From the Editor

In the last issue of the NTA Forum,
Hal Hovey argued that one desir-
able change in state tax structures
would be “to deemphasize and ulti-
mately terminate taxes on corporate
income”, partly because special tax
expenditure provisions have seriously
eroded the revenue as well as what-
ever fairness such a tax might have.

In this issue Richard Pomp looks at
the same problem but comes to a dif-
ferent view. Disclosure of state tax
return information for individual cor-
porations, he argues, would strength-
en the tax by allowing the public to
know which corporations pay little or
no corporate income tax (in relation to
sales and profits), and what apportion-
ment provisions, credits and special
deductions in the law allow this situa-
tion. His argument is that disclosure
might increase both the revenue from
state corporation income taxes and their
fairness. The traditional arguments for
confidentiality of tax returns he sees
as not convincing.

Richard Pomp is the Alva P. Loiselle
Professor of Law at the University of
Connecticut School of Law, a prolific
writer on state tax topics in the Na-
tional Tax Journal and other publica-
tions, and a regular participantin NTA
conference programs. In 1982-87 he
served as Director of the New York
State Tax Study Commission.

The Editor invites comments on
Pomp’s arguments and proposals. These
should be addressed to the NTA of-
fice. The NTA Forum also welcomes
suggestions for or submissions of short
articles on other topics that would be
of interest to the wide range of profes-
sionals represented in NTA member-

ship.¢
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As readers of the NTA Forum are
aware, one of the catalysts for the
Tax Reform Act of 1986 was infor-
mation provided by Citizens for Tax
Justice (CTJ), a Washington-based
think tank. Working with data from
annual reports to shareholders and
to the SEC, CTJ documented that
some of the largest and most profit-
able corporations in the country were
paying only nominal federal income
taxes.

These disclosures had a profound
effect on educating the public and on
shaping public opinion. But CTJ’s work

cannot be replicated at the state level.
SEC reports and annual shareholder
reports typically contain information
only on the aggregate amount of state
and local income taxes. The informa-
tion is not broken down state-by-state.
And, until very recently, only Wiscon-
sin allowed the public to obtain infor-
mation on the amount of state income
tax paid by specific corporations.

In the mid 1980s, the New York Tax
Study Commission proposed that the
amount of state corporate income tax-
es paid and other related information
should be made publicly available on

(continued on page 2)

Symposium Hears Skeptical
Analysis of Benefits of Increased
Infrastructure Investment

Increased spending on infrastruc-
ture is unlikely to contribute much to
the nation’s economic growth, accord-
ing to an analysis presented by Uni-
versity of Maryland economists Charles
R. Hulten and Robert M. Schwab at
the NTA Spring Symposium.

This conclusion emerges from their
effort to sort out the main issues in the
debate over how serious a crisis exists
in the nation’s public infrastructure
and how much help increased invest-
ment might provide in raising employ-
ment and productivity.

Hulten and Schwab examine four

arguments for more public investment:
(1) shortsighted government policies
have caused infrastructure spending
to fall sharply and allowed the nation’s
roads and bridges to deteriorate, (2)
lower infrastructure spending in the
past is a key reason the economy per-
formed poorly during the last two de-
cades, (3) additional spending will al-
low the U.S. to grow faster and be-
come more competitive in internation-
al markets, and (4) infrastructure spend-
ing provides a needed short-term eco-
nomic stimulus.
Their own research, together with
(continued on page 6)
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a corporation-by-corporation basis. In
the last few years, three states have
been able to implement versions of
this proposal. In Arkansas, corpora-
tions report the amount of tax savings
they derived from certain rather insig-
nificant tax credits, none of which are
creditable against the corporate income
tax. Arkansas does not publish these
data, though they are available to the
public. Massachusetts will soon re-
lease an array of state tax information
on a corporation-by-corporation ba-
sis. West Virginia publishes informa-
tion about the amount of tax savings
corporations receive from tax credits.
The exact amount of credit is not dis-
closed; rather, there are certain ranges
of tax savings (the top range is “more
than $1 million”) and the corporation
indicates within which range its tax
savings fall.

