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SUMMARY 

1. The purpose of this study is to show the trend of taxes rela- 
tive to selling value of farm and city real estate in Kansas and to 
measure the causes of the increase in real-estate taxes. Selling value 
is used as a basis for showing trends, since “true value in money” is 
the legal basis of assessment and taxation in Kansas. 

2. Total taxes on farm real estate in Kansas increased from  
$9,706,000 in 1910 to $25,995,000 in 1923. The latter amount is 139 
per cent greater than the average levy from 1910 to 1914. 

3. Taxes per acre of all land in the state in 1923 were 134 per 
cent higher than the 1910 to 1914 average. The selling value per 
acre increased only 28 per cent in the same period. 

4. In  1910, taxes on farm real estate were 0.53 per cent of selling 
value compared to 1.01 per cent in 1923, an increase of 90.6 per 
cent. The ratio of taxes to selling value was marked by an acceler- 
ated rate of increase from 1910 to 1923. (Fig. 25.) 

5. The average tax levy per $1,000 selling value of farm real 
estate from 1919 to 1923 was $8.52, compared to $5.56 from 1910 to 
1914, an increase of $2.96. Higher levies for the state government 
and state institutions, and for political subdivisions of the state, 
were responsible for this increase in the following proportions: 
State, 11.8 per cent; county, 39.6 per cent; township, 8.8 per cent; 
school districts, 39.3 per cent; drainage, 0.5 per cent. 

6. The average tax levy per $1,000 selling value of farm real es- 
tate from 1921 to 1923 was $9.42, compared t o  $6.84 from 1916 to 
1918, an increase of $2.58. The following public purposes, state and 
local, were responsible for this increase, in the proportions indicated: 
Education, 63.9 per cent; roads and bridges, 21.3 per cent; interest, 
1.2 per cent; sinking fund, 0.4 per cent; drainage, no change ; mis- 
cellaneous, 19.4 per cent; and a decrease in total levies for adminis- 
tration, or general revenue, per $1,000 selling value, this decrease 
being 6.2 per cent of the total increase of all levies. 

7. Total taxes on city real estate in Kansas increased from 
$5,842,000 in 1910 to $21,068,000 in 1923. The state levy became a de- 
creasing share of all taxes on city real estate in the period under 
study. This was due to a rapid increase in local levies, which made 
the state levy a decreasing proportionate part of the total. The 
total levy on city real estate in 1923 was 201 per cent above the 1910 
to 1914 average. 

8. In 1910, taxes on city real estate were 1.07 per cent of selling 
value, compared to 2.29 per cent in 1923, an increase of 114 per cent. 
The ratio of taxes to selling value of city real estate was marked by 
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an accelerated rate of increase, but this rate decreased from 1919 to 
1923. (Fig. 25.) 

9. The average annual tax levy per $1,000 of selling value of city 
real estate from 1919 to 1923 was $20.87, compared to $12.11 from 
1910 to 1914, an increase of $8.76. The state and its political sub- 
divisions were responsible for this increase in the following propor- 
tions: State, 3.6 per cent; county, 12.9 per cent; city, general rev- 
enue, 23.8 per cent; and city schools, 59.7 per cent. 

10. The average tax levy per $1,000 of selling value of city real 
estate from 1921 to 1923 was $22.14 compared to $14.48 from 1916 
to 1918, an increase of $7.66. Various public purposes, state and 
local, were responsible for this increase in the following proportion: 
Education, 63.7 per cent; roads and bridges, streets and alleys, 8.0 
per cent; interest, 2.5 per cent; sinking fund, 5.0 per cent; miscel- 
laneous, 23.4 per cent; and a decrease in total levies for administra- 
tion or general revenue per $1,000 selling value, this decrease being 
2.6 per cent of the total increase of all levies. 

11. The ratio of taxes to selling value of city real estate was more 
than twice as high as in the case of farm real estate, in the period 
under study. The rate of increase of this ratio was greater in city 
real estate. 

12. But these differences between farm and city real estate are 
not as disadvantageous to the latter as they might seem on the sur- 
face, because of the following mitigating factors: (1) Greater shift- 
ability of the tax on city real estate; (2)  services rendered by mu- 
nicipal governments and the probable effect of these services on rents 
and on real-estate values ; and (3) the probability that the owner of 
city real estate has more taxable capacity than the farmer, in ad- 
dition to that which is represented by the ownership of real estate. 

13. The increase in the ratio of taxes to selling value of real es- 
tate in the period under study was due chiefly to greater expendi- 
tures for improvements and services rendered by state and local 
government. 

14. Since expenditures for administration or general revenue be- 
came a decreasing levy on the selling value of real estate, i t  is in- 
correct to attribute the increase in the ratio of tax to selling value to 
“increased cost of government.” It should be attributed to increased 
expenditures for specific improvements and services which the public 
demanded of state and local government. 

15. The trend of the ratio of taxes to selling value of real estate 
in the future depends upon the trend of public opinion, which ulti- 
mately determines policies of public expenditures and of taxation. 
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THE TREND OF REAL ESTATE TAXATION IN 
KANSAS FROM 1910 TO 1923¹ 

ERIC  ENGLUND 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this investigation is t o  show the trend of taxes on 
farm and city real estate in Kansas from 1910 to 1923, and to  meas- 
ure the causes of the increase in the tax burden on each. An at- 
tempt has been made to allocate to each class the correct share of 
the annual tax levy, and to show the trend of taxes relative to the 
selling value of real estate. No claim is made to absolute accuracy 
in the allocation of tax levies, but the results are believed to be 
sufficiently accurate for a substantially correct presentation of 
trends. 

Although the fundamental reason for the increase in taxes is found 
in the expanding service functions of government, i t  is necessary to 
find more specific measurements of the reasons for the rising trend of 
real-estate taxes. Therefore, an effort has been made in this investi- 
gation t o  determine to what extent the increase in real-estate taxes 
was caused by higher levies for the state and for its subdivisions, 
and to what extent it was due to increased expenditures for each 
public purpose, such as general administration, education, roads and 
bridges, etc., irrespective of political subdivisions promoting these 
purposes. 

Bases for Showing Trends of Real Estate Taxes.-In order to 
show trends of real-estate taxes, it is necessary to find a logical basis 
for comparing the real-estate levy of each year with the levies of a 
base period. In  this study, all comparisons are based on 1910 t o  
1914 averages, with the one exception that data showing the extent 
to which each public purpose is responsible for the increase in real- 
estate taxes are based on 1916 to 1918 averages. The reason for this 
exception is explained in detail in section B of the Appendix. Four 
bases for showing trends of real-estate taxes will be evaluated 
briefly, from the standpoint of the purpose of this investigation: 

1. Tax Levies in Dollars.-A trend may be shown in terms of 
dollars levied on a class of property irrespective of volume or valua- 
tion of the property taxed. The total levy in any year may be ex- 
pressed in per cent of the average levy in the base period. While 
this means of expressing trends may be useful for certain purposes, 
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i t  is nevertheless inadequate and often misleading when left to stand 
unqualified and unaccompanied by other means of expressing trends. 
The fault of a tax trend which is based merely on dollars is that it 
fails to take into account fluctuations in the value of money and 
changes in the volume, total assessed valuation, and selling value of 
the property on which the tax is levied. 

2. Value of Money.-The total tax levy on a class of property 
may be expressed in terms of an index of the value of money. For 
example, the trend can be shown in terms of the all-commodity in- 
dex with the prewar years 1910 to 1914 as 100. This means of 
showing trends has an advantage over the method described above 
in that i t  eliminates apparent and often unreal changes in the tax 
levy that are due to fluctuations in monetary values; but like the 
first method, i t  fails to take into account changes in the volume or 
value of the property taxed. 

3. Assessed Valuation of Property.-The trend of taxes levied on 
a given class of property may also be shown in terms of assessed 
valuation of that property. Data showing a given increase in prop- 
erty taxes would reveal no significant fact concerning the actual in- 
crease in the tax burden, if the volume of property increased in pro- 
portion to the rise in taxes. Although this basis of comparison would 
be conducive to a better understanding of the trend of real-estate 
taxes, it is nevertheless inadequate because it does not take into ac- 
count changes in the ratio of assessed valuation to true value of 
property. That  important changes occur in the rate of assessment is 
shown in Tables XXVIII and XLI of the Appendix. 

4. Selling Value of Property.-Finally, wherever selling value of 
a class of property is the legal basis of assessment and taxation, as 
is the case in Kansas, the trend of real-estate taxes should be ex- 
pressed in terms of the relation of the tax levy t o  the selling value 
of the property taxed. This is the primary basis used in this report 
to show the trend of real-estate taxation in Kansas. The trend of 
taxes on each class of real estate has been given only secondary con- 
sideration relative to each of the first three bases of showing trends, 
mentioned above. The method used in determining the selling value 
of each class of real estate is explained in Part C of the Appendix. 

