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PREFACE

The way public receipts are presented in the federal budget has become
an important policy issue, as the budget submissions since Fiscal Year
1992 illustrate. All of the proposed alternatives focus on the federal sec-
tor, however, and none presents the national budget in the context of the
national economy.

This analysis offers new, alternative ways of viewing federal, state, and
local government receipts. In doing so, it focuses attention on the major
categories of receipts that will shape the agenda for policy into the next
century and illustrates forms of presentation for public receipts that
would benefit citizens and government decisionmakers alike. The
information cutoff date for this document is April 1995.

The results should be useful to economic and budgetary policymakers at
all levels of government, and also to members of the public who are
interested in these areas of policy and in the history and relative
magnitudes of various categories of government receipts.

Other reports in this series by the same authors are:

® Public Expenditures in the United States: 1952-1993 (1995); and
* Public Budgets in the United States: 1952-1995 (forthcoming).

This work has been supported by RAND using its own funds.
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SUMMARY

POLICY CONTEXT

The way public receipts are represented in the federal budget has be-
come an important policy issue, as recent budget submissions illustrate.
However, all of the proposed alternatives focus only on the federal
sector; none presents a national budget in the context of the national
economy.

The goals of the analysis described in this report are

s To offer new, alternative ways of viewing federal, state, and local
government receipts;

¢ To focus attention on the major categories of public receipts that will
shape the agenda for policy into the next century; and

* To illustrate forms of presentation for public receipts that would
benefit citizens and government decisionmakers alike.

To accomplish these goals, we develop three complementary schemes for
classifying data on public receipts from the U.S. National Income and
Product Accounts (NIPA) according to (1) the jurisdiction that receives
the receipt (federal or state and local government); (2) the economic type
of the receipt (e.g., personal income, corporate profits); and (3) the fund
that receives the receipt (social insurance or “regular budget”). We use
these classification schemes to discuss trends in public receipts relative to
growth in the U.S. economy over the past 42 years, focusing on the
largest and most dynamic components of these receipts.

MAJOR FINDINGS

While receipts increased from 25.4 to 30.2 percent of U.S. gross domestic
product (GDP) between 1952 and 1994, expenditures increased from 26.3
to 32.2 percent of GDP during the same period. Hence, growth in
expenditures exceeded growth in receipts by one percentage point of
GDP, and the deficit has widened from 1 to 2 percent of GDP over 42
years.!

IDawson and Stan (1994) analyzed expenditures over the period 1952 to 1993; this
report extends coverage of receipts through 1994. In 1993, receipts were 29.7 percent of
GDP, expenditures were 33.1 percent, and the aggregate deficit was 3.4 percent. The deficit
declined during 1994 because of strong economic growth of 4.1 percent (and hence
increased receipts) and the first year’s results of the Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 at the
federal level. Total receipts, expenditures, and the surptus or deficit for each of the nine
budgets that make up the framework of this analysis will be presented in the third report of
the series.

xi
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The 4.8-percentage-point increase in total receipts is the net result of a
5.4-point increase in receipts for social insurance and a 0.6-point decline
in receipts for regular budgets of all levels of government. Nearly the
entire increase in aggregate receipts occurred during a brief period
between 1965 and 1969. Total public receipts have been steady at about
30 percent of GDP for 25 years.

Our three classification schemes provide complementary views of these
movements in aggregate receipts, revealing different levels of detail in
the process.

From the perspective of the fund that receives the receipt. When the
non-social insurance budgets of all levels of government are considered
together, regular budget receipts declined by 0.6 percentage point, or from
23.1 to 22.5 percent of GDP. However, receipts for the federal regular
budget declined dramatically, from 17.2 percent of GDP in 1952 to 12.5
percent in 1994, while state and local regular budget receipts rose from
5.9 to 10.0 percent of GDP during the same period.

Social insurance receipts are generated when employers and employees
channel funds from payrolls into earmarked accounts. The government
manages these accounts, from which citizens expect to receive benefits as
income at some later point in life. Income returned is subject to the
political fortunes of the program, however, and may be greater or less
than the payments actually made.

Social insurance receipts have increased from 2.3 to 7.7 percent of GDP,
accounting for more than the overall increase in total receipts. Social Se-
curity and the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare (Medicare Part A)
account for all of the increase in social insurance receipts, rising from 1.1
percent of GDP in 1952 to 6.6 percent in 1994. All other social insurance
receipts declined slightly during the period, starting at 1.2 percent of
GDP and ending at 1.1 percent.

From the perspective of the jurisdiction that receives the receipt. Over
the period considered here, federal receipts have been almost trendless,
amounting to 19.2 percent of GDP in 1952 and 19.7 percent in 1994. This
near trendlessness in the aggregate arises because of the increase in social
insurance receipts and the offsetting decrease in regular budget receipts.

Federal receipts fluctuated throughout the period, ranging from 17.2 to
20.4 percent of GDP. At the same time, state and local receipts rose by
4.3 percentage points, from 6.2 percent of GDP in 1952 to 10.5 percent in
1994, almost matching the overall rise in total public receipts.

Therefore, there has been a huge shift in the receipts and taxation that
support all government programs except Social Security and the
Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare. This shift has been away from
Washington and toward the states and localities. The dramatic growth
of state and local receipts and the fact that state and local taxes are



deductible in the computation of certain federal taxes highlight the need
to include all levels of government in a receipt classification scheme.

From the perspective of the receipt’s economic type. Personal tax and
nontax payments, primarily income taxes, have declined slightly at the
federal level, while state and local receipts have more than tripled.
Overall, the personal tax category has risen from 9.6 percent of GDP in
1952 to 11.3 percent in 1994 because of the rise in state and local personal
income taxes. The federal personal income tax has fluctuated in response
to frequent and major changes, with the net result of ending the period
slightly lower than where it began, relative to the economy.

The reduction in federal marginal rates, especially in the 1980s, reduced
the significance of “tax expenditures” both as exemptions and deduc-
tions from taxpayers’ taxable income and as a policy mechanism for gov-
ernment encouragement of certain economic courses of action by taxpay-
ers. Nevertheless, the tax code reflects support for homeownership,
health insurance, and wealth accumulation, especially for retirement.

The aggregate magnitude of tax expenditures also remains substantial.
For example, in 1994 the two largest federal tax expenditures both
related to income that was untaxed, and each resulted in nearly a
percentage point of GDP in lost revenue. For comparison, receipts
collected through the federal personal income tax amounted to about 8.2
percent of GDP.

Corporate profits taxes have experienced the largest overall decline among
the various categories of receipts. Federal receipts from this source have
been halved, while state and local receipts have risen slightly. Because
this tax is far more prominent at the federal level of government than at
state and local levels, its total has likewise been cut almost in half,
declining from 5.5 percent of GDP in 1952 to 3.0 percent in 1994. This
reduction reflects a decline in the taxable base of corporate profits
relative to GDP during the period.

Indirect business tax and nontax payments (i.e., excise, sales, and property
taxes) have been steady at about 8 percent of GDP over the period
considered, although this trendless aggregate results from an increase at
the state and local level offset by a substantial reduction at the federal
level.

Integrating these views provides a composite perspective on broad
trends in public receipts over the past 42 years. Net growth in public
receipts has occurred as a result of

* Increases in federal social insurance receipts for Social Security and
the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare but for no other pro-
grams.

» Increases in state and local regular budget receipts. These occurred
in the major, and historic, category of indirect taxes, but state and lo-
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cal jurisdictions also more than doubled receipts from corporate
profits taxes and more than tripled receipts from personal income
taxes. The latter increases put states and localities into direct com-
petition with the federal government within the major tax bases for
its regular budget.

¢ Decreases in all categories of receipts for the federal regular budget.
These declines were small in the personal-tax category but large in
both corporate- and indirect-tax categories.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Since the late 1960s, federal budgetary practice has attempted to focus at-
tention on a one-dimensional view of federal receipts and expenditures
in the “unified” budget. In recent years, the shortcomings of this ap-
proach have been increasingly recognized, and the principle of viewing
receipts and expenditures in more than one way has again achieved
prominence. To date, however, efforts to devise alternative ways of pre-
senting receipts and expenditures have focused on federal accounts alone
and have ignored the critical need to place receipts and expenditures
within the context of the total public sector and the economy.

Classifications of public receipts help shape the debate about the
government’s role in the economy. The policy issues surrounding these
receipts would be greatly clarified by supplementary budgetary
presentations that

¢ Separate federal regular budget and social insurance receipts,
focusing on their very different dynamics;

* (lassify receipts by their economic type and highlight the different
roles of the various types in the economy;

* Treat aggregate state and local receipts, focusing on their
interdependence with federal receipts through their use of the same
tax bases; and

¢ Facilitate decisions on the character of federal receipts by placing
them in the context of total public receipts.

At a more fundamental level, we suggest that the current federal
budgetary presentation is flawed at its base. In particular, it does not
address the ongoing need for forms of presentation that enhance
understanding of public receipts and facilitate decisions that shape them.
Moreover, alternative budgetary presentations—including those
suggested above—are not likely to result in significant progress. Rather,
it is time to revisit the basis of how the federal budget is presented and to
do so with attention to the fundamentals of budgetary communication
and taxonomy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The duty to pay taxes, or the power to tax, is among the most tangible
of all links between subject and sovereign, or citizen and society.

— Richard A. Musgrave (1959)

Total public receipts are the sum of payments to federal, state, and local
governments from nongovernment sectors of the economy. As such,
these payments provide a means of examining a significant portion of
government’s role in the economy. The identification, definition, classifi-
cation, and presentation of public receipts are basic elements in how de-
cisions about these receipts are made.

