13,369 15,526 12,032 

31L843 310,69b 157,507 
lti,OOO 4 5 

295,813 310,692 157,502 

i!.JZZ! 43.757 42.530 
5,183 4,951 1>,575 

3u,388 38,806 35,975 

85.282 73.943 4o,ti10 
l,i.i27 1,842 2,289 

83,655 72,101 44,321 

4.547 5,310 4,478 
--- 3 5V5 

4,547 5,307 3,973 

~ 24,697 10.554 
--- --- ---

:!:::1,591 ~,697 10,554 

54.797 48.497 30,15b 
3,592 3,414 5,417 

51,200 45,083 24,739 

~ 41,169 34,362 
4,700 6,222 o1342 

38,641> 34,947 28,020 

17.859 19.447 17.233 
2,613 2,854 2,717 

15,246 16,593 14,516 

319.584 ·332.913 217 .li94 
513 18,154 13,222 

319,071 314,759 204,472 

108 711 140.318 113.4li7 
ti,839 14,5lti 12,420 

101,872 l2518U2 101,047 

98.884 93 t t.o83 9li 1 Wl 
J,9U9 9,852 8,916 

94,975 83,831 87 ,1>85 

70.737 79,028 u5.91.i1 
5,4ti8 7,321 u,b42 

05,2u9 71,707 59,319 

p E R c A p I T A 
Percent 

1941 1932 change 
1932-1941 

33,98 ;;; 37 ,ti2 - 9.7 
1.91 2.1>1 -20.9 

32,U8 35,U2 - 8.4 

i&1 12.10 -18.8 
1.84 2.98 -38.3 
7,99 9.12 -12,4 

32,51 47.56 -31.6 
6.1>5 12.85 -48.2 

25,8o 34.71 -25.5 

§.&? 10.71 -20.0 
1.71 2.39 -28.5 
u.8t.o 8,32 -17.5 

45.15 52.ti1 -14.2 
2.32 -:oo lJ 

42,83 52.61 -18.6 

!tl...Ql ~ -11.5 
4.61 4.73 - 2.5 

J2,40 37,10 -1Z.7 

49.89 45,3ti 10.u 
,95 1.13 -15.9 

48,94 44.23 10,6 

!1.J!!i 22.13 -22.9 
--- --:02 lJ 

17.00 22.11 -22.8 

35.58 47.31 -24.8 
--- --- ---

35,58 47.31 -24.8 

28,88 31.93 - 9.6 
1.89 2,25 -16,0 

21:1.99 29.68 - 9.1 

~ 14.15 - 1.9 
1.51 2.14 -29.4 

. 12,37 12.01 3.0 

34,00 43,00 -21.9 
4,98 6,40 -22.2 

29.00 37.20 -21.9 

tQ.& 42.97 - 5.R 
,06 2.34 -97.4 

40.41 40.03 - 0.5 

31.71 42.91 -21).1 
1.99 4.44 -55.2 

29.72 J8.47 -22.7 

38.91> ~ 3.0 
1.54. 3.98 -u1.3 

37,42 33.83 lO.u 

~ ih77 - o.O 
3,;)4 3.87 -21.4 

3b,24 37.90 -... 
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TABLE 3.--PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 
BY STATES:"' 1941,,1932, and 1922 (Continued) 

(amounts In thousands) 
'l T 0 T A L p E B. c A p I T A 

STATE 
1932 

Percent 
1941 1922 1941 1932 change 

1932-1941 

Ken~cky $ ~ $ 48.157 ~ 39,686 $ ~ $ ~ -29.0 
State 6,491 10,675 10,050 2.28 4.05 -43,7 
Local 30,457 37,482 29,030 10,70 14.23 -24.8 

Louisiana 44,r3 50,705 43 092 18.ti9 23,78 -21.4 
State 7, 23 9,313 10;680 3.10 4.37 -29.1 
Local 36,850 41,392 32,512 15.59 19.41 -19.7 

Jlaine ~ 28.896 21,511 ~ ~ -2.2 
State 5,042 4,885 3,ti70 5,95 6.11 • 2,6 
Local 24,880 24,011 17,841 29.37 30.01 - 2.1 

Maryland JiiLm 53.999 3b,293 ~ 32.73 3,3 
State 6,040 ti,068 4,739 3,32 3,68 - 9,8 
Local 55,531 47,931 31,554 30,49 29,05 5.0 

Massachusetts ~ 219,913' 155.222 ~ 51.26 3.1 
State 16,542 7,500 12,000 3.EB 1.75 118.9 
Local ·. 211,543 212,413 143,222 49.01 49,51 - 1.0 

Michigan ~ 244,261 163.271 35.52 49.23 -27.8 
State . l3,4til 31i,OOO 28,362 2.56 7,27 -{i4.8 
Local 173,231 208,201 134,909 32,96 41,96 -21.4 

Hinnesota JJ.Q...§QQ 112.446 100.6.~· 39,5'7 ~ - 9.1 
State ll,32ti 9,921 10,282 4.011 3.84 5.1 
Local 99,174 102,525 90,372 35,51 39,71 -10,6 

Mississippi 29.923 33.776 30,713 13.70 ~ -17.6 
State 2,583 5,600 ti,490 1.18 2,76 -57,2 
Local 27,340 28,176 24,223 12.52 13.86 - 9,7 

MiBIIOUri ~ 99,586 79,<117 21.80 27.27 -20.1 
State 4,744 5,889 4,971 1.25 1.61 -22.4 
Local 77,767 !8,697 74,1011 20.55 25.66 -19,9 

Montana ~ ~ 22,067 40.5'7 ~ 6,8 
State 1,8~ 1,989 2,05l 3.33 3,70 -10.0 
Local 24,189 21,477 20,013 43.24 39.92 8.3 

Nebraska ~ (6,635 1$&,348 32,07 33,65 -4.7 
State 5,047 5,928 9,748 3,eB 4.28 -10.5 
Local 37 ,15'7 40,7(17 44,600 28.2& 29,37 - 3.8 

N evada 1.Jl!1.i ~ !!.Ml ~ §L.I!! - 0.7 
State 1,1(6 1,377 1,295 10,39 14,97 -30.6 
Local 5,953 4,588 3,946 54.00 49.87 8.3 

ew Hampshire ~ 22,087 14,662 51.51 47.19 9,2 
State 885 2,812 3,109 1.80 6.01 -70,0 
Local 24,434 19,275 11,553 49,71 41.18 20,7 

N 

N ew Jerse'[ ~ ~ 135,342 ~.74 !!1..&1 11.7 
State 24,7ii1 35,6tl1 22,351 5.95 s.ta -31,1 
Local 240,402 200,163 112,991 57.79 48,44 19,3 

ew Mexico 7.356 10.225 l0,2b2 ~ 23.7S -41.8 
State 2,2ti2 1,927 2,537 4,25 4.48 -4.9 
Local 5,094 S,298 7,725 9,58 19,30 -150.4 

N 

ew York ~ 779.530 4~,851 ~ ~ 0,6 
State 2,559 2,230 23,971 ,19 .17 u.s 
Local 822,8(17 777,300 439,SSO 61,04 \ liO,b7 0.6 

N 

orth Caro1iaa ~ ~ 35.252 15.22 u..g§ -11.8 
State 2,845 3,306 1,265 .so 1.02 -21.6 
Local 51,518 52,479 '33,987 14.42 1ti.24 .u.1 

~:557311 
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On the State level, there was a notable increase in the per capita 
property tax burden in only 3 States--Massachusetts, North Dakota, and 
Wisconsin--from 1932 to 1941. On the local level, the cost of govern
ment to the property owner had experienced a substantial increase in 8 
States--Connecticut, Iowa, Montana,·Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, 
Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

Distribution by Types of Government 

Information relating to over-all property tax collections is supplied 
in table 3 according to a two-fold classification of unit of levy: State 
governments and local governments. It is desirable, further, to indicate 
the distribution of tax collections according to type-of local government, 
with the trend of collections for each. This information is given in 
table 4 for decennial periods 1902 to 1941, both as to absolute amounts 
and as to percent of total property taxes collected, subject to the limi
tations of available data as noted. The percent change from one decade 
to the next is also shown for the various types of local units. 

TABLE 4.--PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS OF STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, 
BY TYPE OF GOVERNMENT: SELECTED YEARS 1902 - 1941 

(amounts in thousands) 
L 0 CAL GOVEB.N11ENTS 

YEAII. 'roTAL S'l'ATE 
GOVERNMEm'S 

1902 $ 70ti,b60 $ 82,320 

1912 1,317,148 139,750 

1922 3,321,484 348,293 

1932 4,684,784 323,477 

1941 4,473,545 249,812 

1902 100.0 11.6 

1912 100,0 10.6 

1922 100.0 10.5 

1932 100.0 6,9 

1941 100.0 5.6 

•1902-1912 + 86.4 + 69,8 

1912-1922 +152,2 +149,2 

1922-1932 + 41.0 - 7.1 

1932-1941 - 4.5 - 22.8 

l/ Incorporated place• ove:c 8,000 population, 
Y Other 1111nor civil divisions. 
1/ Incorporated placee over 2,500 population, 

Total 

$ ti24,340 

1,177,398 

2,973,191 

4,3ol,307 

4,223,733 

Percent of total 

88.4 

89.4 

89.5 

93.1 

94.4 

J1ercegt ch!!:!]ge 

+ 88,6 

+152.5 

+ 46.7 

- 3.2 

School and 
County Municipal other 

dietrich 

$ 143,265 $ 315,ti62!/ $ 165,413&/ 

282,077 tib1 l~_J 234 194t/ J ' 687,286 1,344,7~ 941,1~ 
945,15l '1./ 2,184,914 §./ 1,231,239 

925,CJ72 '1./ 2,213,085 §./ 1,085,576 

20.3 44.7 23.4 

21,4 50.2 17.8 

20.7 .W.5 28.3 

20.2 46,6 26.3 

20,7 49.5 24.2 

+ 96.9 +109.4 +41.6 

+143.7 +100..4 +301.9 

+ 37.5 + 62.5 + 30.8 

- 2.1 + 1.3 - u.s 

Y Statiotico are of tax lovieo1 ta.x collections not reported. 
V Incorporated places, excluding to1111e in Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Connecticut ot lese than 2,500 population, 
2/ Includes school and special diotricte and to1111e of le08 than 2,500 population in Maine, New Hampshire Vermont 

and Connecticut, ' ' 
'1./ lnclud•• all tcnmobipl not clllOoified ao municipal by footnote 8. 
§] Includee tcnmshipe of New. England, New Jeroey, 8n Iork,. Pennaylftllia, and 111scona1n. 
3-3&78& 



16 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

it will be noted that there was a tendency, cy all classes of gov
ernmental units, to place an increased tax load on property from the 
turn o£ ~he century until 1932, since when there has been some relief to 
property oWners in the tax load for each type of government except munic
ipal. For State governments, the burden eased orr slightly beginning in 
1922. A most marked increase, !or all types of units combined, was that 
between the years 1912-1922, when a rise of 152.2 percent was shown !or 
the decade. The ·distribution o£ this rise was fairly even among all 
classes of government--state and local--except !or those local units in
cluded under 110ther Districts." The increase of 302 percent !or 110ther 
Districts" in this decennial period is accounted for in part by the 
creation of new types of. special districts having te.xi.ns powers. Includ
ed with collections reported for "Other Districts" are collections !or 
school districts o£ $1,1 billion in 1932 and $1.0 billion in 1941. 
Municipalities have absorbed from 40 percent to 50 percent or the entire 
property tax revenues consistent~ through the years. Too much reliance 
should not be placed, however, on the data relating to "munici~ties" 
because of various classifications of school and other special districts 
and of tom;1s ··and townships duripg the several decennial censuses. 
Figure 3 indi'C~tes, for 1902 and 1941; the distribution of property tax 
collections among various types of government levying this tax. 

1902 

Municipal 
44.7% 

Fig.3.-- Distribution 
. By Type of 

3-3.5735 

1941 

of Property Tax Collections, 
Government: 1902 and 1941 
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Per capita data on property tax collections are available for States 
and for all local governments combined. It is not feasible to compile per 
capita statisti cs for the individual types of local government, however, 
because of the variable of population. Total tax revenues by type of 
government may be compiled without relation to the population affected; 
this fact penni ts the presentation in table 4 of the data by types of lo
cal units below the county a s well as f or the State . For per capita data, 
however, comparative figures are limited to State and to combined local 
governments . In table 5 and the accompanying figure 4 the long-term trends 

YEAR 

1902 

1912 

1922 

1932 

1941 

19 02 

1912 

1922 

19 32 

1941 

TABLE 5 .--PER CAPITA PROPERTY TAX COLLECTI ONS OF STAT E AND LOCAL 
GOVERNMENTS: SELECTED YEARS 1902 - 1941 

T 0 TA L STATE L 0 C A L 

Percent Percent Percent Amowtt Amount Amount 
change change change 

$ 8.99 --- $ 1.05 --- i 7.~ ---
13.51.1 J0.8 1.44 37.1 12.12 52.6 

30.55 125 .3 3 .22 123. (j "7.34 125.b 

37.t>2 23.1 2.bl - 18. 9 35.02 28.1 

33.98 9 . 7 1.91 - 26.8 32.08 - 8.4 

I 

• State 

Local 

I $12 . 12 
I 

Dollars 

Fig. 4-- Pe r 
Local 

Capit a Property T ax Collections of State and 
Governments : Selected Years, 1902 - 1941 



PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

troa 1902 through 1941 !or these two classes are shown. It will be noted 
that the aggregate. per capita tax load of $33.98 in 1941 was over three 
and one-halt times as much as the $8.99 collected in 1902. The amount tor 
states, however, has nuctuated from $1.05 per capita in 1902 to $3.22 in 
1922, since when it has fallen off substantia.l.J¥, 'llthough for 1941 1twas 
still in excess of the 1902 figure. The $35.02 per capita required by. · 
local governments in 19.32, on the other hand, ns more than tour times the 
$7.94 per capita in 1902, and a slight recession occurred between 1932 
and 1941. 

State Property Taxes--General and Selective 

It is pertinent to analyze tax collections not only by type of gov
·ernment levying the tax but also by type of property tax levied. The 
discussion to this point has covered general and selective property taxes 
combined, without segregation of amounts derived from each or the two 
classes. 'l'his differentiation is especially significant at the State 
level, whereas local governments avail themselves almost universally or 
the general. property tax. 