It has been found desirable to divide the state into five sections, 
because of differences in land, in type of agriculture, and in the de- 
gree of development attained in various parts of the state. The 
wheat belt has been subdivided into two parts, as shown in figure 1. 
The principal data presented in this bulletin are tabulated for each 
of these subdivisions and for the state as a whole. 
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This report is divided into three principal parts: (1)  The trend 
of taxes on farm real estate; (2)  the trend of taxes on city real 
estate; and (3) farm and city real estate compared. All detailed 
explanations of methods of calculation, and all statistical material 
supplementary to the main body of data and of sufficient impor- 
tance to warrant publication, appear as an appendix t o  the report 
proper.2 

II. THE TREND OF TAXES ON FARM REAL ESTATE3 
1. TOTAL LEVIES ON FARM REAL ESTATE 

The first step in showing the trend of taxes on farm real estate 
is to determine the amount of taxes which this property bears. 
This has been calculated, as explained in section A of the Appendix. 
Taxes borne by all farm real estate in Kansas from 1910 to 1923 
are shown in Table I, and the amount levied on farm real estate 
in each section of the state is found in Tables II to VII. 
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Tables I to VII show the increase in every tax levy in all parts 
of the state since 1910. This increase is also indicated in Table 
VIII which shows each levy and the total of all levies on farm real 
estate, in per cent of the 1910 to 1914 average. 

Trends of Tax Levies in Dollars.-Figure 2, which is based on 
data given in Table VIII, shows the trend of each tax levy and of 
all levies in per cent of the 1910 to 1914 average. It also shows 
the trend of assessed valuation and of calculated selling value of 
farm real estate from 1910 to 1923. These values are given in de- 
tail in Tables XXX and XXXI of the Appendix. 

While figure 2 shows the trend of each of the tax levies (state, 
county, city, schools, etc.) in relation to each other and to the trend 
of the total levy on farm real estate, i t  does not take into account 
either fluctuations in the value of money or changes in the value of 
real estate. 

Taxes Relative to Value of Money.-The trend of taxes relative 
to changes in the value of money can be expressed only in general 
terms. Nevertheless, i t  seems worth while to  show such a trend in 
order to call attention to the fact that the purchasing power of money 
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may, and often does, vary from year to year, in public as in private 
expenditures. It is a familiar fact that the value of money fluctuated 
greatly in the period under study. But changes in the value of 
money may not be the same for government as for a group of people, 
because the goods and the services bought by government may not be 
the same as the goods and the services bought by a group. The 
value of money is generally measured in terms of selected com- 

modities, the price of which is thought to represent fairly the general 
price level. As a matter of fact, such an index reflects the value 
of money only in terms of the particular commodities used as a basis 
for the index. It represents other commodities and services only to 
the extent that their price changes correspond to fluctuations in 
the price of the selected commodities included in the index. 

The probable trend of taxes on farm real estate in terms of the 
all-commodity value of money is shown in figure 3. This trend 
reflects changes in the “purchasing power” of state and local revenue 
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only in so far as changes in the price of goods and services bought 
by government are in proportion to changes in the price of the 
commodities constituting the basis of the all-commodity index.4 

However, this trend represents the true cost of government, and of 
the services rendered by it, more closely than the trend of total 
levies in dollars. Figure 3 also shows the trend of farm real estate 
taxes, adjusted to changes in assessed valuation and in calculated 
selling value of farm real estate. 

2. TAXES COMPARED TO SELLING VALUE OF FARM REAL ESTATE 

Although i t  is helpful to show trends of taxes in dollars, or on 
the basis of assessed valuation of property, or in terms of an all- 
commodity index of the value of money, none of these trends is 
as expressive of the real tendencies in real-estate taxation as a 
trend based on the selling value of real estate, “True value in 
money” is the basis of assessment and taxation in Kansas.5 There- 
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fore, selling value of the property has been chosen as the basis for 
determining trends in the tax burden on farm real estate.6 

Taxes and Selling Value per Acre Compared.7-The average 
tax per acre of all taxable land and improvements in Kansas and 
in each section of the state, from 1910 to 1923 is shown in Table IX. 
This table was constructed by dividing the total tax levies shown in 
Tables I t o  VII by the number of acres of taxable land given in 

Table XL of the Appendix. Table IX also shows the trend of taxes 
per acre, with the 1910-1914 average tax as 100. Six charts (figures 
4 to 10) were constructed on the basis of these tax trends and on 
the basis of selling value per acre shown in Tables XXXII to 
XXXVIII of the Appendix. Figure 4 shows the average trends of 
taxes and of selling value per acre of all taxable land in Kansas, 
while figures 5 to 10 show the same for each section of the state. 
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Figures 4 to 10 show a wide difference between the rates of in- 
crease in taxes and in selling value per acre of land in all parts of 
the state. The normal trend of taxes8 is marked by an accelerated 
rate of increase from 1910 to 1920. Land values tended to follow 
the same general trend till 1920, although the rate of increase was 
not as great as in taxes. Following the boom period which ended 
... 

with 1920, land values declined rapidly, but there has been no 
indication of a significant abatement in the upward trend of taxes. 
It is true that taxes on farm real estate were lower in 1922 than in 
the previous year because of a general reduction in state, county, 
and township levies. But these levies rose again in 1923, and a new 
levy, for the soldier compensation fund, was added that year.9 

Thus the upward trend of taxes on farm real estate was increasingly 
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rapid during the fourteen years covered by this study, but land 
values declined greatly after 1920. It is t r u e  tha t  the principal 
reason for this decline in land values is found in the drop in farm 
prices since the war period, but i t  is also true that rising taxes in- 
fluence the selling value of land. Increasing taxes are bound to de- 
press land values, unless forces tending toward higher land values, 

such as advancing prices of farm products, are strong enough to 
off-set the depressing influence of heavier tax burdens. 

Ratio of Taxes to Selling Value of Farm Real Estate.-Since 
selling value of property is the legal basis of levying taxes, i t  was 
deemed best to express the trend of taxes directly in terms of the 
selling value of farm real estate. This was done on the basis of the 
total tax levies shown in Tables I to VII, and on the calculated 
selling value as given in Table XXXI of the Appendix. The result 
is shown in Table X. 
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Taxes in per cent of selling value of farm real estate in each of the 
six sections of Kansas and in the state as a whole are shown in 
figure 11, which is based on Table X. There appear to be no 
significant differences in the ratio of taxes to selling value in the 
various sections of the state. The most noticeable deviation of 
the ratio in any section from that of the state average occurred in 
the southwestern grazing region in 1911. This was due to a com- 
bination of causes. In  the first place, the assessed valuation of 
farm real estate in that region was 46 million dollars in 1911, 45 
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million in 1910 and only 44 million in 1912, 10 and calculated sell- 
ing value for 1912 was about one million dollars less than in 1911. 
The second and the more important reason for the relatively high 
ratio of taxes to selling value in this section in 1911 is found in 
high tax levies in that year. It is shown in Table VII that the 
total tax levy on land and improvements in the southwest grazing 
region in 1911 was $192,000 as compared with $423,000 in 1910 
and $439,000 in 1912. Levies for counties and school districts were 
especially high in 1911 compared with those of 1910 and of 1912. 

A somewhat higher ratio of taxes to selling value in 1916 than in 
1915 or in 1917 in the state as  a whole is shown in figure 11. This 
is also due to a combination of explainable causes, the first of which 
is found in a high levy for the school district in 1916, as shown 
in Table I. Rural high schools appeared on the list of tax levies 
for the first time in 1916. The total levy on farm real estate for 
school districts, including rural high schools, in that year was 
$5,324,000, compared with $3,919,000 in 1915 and with $4,386,000 
in 1917. Tables II to VII show that the school levy was higher 
throughout the state in 1916 than in the following year. But this 
alone was not enough to cause a higher ratio of taxes to selling 
value in 1916 than in 1917, because other levies were sufficiently 
greater in 1917 to make the total of all levies on farm real estate 
in that year about $215,000 above that of 1916. However, this in- 
crease was more than off-set by an increase of 152 million dollars 
in the calculated selling value of all farm real estate in Kansas ¹¹ 
in 1917 above that of the previous year. Because of this increase 
in real-estate values, the ratio of taxes to selling value in 1917 was 
slightly lower than in 1916. Figures 4 to 10 show that 1917 marked 
the beginning of a general increase in land values in Kansas, which 
lasted till the close of 1920. Notwithstanding this increase in real 
estate values, tax levies advanced with a sufficiently greater rapidity 
to cause an almost uninterrupted upward trend in the ratio of 
taxes to selling value from 1917 to 1923. 

With the decline in land values since 1920, together with the 
failure of tax levies to decline in proportion, the ratio of taxes t o  
selling value increased with unusual rapidity from 1920 to 1923. 
It is true that this increase was somewhat retarded in 1922 because 
of a temporary decline in levies. But with 1923 came a general 
increase in levies, which again caused a rapid increase in the 
ratio of taxes to selling value of farm real estate. 
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The trend of taxes in relation to selling value of farm real estate 
for the state as a whole, as shown in figure 11, can perhaps be 
understood better by comparing the trends of the levies for the 
state and for each subdivision with each other and with the 
average of all levies. This comparison is made in Table XI which 
shows the amount of each levy per $1,000 of selling value of farm 
real estate. 

Figure 12, which is based on Table XI, shows the trend of each 
tax levy relative to selling value of farm real estate, with the aver- 
age ratio of each levy to selling value from 1910 to 1914 as 1OO.¹² 

The ratio of the levies for school districts and counties increased 
more rapidly relative to  selling value than the other levies. As ex- 
plained above, the exceptionally high ratio of the district school taxes 
to selling value in 1916 was due to unusually large school levies in 
that year. 