The way in which public receipts are represented in the federal budget
has not attracted as much attention as has the presentation of public
expenditures, but similar sets of measures could improve presentation of
both. Specifically, neither expenditures nor receipts in the federal budget
are viewed within the context of a national public-sector budget that, in
turn, sits within the national economy.

The goals of this analysis are

* To offer new, alternative ways of viewing federal, state, and local
government receipts;

* To focus attention on the major categories of public receipts that will
shape the agenda for policy into the next century; and

¢ To illustrate forms of presentation for public receipts that would
benefit citizens and government decisionmakers alike.

To accomplish these goals

* We analyze public receipts by means of several complementary
classification schemes, or perspectives; and

s  We use these perspectives to discuss trends in public receipts relative
to growth in the U.S. economy over the past 42 years, focusing on
their largest and most dynamic components.

In the remainder of this chapter, we explain why new ways of viewing
public receipts are needed, and we describe how we have addressed
these needs. We then describe the more important features of our
methods.

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF RECEIPTS CLASSIFICATION

Dawson and Stan (1995) offer a brief history of federal expenditures
classification in the United States. From rudimentary beginnings, these

Classifications of
receipts help shape the
debate about
government’s role in
the economy.

Current classification
schemes do not
present a national
budget in the context
of the national
economy.



Both expenditures
and receipts can be
classified by
jurisdiction, type,
and fund.

But most receipts
cannot be
categorized by
function.

classifications evolved—especially during the 1920s and 1940s—toward
Harold Smith’s vision of a federal budget that would be part of a na-
tional budget.! Subsequent efforts, particularly those leading to the uni-
fied budget in the 1960s, did not pursue this vision of a national classifi-
cation, but instead remained narrowly focused on the federal sector.
However, interest in budgetary classification has revived in recent years
because of the flaws of the unified budget and its progressive deteriora-
tion.

To some extent, the evolution of receipt classification has paralleled the
evolution of expenditure classification, since it is natural to give some
attention to both sides of the budget when conceptual issues and issues
of technique arise. However, classification of receipts has generally re-
ceived less attention than that of expenditures; hence, long-standing
classifications of receipts have found broad acceptance.

HOW CLASSIFICATIONS OF EXPENDITURES AND RECEIPTS
DIFFER

Because expenditures and receipts share many common characteristics,
they can be classified in broadly similar ways. In particular, each can be
classified by (1) the jurisdiction that undertakes the expenditure or re-
ceives the receipt; (2) the economic type of the expenditure or receipt; and
(3) the fund (i.e., social insurance or regular budget) that pays for the ex-
penditure or receives the receipt within a jurisdiction.

However, the classification of expenditures that tends to draw the most
public, political, and analytic attention—i.e., their function—has no di-
rect counterpart in receipts. Some receipts are indeed “earmarked” for
specific purposes and deposited in accounts that govern their functional
use.? And there is the category of “tax expenditures,” or receipts that
government forgoes in the interest of using the tax code to affect specific
private-sector incentives. However, the great preponderance of public
receipts becomes part of a general fund of resources that is without func-
tion until a purpose is determined by subsequent expenditure.

1Harold Smith was Director of the Bureau of the Budget during World War If and an
extraordinary public administrator. See Dawson and Stan (1995:2-4).

2The most significant receipts of this type are those paid to social insurance funds.
These receipts are earmarked because contributions to the funds are compulsory, with
government managing the contributions. Individuals expect to receive eventual cash
benefits from social insurance funds related in some way tq their contributions or to
contributions made on their behalf.

To a lesser extent, regular budget receipts may also have their functional use restricted
by earmarking. A prime example is the Federal Highway Trust Fund, which is used to
finance transportation grants to state and local governments. The local property tax is also
earmarked, since a single property tax bill typically consolidates a number of sub-bills that
tax a household at different rates, based on the local jurisdictions and special districts to
which the household belongs. Hence, the household can see how its tax payment will be
disbursed—so much for the school district, library, airport, fire district, and so forth.



Public expenditures are authorized explicitly, and, with minor differ-
ences in implementation, they occur as authorized. In contrast, provi-
sions of tax codes authorize public receipts, but the actual level of
receipts realized depends on the state of the economy and the behavior
of its various economic actors. Both can be affected by the level and
character of public expenditures and other receipts.

Because of these interactions, public receipts must be examined in two
complementary ways. The first way classifies receipts by jurisdiction,
economic type, and fund. The second examines the private-sector in-
come “base” from which the receipt is paid, the behavior of the base over
time, and the way it is affected by both public expenditures and public
receipts.

In this report, we use the first method of classification. We defer discus-
sion of the second method to a subsequent report, since its full treatment
requires integrating public receipts and expenditures within a synoptic
view of the total public budget.

CLASSIFYING RECEIPTS

The classification of receipts by jurisdiction, type, and fund derives
directly from the National Income and Product Accounts produced by
the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) in the U.S. Department of
Commerce.

The Jurisdiction That Receives the Receipt

The importance of the politically standard breakdown by jurisdiction
cannot be overemphasized, since state and local receipts make up
roughly one-third of total public receipts.*

A significant feature of this classification is that jurisdictions are not fi-
nancially independent in the United States. In particular, the tax codes of
different jurisdictions overlap in taxing the same private-sector income
sources, with provisions that imitate or partly depend on similar provi-
sions in other jurisdictions. In addition, some types of payments to one
jurisdictional level are deductible in computing payments to another ju-

3The “base” of a receipt is its source for accounting purposes. As such, it differs from
a receipt’s incidence, which is the ultimate source of the receipt, possibly after it has been
shifted from the base. For example, corporate income tax is levied on corporate revenue,
which is its base, but some portion of the tax is passed on to consumers in the form of
higher prices. Hence, the incidence of the tax is on consumers as well as firms. See
Kotlikoff and Summers (1987) and the references cited for a comprehensive, if somewhat
dated, survey of tax incidence.

4NIPA treats the state and local sector as a whole. Hence, on the basis of these data, it
is not possible to determine whether specific receipts are collected at the state, local, or
special-district level. But additional distinctions would not necessarily be useful for our
purposes, i.e., mapping broad trends in large receipt categories within the overall economy.

And the level of
receipts cannot be
authorized.

Classifying receipts
by jurisdiction.



Classifying receipts
by type.

risdictional level. These interrelationships are important for understand-
ing both the receipts of a given jurisdiction and their aggregate level in
public receipt totals.

The Economic Type of a Receipt

Distinctions among economic types of receipts are founded on their
different economic effects and have long been standard in the public
finance literature. The type of receipt indicates in general terms the
source of income within the private sector from which the public receipt
is drawn. This means of classification connects public receipts with the
economy as a whole and is the primary means for locating receipts
within the economy. We use the following types of economic receipts in
our discussion.’

Personal tax and nontax payments. This category includes income,
estate and gift, and personal property taxes, as well as nontax payments
such as fees, fines and penalties, premiums, and donations paid by
persons.® These payments are withdrawals from the personal incomes of
individuals, which are the base for this tax.”

Corporate profits taxes. These taxes are levied on corporate earnings,
net of applicable tax credits, and they take into account various account-
ing provisions that affect capital gains, inventories, and depreciation.
Corporate profits taxes are withdrawals from the income of corporations.

Indirect business tax and nontax payments. This category includes
sales, excise, and property taxes, as well as various payments such as
regulatory and inspection fees, special assessments, fines and penalties,
tariffs on imports, rents and royalties, and donations.

The defining characteristic of payments in this category, whether tax or
nontax, is that they are collected from and through businesses but are
paid as part of personal consumption expenditures. For example, sales
taxes are part of the final market value of personal consumption expendi-
tures that businesses collect at the time of purchase. Likewise, for prop-
erty taxes, NIPA treats homeownership as a business that provides
housing services to the homeowner. The homeowner is assumed to pay
an imputed rent for these services. The tax is levied on the value of this

SFor formal definitions of these terms as used in NIPA, see BEA (1992-1993:M-9).

6In this report, voluntary premiums paid by those eligible to participate in the
Supplemental Medical Insurance program of Medicare are included in this category of
receipts. See Appendix A.

7Personal income, in turn, partly depends on the level of government transfer,
subsidy, and interest payments—each a type of public expenditure. Hence, a full analysis
of public receipts’ behavior in the economy can be undertaken only after receipts and
expenditures are integrated at the level of the total public budget, the subject of a
subsequent report in this series. Analogous remarks apply for the remaining categories of
receipts in this section.



imputed rent, much as a sales tax is levied on the value of goods or ser-
vices purchased, and is paid as part of the homeowner’s personal con-
sumption expenditures.

Contributions to social insurance. This category includes compulsory
contributions to public social insurance programs made by an employer,
an employee, or a self-employed individual. Programs supported by
contributions in this category include Old-Age, Survivors’, and Disability
Insurance (Social Security); the Hospital Insurance component of Medi-
care; Unemployment Insurance; Railroad Retirement Insurance; gov-
ernment retirement contributions; Veterans’ Life Insurance; and tempo-
rary disability insurance. All contributions are regarded as withdrawals,
or deductions, from the total compensation of employees for their work.

The Fund That Receives the Receipt

Classification by fund draws a distinction between regular budget and
social insurance receipts.