The notion that the public has a
right of access to tax data has deep
roots. During the Civil War, newspa-
pers routinely published the names of
individuals and the amount of their
taxes. This practice was resurrected in
1924. A New York Times headline on
October 24, 1924, trumpeted “J.D.
Rockefeller, Jr. Paid $7,435,169;
Ford Family and Company Pay
$19,000,000.” As of 1934, the country
was still debating the extent to which
individual and corporate taxes should
be published, with the issue ultimately
resolved in favor of secrecy.

In recent years, the need for public
access to federal corporate income tax
data has been mooted. The SEC has
essentially preempted the issue by
mandating the disclosure by publicly-
traded corporations of extensive data.
To be sure, the SEC rules and regula-
tions are not an adequate substitute for
public access to the actual tax returns.
For example, the SEC does not require
corporations to disclose the amount of
their credits or other tax expenditures,
which would be valuable information
for analysts and researchers to evalu-
ate. Nonetheless, given the federal data
already in the public domain, it is easy
to understand why there has been no
further debate at the national level about
public access to corporate returns.

The debate has now shifted to wheth-

er the public should have access to
state tax data by name of corporation.
This debate has been fueled by revela-
tions that large numbers of profitable
corporations are paying only a mini-
mum state income tax. For example,
until New York’s major corporate tax
reform in the late 1980s, many of that
State’s largest and most profitable cor-
porations—some having New York
sales in excess of $1 billion and New
York property in excess of $2 billion—
also paid a minimum tax.

These statistics have led to efforts
to learn more about the workings of
state corporate income taxes, but these
attempts have been stymied by the
inability to correlate data with specific
corporations. This essay presents and
evaluates the argument that states should
publish, by name of corporation, the
amount of income tax or other related
information, such as the amount of
any tax incentives claimed.

The Case in Favor of Disclosure
The Securities Exchange Act of 1934
and its concomitant regulations re-
quire publicly-traded corporations to
disclose income tax information on
Form 10-K and in their annual re-
ports to shareholders. SEC regula-
tions require corporations to state
separately their liabilities for for-
eign, federal, and other income tax-
es. Significantly, in 1973, the Com-
mission tightened its requirements
on disclosing income tax informa-
tion despite corporate arguments that
the proposed disclosure would be
too costly, would violate the confi-
dentiality of income tax returns, would
disclose proprietary secrets to com-
petitors, and would be of little value
to the average investor. In the Com-
mission’s view, the public benefits
of disclosure outweighed a corpora-
tion’s interest in secrecy.

A state’s concern with disclosing
corporate tax information should sim-
ilarly be motivated by the public inter-
est. Corporations are major partici-
pants in any state’s economic, social,
and political institutions. The states
should evaluate whether the public in-
terest requires the disclosure of corpo-
rate tax data by name of corporation.

“
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1. Disclosure Would Raise Public
Consciousness About Who
Bears the Costs of Government

The public has an obvious interest

in a state’s corporate income tax.

First, if for no other reason, huge

sums of money are involved—both

in the amount of corporate taxes imposed
and the amount forgiven through tax
expenditures.

On a more fundamental level, the
issue of how a state taxes, or exempts
from tax, corporate activity raises fun-
damental value judgments about how
the costs of government should be dis-
tributed. Both large-scale corporate tax
avoidance and inefficient tax expendi-
tures mean that a state must rely more
heavily on other taxes—with different
incidence patterns—or cut spending.

Disclosure would allow
informed and critical
public evaluation of

the distribution of
tax burdens among -
corporations and of
corporate requests
Jor tax relief—

In addition to the question of how
taxes are distributed between corpora-
tions and individuals, another signifi-
cant issue is how the corporate tax is
distributed among corporations. At the
federal level, at least prior to the 1986
tax reforms, corporate tax incentives
had been shown to benefit mainly
“smokestack” industries whose invest-
ments in machinery and infrastructure
enabled them to take advantage of spe-
cial depreciation deductions and in-
vestment tax credits. Conversely,
high-technology firms and retailers were
penalized by their inability to claim
such deductions and credits.

