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Executive Summary

If one looks at a map of the United States with a Figure |
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Texas’ economic engine will produce a whop-
ping $925 billion of output this year alone, and 7.0% |
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Today, Texas Governor Rick Perry and the state
legislature face a critical decision. The Septem-
ber 2004 ruling of the Texas state district court
regarding public school finance made certain what we knew to be inevitable. The court has man-
dated a shift of a portion of the tax burden from local government property taxes to the state
government. As predictable as the rising sun, there are calls for dramatic fiscal reform from
those who seek a bigger share of the government pie and from those who seek to make the pie
bigger—calls for the first personal income tax in Texas history; calls for a new payroll tax on
businesses; and calls for higher taxes in virtually every category imaginable.

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis

The shift in tax burden from local government to state government must be accomplished in a
manner that will not hurt the Texas economy. With the path of reform yet to be decided, in this
report we demonstrate through the lens of the State Competitive Environment model that mov-
ing in the direction of higher taxes and larger government would be a serious misstep that would
harm the Texas economy for years to come.




Since Gov. Perry was sworn into office in December 2000, he and the state legislature have pro-
vided solid fiscal leadership for Texas through pro-growth policies and spending restraint. And
this wasn’t an easy task to accomplish. You may remember that the U.S. stock market started its
long slide downward in March of 2000. Then, only nine months after Gov. Perry took office, the
9/11 attacks on America threw the whole country into a tailspin—including Texas. And if that
weren’t enough, oil prices dipped below $20 per barrel in late 2001. All of these events were
beyond Texas’ control and wreaked havoc on the Texas economy. Yet Gov. Perry and the legis-
lature refused to take the easy road out of their fiscal troubles—tax increases—unlike many
other state leaders. Instead, they cut spending and held firm against tax increases in their
FY2004-05 biennial budget in the midst of the most difficult state fiscal period in U.S. history.

Texas now has a unique opportunity to not only resolve its local property tax crisis but to im-
prove its competitiveness at the same time. Texas is in no need of a major overhaul—its eco-
nomic outlook is already quite favorable—yet some improvements should be made. Our rec-
ommendation for Texas is a permanent moderate reduction in local property tax rates, a
slightly lower sales tax rate applied to a much broader base, an abolishment of the inane
corporate franchise tax, a few other minor tax actions, and—critically—continued fiscal
restraint. We believe Texas’ economy will benefit for years and years thanks to a more effi-
cient tax structure and the dynamic effects resulting from these significant tax cuts.

Texas Today

Over the past 25 years there have been six major lawsuits filed over the structure of school fi-
nance in Texas.' In its recent decision of September 2004, the court declared that state govern-
ment is failing to meet the Texas constitution’s definition of “adequacy” and must bear a larger
portion of the burden of funding the public school system. The court ruled that Texas’ heavy
and growing reliance on local property taxes to fund its public schools has created a de facto
statewide property tax, a violation of the state’s constitution. With the property tax rates of
nearly 80 percent of school districts already straining against the legal maximum tax rate of
$1.50 per $100 of valuation allowed for school maintenance and operations in 2003—the aver-
age maintenance and operations rate was $1.447—Ilocal governments have lost “meaningful
discretion” in setting tax rates.?

With Texas’ property taxes—which help fund not only school districts but cities, counties and
special districts—and property tax burden growing year after year without reprieve, and far out-
pacing growth in personal incomes, it was only a matter of time before we saw a full-scale tax-
payer revolt in Texas along the lines of California’s 1978 Proposition 13 movement. Proposition
13 included constitutional amendments limiting property tax rates and was followed by limits on
government spending growth included in Proposition 4. Yet the upheaval in Texas today is unique
compared with that of California in 1978, or Massachusetts in 1980, or Missouri in 1980, or Colo-
rado in 1992. In Texas today, runaway government spending is not the problem. The problem has
specifically to do with Texas’ high local property taxes. And, Texas’ taxes are not as efficient as
they could be. This unique situation in Texas today has tremendous implications for what
should—and as importantly, what should not—be done by the governor and the legislature.

1 «A Primer on Texas School Finance,” Education Reporter, Texas Association of School Boards, February 2004.

279 percent of school districts imposed a maintenance and operations rate between $1.40 and $1.50 per $100 of assessed value
in 2003. Source: Carole Keeton Strayhorn, “Annual Property Tax Report,” November 2004.