This distinction is already drawn in the classification of receipts by eco-
nomic type, since social insurance contributions are separated from the
other three categories that flow into the regular budget. Nonetheless,
distinguishing receipts by fund is useful, for two reasons. First, classify-
ing receipts by economic type does not permit us to focus on the total of
regular budget receipts as such, and our previous work on expenditures
illustrates that an understanding of the regular budget is important in it-
self. Second, for the individual citizen, the distinction between funds re-
flects two different views of governments’ responsibilities and roles.

Regular budget receipts. The regular budget embodies a complex but
loose social contract in which the individual citizen pays and benefits in
a variety of ways without an individually based contract. Compulsory
tax payments are made and subsequently allocated by elected officials to
a vast array of public expenditures. The taxpayer may or may not ap-
prove of these expenditures but, in any case, has no expectation of get-
ting money back from the government in the future. Whatever current
or future benefits the individual receives are mainly unpriced—defense,
education, police protection, and so forth.

Social insurance receipts. These receipts are made up of compulsory
contributions by private and public employers and employees (e.g., the
Social Security payroll tax). Contributions for social insurance programs
are part of employers’ labor costs that are deducted from employees’
gross compensation.

In return for reduced immediate compensation for their work, employees
become eligible for benefits from the various social insurance funds at a
later time. The benefits received by an individual are generally related to

Classifying receipts
by fund.



Tax expenditures
are important
because they are
large and because
they indicate
behavior the
government wants
to encourage.

The analysis uses
data from the
National Income
and Product
Accounts to
examine total public
receipts between
1952 and 1994.

Receipts are
expressed as a
fraction of gross
domestic product.

the amount paid into the funds, whether by the employer or the em-
ployee.® Because employees expect to receive these benefits, social
insurance disbursements frequently become a significant component of
lifetime financial planning, despite their potential for change by legisla-
tion.

Tax Expenditures

We also examine the pattern of those receipts called tax expenditures—
receipts the government intentionally forgoes because of provisions in
the tax code.

Tax expenditures must be included in any discussion of receipts because
they are very large. For example, in 1994, the two largest federal tax
expenditures both related to income that was untaxed, and each resulted
in nearly a percentage point of GDP in lost revenue. By comparison,
receipts collected through the federal personal income tax came to about
8.2 percent of GDP.

In addition, tax expenditures can be viewed as a policy mechanism
through which the government attempts to guide individual and corpo-
rate expenditures in specified directions. Tax expenditures thus tell us a
great deal about behavior the government wishes to encourage or dis-
courage among the citizenry.

SCOPE, DATA, AND METHODS

This report parallels our earlier report on public expenditures (Dawson
and Stan, 1995). It analyzes the same data from NIPA, has almost the
same period of analysis (1952-1994), and uses the same methods. The
earlier report discusses in detail our choices in each area.

Our analysis has involved a minimal amount of data reconstruction to
bring NIPA data into line with treatments we considered more useful for
our purposes. These changes are described and explained in the
appendices to this report. The descriptions contain sufficient detail that
our calculations can be reproduced from the primary NIPA data, whose
integrity has hence been maintained.

We express receipts as a fraction of gross domestic product (GDP), since,
at the most basic level, our analysis considers how various categories of
public receipts have behaved relative to the economy as a whole.
Expressing these categories as a fraction of GDP is one simple means of

8Most social insurance programs use all or part of an individual’s earnings record in
computing the individual’s benefits. Typically, benefits are more generous for those with
low earnings than those with high earnings, as compared in each case to lifetime prior
earnings. The Hospital Insurance Fund (Medicare Part A) is a major exception to this
statement. Rather than having their basis in prior earnings, benefits are based on medical
expenses incurred at age 65 and after.



addressing this aim. (Reasons for this decision are discussed in detail in
our earlier report.)

A time series constructed as the ratio of two others will display overall
fluctuations brought on by fluctuations in both the numerator and the
denominator. Thus, a certain amount of cyclical noise in the economy
must be discounted in the trends.” We point out these instances in the
course of our discussion.

If receipts are expressed as a fraction of GDP, any category of receipts
that increases in our figures is, in fact, increasing more rapidly than GDP,
with analogous conclusions for categories that are trendless or falling
over time. Hence, categories with trends rising relative to GDP are the
main contributors to growth of public receipts.

Finally, expressing receipts as a fraction of GDP can lead one to think
that small changes are not significant. But it is useful to remember that
in 1994, one percentage point of GDP was equal to $67 billion, and seem-
ingly small relative percentage changes can therefore have enormous
significance for American society.

A ROAD MAP

In Chapter 2, we analyze public receipts from the perspectives of their
jurisdiction, economic type, and type of fund. Chapter 3 discusses tax
expenditures. Finally, Chapter 4 summarizes our analyses and identifies
the policy conclusions emerging from synthesis across the differing per-
spectives on public receipts. The appendices describe the treatment and
reconstruction of NIPA data, the receipt classifications used in this re-
port, and the source code for figures derived from NIPA.

9For example, when receipts based on payrolls or corporate profits decrease as a
fraction of GDP during a recession, the decrease is the net result of the fall in receipts and
the fall in GDP. Hence, the ratio of receipts to GDP is likely to understate the reduction in
receipts themselves. Note, too, that in this example, movements in the category of receipts
and in GDP offset each other to produce the overall trend in the ratio. In general, however,
offsets need not occur, and reinforcing movements can also be observed.






2. TRENDS IN U.S. PUBLIC RECEIPTS, 1952-1994,
FROM THE PERSPECTIVES OF JURISDICTION,
ECONOMIC TYPE, AND FUND

In this chapter we describe trends in U.S. public receipts during the past
42 years from three perspectives: the level of government that receives
the receipt, the receipt’s economic type, and the type of fund that re-
ceives the receipt. These three perspectives allow us to address four key
questions:

* How have trends in total public receipts differed across jurisdictions
since 19527

* How have the economic components of receipts moved over this
period?

¢ Have regular budget or social insurance receipts seen more growth
since 19527

* Are there differences across jurisdictions in how regular budget and
social insurance receipts have behaved?

Taken together, the answers to these questions provide mutually rein-
forcing pictures of receipts in the total public sector over the past 42
years. The first subsection below addresses the questions for total public
receipts. The two succeeding subsections provide additional perspec-
tives on federal and state and local receipts, respectively, and discuss
their interrelationships.

TOTAL PUBLIC RECEIPTS
Overview

Total public receipts grew from 25.4 percent of GDP in 1952 to 30.2
percent in 1994, or by 4.8 percentage points of GDP. Using the analytic
perspectives of this chapter, we can identify the different patterns
underlying this increase:

s By jurisdiction, the increase has occurred almost entirely in state and
local public receipts; federal public receipts have experienced nearly
no aggregate growth.

* By type of receipt, contributions to social insurance have grown by 5.4
percentage points of GDP, thereby far exceeding overall growth in
total receipts; personal tax and nontax payments have increased
moderately, by 1.7 percentage points; indirect business tax receipts
have risen slightly; and corporate profits tax receipts have fallen by

Total public
receipts have
grown relative to
the economy.
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Increases are

almost half, declining from 5.5 percent of GDP in 1952 to 3.0 percent
in 1994.

* By type of fund, social insurance funds have experienced all of the
growth in receipts; total receipts for the regular budget have fallen,
with the decline in corporate profits taxes offsetting the growth in
personal tax and nontax payments.

If we integrate across these three perspectives, we see strong growth in

principally in state state and local regular budget receipts and in federal social insurance
and local regular receipts.

budget receipts and

in federal social s e

insurance receipts. Receipts from the Perspective of Jurisdiction

Figure 2.1 summarizes jurisdictional changes in total public receipts
between 1952 and 1994 and demonstrates the importance of examining
receipts from a national viewpoint.

The entire increase Total receipts made up about 25 percent of GDP from 1952 to 1965,
in total receipts

occurred between

drifting upward slightly during this period. In the four years between
1965 and 1969, however, they gained about 4 percentage points of GDP

1965 and 1969. and through 1994 remained constant relative to the economy at about 30
percent of GDP.
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Figure 2.1—Total Public Receipts as a Percentage of GDP
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All of the net increase in receipts has occurred at the state and local level.
Between 1952 and 1972, these receipts rose at a compound rate of 2.6
percent per year relative to GDP. In contrast, federal receipts have been
volatile but were trendless for the period as a whole.

Receipts from the Perspective of Economic Type

Figure 2.2 shows how the 4.8-percentage-point increase in total public re-
ceipts between 1952 and 1994 was allocated across economic types. The
growth has been concentrated in social insurance and personal tax and
nontax payments. Indirect business tax and nontax payments have been
volatile but did not grow during the period. Corporate profits taxes have

All of the net
increase has
occurred at the state
and local level.

The growth of
receipts has been
concentrated in
social insurance
and personal tax

. . and nontax
declined steadily.
payments.
Personal tax and nontax payments. Personal tax and nontax payments,
the largest category and the one that has garnered the most public
attention, has sometimes swung rapidly—i.e., by 1 to 3 percentage points
of GDP—but the increase over 42 years has been a more moderate 1.7
percentage points of GDP.! Through the mid-1960s, these payments
Total
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Figure 2.2—Trends in Types of Public Receipts

1A more detailed breakdown of this category of receipts would require Internal
Revenue Service data not available in NIPA.
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The most dramatic
changes have
occurred in
contributions to
social insurance
and corporate
profits taxes.

Decreasing
corporate profits
taxes led toa
decrease in reqular
budget receipts

moved in the range between 8 and 10 percent of GDP. They rose rapidly
to nearly 12 percent by 1969 and remained in the 10 to 12 percent range
thereafter. We will return to the details of this erratic path later in this
chapter.