8. REASONS FOR THE INCREASE IN TAXES ON FARM REAL ESTATE 

Levies for State Government and Subdivisions.-The amount 
of each levy on farm real estate for the state and for each sub- 
division is shown in Table I. These data are the basis of figure 13, 
which shows the extent to which the state and each political sub- 
division (county, township, etc.) contributed to the increase in 
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taxes on farm real estate from 1910 to 1923. It will be noted that 
the principal reason for this increase is found in the expanding 
levies for counties and for school districts. 

The relation of each levy to the total of all levies on farm real 
estate is further illustrated in figure 14, which gives each levy in 

per cent of the total, by years from 1910 to 1923. This figure again 
emphasizes the relatively large degree to which county and school 
levies are responsible for the increase in taxes on farm real estate. 

Levies for Various Public Purposes.-Tax levies for the state 
and for each of the subdivisions, shown in Table I and in figure 14, 
yield a revenue which is used for  a number of purposes. For ex- 
ample, the county levy in 1923 included ten sublevies for various 

IET n/a




purposes in addition to  the item designated as “general revenue.’’ 
The township levy was divided into seven parts, and the state levy 
into six parts, according t o  groups of purposes for which legislative 
appropriations were made. It is therefore necessary to subdivide 
each levy, shown in Table I and figure 14, before the total levy 
can be divided into public purposes (schools, roads, general ad- 
ministration, etc.) for which the revenue is expended, irrespective 

of political subdivisions that might carry out these purposes. The 
method used in dividing each levy according to purposes served is 
explained in detail in Part  B of the Appendix. Public reports on 
taxation in Kansas prior to 1916 do not contain data in sufficient 
detail to admit of a division of each levy according to purposes for 
which expended. Consequently, this division of the tax levy on real 
estate covers only the period 1916 to 1923, inclusive. 

Table XII shows the approximate amount of taxes levied on farm 
real estate for each specified purpose, by years from 1916 t o  1923. 

Figures 15 and 16 are constructed on the basis of data given in 
Table XII, figure 15 showing taxes levied on farm real estate for 
each specified purpose in millions of dollars, and figure 16 the levy 
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for each purpose in per cent of the total levy. These illustrations 
show that increased expenditures for education and for roads and 
bridges are the principal reason for the growing tax burden on farm 
real estate. At the same time levies classified in public records a s  
“administration” or “general revenue” have remained almost the 

same in amount since 1916, and have become a decreasing portion 
of the total levy by reason of increases in other levies. The items 
classified as “miscellaneous” 13 have increased in amount but have 
remained an almost constant per cent of the total levy for the 
last five years. The soldier compensation fund was an important 
item, contributing to the increase in taxes from 1922 to 1923. 
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III THE TREND OF TAXES ON CITY REAL ESTATE14 

1. TOTAL LEVIES ON CITY REAL ESTATE 

The amount of taxes levied on city real estate must be determined 
before it is possible to show the ratio of taxes to selling value of 
this class of property. This was done in the case of city real 
estate by the method used in allocating taxes to farm real estate, 

which is explained in Part  A of the Appendix. Tax levies allocated 
t o  all city real estate in Kansas from 1910 to 1923 are shown in 
Table XIII, and the corresponding levies for the six sections of the 
state are shown in Tables XIV to XIX. 
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Trends of Tax Levies in Dollars.-Table XX shows total taxes 
on city real estate and levies for the state government, counties, 
cities, and city schools, by years from 1910 to 1923, expressed in 
per cent of the average of each levy for 1910 to 1914. Figure 17, 
which is based on Table XX,  shows the trend of total taxes on 
city real estate and the trend of each levy. This figure also shows 
the trend of assessed valuation and of calculated selling value of 
all city real estate. 

The principal usefulness of figure 17 is that i t  shows the trend 
of each of the tax levies (state, county, city, and schools) in rela- 
tion to each other and to the trend of the total levy. But these 
trends do not take into account either fluctuations in the value of 
money or changes in the assessed valuation and in selling value 
of city real estate. 

Taxes Relative to Value of Money.-The probable trend of all 
taxes on city real estate, adjusted to changes in the value of money 
is shown in figure But this trend shows changes in the pur- 
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chasing power of all revenue collected from city real estate only 
in so far as changes in the price of goods and services bought by 
state and local government in Kansas correspond to changes in 
the prices of the commodities that are the basis of the all-commodity 
index. 
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Figure 18 also shows the trend of all taxes on city real estate, ad- 
justed to changes in assessed valuation and in calculated selling 
value of all city real estate in Kansas. The trend of total taxes in 
dollars levied on city real estate is included in figure 18 to facilitate 
direct comparison, although this trend is also shown in figure 17. 

2. TAXES COMPARED TO SELLING VALUE OF CITY REAL ESTATE 

In order to show the trend of taxes in relation to selling value, it 
is necessary not only to ascertain the amount of the tax levy borne 
by city real estate but also to calculate the probable selling value of 
this property. The method used in determining the selling value of 
farm real estate was also used in evaluating city real estate. The 
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ratio of assessed valuation to selling value was determined for each 
year on the basis of a yearly average of 7,258  bona fide sales, rep- 
resenting an average annual transfer of 1.7 per cent of the assessed 
valuation of all city real estate in Kansas. The approximate selling 
value of city real estate in the state as a whole and in each section 
was calculated by means of this ratio. This method of calculation 
is described more fully in Part B of the Appendix, and the calculated 
selling value is shown in Table XLIII  which accompanies the ex- 
planation of method. 

Ratio of Taxes to Selling Value of City Real Estate.-Since 
“true value in money” is the basis of assessment and taxation in 

taxes in relation to selling value of property is the logical 

basis for showing the trend of taxes on city real estate. The prob- 
able selling value was calculated for each section and for the state 
as a whole on the basis of taxes allocated to city real estate as shown 
in Tables XIII to XIX, inclusive, and on calculated selling value 
shown in Table XLIII of the Appendix. These ratios of taxes to 
selling value are shown in Table XXI and in figure 19. 
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The trend of taxes in per cent of selling value of city real estate 
in the southwestern grazing region, as shown in figure 19, is possibly 
somewhat more irregular in 1912 than actual conditions would jus- 
tify. Hence the break in 1912 in the curve for this section, in figure 
19. This apparent irregularity is probably due to the fact that an 
exceptionally small body of data was available for this section in 

1912 as a basis for calculating the probable selling value of city real 
But this possible discrepancy has no appreciable effect on 

the state average since the western grazing region includes a small 
part (1.4 per cent in 1912) of the total city real estate in Kansas, as 
shown in Table XLIV of the Appendix. The high ratios of taxes t o  
selling value in this section of the state in 1922 and in 1923 is not 
due to a discrepancy in the data, but to increased city levies, as 
shown in Table XIX. 
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It will be noticed in figure 19 that the ratio of taxes to selling 
value of city real estate dropped from 1.48 per cent in 1915 to 1.30 
per cent in 1916. This marked deviation from the general upward 
trend is due to two causes. In the first place, there was a decrease of 
$287,000 in the total tax levy on city real estate from 1915 to 1916, 
due chiefly t o  a reduction in the levy for city schools, as shown in 
Table XIII. Tables XIV to XIX, which give the tax levies in the 
various sections, show a general reduction in school levies through- 
out the state in 1916. The second cause for a lower tax ratio in 
1916 is found in an increase in the selling value of city real estate in 
that year, as the calculated selling value increased 58 million dollars 
from 1915 to 1916, as shown in Table XLIII of the Appendix. 

The sharp advance in the ratio of taxes t o  selling value in 1917 
was due to an increase of $2,282,000 in total levies (Table XIII) , 
without a corresponding increase in selling value of real estate. The 
decrease in the tax ratio from 1917 to 1918 was due to an increase of 
6.2 per cent in the selling value, while the tax levies advanced only 
2.2 per cent. After 1918, the increase in tax levies was sufficiently 
greater than the increase in selling value to result in a uniformly ad- 
vancing ratio of taxes to selling value of city real estate. It will be 
noticed that the increase took place a t  a diminishing rate after 1918. 

It would perhaps be an aid to a better understanding of the aver- 
age trend shown in figure 19, if the state levy and the local levies 
were shown separately in relation to  selling value, hence Table 
XXII, which shows each tax levy per $1,000 of selling value of city 
real estate. 

Figure 20, like figure 17, shows the trend of each levy in com- 
parison to the others and to the trend of the total of all levies, The 
difference between these illustrations is that figure 20 shows the 
trends in relation to calculated selling value, while figure 17 shows 
them only in terms of dollars of taxes, irrespective of changes in 
the value of property. 

3. REASONS FOR THE INCREASE I N  TAXES ON CITY REAL ESTATE 

Reasons for the increase in taxes on city real estate may be shown 
in two ways: First, by indicating to what extent levies for the state 
government and for each subdivision of the state have contributed 
to  the increase in taxes; and second, by showing to what extent each 
public purpose, irrespective of political units, has added to the in- 
crease in tax levies on city real estate. 
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Levies for State Government and Subdivisions.-Figure 21, 
adapted from Table XIII, shows the tax levy on city real estate 
for the state government, counties, cities, and city schools, from 
1910 to 1923, in millions of dollars. Figure 22 shows the same 
levies in per cent of the total of all levies on city real estate. 
INDEX 

Figures 21 and 22 show that increased expenditures for city 
schools are the principal cause for the rising tax burden on city 
real estate. City schools not only required 46.9 per cent of the 
total tax levy on city real estate in 1923, but the rate of increase 
in school levies from 1910 to 1923 was greater than in the case of 
any other levy, as shown in figures 17 and 20. Next to the school 
levy, county taxes showed the greatest rate of increase; but gen- 
eral city taxes are a larger share of the total levy than county 
taxes. 

