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ABSTRACT

In this study elected legislative officialé’ of general purpose
governmentvs in Montgomery County, Ohio are queried so as to
egraluate their opinions of general revenue shariﬁg (GRS) in terms of
the .concept of federalism. Thé subject of GRS is studied with the
object of finding what officials expect from federal aid and of Wl:at
they see as shortcomings of GRS to fulfill these expectations.

In a telephone interview with 88 out of 174 (51%) of thes:e A
offic,ials, it was found that a large majority approve of GR(S, but many
prefer to have the 1972 law improved if possible. The main objection
is that distribution is uniair, but few agree why or how to correct it.

- Many also oppose the stririgs, such as spending categories, iattached
to this supposedly ''stringless! form of federal aid. They particu-
larly seem unimpressed with the success of the Planned Use Reports
to .encourage public participation in budgeting GRS funds.

While most résponﬁen‘cs wished to have GRS continue, most
eifher preferred or wanted other programs in addition, especially a
tax credit system. The study concludes with recommendations by the

~author for a pr.ogram of federal aid to state and local government

hopefully to resolve doubts encountered by officials.

X



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This stﬁdy seeks to discover and, in some instances, to
compare and contrast the opinions about géneral revenue shéring
(GRS) held by elected legislative officials representing, in wholei or
in part,"Montgomery County, Ohio. Before the passing of the ”.Sfcate
and Local Fiscal Assisﬁance Act of 1972," many concepts of'reveﬁue
sharing were proposed, with varyin.g degrees of control and purpose.
This study seeks to find héw local officials view someé of these con-
cepts including those not in the final legislation after more than a
year's experience with the presently operating‘system of general
revenue sharing. _ | )

| The purpose of the project is to bring together relevant
facts and information about opinions £fo:m a metropolitan community
which will allow some evaluation Qf how loc_al officials from dif-
ferent typeé of governments have reacted to specific provisiﬁns of
the J‘revenue sharing law in the context of broad concepts of federal-
ism and general revenue sharing. Montgomery Couﬁty is part of a

multi- county metropolitan community. In the coﬁnty are Dayton, .



Ohio, nine other cities, eight villages, 13 townships, and all or part
of six state house districts, >two state se’naté districts, and three
Congressional district‘s,

As it -stands,. this study goes as far as it can within the
periorrd,of tirﬁé available to conduct it. General revenue sharing funds
are distributed within county areas. The county competes with town-
ships and municipalit‘ies for a share of funds, Theh, within each
" Bl
group. (toWnships and municipalities) the funds are divided on the
thrée—factor formula of population, tax effort, and reiatiVe income,

This wide r’neiv:ropolita'n area with numerous competing governmeh"cs
within a single county area was the ideal method of investigating the
‘ basic’ questioﬁs of this study.;

Relationships among governments and among levels of.
government is frequeﬁtly a newé item in Montgomery County as is
federal aid of one form or another. With this background, the place
was right and the quéstions were appropriate to the vsrituatio_n, Since
legislative bodies made the final approval of the budget in a‘il types of

_ governments represénted, the choicé of respondents (legislative
officia,ls} was appropriate. They carry the political influence in the
county, regardless of professional advice, and what these’ officialé ‘

think is important,



A questionnaire was based on problems perceived as being
possible by some scholars and various vfederalr officials before aﬁd~
since the enactment of .révenue sharing. Alternatives and problems
ilave been suggested by several of these scholg,rs and officials, some
of whi¢h are mentioned in the second chapter. This study will ask if
local officials from a variety of types of local governments within a
single metropolitan county perceive the same or other problems as
others have anticipated, and how they react to the pxoblems thej
pérceiveo

Studies completed since thé enactment of revenue sharing-
have sought to explore the .truth of‘ some of the expected problems.
Most of the studies, such as those by the A.Adviso'ry Cémmis sion on
Intergovernmental Relations (‘ACIR) and the Office of Revenue Sha.lrihg
(ORS), were preliminary in nature and completed in earlyk 1973, be~
fore most officials had had any experience with revenue sharing.
There are more studies coming of a thorough nature and should be
pu‘blished soon,

Nearly all studies analyze spending patterns or Whethe'r or

not officials believe revenue sharing is adequately administered by ‘

]
i

the ORS. The studies are suggestive of some problems. Most
problems perceived by such studies are of an administrative nature

such as report filing, but some study the effects of other provisions
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such as the impact of the five-year limit to the law on ‘local budgeting-
ahd planning. ’i’hose studies contain little information about recipient
governments other than those of states and large cities., Nomne of
them seek to find or compare patterns within a county area, or even
a state area, to gather reactions among a group of governments most
directly in-comﬁetition' for funds. Few are asked about the relation-
ship between federalism and revenue sharing, Also, those studies
apparently go to a single administrative source for answers to these
questions and never ask a cross—-section (or perhaps any) of the
1egislativé officials in a single-county ar’ea., This study does.

This study is based on the following four areas of investi-
gation::

(1) The first area of investigation is referred to throughout
the study as ”apprové,l of revenue sharing;.alt-érnatives, "
and is described by these underlying questions—~Do the
officials interviem}ed approve of the concept of general
revenue sharing? Are they happy with the present. law?
And how do they compa,ré GRS with the alternatives?

(2) 'i'he second area will be referred to as ”publi.cration of use

" and described by these underlying questions--

reports,
Do the interviewed officials perceive the publication of

use reports as fulfilling its basic purpose to stimulate



pﬁblic participation in the bu&geting processes of local
government?

{(3) The third area will be referred to as "federalism é.nd
general revenue sharing, ' and is described by these
underlying questions--Do the iﬁterviewed officials view

,thé shifting of more responsibility f01; problem—-soiving to
state and local governments as desirable? What other
purposes do they perceive to justify any form of GRé‘;«“‘

‘ljc;es the present law have the effect of shifting r'esponsi-x
bili£y? Is there more or less intergovernmental cooper-
ation in Mon’céomery County as a result of revénué sharing?

(4) The fou.rth area will be réferred to as 'the distribution of
general revenue sharing,_” and is described by ﬂ'li:s
que'sti'on—--A.re these officials content with the distributioﬁ
of the funds among the different types of local governments
énd the division between state and local goverhxnent,s?
'Each of these four areas qf investigation is used in the following
chapters as the basis for analysis.
Many of these issues may appear to be peripheral to the
issue of federalism mentioned earlier., The relatibnsixip of each area
is discussed in Chapter 2. Federalism is perceived differently by

different individuals. Many persons favored revenue sharing because



they beliéved it promoted federalism. Oi.:hers tried to incorporate
refo‘rms of state and local government, as théy believed that
federalism wouid be harmed without reform regardless of the
financial situation.

| Still others opposed rex/;enue sharing because they believed
it would ultimately encourage dependence by state and 16ca1 govern-—
‘ments upon the national govéfnment rather than iﬁdep'endence, thus
irreparably harming the federal system. Because of fhese multii)le
views, the approach.this study takes is tp investigate aspects of
revenue sharing with both general and specific questions which bear
upon federralism from different angles. It was expected that questions
~which ask about specific provisions of the law or specific ideas not |
» included in thé law would encourage practical considerations as well
‘as philosophically political cénsidera'tions by respondents in answering
the qﬁestionnaire., In this way, general revenue sharing could be
judged in terms of its sucée-sses and failures to satisfy differen£
goals and subgoals, and not just on the basis of broad conclusions by
the respondents.

Chapter 2 explains th‘e development of the_qﬁes,tionnaire. 7

Cha.pter 3 describes the respondents, Montgomery Céun%y, and the

governments which the respondents repfesent, and the interview
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process, Chapter 4 analyzes the responses to the questionnaire
grouped around the four areas of inve‘stigation listed above,

Chapter 5 finishes with broad conclusions of what the data reveals
;a,nd some suggeétions by the duthor for answering the perceived

worries and dislikes of the respondents.



CHAPTER 2
DEVELOPING THE QUESTIONNAIRE

This study is to dletermine the opinions of a particular
group of officials and in some instances to compare subgroups of
these officials., It was decided that a questionnaire \.Nith specific
'questions and offering specific responses unld elicit the é,ppro—
priate ihformation in a form in which responses could be éasily
classified, and compared and contrasted. The skame 19 questions
were asked. of all respondents in an interview explained in Chapter 3,

The complete éuestionnaire, along with tables‘o.f the re-
sponses is inéluded as Appendix A, The full questions aré included
in the text below as their developmeﬁt and purpose are expla.ined..
-+ Kighteen of the questions have mﬁltiple answers supplyied,.fr»om
*;fvhich the responden’cs were to selec,t the answer ﬁhat .came closest
to describing their beliefs. This résults in a cléssification scale
whose purpose is to differentiate and classify the opinions of indi-

viduals on the basis of their responses; The only quantitative result

is the number of individuals found to select each response,



A couple of the questions leave room for additional com-
ments to help expand the answers and to give more meaning to the
analysis., The last question is a completely open question for any
' “c’omments aboﬁt generél revenue sharing., This, again, should help
to expand the analysis and give it additional meaning.