The federal corporate income tax
was characterized by striking inter-
industry disparities in effective corpo-
rate tax rates. Almost certainly, simi-
lar state tax differentials exist among

industries. Existing state corporate taxes
are replete with provisions that dis-
criminate between small and large cor-
porations, in-state corporations and out-
of-state corporations, capital-intensive
corporations and labor-intensive cor-
porations, and corporations that sell
out-of-state and those that sell within
the state. The level playing field that
was a goal of the 1986 tax reforms is
still a fantasy in most states.

2. Disclosure Would Facilitate
Greater Public Consideration
and Evaluation of Corporate Tax
Policies

In all but a few states, secrecy stat-
utes prevent the public from finding
out the identity of corporations that
are taxed heavily and those that pay
no taxes at all. Persons interested in
such information must rely on what-
ever aggregate data are available to
determine how the corporate tax bur—
den is distributed among businesses
in their state.

Tax credits and other incentives or
subsidies represent another feature of
the corporate income tax of public con-
cern. To evaluate whether tax incen-
tives serve their ostensible purposes,
the public must know, at the least,
which corporations received what types
of incentives and in what amounts.
Only then can the public and the state
legislatures judge whether the bene-
fits of these incentives justify the fore-
gone revenue, whether the benefits are
equitably distributed among the cor-
porate community, and whether such
incentives need to be enhanced, re-
duced, or redirected.

Disclosure would facilitate public
consideration of a full range of issues
surrounding corporate tax policies.
Disclosure would allow informed and
critical public evaluation of the distri-
bution of tax burdens among corpora-
tions and of corporate requests for tax
relief—requests that may be under-
scored by express or implied threats to
abandon a state for a more favorable
tax climate. Disclosure would allow
the public to evaluate more effectively
corporate claims that they are strain-
ing under an excessive and discrimi-
natory state tax burden.

The Case Against Disclosure

1. Disclosure Would Violate a
Corporation’s Right to Privacy
The extent of SEC-required disclo-
sure of information by registered cor-
porations makes it obvious that such
corporations have long ago surren-
dered any claim that their financial
data should be protected under some
right of privacy. If the disclosure of
their federal income tax liabilities
and other financial information does
not raise a constitutional issue, then
neither should the disclosure of their
state tax information. As early as
1910, the U.S. Supreme Court up-
held a federal law that provided for
the public inspection of corporate
tax returns against attacks that it

was unconstitutional.

To be sure, in certain situations the
business affairs of a small corporation
may be closely identified with that of
the shareholders. Revealing the taxes
paid by small, closely held, corpora-
tions might be viewed as violating le-
gitimate expectations of privacy by its
shareholders. Accordingly, such cor-
porations could be exempted from any
disclosure requirements. Privately held
corporations that were not the alter
egos of their shareholders could be
subject to the rules for public corpora-
tions.

2. Disclosure Would Reveal Propri-
etary Information
A corporation can assert a legiti-
mate interest in protecting the con-
fidentiality of proprietary informa-
tion. Opponents of disclosure assert
that revealing the amount of a cor-
poration’s taxes or credits would re-
veal proprietary information.
Surprisingly, one does not hear this
argument being made about the copi-
ous information that federal laws force
corporations to reveal. SEC and other
federal laws already require many cor-
porations to disclose tax and financial
information, and apparently such dis-
closures have not jeopardized the eco-
nomic interests of the corporations.
Further, for information to be valu-
able, one needs to know yesterday what
a competitor is going to do tomorrow.
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But by the time a corporation requests
the normal extensions and files its re-
turn, whatever tax information would
be disclosed would be stale. Yester-
day’s information obtained tomorrow
is worthless. Moreover, for a business
person to learn two or three years after
the fact that a competitor paid $X in
state taxes or claimed $Y in state cred-
its—even assuming that such infor-
mation is relevant and timely—pales
by comparison with what can be learned
by analyzing annual reports and 10-
K’s, reading the trade press, schmooz-
ing at conferences, searching comput-
er data bases, or hanging out at the
local bars found near all large plants—
all traditional low-tech ways of ob-
taining information about competitors.