Our Approach To State Analysis

The fiscal policy of the U.S. government often draws the attention of academics, pundits, and
policymakers alike, while at the same time the individual and aggregate impact of the fiscal poli-
cies of the states is discounted or ignored. This is unfortunate because the impact is substantial.
We begin our analysis with a thorough review of the economic theory behind our State Competi-
tive Environment model, which is the tool we use to evaluate the relative economic prospects of
the states. This model has been refined over the years and reflects decades of state economic
analysis and in-the-trenches experience.

Three ideas provide the framework for our analysis. The first is that individuals respond to eco-
nomic incentives; in particular, to changes in expected after-tax income or returns. Therefore,
the levels of taxation in a state and in the U.S. economy as a whole directly affect a state’s eco-
nomic growth. The second idea is that in an integrated economy with a high degree of factor mo-
bility, changes in relative state tax burdens (i.e., relative prices) are critical. Finally, the third
concept is that individual states are competitors in terms of their economic policies—
competitors with their neighbors and/or peer states.

Following our review of the State Competitive Environment theory, we’ll take a close look how
the theory translates into the real world, both overall and for Texas. Moving on, we’ll examine
where Texas stands today in terms of revenue, spending, income, output, employment and the
links between these measures and population metrics and asset values. Then we’ll let the model
take over, reviewing its analysis of Texas’ economic prospects and highlighting areas of strength
and weakness.

Finally, we’ll recommend a path for the state of Texas to follow in order to improve its competi-
tiveness. Suffice it to say, our recommendations do not include raising net taxes and bigger gov-
ernment.

In several areas of this report, we’ll refer to the California experience of the past 30 years to see
the costly results of large tax increases to fund ever-growing government. We present a fiscal
policy checklist of sorts with rule-of-thumb concepts based on decades of state study. Texas’
leaders need to remain familiar with the facts in order to make well-reasoned decisions.

Unless critical mistakes are made today, our analysis points to a future for Texas that is very
bright.

Influences On Economic Growth

In the coming decade, every state in the U.S. will strive to attain economic growth—some with
enviable success; others with disappointing results. What are the factors that will determine
these successes and disappointments? What approach can a state government take to boost its
employment, output, and income, and how much of an impact will those actions make?

Just how much of a state's economic performance is attributable to the state’s pro-growth or anti-
growth fiscal policies is open for debate. Monetary policy and federal fiscal policy are basically
the same for all states. But it is clear that a lot of factors come into play when it comes down to a
state’s economy—many outside the state government’s purview. In determining a state’s com-
petitiveness, a great number of local factors come into play—such as weather, proximity to ma-
jor markets, geography, infrastructure, regulatory requirements, and so on. In addition, there are




other factors in play that are simply beyond the direct control of the state, such as national and
global economic trends. So just how much influence can a state exert through its own fiscal
policies?

As depicted in Figure 2, our research has estimated the average importance of the following
four areas of influence on state economic growth:

¢ 44 Percent National and World Economic Trends: On average, approximately 44 per-
cent of the variation in a state's economic performance is associated with changes in the
U.S. economy and is therefore outside the purview of state economic policies. The 2001
recession, for example, lowered growth in all states, whereas the recovery has buoyed out-
put and employment across the nation. National and global policies and events can have a
disproportionate effect on a particular state’s growth rate. For example, employment, pro-
duction and incomes related to the domestic oil industry have varied tremendously over the
decades depending on global market conditions, adding to or subtracting from the fortunes
of those states, such as Texas, with heavy concentrations in oil.

¢ 25 Percent State and Local Fiscal Policy: Approximately 25 percent of a state's overall
economic performance is associated with changes in a state’s fiscal policy at the state and
local government levels. As we will explore in detail later, changes in a state’s tax rates and
tax burden relative to the rest of the U.S. are major determinants of a state’s relative and
absolute performance. The tax burden, generally measured throughout this report as total
state and local tax revenue divided by total state personal income, is widely accepted to
compare tax policies across states. As such, the tax burden indicates the effective average
tax rate of a particular state.

Figure 2
Four Areas of Influence on a State’s Economic Growth

25%
State and Local Fiscal Policy

44% - Level of Tax Rates

National and World Economic Trends - Change in Relative Tax Burden
- Structure of Tax System
- U.S. GDP Growth
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17%
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Source: Author calculations.