The scope of this study. is delineated by its major purposes,
by suﬁdivisions of 'thesé purposes, and by the smaller sub~-topics and
questions used to fulfill these purposes.. The major purposes are,
first, to discuss gener_al revenue sharing (GRS); second, to discuss
GRS in terms of the concépt of féderalism; third, to discuss GRS
from the point of view of federal, state, and local elected legislative
officials from a single county area; and, fourth, to discuss GRS
primarily in terms of the revenue .sharing law that bec;am'e effective
in October of 1972, including that law's provisions and alternatives
that were left out of that law,

. The selection of respondents satisfies the third purpose,
The seléction is more thoroughly expiained in Chapter 3.

Federalism was chosen as a basis for -discussing GRS, as
revenug sharing has from its inception Vfrequently been justified as ar
means of strengthening the federal syste'mo- There Was! disagreement
over hbw fevenue sharing was to do this_, but arguments for or

against it included some reference to its impact on the federal
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structure of government and the responsibilities of each level of

goverhment. :

"The fourth purpose, to discﬁ.ss GRS in terms of provisions
‘or exclusions from the 1972l law, limits the study to issues deba’ced,r
discussed, and revised by Conéress and its committees. V'I‘he finai
limiting'factor on the scope of the study was the selection by the
author of which provisions or exclusions could best be worked into
a logical interrelated whole, This was done by first, listing all
those questions that the authof could think of asking about general
revenue sharing; second, by subdividing the topic of GRS and feder-
alism into related subtopics; third, by. classifying quesfions under
those subtopics; and, fourth, by elimin‘ating those questions which
are not appropi'iate to state and local 1eg.i‘s1atc_)rs' opinions or which
do not gét to the point as well as other questions.

The basic.issues, the areas of im}estigation listed iﬁ
Chapter 1, .and the questions on the questionnaire were selected on
the b.asis> of potential problems suggested by and concepts developed
by scholars and officials during the time when revenue éharing Was-
conceived, devreloperd, and passed info_law. In addition éo the ceﬁtral
‘issuer Qf federalism and general revenue shai'ing, threeyother sub~

divisions were devised. One is the approval of revenue sharing and

its alternatives. Another is the publication of use reports, The
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other is the distribution of GRS. The questions are developed under
each area of investigation and are introduced in the same order as the

analysis of Chapter 4 rather than the order in which they were pre-

sented to respondents in the questionnaire.

Approval of Revenue Sharing; Alternatives‘

The first area of inﬁrestigation concerns the a.pproval giv‘en
to the concept of general revenue sharing by officials within Mont- -
‘gomery 'County. This area of in'vestigation provides a background for
the discussion of federalism, by first fiiscus siﬁg GRS by itself, and

then presenting alternatives, reflecting differing views of federalism.

Approval

Quéstioﬁ 1 attempts to discover what the officials recall of
their opinions before revenue sharing became law.- >Then, the second
question ask.s if they have change(;l their opinions with actual
experience, |

Question 1: Before generai revenue sharing was s‘igned
into law in October of 1972, were you in favor of, opposed to, or
 indifferent to the idea of general revenue sharing?

Favored Opposed A Indifferent

" Question 2: Has yoﬁr actual experience with general

revenue sharing changed your opinion so that you are now more
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favorable, less favorable, or feeling about the same toward it?

More Eavorable Less Favorable About the Same

This, of course, vﬁll not be as accurate aé if the first
qué_‘stiozll had beenv asked in 1972 and the Vsecond .nrow. But‘, theser
quc?stions are based on perceptions the officials hold of GRS and
their own effectiveness in working with it. As this study was nec-
essarilyr of short duration, this app_éa.red to be the best way to deter-
Iﬁirie a Ychange' of opinion based on experienée.

These two generral‘que-stions Wel;e asked first so that
general impressipns of GRS would not be affected by respondenfs’
reactions to more specific questions. Other-'questions dealing with
approval are more specific in nature, Thoée questions used to
analyze why respondents approve or disapprove of GRS are the 11th,
the fairness of distribution, the 13th, division of the state area allo-
cations, and the 14th, alternative'formulas, Thesé questions are
more fully a part of the section on distribﬁtion, and are more com-

pletely discussed in that section,

Alternatives
The eighteeﬁth question asks respondents to choose among
alternative methods of federal aid to state and local governments,' It

is at the end of the questionnaire as it is the one question about which
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the author sought answers based on consideration of the other
questions and less off-the-cuff., It is a fitting end to the questionnaire
as it covers a broad spectrum of issues in federal aid and federalism.

Question 18: With 1976 approaching, which of the following

would you favor?

(A) Renewing general revenue sharing with the

: same conditions;

- (B) Renewing general revenue sharing but with
some changes--list changes ;

(C) Instead of general revenue sharing, replace it
with more categorical grants;

(D) Instead of general revenue sharing there should
be a block grant system or special revenue
sharing;

(E) Instead of general revenue sharing there should
be a credit against federal income tax in favom
of state and local taxes;

() Some combination of the above. Specify:

(G) Other. Specify: ~ .

" The next few paragraphs explain the background of each
alternative and why that.alterna.tive was included,
‘Each of the first five alternatives are ideas advocated by
one or more 'groups of scholars, Congressmen, or prdfessional
organizations. The alternatives were to be chosen by each respon~

dent on the basis of what he saw as the purpose of federal aid to

~
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state and local governmén’cs balanced by what he saw as good or bad
side effects of each alternative.

Nearly every one of the "experts" agrees that local
governments tend to need fiﬁancial help to meet the broad range of
their responsibilities. Fewer believe that state governments need
help. However, the major argument is over how the financial aid
should be given. Here, ob’.ch'er goais become important., Some feel
thé,t our federal system has become too centralized with state and
local govérnments bent to the v;rill of the national government by the
numerous strings and matching fund requirements ofbategorical
grants, Those persons advocate general revenue sharing (GRS), tax
cnrredits, federal tax reductions, or a combination of these, apd
perhaps some block grants.,.

' The difference of opinion as to which of these to use varies
with what officials perceive to be the possible long range effects of
each. Some view GRS as a means of sharing power as well as money,

" if there are no strings attached, 1 Others see this as a way that local

lRichard E. Thompson, Revenue Sharing: A New Era in
Federalism (Washington: Revenue Sharing Advisory Service, 1973),
p. 26; Walter W. Heller, New Dimensions of Political Economy
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966), pp. 147, 164, 168,
170; and Michael D. Reagan, The New Federalism (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1972), p. 95.
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and state governments might come to depend upon the federal govern~—
ment even more than in the past, eventually succumbing to revised
and more restricted regulations. z These people prefer federal tax
cutbacks or tax credits, or no program at all, leaving state and
local goirernmen‘os to solve their own problems. 3

Maﬁy who did approve of GRS did so only when it was -
accompanied by a slet. of strings that would "encourage’ local and
sta’oe refor?n.,’4 Still others like GRS but propose different methods
of distributing the funds. There are particularly coroplaints tha;t
t1'1e rule allowing all general purpose governmonté to receive funds
allows communities *without need" to benefit at the expense of those
that have ’'need, nd These last two groups of people justify including
the alternative of 'revenue shé,ring with some changes” 1n

question 18,

2'I‘]:xoxnpscvn.l, Revenue Sharing, p. 68, and Reag‘an,' The
New Federal_ism, pp. 102-103.

U S. Congress House of Representatives, Committee
on Ways and Means. State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972:
Report with Supplemental, Additional, and Dissenting Vlews 1972,
pr 88, 190-191.

4Héni‘y S. Reﬁss Réirenue—Sha.ring: Crutch or Catalyst
- for State and Local Governments? (New York: Praeger, 1970),
pp. 125-126, '

5
Rlchard H. Leach, American Federalism (New York:
W. W. Norton, 1970), pp. 215-217.
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A substantial group strongly belieyes that '"national
priorities' should be reflected in ény form of federal aid and that
cétegorical grants with the attached regulations are the best way
to solve the most important domestic problems of the nation. A |
few of these do agree that the multiplicity of grants may be con-
fusing and contradicto‘ry, and they would support some grant con-

6

solidation to simplify the process.