3. Disclosure Would Discourage
the Filing of Accurate Tax
Returns

The successful operation of the U.S.
income tax depends on the volun-
tary cooperation of taxpayers. A com-
monly stated rationale for protect-
ing the confidentiality of tax infor-
mation, at least in the context of
individuals, is to facilitate tax en-
forcement by encouraging a taxpay-
er to make full and truthful declara-
tions in its return, without fear that
those statements would be revealed
or used against it for other purposes.
The assumption is that even limited
access by government agencies to
information obtained from tax re-
turns would deter some taxpayers
from truthful reporting. Secrecy is
seen as a necessary palliative to tax-
payers who might otherwise falsify
their tax returns if they knew that
non-tax officials would have access
to that information.

The “full and frank disclosure” ra-
tionale presumes that secrecy helps
assure honesty and that publicity dis-
courages it. Some researchers, howev-
er, have cast doubt on the causal rela-
tionship between tax return confiden-
tiality and honest reporting by exam-
ining a 1976 federal change, part of
the fallout from Watergate, which dra-
matically increased the degree of con-
fidentiality accorded federal income
tax returns. Proponents of the change

had predicted that the increased level
of confidentiality would encourage more
honest reporting but apparently vol-
untary compliance actually decreased.
[Joyce, “Raiding the Confessional: The
Use of Income Tax Returns in Nontax
Criminal Investigations”, Fordham Law
Review 1251, 1267 (1980).]

Contrary to the thesis that secrecy
induces honest reporting, it could be
argued that if taxpayers were publicly
accountable for the information fur-
nished on their income tax returns,
their incentive to report truthfully would
be even greater. Publicity would in-
crease the possibility that employees,
competitors, or other business persons
would notice glaring omissions and
bring them to the attention of the tax
authorities.

Public disclosure might actually
discourage corporations from minimiz-
ing their tax liabilities through illegit-
imate tax avoidance techniques. For
publicrelations purposes, corporations
required to disclose tax information
might be leery of paying only nominal
amounts of tax. The scrutiny of the
public and the possibility that increased
publicity would aid taxing authorities
in detecting illegitimate tax avoidance
or fraud could help safeguard the in-
tegrity of the corporate income tax.

Tax withholding, information returns,
civil and criminal sanctions, and in-
formation sharing with other taxing
authorities all help to insure voluntary
corporate compliance with tax laws.
The significance of confidentiality in
assuring honest taxpayer reporting is
simply unknown. As a matter of logic,
however, it is difficult to understand
why a corporation would be less likely
to file an honest return because of
disclosure.

4. Disclosure Is Not Valuable
Because the Public Would Not
Understand Tax Information

Opponents of disclosure contend that

the general public is generally unso-

phisticated about tax matters and would
be unable to understand the signifi-
cance and implications of corporate
tax information. Only tax experts, it
is held, can understand the multifar-
ious and complex factors that inter-

act to generate a corporation’s tax
liability. The public would merely
be confused, or unreasonably angered,
by learning of nominal corporate tax
liabilities. The public is evidently
thought to lack the astuteness and
sophistication to appreciate why li-
abilities are only nominal.

Of course, not all of the public is
uninformed about tax issues. At the
least, academics, legislators and legis-
lative staff, journalists, researchers, and
the like would fully appreciate the val-
ue of the information disclosed. Nor
did the public seem to have any trou-
ble understanding the 1986 revelations
by Citizens for Tax Justice and the
resulting national debate over corpo-
rate tax reform.