A state’s economic policies, particularly tax policies, influence the level of economic activity in
the state by altering the incentives to produce and invest. For instance, changes in tax rates alter
the relative prices of labor and leisure and influence the labor force participation decision. This,
in turn, will influence the relative amounts of market and (presumably less efficient) household
production. Further, state economic policies may also affect the level, timing, and composition
of investment spending. Generally speaking, the lower a state's tax burden relative to other
states, the greater the incentive to invest in that state.

In addition, the expected path of policies can be as important as existing policies in determining
a state's competitiveness. It is unlikely that a company will choose to build a manufacturing
plant with a 30-year life in a state if the business climate in that state is expected to become less
friendly. It follows, then, that concern over rising taxes, unpredictable regulatory requirements,
or other governmentally imposed strictures will affect a state's competitiveness.

Our econometric analysis of the relationship between relative state growth rates to changes in
state tax burden and changes in state expenditures has yielded two interesting results. The im-
pact on state growth of a change in a state’s tax burden relative to the U.S. average is negative
and significant. On average, for every 1 percent rise in a state's relative tax burden, its rate of
growth declines by approximately 0.5 percent in the year of the relative tax increase. Second, we
have compared real per capita government purchases relative to the U.S. average with growth.
These results indicate that state and local government expenditures on goods and services have
only a minor impact on a state's economic performance.

¢ 17 Percent State and Local Fiscal Policy, Neighboring States: For every action there is a
reaction, and for every state foolish enough to tax itself into oblivion there are neighboring
states that benefit tremendously. For example, in the early 1990s when California put
through the largest tax increase in U.S. state history, Oregon, Nevada, and particularly Ari-
zona (which was in the process of implementing tax cuts at the time) literally soaked up
thousands upon thousands of residents and businesses leaving the tarnished Golden State.
Their economies were boosted tremendously by California’s actions.

Of course, this is an extreme example, given that California would be the world’s sixth largest
economy if it were a nation unto itself. The influence weights discussed here are estimates of the
representative weights for the U.S. as whole. Clearly, fiscal policy decisions of California have a
much larger effect on Arizona than vice versa, and the same could be said for Texas, Massachu-
setts, New York, etc., relative to their neighbors. But as a rule-of-thumb, this overview of the
influences on state economic growth is right on target.

+ 14 Percent Other State-Specific Characteristics and Policies: Finally, the remaining 14
percent of a state's competitiveness and relative economic performance can be attributed to
other factors that generally remain fairly constant over time, such as changes in natural en-
dowments, weather, location, regulatory policies, etc.

State Competitive Environment Theory

We will now develop more fully the framework of the Laffer State Competitive Environment
model. Each state within the U.S. is analogous to a country with open borders. Just as the U.S.
competes with other countries for the location of economic activity, states compete with each
other for the location of factories, offices, and jobs within the U.S. Competition of this type can




be seen directly through many overt state actions, such as tax-cutting battles with neighboring
states and targeted tax incentives to encourage corporate relocation.

As states seek to hold companies and workers within their borders and attract new ones, the
winners and the losers of the state economic race will be separated by their ability to "read" the
state competitive environment and then, to the extent that they are able, influence events in such
a way as to enhance their own state's relative appeal.

Our research suggests that state tax policies play a major role in a state's competitiveness and
directly affect the returns to state-specific factors of production. Due to the connection between
state and local tax policy and economic performance, the values of assets located in states that
alter their tax policies will fluctuate in predictable directions. States lowering their relative tax
burdens can be expected to experience accelerated economic growth and increased asset values,
whereas those increasing their relative tax burdens on balance exhibit a slower pace of eco-
nomic expansion and declining relative asset values.

Overtaxed states restrain growth. States that raise taxes—even if they currently aren’t over-
taxed—inhibit growth. The level of taxation, as well as changes in taxation, are both critical and
are incorporated into the State Competitive Environment model’s results.

Every state that raises its relative tax burden will find it difficult to retain existing facilities and
to attract new businesses and workers. In tax-raising states, new business starts will decline and
business failures will increase. With lost business, there soon will be lower wages, lower profits,
and higher unemployment. The incentives for people and capital to migrate into the state will be
diminished. Mobile capital and labor will emigrate to seek higher after-tax returns in other
states, and immobile factors of production will be left behind to bear the burden of the state’s
taxes. Asset values will be depressed and the tax base will decline. The increased unemploy-
ment and business failures will result in higher overall government expenditures and contribute
to a worsening of the state's financial position.