Publication of Use Reports

The second area of investigétion is the one that may
appear most peripheral to the theme of féderalisﬁl, The connection
is Senator Russell Long's insistence on their inclusion in order to
'encoxir_age public participation in'the budgeting process. This could
be considered as a question of federélism since fhe supportérs of
stronger .state and. local governments argue that these'gévernmen,ts
are Ycloser' to the people and as a result rriore responsive to the
people. Ifthis is true, one evidence of this Would be public partici-
pation‘in making budgetar.y decisions. This is not to say that public
apathy disproves that local governments are closer to the péople,

but that public participation and its encouragemerﬁ: is one means of

6Leach,, American Federalism, p. 218, a-nd Thompson,
Revenue Sharing, pp. 78-79. ‘
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detérmining the respons'?veness of state and local government to
local problems.

Senator Long's first suggestion was to have local ngern—-
ments sgbmit plans for Vsp.ending revenue sharing to a referendum
of the people. He finally settled for two use reports-—-one on
planned use and one on actual use-~—and both to be published in a
localAnewvspaper.

To discover the success of the use reports in stimulatingl
‘public participation,. the 3rd, 4th, and 5th questions were develope.d.

Question 3: ‘(A) In your opinion, was the publication of
‘the Planned Use Reports responsible for any letters, telephone calls
or ﬁsits to you by residents of your (éity, etc, ).abdut the spending

“of revenue sharing funds? Yes No

(B) How would you describe the response?
‘Heavy . | Light - Practically None
Question 4: (A) Did youf (city council, etc,') hold public
meetings, either as a p-art of regular meetings or in special meetings,

“for the purpose of receiving input on how to spend the revenue sharing

funds for the first four entitlement periods? Yes No

—7Thompson, Revenue Sharing, p.,. 111.-
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(B) If yes, were the meetings regular or
special {for revenue shariﬁé only)? Regular Special
Question 5:. If there was response from the public (in
questions 3 and 4), did it _change the plans that you had originally
favored for revenue sharing? 'A Great Deal Some
Not Much Not At All
Question 3 questions whether publication of use reports
actually encouraged response from citizens., 'An earlier preliminary
study by Technology Management Incorporated for the Office of
Revenue Sharing indicated that there was likeiy to be more qulic
participation where it was encouraged by the local govgrnmen‘c. 8
Question 4 is included té' see if Montgomery County governments did
encourage participation. Even if there is public response, it does
not mean .that’_s“uggestions by the public will alter or infl‘uencie the
decisio‘n‘s of. local government officials. Question 5 attempted to
find out what effect .public responsé, if ahy, had on the decisions of

the respondents on decisions about revenue sharing.

8pavid A. Caputo and Richard L. Cole in a report pre-
pared for Technology Management, Inc. for the Office of Revenue
Sharing, Preliminary Survey of General Revenue Sharing Recipient
Governments (Washington: 1973), p. 9. '
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Federalism and General Revenue Sharing

-The third area of investigation directly concerns
federalism and asks about the purposes of ilnplementing a revenue
sharing program. This develops more detailed response about
issues discussed earlier among the alternatives to revenue sharing,
Relevant to this area of investigation are questions that discuss the
expectations of officials and others that discuss the effects of con~
cdepts and specific provisions,

Question 6: (Adapted from ACIR Information Bulletin
'73—3)9- ) (A) Does uncertainty about the future of
genei‘al revenue sharing have an-important bearihg on the way you
, ‘believe your government should spend its revenue sila;c'ing funds?

Yes No Undecided

(B) If yes, is it correct to assume that this
uncertainty influences you to favor using general revenue sharing
funds for nonrecurring expenses such as capital outlay or debt

retirement? Yes No ‘Undecided

State and local ability to plan for the future is one reason
given for providing a five~§ieér appropriation in the 1972 law. An

ability to plan beyond a single year, without having to wait for federal

- 9Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations |
(ACiR), Information Bulletin 73-3, "Revenue Sharing: View from
the Field, ' March, 1973, p. 6.
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decisions on a ‘multitude of categorical grant programs would léave
the state and local governments freer from dependence on Washing-
ton. In this sense, the proviéion of advance appropriations is
related té‘federalism. In the early develoi)ment of GRS, it was
suggested that the funding would be of a "permanent' nature by tying
allocation.é to a percentage of the federal income tax base (not to thg
taxes collécted), rather than providing a fixed amount ,over.a. fixed
period of time.,,lo

The question has now arisen whether five years is long
enough., Do governments fear becoming dependent when the possi—'
bility exi’stsvtha'.‘c the funds could be cut off after five years or if the
requirements ér fc;rmulas were drastically changed? Question 6 is
used to discover the side effects of Ia five-year limitation of the
program.,

Since séme of those not 'especially interested in federalism
do agreé with the concept of allowing more advance plann'ing of local
budgets so that QOVérnment would be more effective, 'questi(‘m 6 pre-

cedes any reference to state and local power. Asking questions

about power distribution before asking Question 6, may have made the

,lOHeller, New Dimensions of Political Economy, pp. 146~

147; Leach, American Federalism, p. 213; and Thompson, Revenue
‘Sharing, p. 121,
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purpose of question 6 appear to be oriented toward political
philesophy, requiring certain answe.rs to be consistent with implied
political viéwrs, As there can be other reasons for differing re~
sponses, the author did not wish to influence the responses in this
way. Bsr placing this question before references to state and local
power, the respondent may feel free to answer from either the
practical or the philosophical view.

Questions 16 and 17 are included as a part of a gfoup of
questions aimed at the future. )
Question 16: Assuming that general revenue sharing is

renewed beyond 1976 in its basic principles, would you anticipate

that-—~(A) The formulas will be changed?

Yes No ~ Undecided )
(B) That the new law would be
(1) more-advan’cagéous to your (city, villagé, etc,)
(2) less advantageous to youxl (district, etc.)
('3)» ‘ about the same in its advantages
(C) That the federal éovernment will
(1) attach more strings
(2) a’cfach fewer strings - ' ‘ ,‘;

(3) attach about the same requirements as at present
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Question 17; In your opinion, will there be general

revenue sharing after 19762 Yes No Undecided

These two are especially geared to £he- expectations
officials hold for the future-—not what they want, but what they be-
lieve is likely to occur in the futurev° This can corroborafe any
uncertainty or”fears”v'on the part of‘these officials indicated by
‘question 6. The answers do not indicate specifically what changes
will or will not oécur, but do indicate the directions these officiais
éxpect the future to take,

Questions 7 through 10 ask about how revenue sharing
affects or ought Ito affect aspects of federalism. Questions 7 and 8
are general quesﬁions which, in addition to their own value, give the
analysis of question 9 more meaning. |

ngst_ion '7:‘ Is there, in your opinion, a need f._or local and
state gov'el;nmen;cs to have more decision-making power? Yeé
No Undecided

Question 8: ]jo you believe that sharing federal funds with
,a"n:dnimum of strings has the effect of increaéing or decreasing state
and loc;l decision-making power or does it have no effect?
Increasing | Decrea.'s-ing ‘ No Effect

Question 9 (Abbreviated) Of the following possible

purposes to which general revenue sharing could be put, select as
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many or as few as you feel that you would agree with:

{A) To help state and local government to finance
legitimate functions; :

(B) N givre' state and local governments more
independence and responsibility in the federal
system; '

(C) . To encourage state and local governments to
reform their tax systems by rewarding those
who adopt certain types of taxes;

(D) To encourage joint action among- state and local

governments by rewarding those involved in
certain forms of regional planning;

v(E) » To encourage local .governments to consolidate
into larger units.

Question 9 asks respondents to choose among five possible
pufpb’ses to which GRS could be put. - Those with a purely practical
bent might select only the purpose of aidipg staté and local govern-

“ment to finance legitimate functions (A). Those who favor "returning' -
poWer to state and local governments without attaching string-s will

» bpick B, perhaps combined with A. Those who believe fhat a "stronger"
federalism is good only if there are réforms might select all five
choices or at least one of C, D, or E in addition to B. Those Wh_o
,areﬁagainst giving more power to state and local governlinents might

pick nothing at all, only C, D, or E (to discourage GRS), or A

{(favoring a limited form of revenue sharing).‘
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The ;'reforms" listed in question‘ 9 are derived from what
critics of state and local governments most often cite as weaknesses
of these levels of government--inequitable tax systems, lack of-
'regi_onal c;:ooperation on Yregional” problems, and the inefficiencies
of fragmented government. 11 Those who wanted to encourage
regional cooperation believed that :the final provisions of the revenue
sharing law. would actually discourage cooperation, in the belief that
with federal funds géing-to all general purpose governments there
would be less reason for regional cooperation as economies of scale
would be.viéwed as less necessary. Qﬁestion 10 was devised to in-
vestigate this issue in Montgomery County.