Indirect business tax and nontax payments. Indirect business tax and
nontax payments (IBT), the second-largest category and a competitor for
public attention because they include property and sales taxes, have been
somewhat less volatile. Because the category is a major source of funds
for state and local governments, it contributed to the overall growth in
their receipts through 1971. A long decline in the category relative to
GDP followed, bottoming out in 1979 with the property tax reductions of
the late 1970s. Following a trendless period, the slight rise in the
category through 1994 brought it to a point only slightly higher relative
to GDP than where it stood in 1952.

Contributions to social insurance. Contributions to social insurance
(CSI) have grown substantially more rapidly than receipts as a whole,
rising from slightly over 2 percent to just under 8 percent of GDP.

Corporate profits taxes. A somewhat more volatile, but equally
significant, change occurred in corporate profits tax receipts. These taxes
declined by about 50 percent relative to the economy through the early
1980s, after which their trend became flat.

This category of public receipts, which showed the greatest decline of
any category over the period, is the least visible to the general public.
Personal experience tends to correlate growth in government receipts
with growth in payroll or personal income taxes, despite the fact that
more than a third of the increase in these receipts has been offset by a
drop in corporate profits taxes.

Receipts from the Perspective of Type of Fund

Figure 2.3 shows public receipts that support social insurance and
regular budget funds and illustrates the importance of this distinction.

Regular budget receipts. Receipts in the regular budget fell over the
period. The combination of all personal, corporate, and indirect tax and
nontax payments amounted to 23.1 percent of GDP in 1952, peaked at
24.7 percent in 1969, and declined thereafter to 22.5 percent in 1994.

A great deal of public attention has been paid to the income, property,
and sales taxes, whose changes have been frequent and controversial
over this period. Nonetheless, over the full period, but especially since
1969, the steady decline in corporate profits taxes has offset increases in
these receipts and has led to an overall decline in regular budget receipts
relative to the economy.
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Figure 2.3—Public Receipts Supporting Social Insurance and Regular Budget Funds
Contributions to social insurance funds. In contrast, contributions to ...while

social insurance funds have more than tripled, climbing from 2.3 percent
of GDP in 1952 to 7.7 percent in 1994. This growth of 5.4 percentage
points substantially exceeds the 4.8-percentage-point increase in total

public receipts.

Three characteristics of these receipts have made it possible for them to
grow:

During the 19th century, U.S. governments depended upon the large
and accessible import and property tax bases; in the latter half of the
20th century, these tax bases have declined and have been replaced
by the payroll records of an economy dominated by corporate and
government employers.

Both employer and employee make mandatory contributions to
social insurance funds, with the understanding that the employee
becomes eligible for subsequent benefits. Employees have been
willing to contribute because they have the opportunity to get back
some, all, or more than was contributed.?

2Employers and employees pay the same rate for the largest social insurance funds—

Social Security and the Hospital Insurance part of Medicare. Public employers pay all, or
the major portion, of contributions to public-employee retirement funds. Public and
private employers typically make all contributions to work-related funds, such as
unemployment insurance and workers’ compensation.

contributions to
social insurance
funds have tripled.
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Regular budget
receipts have shifted
strongly away from
Washington and
toward state and
local governments.

¢ Because their rates apply to the first dollar of compensation but con-
tributions usually have an annual cap, payroll taxes are highly re-
gressive. Normally, regressivity would argue against a tax, but since
benefits in this case have also tended to favor those who have earned
less, policymakers have generally ignored regressivity here.

Differences Across Jurisdictions and Types of Funds

Figures 2.4 and 2.5 show the differences in regular budget receipts and
social insurance receipts by jurisdiction.

Regular budget receipts. Combined regular budget receipts have fallen
slightly over the past 42 years. However, this modest overall decline
obscures the sharp changes that have occurred within jurisdictions. As
Figure 2.4 shows, federal regular budget receipts have steadily fallen by
roughly one-fourth, from 17.2 percent of GDP in 1952 to 12.5 percent in
1994. In contrast, state and local regular budget receipts burgeoned by
more than two-thirds, climbing from 5.9 percent of GDP in 1952 to 10.0
percent in 1972, where they have remained steady. As a result of these
trends, there has been a huge shift in receipts away from Washington
and toward state and local governments. This shift has been used to
finance the increase in state and local regular budget expenditures noted
in Dawson and Stan (1995).
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Figure 2.4—Receipts for Regular Budgets by Jurisdiction
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Figure 2.5—Receipts for Social Insurance by Jurisdiction

Social insurance receipts. In the previous section, we noted that com-
bined social insurance receipts have more than tripled since 1952. As
shown in Figure 2.5, nearly the entire increase occurred at the federal
level. Federal social insurance receipts have risen steadily from 2.0 per-
cent of GDP in 1952 to 7.2 percent in 1994. This increase dwarfs all other
changes in individual categories of receipts, and it more than exceeds the
increase that has occurred in total receipts.

FEDERAL RECEIPTS

In the previous section, we identified offsetting trends in federal re-
ceipts—a sustained decline in the regular budget and a sharp increase in
the social insurance budget. In this section, we probe these trends, which
are summarized in Figure 2.6.

The distinction between the federal regular and social insurance budgets
is crucial in interpreting these trends. In particular, social insurance
receipts have not literally substituted for regular budget receipts. Each
type of receipt is derived from a different income source in the economy,
and increases in social insurance obligations must ultimately be met with
increased social insurance receipts.3

3Substantial confusion has resulted from the buildup in the Old Age and Survivors’
Insurance (OASI) Trust Fund that began in the mid-1980s. A good explanation of

The increase in
federal social
insurance receipts
dominates changes
in all other receipt
categories.
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Federal corporate
profits taxes
declined by 50
percent.

Figure 2.6—Federal Receipts by Type of Fund

Receipts in the Federal Regular Budget

The major components of federal regular budget receipts are shown in
Figure 2.7. All three types of receipts that finance the federal regular
budget have declined relative to GDP between 1952 and 1994. Corporate
and indirect tax receipts have driven the decline in these receipts, while
personal income taxes have contributed volatility to the downward
trend.

Corporate profits taxes. Federal corporate profits taxes have declined
from 5.3 percent of GDP in 1952 to 2.5 percent in 1994, or by over 50 per-
cent of their earlier level. Because these taxes are paid by corporations,
the drop in these receipts and its underlying reasons have, in large mea-

intragovernmental transfers across the regular and social insurance budgets associated
with this trust fund is contained in CEA (1989:99-100). To paraphrase, if expenditures for
social insurance benefits in a given year fall short of receipts earmarked for the benefits,
excess receipts are loaned to the Treasury, where they may indeed finance regular budget
expenditures. However, as a result of the loan, the Treasury issues a nonmarketable bond
to the OASI Trust Fund. These bonds pay interest equal to the average rate for marketable
Treasury securities of at least four years’ maturity.

The value of the bonds themselves, as well as the interest generated, is credited to the
OASI Trust Fund and is a general-fund liability of the Treasury, which issues a promise to
pay by making a note in its books. When the time comes to disburse funds to social insur-
ance beneficiaries, the Treasury sells securities in an amount that covers the required dis-
bursement of interest and principal and removes the obligation from its books, thus closing
the flow and insuring the ultimate equality of social insurance expenditures and receipts.
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Figure 2.7—Federal Regular Budget Receipts by Economic Type

sure, received less attention than changes in other categories of receipts.
Succinctly, these receipts have declined because pre-tax corporate profits
have also declined.*

Indirect tax and nontax payments. Federal indirect tax and nontax
payments have declined by about half, falling from 3.0 percent of GDP in
1952 to 1.4 percent in 1994. The bulk of these taxes derive from sales of
tobacco, liquor, and gasoline and are based on the volume of the com-
modity sold, rather than on its value. As a result, if a rise in price causes
a decrease in demand at a constant tax rate, the revenue that the tax pro-
duces will decrease. Since changes in tax rates have tended to lag price
increases over much of the period, revenue from these taxes has fallen
over time relative to GDP.

Unlike excise tax receipts, customs duties have increased in relative
terms from 0.17 percent of GDP in 1952 to 0.32 percent in 1994 and have
been steady at around 0.3 percent of GDP for the past ten years. Thus,
they have nearly doubled, despite the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade and other actions to lower tariffs, because imports have nearly

4Trends in the economy that underlie the substantial decline in federal corporate
profits taxes will be addressed in a later report in this series.

ll]‘llI|IIIIIII]IIIII!I‘III[I!l||ll||ll]|

92

Excise taxes have
fallen by half.
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Receipts from the
personal income tax
remained constant.

Social Security and
Medicare absorbed
all of the growth in
federal social
insurance receipts.

tripled as a share of GDP, rising from 4.3 percent in 1952 to 12.0 percent
in 1994.

Personal tax and nontax payments. Federal personal tax and nontax
payments, which are dominated by personal income taxes, have fluctu-
ated between 8 and 10 percent of GDP between 1952 and 1994.5 Key
events have driven this category’s volatility: the post-Korean War tax
cuts in 1954; the “Heller” tax cut in 1964; the tax surcharge between 1968
and 1970 that was associated with the war in Vietnam; the temporary tax
rebate of 1975; bracket-creep increases between 1976 and 1981; and, fi-
nally, the three-year cut rationalized by supply-side economics between
1981 and 1984.5 Despite the resulting turbulence, the long-term trend of
this category has remained constant relative to the economy, ending the
period only 0.2 percent of GDP lower than it began.