Symmetrically, a reduction in tax rates reduces the cost of doing business in a state. This in-
creases demand for the now less-expensive goods and services produced within the state. The
higher demand for the state’s goods and services will result in an increased profitability for
businesses located within the state. Business failures will decrease in states with declining rela-
tive tax burdens and business starts will rise. If all else remains the same, a reduction in tax rates
increases the return to capital and work effort, leading to increases in the supplies of capital and
labor within the state. Higher returns to labor and capital will also encourage the immigration of
mobile factors from other states. Asset values will increase and the tax base will expand. The
state’s coffers will fill and revenues will exceed expectations, thanks to increased taxable eco-
nomic activity and lessened need for government expenditures on social welfare programs.

Factor Mobility: “Voting With Their Feet”

These dynamic effects of fiscal policy actions result, in large part, from the ability of mobile
factors of production to “vote with their feet” and relocate to political jurisdictions pursuing
more favorable economic policies. Changes in tax rates have the greatest impact on the supplies
of factors of production that are highly mobile. For example, a worker who is prepared to relo-
cate to achieve a higher standard of living will be extremely sensitive to a change in his state’s
tax rates. By contrast, the supplies of immobile factors of production and/or real estate will be



affected only slightly by tax rate changes. For example, capital in the form of a new manufactur-
ing plant is highly immobile. Its operating level initially will be relatively unaffected by an in-
crease in a state’s tax rates. The major impact of state tax rate changes will be on the plant’s af-
ter-tax profits and, ultimately, whether to close down or to remain open. The implication of this
analysis is that taxes levied on mobile factors will be passed on to the immaobile factors located
within the state. Thus, the burden of state and local taxes may very well be different from its
initial incidence.

Consider two hypothetical manufacturing companies with production plants located close to
each other. One company’s plant is located north of the Dallas area, and the other company’s
plant, virtually identical to the first, is located just up 1-35 across the border in Oklahoma. Each
company’s plant is separated by just a thin and invisible state line. Since we assume both com-
panies sell virtually identical products in the U.S. market, competition will force them to sell
their products at approximately the same price. Both will have to pay the same interest cost on
borrowings, the same after-tax wages to their employees, and the same prices to their suppliers.

Now, consider what would happen if Texas were to put through a large increase in their corpo-
rate franchise tax rate, while Oklahoma held constant or lowered its corporate income tax rate.
Because the market for the product produced is highly competitive, the Texas company would
not be able to pass the tax hike forward to its customers in the form of higher prices. Likewise,
the Texas company would not be able to pass the tax hike backward onto its suppliers or em-
ployees. The Texas firm would have to absorb the tax increase through lower after-tax profits.
This drop in profits would be reflected by a fall in the Texas company’s stock price. Clearly, the
identical competitor in Oklahoma would benefit.

Whether the price of a commodity or factor of production is equilibrated across states on a pre-
tax or after-tax basis depends on each item’s mobility. This means that changes in tax rates will
have two general effects: They will change the quantity and pretax price of mobile factors
within the state and leave their after-tax rates of return unchanged; and they will change the rate
of return of factors of production that cannot leave the state and leave the quantity within the
state unchanged.

As time horizons lengthen following tax increases or tax cuts, the process of adjustment will
incorporate the movement of capital and labor into or out of the state. This migration of factors
of production will continue until after-tax returns for mobile factors within the state are equal-
ized with after-tax returns for their counterparts elsewhere in the economy. The returns of state-
specific immobile factors will reap the benefit or bear the burden of the tax change.

Migration And Population Change

The population of a state changes due to births, deaths, and net migration (between both domes-
tic and international locations). Given that birth and death rates tend to be relatively constant
over time, migration to and from other states (domestic migration) and from other nations
(international migration) accounts for the majority of state population swings, especially in
states such as Texas and California. As we have covered, there is considerable evidence that
state economic policy can influence economic growth rates among states and, in turn, labor mi-
gration decisions. Therefore, if people tend to move to where they can improve their standard of
living, as a result, other things being equal, states with rapidly growing economies are most
likely those with rapidly growing populations.