Question 10: In your opinion, which of the following
describes héw geperal revenue shariﬁg has aﬁfected rélationshi\ps
' among. gov;arnments in Montgomery County?
(A) Encouraged them to cooperate more;
(B) » Encouraged them to act more independently;

(C) Has had no noticeable effect on intergoversimental
relations,

ACIR hearings revealed evidence that GRS has encouraged
cooperation in some pla.ces,' evidence to the contrary in other places,

and still more evidence that it has no effect one way or the

llReuss, Revenue~Sharing, pp. 125-126. |
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other. 1% All three resp‘onses are offered to Montgomery County

officials,

The Distribution of General Revenue Sharihg

The fourth area of investigation concerns opinions of
Montgomery County officials about the distribution of the revenue
~sharing funds. Attitude toward distribution can affect other responses
as well. The opinion's.that officials of different types of golrernrhents
hold toward distribution of funds may affect how much they are willing
to cooperate, or how they view the cdopera’cion of others in ques~-.
tion 10, |

Questions 11, 13, and 14 ask respondents to state how :Eai-r.
they consider the distribuﬁon of GRS and to éuggest how to improve
the formula within the county area., |

» Question'l1l:; (A) Do you beliéve that the distribution of

. general revenue shariﬂg funds is fair to all forms of government,
including central cities, suburban cities, villages, townships,

counties, and states? Yes No Undecided

(B) If no, which of the above forms of govern-

ment is getting the most advantage?

lZACIR,' Information Bulletin 74-4, May, 1974; p,. 12,,.
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(C) If no, which form of government above is

getting the least advantage?

Question 13; (A.bbreviated) Do you believe that state area
allocations should be divided
(A) To give state government a greater share;
l(B) To give local governments a greater share;
(C) As it is presently divided? -
| Question 14:. | Thé basic :Eofmula for dispersing local .
general revenue shai‘ing funds within a single county areé. is
-populaﬁon x tax effort x relative income. ﬁnder the law, thé Ohio
General Assembly could change that formula during the remaining
entitlement periods. The formula could be: only the factors of
pof)ulation and tax effort; or population and relative income; or all ~
three factors, but weight them differently than at present.
(A) Do you beiieve that the General A.ssembly

should change the formula, using one of the allowed alternatives?

Yes - =~ No _ Undecided
(B) If so, how should it be done?

(1) . Population x Relative income

(2) Population x Tax Effort

(3) Population x Tax Effort x Rela-
tive Income, but weighted
differently. ’

- Assign weights

(C) Comments
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In searching for a means of further analyzing general
revenue sharing and federalism it was apparent that satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with the current formula might inﬂuenée officials'
opinions about GRS, What offic%als determined was fair co;u.ld be
based on any conception of fairness the respondent wished.

Question 11 asked about simple fairness without imposing any
standards of fairness on the respondent, Questirons 13 and 14 ask
respondents Whg.f changes, if any, they would fnake in the distriBution,
Question 14 limits possible changes to those allowed to state legis—
lators in the federal law.

Question 12 asks for a judgment of state GRS expenditures,
which may help to evaluate these officials' opinionsiabout the division
o'f funds between state and local government,

Questionllzg Do you believe the state's share of federral

revenue sharing funds has been spent in such a way as to benefit the

residents of your (city, district, etc.)? Yes No
Undecided

Question 15 is a look into thé future, and asks who should
‘decide the formula for the local distributioh of funds. In other words,
once Congress has distributed funds to state areas, and perhaps
determined how much of it was to g.o to local governments, either

Congress itself, or an independent body, or state legislatures
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could be empowered to divide the money among the locai
governments,

Quesrrfion 15: Assuming that general revenue sharing is.
| renewed, who should be responsible for Working out the formula for
distributing funds at the local level?

(A) Should .Congress write the distri-
bution formula into the law?

(B).  Should Congress delegate this ‘
' responsibility to each state
government?
(C) Shoﬁld Cong.ress delegate this

responsibility to some independent
body or commission set up for
this purpose?

The questions were arranged in the questionnaire so.as to
avoid having specific questions influence the response to the more
general questions. Initial, off-the-cuff preferences were sought-on
ba.ll questions but Question 18, in the belief that it would result in more
. honest responses. Ca're was taken however to see that the questions
- were fully undefstoo’d. A more careful response to question 18 was
‘s-s‘ought. It was placed near the end so as 1.:0 give respondents the
opportunity to consider all concepts and ideas presentea in the

questionnaire thus giving a thoughtful response based on concern

for the future and the welfare of their own jurisdictions,
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Question 19 is included solely tc provide any infc;rmation
that may help to close the gaps created by classification or expand
on the information so as to help explain the results.
Question 19: Do you have any‘othe-r comments on the
subjectv of general revenue sharing that you have not already made?
In the next chapter, 'the.:‘ respondents themselves and the

governments they represent will be described.



CHAPTER 3
RESPONDENTS AND GOVERNMENTS

In this _chapter, the respondents will be described by
identifying the governments they serve. The size of thé universe,
and the number of act;lal respondents are diécussed. The types of
governments and the numbers of respondents from each are listed.
In this chapter responsibilities of each typé of local goverﬁment are
described. Data from the Office of Revenue Sharing is incorporated
in Table II which lists amounts of entitlements for the third and
fourth enti’clémeht periods and lists the per capita income and ad-

justed taxes for the third entitlement period.

Respondents

The universe to be conside;‘ed in this stud;} includes all
elected, legislative officials who represent general purpose govern-
ments all‘of \%rhich or part of which are located in Montgomery County,
Ohio, including representatives ;)f the state and federal governments,
- who have served in office at least two mont{ns. As one purpose of .

this study is to gain insight into opinions of individuals who have

experience with general revenue sharing, the two months served in

30
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wffice is necessary. As several responden;cé began a regular term
in office in January and have dealt with the budget and the effects of
GRS on the budget, it was considered rappropr.iate to include them,:
but no one who had been appointed since. The two-month limit
allows this, yet effectively eliminated those with no budget ex-
perience involving GRS.

There are 178 legislative positions in Montgomery County
general pﬁrposé governments, These positions are listed in Table I
which shows the categories of respondents as described by the type
of government they serve. The table shows the nu;’nbers of each type
of government; the number of positions filled at the time of the study;
and thé actual number of responses,

The universe is 174 instead of 178 since, é.'c the time of
the interviews, one village position was vacant, two positions were
recently filled, and one city position was reéen’cly filled. Sinqe all
ten cities are under the city manager system, and sinée most mavyors
have a vote on cbuncils,, all mayoré are classified as legislative
officials.

Of the 174 respondénts in the universe, 88 actually rbe- ’

sponded, which is 50.6%. The in’terviéws were conducted by
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Number of

Number of

Number of

Number of -

County Ar e?

Type of Governments this Type Possible Actual
Government | of this Type Representeda .Respondents Besponden‘cs

Central City 1 1 5 4
Suburban City | 9 9 61 40
Village 8 7 53 19
Township 13 9 39 15
County 1 1 3 2
 State 1 1 8¢ 5
Federal 1 1 54 3
Total of 34 29 174 38

@No one from the village of New Lebanon, and no one
from the townships of Butler, German, Jackson,
and Perry responded.

'The:tjé was one suburban appointee of less than
2 months, 2 village appointees of less than 2 months,
and one village vacancy.

“There are 6 state representatives and 2 state
‘senators.

d

senators.,.

{

There are 3 U. S, Representatives and 2 U, S,
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teleéhone for a period averaging roughly twenty minutes each,
| 13 '
between May 20 and June 19.
The sample sizes, except for the classification of "subur-
ban city, " are inadequate to lead to statistically strong conclusions.
- However unsatisfactory this may be to the behavioral scientist,

decision makers in public and private fields often must make the

13The interviews were conducted by -telephone for a period

averaging roughly twenty minutes each, between May 20 and June 19
of 1974, A personal interview of individuals in widely separated
locations would have wasted-a great deal of time and scheduling
interviews would have been nearly impossible. Most respondents
hold government positions as a "second job, " and are only available
during those evenings when they were not attending council meetings,
other meetings related to government, or involved in personal ac~-
tivities, This limited most interviews to the period of time from
4:00 P.M. to 11:00 P.M. To have attempted personal interviews,
no matter how desirable, in places as much as 45 minutes apart
would have required several additional weeks, possibly 1nva11dat1ng
the results over such a period of time. It would also have been
impossibly expensive.