More fundamentally, the “ignorant
public” argument ultimately challeng-
es the premises underlying a demo-
cratic society. A well-functioning de-
mocracy requires an informed public.
If corporations feel that the disclosed
information is likely to be misinter-
preted, they can educate the public by
providing more information and a fuller
explanation. If the media report a large,
profitable corporation to have a seem-
ingly low tax liability, that taxpayer
can use its public relations resources
to explain, for example, how the exist-
ence of loss carryovers or tax credits
helped lower its tax liability. The dia-
lectical process of media thrust and
corporation parry is one that routinely
occurs in contemporary society, ex-
emplified by corporations that buy
advertising space in newspapers and
magazines regarding tort or health care
reform, plant closings, labor disputes,
or alleged malfeasance by corporate
officers. This process plays a critical
role in a healthy democracy. Perhaps
the real fear is that the public would
understand too well.

5. Disclosure Would Undercut the
State’s “Business Climate”

Opponents of disclosure argue that
it would create or exacerbate an anti-
business climate in the state. Dis-
closing corporate taxes would an-
tagonize the business community and
fuel the hostility of its enemies. It
would detract from the aura of goodwill
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that creates a positive “business cli-
mate” and, it is argued, would pro-
vide one more weight in the balance
of factors that may ultimately influ-
ence a corporation to relocate its business
to a friendlier state.

On a general level, this argument
proves too much. Any legislation that
the corporate community opposes can
be characterized as poisoning the busi-
ness climate. Obviously, in consider-
ing any legislative proposal, the in-
tended benefits must be weighed against
possible deleterious effects.

On a more specificlevel, evaluating
this argument is difficult because the
factors that comprise a state’s “busi-
ness climate” elude easy analysis. Many
considerations affect a corporation’s
view of a state’s business climate—
plant or site availability, access to and
cost of transportation, quality and cost
of labor, proximity to markets, cost of
utilities, proximity to supplies, prox-
imity to other company facilities, the
regulatory environment, cost of hous-
ing, the level and quality of public
services, and the range of other amen-
ities that enter into the general quality
of life offered—and the issues impor-
tant to one corporation may be unim-
portant to another. Perceptions of busi-
ness climate are also based on intangi-
bles and imponderables that defy easy
analysis or quantification (e.g., per-
sonal idiosyncracies of executives).
Unlike many of the factors that affect
the business climate, however, the dis-
closure of corporate tax information
would not affect the cost of doing busi-
ness or a corporation’s “bottom line.”
It is hard to believe that, compared to
all the other factors that affect the loca-
tion decision, disclosure would be sig-
nificant. Finally, no one has ever ar-
gued that the extensive reporting re-
quirements of the SEC have damaged
the U.S. business climate or that Wis-
consin’s longstanding disclosure law
has hurt that State’s economy.

Even if disclosure were viewed as
undercutting the business climate, it
not clear what defensive actions a cor-
poration would be able to take. If dis-
closure were limited to all publicly
traded corporations (and corporations
controlled by publicly traded corpora-

tions) that do business in the state,
there would be two ways of avoiding
this requirement. The first is to cease
doing business in the state. The sec-
ond is to conduct business in a non-
corporate form. Both reactions would
be rather extreme. If a corporation felt
so strongly about avoiding state dis-
closure that it would operate as a part-
nership (or as a closely held corpora-
tion, if disclosure did not apply to
such corporations), presumably it would
have already done so to avoid the SEC’s
rules on disclosure. The possibility
that a corporation would leave a state
in order to avoid disclosing a subset of
tax information—state corporate tax-
es—seems somewhat fanciful and
would work only if other states did not
pass disclosure laws of their own.
Any legislative proposal to with-
draw, albeit slightly, the cloak of se-
crecy that protects the confidentiality
of corporate income tax data would be
controversial. But not all businesses
might resist such a proposal, and some
might actually welcome it, if only to
dispel the negative image that corpo-
rations are somehow tax freeloaders.
Corporations that pay little or no in-
come tax might be few in number but
yet, in the public’s mind, be identified
with business in general. Many tax-
payers would be unfairly tarred with
the same brush. Disclosure of tax in-
formation might contradict the public
perception that corporations are un-
dertaxed and enhance, rather than prej-
udice, attitudes toward business. More-
over, some businesses might respect,
if not welcome, legislative efforts di-
rected at examining an important com-
ponent of the state’s revenue struc-
ture. Certainly, to the extent disclo-
sure might lead to changes in the tax
system that produce a more level playing
field, most businesses would benefit.