Receipts in the Federal Social Insurance Budget

Figure 2.8 shows the growth in federal social insurance contributions af-
ter 1952. All of the increase shown has gone to only two federal pro-
grams, Social Security and the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare.
Together, these programs rose from 1.1 percent of GDP in 1952 to 6.5
percent in 1993.

Table 2.1 provides additional detail on the growth in receipts associated
with these programs. Note that between 1952 and 1965, and again
between 1965 and 1994, Social Security receipts more than doubled.
Receipts associated with the Hospital Insurance component of Medicare
have displayed similarly rapid growth: Between 1965, when the program
began, and 1994, this category of social insurance receipts grew by 1.2
percentage points of GDP.

Figure 2.9 shows the growth in the number of employees contributing to
Social Security and the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare, as well
as the behavior of their average monthly contribution in nominal and
deflated 1987 dollars.

Medicare contributions have grown to keep pace with both the increase
in the size of the population eligible for benefits and the increase in the
costs of health care. Although eligible populations have risen both abso-

5as explained in Appendix A, we have included premiums for the Supplemental
Medical Insurance program in this category. These premiums increased from zero in 1965
to 0.3 percent of GDP in 1994.

Other relatively minor—and unchanging—components of the category include estate
and gift taxes and various fees, fines, and contributions. Taken by themselves, income
taxes have declined from 8.6 percent of GDP in 1952 to 8.1 percent in 1994.

6The economic context for each of these tax changes is discussed in Gordon (1980) and
Fullerton (1994).



19

Total

Social
Security and
Hospital Ins.

Percentage of GDP

-

" —~— o — —
P — ™ —— ~ P ——— N -
b N ——

—— - — Other

0 LI | LI ] LI I LI L l 1L I L I L [ LA ] LI [ L | 1

52 56 60 64 68 72 76 80 84 88 92

Figure 2.8—Federal Social Insurance Receipts by Major Programs

lutely and relatively, the rising cost of health care, largely stimulated by
technological change, has been the dominant factor (see, e.g., Newhouse,
1992).

The story underlying Social Security receipts is slightly more compli-
cated. To begin with, it is important to note that contribution rates for
Social Security have never been set at levels high enough to finance an
individual’s retirement on an actuarially fair basis. Between 1952 and
1968, these funds maintained small reserves to cushion business-cycle
declines in employment and the consequent decreased Social Security
contributions, in the face of unchanged benefit disbursements. Other-
wise, Social Security was a “pay-as-you-go” retirement system.

Table 2.1

SOCIAL SECURITY, MEDICARE HOSPITAL INSURANCE, AND OTHER
PUBLIC RECEIPTS: 1952, 1965, AND 1994

Difference
Receipts 1952 1965 1994 1952-1994
Social Security 141 25 5.4 4.3
Medicare Hospital insurance 0.0 0.0 1.2 1.2
Subtotal 1.1 2.5 6.6 55
All other receipts 243 234 23.6 -0.7

Total public receipts 25.4 25.9 30.2 4.8
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Figure 2.9—Number of Social Security and Hospital Insurance

Regular budget
receipts dominate
state and local
budgets.

Contributors and Their Average Monthly Contribution

Beginning in 1969 and extending through 1972, several large annual ben-
efit increases were enacted. These increases substantially exceeded the
rate of inflation and became sustained when Social Security benefits were
indexed—indeed, overindexed—to inflation in the early 1970s, when in-
flation was high. Although Social Security contributions subsequently
rose, their growth did not match benefit increases, and the relatively
small business-cycle reserves were exhausted by 1982.

Social Security then borrowed temporarily from other social insurance
funds, pending reform of the program in 1983. Most notably, these re-
forms introduced a policy of building up reserves and otherwise modify-
ing Social Security to prepare for substantial increases in beneficiaries
when the baby-boom generation retires in the next century.

STATE AND LOCAL RECEIPTS

Trends in state and local receipts are summarized in Figure 2.10. Regular
budget receipts dominate state and local budgets, and through 1972
these receipts rose relative to GDP. Since that time, however, they have
remained relatively constant. Social insurance receipts at the state and
local level are primarily government employee contributions to their re-
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Figure 2.10—State and Local Receipts by Fund

tirement funds.” These receipts have not grown significantly relative to
GDP over the period of the analysis.

Receipts in State and Local Regular Budgets

Figure 2.11 shows regular budget receipts by type. Most of the receipts
at the state and local levels are generated by indirect taxes on property
and on general and specific sales. The years since 1952 have seen these
taxes decline as a fraction of state and local regular budget receipts.

Corporate profits and personal income taxes. With the decline in prop-
erty tax and sales receipts, states have increasingly come to rely on cor-
porate profits and personal income taxes for their tax base. The personal
tax category at the state and local level has increased from 0.7 percent of
GDP in 1952 to 2.6 percent in 1994; over the same period, the much
smaller category of corporate profits taxes has more than doubled, grow-
ing from 0.2 to 0.5 percent of GDP.

Hence, state and local governments have increasingly attempted to shift
from their traditional sources of receipts—property and sales taxes—to

7As Appendix A explains, this category excludes government employer contributions
to these retirement funds.
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Figure 2.11—State and Local Regular Budget Receipts by Economic Type

sources of receipts that have traditionally financed federal regular bud-
get expenditures. The effects of this competition have been intensified
because state and local taxes can be deducted from federal taxes.

Indirect taxes. Figure 2.12 shows the major elements of indirect receipts.
The drop in property taxes in the late 1970s was led by Proposition 13 in
California.?

Sales taxes include both specific excise taxes and general sales taxes.
State and local receipts from specific excise taxes have experienced much
the same difficulties as excise taxes at the federal level: If the taxes are
based on volume sold, rather than value, the resulting receipts have
tended to decline in relative terms over time. However, general sales
taxes, which are the more important sales-tax category, are based on a
percentage of sales receipts, and these taxes have, in consequence,
sustained the category.

8The passage of Proposition 13 in California in 1978 led to a variety of dislocations in
California city and county finance; mary are only now being felt, because of a confluence of
historically unique institutional factors. For a discussion of these factors and extended
examples bearing on Los Angeles and Los Angeles County, see Niblack and Stan
(1992:257-262).
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Figure 2.12—State and Local Indirect Receipts
SUMMARY

Depending upon the perspective chosen, the increase in total public re-
ceipts of 4.8 percentage points of GDP over the past 42 years can be de-
scribed in any of three different, but complementary, ways:

¢ The entire increase in total receipts at the national level occurred in
just four years, between 1965 and 1969. The increase moved total re-

ceipts from slightly more then 25 percent of GDP to a new ceiling of
about 30 percent.

The reason for this surge in total receipts is straightforward. Be-
tween 1952 and 1965, most of the increases in Social Security and
state and local receipts were offset by declines in federal regular
budget receipts. Then, from 1966 through 1969, the increases in So-
cial Security and state and local receipts continued, but there was no
offsetting decline in other federal receipts; instead, total federal re-
ceipts rose with the beginning of the tax for the Hospital Insurance
portion of Medicare and, eventually, with the personal income tax
surcharge to pay for the Vietnam War.

e State and local government receipts increased by 4.3 percentage
points of GDP, primarily during the first 20 years analyzed in this
study; federal receipts were trendless through the entire period.
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* Receipts for two federal social insurance programs, Social Security
and the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare, have increased by
5.5 percentage points of GDP in a steady climb since 1952; mean-
while, the total of all other public receipts—federal, state, and local—
has fallen by 0.7 percentage point.

Although each of these views is accurate, they are quite different from
one another. In Chapter 4, we draw the policy implications of each per-
spective.



3. TAX EXPENDITURES

Tax codes provide exemptions and deductions that apply to specific
types of income or expenditures. Receipts lost because of these
provisions are referred to as “tax expenditures.”

Tax expenditures are neither a public tax nor a public expenditure, since
there is no flow of funds between the private and public sectors in either
direction. Rather, they are estimates of the tax receipts forgone either by
exempting forms of income from taxation or by authorizing deduction of
some private expenditures in the calculation of taxable income.l
Estimation of tax expenditures has been required at the federal level
since 1974, when congressional budget reform was enacted.?

Revenues forgone through tax expenditures are intended to accomplish
other goals, primarily:

* Homeownership;
¢ Contributions of employers to their employees’ health insurance;

* Accumulation of personal financial wealth, especially for retirement;
and

» Fiscal assistance to state and local government, achieved by making
state and local taxes deductible from federal tax and exempting from
tax the interest on state and local debt.

Overall, personal income tax policy has followed a simple axiom: Don’t
tax the economic portion of The American Dream.

THE OBJECTIVES AND EFFECTS OF FEDERAL TAX
EXPENDITURES

Some of the most prominent deductions and exemptions for personal
income taxes are shown in Table 3.1, with their estimated value in
revenue losses in 1994.3

lpora thorough discussion of methods used in estimating tax expenditures, as well as
their identification and description, see the Budget of the United States Government for fiscal
years 1977 through 1996.

2The corporate and personal income taxes of state and local jurisdictions also include
such provisions, even though attention is usually focused on provisions in the federal tax
code. The authors are unaware of any comprehensive estimates of state and local tax
expenditures.

3This table provides a one-year snapshot of the federal personal income tax receipts
lost due to provisions for exemptions and deductions. These estimates indicate the amount
of receipts lost, but they do not represent the added revenue that would be gained if a
specific exemption or deduction were to be eliminated. If a specific provision were
dropped, individual and household behavior would adjust and the net effect on receipts

Tax expenditures
are revenues
forgone to
accomplish other
goals.
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Reductions in tax
rates have reduced
the value of tax
expenditures.