Table 6 shows, tor the year 1941, the amount or taxes collected 
from general and from. selective property taxes by States for State pur
poses. or a total or $249.8 million collected in that year, $160.1 
mllion, or 64.1 percent, was from· general property taxes collected in 
43 States, and $89.7 million, or 35.9 percent, was from. selective prop
erty collected in .30 States, for 11'hich collections were separately 
reported. The States of. Delaware, Oregon, and Rhode Island collected 
neither a general property nor a selective property tax. Two other 
States-Illinois and Oklahoma-levied neither type or tax but a small 
aaount or general property taxes or prior years' levies was realized, · 
although the tax has been discontinued. or the remaining 41 States for 
which general property tax collections are· shown, however, the amount 
was only nominal for three States-California, North carolina, and 
Virginia-and inconsiderable for three other States--Vichigan, South 
Carolina, and South Dakota-and for all six States represents collec
tions of delinq,uencies on lmes of this tax made in years prior~to its 
discontinuance by these States. For two other States-New Hampshire 
and Vermont-a general property tax is levied by the State on property 
in unorganized areas or in unincorporated places only, to defray the· 
cost or State administration of functions of government in localities 
not llithin the limits of any minor civil unit. The l!esult is that 33 
States may be said to have relied on the general property tax in 1941.. 
Twenty-one of these 33 States collected. revenue also from one or more 
selective property taxes, while 12 levied no selective property taxes·. 

While in the majority of .cases the general propert,y tax in these 
33 States 11 an ordinary levy for State purposes, some of the levies 
Mri t special mention. The amounts classified as general property tax 
for Connecticut and. Kassachuaetts represent a State tax on towns which 
is apportioned. on the basis of asses.sed valuation, and the rate, there
tore. is fixed locally. The tax of $15.4 million in New Jersey is the 
3-357a 
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State ·school tax, of which 90 percent is returned to counties for school 
purposes, immediately, on the basis of the original collection, and the 
remaining lO percent is apportioned by the State to poor school districts. 
The tax of $2.6 million in New York is limited to a small levy.for armo
ries and for court stenographers, with separate levies inside and outside 
New York City. Wisconsin levies an an.'l'lttal State tax on general property, 
not in excess of .2 mills and only for the purpose of conservation and 
development of State forests, unless the legislature provides other funds 
equal to the amount such a mill tax would produce. 

TABLE 6.--STATE PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS, GENERAL AND SELECTIVE: 
1941 

(amounts in ·thousands) 

STATE 'IDT.AL 

Total $ 249.812 

Alab- 5,207 
Ariwna 3,319 
Arlousu 3,3:n 
California lo,OOO 
Colorado 5,183 
Comeotiaut 1,027 
Delaware ---
Florida 3,592 
Georgia 4,705 
Idaho 2,ti13 

nu.noia 513 
Indillll& o,839 
Ion. 3,909 
K.a.nsu 5,4b8 
Keniuok;y o,491 
Louidana 7,323 
Mai.ne 5,042 
Haryllllld ti,().W 
Maaaaolmaetta lb,542 
Miokipa 13,461 

Mimeaota 11,326 
Mba ill Iippi 2,583 
M.iaaouri 4,744 
Montana 1,81>3 
Nebraska 5,0i7 
Neftda 1,146 
New Ha.pehire 885 
New Jereey 24,7ti1 
New Mexico 2,202 
New York 2,559 

North Carolina ·2,845 
Nortla Dakota a,m 
Ohio 7,342 
Oklahota 4.2 
Or~ ---
PeDDIIylnilia 11,107 
Rhode bllllld ---
South Carolina 902 
South Dakota 191 
Tenneuee 1,242 

Texas 20,097 
Utah 4,056 
Vemont 552 
Virginia 3,839 
Waehingtoa 3,998 
We•t Virginia 440 
Wiaooaein 14,000 
WyoaiJig 515 

¥ Ineludoo a .....:U 1110unt ot opecial property taxes, 
"' Not ••paratolr reported. 

General 
property 

$ 100.089 

5,2<n 
3,222 
3,308 

1 
4,973 
l,olo ---
2,517 
4,519 
2,ti13 

513 
5,405 
3,858 
4,997 
1,s:IS 
7,323 
5,021 
6 OiO 

16:500 
825 

10,916 
2,583 
4,744 
1,819 
4,871 
1,140 

16 
15,400 
2,218 
2,559 

4 
3,m ---

42 ---------
85 

152 
1,242 

20,097 
4,056 

22 
8 

2,082 
440 
804 
494 

Seleotive 
property 

$ 89 723 

---
97 
23 

1o,ll:!9 
210 

11 
---

1,075 
18o 
--~ 

---
i,434 

51 

·~ 4,9 
---
2l ---42 

12,(00' 

410 ------
44 

176 ---
869 

&,361 
44 ---

2,841 . ~ 

",34c2 ------
11,107 ---

817 
39 ---
------roo 

3,831 
1,316 ---

13,736 
2l 
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The selection of specific kinds of property for taxation qy States 
at rates different from those on general property is common, and the 
types of property selected for taxation vary among the States. Eight 
States--California, Michigan, North carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South. 
Carolina·, South Dakota, and Virginia--levy no general property tax, but 
these States continue to rely on selective property taxes. To this ~
ber might be added also New Hampshire and Vermont, which, except for 
relatively small State levies for local purposes in unorganized or unin
corporated places, levy no general property tax for State purposes. 
Selected types of property subject to taxation by the 31 States imposing 
such taxes in 1942 consist of a few major kinds: intangibles, motor 
vehicles, equipment cars, pu.blic utilities, .and other. · The variation 
among States in the application of taxes on selected types of property 
is discussed in detail in connection with table 9, which presents assessed 
valuations of selective property. 

The absolute amounts of collections reported in table 6 by States 
for 1941 vary in some instances from th,ose published in the· Bureau's 
report: ·.State Tax Collections : 1941.[/ These differences are accounted 
for in·~ p~ber-of ways, but arise primarily because. revised data have 
been recei~~d for this report. 

Data on the property tax as a sQ'urce of revenue in cities having 
over 100,000 population are presented in the final table of this report. 

Special Property Taxes 

A third type of property tax, termed "special property" taxes, 
exists in over half the States. In its annual report, Financial Statis
tics of States, the Bureau in past years (through 1940) has included as 
property taxes, in addition to general and selective property taxes, 
certain ·taxes levied and collected b,y States which it classifies as 
"special property" taxes. While these taxes are levied on an ad .valorem 
basis, as are both general property and selective property taxes, they 
are assessed, levied, and collected by methods that are not generally 
applied in the case of general and selective property. Special property 
taxes are levied at a fixed rate per dollar of a valuation ot5er than an 
assessed valuation applied to all property, such as taxes upon the prop
erty of corporations levied upon the basis of the amount of corporate 
stock, corporate indebtedness, or both corporate stock and indebtedness; 
taxes upon savings banks and kindred corporations Which are levied in 
proportion to a certain specified portion of deposits, as tt eir excess 
above the value of specified investments; and taxes upon insurance cor
porations assessed upon the _basis of the valuations of their policies. 

The special property tax, as thus defined, is found in 26 States, 
and in 1940--the latest year for which the data have been compiled by 
the Bureau-pro<l.uced a total of $97.3 million. The range in collection 
of such taxes was from $45.0 million, or more than two-fifths of the 
total, in Pennsylvania, to $19 thousand in Florida. 

§/ Bureau or tbe Census, February 1942• 

3--35'135 



PROPERTY TAX COLLECTIONS .21 

The types cf property subject to special taxation· varied among the 
several States, but such levies w~re made predominantly on the capital 
stock of corporations. In .many cases, corporations so taxed include 
bar~s, trust co~panies, building and loan associations, and insurance 
co:pa~~es. !n Pennsylvania, a tax on private and public corporation 
loans yielded ~10.5 million. 

:ollections of special 
property taxes in 1940, by 
States, are shor.. in thousands 
of dollars in the array · at 
the ::1.ght. 

Begi:-.r.ing with the Bu
reau's reports for 1941, the 
collections of special prop
erty taxes are not included 
with the figures for property 
tax collections. Since the 
~xes included in this cate
gory are fra~chise, privilege, 
and license taxes, they are 
now classified as busines3 
taxes. 

Total 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
!"lorida 
Illinois 
Ientncky 
Louisiana 
Kaine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Sooth Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Vennont 

$97,259 

1. 401 
369 
624 

86 
19 

2. 531 
440 

2, 824 
237 
141 

11, 793 
5,462 

336 
1, 514 

73 
215 

10, 864 
2,222 
4, 226 

613 
44,953 

2, 136 
422 

1. 717 

1, 723 
440 



CHAPTER ll 

SPU::IAL ASSESSMENTS 

"I Relation to laxation of Property 

TEE 1'ULl. import or the property tax in the United States requires 
that consideration be given, however briefly, to special assessments as 

a type of tax burden on property. 

A special assessment, strictly defined, is not a "tax," because it 
is levied on property to defray the cost of an improvement or service 
which is a specific benefit to the property assessed, and is levied but 
once. It ,savors of a tax, however, in that it is levied and collected 
under the sovereign power of the State, commonly called taxing and police 
powers, and is a compulsory charge on the property benefited. In prac
tice, the difference between a special assessment and a tax lev,y ~ be 
difficult to discern in the case of certain types of local improvement 
projects. There are various aspects in which a special assessment re
sembles a ~' and others in which there is a distinct difference. It 
is unneces~~ry to discuss these features in detail in this report, but 
because the bdrden falls on property--land, rather than on land plus 
improvements--the subject should be considered in connection with the 
property tax. 

TABLE 7 • -sPECIAL ASSESs.MENT COLLECTIONS OF LOCAL GOVER.NMENTS, 
BY TYPE OF GOVER.li!MENT: SELECTED YEARS 1912 - 1941 

(Amounts in Thousands) 

YEAR 
TOTAL 

Amount Per Capita 

i912 $106,764 
1922 195,883 
1932 295,105 
1941 102,121 

y Not reported. 
~35735 

$1.10 
1.80 
2.37 
.77 

COUNTY MUNICIPAL SFECIAL DISTRICT 

$ 9,323 $ 97,441 y 
19,475 149,459 $26,949 
32,759 231,206 31,140 
10,870 63,181 28,070 
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SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 

Trend of Collections 

To supplement the over-all figures on the property tax in the pre
ceding tables of this report, table 7 presents collections of special 
assessments by selected types of local governments for the decennial 
periods 1912 through 1941. Total collections of special assessments in 
1941 were $102 f\lillion. The table shows that the use of this fornr of 
financing local improvements grew substantially from 1912 to 19.32, but 
since then has fallen off. This reduction reflects the effect of the 
depression in curtailing local expenditures for improvements, as well as 
the Federal financing of local improvements as \memployment relief 
projects. 

Use by Types of Government 

Municipalities are the largest users of special assessment fin~ 
while counties ordinarily do not conduct so wide a scope of those gov
ernmental activities which may be financed by special assessments. Spe
cial assessment districts of considerable extent in area are created 
frequently for a specific purpose, such as irrigation, drainage, water 
supply or levee construction, with power to levy special assessments but 
not general property taxes. Local improvement districts which may com
prise only a limited area within a municipality are created commo~ 
with similar limitation. 

In 1941, the municipalities of all the States except New F.ampshire, 
the counties of 14 States, and special districts in 41 States, collected 
revenue from special assessments. The amount realized from this source 
by all the local units within a State varied from less than $1 million, 
for 18 States and the District of Columbia, to more than $10 million, in 
two States--New York and Ohio. In 24 States, total collections ranged 
from $1 million to $5 million; and in 3 States, from $5 million to $10 
million. 

All States authorize their local subdivisions to use the special as
sessment as a means of financing local improvements, and frequently this 
method is extended to th~ financing of certain types of services. In 
some cases special districts have been created to conduct a specific gov
ernmental activity, for which they are authorized tp levy special assess
ments but not to levy taxes. Conditions vary widely among the local gov
ernments of the several States as to the purposes for which special as
sessments may be levied, the area or district deemed to be benefited by 
an improvement or service, the distribution of the cost of the improve
ment as between public and private property, the basis for spreading the 
special assessment on parcels of property within the area, and other 
phases of such financing. 

The concept of special assessments as reported for 1941 varies from 
that in decennial reports of the Bureau for 1912, 1922, and 19)2. In 
1941, special assessment collections are limited to amounts collected by 
counties, municipalities, and special districts for capital outlays tobe 
Lnanced from this source. !n the Bureau reports for 1912 through 19.32, 
3-35735 



24 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

the collections inclUded revenue of States as well as local units of gov
ernment, and included collections of levies or charges for certain current 
services as •ell as for outlay's. It is impossible in the reports for 1912 
through 1932 td segregate the amounts collected on current account from 
those collected on capital account, so the total collections are reported. 
For comparabili t.Y, however, the amount of collections of special assess-. 
aents by- State~ has been deducted for the earlier years • 

. 3-35"735 



CHAPTER III 

ASSl!iSID VALUATIONS 

Significance of Assessment 

0 Nl OJ the most important aspects or the property tax is the assess
ment of property for purposes of taxation. Assessment means listing 

property on the tax rolls at rull or proportionate value. Valuations 
within an assessment district are subject to review by a local agency, 
with the objective or equalizing valuations among the separate parcels or 
items on the tax roll. Further, when the valuation of the district is to 
be used, along w.i. th the, valuation of other districts, as the basis of 
county or State levies, the valuations of all districts are subject to 
review b,y a county or a State agency for equalization among the various 
districts. 

In general, for any taxing district, the tax levy divided by the sum 
of the values placed on all property--individual and corporate--gives the 
tu rate. The tax rate applied to the property owner's assessment, there
fore, gives the amount of taxes to be paid by him. The impact ·of taxation 
on the property owner is through the valuation placed on his holdings, 
rather than through the total tax levy or the tax rate. Thus, there is 
ever present in the assessing process the pressure of property owners for 
low valua tiona • 

The social and economic aspects of assessment entitle eac};l property 
owner to be able to determine that the tax to be levied against him is in 
proportion to his share of the total valuation of all property in the 
district for which the taxes are levied. The assessing procedure should 
provide not only for taxpayer appeal to a local review aeency and possi~ 
for review b,y a superior equalization agency, but also for certain minimum 
essentials, such as separate assessment or land and of improvements, tax 
maps, land value·maps, depth rules, a building classification, individual 
description records, and the like. 

The character or the administrative ·process often contributes to the 
variances in assessments expressed as absolute totals or as per capitas. 
That is, the end-product of assessment reflects the organization and 
«l\tpment of assessing offices, the composition of the assessment unit, the 
competence of the assessing personnel, the functioning of local and State 

·agencies reviewing and equalizing the original valuations,. and the nature 
of State supervision ot assessments. 

It ms.y be added that the assessed valuation of a governmental unit-
State or local--enters into the economy of that unit ae an important 
3-3e73S 
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factor because of its utility for purposes other than that of serving as 
a base for the property tax. One of these uses is that of ·serving as a 
gauge or limit for incurrence of debt. Another is its use as a basis tor 
distribution to local subdivisions of State aid in the form of shared 
taxes and grants. Assessments, therefore, exert a powerful influence on 
the· financing of the~e two levels of government and are a factor of con
cern in determination of their credit. The assessed valuation of property 
in a State or local unit serves also as an index of its estimated wealth 
if allowance is made for the ratio of full value used in fixing the valua
tion and also for the valuation of propert,y exempt from taxation which is 
not included in the total assessed valuation. Because of the dynamic char
acter of property and of the economic elements entering into its creation, 
utility, and disposition or destruction, public agencies have found it 
highly desirable to provide for annual or other frequent appraisals to 
keep their assessed valuations up to date. The discussion in this report 
is limited to valuations made for taxation. 