The interviewer called potent1a1 respondents exp1a1n1ng
the project (most had received an earlier letter), and arranging a
time to call back for the interviews at the respondents' convenience.,
Several respondents had to postpone their interviews, often beyond
the time in which the interviewer had to complete the study. The
Ypretest" of the questionnaire consisted of the first few interviews.
As the final wording was accepted by and responded to roughly the
same by all, there was no reason to further reword the questionnaire,
Questions were frequently repeated, but only five times was it
necessary to explain some questions in different words. In each
of these questions, respondents seemed to have a "mental block"
against certain phrases that were used. After the explanation the
interviewer was satisfied that at least four, and maybe all five of
the respondents understood the questions in the same context as had
other respondents.
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best choice on the basis of incomplete or uncertain information.
The decision maker must draw whatever conclusions he can from

the inforrhation he has and act on it.

In his book, Basic Research Methods in Social Science,

Julian Simon makes the following comments on drawing conclusions

in terms of cause and effect relationships.

Some scientists react to the difficulties of establishing
cause and effect by withdrawing into their shells and refusing
to say that the relationships they find are anything more than
correlations., But decision makers cannot avoid making
judgments about cause and effect even if they wish to weasel
out of it. The decision maker wants to know what to change
so that he can achieve the effect he wants,

The décision whether or not to call a relationship "causal"
is indeed a delicate matter. Statistical techniques alone
cannot guarantee that an observed nonexperimental relation-

~ship is causal. Statistics would not reveal the flaw in the
reasoning that soda causes inebriation. The only protection
that the researcher can give himself is to saturate himself in
the complicated and detailed richness of the phenomenon he
is working on. 14

The conclusions ip this study link frequency of responses
to the categories in Which it occurs. It is no;ﬁ, as was stated, scien-
tifically accurate to generalize for all 53 village officials (as a'n‘
exampléi on the basis of only 19 Aresponses in the village classification,

But 17 out of 19 believing that Planned Use Reports generated no

i

14Julian L. Simon, Basic Research Methods in Social
Science: The Art of Empirical Investigation (New York: Random
House, 1969), pp. 70~71. Emphasis in original,
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public response is sufficient to lead a decision maker to believe that
Planned Use Reports have gathered ﬁo response from Montgomery
County villagers. The decision maker, with no further information,
can cross-check himself by noting that 7 out of 8 villages are
represented in the sample and that respondents in other classifi--
cations responded in a similar manner,- It would also be noted, as
mentioned in the section on governments, that villagers vote for
township trustees of the township in which their village isrlocated,
a.nd these trustees responded in a similar fashion.

Conclusions drawn in.this study are drawn only for the
total universe of legislative officials in Montgomery County gerieral
pﬁrpose ﬂgovernments.

Dayton, Ohio, is what would generally be referred tro as
the "central city" in this metropolitan area. The ’rﬁetropolitan area
extends into several counties., Montgomery Céunty aloﬁe has é.
population of 608, 413. All population f‘igures are thosefused by the
Office of Revenue Shariri_g for determining entitlemepts for the third
entitlement periéd, and do not incluée any changes made since £o
reflect annexations by any of the rnﬁnicipali'cie& Tablé IT lists all
general purpose governrhents in Montgomery County ;xcept for two
which are only partially in the county. Each government has a

number to correspond to the same number on the map following



Table II, -Gen‘eral Purpose Governments in Montgomery County

Popu-~

3rd Entitlement

Per Cap Adjusted 4th Entitlement

Jurisdictions® lation | Income Taxes $ Amount ‘PerCap|$ Amount |Per Cap

Montgomery Co. 608,413 | $3,624 | $20,356,039|$1,448,767|5 2.38 | $2,746,535] $ 4,51
1. Dayton 242,917 | $3,078 | $28,177,000 |$2,306,928($ 9.50 | $4,127,440| $16.99

Suburban City ‘ ' |
2. Centerville 10,333 | $4,310 | $ 251,912|$ 15,241($ 1.47|$ 42,151] $ 4.08
3. Englewood 7,885 | 3,907 114, 727 11, 630| 1,47 23,898 3.03
4, Kettering 71,864 | 4,621 5,091,513 184, 949} 2.57 296, 691 4.13
5. Miamisburg 14,797 | 3,415 874, 483 58,163| 3,93 101, 956 6.89
6. Moraine 4,898 | 3,299 2,178, 755 52,378 10. 69 107, 630| 21.97
7. Oakwood 10, 095 7,311 1,425,936 20,707| 2.05 31,777 3,15
8. Trotwood 6,996 | 4,176 273, 361 12,159 1.78 25,838 3,69
9. Vandalia 10,796 | 3,883 811, 821 41,764 3,87 75, 380 6.98
10, W. Carrollton 10,748 | 3,577 651, 9717 39,525 3,68 115,114 10.71
| Village . . |
11. Brookville 4,403 | 3,319 56,273 6,494 1.47 22,771 5.17
12, Clayton 773 | 3,106 3,854 1,140 1,47 2,342 3.03
13, Farmersville 865 | 3,219 13,761 1,276 1.48 3,859  4.46
14, Germantown 4,088 | 3,510 59, 677 6,030 12,389 3.03 @

1.48




Table II. General Pufpose Governments in Montgomery Couhty-—Cdntinued

Popu~ | Per Ca,p - Adjusted 3rd Entitlement 4_th Entitlement |

Jurisdictions® lation | Income Taxes $ Amount Per Cap|$ Amount |Per Cap
15, New Lebanon 4,248 | $3,014 |$ 30, 849| $ 6,266/$ 1.48 | $ 12,874 $ 3.03
16, Phillipsburg 831 | 3,783 11,802]  1,226] 1.48 2,520  3.03
17. Riverside ' 1,107 3,112 50,271 4,026 3,64 15,523| 14.02
18, Union 3,654 3,210 48,583 5,390 1.48 . 11,073 3.03

Townshigb
19. Butler | 19,890 | 3,893 |  86,786] 29,338 1.48 26,933 1,35
20, Clay 7,438 | 3,486 39, 736 10,971 1.47 22,543 3.03
21, German ' 7,102 |- 3,347 37,454  10,473] 1.47 21, 527 3.03
22, Harrison 34,176 | 4,277 456, 894 50,409 1.47 103,583 3,03
23. Jackson 5,823 3,130 29, 664 8,589 1.48 | 17,649 3.03
24, Jefferson | 11,790 2,939 184, 920 21,001 1.78 | 35,232 2.99
25, Madison | 29,087 3,456 ©309, 435 42,903| 1,47 88, 163 3.03
26, Mad River : 39,389 | 3,071 292, 333 58,098| 1.47 119, 388 3,03
27. Miami | 43,881 3,607 | 439,365 64, 724] 1,47 1133, 002 3.03
28. Perry o 6,620 3,154 | 27,694 9,764 1,47 20,066] 3,03
29, Randolph , 20,971 | 4,006 210, 002 30,932| 1,47 63,561 3,03

LE



Table II. General Purpose Governments in Montgomery County--Continued

A

4th Entitlement

. ‘ ‘ Popu- |[Per Cap Adjusted 3rd Entitlement

Jurisdictions® lation |Income Taxes $ Amount |Per Cap |$ Amount [Per Cap
30, Washington 24,497 | $5,155 | $  476,460|$  36,133|$ 1.47 [$  74,251| $ 3.03
31, Wayne 27,975 | 3,541 322, 690 41,263 1,47 84,791]  3.03

aAll numbers refer to positions shown on Figure 1.
map are also numbered. Two municipalities are only partially in Montgomery
County and their populations are not allocated to that county,

and 33,~~Carlisle,
35, ~~Cox Municipal Airport,

Townships include the populations of the cities and villages within them,

Other numbers are:

They are:
34, --Wright-Patterson Air Force Base,

~Other locations on the following -

32.--Verona,

Those

cities and villages divided by township lines have their populatlons divided for the
sake of township population.

8¢
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Table II, on pages 36~38, In addition, the table lists population,A per
capita income, and adjusted taxes for the third entitlement period.
Also included is the amount received by each jurisdiction for the third
and fourth entitlement periocis and the per capita receipts.. " The map
is drawn oniy roughly to scale and is based on i;lformation about‘

boundaries in 1973. , .

Governments '

A descrij)tion of the‘ metropolité,n character and of the
ty;pes 'of governments is necessary to help the reader to understand
the analysis of the study, especially for non-Ohio residents.

The powers of counties, cities, villages, and‘townships_in
Ohio in all their technicalities are numeroué and somewhat compli-
cated., The difference will be de sc;‘ibed as -briefly aﬁd simply‘as

poséible.,

County Government

County government is an administrative unif of state
government. All elected officials of the county have their duties and
responsibilities assigned directly by étate rsta.tutory aﬁtho:riﬁr.; | Any
action taken by county officials is within guidelines estabiish-ed by
state law. For example, County Commissioners must approve or

disapprove of annexation petitions. But the decision must be based
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on procedures set down in state law. If those cities seeking an-
nexation, or opposing it, believe that those guidelines were not
folldwed, tl;ey can have the decision reversed in court. The com-~
missioners do not take their actioné by ordinance--they act on
behalf of the state, to see.that state procedures are carried out;
They have only a small amount of independence, legislatively.
Administratively, there is much they can do. State law says what
they can 'z;,nd cannot do. Wi£hin what they can do, they often do it in»~
different Waysa.‘ :

For example, in delivering services to unincorporated
areas, they can hire it done by private interests or by municipal
services ér they can build their own facilities and supply their own
services, They can, throxigh political pressure, decide to build or
not to build a road. The commissioners can set a budget for all
county services, Whi‘-Ch can encourage or restrict their effectiveness.