It will be noted in figures 17 and 20 that the rate of increase in 
the state levy on city real estate was less than in any other levy. 
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Figures 21 and 22 show that the state tax is a relatively small and 
a proportionately decreasing part of the total. These data serve 
to emphasize the fact that causes for the increase in taxes on city 
real estate lie in the rapidly advancing expenditures within the cities 
themselves, and not in increased cost of the state government. 

I n  considering the increase in the state levy, i t  should be noted 
that the levy for the soldier compensation fund, amounting to 
$368,000 on city real estate in 1923, is included in the “state levy” 

for that year. The 1923 levy for the compensation fund is 76 per 
cent of the average state levy from 1910 to 1914. 

Levies for Various Public Purposes.-It was necessary to di- 
vide the levies for the state and for each subdivision into their 
component parts before it could be shown to  what extent each pub- 
lic purpose (administration, education, etc.) was responsible for the 
increase in taxes on city real estate. The method used in dividing 
each levy, according to the purposes for which the revenue was 
used, is the same as in the case of farm real estate, and is explained 
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in detail in Part  B of the Appendix. Data necessary to a division 
of each tax levy are not available in sufficient detail prior to 1916. 
Consequently, this division is made only for the period 1916 to 1923. 
The various levies were divided according to the following pur- 
poses: Administration or general revenue; education; roads and 
bridges, streets and alleys; sinking funds and miscel- 
laneous. Taxes levied on city real estate for each public purpose 
by years from 1916 to 1923 are shown in Table XXIII. 

The tax levy on city real estate for each specified purpose is shown 
in figure 23, in millions of dollars, and in figure 24, in per cent of 
the total levy. 

It is again emphasized, in Table XXIII, and in figures 23 and 24, 
that the increase in taxes on city real estate is due principally to 
increased expenditures for education, as the portion of the total 
city real-estate levy expended for education increased from 35.9 
per cent in 1916 to 51.0 per cent in 1923. 
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IV. FARM AND CITY REAL ESTATE COMPARED 

The ratio of taxes to selling value of city real estate was more than 
twice as high as in the case of farm real estate from 1910 to 1923. 
Moreover, the rate of increase in this ratio was greater in city real 
estate than in farm real estate, as shown in figure 25. 

1. COMPARISON AND SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR INCREASE IN TAXES ON 
FARM AND CITY REAL ESTATE 

Reasons for the increase in taxes on both farm and city real estate 
may be summarized under the following heads : 

1. The increase in the state levy and in the levy for each political 
subdivision (county, township, etc.) from 1910-1914 to 1919-1923 
in per cent of the total increase in taxes on each class of real estate 
in this period, irrespective of changes in the value of real estate, 
and relative to selling value of real estate. 

2. The increase in expenditures for each public purpose from 
1916-1918 t o  1921-1923 in per cent of the total increase in taxes 
on each class of real estate in this period, irrespective of changes in 
the value of real estate, and relative to selling value of real estate. 
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1. Increase in State and Local Levies. 

Increase Irrespective of Selling Value.-Table XXIV shows 
the average annual levy on farm real estate from 1910 to 1914 com- 
pared with the average levy for 1919 to 1923. It also shows the 
average levies for the state and for each subdivision for these 
periods, and the increase in each average levy. This table also shows 
the increase in each levy in per cent of the total increase. The 
average annual tax on all farm real estate in Kansas from 1919 to 
1923 was $13,222,000 greater than the average from 1910 t o  1914. 
Of this increase the state government and state institutions, and 
the soldiers' compensation fund in 1923, were responsible for only 
12.9 per cent. Local government was responsible for 87.1 per cent, 
subdivided as follows: Counties, 35.9 per cent; townships, 13.4 per 
cent; school districts, 37.2 per cent; and drainage, 0.6 per cent, 

The average annual levy on city real estate from 1919 to 1923 
was $10,347,000 greater than from 1910 to 1914. Local expenditures 
were responsible for 95.3 per cent of the total increase, in the fol- 
lowing proportions: Counties, 13.7 per cent; general city revenue, 
29.0 per cent and city schools, 52.6 per cent; while state levies were 
responsible for only 4.7 per cent. The fact that the state levies 
were responsible for only 4.7 per cent of the increase in taxes on 
city real estate in this period, compared to 12.9 per cent of the 
total increase on farm real estate, does not mean that state taxes fall 
more heavily on farm real estate. It merely means that  the increase 
in taxes within cities was so great as to make the increase in the 
state levy appear small in comparison to the increase in local levies. 

Increase in State and Local Levies Relative to Selling Value. 
-The increase in taxes per $1,000 of selling value of farm and city 
real estate from 1910-1914 to 1921-1923 and the extent to which 
the state and each subdivision is responsible for this increase are 
shown in Table XXV and in figure 26. 

The average state levy per $1,000 selling value of farm real 
estate increased $0.35 from 1910-1914 to 1919-1923. The cor- 
responding increase on city real estate was $0.32. Although the 
difference between these figures is small, the question might be 
raised: Why was the increase on city real estate less when the 
state tax was levied a t  a uniform rate each year? The answer is 
found in the difference between the rates of decline in the ratios 
of assessed valuation to selling value of the two classes of real 
estate, as shown in Tables XXVIII and XLI of the Appendix. 
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The following are the arithmetic averages of the rates of assess- 
ment shown in these tables: 

Since the tax rate within each taxing district is uniform on as- 
sessed valuation and not on selling value, it follows that a change in 
the rate of assessment must necessarily result in a change in the 
ratio of taxes to selling value of the property taxed. The above 
average rates of assessment show that the ratio of assessed valuation 

to selling value of both classes of real estate declined from 1910-1914 
to 1919-1923, and that the decline was greater in the case of city 
real estate. This is the reason for a somewhat greater increase 
in the ratio of the state tax to selling value of farm real estate. 

A comparison of Tables XI and XXII shows that the ratio of the 
state tax to selling value was consistently higher on city real 
estate than on farm real estate throughout the period under study. 
The arithmetic averages of these ratios for the fourteen years 
were $0.96 per $1,000 of selling value of farm real estate and $1.02 
per $1,000 for city real estate. This is due to a consistently higher 
rate of assessment of city real estate. As shown above, the arith- 
metic averages of the fourteen assessment ratios, given in Tables 
XXVIII and XLI of the Appendix were 66.4 per cent for farm real 
estate and 71.5 per cent for city real estate. 

IET n/a




2. Increase in Expenditures for Public Purposes 

Increase Irrespective of Selling Value.-Table XXVI shows 
that the average annual tax levy on farm real estate increased 
$10,808,000 from 1916-1918 to 1921-1923, and that the correspond- 
ing increase on city real estate was $9,440,000. This table also 
shows to what extent each public purpose was responsible for this 

It will be seen that increased expenditures for educa- 
tion were responsible for 55.5 per cent, and roads and bridges for 
22.7 per cent of the total increase on farm real estate. Increases 
in educational levies were responsible for 57.9 per cent of the total 
increase on city real estate. It is also important t o  note that in- 
creases in expenditures for administration (general revenue) were 
only 3.7 per cent of the total increase on farm real estate and 4.8 
per cent in the case of city real estate. 

Increased Levies for Public Purposes, Relative to Selling 
Value.-When the increased expenditures for various public pur- 
poses, already shown in Table XXVI, are expressed on the basis of 
selling value of real estate, i t  becomes apparent that the expendi- 
tures for administration, or general revenue, were a decreasing bur- 
den on the selling value of both farm and city real estate from 1916 
to 1923. This decrease, as shown in Table XXVII, was 6.2 per cent 
of the total increase of all levies on farm real estate. The corre- 
sponding decrease in taxes, for administrative purposes, on the sell- 
ing value of city real estate was 2.6 per cent. Education was re- 
sponsible for 63.9 per cent of the total increase in taxes per $1,000 
selling value of farm real estate, and for 63.7 per cent of the total 
increase per $1,000 selling value of city real estate. It is mainly a 
coincidence that the relative amounts which education contributed 
to the increase in taxes on both classes of real estate from 1916-1918 
to 1921-1923 are almost identical. The greater impetus to higher 
levies for city schools came somewhat earlier than the movement to 
increase expenditures for rural schools. (See figures 13 and 21.) 
Furthermore, i t  is probable that changes in selling value of the two 
classes of city real estate were such as to make the increase in edu- 
cational levies almost the same per cent of the total increase per 
$1,000 selling value of the two classes of real estate. 