Responsibility' of assessing property for tax purposes varies among 
the States, dependent upon· the nature of the, tax to be levied. The fix
ing of asses'smen~s on r~al property as a base for taxation by counties and 
other divisions below the State commonly rests wi. th the officials of pri
mary local assessing districts, of which, according to the National Asso
ciation of Assi~ing Officers, there are in excess of 25,000 in the 
United States.~ The assessment fixed b.Y local assessors is commonly 
accepted, after equalization by a State agency, as the base for general 
property taxation for State purposes. 

·In addition to taxable land, there were over 29 million urban and 
rural nonfarm residenti~ structures and rural farm dwelling units in the 
United States in 1940,~/ all of which are included on local assessment 
rolls. Further, there are the many thousands of commercial and industrial 
structures, which, like residential structures, are subject to property 
taxes. In New York City, with a population of ?,454,995 in 1940; there 
are over 8201 000 separate pieces of real estate; in l4iami, Florida, having 
a population of 1?2,1?2, there are 85,000 separate legal descriptions, of 
which 35,000 are improved. In San Diego County, California, having a 
population of 289,348, there are 300,000 parcels of real estate entered 
on the assessment :rolls. The assessment :rolls of Detroit, Michigan, with 
a population of 1;623,452, contain 4?3,000 descriptions of real property 
and approximately' 5S,ooo personal property assessments. All of these 
properties must be locally assessed, annually or at.other frequent inter
vals,. for the purposes of r84sing revenues for local governments. These 
figures indicate not only the stupendous size of the problem of adminis
tering the property tax, but also the· reason for the nation-wide interest 
in the subject of property assessment for tax purposes. 

1./ .t.ueuaen\ 0Psan11U1oa and Pereonnel, Pt.r\ a, Chapter J, 

II lqrt~a ot ••• Centut, Boue1n1 cenaua, 1840 1 Ser1ea a-a, wo. 1. 
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ASSESSED VALUATIONS 

Classification of Property for Taxation 

For purposes of taxation, property is classified essentially as 
follows: 

Real prr'perty: 
Land 
Improvements to land 

Personal property: 
Tangible 
Intangible 

:Mixed property {not separated as between 
real and personal) 

27 

The classes o! property subject to general, as distinct from selec
tive, property taxes vary widely in the several States. The classes o! 
property subject to taxation for State, as distinct from local, purposes 
also vary widely in the several States. Valuations assessed for general 
property taxation include real property and commonly, but not universal
ly, tangible personal property, and may include intangible personalty 
and mixed property; valuations subject to selective property taxation 
comprise only personal and mixed property, with a single exception. 
General property is ass'essed for State taxation by over two-thirds of 
the States and universally for local taxation by one or more units of 
government; selective property is assessed for State taxes· predominantly, 
although it is subject to taxation by counties, municipalities and 
school or other special districts in several States and by the District 
of Columbia. 

The assessment o! tangible personalty is usually made according to 
the same procedure as is used for the assessment of realty, although the 
taxing of this class of property does not follow rigorously the l!a.me 
course, as exemptions are more prevalent and lower rates m~ oqtain than 
those on general property. The method of assessment of intangible per
sonal property is peculiar to the various States and ranges all the way 
from legal provision for its inclusion on the tax rolls together with 
real property subject to the general property tax rate in so~e States, 
to exemption from all property taxes in other States. 

:Mixed property, however, which consists largely of the property of 
various types of public-service corporations, is usually assessed by the 
State tax commission or other assessing agency, which &$signs to the sev
eral local taxing districts the valuations subject to local taxation. 

The tax systems of the several States also var,y considerably as to 
the extent that real and personal property, or their component classes, 
and mixed property, are assessed for State and for local purposes. In 
order to arrive at an aggregate of the assessed valuation of general and 
3-.3573!5 
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selective property taxed for either State or local purposes1 it is neces
sar,y to add the totals of locally-assessed valuations. to the total of 
State-illa'de·assessments, regardless of.the different circumstances affect
ing the making of the assessments. The composite figure over a period of 
years, however, in spite of widely divergent factors affecting it, affords 

·a basis for study of the trend of the property tax valuations. 

Valuations of Taxable Property 
Table a shows, by States, the total assessed valuation, classified 

as to general and selective property, for both State and.local government 
purposes, in the continental United States in 1940. The valuations pre
sented in this and othe~ tables are those designated as 1940 by the as
sessing agencies. The maximum assessed valuation subject to either State 
or local taxation or both was $144.6 billion, of which $131.7 billion, or 
91.1 percent, us general property, and the remaining $12.9 billion, or 
a.9 .percent, was selective property •. Of the total,.$94.2 billion was 
subject to Stfl,te and $137 .a billion to local taxation., .. For States as 
a whole, valuations of general property subject to .local taxation greatly 
exceeded those subject to State taxation, while for valuations of selec
tive property the reverse is true. 

The valuation of $94.2 billion subject to general or selective prop
ert-y taxes· for State governments consisted of valuations assessed in 43 
States, onl,y 5 States--Delaware, Illinois, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Rhode 
Island--asses~ing neither general nor selective property for State pur
poses. The larger portion of this valuation, $82.~ billion, or 87.9 per
cent, consisted of general property, which was assessed for State purposes 
in all but 13 States, although this t.r.pe of property was rel~tively less 
important for State than for local taxation. As has been explained· ear
lier in the section of the report relating to tax collections, the valu
ations subject to the general property tax in some States were limited as 
to extent and purpose. The remaining valuation subject to State taxation, · 
$11,4 billion, was the valuation of selective property, so far as the 
data were available, assessed for State purposes in Jl States. 

· Of the valuation of $1J7.S billion subject to taxation b.1 local gov
ernments, $130.4 billion, or 94.6 percent, consisted of general property, 
there being no exception in any State to the use of this type of prop
to:•ty as a tax base for local .purposes. The small remainder, $7.4 bUlion, 
was made up of selected types of property assessed for local purposes in 
15 · ,ates and in the District of Columbia. ' 

The State-by-State figures show that, in most States, the valuaticns 
assessed for State and for local purposes differ, because of variations 
in statutor,y provisions or in administrative procedures governing taxa
tion of property. Assessments may differ because of exemption of speci-

. fied property from either State or local taxation, and also because of 
variation in the ratio of assessed to fUll value applied by State and by 
local assessing officers. · 
3-35736 . 
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TABLE B.--ASSESSED VALUATION OF GENERAL AND SELECTIVE PROPERTY 
FOR STATE AN~ LOtAL PURPOSES, BY STATES: 1940 

(amounts in thousands) 

STATE 'l'OTAL 
GENERAL SEL:EX:TIVE 
PllOl'EltTY Pl\Lll'E.ltTY 

Grand Total $ 144,ffiti,317 $ 131, 7v7 ,550 ~ 12,928,7b7 
Total 1 State 94,Z35,020 82,837,910 11,397,110 
Total 1 Local 137,779,947 130 ,3ti3 '907 7 ,4lb,040 

AJ.ab8JJIA!J 97ti,ll0 97ti,ll0 
State 808,542 808,542 
Local 97b,ll0 97u,ll0 

Arizona 395,774 37u,841 18,933 
State 395,774 37u,841 18,933 
Local 393,280 37b,84l lb,439 

ArluJnaarJJ 443,104 442,488 bl6 -
State 4.D8,020 407,404: blb 
Local 442,488 442,488 

California 8,b09 1315 7,138,547 1,470,7t:i8 
State 742,534 742,534 
Local 7,Soo,781 7,138,547 728,234 

Colorado 1,112,976 1,112,97ti ~ State 1,112,97b 1,112,97ti 
Local 1,112,976 1,112,97ti w 

Connecticut 3,147,258 3,140,730 528 
State 3,147,258 3,14ti, 730 528 
Local 3,146,730 3 114b1 73U 

Delaware 326,374 32o,374 
State 
Local 32U,374 32v 1374 

District of Columbia 1,402,011 1,330, 7U3 71,308 
State 
Local 1,402,011 1,33U1 7U3 71,308 

Florida 1,373,828 524,389 849,439 
State 1,224,422 374,983 849,439 
Local 524,389 524,389 

Georgia 1,518,942 917,830 601,112 
State 1,518,942 917,830 601,112 
LOC!il 1,518,94:..! !il7,BJu vvl,ll2 

Idaho 387,240 387,240 
State 387,240 387,240 
Local 387,240 387,240 

ll1inoie 5,302,045 5,302,045 
State 
Local 5,302,045 5,30:..!,045 

Indiana 5,078,592 3,80ti,709 1,271,883 
State 5,078,592 3,Soo, 7u9 1,271,883 
Local 4 1540 141.15 3,80li,7u9 733 t 75li 

Iowa~ :.J,J1u1 1l'W 2,957,021 359,til9 

State 3,31u,ll'W 2,957,021 SJ""9,ul9 

Local 3,314,921 2, 9.37 , o::!l 357 ,90U 

Kansas 2,798,972 2,59:.!,7.)4 :.!ll\1 1218 

State 2,798,97:.! .:.!,39~,754 :.!l.lu,2l8 

Local 2,791,045 2,591,233 199, 7\)2 

Kentuokyi/ 2,737,ti8u 2,4:.!8,u05 Ju<J,08l 

tl State 2, 7'J7,~ti :.!,-t:.:~,uw 309,081 

Local 1 ,8uJ,575 1,8uJ,5i;:) 

For footnotes, ae~ ~nd ot table. 
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TABLE a.--ASSESSED VALUATION OF GENERAL AND SELECTIVE PROPERTY 
FOR STATE AND LOCAL PURPOSES, BY Sl'ATES: 1940 (r.on't'd) 

(amounts In thousands) 

STATE 'IDTAio GENERAL . SELIDTIVE 
PROPERTY PIIOl'Eli.TY 

LouisiMalY $ . 1,377,531 $ 1,377 1SU $ 
State 1,172,581 1,172,581 
Local 1,377,S:U 1,377,SU 

Maine 698,220 698,220 
~ State 084,764 b84,764 

Local ti98,220 698,220 ~ 
)larybnd 2,480,390 2,480,390 

State 2,474,3ti2 2,.474,3ti2 
Local 2,480,390 2,480,390 

Atassachusetts 6,436,784 6,137,ti9l 299,093 
State 6,138,902 ti,l37,b9l 1,211 
Local u1435,573 o,l37 1ti9l 297,882 

Michigan o,362,5so 6,027,720 334,830 
State 334,830 334,830 
Local ti,027,720 11,027,720 

MiJ!ne~ota21 2,128,248 1,300,991 824,257 
S.ta.t& 2,128,248 1,300,991 824,257 
Local• 2,128,248 1,300,991 824,257 

Mississippi 575,304 575,304 
State 442,559 . 442,559 
Local 575,304 575,304 

Missouri 3,825,631 3,825,631 
State 3,825,631 3,825,631 
Local 3,825,631 3,825,631 

Mont~a 'JJ 321,985 320,055 1,930 
State 321,985 320,055 1,930 
Local .J20,055 320,055 

Nebraska 2,039,748 1,922,272 117,476 
State 2,039,748 1,922,272 117,476 
Local 2,03o,B95 1,922,272 114,623 

Nevada 198,880 )98,880 
StatE> 198,880 198,880 
Local 198,880 198,880 

New Hampshire 582,432 552,478 29,954 
State 41,176 11,222 29,954 
Local 55:;l,478 552,478 

New Jersey a,oa5,307 5,489,tib9 195,638 
State 5,506,004 5,310,39ti 195,638 
Local 5,489,titi9 51489 1tiu9 

New Mexico 317,430 315,ti4b 1,784 
State 317,430 815,640 1,784 
Local 315,64ti 315,64ti 

New York 25,752,029 25,752,029 
State 25,752,029 25,752,029 
Local 25,573,855 25,573,855 

North Carolina 3,244,202 2,394,252 849,950 
State 849,950 849,950 
Local 2,394,252 2,394,25~ 

North Da.kota.af 44U,873 446,474 399 
State 446,873 440,474 399 
Local 446,474 446,474 

For footnotes, see end of table. 
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ASSESSED VALUATIONS )1 

TABLE B.--ASSESSED VALUATION OF GENERAL AND SELECTIVE PROPERTY 
FOR STATE AND LOCAL PURPOSES, BY STATES: 1940 (Cont'd) 

(amounts in thousands) 

STATE 'roTAL GEN'.EEAL SEUX:TM 
PRDPERTr PROPER.Tf 

Ohioi./ $ 9,180,877 $ 9,180,877 • !Q/ 
State 9,18~77 -- !Qj 
Local 9 I lilO, 877 !Q/ 

Oklahoma 1,o<!9,332 1,195,®9 4..:>4,2.33 
State -- -- --
Loclll 1,o29 1332 1,195,099 434,233 

Oregon 8%,787 S9o 1787 --
State -- -- --
Local 89o,787 896,787 --

l'eMsyl vania 11 ,24{),051 8,247,219 2,992,&32 
State ~,99"2.832 -- 2,992,832 
Local 11,240,051 8,1:?.47 ,219 2,992,832 

;Uiode Island 1,485,927 1,485,927 --
State -- -- --
Local 1,485,927 1,48i>,927 -

South CarolinallJ 675,939 37<::,513 3\..13,426 
State 30Cl,42ti -- 3U3,42u 
Local 372,513 J72,513 --

South Dakota 944,501 911,897 32,U04 
State 32,o04, -- 32,()04, 
Local 944,233 911,897 32,33ti 

TeMeuee 1,431,802 1,431,802 --
State 1,431,802 l,4J1,802 --Local 1,431,802 1,4J1,802 --

Texae 4,273,322 4,273,322 --
State 3,580,408 3,580,408 --Local 4,27J,322 4,278,322 --

Utah 513,814 513,814 --
State 513,814 513,814 --Local 513,814 513,814 --

Vermont 355,745 277 ,7~ 78,017§./ 
State 79,222 1,2v5 7t:i 1017 
Local 277,728 277,ns --

Virginia 2,290,894 l,,oo0,477 I:U0,417 
State 030,417 -- o30,4.l7 
Local . l,bb0,477 1,uu0,477 --

Washingto.J./ 1,175,5o7 1,087,812 87,755 
State 1,175,5ti7 1 1v87 1812 87,755 
Local 998,ti14 998 1u14 --

West Virginia 1,84{),425 1,840,4:.:5 -State 1,840,425 1,840,425 -Local 1,840,425 1 I 840 14;_;s --
Wiaccmsin 4,959,534 4,4lti,2:ld ~,301 

Str.te 4,959,534 4 14!ti,W 043,301 
Local J,90ti,4ill 3,90ti,4Q:l --

Wyowing 341,389 330,0~ 11,3titi 
State 34l,J89 330,0:.:3 u,3ou 
Local 341,389 330,023 ll,Jw 

l/ Legal baeis o! assessment 1a 60 percent of 11111 va.lue, 

Aaeeumont ot 19)9, No later data available. ~ 
Legal basil ot ascesamont 11 50 percent ot tull value, 
Data not avaUa.ble, 

Lega.l buill ot useas11111nt lO'percent tor apeeitied securities; by local option pari.shee m.ay value property 
at leu than tull va.lue for purpoaes ot loca.l taxation. 