6. Statistical Aggregates Can Be
Used Instead of Disclosing the
Names of Corporations

Data on corporate income taxes are
already routinely published in ag-
gregate terms without identifying any
corporation by name. Why should it
be necessary to identify the taxpay-
er as well?

The answer is that unless the name
of a taxpayer is published along with
its corporate tax information, it would
be nearly impossible to obtain the ben-
efits intended by disclosure. Corpora-
tions whose tax liabilities appear un-
conscionably low cannot be identified
from statistical aggregates. Tax policy
judgments cannot be made in the ab-
stract but need an identifiable context
in which to operate.

Further, it is virtually impossible
based only on statistical aggregates to
evaluate the claims of various corpo-
rations for tax relief or to verify other
tax-related information that corpora-
tions might provide in their lobbying
efforts. Moreover, it is difficult to eval-
uate the worth of various tax incen-
tives without knowing the identity of
the beneficiaries. The benefits of cer-
tain tax incentives are highly concen-
trated, an important fact that can get
buried in a statistical aggregate. In-
deed, the only way to do a meaningful
cost-benefit analysis of a provision
like the investment tax credit is to
identify specific beneficiaries and do
longitudinal studies of their tax re-
turns over several years.

In addition, publishing statistical data
without identifying the taxpayers in-
volved inevitably limits its use by re-
searchers. Statistical information can
be presented in various ways. For ex-
ample, income taxes paid by a corpo-
ration can be compared with receipts,
property, number of employees, amount
of assets, type of business, and so forth.
The value of the data is obviously
constrained by the way it is presented.
What might be a valuable presentation
for some policymakers would be irrel-
evant for others. The cross tabulation
of data would be limited, as would the
interpretation of what might prove to
be relevant data. By contrast, provid-
ing the names of corporations along
with relevant tax data allows research-
ers to use this information to pursue
whatever issues are most relevant—
then, or at any time in the future.

Another difficulty with the use of
aggregates is that it ignores a basic
truth: in order to spark interest in an
issue it must be made real and human.
A cold statistic is just that—cold. Eyes
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glaze and interest wanes. Policymak-
ers and other concerned citizens can-
not have a dialogue with a statistic.
The impact that CTJ had on federal tax
reform provides a dramatic example
of the effectiveness of using “warm
bodies” rather than impersonal data.
After all, there was no shortage of
statistics before CTJ’s work, but the
raw data alone were not enough to
result in sweeping reform.

Finally, the fear of violating exist-
ing laws on the privacy of tax returns
constrains the publication of statisti-
cal data. Situations commonly exist in
which knowing certain limited infor-
mation about an unnamed corporation,
such as its size and the nature of its
primary business activities, allows an
informed judgment to be made about
its identity. Consequently, in order to
avoid publishing statistical informa-
tion in a manner that facilitates identi-
fying particular corporations, a com-
mon practice is to sanitize the data
perhaps by intentionally aggregating
it and presenting it as part of a larger
group or class. Obviously, the need to
present data in a manner that protects
the identity of a taxpayer reduces the

value of the information that can be
made public. Moreover, those situa-
tions in which the data need to be
sanitized are exactly those in which
the public interest is greatest because
they involve major taxpayers.
Conversely, in situations where the
data could describe only a limited num-
ber of corporations, the public would
speculate on which corporations are
involved. At that point, a state might
as well dash the speculation by identi-
fying the corporations by name.