Table 3.1

REVENUE LOSS IN THE FEDERAL PERSONAL INCOME TAX FOR
SELECTED DEDUCTIONS AND EXEMPTIONS—ESTIMATES FOR
1994, AS PERCENTAGE OF GDP

Percentage
of GDP

Private social insurance

Employer contributions for medical insurance 0.8

Employer pension contributions and earnings 0.7
Public social insurance

Untaxed Social Security benefits 0.4
Housing

Deductibility of mortgage interest on owner-occupied housing 0.7

Deductibility of property tax on owner-occupied housing 0.2

Deferral of capital gains on home sales 0.2

Exclusion of capital gains on home sales for persons age 55 and over 0.1

Exception from the passive loss rules for $25,000 of rental losses 0.1
Personal finance

Deductibility of state and local taxes other than on owner-occupied 0.4

housing (mainly state income taxes)

Step-up basis of capital gains at death 0.4

Deductibility of charitable contributions 0.3

Exclusion of interest on public purpose state and local debt 0.2

Exclusion of interest on life insurance savings 0.1

Exclusion of interest on Individua! Retirement Accounts and Keogh plans 0.1

Exclusion of workmen's compensation benefits 0.1

SOURCE: Budget of the United States Government, Analytical Perspectives, Fiscal
Year 1996, Table 5.1, pages 40—42.

NOTE: This table lists only the 15 largest deductions and exemptions (excluding
commercial items such as accelerated depreciation and selected capital gains) from the
listing of 120 such items shown in the source. Summing to subtotals and totals, either in
this table or the longer listing, is technically invalid due to interactions among tax
expenditures, as explained in the source, p. 46.

THE REDUCED IMPORTANCE OF TAX EXPENDITURES: AN
EXAMPLE

The influence of tax expenditures on total receipts has been significantly
shaped by changes in tax rates since 1981. Reductions in federal
marginal personal income tax rates between 1982 and 1984, and again in
1987, have had a substantial effect on estimated tax expenditures.
Because deductions and exemptions enter into the calculation of taxable
income, lower marginal tax rates reduce the magnitude of the revenue
losses. Hence, rate reform has likewise reduced the value of tax
expenditures.

For the individual taxpayer, there is a substantial difference between the
value of gross exemptions and deductions and their net counterparts.

would be altered in the process. Similarly, the table is not summed because of the
interactions that may occur among provisions.
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For example, deductible interest on a home mortgage is a gross reduction

of otherwise taxable income, but its value in terms of reducing taxes falls
when marginal tax rates fall.

To illustrate the effects of tax rates on tax expenditure estimates, Figure
3.1 shows mortgage interest payments and property taxes—two of the
largest homeownership tax expenditures.4

Both mortgage interest payments and property taxes increased as a
percentage of GDP from 1952 through 1972. Mortgage interest payments
then accelerated, as interest rates were pushed up, first by inflation

during the 1970s and subsequently by the monetary-policy response—

and higher real interest rates—designed to fight inflation after 1979,
Meanwhile, property taxes peaked in the early 1970s, declined sharply
with tax reductions of the late 1970s (especially as a result of Proposition
13 in California and its analogs across the country), and finally
experienced a slight recovery through 1993.
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Figure 3.1—Selected Costs and Federal Tax Exemptions: Owner-Occupied Nonfarm Housing

4Data shown for property taxes and mortgage interest payments are derived from
NIPA Table 8.18, lines 91 and 93, and are for calendar years. Data shown for the tax
exemptions are derived from the Budget of the United States for fiscal years 1977 through
1995.
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The record for the related tax exemptions begins with the first official es-
timates for 1975. The effects of lower marginal property-tax rates after
1981 are evident for both the interest and tax exemption but are espe-
cially dramatic for mortgage interest payments. Thus, the mix of mone-
tary and tax policy initiated in 1979-1981 discouraged homeownership in
two ways: The era of high real interest rates increased mortgage interest
payments, and the adoption of lower marginal tax rates reduced the
value of mortgage interest deductibility.
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4. CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter we summarize the trends in public receipts discussed
previously and draw their policy implications.

AN ANALYTIC REVIEW

As public receipts have grown relative to the economy over the past 42
years, major changes have occurred in the way they are allocated across
jurisdictions, economic type, and fund. These changes are summarized
in Table 4.1.

Total public receipts have risen by 4.8 percentage points of GDP since
1952. This increase is the net result of a surge in federal social insurance
receipts, a matching decline in federal regular budget receipts, and
nearly as dramatic an increase in state and local regular budget receipts.

Table 4.1

RECEIPTS BY JURISDICTION, ECONOMIC TYPE, AND FUND AS
PERCENTAGES OF GDP, 1952 AND 1994

Percentage of GDP
1952 1994 Difference
Total public receipts 25.4 30.2 +4.8
Social insurance budget
Federal 2.0 7.2 +5.2
State and local 0.3 5 +0.2
Total 23 7.7 +5.4
Regular budget
Federal 17.2 12.5 -4.7
State and local 5.9 10.0 +4.1
Total 231 225 -0.6
Regular budget receipts by type
Personal tax and nontax payments
Federal 8.9 8.7 ~0.2
State and local 0.7 2.6 +1.9
Total 9.6 11.3 +1.7
Corporate profits tax liabilities
Federal 53 2.5 -2.8
State and local 0.2 0.5 +0.3
Total 5.5 3.0 -2.5
indirect business tax and nontax payments
Federal 3.0 1.4 -1.6
State and local 5.0 6.9 +1.9

Total 8.0 8.3 +0.3

Receipts have
changed
dramatically in their
allocation actoss
jurisdictions,
economic type, and
Sfund.
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In the regular
budget, the sea
change is the shift
from federal to state
and local receipts.

The increase in
Social Security and
Medicare receipts
dwarfs all other
changes.

The increase in
total receipts
happened in just
Sfour years.

The Shift in Regular Budget Receipts

In the regular budget, which supports the ordinary functions of govern-
ment, the major change has been the momentous shift from federal to
state and local receipts, combined with a noteworthy decline in their total
relative to GDP. This shift has occurred in all three major categories of
receipts in the regular budget.

* For personal tax and nontax payments (mainly income taxes), federal
receipts have declined, while state and local receipts have nearly
quadrupled as a percentage of GDP.

¢ Although total corporate profits tax liabilities have declined substan-
tially, federal receipts have fallen, while state and local receipts have
risen, despite the decline in corporate profits.

¢ Finally, indirect business tax and nontax payments (i.e., taxes based
on consumption) have grown very slightly as a net result of a strik-
ing drop in federal receipts and significant growth in state and local
receipts.

The Increase in Federal Social Insurance Receipts

Shifts that have occurred among receipts are at least as significant as the
overall growth in their total. The single most massive change is the
increase in receipts for the federal social insurance budget, which has
been driven by payroll taxes for two federal programs: Social Security
and the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare. Receipts for these two
programs have grown from 1.1 percent of GDP in 1952 to 6.6 percent in
1994, an increase of 5.5 percentage points of GDP that dwarfs all other
changes in taxation. The receipts for all other federal social insurance
programs have declined relative to GDP.

The Rapidity of Change

The entire increase in total receipts occurred in just four years—between
1966, when total receipts stood at a little over 25 percent of GDP, and
1969, when they grew to just under 30 percent (Figure 2.1).

This increase occurred because between 1952 and 1965, most of the
increases in Social Security and state and local receipts were offset by
declines in federal regular budget receipts. From 1966 through 1969,
however, although increases in Social Security and state and local
receipts continued, there was no offsetting decline in other federal re-
ceipts; instead, total federal receipts rose with the implementation of the
tax for the Hospital Insurance portion of Medicare and, eventually, with
the personal income tax surcharge to pay for the Vietnam War.



Changes in the Mix of Receipts

Following their growth during the late 1960s, total receipts have
remained around 30 percent of GDP. Consequently, how the mix has
changed during the past quarter-century becomes both interesting and
critical. Table 4.2 summarizes changes in the mix during this period.

Regular budget receipts. Federal regular budget receipts have declined
substantially and in all categories—personal, corporate, and indirect.
State and local receipts have risen in the personal and corporate cate-
gories due to increasingly aggressive competition for these tax bases,
which are the backbone of federal regular budget receipts.! The historic
basis of state and local taxation—indirect taxes on sales and property—
has grown at the same pace as the economy over the period, despite the
rapid decline in property taxes that occurred in the 1970s.

Table 4.2

RECEIPTS BY JURISDICTION, ECONOMIC TYPE, AND FUND:
1969 AND 1994

Percentage of GDP
1969 1994 Difference
Total public receipts 29.7 30.2 +0.5
Social insurance budget:
Federal 4.6 7.2 +2.6
State and local 0.4 0.5 +0.1
Total 5.0 7.7 +2.7
Regular budget:
Federal 15.7 125 -3.2
State and local 9.0 10.0 +1.0
Total 247 22.5 -2.2
Regular budget by type
Personal tax and nontax payments
Federal 10.0 8.7 -1.3
State and local 1.6 2.6 +1.0
Total 11.6 11.3 -0.3
Corporate profits tax liabilities
Federal 3.8 25 -1.3
State and local 0.4 0.5 +0.1
Total 41 3.0 -1.1
Indirect business tax and nontax payments
Federal 2.0 14 -0.6
State and local 7.0 6.9 -0.1
Total 9.0 8.3 -0.7

IThe increase in these state and local receipts is particularly noteworthy because they
are deductible from federal levies in the same categories.