~ 
Taxe.ble value, which varies fr0111 5 percent to 100 percent of full va.lue accard1f11J to type of propert;y, 
Ta.xal:>le value, which variea from 7 percent to 100 percent of full value according to type of propert;y. 

to 
Taxable value, which ie 50 percent of full value, 
Legal bui.e of aaeeu11111nt varies from 50 to 100 percent aceor<lin,g to type of property. 

!O/Valuation of intangibles not avaUable, 
IDincludee valuation of specified .foreign and domestic corporations assessed on a bade of 25 percent of full 

value tor local purpoaee and also valuation o! the eame property auessed at full value for State purposes, 
3-~735 



.32 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

Valuations of Selective Property 

Valuations of selected types or property taxa'Qle for State and local 
purposes in 1940 are given in table 9. Reference has been made to this 
table in the discussion of tax collections shown in table 6. 

TABLE 9.--ASSESSED VALUATION OF SELECTIVE PROPERTY JroR STATE 
AND WCAL PURPOSES, BY TYPE OF PROPERTY: 1940 

(amounts in millions) 

State 

Total 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut' 
District ~f·C~lumbia 

Florida 
Georgia 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 

Maine 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Montana 
Nebraska 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio / 

Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Vermont 
Virginia 

Washington 
'Nisconsin 
Wyoming 

y Data not available. 
Y Oyster grounds. 
'}../ Busses and trucks. 

Total 

$12,928.8 

18.9 
.6 

1,470.8 
!/ 

.5 
71.3 

849.4 
601.1 

1,271.9 
.359.6 
206.2 
,309.1 

1/ 
299.1 
.334.8 
8:?4 • .3 

1.9 
117.5 

,30.0 
195.6 

1.8 
850.0 

.4 
y 

4.34.2 
2,992.9 

.303.4 
)2.6 
78.0 

630.4 

87.8 
54.3.,3, 
11.4 

!/ Foreign nonutility corporations. 
3-35731! 

Intangibles Motor 
vehicles 

$10,04].~7 il,216.9 

-- 16.4 
-- -

728.2 7,31.0 -- y 
- ---- 71.3 

849,4 -
601.1 -1,26!3.9 --
.357.9 -
201.3 -
,309.1 --

- 1/ -- 299.1 
1/ --

8'24.3 --
' -- -

J.J.A..6 --
-- !/ -- ---- --

697.0 -- --
1.1 -

4,34.2 --
2,992,8 --.... -.32.J -30.2 -

592.2 -
-- 87 •. 9 - --- 11.4 

E4,uipment t'Utll.l.C 
cars utilities 

$,30.9 $1,507.1 

2.5 -
.6 --11.6 -- --- --- -
- --- -

,3.0 -
1.7 -
4,9 ---- ~ 

- --- --- .3.34.8 
...w --

1.9 -
2t3 --
-- ,30.0 

- 195.6 
1.8 --- 15.3.0 

.4 -- -
- -- ---- 17.~.4 
3 -- 47.9 -- ,38.2 

-- --- 54,3.) - -

Other 

$132.2 

---
:;g; 
-
-----------
----
:(J.I 

---------
--

l3J.:iY ----
-----



ASSESSED VALUATIONS 3J 

Intangible personal property is the largest single class of property 
selected for special tax treatment. This class of property is taxed b,y 
17 States, at rates varying for differe~t types of intangibles. One of 
the reasons for the segregation of intangibles for taxation is that expe
rience has proven that, in order to retain this class of property on the 
assessment rolls, the rate should be fixed at a lower level than that on 
general property. In a considerable number of States, however, intangible 
personalty continues to be taxed as general property, while in other 
States it is entirely exempt from both general and selective property-taxes. 

In the majority of States, the revenue from selective taxes for the 
State's use represents only a small portion of an over-all levy prescribed 
by State statute. Especially with regard to intangibles, it is frequent 
practice for the State to fix a relatively low maximum over-all rate b,y 
statute which also allocates the yield to the various levels of government. 
Thus, in Georgia, Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska, the total rate of levy on 
intangibles for the State and for its subdivisions is specified, and the 
proceeds are allocated to the State and to all specified local taxing 
units on the basis of their levies on general property. In W.nnesota and 
South Dakota, the rates for various levels of government are specified. 
Ohio receives for State use only the tax on intangibles with State situs 
and one-fourth of one percent of that on intangibles with local situs. In 
Florida, one-fourth of the tax in excess of the cost of administration is 
returned to the counties. Indiana retains only 10 percent of the State 
levy on general intangibles and apportions the remainder to counties and 
school districts, and the yield from the levy on banks and trust companies 
and building and loan associations is allocated on the basis of local 
levies on general property. · North Carolina apportions 60 percent of its 
tax on various classes o£ intangibles to the local taxing units. In 
Pennsylvania, the State and the county levy upon money at interest at the 
same rate, which is fixed by statute. In Oklahoma, intangibles are tax
able by local units only at limited rates, and in California, solvent 
credits are not taxed by the State, and the local rate is ~fixed by State 
statute. 

l4otor vehicles, which comprise a portion of tangible personal prop
erty, have been removed from the class of property subject to general 
property taxes and have been given special treatment for tax purposes in 
eight States and the District of Columbia. It has been found desirable 
to fix a uniform scale of valuations_ for this type of property in each 
of these States, thus overcoming the inconsistencies arising from assess
ments in a large number of local assessing distr\cts, and·to fix a rate 
which would approximate that on general property. 

In all of these eight States a maximum over-all rate applicable to 
the valuation of motor vehicles is fixed by state statute. California 
retains only enough or the proceeds of the tax on this class of property 
to cover cost of administration, and apportions the remainder to local 
governments for fire and police protection on highways. In Maine and 
Massachusetts the State receives only the tax on nonresident vehicles. 
In the five other States the levies are allocated to local governments 
3-:35735 



34 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

on the basis of their. levies on property in general. In the District of 
Columbia, while the rate levied is that applied to property in general, 
motor vehicles are separately assessed and the valuation is not included 
by .tpe assessor in his report of the valuation of general property. 

A third type of property subject to a selective rather than general 
property tax ratE: is that of equipment car companies or so~called private 
car lines. This type of property is separately assessed and taxed in ll 
States. The objective of this procedure is to recognize the mobile char
acter of the property and the desirabilit,y of uniformity in assessment. 
Such property is assessed by a State assessing agency. The valuation 
fixed is taxed ordinarily at a rate comparable to the average over-all 
rate on general property in the State, and as a rule the State retains 
the entire yield. 

Next to intangible property, the largest class of propert;r selected 
by States for special consideration in assessment and taxation is t~t 
or public utilities, which includes variously among the States railroads, 
add expr"e:s, telephone and telegraph, ani electric power companiee. In 
some cases water and gas companies are also included in this categor,y. 
The extent to which the several State iaws apply to taxation of property 
of public-service corporations varies widely among the states, and it is 
impossible to generalize on this procedure as a whole. Eight States 
provide for specific ·taxes on public utilities tor State purposes, at 
~tes var,ying from those on general property. 

In the majority of States, while the valuation of public utilities 
tor local purposes i~usually determined by a State assessing agency, it 
is .taxed· locally as general property. In Jlichigan, New Hampshire, and 

. Wisconsin, however, the valuation of utilities is taxable by the State 
only. In New Jersey, North Carolina, and Virginia, specified railroad 
property is taxable only by the State. -In South Carolina, the tull value 
of domestic public utilities propertl is taxable by the state and the 
same property is taxable by local governments on the basis in practice 
for general property. 

Other types of property selected by States for taxation at rates 
differing from those on general propert;r. are oyster grounds in Cormeck 
icut and busses and trucks in Nebraska. 

When a specified type of property is taxed at the rate paid on prop
erty in general and also pays an additional rate common to all property 
ot that type, the total collection is included as.from general property 
in this report. l!.xamplee are metalliferous mining property in Colorado 
and livestock 'n several western States. · 

Trend of Assessed Valuations 

· The total assessed valuation of taxable property in the continental 
United States in 1940, by States, both in absolute and in per capita 
amounts, With comparative figures for 1932 and 1922, is presented in 
tible 10. These composite figures represent the valuations on which 
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ASSESSED VALUATIONS 35 

general or selective property taxes were levied for either State or 
local governmental purposes. 

The total valuation in all States and the Distr:!.ct of Columbia of 
$144.6 billion in 1940 represented a per capita assessment of $1,098. 
The State reporting the highest per capita valuation in 1940--exclusive 
o:f the Distri~t of Columbia, w1 th a per capita valuation of $2,114-was 
PJwde Island,-/ with a total of $1.5 billion, or $2,083 per person. The 
valuations ranged downward :from that amount to a low of $443 million, or 
$227 per capita, for Arkansas.~ Variation in the ratio of assessed to 
full value of property, both as established by statute and as used in 
practice by State and local assessing officers, has an important effect 
on the valuations reported, and should be recognized in State-by-State. 
comparisons. This subject is discussed subsequently. 

The total assessed valuation in 1932 was $163.3 billion, and a de
cline of $18.7 billion took place between 1932 and 1940, reflecting in 
part the result of the depression on property values. Per capita assess
ments declined from $1,312.in 1932 to $1,098 in 1940, or 16.3 percent. 

The per capita assessed valuation fell off in 41 States and the Dis
trict of Columbia, while in only the remaining 7 States was there an in
crease. The States of Delaware, 1'1.orida, Georgia, Iowa, and South 
Carolina showed substantial increases. ·The increases in Florida and-

. Georgia resulted from revisions in the State tax laws providing for the 
segregation of intangible personalty from general property and its assess
ment as selective property at lower rates than those on general property. 
The increase'in Iowa reflected an upward revision in the percentage of 
assessed to full value prescribed by statute. South Carolina established 
a separate State tax on specified corporations at full value in addition 
to the local assessment at less than full value. The increases in North 
Carolina and Rhode Island were only nominal. In the former State a revi
sion o:f the method of taxing intangibles resulted in a decrease in gen
eral property which was more than offset by the assessment of intangibles 
as selective property. 

Comparison of the valuations in 1940 with those in 1922 shows that 
while there was an increase of $20.0 billion in absolute amounts during 
the period, the per capita valuations were slightly lov1er in 1940, de
clining 4.2 percent. 

II Baets ot assessaent is tull value, 

il Baste or assessaent ts 60 percen• ot tull value. 
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TABLE 10.--TOTAL AND PER CAPITA ASSESSED VALUATION OF PROPERTY SUBJECT 
TO STATE OR LOCAL PROPERTY TAXES, BY STATES: 1940, 1932, and 1922 

(amounts in thousands) 

1940 1932 1922 Percent ch~~~~ge 
I in per capita : STATE 

Amount Per Amount Per .Amount Per 1932- 1922-
.capita capita capita 1940 1940. 

Total $lilt! !2!! 1!!7 $1.098 $163 317 1Q:! $1 312 ist]2lJ. 616 !!2ii $J,.M& -!§...a - i.Z. 
Alabama 976,110 446 1,210,8711 45.2 943,51ti 394 - 1.5 13.2 
Arizona 395,774 7!!3 ti74,729 1,513 733,995 2,034 -47.6 -ol,O 
Arkamas 4.43,104 227 554,835 298 578,462 323 -23.6 -29.7 
Califomia 8,1i09,315 1,246 7,951,085 1,346 4,201,148 l 0lli3 - 7 •• - 8.1 

Colorado 1;112,976 991 1,447,170 1,384 1,550,7112 1,391 -28.4 -37.7 
Comecticut 3,147,258 1,841 3,151,284 1,933 1,9112,711!1, 1,3ti7 -4.8 34.7 
District of Co1wnbia 1,402,011 2,114 1,845,090 3,750 I,l7S 08ti7 2,687 -43.11 -21,3 
Delaware 32ti,374 1,441 . 292,169 1,217 227,1170 994 18.4 44.9 
Florida 1,373,828 7:U 520,454 343 421,449 412 111.3 75.9 
Georgia 1,518,942 486 1,267,790 436 1,191,569 401 11.6 21.2 
Idaho 387,:UO 738 428,018 9ti0 477,897 1,047 -23.1 -29,5 
Illinois 5,302,045 671 7,208,880 iB8 4,000,497 ti01 -28.4 11.8 
Ind.iana . 5,078,592 1,482 5,073,:Ul 1,551 5,225,700 1,751 -4.5 -15.4 
Iowa 3,31ti,MO 1,307 1,4t», 741 591 1,7bti,003 723 121.2 80.6 
Kansas ·. 2,798,972 1,551 3,666,275 1,938 3,554,813 1,991 -19,9 -22.1 
Kentucky. 2, 737 1ti86 962 3,059,58ti 1,161 2,4.-04jl47 984 -17.2 - 2,2 

Lonisiana . 1,377,531 583 1,666,140 781 1,561,581 851 -25.4 -31.5 
Maine 698,220 8U 756,800 946 tJ1,400 8U .-12,9 o.o 
Mary laud 2,480,390 1,362 2, 761;586 1,674 l,ti85,49ti 1,135 -18.ti 20.0 
Massachusetts li,436,784 1,4!>1 7,442,795 1,735 5,ti?? '715 1,429 -14.1 4,4 

Michigan 'ti,3ti2,550 1,211 8,202,954 1 ,titi5 5,929,615 1,542 -27.3 -21.5 
Hi.IUlesota- 2,128,248 762 2,307,881 894 2,353,695 9ti0 -14,7 -20.6 
Mississippi 575,304 21:3 ti92,655 341 708,39o 396 .-22.7 ..aa.4 
Missouri 3,825,t»l 1,011 4,788,878 1,311 4,033,400 1,350 -22.9 -25.1 

Montana 321,985 576 410,635 76\l 4bO,B43 779 -U.? -2ti,1 
Nebraska 2,009,748 1,550 2,ti75,8M 1,931 3,202, 700 2,422 -19.7 -3ti,O 
Nevada 198,880 1,804 20ti,991 2,250 195,835 2,530 -19,8 -28.7 
New Hampshire 582,432 1,185 679,523 1,4.52 til? ,981 1,38b -18.4 -14.5 

New Jersey 5,ti85,307 1,31>7 o,819,527 I,OSO 4,102,305 l,U9 ~17.2 9,4 
New Mexico 317,430 397 334.,301 777 329,899 895 -23.2 -33.3 
New York 25,732,029 1,911 29,559,!Uti 2,307 15,390,399 1,445 -17.2 32.2 
North Carolina 3,244,202 908 2,830,758 87o 2,521,115 952 3.7 ~ 4.1i 