Figure 27, which is based on Table XXVII, shows the increase in 
real-estate taxes per $1,000 selling value, on account of expendi- 
tures for each specified public purpose, from 1916-1918 to 1921-1923. 
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A superficial comparison of Tables XXVI  and XXVII might lead 
to a question regarding the reasons for the differences in these tables, 
in the proportions which the increase in taxes for each public pur- 
pose bears to the total increase on each class of real estate. For ex- 
ample, the increase in levies for purposes of administration or 
general revenue was 3.7 per cent of the total increase on farm 
real estate as shown in Table XXVI, while the decrease in these 
levies was 6.2 per cent of the total increase in all levies per $1,000 
of selling value, as shown in Table XXVII. Other ratios in 

both farm and city real estate show similar though not such exten- 
sive differences. These apparent differences in the two tables are 
due to the fact that Table XXVI gives total levies irrespective of 
changes in the value of property, while Table XXVII shows levies in 
relation to selling value. When the rate of increase in the selling 
value of a class of property is greater than the rate of increase in a 
tax levy on that property, the differences in these rates will result 
in a decrease in that tax levy when expressed in terms of the selling 
value of the property. In proportion as the rate of increase in a tax 
levy approaches the rate of increase in the selling value of the prop- 
erty taxed, the increase in that levy approaches zero when expressed 
in terms of the selling value. 

IET n/a




2. MITIGATING FACTORS IN HIGH LEVIES ON CITY REAL ESTATE 

The ratio of taxes to selling value was more than twice as great 
in city real estate as in farm real estate, and the rate of increase in 
the former ratio was greater than in the latter, from 1910 to 1923, 
as shown in figure 25 and elsewhere in this report. On the basis of 
these facts alone i t  might seem that city real estate is a t  a serious 
disadvantage compared to farm real estate, and that the owner of 
city property would therefore have just grounds for complaint. But 
these apparent differences between farm and city real estate are 
minimized by the following factors: (1)  Greater shiftability of the 
tax on city real estate; (2) services rendered by municipal govern- 
ments and the probable effect of these services on rents and real- 
estate values; and (3) the probability that the owner of city real 
estate has more taxable capacity than the farmer, in addition to that 
which is represented by the ownership of real estate. Each of these 
factors will be considered separately. 

1. Greater Shiftability of the Tax on City Real Estate.- 
Taxes on farm real estate are not shifted to the buyers of farm prod- 
ucts to any appreciable extent, if a t  all, but are borne by the land 
owner. Taxes levied on city real estate are shifted, in an  important 
measure, by the real estate owner to other persons through his eco- 
nomic relation with 

Price of Farm Products Not Advanced by State and Local Taxes. 
-Taxes can be shifted only through the medium of price in an 
economic relationship between the person from whom the tax is 
collected and other persons. Therefore, taxes levied on farm real 
estate could not possibly be shifted to the consumers of farm prod- 
ucts except through an increase in the price of those products. 
Such an advance in the price of farm products could not take place 
unless there should be a sufficient diminution in the quantity of 
these products t o  affect their market price. But the prices of farm 
products in Kansas, and throughout the United States, are de- 
termined mainly by forces that are national and even world-wide 
in their influence. It has been demonstrated abundantly in the 
past several years that an increased tax burden on farm real estate 
has not resulted in an advance in farm prices. These prices in 
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Kansas have increased or declined according to world conditions 
of competition and demand for grain and live-stock products, and 
not according to the trend of state and local taxes. 

Rising real-estate taxes may have a tendency to increase rather 
than to diminish the quantity of farm products offered in the mar- 
ket, because of the probable effect of these taxes on land utilization. 
An increase in the land tax has been heralded as a blessing by cer- 
tain types of “economic reformers,” because i t  would force “idle” 
land into use. As a program of economic reform, this doctrine has 
apparently lost an important portion of what little following i t  
had among farmers, because of a relative overproduction and the 
resulting low farm prices since 1920. If higher taxes would force 
“unused” land into use, it should be equally true that such taxes 
would spur owners of land already in use to put it to  a higher use, 
if to do so would hold any promise of greater income. For example, 
pasture land might be broken up and seeded to wheat, and thus 
increase the quantity of wheat offered in the market. Be this as 
it may, the primary fact is that prices of farm products are estab- 
lished by competitive conditions that are national and often world- 
wide in scope, while land taxes are far from uniform throughout the 
national or world-wide areas over which price-determining forces 
exercise their influence. Therefore, farm real estate taxes in Kan- 
sas cannot be shifted by the land owner to other persons, because 
these taxes are powerless to increase the market price of Kansas 
farm products. 

Shiftability of City Real Estate Tax Depends on the Effect of 
the Tax on Improvements.-The tax on city real estate presents a 
different and perhaps a more complex problem. The value of city 
lots, like that of farm land, is determined by net income. More 
specifically, the value of land equals the present value of all an- 
ticipated incomes. Other things being equal, net income from farm 
land depends upon the price of farm products, which, as mentioned 
above, is in turn dependent upon national and world conditions of 
competition and demand. The income from city lots depends upon 
location which is generally determined by factors that are far more 
local in character than the factors influencing farm prices. It is 
often true that the location value of lots in one section of a city 
remains stationary or declines while lots in another section of the 
city are gaining in desirability, because of a gradual shifting of 
residential and business districts. But the value of lots generally 
advances in cities with a growing and not merely a shifting popu- 
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lation. Factors influencing the location value of lots, and hence 
their rental value, are unaffected by taxation.²¹ Hence the tax on 
the lot itself must necessarily be borne by the owner.²² 

A different problem is presented by the tax on city improve- 
ments, which constitute about 64 per cent of the combined valua- 
tion of lots and improvements in Kansas. Taxes are levied on both 
alike. The following figures show the ratios of the assessed valua- 
tion of lots and of improvements to the assessed valuation of 

, 

In  contrast to  these figures, the assessed valuation of improve- 
ments in farm real estate is less than 8 per cent of the combined 
valuation of land and improvements. This is shown in detail in 
Table XLVI of the Appendix. This relatively small valuation of 
improvements in farm real estate, together with the extent and 
complexity of forces that  determine farm prices, preclude any 
practical possibility of a shifting of the tax on farm improvements 
to the consumers of farm products. 

Improvements are a capital investment. An increasing tax rate 
on city real estate makes investment in city improvements less 
tractive. This will be reflected in a scarcity of housing accommo- 
dations in growing communities which will in turn cause rents to 
rise to a point where capital will be attracted into improvements 
notwithstanding the high tax. Thus the taxes on city improve- 
ments are in considerable measure shifted by the owner to other 
persons through the medium of higher Consequently the 

~~ 

IET n/a




high ratio of taxes to selling value of city real estate shown in fig- 
ure 25 is not as severe a burden as i t  might seem. 

2. Services Rendered by Municipalities.-When comparing 
the tax burdens of the farmer and of the city dweller, i t  is neces- 
sary to take into account the fact that city governments provide 
many improvements and services which are not ordinarily enjoyed 
in rural communities. The general city levy varied between 31 and 
44 per cent of all levies on city real estate in Kansas from 1910 to 
1923 as shown in figure 22. City schools were responsible for 46.9 
per cent of the total levy on city real estate in 1923. Municipal 
governments are, in a large measure, cooperative institutions 
through which city people provide themselves with a number of 
advantages which are seldom enjoyed in rural communities. 

It is impossible to say to what extent city real estate values are 
influenced by the advantages which city people provide for them- 
selves through their municipal governments. It seems probable 
that improvements and services which add to the safety, conven- 
ience, and attractiveness of an urban community serve to increase 
the value of urban property. 

3. Taxable Capacity in Cities, in Addition to Ownership of 
Real Estate.-The third mitigating factor that should be taken into 
account, when considering the high ratio of taxes to selling value 
of city real estate, is that owners of city real estate often have a 
taxable capacity in addition to that which is represented by real- 
estate ownership. The greater share of personal property in cities 
consists of intangible personalty which usually has escaped taxa- 
tion. Furthermore, city dwellers frequently enjoy substantial in- 
come from sources other than real estate, in the form of salaries, 
wages, or returns for professional services rendered in medicine, 
law, etc. These types of income escape direct state and local taxes 
in a state like Kansas where general property taxation is almost 
the only means of raising revenue. Tangible property of which 
real estate is the principal item, must bear the burden. 

Real estate and tangible personal property are the principal forms 
of investment in rural communities. These forms of capital are the  
principal basis for the farmer's income. Therefore, the property 
tax levy, under the present system, necessarily must be a large di- 
rect deduction from the income of the rural population. In cities, 
on the other hand, the real estate tax may o r  may not be an im- 
portant direct demand upon the taxable capacity of the individual 
owner. 
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V. CONCLUSION 

The purpose of this report is to present the facts pertaining to the 
trend of real-estate taxation in Kansas, as shown by this investiga- 
tion, and not to advocate changes in the present fiscal 
However, certain inferences may be drawn from the trends that 
have been presented, and from the causes that made these trends 
what they were in the period under study. 

The general property tax was the means of raising 86.8 per cent 
of all state and local revenues in Kansas in This extensive 
reliance on general property taxation, together with the increasing 
expenditures of the state and of local, government, caused taxes to 
rise rapidly on real estate, which, of all classes of property, is least 
able to escape taxation. Consequently, the ratio of taxes to selling 
value of farm real estate almost doubled from 1910 to  1923, and 
that of city real estate more than doubled in the same period. The 
normal trends of these ratios advanced a t  an increasing rate in 
the period covered by this study, as shown in figure It was 
inevitable that taxes should increase more rapidly than the selling 
value of real estate because of rapidly increasing expenditures and 
an extensive reliance on general property taxation, as mentioned 
above. 