The county may provide services under the direction of
sté.te law and be orgé,nized under state law, but the extent and, to a
degree, the form of services are up to the initigtives'of, and based on
the resources of, each county commission. | The services cover a
fairly full range including not only “brick and mortar” but also

Yhuman' services, The most important limits on counties are that

they cannot pass ordinances and they are limited in their abilify to tax,
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TOWDSh:;Lp Government,

Townships are smaller subdivisions of the counties and
governed under strict guidelines. as are the counties, They have
only four elected officials; three trustees appoint any additional
officers necessary. Townships may supply police protectiqn to
their local area above and beyond that of the county sheriff, This
may be done with their own police, a contract with the police of a
city ory— village- within the township, or a contract for additional éro-.
tection from the county sheriff. Townships supply fire protection,
maintain local roads (beyond county roads), sometimes provide_
parks and recreation, and oth(;r services as ‘vneeded if within their
powers. Townships also may not pass ordinances aﬁd are iimited
in taxing powers., Townships provide zoning, if they have any at all,
and have rules for development. These provisions may be overridden
in any area within three miles of a city by that city's government.
~ Some éctivities of townships must have approval from the appropriate
- county officials.,

Townships sometimes provlide services within a city
(usually fire protection). Sometimes there is cooperétion (lnn special

projects,
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Municipé.l Government

Municipalities a.rie limited also by state law, but they have
the authority to impose an ipcome tax and they may pass ordinances
“vso-long as they do not conﬂic"c with the general law. Cities may
choose from several forms of government, if they have a charter,
Whilé villages are more restricted. All cities in Montgomery County'-f
have the city manager form of government.

In Ohio, a municipality of over 5,000 in population, and
so certified, becomes a city, and a municipality under 5, 000 is a
village. Moraine City is listed as having a population of 4,898. This
was according to the 1970 census. Moraine méde efforts to increase
its population, had a special count by the state, and has saved its
city kstatus.k

- Also, until all of a township has been annexed or incor-

porated, any cities or villages within its boundaries are a part of
‘that townshipvand the. municipality residents may vote in township
elections, receive some township services, and pay township taxes, .
" If a city of independent status annexes a part of the tow‘n'ship, the
res’idents of the annexed area ceas.e to be a part of the éownshi_p.
But, if a municipality that is part of a township annexéis an areal,‘ the
residents remain a part of their township, until such time, if ever,

that the city withdraws from the township.
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This is relevant since a township population, for the
purposes of dividing révenue sharing, includes the population in
both the incorporated and unincorporated areas. This upset$ some
city officials, some of whom believe township government to be
obsolete and therefore depriving municipalities of additional funds.
It should also be noted that township trustees are elected by all
* residents of a township, including the residents of cities and
villages within the townships.

- With this explanation of who the respondents a'rré, and what
they represent, the next éhapter analyzing the responses can gain
g'reater meaning, This explanation also. allows the readér to decide
Whethe'r or not Mpntgomery .County is eﬁbugh like his own community |
or enough like any part of the nation he is studying to .find this study

useful,



CHAPTER 4
. THE RESULTS AND THE ANALYSIS

Whiie brief tables are used here to clarif’)-r the text,

complete tables of responses to each question on the questionnaire
~ are arranged in Appendix A, Those tables include the number of
responses fo? each category headed under each possible answer, |
along with its appropriate percentage of the total number of re-
sponses to that question in each category. Question 19 is not included
as comments are varied and will be included as‘they help to elucidate
the following analysis., The basic figures (sometimes rounded) are
used where tables would be excessively long for the 1i£t1e informa:tion
they wéuld give, | | |

| Each of the nineteen questibns was asked of the same set
of réspondents ex;:e'pt for those iisteci below. The "federal® category
is not involved in questio;ls 3, 4, 5, 6,. and 10.. This was because
this group does not have the problems asked about or would not be
expected to have a basis for forming an opinio‘n; In some questions,

- there was a failure to respond by a few persons. The change in

- 45
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totals for any given category may be seen in any of the tables per-
taining to the question.

The result.;s of the first eighteen questions of the question~-
naire are analyzed in terms of the four basic areas of investigation
presented in Chapter 1. The ana.lys~is does not go through the
questions of the questionnaire in the samerbrder, but are grouped
. to fit the basic areas of investigé,tion. This is the same grouping
used in Chaptef 2, Fifst is an analysis of respondeﬁts' approvai of
revenué sharing and reaction to alternatives., This is followed by a
discussion of use ;'epor—ts. Then the topic of federalism and general
révenue sharing (GRS) is analyéed, finishing With‘ﬂ-’le distribution of
: GRS,

- A study seeks information for a purpose, As mentioned in
Chapter 1, a pur?ése for this study is to be ,Of some help in making
decisions concerning GRS, ILocal goverilmént officials in Moﬁtgomery
County, Ohio, can judge their o§vn opinions. and expectations inrlight
‘of héW other local officials in the area thinkla State officials can
compare their thoughi;s with tilose of officials at the local level. Most
: 'importantly, Congressfnen,representing the Montgomery County area
can compare their own opinions with those of state and local officials

in their own districts. Congressmen may also consider the concepts
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and problems of these officia.].s -when evalﬁat_ing GRS for renewal,
‘replacement, or eiimination.

| Conclusions frovm the following analyses are drawn on the
}Sasis of being useful to government decision makers who ask them-~
selves these questions (though modified to ‘fit'indivi‘dual circum-
stances) about GRS: From the point of vie'W‘of Montgomery County
officials, is GRS satisfactory? Is the concept acceptable? Does GRS
":;neet the‘ political needs of local governments in a federal system
from the conceptual viewpoint? Does the 1972 j].a,W, as written, meet
the 'spécific needs othhe communities represented by the respon-
aents? Are .there any problerﬁs presented ‘by the current law that
offsets the good being done? What changes, additions or deletions
would preserve what was good, improve the mediocre, and eliminate
tile effects of thg present law in a way that would meet the objections
or reservations of Montgomery County officials? The purpose of the
study is to provide the kind of iﬁformation that will help to answer
these questions, |

Here the reader is reminded to remember that safnple sizes

~are not always adeéuate for sté,tistically strong conclusions, but do
give all the indication available of the opinions of législative officialsA '
in Montgomery County, ‘Ohio, general purpose governments,

\
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It should also be .pointed out that the ''central city" gate——
gory received four respons"es for most questions. There are only
five legislative positions in Dayton. Thus, if 50% of the respondents
(though only two in number) agree on so'rn-ething, and 50% (two)_
disagree, it is still strong evidence of how city commissions feel
about an issue. The fifth commissione_r cbuld go either way or pick
another answer. In short, an answer of 1 in favor, 2 opposed, and
1 indifferent, could be interpreted as a relatively strohg endorsement
of the “opposed“pos.ition by the “‘cen’cral city' category.
| This would not be as true of village and township officials
. where the number of respondents is well less than half the universe-
and the sample‘size still too small. Conclusions drawn for the
entir‘e Montgomery County universe of 174 are based on 88 respoﬁses,

enough of a sample size to justify such conclusions.

Approval of Revenue Sharing; Altérnatives

The first area of investigation asks aboﬁt the popularity‘
of the concept of general revenue sharing (GﬁS); of the law as it
presently exists,», ’and the reactions to alternatives. The following
analysis demonstrates that the respondents, as a complete group),
approved of the .'concept of GRS in October of 1972, It also shows :

that those respondents, as a group, were more favorable to GRS
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after a yvear and a half of experience with it. There is a brief
analysis of which types of governments became more favorable and

less fa,_vorable,. It also checks to see how the more favorable group
answered other questions and how the less favorable group answered
those same qﬁestions.- This section finishes with an analysis of the
alte;:natijes the respondénts chose among the variéty of types of

federal aid which have been used or suggested in the pé.st.-

' Opinions and Changed Opinions

| The first question asks what officials remember of their
opinions toward the GRS concept before the law was passed in |
‘October of 1972, Every respondent seemed to find it fairly easy to -
recall their early reactions, and by taking time to think back appeared
to be making an obvious effort to be accurate, About .57% decided that
they had favbr‘ed it, and 37% believed they hé,d been indifferenf to it,
Many comments were offered that GRS ﬂad come as a surprise and
that they really did not know what it was or that it had been discussed
for somé time in Congress. Others stated that while they knew of itv
they did not really know what the effect would be., Both of these
groups responded "indifferent, "

As can be seen in Table II1, »the central city respondents

(Dayton) expressed the largest percentage originally opposed, The
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suburban cities most often favored the new concept of federal aid

{(70%) among local governments,

indifferent.