Decline in regular
budget receipts has
offset the increase
in social insurance
receipts.
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Alternative
budgetary
presentations place
receipts in the
context of the total
economy.

Social insurance receipts. The decline in regular budget receipts has
been offset by the increase in social insurance receipts. Growth in these
receipts is symmetrical: Before 1969, they grew by 2.7 percentage points
of GDP, and since that date they have added another 2.7 percentage
points. Receipts for Social Security and the Hospital Insurance portion of
Medicare have gained a little more than 0.5 percent of GDP every four
years (Table 2.1). The relative growth in taxation in the United States is
concentrated primarily in the payroll taxes for these two federal social
insurance programs.

Tax Expenditures

The effect of tax expenditures has also changed. Substantial reductions
in marginal tax rates in the 1980s reduced the value of deductions and
exemptions as a means of tax avoidance. The mortgage interest deduc-
tion, state and local tax deduction, and municipal bond interest exemp-
tion do not have the same clout in a lower-marginal-tax regime that they
had in the early years of the period under consideration. Nevertheless,
the gross revenue losses from just the six largest tax expenditures in the
federal income tax code are estimated to be equivalent to over 40 percent
of the receipts realized from the tax (Table 3.1).

Growth in state and local taxation of both personal and corporate income
means that tax expenditures have become more important at these levels
of government, where tax provisions frequently are piggybacked on
federal tax codes and often are accompanied by rising marginal tax rates.

IMPLICATIONS FOR POLICY: THE PRESENTATION OF PUBLIC
RECEIPTS

The complementary classifications presented in this report offer a co-
herent view of public receipts measured relative to the economy. Most
notably, they provide a national, multidimensional context for under-
standing major societal trends over the past 42 years. However, these
perspectives are seldom presented or used. In particular, they do not
surface in presentations of receipts in the federal budget, nor do they
appear in debates about these receipts.

Since the late 1960s, federal budgetary practice has reflected a one-
dimensional view of federal receipts in the “unified” budget. In recent
years, the shortcomings of this approach have been increasingly recog-
nized, and the principle of viewing receipts in more than one way has
again achieved prominence. To date, however, efforts to devise alterna-
tive ways of presenting receipts have focused on federal receipts alone,
ignoring the need to place these receipts within the context of the total
economy.



This analysis suggests that discussion of receipts in the federal budget
should incorporate supplementary presentations that

Separate federal regular budget and social insurance receipts, focus-
ing on their very different dynamics;

Emphasize classification of receipts by their economic type and high-
light the different roles of these types in the economy;

Include a treatment of aggregate state and local receipts, focusing on
their interdependence with federal receipts through use of the same
tax bases; and

Facilitate decisions on the character of federal receipts by placing
them in the context of total public receipts.

At a more fundamental level, however, we suggest that the current fed-
eral budgetary presentation is flawed at its base. In particular, it does
not address the ongoing need for forms of presentation that enhance
understanding of public receipts and facilitate decisions shaping their
future. It is time to revisit the basis of federal budget presentation and to
do so with attention to the fundamentals of budgetary communication
and taxonomy.

It is time to rethink
how the federal
budget is presented.
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Appendix A

TREATMENT AND RECONSTRUCTION OF DATA
FROM THE NATIONAL INCOME AND PRODUCT
ACCOUNTS!

NIPA data on government receipts are used throughout this report. This
appendix explains instances where our treatments and reconstructions of
the NIPA data, and conventions of the data themselves, need clarification
to aid understanding of our analyses and to facilitate reproduction of our
results by means of the source code in Appendix C. Our treatment of
receipts directly parallels and is consistent with the treatment of
expenditures in Appendix A of our earlier report (Dawson and Stan,
1995). This appendix adds only what is necessary to explain the
following aspects of the preceding discussion, which are specific to
receipts:

* “Government receipts” in NIPA versus “public receipts”;
* Treatment of intergovernmental transactions; and

¢ Treatment of interfund transactions.

“GOVERNMENT RECEIPTS” IN NIPA VERSUS “PUBLIC
RECEIPTS”

The government account in NIPA includes a number of transactions that
assist in meeting NIPA’s primary purpose of representing national
product and income, even though these transactions are usually handled
differently in budgetary practice. Specifically, NIPA includes some
receipts and expenditures that are internal flows within or among
governmental units in cases where netting them out would result in loss
of data needed to maintain separate product and income flows.

These transactions give rise to an important distinction between
“government receipts” in NIPA and “public receipts” in this report. We
define public receipts as government receipts that flow to the
government from the other sectors of the economy—i.e., households,
businesses, and the rest of the world. Thus, our definition requires
special treatment of a small number of transactions that are included in
NIPA’s accounting for government receipts.

IThis report, like the previously published report on public expenditures, is based on
the NIPA system as published in the 1992 updating of the accounts by the BEA, Depart-
ment of Commerce. Hence, specific information contained in both reports may be affected
by changes that may be incorporated into the updating of the system of accounts to be
issued during 1996.
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Aside from transactions discussed in the balance of this appendix, all
other receipt data in this report are drawn directly from NIPA and are
hence consistent with the definitions and technical explanations of their
derivation contained in BEA (1988). Appendix C contains the complete
source code for our figures, and any portion of this analysis can be
reproduced directly from the NIPA data.

TREATMENT OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSACTIONS

Federal grants-in-aid to states and localities are the only inter-
governmental transactions identified in NIPA. These grants are a federal
expenditure, but they are not a federal public expenditure, because they
do not flow directly to other sectors of the economy. Rather, they are a
transfer of resources to state and local governments, where they are
counted as receipts. Hence, federal grants are not included within
national aggregate receipts in NIPA (Table 301); they appear in federal
expenditures (Table 302); and they become receipts of state and local
levels of government (Table 303).

Although federal grants are significant receipts for the financing of state
and local expenditures, they are not receipts derived directly from the
nongovernmental sectors of the economy. Consequently, they are
excluded from this report on public receipts, just as they were excluded
from public expenditures in our earlier report. Extensive discussion of
grants as an intergovernmental transaction affecting both jurisdictional
levels is included in the earlier report.

TREATMENT OF INTERFUND TRANSACTIONS

The primary purpose guiding construction of the Government Receipts
and Expenditures Account in the NIPA system is to provide a sectoral
subaccount to the master NIPA account that summarizes the product
and income flows of the economy. Consistent with this aim, data in the
subordinate account are presented in a way that meets the needs of
national economic accounting. Therefore, treatments of data that are ac-
ceptable for the purposes of NIPA may be substantially at variance with
the needs of budgetary and public policy research on public receipts.
The NIPA treatments of three situations have required reconstructions of
NIPA data to serve the specific purposes of this report:

e Government employer contributions to government employee
retirement;

» The Supplemental Medical Insurance program, or Part B of
Medicare; and

* Interest earned and paid among various funds in different NIPA
tables.



A detailed discussion of each of these areas is presented in Appendix A
of our earlier report. In what follows we briefly discuss each of these
areas and their effects on the analysis in the present report.

Government Employer Contributions to Government Employee
Retirement

The government component of GDP is defined as government purchases
of goods and services. These purchases include the compensation of
government employees, which in turn includes government employer
contributions to social insurance funds for government employee
retirement.

From the viewpoint of public expenditures, however, these contributions
are not part of the transactional flows between government and other
sectors of the economy; instead, the contributions are diverted into social
insurance funds, which are managed by the same government entity that
makes the contribution. That is, they are intragovernmental, interfund
transactions that are expenditures of the regular budget. This regular
budget pays the employees; receipts of the social insurance budget
become transfer payments to the employees when they retire. The
transfer payments from such social insurance retirement funds are public
expenditures of the government entity, and they appear in NIPA on the
income side of the dual accounting for domestic product and income.

In budgetary practice, intragovernmental, interfund transactions are
often netted out in calculating total expenditures to avoid double-
counting expenditures to the public on a cash-flow basis. However,
because these transactions lead to governmental “expenditures” on both
the product and income sides of the NIPA accounts, government
employer contributions are treated on a gross basis in NIPA, rather than
on this net basis (BEA, 1988:18, 81).

Nonetheless, the practice of netting these transactions is attractive
because it avoids overstatement of both expenditures flowing from gov-
ernment to the public and receipts from the public to government. Net-
ting these transactions is especially important in these reports because
the government contributions to their employees’ retirement funds have
grown relative to the economy over the past 42 years. Thus, gross treat-
ment of these transactions would not only exaggerate the magnitude of
actual public expenditures and receipts, but would also raise the trend
line of their growth.

Total public expenditures throughout our earlier report are shown net of
these government employer contributions; however, gross treatment is
also illustrated at several points. In this report, they are excluded in
Chapter 2, consistent with our definition of public receipts as flows from
the nonpublic sectors of the economy.
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The Supplemental Medical Insurance Program?

When Medicare was enacted in 1965 as a federally sponsored health
insurance program for the aged and disabled, the program was
structured in two parts with different and independent means of
financing. Part A, Hospital Insurance (HI), is financed by the Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund; Part B, Supplemental Medical Insurance (SMI), is
financed by the Supplemental Medical Insurance Trust Fund. Financing
for Part A was to come from new, compulsory, payroll-based taxes and
contributions by employers and employees that resemble the financing
of Social Security. Part B was to be financed by premiums that were to
have been paid by the aged and disabled who voluntarily participated in
the insurance plan, as well as by federal government contributions from
general revenues.