State economic policy has a twofold impact on factor migration. First, the more (less) favorable
the economic environment (or alternatively stated, the incentives to produce) relative to other
states, the less (more) likely workers are to leave the state to relocate elsewhere. Second, the
more (less) favorable a given state's incentives to produce relative to other states, the more (less)
likely it will attract workers from states with less favorable economic environments to relocate
there. Simply put, mobile factors will move into states that are lowering tax rates and emigrate
from states that are raising tax rates.

Our research has tested the hypothesis that state economic policies influence state relative popu-
lation growth by examining the relationship between changes in the relative tax burden of a state
and factor immigration or emigration. A negative relationship between changes in state relative
tax burdens and net immigration was regarded as a success, whereas the opposite would have
been regarded as a failure. The tax burden of an individual state was assumed to simply equal
the ratio of total tax revenues (from all sources) to state personal income for a given year.

It should also be obvious that other factors may affect the factor migration decision besides
changes in state relative tax rates. This is one reason why our alternative hypothesis concerned
only the direction and not the magnitude of the relationship.

This empirical analysis assumed that moving costs are zero. Of course, factor migration is influ-
enced not only by the reward for moving but by the cost of moving as well. Differences in tax
burdens may generate after-tax income differences that will, over time, cover the cost of moving
from one locality to another. Other things being equal, the more costly a potential move is, the
less likely a factor will make it. Further, if migration costs are nontrivial there will be a grad-
ual—rather than immediate—adjustment of the population across states, as individuals arbitrage
the difference in after-tax income across localities. Although trade in goods and factor migration
will mitigate regional differences in income, differences in income and factor returns will re-
main for long periods of time owing to market imperfections. The gradual response to the
changing economic conditions will generate lagged relationships between population growth
and changes in relative tax burdens.

Empirically, we chose changes in state relative tax burden at a particular point in time as well as
(decennial) lagged changes in state relative tax burden and state population growth as our char-
acterization of the tax structure that may induce migrations across states. The variables as well
as lagged values of population growth characterized adjustment costs.

Our results suggest that decennial changes in state relative tax burden, contemporaneous plus
lagged, do have a significant and negative impact on state population growth. The results are
consistent with the hypothesis that increases in tax rates will elicit a migration out of the new
relatively higher tax areas. In addition, in all cases, the previous decade's state population
growth is useful in forecasting state population growth. The result is consistent with the partial
adjustment hypothesis. If there were prior migration into a particular region, under a partial ad-
justment the process is expected to continue; hence, a lagged response is to be expected. Our
analysis indicates that the probability that the apparent negative relationship between changes in
a state's relative tax burden and net migration occurred by chance was 7.4 percent during the
period examined.



Housing Values

Traditionally, real estate is considered the quintessential fixed factor. It follows that the value of
real estate should fluctuate in a predictable direction with changes in state and local policies.
This is an empirically testable implication that is supported by the data. Fluctuations in the hous-
ing market are logical consequences of a series of events, starting with government policies such
as taxes, and continuing on through a number of stages concluding with real estate values.

In the grand scheme of things, housing in the near and intermediate term is a relatively fixed
factor. Only at great expense can houses or other forms of real estate be transported. In the long-
run, however, new construction combined with depreciation can relocate enormous quantities of
real estate at a relatively low cost. This long-run mobility of factors all but vanishes in the near
term.

In the case of the real estate market, the importance of long-run forces is altogether too easy to
overlook. While during any day, week, month, or year, long-run forces appear to be irrelevant,
they do ultimately prevail over all else. Betting against these long run forces is literally "betting
against the house.” You do win from time to time, but the odds are not in your favor.

Whether in the long or short run, adjustments to market shocks occur through changes in price
and/or changes in guantity. Increases in demand result in higher price and greater quantity. If the
supply curve is elastic, then the increase in price will be small and quantity great.

In the near term, changes in housing demand invariably come up against relatively inelastic sup-
plies. Therefore, real estate prices provide a great deal of the buffer for near-term adjustments to
changes in market conditions, whereas the quantity of homes accounts for less.

The long-run tendency, however, is still worth keeping in mind. Over long periods of time,
housing prices should gravitate toward equilibrating across different locations, although differ-
ences will remain due to varying local factors such as taxes and building codes, transportation
costs, etc. Long-run changes in locational demand should be accommodated in large part by
changes in supply—not relative prices.