Table III. Question 1: First Opinions of GRS

Villages and townships were most

Before GRS was signed into law in October of 1972, were you in
favor of, opposed to, or indifferent to the idea of GRS?

Type of |
Government N Favored Opposed Indifferent
Central City 4 1(25.00%) 2 (50, 00%) 1 (25, 00%)
Suburban City | 40 | 28 (70.00%) | 2 ( 5.00%) | 10 (25.00%)
Village 19 7 (36.84%) 0 - 12 (63.16%)
Township 15 7 (46.67%) R 8 (53.33%)
County 2 | 1(0.00%) | 0 - 1 (50.00%)
 State 5 3 (60, 00%) 1 (20:00%) | 1 (20.00%)

Federal 3 | 3(100,00%) | 0 - | 0 -
Total- 88 50 (56.82%) | 5 ( 5.68%) | 33 (37.50%)

Question 2 brings opinions up to date and here the opinions

are based on at least two months' experience, and usually on well

over a year's experience with the 1972 law., The question asks if the

respondent (as compared to his feelings in 1972) now is more favor~

able, less favorable, or feels about the same toward _GRS.-

Full answers may be seen in Table A~2 of Appendix A,

Table IV indicates how respondents changed their opiniéns after the
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Table IV. Summary of Question Z: Change of Opinions

Has your actual experience with general revenue sharing changed
your opinion so that you are now more favorable, less favorable,
or feeling about the same toward it? The table cross—classifies

the responses to this question with the responses to question 1.

Previous More Less About

~ Opinion® Favorable Favorable | The Same Total
Favored 9 (10.23%) | 12 (13.64%) |29 (32.85%) |50 (57.00%)
Opposed | 2(2.27%) | 0 - 3 ( 3.41%) | 5 ( 6.00%)

Indifferent 21 (23,'86%) 3 ( 3.41%) ‘9 (10.23%) | 33 (37.00%)

Total

N = 88 32 (36.36%) 15 (17.06%) |41 (46,59%)> 88 (100, 00%)

2The answer the respondents gave in question 1.

1972 law had been in effect for a year and a half, The column on the
left of Table IV lists the possible 're.spon'sés to question 1. The.
possible responses to question 2 a‘re- listed across the top. This
cross~listing reveals that of the 50 respondents who at first favored
revenue sharing, 9 became more favorable, 12 became less favorable;
‘and 29 feel abéut the same, Of the .5 originally opposéd to GRS,
. :2 now feel more favorable, and 3 abouttile same, And, ,of 33 originally
indifferent, 21 now feel more favorable, 3 less favoll‘ab:le, .and 9 about

~ the same,
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Since this does not indicate howp_u_cﬁm favorable or
how much less favorable respondents feel about GRS, we cannot
translate this directly into a number showing who presently favors
or opposes GRS. What we can say is #hat GRS gained in favor with
more peréons that it lost. That is, 32 ére more favorably inclined
and 15 ate less favorably inclined. As 56.82% favored GRS in 1972
anrdv it gained in favor more than it lost, it can be reasonably inferred -
that a 1arger majority presently favors general revenue sharing.

Most of those respondents who answered abéut the same’
had originally favored G'RS.,. Thus the greatest changes were among
those who had at first been indifferent, most of whom became "more
favox.'able,.“ Another iarg_e change was that 12 respondents who at
first were in favor of GRS becaﬁe “less favorable, ! Thes'e changes
are discussed below under the subheadings ""More Favorable” and
-~ "Less Favorable, * Tables V and VI indicate who changed their
opinions. Table V lists all those becoming more fa;vorable, showing
the types of governments and their 1972 positions on GRS. Table VI.

does the same for those who became less favorable. -

More Favorable. Of the 32 respondents who became more *

favorable in their opinion of GRS, 9 had favored it in 1972, leaving 23
who had been opposed or indifferent. These 23 had the most signifi~

cant change of opinion in the more favorable group.,- Why did those
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Table V. Question 2: ""More Favorable'

This table lists the 32 respondents who stated they have become
more favorably inclined toward GRS. It shows which type of

government they are from down the left side. Across the top are
listed whether they favored, opposed or were indifferent to the
idea of GRS when the law was first passed in 1972 (question 1).
Percentages are a percent of all respondents in each classification
for question 2.

Type of
Government | N |Favored | Opposed | Indifferent Total

Central City 4 0 1 1 2 (50.00%)
Suburban City | 40 4 1 4 9 (22.50%)
Village 19 1 0 7 8 (42.10%)
Township 15 3 0 7 10 (66.70%)
County 2 1 0 1 2 (100. 00%)
State 5 0 0 1 1 (20.00%)
Federal 3 0 0 0 | J—

Total 88 9 2 21 32 (36.40%)




Table VI, Question 2: "Less Favorable’
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This table lists the 15 respondents who stated they became less
favorably inclined toward GRS. It shows which type of government

they are from and whether they favored, opposed, or were
indifferent to the idea of GRS when the law was passed in 1972.
Percentages are a percentage of all respondents in each classifi-
cation who answered question 2, '

‘Type of °
Government | N Favored | Opposed |Indifferent Total

Central City 4 0 0 0 0 -
Suburban City | 40 9 0 2 11 (27.50%)
Village "119 3 0 1 4 (21.10%)
Township 15 0 0 0 -
Coﬁn’cy 2 0 0 0 0 —
State 5 0 0 0 0 -
Federal 3 0 0 0 "0 -

Total ‘88 12 0 3 15 (17.10%)
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opposed become more favorable“? Why did those who were indifferent
(or uninformed) become moré favorable rather tha.Ln less favorable?

"~ The answer sheets of these 23 respondents were separated from the
other énswer sheets to see how they answered other questions and
to see if a common pattern émerged ‘o'r if thére were a variety of
" reasons for a more favofable opinion,
| The other questions considered here are questions il
(fairness of distribution), 14 (should ‘state change the formula? how?),
' andv 18 (alternative form.s of intergovernmental aid). One table or a‘
series of tables hére would be confusing. I will summarize (briefly)
the opinions of these 23 Who had been opposed or indifferent and are
now more favorable., Question 18 is fully énalyzed in this section at
a later poin’c. The other quesfions are fully analyzed in the fourth
major section of this chapter.
_As cah be seen in Table V, two central city respondents

(50% of that classification) became more favorable. One had been
opposed, the other indifferent. The biggest gain in favor of GRS
came from villa;ge and township officials who had at first been indif-
ferent, There was a concentration of three respondenté from the

village of Phillipsburg who became more favérable to GRS Other

than the two city commissioners and the three village councilmen

from Phillipsburg, no concentration of respondents could be found
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i‘n any one political jurisdiction who had become more favorable,A
meaning that no one jurisdiction was responsible for a gain of favor
toward GRS. Each of the other 18 "more favorables" can;e from a
different political jurisdiction.

Of the 23 more favorable respondents being analyzed in
this section, 14 believed that the distribution of funds was fair,
6 believed it was not fair, and 3 were undecided. A variety of opiﬁ—
ions occui‘ as to who received the most of the least advantage - |
(question 11). Only 4 believe the state should change the formula
and are not all from the same 5 who believed the formula was unfair.
Three (3) of these appear to want a new formula, not becé.use they
are unsatisfied with the present formula, but because théy believe
some factors are more genuinely indicative of need, therefore de~
»gerving more weight than others. Fourteeﬁ (14) of the 23 oppose the
state changing the formula and 5 are 1'1.ndecid.e(il° |

Nineteén_ (19) of the 23 who are now more favorable chose
either A or B in question 18 a’s one of their choices; specifically,
12 chose A, to leave GRS as ié (socme added other alternatives in
- combination with A), and 8 chose B, GRS with changes (sbme in
combination, also). Three (3) did not choose GRS at all, even though

they feel more favorable toward it, This pattern of responses from

those who became more favorably inclined to GRS are interesting to
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contrast to the pattern of responses from those who became less
favorably inclined, as discussed below.

' Less Favorable. No'one who opposed GRS in 1972 became

less favorable to it., so'al_l 15 of those who did become less favorable
" had been either indifferent or favorable. In this case, 12 had been
favorable and» 3 indifferent, Of the 15, 11 came from suburban -
cities,l and 4 from villages.