North Dakota 446,87'J 69ti 880,432 1,287 1,308,315 1,979 -45.9 -IJ4.8 
Ohio 9,180,877 1,329 13,4.52,947 2,018 10,40ti,ti61 I, 74.5 -34..1 -23.8 
Oklahoma 1,u29,332 ti9? 1, 753,601 721 1,ti87 ,490 802 -3,2 -13,0 
Oregon 896,787 823 1,092,772 1,125 1,009,499 I,US -2ti,9 -34.,0 

Pemsyl vania ll,:U0,051 1,135 12, 7ti2,Jl7 1,312 9,7u7,274 1,087 -13,5 4,4 
.Rhode Island 1,485,927 2,083 1,44?,034 2,1179 1,04ti,b9l I,ti87 0.2 23.4 
South Carolina ti75,939 356 407,909 234 43ti,OOO 252 52.1 40.9 
South Dakota 944,501 1,469 1,508,u7ti 2,158 1,977,128 3,<5\l -31.9 -51.9 

Tennessee 1,431,802 491 l,tit»,892 li2ll 1,730,828 7'd0 -21.9 -32,8 
Texas 4,273,322 bbti 4,241,683 714 3,382,110 700 - 1),7 - 4.8 
Utah I 513,814 934 618,405 1,200 oao,073 1,34.5 -22.4 -30.6 
Vel'IIIOnt 355,74.5 990 440,931 1,225 307,255 872 -19.1 13,6 

Virginia 2,290,894 85b 2,353,629 9u7 1,82b,2t» 772 -11.ti 10.9 
Washington 1,175,567 ti77 1,250,040 789 1,111,890 791 -14.2 -1<.1..4 
West Virginia 1,840,425 9ll8 1,877 ,9ti8 1,01>9 2,092,557 1,382 - 9,5 -30.0 
Wisoonsin 4,959,Sl4 1,581 5,073,701 1,708 5,10b,l2ti 1,896 - 7.5 -lti.ti. 
Wyollli.rJg 341~389 1,3ti2 418,6ti0 1,828 3titi,412 1,782 -25.5 -23.6 
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A long-term historical perspective of assessed valuations, in abso
lute and per capita amounts, is presented in table 11. Values early in 
the centur.y were $35.3 billion, or only $448 per person, and successive 
decennial periods showed substantial increases through 1922, which con
tinued on until 1929, when a valuation of $165.4 billion, or a maximum 
of $1,369 per capita, was reached, after which valuations again fell 
orr from year to year, reaching a low of $1,064 per capita in 1935. 

TABLE 11.--ASSESSID VALUATION OF PIDPERrY SUBJECT 
TO PIDPERTY TAXES FOR STATE OR LOCAL PURPOSES: 

SELIDTED YEARS 1902 - 1940 
(Amounts in thousands) 

PER PERCENT 
YEAR AMOUNT CAPITA OF 1929 

VALUATION 

1902 $ .35,338,.317 $ 448 21.4 
1912 69,452,936 ?15 42.0 
1922 124,616,675 1,146 75 • .3 
1929 165,449,295 1,369 100.0 
1932 163,.317,104 1,.312 98.7 
19.35 1.35,436,752.!/ 1,061)/ 81.9 
19.38 141,357,50.3 1,09.3 85.4 
1940 144,636,.317 1-,098 87.4 

!/ ! Decade of Assessed Valuationss 1929-1938; Bureau or 
the Census, 1941. - --

Since that year, there has been a gradual increase annually through 1940, 
the latest year for which the Bureau has compiled the figures on assess
ments. Thus, it will be noted that, on a per capita basis, the valua
tions of the 48 States and the District of Columbia for that year were at 
a level at which the,r stood prior to 1922. 
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Figure 5 indicates the trend of the per capita assessed valuations 
of property from 1902 to 1940, the latest year for which data are avail- . 
able. For purposes of comparison, the accompanying figure 6 is presented 
to show the trend of per capita property tax collections for the same 
period. 

Dollars 
2,000 ,----------------. 

1,600 f------,---------- - -----1 

1902 1912 1922 1932 1940 

Fig.5.-- Per Capita Assessed Valuation 
of Property Subject to Property Taxes: 

Selected Years, 1902- 1940 
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Dollars 
4 0 r-----------------. 

$37.62 

201-------

10 

0 
1902 1912 1922 1932 1941 

Fig.6.-- Per Capito Property 
Tax Collections: Selected Years, 

1902-1941 
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The distribution by the three main classes of property-real, person
al and mixed--of all taxable property valuations for decennial intervals 
from 1902 through 1932 and for two recent years is shown in table 12. 

TABLE 12.--ASSESSED VALUATION OF PROPERI'Y SUBJlXT 'lU 
PROPERI'Y TAXES, BY CLASS OF PROPEm"Y: 

SELECTED !EARS 1902 - 1939 
(Amounts in thousands) 

REAL PERSONAL MIXED PERCENT 
YEAR '!'OTAL PROPERTY PROPERTY PROPERTY OF REAL 

TO TOTAL 

1902 • .'35,.'338,.'317 $ 26,415,.301 $ 7,456,818 $1,466,198 74.8 
1912 69,452,9.'36 51,854,010 12,1.35,881 5,241,115 74.7 
1922 124,616,675 92 , .369 , .378 . 27,400,288 4,847,009 74.1 
19.32 16.3,317,104 125,9.3.3,195 .30,514,526 6,869,38.3 77.1 
1938 141,.3~7,50.3 110 '390, 902' 2.3,099,9.31 7,866,671 78.1 
1939 142,847,569 108·,129,957 26,919,.374 7,798,2.38 75.7 -

The trend in real property valuation has been downward since 1932, 
while that of personal property showed a decline from 1932 to 1938, 
since when the trend is again upward. Mixed property has shown a moder

·ate but uninterrupted increase except for a slight decrease between 1912 
and 1922. Real property has consistently constituted about three-fourths 
of all property assessed during the entire period, while personal prop
erty has stood at approximately one-sixth of the total. Mixed property, 
which consists primarily of the property of public-service 9orporations, 
is in fact a composite of real and personal property. The tax systems 
ot a majority ot States provide for the valuation of' such utilities as 
an entity, rather than for their assessment divided as between real es
tate and personal property. In a few States, however, the property of' 
public-service corporations, including franchises and other intangible 
personalty, is classified in entirety as real property, while in others, 
the assessments distinguish between real and personal property. 

A State-by-state distribution of assessments according to the three 
classes of real, personal, and mixed property is published in the Bureau's 
an.;1Ual detailed report, Financial Statistics of States; and for that 
reason is not included herein.2J 

AI ••• lateet publ1ehe4 report, Voluae 3, 1838, Table II• 
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Proportion of Property Tax Burden Borne by Real Estate 

Considerable interest centers on the question of the portion of prop
erty, taxes paid by real estate in comparison with that paid by personal 
property. Complete data cannot be optained on this subject, how~ver, be
cause of the fact that in some assessing jurisdictions property 1s not 
classified entirely under one of these two types, and the consequent exis
tence of mixed property--largely of public utili ties, consisting of both 
realty and personalty--affects the figures. 

As a part of this study a brief analysis was made of the data compiled 
by the Bureau as a part of' its annual inquiries for 1940 on the financial 
statistics of States and also of cities over 100,000 population, and the 
results are reported here. 

Real estate, exclusive of that taxed as part of the "mixed property," 
was, called upon to pay only one-half of all property taxes levied for 
State purposes for 1940, although this type of property comprised three
fourths of the total value of property taxed by the States. Property tax 
levies for the 44 State governments levying such taxes for 1940, the lat
est yea~ fQr which data are available, totaled $2~5.1 million, of which , 
$128.5 milllon, or .50.4 percent, was levied on real property. For these 
44 States, the assessed valuation totaled $94.8.billion, of which $69.6 
billion, or 73.4 percent, was. that of real p:roperty. these figures indi
cate the relatively moderate dependence by State governments on real 
property, as compared Wi. th that on personal and mixed property, as a 
source of revenue. 

No property tax of any kind was levied in 1940 by four States-
Delaware, Illinois, Oklahoma, and Rhode Island--while 8 additional 
States--California, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, Penns,ylvania, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, and Virginia--levied no real property tax, the 
levies in these States having been limited to those on personal and . 
mixed property. For the 36 States which levied a tax on real property, 
78.3 percent of all taxable property represented real estate, and on 
this type of property 62.4 percent of all property tax levies were im
posed. The limited leVies by New Hampshire, New York and Vermont are 
described elsewhere. 

The analysis of the data for cities over 1001 000 population dis
closed a result far different from that of the State 'figures. The ans.l¥
sis of valuations and property tax levies in the 92 cities in that census 
group involved more complex data, of course, than that of the State fig
ures beeause of the fact that upon the valuations assessed within the 
cities levies are made, in most instances, not only b,y the city corpora
tion b,ut also b,y the State and by one or more independent, overlapping 
local units of government. For city corporations only, real property 
represented 85.1 percent of the total assessed valuation, while 86.5 
percent of all property taxes levied in 1940 was imposed on real estate. 
Of a total tax levy for cit,y corporation purposes of $1,3.75.6 million, 
real property was levied upon for $1,190.6 million; and of a total as
oossed valuation of $55.6 billion, $4?.3 billion represented realty. 
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Cities in Delaware, New York State, and Pennsylvania, except the 
city-county of Philadelphia, levied a property tax on real estate only. 
Excluding the valuations assessed and taxes levied for the city corpora
tion in the 12 cities over 100,000 population in these States, real 
property constituted 76.2 percent of the total valuation, and 76.) per
cent of the total levy was imposed on this class of property. 

In addition to the levies for the city corporation, there were lev
ies for counties and for school, park, sewer,and other special districts, 
and in general for the State also. These levies were not uncommonly on 
valuations identical with those of the city corporation, but in some in
stances the latter varied from the assessment for city purposes. The 
ratio of total valuation represented by·1real property, for the several 
kinds of local units, was approximately the same as for the cities. 

The aggregate of the levies for all local units of government on 
property in the 92 cities was ~1.9 ~illion, of which $1.6 billion, or 
8).8 percent, was on real property. The ratio of total assessments repre
sented by real estate was 81.2 percent. 

The figures relating to the 92 large cities indicate that real prop
erty is called upon to pay a much greater proportion of all local prop~J 
taxes than are the other types of property. Since tax levies for local 
purposes greatly exceed those for State purposes, it is evident that the 
preponderant burden of all property taxes rests on real estate. 

·mule no data on tax rates are included in this report, it may be 
stated that the predominant rates on real property for State purposes are 
relatively small as compared with the rates levied by local governments. 
The rates for State purposes, a~ shown in the Bureau's annual report, 
Financial Sta~istics of States,£/ range from $.50 to $10.00 per $1,000 
assessed valuation. Available data indicate that the rates for local gov
ernments, while varying greatly for the several ~es of locpl units, 
generally average JJO.OO or upward for all local purposes.ZI 

The tax rates .on. real property assessed for State purposes are usually 
applied also to tangible personal property, in those States levying a tax 
on the latter type of property. Rates on intangible personalty, however, 
vary according to different types of property as classified by the sev
eral States, and are nearly always lower than the rates on real property, 
when the latter is taxed for State purposes. A few States, ontthe other 
hand, which impose'no tax on real property, tax intangible personal prop
erty, although as a rule the over-all rate is low and the State tax may be 
the only one on this type of property. Rates on mixed property assessed 
for State purposes are commonly the same as those on real property, but 
in a few States public. utili ties which are assessed as mixed property are 
taxed for State purposes only, and at a higher rate than that on real 

Ul See fortheo•tn~ report ror 1939. table 20. 

Zl See rortheoain~ Financial Statistics Q! ~: lila• table 25• 



42 PROPERTY TAXATION: 1941 

property, the rate approximating the average over-all rate levied by all 
taxing units of the State. In a number of other States, a rate equiv
alent to the average combined rate of r all taxing units is imposed on the 
pTOperty of equipment car companies, which is classified as llliJed property. 

Ratio of Assessed to Full Value 

A wide· range of assessed valuations on a per capita basis is found 
among the States, which arises because of several factors. First, there 
is a wide variation in the extent to which the three main classes of 
property and their component types are subject to State and local taxation 
in the several States, and the assessed valuation o.f any- State renects 
only those clat'lses subject to taxation. Second, there is a wide range in 
the inherent or economic values of different classes of property in the 
several States, and the inherent values serve as the base for the assess
ment of the property. Third, and fully as important as the two factors 
just cited, ar.e the variations that result from differences in the per
centage of fUll value used by State and local assessing officers, in 
accordance with legislative provisions or administrative practices gov
erning the assessing process. 

The statutes of most States specit,y that assessments shall be at a 
value commonly specified as •full;" "true, 11 ".cash, 11 "market, 11 "fair, 11 or 
the like. The provision in several States is that the taxable value of 
all or part of the property assessed shall be a designated.percent ot 
full value~ In a few Statest although the statutes require assessment 
at 100 percent, uniform application of the equalization factor has re
sulted ~n assessment at a definite percentage of full value. Finally, in 
some cases, absence of legislation relating to the ratio of assessed to 
full value permits the assessing officer to fix his own percentage. With 
such diversity in prescribed procedure, and with such a l.arge number of 
assessing agencies, it is not surprising that the ratio of assessed to 
full value as applied in actual practice by assessors ~ vary not only 
among States but also among local assessing districts within a state. 

The extent of diversity in .statutory provision on the use of fixed 
percentages of full value by assessing of:ticers is illustrated by the 
following examples: Alabama, by statute, has adopted a 6p percent fig
ure; Washington, 50 percent; Arkansas uses that same percentage b,y ad
ministrative ruling of the State Tax Commission, which is authorized to 
set a standard at less than full value. North Dakota taxes at 50 per
cent of the assessed valuation, which is legally .full value •. Iowa, 
like Alabama, assesses at 60 percent of ma:rket value, after having shift
ed from the basis of 25 percent in 19JJ. In Louisiana, by local option, 
cities, parishes, and special districts may value property at less than 
full value for purposes of local taxation; under this procedure, in the 
city or New Orleans, taxes for the city and .the school district are levied 
on an 8.5 percent basis of full value, and those .for the levee district· 
and the State on full, or 100 percent, value • . 

In ~ccordance with an elabo~ate classification of property b,y type--
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platted lands, Wlplatted lands, iron ore, money and credits, household 
goods, agricultural products, livestock, and other real and personal prop
erty--Minnesota assesses the various types at percentages of full value 
ranging from 5 percent for rural electric distribution lines to 100 per
cent for money and credits. Ratios for real property range from 
20 percent of full value for unplatted real estate used as homestead to 
40 ~ercent for platted real estate not so used. Ratios for tangible per
sonalty vary frqm 10 percent for agricultural products in the hands of 
the producer to 50 percent for iron ore. Montana 1 s plan of classifying 
property is similar but differs in that the original assessment, after 
being entered at full value, is scaled down to specified percentages, 
which vary from 7 percent for money and credits to 100 percent for annual 
mining proceeds. The percentages of assessed to full value for most 
classes of Montana property range from 20 to 40 percent. 