We now have almost everything in place. Fiscal policy and other factors affect economic condi-
tions; economic conditions affect production, output, employment and eventually migration pat-
terns; and finally, economic conditions and migration together cause changes in asset values
such as housing prices (Figure 3). The beauty of the economic theory behind these relationships
is that it holds true across states and across time, although, of course, each state has unique fac-
tors that weigh heavily.




Figure 3
Linkage Between Fiscal Policies, Economic Conditions,
Population Growth and Home Prices and Affordability

The Overall Business Climate: Tax Rates,
Changes in Tax Burden, Other Factors
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From Theory To Real World Evidence

Before we dive into our analysis of Texas, at this point it would be useful to take a step back from
our discussion of the State Competitive Environment theory and see some real world illustrations
of these concepts. As we would expect, the theory plays out in the real world beautifully.

The past 10 years have been a roller coaster ride for the states, ranging from the highs of the
technology boom to the lows of the technology bubble and the post 9/11 economic slowdown.
To say the least, it has been a challenging period for state leaders, especially handling the reve-
nue collapse most states experienced between 2000 and 2003. This period afforded us a rare op-
portunity to observe the responses of each state’s government to both good times and bad. Never
before in the history of state and local governments has there been such a clear-cut demarcation of
policies—policies that directly affect relative competitiveness and economic health.

In recent years, some states have chosen to spend, spend, spend and/or dramatically increase the
tax rates and tax burdens on their citizens—New Jersey, New York and Ohio all come to mind.
At the same time, other states—such as Florida, lowa and South Dakota—have taken the oppo-
site approach and restrained spending and lowered taxes. Given the outcry by some for Texas to
“resolve” its current situation by implementing a state personal income tax and other taxes,
what better way to show the detrimental effect of taxes on production, employment, incomes
and relocation decisions than to compare and contrast the 10-year economic performance of
high-tax states with low-tax states. The results are impressive—it quickly becomes apparent on
which “team” Texas should choose to play.

In Table 1 on page 15 we examine the economic performance between 1994 and 2004 of the
nine states that currently do not impose a personal income tax on their residents versus the nine
states that impose the highest state and local marginal personal income tax rates.’

% We use the personal income tax, if any, imposed in each state’s largest city as a proxy for local personal income
taxes in the state.



Table |
Lower Taxes, Higher Growth:
Personal Income Tax (PIT) Rates vs. 10-Year Economic Performance
(current rate vs. performance between 1994 and 2004, unless otherwise noted)

Personal Net Domestic Non-Farm
Gross State Personal Income In-Migration Payroll Unemployment
Top Product Income Per Capita  Population as a % of Employment Rate,
PIT Rate* Growth Growth Growth Growth  Population Growth 2004
Alaska 0.00% 57.5% 49.4% 37.5% 8.6% -4.9% 17.0% 7.5%
Florida 0.00% 81.1% 77.4% 45.2% 22.2% 8.2% 29.3% 4.8%
Nevada 0.00% 118.0% 118.8% 40.5% 55.7% 21.1% 56.2% 4.3%
New Hampshire 0.00% 79.6% 78.5% 56.9% 13.7% 6.2% 19.9% 3.8%
South Dakota 0.00% 70.2% 67.8% 59.1% 5.5% -1.7% 15.4% 3.5%
Tennessee 0.00% 65.7% 67.3% 48.3% 12.8% 4.6% 11.5% 5.4%
Texas 0.00% 86.0% 81.4% 49.7% 21.1% 2.3% 22.3% 6.1%
Washington 0.00% 73.1% 77.6% 53.9% 15.4% 3.4% 17.1% 6.2%
Wyoming 0.00% 85.7% 76.5% 67.4% 5.5% -2.0% 17.7% 3.9%
9 States With No PIT** 0.00% 79.7% 77.2% 50.9% 17.8% 4.1% 22.9% 5.1%
SIS W FIENEE g, 62.5% 60.2% 48.7% 7.8% -2.2% 12.8% 5.2%
Marginal PIT Rate**
Hawaii 8.25% 39.7% 38.0% 29.8% 6.3% -7.4% 8.7% 3.3%
Maine 8.50% 60.2% 67.1% 57.7% 6.0% 3.2% 15.4% 4.6%
New Jersey 8.97% 60.8% 62.8% 50.0% 8.5% -4.0% 12.7% 4.8%
Ohio 9.19% 47.1% 48.2