This study shows that expenditures for the general or administra- 
tive functions of state and local government in Kansas became a de- 
creasing burden on the selling value of farm and city real and 
that the increase in real estate taxes was due principally to greater 
expenditures for roads and bridges, education, and other improve- 
ments and services. It is, therefore, inaccurate to say that the in- 
crease in the “cost, of government" caused the ratio  of taxes to selling 
value of real estate in Kansas to advance approximately 100 per 
cent from 1910 to 1923. It would be more accurate to say that 
taxes rose because of increased expenditures for the improvements 
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and the services which public opinion demanded o f  government for 
the common welfare. The expansion in the service functions of gov- 
ernment in the period under study necessarily resulted in the social- 
ization of an increasing share of the income of the people. However, 
since popular demand for more improvements and services was the 
cause of the increase in public disbursements, i t  must be admitted 
that the increase in taxes was not only inevitable but also proper, 
unless one should presume to judge the wisdom of public opinion. 

It is beside the purpose of this report to  attempt to say whether 
the cost of these improvements and services has been as widely 
diffused among persons having ability to pay taxes as the benefits 
have been diffused among the people as a whole. When considering 
the increase in taxes on real estate, i t  should not be forgotten that 
taxes are paid, in the last analysis, by persons and not by things. In- 
creasing taxes on real estate mean increasing taxes on the real-estate 
owner, unless he is able to shift the tax to other persons, which is 
a negligible possibility in the case of farm real estate. But the prob- 
lem of whether the increase in the tax burden on the landowner has 
been excessive in recent years, compared to the increase in the burden 
on the taxable capacity of other persons, is also beside the scope 
of this study. 

If the ratio of taxes to selling value of farm real estate in Kansas 
should continue to rise as rapidly as in the 14 years under study, i t  
would be only a relatively few years till the tax burden would 
virtually confiscate property in land; that is, the tax would equal the 
annual land If the normal trends shown in figure 25 should 
continue 14 years beyond the period under study, that is till 1937, 
the ratio o f  taxes to  selling value of farm and city real estate would 
be 2.48 per cent and 5.53 per cent, respectively. But a continuation 
of the rate of increase which prevailed from 1910 to 1923 seems 
highly improbable. It is possible that this period was marked by an 
abnormal increase in the service functions of state and local govern- 
ment, principally of the latter. Be this as it may, three possibilities 
present themselves: 30 In  the first place, the pressure of taxes may 
arouse sufficient public opposition to  additional expansion in the 
service functions of government, to cause a substantial reduction 
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in the rate of increase in state and local expenditures. Secondly, 
new means of raising revenue may be found to supplement general 
property taxation, in an effort to  diffuse more widely the cost of 
public improvements and services. Thirdly, the value of property 
may increase more rapidly in the future, and thus be able to sus- 
tain somewhat higher tax levies without an increase in the ratio of 
taxes to selling value. 

In view of recent events in Kansas³¹, relief from high real-estate 
taxes may be sought both in retrenchment and in supplementary 
sources of revenue. Only conjecture is possible, not positive predic- 
tion, as to future fiscal policies of this state. But one thing is cer- 
tain, namely, that the trend of the ratio of taxes to  selling value of 
real estate in the future depends upon the rate of increase in taxable 
property and upon the trend of public opinion, which ultimately de- 
termines policies of public expenditures and of taxation. 
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APPENDIX 

METHODS OF CALCULATION AND SUPPLEMENTARY 
STATISTICS 

A. METHOD OF ALLOCATING STATE AND LOCAL TAX LEVIES TO FARM AND 
CITY REAL ESTATE 

One of the most important steps in determining the trend of real-estate 
taxation, on the scale attempted in this study, is t o  allocate to  each class of 
real estate the correct portion of each tax levy. The assessed valuation of each 
class of property, as compiled by the Kansas State Tax Commission, is the 
basis used in this study for allocating the tax levies. The reports of the Tax 
Commission also give property tax levies under the following heads: State, 
county, township, rural high schools (since 1916), district schools, drainage, 
city (general revenue), and city schools. 

1. Allocating the State Levy.-State taxes are levied at a uniform rate on 
all taxable property. The amount of the state levy borne by each of the two 
classes of real  estate may be determined by multiplying the assessed valuation 
of each class by the state tax rate. Hence the proper portion of the state tax 
was allocated t o  farm and city real estate in each section by multiplying the 
total valuation of each class of real estate in the section by the state tax rate. 
It was possible to ascertain accurately the valuation of the various classes of 
property by sections since valuations are given by counties in the reports of 
the Tax Commission. All levies, except the county levy, were allocated by 
sections.³² For the purpose of checking multiplications, the assessed valuation 
of classes of property other than real estate was also multiplied by the tax 

2. Allocating the County Levy.-County taxes borne by each of the two 
classes of real estate were calculated separately by counties. In the early 
stages of this study, an effort was made to allocate the county tax by sections, 
that is, by groups of counties. Because of differences in the county tax rates 
and in the ratio of city real estate to farm real estate in the various counties, 
this method introduced an error of nearly 3 per cent in  the total tax on city 
real estate and of about 1 per cent o n  farm real estate, in 1923, the year for 
which special analysis of data was made to measure this error. In the county 
tax alone, the error on city real estate was 7 per cent and on farm real estate 
2.5 per cent. But when the county levy was merged with other levies these 
errors were reduced to about 1 and 3 per cent on farm and city real estate, 
respectively. Because of these errors, the method of allocating the county 
tax by groups of counties was abandoned, and the allocation made by indi- 
vidual counties. 

The following steps were taken in allocating the county tax t o  each class 
of real estate: (1) The total county levy was divided by the assessed valua- 
tion of all taxable property in the county to find the county tax rate, which 
was carried to  six decimal places; (2) the assessed valuation of each class of 
real estate was multiplied by the county tax rate to  determine the amount 
of county tax borne by farm real estate and by city real estate; (3) the county 

 rate in each section. 
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tax levies on each class of real estate, thus determined for individual counties 
in each section, were added to find the county tax on each class of real estate 
in each section, or group of counties. These steps were repeated for each of 
the 105 counties, for each of the 14 years under study. 

3. Allocating the Township Tax.-It was necessary to determine the total 
valuation of all property in cities and outside of cities, as the first step in 
allocating to either class of real estate the proper amount of a levy chargeable 
exclusively to  property outside of cities or to  property in cities. Published 
reports of the Tax Commission list real estate under the heads of “farm lands 

exclusive of improvements,” “value of improvements,” “platted tracts outside 
of cities”;³³ “unplatted lands in cities”; “improvements on unplatted lands 
in cities”; “city lots exclusive of improvements”; and “value of improvements 
in cities.” With this classification, real estate may easily be divided into two 
general classes--farm real estate and city real estate. But personal property 
and public-service corporations are not reported separately in  cities and out- 
side, in the published reports of the Tax Commission. It was, therefore, 
necessary to make special segregation of these properties. This was possible 
through the courtesy of the Tax Commission whose office records and unpub- 
lished data were made available for this study. 
After having divided all taxable property in the state into two groups-–"in 
cities” and “outside of cities”--the township levy was allocated to farm real 
estate, (1) by dividing the total township tax in each section of the state 
(that is, in  each group of counties) by all taxable property outside of cities 
in  those counties, to determine the average township rate;  and (2) by multi- 
plying the assessed valuation of farm real estate in  each section by the aver- 
age township rate. This rate was also applied to the valuation of property 
outside of cities, other than real estate, to check the calculations. 

It is almost correct, although not wholly so, to assume that all township 
taxes fall on property outside of cities. The general township tax is also levied 
on property of cities of the third class.34  But third-class cities “having a pop- 
ulation of 1,000 or over and an assessed valuation of real and personal prop- 
erty of not less than one hundred and fifty thousand dollars, shall be and 
constitute separate townships for all township purposes.”35 The law also 
provides that a city of the third class, having a population of at  least 1,000, 
may become a separate township by two-thirds of the votes polled a t  a reg- 
ular city election. 

Before ascertaining whether or not i t  would be feasible, for the purpose of 
this study, to  “charge” property outside of cities with all township taxes, i t  
was necessary t o  ascertain the error resulting from the assumption that all 
township taxes fall on property outside of cities. Two methods of calcula- 
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tion were applied to the data for 1922, to ascertain the magnitude of these 
possible errors. The valuation of all property in cities having a population 
of 2,000 or less was determined from the records of assessment by cities and 
townships, published in the biennial reports of the State Board of Agriculture.36 
The error on account of not charging the general township tax against 
property in cities of the third class is here called ‘‘maximum error.” In the 
same manner, the valuation was determined for all cities of the third class 
not eligible to become separate townships, that is, cities having a population 
of less than 1,000 and an assessed valuation of not less than $150,000. The ex- 
cess charge against property outside of cities on account of not charging a por- 
tion of the general township tax against property in cities not eligible to  be- 
come separate townships, is called “minimum error.” 

By adding the valuation of property in cities described above, t o  the valu- 
ation of all property outside of cities, to  which township taxes had been allo- 
cated, i t  was possible to  calculate the probable overcharge against the prop- 
erty outside of cities and the probable undercharge against city property. 