Conclusion

Corporations are subject to being
regulated in the public interest. I find
the arguments that the public interest
favors the disclosure of state tax infor-
mation to easily outweigh the objec-
tions. Indeed, the proposal is hardly
radical. Given the reams of data that
publicly-traded corporations are already
releasing because of various federal
regulations, the disclosure of state cor-
porate tax information seems rather
mundane and unexceptional.

While this limited forum does not
permit a full exploration of the issues
involved in designing a disclosure law

(or an evaluation of those that already
exist), I would propose to limit disclo-
sure to publicly-traded corporations
and affiliated corporations and large,
privately-held corporations. I would,
however, have a special rule for those
who avail themselves of certain tax
expenditures, such as credits. Here I
would require identifying any corpo-
ration that received more than a desig-
nated amount of benefit.

Among the items of information that
could usefully be disclosed are federal
taxable income, pre- and post-appor-
tioned income to the state, the appor-
tionment formula and its components,
the amount and type of credits claimed,
and the amount of tax paid. All of
these items are easily available from
the return and are presumably already
being keypunched (or could be with-
out major disruption) by a tax depart-
ment for audit purposes. If the tax
department, rather than the taxpayer
or another government agency is giv-
en the responsibility for disclosure,
these items could be published by name
of corporation without undue admin-
istrative hurdles.¢

Symposium,

(Continued from page 1)
analysis of studies by others, pro-
vides little support for any of these-
contentions.

The decline in spending during the
past two decades they attribute largely
to the unprecedented investment of
the preceding decades, including con-
struction of the interstate highway sys-
tem and the expansion of schools to
meet the needs of the baby boom. The
period after any spending boom, they
point out, will show reduced construc-
tion spending, aging of the capital stock,
and rising congestion as the country
grows into the new capacity.

On the second argument, which
shows lower U.S. infrastructure spend-
ing to have coincided with poorer eco-
nomic performance, Hulten and Schwab
argue that the causality runs from eco-
nomic performance to infrastructure
spending, rather than the reverse. In
support of this view they cite studies

in this country using various model
specifications as well as studies in oth-
er countries.

The third argument, which links
private sector productivity to public
infrastructure investment, Hulten and
Schwab find unconvincing. If “spill-
over” benefits of public investment
are ignored or underestimated in cost-
benefit analyses, as is pointed out by
those who hold to the underinvest-
ment viewpoint, so also are negative
spillovers. For example, the contribu-
tion of new road construction to in-
creased private sector productivity may
well exacerbate environmental prob-
lems (particularly air quality), if it en-
courages people to abandon public trans-
portation and drive to work. Whatever
bias exists in cost benefit analysis, in
other words, is as likely to underesti-
mate costs as benefits.

Finally, infrastructure investment is
a very poor short-term job creation
tool, according to Hulten and Schwab.

Because such projects involve long
lead times, it often turns out that by the
time funds are actually spent, the need
for stimulus has passed.

Hulten and Schwab draw five con-
clusions from their review: (1) the link
between infrastructure and investment
is very weak, (2) there is no strong
evidence of a broad collapse of the
public capital stock, (3) many of our
infrastructure problems can be traced
to poor policy decisions rather than
inadequate funding, (4) it is unwise to
use infrastructure spending as a tool to
solve short-term economic problems,
and (5) infrastructure programs should
be evaluated on their own merits (and
demerits), with a stronger commitment
to spending existing resources more
efficiently.

The full text of Hulten and Schwab’s
paper will be published in the Septem-
ber issue of the National Tax Journal,
along with the other papers given at
the Spring Symposium.4

“
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Appraisal of Utilities and Railroad
Property for Ad Valorem Taxation

Many NTA members, specialists in
their own area of taxation, may be
only dimly aware of one of the Asso-
ciation’s most highly regarded, well
run, and best attended conferences.
This is the annual “Wichita Work-
shop” on Appraisal of Utilities and
Railroad Property for Ad Valorem
Taxation, sponsored by the NTA Com-
mittee on Public Utility and Trans-
portation Taxation and the Center for
Management Development at Wichi-
ta State University

The twenty-third annual program will
take place July 25-29 on the WSU cam-
pus. Each year about 400 representa-
tives of state taxing authorities, railroad
and utility tax executives, and academic
experts in taxation and valuation take
part in this four-day intensive course on
the principles and practice of appraising
these specialized, usually centrally as-
sessed, properties for tax purposes.