Analysis of these data on assessed valuations presented herein, with 
illustrative examples, serves to indicate that the valuations of taxable 
property as a whole for the nation, or for 
a single State, should be used to estimate 
the full value of property only provided 
cor~ideration be given to the ratio of as
sessed to full value used in assessing 
practice. This ratio is a very illusory 
ilgure for most State and local assessment 
data, however, and reliable reports of the 
percentage figure used in practice are not 
universally available. The tax agencies of 
7 States--connecticut, Illinois, Oregon, 
New York, Virginia, Washington, and Wiscon
sin--publish more or less complete data on 
this subject. The basis used in actual 
practice in the larger counties and cities 
throughout the country frequently is pub
lished in annual reports of these units or 
in nonofficial reports relating to munici
pal finance. 

In connection with the present survey, 
tax agencies of 23 States furnished esti
mates of the percent of assessed to full 
value, which indicate the wide range of 
ratios used. It should be emphasized that 
the figures represent only the best esti
mates available and that for most States, 
due to the magnitude and the cornplexi ty of 
compilation of the base figures, precise 
data relative to percentage of assessed to 
full value are lacking. State-wide ratios 
of assessed to full value reported by 3'ate 
tax agencies for 1940 are shown in the ac
companying array. 
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State 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Colorado: 

Real property 
Personal property 
Utility property 

Connecticnt: 
Land 
Jmprovemen ts 

Iowa 
Maine 
Maryland 
Minnesota: 

Real 
Personal 
Money and credits 

Missouri 
NebrAska 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
New Tori: 
North Carolina 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Virginia: 

Real estate--
all-State 
counties 
cities 

Public-service 
corporations 

Washington 
Wisconsin: 

Cities 
Villages 

Ratio 

60 
40 

6&.6 
15.6 
17. 8 

86 
86 
60 
66.6 

100 

34.2 
29.1 

100.0 
100 
100 
100 

60 
87.41 
70-86 
65 
66 

100 
42 

100 
56-60 

62.3 
88.6 
77.6 

40.0 
46.6 

90.81 
88.91 



CHAPTER IV 

CITIES HAVING OVER 100,000 POPULATION 

Role of Cities in the National Economy 

FINANCIAL statistics relating to the large cities of the United States 
are of especial interest because of the importance of urban government. 

in the nation's social and economic existence. The problems of financing 
municipal governments· for the performance of the public services required 
by these areas of congested population are directly related to those of 
financing the Federal and State governments, particular~ as to the extent 
that other sources of revenue may be utilized for the relief of the tax 
load on property. 

The 1940 Census reported that there were 37,987,989 persons, or 28.9 
percent of -the total population of the continental United States, living in 
the 92 cities which had a population of 100,000 or more. The census also 
disclosed that' almost half ~f the population lived in the 140 metropolitan 
districts on April 1, 1940._1 All the cities having over 100,000 popula
tion are ;l.ncluded within 78 districts under their own names or within a 
larger metropolitan district. The remaining 62 metropolitan' districts are 
established'·for central cities having a population, in 1940, of less 
than 100,000. 

Because of the concentration of population in cities, they represent 
a centralization of the major portion of the industrial and mercantile 
activities of the nation, measured in terms or industrial wage earners, 
salaried !!Jilployees, wages earned, salaries paid, number of industrial 
establishments, value added by manufacture, nwnber of stores and service 
establishments, and amount of wholesale and retail trade. 

The role or city government in national employment is a significant 
one. Public wage and salary expend! tures in 1941 comprised one-sixth of 
the nation's nonagricultural wage payments; government has become 
America's third largest industry, o~ surpassed in the size of its p~ 
rolls by the entire metal products industry' and by the combined totallof 
all wholesale and retail trade. In the initial stages of its defense 
effort in January 1941, there was in the United States a total of more 
tqan five and one-third million persons in Federal, State, and local gov
ernment employ earning $621 million in January pay rolls. At that time 
the Selective Service Act had not yet added appreciably to the number of 
persons in the Federal military service. Of the total of 5,360,000 persons 

ll There were 83,88~,771 persona, or 47.8 percent or the total population, 11w1n1 in tbeoe 
diotrlcto at the tlae of tbe oeneue. 
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employed by all levels of government, 3,242,000 were State and local em
ployees, receiving wages and salaries of $381 million for the month of 
Januar,y 1941.2/ The distribution of public employees below the Federal 
level was as follows: 

School 
State 
City 
County 
Township 
Special district 

1,315,000 
522,000 
922,000 
321,000 
127,000 
35,000 

Not only are the cities preeminent as contributors to the national 
economy in their capacity as employers, but they also expend .lll8.l'\Y mil
lions of dollars annually for supplies, materials and equipment and !or 
construction, the providing o! which results in a vast !low o! production 
and trade. 

Large cities also have a unique role to play within their own States. 
By reason of their size they are able to bring to bear certain iafluences 
in legislation and policy, and in financial administration; which serve 
as a basis !or future action by smaller communities within the State 
which do not have comparable resources for experiment and research. The 
successes o! the large cities relating to financial undertakings, there
tore, may be emulated u1 tima tely by the smaller units o! government, 
which at the same time can avoid the failures. 

The history o! our large cities constitutes an important and inter
esting phase o! our national li!e, affecting, as earlier indicated, a 
considerable proportion o! the entire population. Local government, as 
represented by these cities, constitutes the very foundation o! demoo
racr,r in the United states, and it is essential, for the preservation of 
democracy, that the survival o! these cities be assured. The relatively 
important part in this process to be played b,y the property tax, as the 
major source of revenue !or local government, should be borne in mind in 
planning an integrated Federal-State-local taxation s,ystem. 

Position of the Property Tax in City Revenue Structure . 

Table 13 presents, !or the 94 cities estimated as having over 
100,000 population in 1932, f1gures on property tax collections, with the 
percent o! total general government revenue contributed by this source; 
on special assessment collections; and on assessed valuations !or 1941, 
with comparative figures !or 1932. 
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TABLE 13.--COLLECTI ONS OF' PROP~R.TY TAXES AriD OF" SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS, AND ASSESSED 
VALUATION, OF' CITIEs!! OVER 100,000 POPULATION: 1941 AND 1932 

(amounts in thousands) 

PRDPERI.'Y TAX liEVlMJE SPIOOIAL A'lSESSIIOO ASSESSJ:D VALUATIDN REV:EN(jE 

' 1C IT I 
941 

Per-

AmoUIIt 

Total ................... $1,381,932 

Group I.-over 1,000,000 
Group II. -500 1000-

1,ooo,ooo ............. 
Group III, -250 1000-
500,000 ............... 

Group IV •• 100,000-
250,000 ••••••••••••••• 

Chicago, Ill. ......... • 
DetroU, Hieh .... ,, .... , 
Los Angeleo 1 Calif ..... 
New York, N, Y ••••••••• 
Philadelphia, Pa .. '"" 

Bal tillore, Md.:. , , • , • , , , 
Boston, Has e •••••• , •••• 
Buffalo, N •• Y, •• •, , •• •• 
C1evelalld1 Ohio .. • .. , ... 
Hilwaukee , Wia ••• • •• • • , 

Pithburgb, Pa ... , .... , 
St, Louis, Mo ••••• ,,,,, 
San Franeisoo, Calif,,. 
Wasbillgton, ]), c ....... 

Atlanta, Ga ••••• ,,,. ••. 
Birminghaat Ala,, •• ,,,. 
CiDcinnati, Ohio ....... 
ColQilbua, Ohio,,, ••• ,,, 
Dallu, Tex.: •••• •••••• 
Denver, Colo ••• ,., ••••• 
Houston, Tex., ••• , •• ,,, 
Indialllpolis • Ind.: .. .. 
Jerae1 City, N. J.: .. .. 
Kansaa City, Ho ...... .. 

Lonisville, Ky ....... .. 
Memphis , Term, • , ••• , , , • 
Hinneapolia 1 MiiUI .... .. 
Newark, N, J ......... .. 
New Orleans, La,,,,,,,, 
Oakla~~d, Calif., .. , .... 
Par tland, Oreg, • ., , , • , • 
Pro ride.., e, B.. I. , •• , , • 
Rooheater, N. Y ...... .. 
St. Paul, Minn.: ..... .. 

SaD Antonio, Tex ..... .. 
Seattle, Waeb.t,, ... ,,,, 
Toledo, Ohio .. ,. .... , .. 

Akroa, Ohio ........... . 
AlbMT, lf, Y .......... , 
Bridgeport, COIUI .. ,.", 
Clllllbridga, Haoa ........ 
Camden, N. J,, •••• ••••• 

for tootnot111 ••• end or table. 
8-3&7:111 

684,024 

259,397 

223,162 

214,749 

66,544 
69,380 
22,108 

482,682 
43,910 

37,041 
58,042 
28,161 
19,627 
20,427 

17,835 
19,014 
35,059 
23,591 

6,408 
2,938 
9,359 
3,502 
7,267 

6,796 
6,978 
6,727 

21,080 
7,115 

9,123 
6,612 

17,656 
40,235 
9 ,1IYI 
5,205 
6,275 

13,073 
11i,318 

8,o&G1 

3,547 
5,750 
3,580 

4,454 
5,419 
6,981 
7,804. ,,655 

Percent Per-
1932 cent 1941 1932 cent 1941 of total change ·c~ revenue 

1>3,4 $1,323,393 4.4 $25,001 $911,492 -74;9 $55,588' 223 

61.0 664.,972 3.0 8,816 49,566 -82.2 25,937,374 

1>3.4 251,690 3,1 3,965 12,237 -68.0 10,191,962 

67.4 198,81, 12.2 6,474 22,458 -71.2 9,893, 7S7 

67.8 207,907 3,3 5,748 15,231 -1>2.3 9,1Y15,130 

I.-Cities baviDI a l!oJ!!!!!tioa of over 11000 1000 

50,9 53,897 23.5 1,391 20,220 -93.1 

'·""·1 67.6 1>2,434 11.1 421 ,,366 -90.4 2,525,251 
S7.4 29,877 -26.0 1,119 12,236 -90.9 1,656,826 
63.1 41Y1,2ti9 5.6 5,508 12,707 -56.7 16,ol7011 
51.3 61,495 -28.6 377 37 918.9 3,289,31 

II • .Citiea havillg a I!OI!ulatioa of 5001000-1 10001000 

M.1 
67.1 
76.9 
58,6 
59.0 

87.0 
60.7 
66.5 
43.4 

m.o 
37.7 
46.1 
60,0 
60,7 

44.0 
82.4 
80.1 
73,9 
b'7.0 

77.4 
68,9 
69,3 
46.1 
58.1i 
74.6 
77.2 
77.9 
6ti.3 
71.9 

85.0 
49.0 
43.6 

58.2 
77.4 
82.2 
69.7 
67.9 

29,866 26,0 411 '" M,8 1,236,618 
55,71>3 4.1 155 $39 -71.2 1,003,718 
30,048 - 6.3 181 1,491 -87.-9 937,473 
14,879 31.9 742 1 ,ol52 -48.9 1,210,901 
25,289 -19.2 1,559 1,938 -19.6 821,12 

18,016 - 1.0 511 333 m.5 1,a36,19 
21,614 -12.0 284 4,130 -93.1 1,066,729 
31,518 11.2 914 977,191 
24,697 -4.5 122 696 -82.5 1,ol02,0ll 

IU .Cities baviDg a population of 250 000-500 000 I I 

5,448 17,6 113 $36 -78.9 359,376 
3,947 -25.6 593 1,584 -62.6 180,!62 
9,512 - 1,6 047 986 .a. .• 852,9ol4 
3,393 3.5 458 1,2$3 -1>3.4 369;~ 
6,725 8,1 56 612 -90.8 299,152 

6,317 7.6 291 1,290 ·"·' 3M1943 
5,9ti7 17.0 --- 1 --- 353,721 
6,976 - 3.6 50 448 -88.8 507,974 

14,0ll 50.5 62 122 -49.2 (j(J3 ,79 
6,274 13,4 32 1,001 -96.8 $35:970 

9,101 0.2 272 65 76.l 422,867 
5,1>31 17,4 59 258 -77.1 290,2ol4 

18,317 - 3,6 1,305 2,249 -42.0 005,690 
20,987 91,7 7 4ll3 -98.6 724,720 
9,802 - 4,6 61111 1,1>37 -59.3 ,22,233 
5,404 - ,,7 --- 1,478 --- 21>3,069 
5,439 15.4 421 1,485 -71.7 21>3,3711 

12,861 1,6 34 318 -89.3 732,<lti2 
17,600 - 7.3 286 1,875 -84.7 &1,012 
8,500 - 0.5 397 1,180 -66.4 302,875 

3,851 - 7.9 17 1 if 2ll,,65 
8,390 -31,5 291 2,271 -87.2 245,324 
4,506 -20.6 417 1,3US -68.3 ol41,ol65 

IV Citiu havw a population ot 100 000 250 000 ·- I - I 

3,286 35.5 589 
6,855 -20.9 122 
7,594 - 8.1 121 
6,217 25.5 ' 4,008 16.1 4 

1,254 -$3.0 
87ol -86.0 

9 if 
10 -60.0 

113 -96.5 

200 
238 
245 
176 
137 

,765 
,394 
,865 
,ms 
133 
' 

1932 

$66,344 ,21i5 

32,590,691 

12,0Cl3,207 

10,21Y1,981 

10,892,386 

3,1,7,615 
2,648,326 
2,315,285 

19,993,1146 
4,,95,819 

1,598,!8ol 
1,919,394 
1,125,8$3 
1,247,281 
1,mo,122 

1,208,266 
1,424,o&Gl 
1,2a3,206 
1,845,090 

381,204, 
195,554 
826,695 
434,012 
300,319 

405,304 
322,709 
IYI1,236 
635,310 
$31,808 

407,004 
299,587 
486,283 
897,$37 
488,216 
289,<&35 
340,529 
1>39,357 
M7,970 
245,208 

2$3,874 
268,758 
391,072 

26ol,207 
245,946 
2M,5911 
194,618 
200,802 

Per-
ceat 

chur,ge 

-16.2 

-20,, 

-19.1 

- 3.6 

-12,1 

-36,6 
- ,,6 
-28., 
-17.6 
-26,8 

-22.7 
-21.7 
-16.7 
- 2.9 
-20.3 

-14.2 
-25.1 
-18,8 
-a..o 

- 5,7 
- 7,9 
'3.2 

-28.6 
- o.• 
-10.0 

9.6 
-11.1 
• 5.0 

0,8 

3,9 
-3,1 
24.6 

-19.3 
-13.5 
• 8.8 
-22.7 
14.5 

-18.0 
23,5 

-16,7 
- 8.7 
12.9 

2.1 
- 3.1 
- 7.1 
- 9.3 
-31,7 
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TABLE 13 .--COLLECTIONS OF f'ROF'I~TY TAXES Ai~O OF SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS, AND ASSESSED 
VALUATION, OF CITIEs!/ OVER 100,000 POPULATION: 1941 ANO 1932 (r.~nt'd) 