Within NIPA, the Medicare program and its two trust funds were
classified as social insurance funds.3 The desire to have a single
treatment of the Medicare program overrode the differences between the
two trust funds.* This decision has been followed consistently in NIPA
to the present.

NIPA’s treatment of SMI has presented three difficulties for the analyses
in these reports. First, the criteria established for classification of funds
as social insurance in NIPA are clearly met by the HI Trust Fund and just
as clearly not met by the SMI Trust Fund. Second, absence of a full
reconciliation for interfund transactions within the system of accounts
supporting NIPA has resulted in an anomaly: Only SMI premiums from
aged and disabled participants are treated as social insurance fund
receipts, but all SMI transfer payments are treated as social insurance
expenditures. Third, NIPA does not contain enough detail on SMI to
allow an alternative treatment based on reconstructed NIPA data.

These difficulties are discussed at length in Appendix A of our earlier
report. In brief, we have chosen to treat SMI as part of the federal
regular budget, rather than as part of the social insurance budget. This
decision, incorporated throughout our earlier report, is continued in this
report. In Chapter 2, voluntary premiums paid by the beneficiaries of
SMI are removed from the category of contributions to social insurance

2NIPA’s treatment of the SMI program was the subject of correspondence and
telephone conversations with professional staff members of the Government Division of
BEA during September and October 1992. These individuals were extraordinarily helpful
in clarifying many aspects of this subject and in reviewing and discussing the approach
adopted by the authors in this report. Their assistance was especiaily important because of
our interest in maintaining the integrity of the NIPA system of accounts while adopting a
different method of treatment for SMI than that currently followed in NIPA.

3Department of Commerce, 1966, p. 6.

4This statement is based on recollections by a professional staff member of BEA’s
Government Division during the conversations and correspondence mentioned in footnote
2 above.



and appear instead as payments within personal tax and nontax
payments. NIPA identifies the magnitude of the premiums in Table 306,
and those data are used to adjust receipts between categories in this
report.

Interest Paid and Earned

The treatment of interest payments and earnings differs across the
various NIPA tables that cover the government sector. Tables 301, 302,
and 303—the three basic government tables—treat interest earnings as
negative expenditures, rather than as receipts. That is, interest earnings
are offset against interest payments, if any. In contrast, Table 314, which
displays government social insurance funds, treats interest earnings of
the funds as receipts. Finally, Tables 315, 316, and 317, which contain a
functional classification of government expenditures, treat interest
earnings on federal social insurance funds as negative expenditures and
interest earnings on state and local social insurance funds as a deduction
from the transfer payments of those funds.>

To ensure consistency in our reports on public expenditures and receipts,
NIPA data are reconstructed, wherever necessary, to treat interest
earnings as negative expenditures. They thus serve as an offset to gross
interest paid and result in a major expenditure category, net interest
paid. Interest earnings are therefore excluded from public receipts
throughout this report.

S55ee footnote 2 of Tables 315 and 317.
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Appendix B

THE RECEIPT CLASSIFICATIONS UNDERLYING THIS
REPORT

This report classifies total public receipts by three characteristics: the ju-
risdiction that receives the receipt, the receipt’s economic type, and the
fund that receives it. The classification scheme is derived from classifi-
cations available in NIPA, with minimal modification to meet the objec-
tives of this research. The classifications used here directly parallel those
used for public expenditures in Dawson and Stan, 1995 (Chapter 3).

Strictly speaking, information contained in the government accounts of
NIPA does not represent government budgets. Rather, it translates data
from budgetary sources for inclusion in NIPA’s representation of prod-
uct and income flows. The accounts cover only past years, in contrast to
public budgets, which typically present a single past year and include a
plan that covers the current year and one or more future years to facili-
tate government fiscal planning and other activities. Nonetheless, we
use the term “NIPA budgets” as shorthand to convey the source and
character of the data.

NIPA’s NINE RECEIPT BUDGETS

Chapter 2 uses these data to examine public receipts along three
dimensions. Cross-classification by jurisdiction (national, federal, or
state and local) and fund (aggregate, regular, or social insurance) yields
nine receipt budgets, some of which contain subordinate classifications
by economic type of transaction.

National, federal, and state and local jurisdictions are presented by type
of transaction in NIPA Tables 301, 302, and 303, respectively. These
tables show the four economic types of receipts—personal tax and
nontax payments, corporate profits tax liabilities, indirect business tax
and nontax payments, and contributions to social insurance. The first
three of these categories belong to the regular budget, while the fourth
belongs to the social insurance budget. Hence, the separation of receipts
by fund is straightforward. The mapping between budget and the
figures in Chapter 2 is shown in Figure B.1.

INTERFUND TRANSACTIONS

Although regular and social insurance budgets are derived essentially
from the three NIPA tables mentioned above, their analysis has required
several adjustments to NIPA’s treatment of intergovernmental and
interfund transactions. Appendix A discusses these in detail, but it is
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Social
Aggregate Regular insurance
2.1
National 22 2.4 25
23
Federal 2.6 27 2.8
State and
local 2.10 2.1 2.12

Figure B.1—Classification of Figures in Chapter 2

worth explaining here the effects of these transactions on the nine receipt
budgets. All of these reconstructions are explicitly identified in the
source code of Appendix C.

Intergovernmental Transactions

Intergovernmental transactions—namely, federal grants—are receipts of
state and local government, but they are not public receipts obtained from
the public sectors of the economy. Therefore, grants are deducted from
NIPA Table 303 and excluded from the columns in Figure B.1 that
correspond to aggregate and regular budgets.

Interfund Transactions

Interfund transactions affect all rows in Figures B.1 and B.2. Three types
of interfund transactions require discussion: government employer
contributions to their employees’ retirement funds, our treatment of
receipts from the SMI Trust Fund, and net interest payments.

Government employer contributions to government employee social
insurance funds are deducted from each entry in the “Aggregate”
column and the “Social insurance” column because these contributions
do not flow directly from other sectors of the economy.

The rationale for our treatment of expenditures from the SMI Trust Fund
is given in Appendix A. In brief, we have reconstructed the NIPA data
to make the voluntary premiums paid by beneficiaries part of the federal
regular budget. As a result, in the “Federal” and “National” rows, these
receipts supplement regular budget totals and are removed from social
insurance totals, while the aggregate remains constant. This treatment



also changes the classification of the premiums by type of receipt: In the
supplemented columns, the premiums are included in personal tax and
nontax payments; in the social insurance totals, they reduce contribu-
tions for social insurance.

Net interest earnings and dividends received are treated as negative
expenditures, which is the way they appear in Tables 301, 302, and 303
and is consistent with our treatment of them in our earlier report. Hence
they are excluded throughout this report.
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Appendix C
SOURCE CODE FOR FIGURES DERIVED FROM NIPA

This appendix documents the reproducibility of the figures derived from
NIPA in Chapter 2 of this report. For an explanation of the way these
figures were generated, see Chapter 1 and Appendices A and B.

The source information for each figure is formatted as follows: The
legends, as they appear on the figures, are provided in the first column
and NIPA references appear in the second. All NIPA references are
shown as “TxxxLxxx,” with T standing for Table and L for Line. Entries
involving more than one line are shown as simple multi-term formulas.
Although GDP (T101L1) is used as a divisor throughout the figures, it is
not shown in each entry.

Table C.1

IDENTIFICATION OF SOURCES FOR FIGURES AND TABLES {N CHAPTER 2
BY NIPA TABLE AND LINE

45

LEGEND SOURCE

Figure 2.1

Total T301L1 - T306L12 - T306L21
Federal T302L1 - T306L.12

State and Local T303L1 - T303L12 - T306L21
Figure 2.2

Total T301L1 - T306L12 - T306L.21
Personal T301L2 + T306L.31
Corporate Profits T301L3

Indirect Business T301L4

Contributions S| T301L5 - T306L12 - T306L21 - T306L31
Figure 2.3

Total T301L1 - T306L12 - T306L21

Regular
Social Insurance

Eigure 2.4
Total

Federal

State and Local

Figure 2.5
Total

Federal

State and Local

T301L2 + T306L31 + T301L3 + T301L4
T301L5 - T306L12 - T306L21 - T306L31

T301L2 + T306L31 + T301L3 + T301L4
T302L2 + T306L31 + T302L6 + T302L9
T303L2 + T303L6 + T303L7

T301L5 - T306L31 - T306L12 - T306L21
T302L13 - T306L31 - T306L12
T303L11 - T306L21
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Figure 2.6

Total

Regular

Social Insurance

Figure 2.7

Total

Personal
Corporate Profits
Indirect Business

Figure 2.8
Total

Social Sec. & Hosp. Ins.

Other

Figure 2.10
Total

Regular

Social Insurance

Figure 2.11

Total

Indirect Business
Personal
Corporate Profits

Figure 2.12
Total
Property
Sales
Other

T302L1 - T306L12
T302L2 + T306L31 + T302L6 + T302L9
T302L13 - T306L12 - T306L31

T302L2 + T306L31 + T302L6 + T302L9
T302L2 + T306L31

T302L6

T302L9

T302L13 - T306L12 - T306L31

T306L4 + T306L26

T306L3 + T306L25 - T306L.12 - T306L4
- T306L26 - T3061.31

T303L1 - T303L12 - T306L.21
T303L2 + T303L6 + T303L7
T303L11 - T306L21

T303L2 + T303L6 + T303L7
T303L7
T303L2
T303L6

T303L7
T303L8
T303L9
T303L10
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