The maximum error, that is, the overcharge of township taxes on farm 
real estate, amounted to 1.6 per cent of the  correct amount of township taxes 
on farm real estate in  1922. But, since township taxes are only a small part 
of the total tax levy on real estate, this maximum error amounted only to 0.27 
per cent of the total tax levy on farm real estate in 1922. The minimum error 
amounted to 1.2 per cent of the correct township levy, and only to 02 per cent 
of the corrected total tax on farm real estate. 

An overcharge of township taxes on farm real estate also means a cor- 
responding undercharge on city real estate. The maximum error, or under- 
charge, on city real estate was 0.8 per cent of the general city levy in 1922, 
and the minimum error 0.6 per cent. These maximum and minimum errors 
amounted to only 0.28 per cent and 0.2 per cent, respectively, of the total 
city real-estate tax levy of 1922. 

These errors on account of allocating the whole township tax to property 
outside of cities, are too small to  be of any practical consequence in this 
study, and have therefore been ignored in the calculations. 

4. Allocating the District School Tax.-The district school levy was allo- 
cated to property outside of cities. The total levy for school districts in a 
group of counties constituting one section of the state was divided by the 
total taxable property outside of cities in those counties. This gave an average 
rate of the district school levy. The assessed valuation of farm real estate was 
multiplied by this rate to  determine the approximate amount of the district 
school tax borne by farm real estate. 

5. Allocating the Rural High-school Levy.-The levy for rural high schools 
appears as a separate levy in the tax commission reports, beginning with 1916, 
and was allocated to  property outside of cities and to farm real estate in the 
same manner as in the case of the district school levy. This was assumed to 
be sufficiently accurate for the purpose of showing trends. 

6. Allocating the Drainage Levy.-This levy is a very small part, usually 
less than 1 per cent of the total levy on farm real estate, to which it was 
allocated in the same manner as the levies for the school districts. 
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7. Allocating the General City Levy.-The general city levy in a group of 
counties, that is in a section of the state, was divided by all taxable property 
in the cities, to  determine an average rate of the general city levy. This rate 
was then applied to  the valuation of city real estate to find the probable 
amount of the general city levy borne by  city real estate. This rate was also 
applied to other property in cities, to check the calculations. 

8. Allocating the City School Levy.-The portion of the city school levy 
borne by city real estate was determined in the same manner as in the case of 
the general city levy. 

The ratio of the valuation of real  estate to the combined valuation of per- 
sonal property and public service corporations is not necessarily the same in all 
cities, townships, and school districts; and the rates of taxation in these sub- 
divisions of the state are often not the same. Therefore, it cannot be claimed 
that the method of allocating portions of the various tax levies to real estate, 
described above, is quite as accurate as if a separate study had been made 
of every subdivision of the state having power to levy taxes. Nevertheless, 
i t  appears highly probable that the method used is sufficiently accurate to 
show trends of real-estate taxation. These differences among counties resulted 
in a relatively small error, as described above, when an attempt was made 
in the early stages of this study to allocate county taxes by groups of counties. 
Political subdivisions smaller than counties, that is, townships, cities, school 
districts, etc., are so numerous in the state, and in each of the six sections, 
as to minimize greatly any possible error in the allocation of tax levies that 
might result from differences in the ratio of the assessed valuation of real 
estate to that of other property and to differences in the tax rates among 
these subdivisions. 

B. METHOD OF DIVIDING REAL-ESTATE TAX LEVIES AMONG PUBLIC
PURPOSES FOR WHICH EXPENDED 

Data showing the increase in tax levies for the state government and for the 
various subdivisions of the state (county, township, city, school districts, etc.) 
do not, show to what extent each public purpose is responsible for the rise 
in taxes. Levies for the state and for nearly all of the subdivisions serve to  
finance a number of enterprises. The allocation of the tax levies to the 
various public purposes, irrespective of political subdivision, consists of sepa- 
rating each levy into its parts and of grouping these parts according to pur- 
poses served by each part. The groups chosen for this purpose are: Adminis- 
tration, or general revenue; education; roads and bridges, streets and alleys; 
interest;37 sinking funds; drainage; and miscellaneous. 38 

The total levy on each class of real estate for the state government in  any 
one year was divided according to the ratio of each state appropriation to  the 
total of the appropriations for the same year. County, township, and city 
levies were divided in the same manner, that is, the total real-estate levy was 
divided according to the ratio which each part of the levy bore to the total of 
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all county levies. The following exhibit shows the ratios by which the total 
levy on farm real estate in 1923 was allocated to  the various public purposes: 

Data for the allocation of the tax levies to  the various public purposes, as 
illustrated above, were obtained from the biennial reports of the State Tax 
Commission to the legislature and from the reports of the state auditor. But 
these data, do not appear in the state reports in sufficient detail prior to 1916 
t o  make possible an allocation of the tax levies to the various public pur- 
poses. Hence these allocations in this study cover only eight years, 1916 to 
1923. 

C. METHOD OF DETERMINING SELLING VALUE OF REAL ESTATE 

Records of bona fide sales of real estate, reported by the county assessors to  
the State Tax Commission, are the basis for calculating the trend of real-estate 
values. The Tax Commission is empowered by law t o  call upon local officers 
for such information as is deemed necessary in carrying out the duties of the 
commission.39 Accordingly, county assessors are required to make a detailed 
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report each year of the items of real estate sold for a bona fide consideration 
in their respective counties. Each item is reported separately, showing date of 
transfer, description of the land (section, township, and range, or block and 
lot number in case of city property), number of acres, selling value, assessed 
valuation a t  the time of transfer, and assessed valuation in per cent of selling 
value. County assessors are specifically instructed to report bona fide sales 
only, and to reject all transfers for “one dollar and other considerations” and 
those showing inflated values such as might be involved in trading real estate. 

1. Calculating the Selling Value of Farm Real Estate.-The selling value 
of farm real estate, shown in this report, is based on the bona fide sale of 
16,978,160 acres of land in 113,932 transfers over a period of 14 years, or an an- 
nual average of 1,212,726 acres and 8,138 transfers. These and other data for 
the state as a whole are shown in detail in Table XXVIII, and for each of 
the six sections of the state in Table XXIX. 

It was a simple matter to find the average value per acre reported sold in 
each section, by dividing the total selling value of the land sold by the 
number of acres transferred. The corresponding average selling value per 
acre of land in the state as a whole was determined by weighting the average 
value per acre by the total number of acres of taxable land in each section. 
The resulting average value per acre for the state as a whole is shown in the 
first column of Table XXXII and in Tables XXXII I  to XXXVIII for the 
six subdivisions of the state.40 While these averages show the value per acre 
of the land reported sold, it is not self-evident that they represent correctly 
the value of all land in a section or in the state as a whole. If there were a 
more rapid turnover of the cheaper land than of the better and more high- 
priced acres, the average selling value per acre, as calculated above, would 
be lower than the average of all land in the state. Because of this possibility, 

TABLE XXVIII -Number  of reported sales of farm real estate in Kansas, as- 
sessed valuation of sales, number of acres reported sold, and acres sold in 
per cent of acres taxable. 
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i t  was deemed desirable to use another method of calculating the selling value 
of land, and to compare the results. 

Records of land transfers include the selling value and the assessed valuation 
of each item of real estate, as noted above. This made it  possible to determine 
the rate of assessment of the farm real estate reported sold in the state as a 
whole, and in each section, in each of the 14 years under study, as shown in 
Tables XXVIII and XXIX. I t  appears safe to  assume that the rate of assess- 
ment given in these tables is adequately representative of the rate of assess- 
ment of land improvements throughout the state, in view of the rather large 
number of sales recorded each year, on which these ratios are based. 

I t  was possible to find the assessed valuation of all land and improvements 
in each section, that is, in each group of counties, since the reports of the Tax 
Commission give the assessed valuation of land and improvements, by counties. 
A theoretical selling value of all land and improvements was then determined 
on the basis of the assessed valuation, with the rates of assessment found in 
Tables XXVIII and XXIX.41 The average selling value per acre was found 

by dividing the calculated selling value in each section by the number of 
acres of taxable land. The resulting value per acre is shown in the second 
column, headed “calculated,” in  Tables XXXII to XXXVIII, in comparison 
to the value per acre based on bona fide sales, which appear in the first 
columns of the same tables. 

The assessed valuation of farm real estate is shown in round figures in 
Table XXX, and the calculated selling value in Table XXXI. The acres of 
taxable land are found in Table XL. 