(amounts in thousanNs) 

47 

PIIOPDI:l'l' TAX REmruE SPD:IAL ASSESSMOO 
I!EVil\'lJE ASSESSID VALUATION 

1 1 
C 1 T Y Pe.n~eat Per- Per-

Aa>unt ot total 1932 cent 1941 1932 cent 1941 1932 re- change change 

I - I 
IV -Citie1 having a population ot 100 000 250 000 (C ont'd 

Canton, Ohio ....... , i 1,008 51.3 i 982 2.6 :;1149 $ 410 ~ti3.7 $147 ,ti74 ;132,896 Cba tt~o~~ooga, ToM .• , 2,108 57.4 2,23ti - 3.0 108 ~ -00.9 112,087 129,012 Dayt011, Ohio: .. ,., .. 3,800 71.6 3,149 20.8 198 588 -60.3 310,513 323,085 De1 Moines, ICMa •• ,, 3,046 80.0 2,78ti 9.3 136 66 101>.1 164,937 93,350 Duluth, MiM •• • •• •• , 2,070 75.6 1,961 5.6 89 289 -69.2 110,618 131,006 
Elbabeth, N. J ..... 4,470 7ti.6 3,oo1 46,0 15 179 -91.6 136,905 164,370 El Puo, Tex.i!/ ..... 1,323 61.3 2,116 -37,5 --- --- -- 76,885 114,403 Erie t Pa •••••••• ,, •• 1,808 85.0 1,808 o.o 26 100 -74.0 124,174 153,461 
Evanaville, Ind.i!/ .. 1,271 62.1 1,467 -13.4 169 6 y 120,852 117,738 
Fall River, Maaa .... 3,549 59.8 4,44.8 -20.2 --- --- -- 97,8G':I 116,259 
Flint, Mioh ......... 2,108 58.2 2,670 -21.0 109 493 -77.9 202,395 221,35ti 
Fort Wayno, Inl.,: .. , 854 59.1 1,475 -42.1 88 93 - 5.4 150,000 ltn,on 
Fart Worth, Tex ..... 2,812 75.0 2,7ti7 1.6 127 157 -19.1 1ti6,008 184,329 
Gary, Ird- •••••••• , , 1,311 77.0 1,342 - 2.3 --- 39 --- 134,281 129,542 
Gra.nd ll.apide, l!ich .. 2,285 47.3 >l,310 -31.0 331 954 -65.3 190,764 265,14.3 
Hartford, Coma •• ,,,. 8,416 82.3 8,752 - 3,8 76 129 -41.1 370,368 390,797 
Jaelalonville, Fla ... 1,720 38,2 1,937 -11.2 64 71 - 9.9 ti6,4Uti 102,826 
Kan.oae City, Kans ... 1,757 80.7 1,548 13.5 122 421 -71.0 92,715 127,010 
Knoxville, Tenn ..... 3,386 75,2 3,ooo 12.6 --- 190 --- 128,542 134,190 
Long Beach , Cal it. , , 2,693 48,3 3,083 -12.7 46 287 -84.0 246,149 239,299 

LtJ~ell, llau.a.J'"" 3,960 61.1 3,437 15.2 1 22 -95.5 98,014 120,674 
Lynn, Mass.:: ••••• 4,214 57.3 4,025 4.7 125 39 220.5 136,151 145,127 
Miaai, Fla •••••••••• 4,447 67.6 2,285 94,6 69 364 -81.0 175,196 168,915 
Nashville, Tenn ..... 3,3G':I 61.2 3,489 - 3.6 11 109 -89.9 160, 72ti 176,711 
~ew Bedford, Mau,,. 4,o:n 57.3 4,409 - 8.6 11 8 37.5 102,756 136,043 

New Haven, Conn ..... 8,597 8o.4 7,912 8.7 16 69 -76.8 305,862 328,219 
Norfolk, Va ......... 3,969 60.5 4,541 -12.6 9 23 -60.7 15ti,589 177,352 
Oklaho• City, Okla. 1,608 49.4 1,901 -15.4 109 482 -77.4 114,786 158,149 
()raaha, Nebr •• , ••• ••• 3,829 62,0 4,022 - 4.8 173 642 -73.1 270,789 333,927 
Paterson, N. J ...... 5,850 72.7 5, 75ti 1,6 --- 166 --- 164,007 aJ4,028 

Peoria, Ill. ........ 1,209 64.1 1,248 - 3.1 205 305 -32.8 81,201 91,500 
Reading, Pa ......... 1,645 84.5 1,5<Y7 9.2 50 lOti -52.8 141,8ti7 171,404 
Riclulond, Va ........ 6,100 61.3 5,911 3.2 28 169 -83.4 273,087 275,009 
Salt Lake City, Utah 1,961 67.5 1,474 33.0 106 am -65.0 132,112 172,542 
San Diego, Calif .... 3,047 74,1 2,830 7.7 --- 457 -- 171,185 171,730 

Scranton, Pa •••••••• 1,919 76.9 2,010 - 4.7 29 127 -77.2 100,541 123,ti24 
So•erville, Mass.,,. 4,745 70.5 3,802 24.8 i/ 52 --- 119,279 128,323 
South Belli, Inl. ..... 1,133 72.8 1,331 -14.9 27 11 145.5 134,132 157,075 
Spokane, Wash ...... , 1 ,3ti6 41.7 1,572 -13.1 365 215 69.8 73,287 7l,ti75 
Springfield, Mass ... 8,139 82.5 7,800 4.3 44 95 -53.7 274,255 311,914 

Syrac .. e, N. Y ...... 10,049 69.0 9,811 2.4 553 1,716 -67.8 345,527 389,24.5 

Taco•, Wasb,,. ••••• 1,114 44.4 1 ,168 - 4.ti 109 75 45.3 49,126 5ti,757 
T&~~~pa, Fla.: •••••••• 1,984 ti7.0 1,807 9,8 33 158 -79.1 78,029 122,349 
Trenton, N.J ....... 5,4ti5 71.3 3,849 40.2 15 44. -65.9 155,o70 198,5b3 
Tulsa, Okla ..... ., .. 1,91>4 75.1 3,160 -37.8 --- 140 --- 104,086 l48,9lti 
Utica, N. Y ......... 4,255 tiS. 7 4,165 2.2 25 297 -91.6 129,278 137 ,ti98 

Waterbury, Conn.i!/ .. 5,300 85.ti 5,1ti3 2.7 134 48 179.2 170,116 172,071 

Wicbita, Kans ....... 1,380 60.3 1,332 3.6 237 ti3ti -ti2.7 142,592 147.788 

W ilaington, Del. : • , , 2,464 55.6 2,622 - 6.0 66 104 -36.5 157,287 155,005 

Woreeater, Masa.: ••• 9,928 65.4 9,004 9,5 126 320 -60.6 279,200 348,0o9 

Yonkero, N. Y ....... 12,277 80.5 10,488 17.1 213 474 -55.1 294,om 3ti0,98u 

Youngstown, Ohio, •• , 2,2bti tiO,O 2,149 5.4 1titi 003 -o7.o 2ti5,9W 2ti9,83ti 

Reported tor • date ... ruer than 1941, 
O.ta from l.ll!!!!!'iA! .§.Y!tlstiee 9! £l..!:ilu, ljB • 

.1/ LiDdted to otatlsties ot city corporations, exclusive of the a .. rlapping units reported with cities in the Consua a.nnual 
report, Financi&J. S'?tiot1'<! 9! fll,i.u. 

V Not eom;ru te<i. 
:JJ Included tor purpose or eo•paring 1941 with 19,2; populAtion ••• in oxeess or 100,000 in 19J2 but less then 100,000 in 

1940 eeruru1. Citiee or Saeruento, Calif., and Ch.t.rlotte, N. C., •1tb populatiou of lese th&.li 100,000 in 1930, but with 
!"'pul&t!o!UI of 10>,958 Uld 100,899, roopect.ivel,y, in 1940, are not included in this table. 

!./ LoSI than <500, 
:\1.367311 

Per-
cent 

change 

11.1 
-13,1 
- 3.9 
76,7 

-15,6 

-ll:i.7 
-32.8 
-19.1 

2.6 
-15.8 

- 8.ti 
- 8.0 
- 9.9 

3.7 
-29.1 

- 5.2 
-35.4 
-27.0 
- 4.2 

2.9 

-18.8 
- 6.2 

3.7 
- 9.0 
-24.5 

- 6.8 
-11.7 
-27.4 
-18.9 
-l9.ti 

-11.3 
-17.2 
- 0.5 
-23.4 
- 0.3 

-18.7 
- 7.0 
-14.6 

2.2 
-12.1 

-11.1 
-13.4 
-3ti.2 
-21.6 
-30.1 
- ti.1 

- 1.1 
- 3.5 

1.1 
-19.8 
-18.ti 
- 1.4 
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As shown in the table, in 1941 the property tax provided $1,382 mil
lion, or 63 percent, of the revenue for the support of general government 
in these cities, ranging from 61 percent in the group of cities of over 
a million inhabitants to 68 percent in the group of cities of 100,000 to 
250,000. 

Vfuile the average dependence by cities upon this source of revenue 
varied inverse~ to size by popu~ation groups, the degree of dependence 
upon the property tax by individual cities within the groups differed to 
a considerable extent from the group averages. Thus, for Detroit {in 
group I) with a population of 1.6 million, the percentage of total gen
eral government revenue derived from this source, 67.6 percent, is prac
tically identical with the group averages for cities of lOO,OOOto5001 000. 
Pittsburgh (group II) registered 87.0 percent, the highest proportion of 
total revenue from the property tax of aey of the 94 cities. Likewise, 
cities deriving the lowest percentage of total revenue for general govern
ment from the property tax were Birmingham (group III) with 37.7 percent, 
and Jacksonville (group IV) with 38.2' percent, although these. groups had 
the highest .group averages. In general, city-by-city data qn percent of 
total revenue contributed by property tax collections indi'cate that 
reliance on the property tax as a primary source of revenue tends to 
lessen as the population size increases. 

In 24 of the 94 cities the property tax provided over three-fourths 
of the city's total revenue in 1941. In 57 of the 94 cities the property 
tax provided from one-hal! to three-fourths of the city's total general 
government revenue; in only 13 cities was the contribution of the property 
tax·less ~han 50 percent' of the total for the support of general government. 

The percent of. total revenue derived from the property tax is direct::cy' 
influenced by the amounts received from other tax and nontax sources, 
especially from fiscal aid. The amount of State grants varies among 
cities of different States, and the amount of Federal grants tends to 
fluctuate from year to year. 

Property Tax Collections 

'Total collections of property taxes increased from $1,323 millio~ in 
1932 to $1,382 million in 1941, or 4.4 percent, for the 94 cities. On a 
p7r capita basis, the percent of increase was slight~ less. The increase 
in amount collected was distributed among all of the four population 
group~ of cities over 100,000 population, although the tot~ for the 23 
cities in group III showed an over-average expansion. The property tax 
yielded a larger amount of revenue in 1941 than in 1932 in 50 of the 94 
cities, while the yield was lower in 43 of the cities, and 8:tl unchanged 
amount in one city. 

Special Assessment Collections 

Special assessment collections displayed a much different picture 
from property tax collections, however, showing a substantial falling off 
3-35"/35 . 
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between 19.32 and 1941, from $99.5 million to $25.0 million, or 74.9 per
cent, in total :.:evenue_from this SOU;rce. All_ four population groups of 
cities shared in the reduction. Seventy-one of the 94 cities had smaller 
collection~ from this source in 1941 than in 19.32; 1.3 cities had larger 
collections, and two of the cities--Fall River and El Paso--had no 
receipts from th~ source in either year. Eight cities which had receipts 
from special assessments in 19.32 had none in 1941, giving further evi
dence of the declining use of this source of revenue, at least during 
recent years. 

Valuation of Taxable Property in Cities 

While property tax collections rose between 19.32 and 1941, assessed 
valuations were lower, the total for the 94 cities showing a reduction 
from $66 • .3 billion in the earlier year to $55.6 billion in 1941, or a 
decline of 16.2 percent. The lowered valuations were distributed among 
the four population groups of cities, although the 2.3 cities in group m 
showed a less-than-average reduction of only 3.6 percent. Seventy-seven 
ot the 94 cities showed a reduction in _1941 from the 19.32 assessment, as 
compared with 17 cities which increased their valuations. All of the 
cities in groups I and II had lower valuations, while higher valuations 
were shown for 8 cities in group III and 9 cities in ,group IV •. 

Trend of Tax Collections and Valuations 

Analysis of the table city by city indicates that there is no dis
cernible correlation between the trend of property tax collections and 
that of valuations. Total collections include those of both current and 
prior years' levies of property taxes. No data are available, for 
either 1941 or 19.32, on the proportion of the total represented b.y col
lections of th8 current year's levy and by collections of prior years' 
levies, and comparisons are necessarily affected cy- these two components 
of total collections. 'Unpublished data in the Bureau, however, indicate, 
for most of the cities, that there was a larger proportion of the current 
year's levy uncollected in 19.32 than in 1941, and also that in 1941 a 
larger aroount of delinquent taxes was collected than in 1932. 

Ot 50 cities showing increased collections in 1941 compared with 
19.32, 42 cities reported lower valuations and the remaining 8 higher val
uations. Miami had the highest rate o! increase in collections from this 
source, 94.6 percent, with a slightly higher valuation of .3 •. 7 perdmt. 
The outstanding increase in assessed valuations was for Des Moines, 76.7 
percent, which renects the change in legal basis of assessment in 1933 
from 25 percent to 60 percent of full value. Several cities had sub
stantial increases in property tax revenue With substantial reductionsin 
assessments, among them Chicago, Baltimore, Newark, Portland,· Salt Lake 
City,and Trenton. 

Ot 4.3 cities that received a smaller return from propert.Y taxes in 
1941 than in 19.32, 34 reported lower valuations, while onl1 9 had an 
3-35735 
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increase in valuations. The single city maintaining an unchanged rate 
of collections reported reduced assessment values. · As in the case or 
cities having higher tax returns, the few increases in valuation were 
predominantly moderate, those of Minneapolis and St. Paul being the 
largest. ·In both Minneapolis and ~. Paul, the valuations or property 
in general decreased during the decade, and the percent or increase 
shown reflects higher valuations of money and credits taxable at a lovr 
over-all rate~ 

Conversely, from the point of view of assessed valuations as related 
to tax levies, it is found that of the 77 cities which reduced their 
valuations between 19.32 and 1941, 42 cities had larger tax collections 
in' the latter year~ .34 had smaller collections, and one cit,y no change. 
Of the-17 cities wbich increased their valuations, 8 had also- larger 
property tax collections, while 9 had smaller yields r~m property taxes. 