In parallel “basic” and “advanced”
courses, the application of the various
indices of value — market value of stock
and debt, original cost less depreciation,
and capitalization of income — are ex-
amined in detail. The collected papers
given each year at the workshop are
recognized as the most authoritative body

of literature on this subject.

Registration for this year’s work-
shop is still open. Information on the
program, registration fees, and hotel
accommodations can be obtained by
phoning the Center for Management
Development at Wichita State Uni-
versity, 1-800-992-6345.¢

~

Future NTA Annual Conferences

November 7-10, 1993
St. Paul, MN, Radisson St. Paul

November 13-16, 1994
Charleston, SC, Omni Hotel Charleston

October 8-11, 1995
San Diego, CA, Doubletree Hotel

N

-

5 Years

“Have You Paid Your Dues?

Some Things Never Change (But Others Do)

“This is the time of year when a special plea must be directed to those

members whose dues are in arrears. Some members otherwise in good
standing are apt, from sheer carelessness, to overlook this duty. While a
small matter to the individual, the present amount of unpaid dues is a
serious thing for the association. We are particularly anxious to make a
good financial showing at the next conference. So, “do your bit” and let
Mr. Holcomb [Alfred E. Holcomb, Assistant Secretary, American Tele-
phone and Telegraph Company and Treasurer, NTA] have your check.”
* %k %

From the Bulletin of the National Tax Association, Vol. 111, No. 9 (June
1918). Annual dues at that time were $5, including the Proceedings
volume and the Bulletin, which was published monthly except in July,
August, and September.¢

We invite you to join us in our work

APPLICATION FOR MEMBERSHIP
NATIONAL TAX ASSOCIATION

5310 East Main Street, Columbus, OH 43213
| wish to become a member of the National Tax Association.

My check for $ is enclosed for the payment of
annual dues. | understand that $50.00 of my dues ($55.00 for
foreign members) covers the subscription cost of The National
Tax Journal, and that | will receive the Proceedings of the
Annual Conference, the NTA Forum, and all other publications
of the Association at no additional cost.

SUSAINING MOMDOY ......ccccricicssessisssusanssisiomianss $500.00 or more
Corporation or Government Agency ............... $300.00*
Professional, corporate employee, others...... $120.00
RN R IR S $100.00
Government employee, academic, ................. $ 70.00
Full-time student or inactive retiree ................ $ 15.00

* Allows up to three individuals in case of corporations,
up to five in case of government agencies.

NAME

(PLEASE PRINT)

TITLE

AFFILIATION

STREET ADDRESS

CITY STATE___ ZIP.
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New Members

The Association is pleased to welcome the
following new members who have joined
between April 1, and June 30, 1993

NAME STATE OR COUNTRY

Paulo Castillo Lima
Gary M. Fleischman
Ronald C. Greenberg
Walter T. Gryska
Michael D. Harkness
Charlene Henderson
David M. Hudson
Bryan Hutchinson
Majority Policy Office
Alicia H. Munnell
Bryan Musselman
Robinder K. Nandola
Terry L. Owens
Henry C. Reardon
Robert Ricketts
Diane Kathleen Salari
Donald A. Stiles
Vanderbilt University Library
Violette F. Walters
Susan C. Weirich
Wennergren Williams

Brazil
TX
NY
MN

FL
AZ
FL
CA
MI
DC
DC
|
MN
AZ
TX
OH
MN
TN
MN
WA
Sweden

Dedicated to advancing

understanding of the

theory and practice of

taxation at all levels

of government
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