Data found in the first two columns of Tables XXXII to XXXVIII show 
a fairly close relation between the value per acre of land transferred in bona 
fide sales and the calculated selling value per acre. It will also be noted that 
the difference is greater from 1910 to 1918 than during the years 1919 t o  1922. 
A greater difference again appears in 1923. Where differences occur, the value 
of land per acre according to bona fide sales is usually lower than the calcu- 
lated value. This difference is quite evident when both sets of figures are 
expressed in per cent of the 1910 to 1914 average, as shown in the second pair 
of columns of Tables XXXII to XXXVIII. The upward trend of land values 
is less rapid on the basis of calculated selling value because of the fact that 
the bona fide sale value is lower in comparison to calculated values in 1910 to 
1914 than in later years. In 1920 calculated selling value was only 159 per 
cent of the 1910 to 1914 average, as compared to 175 per cent on the basis of 
bona fide sales. 
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A relatively more rapid turnover of cheaper land than of the more valuable 
land is the most probable reason for the differences between the land values, 
as determined by the two methods described above. During the years 1918 to 
1923, and especially in  1919 t o  1921, there probably was a relatively greater 
turnover of the more valuable land than in the years 1910 to 1918. Hence, the 
gradual rise in the per acre value of bona fide sales, until the level of calcu- 
lated values was reached in the period 1918 to 1922. That this assumption is 
probably correct is indicated by the fact that relatively more valuable farm 
land changed hands during the “land boom” than before, which fact was then 
a matter of common observation. Further indication of a relatively greater 
turnover of the cheaper land is found in the last two columns of Table 
XXVIII where the number of acres reported sold bears a higher ratio to the 
total acres of all taxable land from 1910 to 1917, than the assessed valuation 
of the land sold bears to the total assessed valuation of all taxable land. It 
is highly improbable that this difference could be accounted for on any ground 
other than that the rate of turnover of the cheaper land is relatively more 
rapid than of the dearer land. It will be noted in Tables XXXIII  t o  XXXVI 
that values in the corn belt section, according to bona fide sales, were higher 
than the calculated values in three successive years, 1919 to 1921. The same 
was true in the general farming section from 1920 to 1923, and in the Flint 
Hills from 1919 to 1923. The same tendency is noted in  the other sections, 
although to a lesser degree than in the sections named. 
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Selling Value Compared to Census Valuation.-The results of the above 
methods of determining the selling value of land are compared in Table 
XXXIX to the United States Census valuation. Comparisons are made for 
the cenus years 1910 and 1920, although the latter census was taken near the 
close of 1919. It will be noted in this table that the calculated selling value 
of land and improvements is almost the same as the census valuation of land 
and buildings. For the purpose of closer comparison of these values, a simple 
analysis was made of the figures given in Table XXXIX. The sum of the 
deviations of the value of bona fide sales and of the calculated value from the 
census valuation of land and buildings, in the six sections of the state, was 
divided by six to find the average deviation of these values from the census 
valuation, with the following results: 

This measurement of the deviations found in Table XXXIX indicates that 
the calculated value of land is a better basis for showing trends in farm real- 
estate values than is the average of the bona fide sales. The census valuation 
may not be entirely correct, but it  affords an opportunity for comparison and 
check. 
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It will also be noted in Table XXXIX that the difference between the 
census valuation and the calculated value of land is greater in sections where 
a marked difference is found between the area of land in farms and the area 
of taxable land. Land that is taxable but not included in farms is in all 
probability cheaper land than that which is included in farms. Therefore, i t  
is logical that a difference between the area taxable and the area in farms 
should reflect difference between the census valuation and the calculated value 
per acre shown in  Table XXXIX. 

Possible Influence of an Increase in Taxable Land in Western Kansas on 
State Average of Land Values.-The number of acres of taxable land in Kan- 
sas, and in each section of the state, by years from 1910 t o  1923, is shown in 
Table XI. It will be noted in this table that the taxable land increased 
1,636,000 acres from 1910 to 1923 and that this increase took place almost en- 
tirely in the western part of the state. 

This increase, shown in Table XL, of taxable land in the western part of 
the state, where land is cheaper and where the tax is less per acre than in 
other parts of the state, might reduce the average value and the average tax 
per acre in the state as a whole. It might seem that the weight of an in- 
creased proportion of cheaper land in the state total would seriously disturb 
the accuracy of the average trends both in selling value and in the tax per 
acre. 

The effect of this increase in taxable land in western Kansas, on the state 
average, was determined by calculating the average value and the average tax 
per acre in the state, as these averages would have been if there had been no 
increase in taxable acres in the western half of the wheat belt and in the south- 
west grazing region. The taxable land in these sections was reduced to the 
1910 to 1914 average, and the calculated selling value and the total acres for 

IET n/a




IET n/a




the state as a whole were adjusted accordingly. The resulting calculated selling 
value for the state as a whole in 1923 was $50.23 per acre as compared t o  
$49.62 before allowance was made for the increase in taxable land in the west- 
ern part of the state. This difference is an error of only 1.2 per cent of the 
corrected average. The average tax per acre in 1923, after making the above 
correction, was 50.8 cents as compared to 50.3 cents before correction, an error 
of slightly less than 1 per cent of the corrected average. The difference in 
taxes in per cent of selling value was also small, the corrected figure being 
1.012 per cent as compared to 1.013 before correction. It was concluded from 
these figures that any error in state averages, on account of an increase of 
taxable land in the western part of the state, was too small to be of any 
practical consequence in this study. 

2. Calculating the Selling Value of City Real Estate.-The calculated 
selling value of city real estate was determined in the same manner as the 
calculated selling value of farm real estate. The probable value of city real 
estate was determined on the basis 101,612 bona fide sales from 1910 to 1923, 
an average of 7,258 sales per year. Records of these sales were obtained in 
the same manner as in the case of farm real estate. Since the record of every 
transfer includes both selling value and assessed valuation at the time of sale, 
it was possible t o  calculate the rate of assessment for each year, for each sec- 
tion, and for the state as a whole. These and other data for the whole state 
are shown in Table X L I ,   and for each section in Table XLII. 

The calculated selling value of city real estate in each section of Kansas, 
and in the state as a whole, is found in Table XLIII, which is based on the 
assessed valuation, given in Table XLIV, divided by the rate of assessment 
shown in Tables XLI and XLII. As in the case of farm real estate, the ac- 
curacy of this method of determining probable selling value depends on how 
closely the rate of assessment in Tables XLI and XLII  represents the ratio 
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of assessed valuation to true value of city real estate in the state as a whole, 
and in each section. Because of the large number of bona fide sales recorded 
throughout the state, i t  is assumed that these rates of assessment are sufficiently 
representative to afford a fairly accurate estimate of the true value of city real 
estate. 
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D. MISCELLANEOUS DATA 

1. Ratio of Real Estate Levies to All General Property Taxes in Kansas. 
-The ratio of taxes borne by farm and by city real estate, as calculated in 
this study, to all general property taxes in Kansas by years from 1910 t o  1923, 
is shown in Table XLV. This table is based on real-estate taxes given in 
Tables I  and XIII of this report, and on general property tax levies as shown 
on page 310 of the ninth biennial report of the State Tax Commission. 

The proportion of farm real-estate taxes to all general property levies de- 
creased from 39.6 per cent in 1910 to 34.4 per cent in 1923, while the share 
borne by city real estate increased from 23.8 per cent to 27.9 per cent in the 
same period. There was little change in the proportion borne by both farm 
and city real estate, this change being a decrease from 63.4 per cent in 1910 
to 62.3 per cent in 1923. No data are at hand showing the increase in in- 
tangible property, and in income from sources other than property, in the 
period under study. However, if an important increase in such property in 
Kansas took place from 1910 t o  1923, it  evidently did not become an im- 
portant supplement to real estate in the total base for state and local taxation. 
Otherwise, there would have been a greater decrease than is shown in Table 
XLV, in the proportion which real-estate levies bear to all general property 
taxes. However, a portion of the taxable capacity represented by intangible 
property and by unfunded income was probably reached indirectly through 
the shifting of a part of the city real-estate tax from the real-estate owner to 
other persons, as explained in subdivision 2 of Part IV of this bulletin, 

2. Ratios of the Assessed Valuation of Land and of Improvements to the 
Combined Valuation of Both.-The assessed valuation of improvements bore 
a slightly decreasing ratio to the combined valuation of land and improvements 
from 1910 to  1923, as shown in Table XLVI. This decrease was greater in 
the corn belt section and in the southwest general farming region than else- 
where in the state, 

It should not be taken for granted that the decrease in the valuation of 
improvernents relative to that of land and improvements combined, shown in 
Table XLVI, is due to a more rapid advance in the true value of the land than 
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in that of the improvements. It may be due to a tendency on the part of the 
tax assessors to underassess the improvements relative to the land. In fact 
the latter is more likely to be the case, as shown in Table XLVII. The census 
valuation of buildings in Kansas increased from 1910 to 1920, relative to the 
combined valuation of both land and buildings. This was the case in all 
sections of the state. Therefore, i t  appears highly probable that the increase 
in the proportionate valuation of land for taxation from 1910 to 1920 was due 
to an inclination on the part of assessors to  “favor” the improvements. 

3. Formulae for Calculating the Normal Trends of Taxes and of Land 
Values.-The formulae42 given below were used in calculating normal trends 
of taxes and of selling value per acre of land in the state as a whole and in 
each section, as shown in figures 4 to 10. In each instance x = time in years 
counting 1910 as year 1; and y = the normal trend of taxes and of land values 
in per cent of the 1910-1914 average. 

4. Increase in General Property Taxes in the United States as a Whole, 
and by Geographic Divisions.-The increase in taxes on real estate in Kansas 
is a part of a nation-wide increase in general property taxes, as shown in 
Table XLVIII. The greater increase in estimated taxes per acre of farm land, 
and in general property taxes, took place in those parts of the United States 
where a greater reliance is placed on general property taxation for state and 
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local revenue, with only one or two exceptions. This correlation becomes more 
evident when the geographic divisions are arrayed according to the ratio which 
general property taxes bear to all state and local revenue, and the array 
divided into three groups with three sections in each. The following are the 
arithmetic averages for each group of three geographic divisions in each 
group : 
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