No conclusions can be_ drawn from the 'foregoing figures relative to 
the_ comparative·- tax burdens of these two years because; as ,stated above, 
the_ collectJ__ons do not_ renect the levies of the two years consistently. 
The unpubf.~sP,ed data in the Bureau, previously referred to, further _indi
cate _that property tax levies, both total and per capita, for 1941 were 
lower than those foX' 1932, . but a.s the reduction did not keep pace with ._ 
the shrinkage in assessed valuations, there was a tendenc7 toward 
increased tax rates by the large cities or the countr,y. 

In relatively few_cities--Cincinnati, Louisville, Gary, Hartford, 
Richmond, Waterbury, Wi.chi ta, Wilmington, and Youngstown--was· there. only 
a slight variation in.l94l as compared with 1932, with respect to prop
erty tax collections. and assessed valuations. The vast changes that _have 
taken place in the social and economic life of the nation during the past 
decade naturally have had their effect on public finances, and therefore 
on the levies and collections of property taxes and on -other sources·of 
revenue, on assessed valuations, and on other fiscal .affairs of our 
urban centers • 

Factors Affecting City Finances, 1932·1~1 

Statistics. on property tax and special assessment collections together 
with assessed valuations for the two years 19.32 and 1941 are insuf£1cient, 
obviously, to portray the changes that have occurred in the £1nancial' 
condition of the large cities during the intervening years, and the 
insufficient, therefore; to serve as a background for the future.fiscal 
planning of our urban al"eas in relation to the Federal am State and local 
government picture as a 'whole. , 'I'he financial history of these cities 
during the decade,-could be told satisfactorily only' in a city-by-city 
review of their records as affected by nation-wi:de economic, social, and 
financiS.l conditions of the period. 'l'he local· property tax, • and the · 
assessed valuations on which that t~~ is based, constitute their major 
source of revenue; and since they are' very sensitive to· changes in national 
as well as local conditions, these data may serve as an index of financial 
capacity of the cities. 
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The year 1932 was inauspicious in financial outlook for cities-
economic conditions throughout the country were at a new low level; 

51. 

local tax ~ollections as a result were also at new lows, With delinquen
cies mount1.ng; property assessments that had been built up during the 
prosperity years of the 1920's were being deflated to a more nearly 
normal base for taxation; unemployment was widespread, with extraordinary 
demands upon cities for revenue to finance expenditures for general 
relief; expenditures for such reducible items as salaries and wages and 
supplies had been cut, while those for irreducible items as debt service-
which not uncommonly consumed 25 percent of the tax lev,y--became unduly 
burdensome; funds for public borrowing were scarce; and debt defaults by 
municipalities were increasing. During the early 1930's, of course, sane 
cities which enjoyed a sound economic base of diversified industry, ~~d 
which had not been subject to rapid growth or to abnormal loss of popu
lation to outlying areas, as well as those having a sound financial 
position through balanced budge:ts and ample reserves, rode the depression 
more successfully than those communities affected by such disturbing 
problems. 

The generally unfavorable conditions cited above continued unabated 
for some time, with serious consequences to municipal finance. They 
were alleviated in part by action taken on several fronts. The Federal 
Government, through the RFC, made loans to States, when the latter were 
willing to assume responsibility for financing unemployment relief, and 
otherwise, to cities. Unemployment was of course primarily a problem 
related to congested populations and was more acute in cities than in 
rural areas. The FERA, which was shortly thereafter established, came 
to the aid of the municipalities by providing both loans and grants for 
direct relief. Then followed the creation of the CWA, and later the WPA, 
to relieve the local governments of the costs of unemployment relief 
through its direct relief and work relief programs; through the PWA, a 
~stem of partial grants and partial loans was initiated to permit the 
cities to provide employment and to undertake needed public improv~,ents 
at a time when interest rates were abnormally high. Through the HOLC 
and FHA, many home owners were placed in a position where th~ could 
meet.their tax bills and also pay delinquent taxes. Legislatures and 
local councils eased the immediate pressure for payment of property taxes 
and eliminated taxpayers' strikes by provision for instalment payments, 
waiving of penalties, and the postponement of tax sales. Cities in which 
banks were closed resorted in some cases to issuance of scrip. 

Tax delinquency is an important factor in a city's financial 
status, as it affords a good index of the reliability of its tax system 
and budget-making procedure. Excessive and continued de:.lnquency 
indicates that the base of the tax system is weak or that the annual 
budget procedure is faulty and therefore, that a remedy is desirable 
to assure financial stabillty and for preservation of the municipality's 
credit. When the tax ~stem provides that all classes.of property-
real and tangible and intangible personalty--are subJect to th? . 
general property tax, as it still does in.some cases~ especial Vl.?~
lance must be exercised in the enforcement of collect1.on or excess1.ve 
delinquency will occur. Similarly, with respect to the annual 
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budget, it is essential that provision be made for· expectancy of a reason
able amount of tax delinquency when estimating property tax collections, 
or the resulting delinquency will lead to financial difficulties~ 

'I . 

The general improvement that has occurred in business conditions and 
employment in recent years has been reflected in diminished tax delinquen
cy in most of the larger cities of the nation. ·Economic recover.y has led 
State legislatures to rescind laws relating to cancellation of penalties 
and tax sales. As a result of the unusual war-time expansion· of industr.y • 
some aspects of municipal finances possibly will continue to reflect a 
more favorable position, although there are offsetting factors which will 
affect the over-all position of the cities. Among the latter are added 
war-time costs for personal services and commodities and of civil defense 
requirements, the loss in revenues from business taxes on tho.se activities· 
subject to priorities, decreased assessed valuations of property used in 
those activities, and reductions in State aid of such types as that paid 
from the gasoline and motor vehicle license taxes. The readjustment of 
valuations, and the more conservatively framed municipal budgets of today 
should result in a minimum of property tax delinquency during future years, 
even with uri~oreseen contingencies arising from present-day conditions. 
This conciusion is reinforced by the fact that several States have assumed 
a more active supervision of budgetar,y and financial programs of their 
local units. 

The situation relating to default in payment of el ther interest or 
principal of debt by States and cities during the early 1930's has been 
over-emphasized, and at the present time these defaults have been la~~ 
remedied. While serious in some parts of the countr,y, the extent of 
defaults by governmental units was never high as compared with other 
lines ~f business, such as industries, railroads,and public utilities. 
The causes were many, including unusual demands for financing needed 
public improvements in rapidly growing areas, unemployment relief pay
ments, inflated valuations from premature real estate development, and 
closed banks. A cure was usually promptly effected, however, through 
refinancing of the debt by spreading the maturities to the immediate 
relief of the taxpayer. In several States, provision was made for a 
State agency empowered to make loans tO and to assume the management of 
the fiscal affairs of communities in dj,stress. The Congress later passed 
the Municipal Debt Adjustment Act, WPich provided recourse in some cases 
to solve default conditions. 

With assessments now more generally based on an estimated capitali
zation of the normal income of property, lower interest rates, budgetar,y 
provision for uncollected taxes, normal tax collections, and a more,alert 
supervision of municipal finances both locally and at the State capital, 
it is probable that repetition 0'! the default experience of the past 
decade will be largely avoided. 

Various other occurrences during the past ten years have affected 
municipal finance, and will continue to wield an influence in the future. 
A gradual upswing ih economic conditions has served to restore property 
taxes and other municipal revenues to more nearly normal expectancy, and 
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to make available funds for legitimate borrowing requirements. The scope 
and extent of public services rendered by cities have continued to grow 
from ye~r to year, with additional demands from the public, yet the cities 
are restricted in their ability to obtain funds needed to finance these 
activities. Study of ways and means of balanci~g financial resources 
with the maintenance of public services continues,to be made by officials 
at all levels of government. Shifts of responsibility for conducting 
some functions, and therefore of financing them, are proposed; expendi
tures are examined in the light of their necessity, and as to whether 
they may be made self-supporting; and new sources of revenue to supple
ment the property tax are sought. 

State aid has continued to increase in amount and purpose, to the 
relief of the general property tax. It is wholly reasonable to assume 
that this source of revenue will afford even greater relief to property 
taxpayers in the future. Recent years have witnessed State recognition 
of the merit of sharing with local units certain types of State-levied 
taxes, especially when the costs arising in connection with services that 
make those revenues possible are the responsibility of the localities. 
Examples are the sharing of gasoline taxes for city highways, and of 
alcoholic beverage taxes, which depend on local enforcement. The list, 
of course, could be greatly expanded. 

The early 1930's witn~ssed the enactment by a large number of states 
of legislation authorizing municipalities to issue revenue bonds. The 
principle of this type.of finance is that the bonds are p~able exclusive
ly from the revenue of the public facility acquired or constructed with 
the proceeds of the bonds issued. Thus, municipal~ties have been pro
vided with greater flexibility in expanding their borrowing capacity and 
·have been enabled to acquire or construct, and to expand, such enterprises 
as bridges, water-supply and sewer systems and various other projects, 
without at the same time increasing general property taxes or creating an 
indebtedness for which general property might become liable ultimately. 
Further, the Congress, in creating the TVA on a regional basis--on a 
level between the State and count.r, rather than on a municipal .lev.el--in 
1933, established a precedent for an agency with which cities in the 
region might contract at favorable rates for electric power, and to whiCh 
th~ may turn for such major services as protection of land and water 
resources. 

Public housing and slum clearance have been recognized for several 
years as public needs of first importance, particularly in our cities, 
and local authorities have been established in a large number of cities. 
These authorities do not have taxing power, but are authorized to con
struct and operate low rent, slum clearance projects and other housing, 
and are usually financed jointly by Federal and local funds. Financing 
locally the required 10 percent of the capital cost of a project. has 
taken the form in some instances of a contribution of land for s1tes or 
of the value of improvements or services essential to the project. 
Raising the local share of the annual subsidy, which hlUSt be at least 
one-fifth of the Federal annual subsidy. is a second financial problem, 
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and the local governments have commonly chosen to contribute their mini
mum of at least 20 percent of the Federal contribution by' granting to the 
housin~ developments partial or canplete exemption from real property · 
taxatioil. In fact, legislation in nearly all States provides that the 
property of the authorit.ies shall be exempt from taxeS. imposed by the 
state and. local gavernments. Thus, a substantial amount of tax exempt 
property has resulted in recent years. It is the usual practice, however, 
for the housing authorities and local officials to agree upon payments in 
lieu of taxes, the bases varying among the States. For military and 
industrial housing, upon which activities are largely centered at this 
time, it is stipulated that projects financed f~m recent appropriations 
shall make in lieu pe,yments approximatel;y' equivalent to those that would 
be payable if the property were on the tax rolls. 

A widespread movement seeking to relieve the property owner from 
the tax burden has been the adoption, in several States,- of homestead 
exemptions to varying extents.. Economic competition among States and 
areas has led 8lso in several States. to the extension of the tax exemp
tion feature to industrial properties. These practices, and that of 
fixing a maximum tax rate, all of which have been mentioned earlier, w.:l.J+. 
have a repressive effect on the property tax as a source of local revenue 
in the future.· I.egis+ation providing for both homestead exemption and 
tax limitation, however, has halted in recent years. 

It is incumbent on cities, however, to be. alert to oppose these pal
liatives to the general property tax, as also to assure themselves that 
all taxable property is placed on the rolls and that-rigid interpretation 
be made of legislative provisions for exemption. 

One other form of l>otential relief to the general property tax 
merits· mention. It is not uncommon to. find that a municipalit)" operates 
a public-service enterpiise at a loss, which is met, directl,y or indi
rectly, from the property tax. It the· principle ot self-support, which 
in theory is the basis of justification for municipal operation ot a 
public-service enterprise, were to be enforced, through adequate finan
cial and accounting controls, many cities would find it possible to limit 
their property tax levies to general governmental purposes, rather than 
having hidden in their tax· levies substantial subsidies for such enter
prises". In contrast to tltis policy, some cit;ies tax their municipal.4r
owned utilities on a property or earnings l;>asis the same as it privately 
owned. Still other cities require a contribution, which is the equiva
lent of a tax, by the utility for the operation of the general government. 

Tllere is evidence that the· proper+.y tax as a source of revenue, at 
least in large cities, may be supplemented successfully by other forms of 
taxation, which it was fo:nnerl.y assumed could not be e.f'tectivel;y' adminis
tered locally. Examples are the general sales tax in New York and the 
earned income tax in Philadelphia. Even though supplanentary sources of 
tax revenue ~ be developed b;y large cities, however, evidence indicates 
that the general property tax, because of its far-reaching and permanent 
base and ~.n spite of the .fact that it was .not auf'fi.cientl,;y ntxible to ~eet. 
the extraordinary demands tor revenue during the depression years, will 
remain the primar.y source of revenue for these cities in the post-war era. 
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DE'l'AIL:m TABLES 

Sources of Data in Detailed Tables 

The data in this report were obtained from the following sources: 

(l) A mail questionnaire sent to the chief finance officers of all 
the States, all cities over 25,000 population, and all counties 
over 50,000 population. 

(2) A mail questionnaire sent to chief finance officers of units of 
government other than the above 3 classes, includirig a represen
tative sample of cities of less than 25,000 population, of coun
ties of less than 50,000 population, and of townships and of 
special districts. Data used as a basis for estimates of totals. 

(3) A mail questionnaire sent to State agencies reporting local gov
ernment finance to obtain summaries of assessed valuations and 
property tax collections by level of government. 

(4) School district data assembled by a special survey made by the 
United States Office of Education. 

(5) A report of the Bt.reau: Financing Fede:ra.l, State, and Local Govem
~:J94l; contains copies of schedules used to obtain tax data. 

(6) Records of the Bureau of the Census for past years for verifica
tion and to complete data for a small number of units not 
responding to questionnaires. 

(7) Unpublished data of the Bureau ·Jf the Cens~,s compiled in connec
tion with Financial Statistics 0f States ar.d Financial Statistics 
of Cities. 

(S) In cases where information w-.~s not available from any of the 
sources above, statistics 'Kere taken from the 1940 reports of 
the Bureau of the Census on financial statistics of States and 
local governments. In a few cases, when 1941 data were notar.Ul
able, data for e~rlier years we~e substituted. Where data used 
are for a year other than 1941 they are indicate~ in footnotes. 

Fiscal Years 

Data for 1941 collections are for the fiscal year ended in the calen
dar year 1941, unless indicated othP.:rwi ce i.n footnotes. 

Population 

Per capita figures for 11)~1 vrere computed on the basis of popula~ion 
enumerated as at April 1, 1940, the latest population un~versally ava~l
able for all units included in the report. Per capita f~gures for p~or 
years were computed on the basis of the respective decennial censuses or 
of estimates for intercenfal years. 
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