The same questions (1 1, 14, and 18) é.re'-used to'anal'y.Ze
the *less favorable! as were used in the ahalysis of the '”moré
. favorable, First,. though, there'is one important difference. ‘_One
full third of the "less favorable! group came from the single city of
Enlglewood;,- Two (2) came from Trotwood, and one each from four
other cities and four vil‘lages., As méy be seen in Table II of
Chapter 3, Englewood, most villages, and a couple of other cities
" received fa.;c less than the average per capita, and f.reéﬁently, in
terms of per capita income, appeared'to have greatei’ Yneed, ™

~All five of the Englewood councilmen who bécame less
favorable believed that thé distribution of fﬁnds is unfair, They are
joihed by others, making 11 gut of 15 who believed the distribution
of funds is ‘unfair,” There were two who were unde’cicied, and twé

who believed distribution was fair. All 11 who said distribution was
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unfair also said the central city" was receiving the greatest ad-
vantage. The choice for 'least advantage’ was varied (question 11),

~Of the 15 *less favorable, ' 12 believed that they favored
the state government changing the formula in some way. There was
wide disagreement as to how the formula should be changed. Several
did comment on tax effort, however, and many respondents other
than these 15 agree., They believe that tax effort is not fairly
measured in (‘)hio.' City income taxes go only to those cities in
which a person works, ‘and t-here‘ is no reciprocation to the city in
\N’:hi;:h that pérson lives. Thus, even if two cities have equal tax

rates, the city that collects the largest amount of money (the same

which has the most erhployment) receives the benefit of the tax effort
factor. | |

The opinign of the "less favorable” group has beén r‘e—
versed, so far, from those of the "more fax‘forable“ group. There is
a different pattern for question 18 also. None of the 15 who beéame
less favorable selected A on question 18, Where{ they had a choice of
alternative forms of federal aid,‘ Answer A is to keep GRS as it 1s
Sevéﬁ (7) did select B, which was tp keep GRS, but with changes,v
Four (4) more selected B in Vco:r.nbination with another choice. This
shows that most of those disappointed with GRS agree Witﬁ the concept,

but are unhappy with the present law. Answer E (tax credits) was
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.mentioned four times (once alone, three times in combination). .
. Answers C (categorical grants) and D (block grants) were each
mentioned three times, always in combination.,
One village of'ficial api;ea.red to be the‘bigg'est opponent
of GRS. He did not like any possible formula and selected only E -
in questi(;n 18 (tax credi';s), In his final comments (questidn 19),
he stated that revenue sharing is "a form of being .bribed with your
Sown money-,. We should immediately have a tax reduction at all |
levels, The state has a slurplus to play wi’c};,- No government
should be opérated at a profit, "
| At. the other end, one who feels less favorablle still be~
lieves GRS '"is a good concept and even the small amount the village
~got .Wa.s beneficial..- It just needs moze eq"uity."’ Most of those with
whom revenue sharing lost favor made comments similar to this one_.,- :

-Summary, Questions 1 and 2, Overall, those th’héd

favored general rvevenue sharing in questioh 1 (1972) continued to
‘support it as much in quesfion 2 (May, 1974). A total of 38 increased
or maintained support. A total of 12 who had favored it were now
less favorable. But, 21 out of 33 who had been indiffere;nt became -
more .favdrable, and 2 who had opposed it became moré' favora;ble,

- Generally then, it>ca.n be said that these representatives of Mont~

gomery County governments favored the concept of GRS, and this
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favor has somewhat increased after experiencing the 1972 law for
a year and a half,

Alternative Forms of Federal Aid
" to State and Local Government

.question 18 asks respondents to select from five choices
the form of federal aid to state and local éovernmen‘c that they
would f_avor, or select any combination or suggest something dif-
ferent- from the choices offered. The selections offered were the
following: (A) renew geneéeral r_evehue sharing (GRS) with the same
conditions; (B) renew GRS but W‘.‘Lth' changes; (C) more categprical
grants; (D) block grants or special revenue sharing; (E) a tax credit
system; (F) some combination éf the above; or (G) other,'

Table VII shows how many r‘espondents selected one of

either A,~ B, C, D, B, F, or G, and .doe-s not show the choices within v
F, Wh'l.Ch is somé combination of the substé.ntive answers, A -through
E.. A total of 29 (33%) selected F. The most popular substantive
selection is B, which was the choice of 23 (26%) (;f the fespondents,
A'w-as selected by 19, with C;. D, and E receiving minimum support.
.With A and B comﬁined, general revenue srharing re‘ceix;ed the supé '
port-of 42 respondents, or 47. 7% of all respondents, 'i’his sui)port

was for some form of GRS alone, not in combination 'with categorical

or block grants, or tax credits. Answer F allows responderits a



61
Table VII. Question 18: Alternatives, First Arrangement

With 1976 approaching, which of the following would you favor?

A: Renewing GRS, same conditions; B: Renew GRS, some changes;
C: More categorical grants; D: Block grants; E: Tax credit system;
F: Some combination of the above; G: Other. This table does not
allocate the choices within F to the other categories. That is done

in Table VIII, - ‘ - '

Type of :
Government | N A B C D E : ¥ G
Central City 4 1 0 0 0 0 3 0
Suburban City|40 | 5 15 2 0 4 12 2
Village 19 6 3 1 1 3 5 0
Township 15 6 4 0 0 0 4 1
County 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0
State 5 0 0 0 0 2 2 1
Federal 3 0 1 0 0 0 2 0
- Total 88| 19 | 23 3 1 9 29 4
% 21.6% 126.1% | 3.4% |1.1% 10.3% | 33.6% | 4.5%

selection of tﬁo"or mor‘e_'choices sﬁchbas' A and C; B and C; A and E;
- A, C, and E; or any other combination.‘ Each combihation is bfoken
down into its component parts in Table VIII, For exémple, a selection
of A and E would be counted as one A and one E.

r]‘i'able VIII shows how many respondents selected each of
the fiye substantive answers (A through E) either alone or in combi-
nation. The totals do not equal the number of respondents since each

respondent could select as many or as few alternatives as they could
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. Table VIII. Question 18: Alternatives, Second Arrangement

The number of times each alternative is mentioned in any .choice is
listed in this table. What the alternatives mean is described in
Table VII. This table adds the choices of F to those who selected
only A, B, C, D, or E,

Type of
Government N A B e D E
Central City 4 1 3 0 3 0
Suburban City 40 9 19 v6 5 10
Village v 19 7 7 3 3 7
Township 15 8 5 1 2 3
County - 2 2 0 0 1 0
State 5 1 1 0 0 4
Federal 3 0 3 0 2 1
Total 88 28 38 10 16 25
% . 31.82% (43.2% | 11.3% | 18,2% | 28.4%

agree v»:fithA.“, In this table, selection F is broken into its constituent
parts (as may be seen in the complete table of quesfion 18 in Appendix
A), and is di‘stributed among A, E, C, D, and E,

| The‘ table shov}s that 66 respondents selected either A ér B
(no. one selected both A'and B, as such a choicé is illogical and con-
tradictory). This is 75% of all respondents who selected GRS as at
least one of their choices for fedérai aid. Almost as many selec-ted E,
tax credits,- as A. This makes E the third most popular selection,

with 25 (28%) of the respondents having chosen it. Answers C and D
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must be combined to equal and very slightly surpass E as selections.
The categorical grant is the.lé‘ast popular of the selections.

| Looking through the table, central city officials preferred
block grants and changes in revénue sharing., Suburban city officials
preferred some ché.nges i'n GRS and, in second place, either GRS
without ;hanges or tax credits. Village officials selecterd equally
anﬁong CRS with .changes, GRS without changes, and tax credits.
Township officials liked revenue sharing as it is, as did county
officials. State officials preferred tax credits.

Interestingly enough, é.lthough all three federal ofﬁcials
indicated in the first qﬁestion that th.ey favored GRS and all three 1r.101d7
“about the same' opinion in question 2, none of them selected revenue
-sharing as is. One selected GRS with changes by itsélf. Another
selected GRS with changes in combination with block grants, The
third selected tl;le'same as the second, but added tax credits as well,
The fact thaf Congrés smen hold this mixed viewpoint lends. credence

“to the wo'rriesl of those who are uncertain of the future of GRS,

Summary of Approﬁral ’
and Alternaﬁives

The first chapter listed some basic questions under the

first area of inquiry.. Here are some answers to those questions.
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First, do these officials approve of the concept of general
revenue sharing (GRS)? Yes; as -seen in question 18, at least 75% of
all respondents wish it to continue in some form, although one-third
of these may prefer some other alternatiye., Second, are they happy
with the present law? Bésically, no; only 22% of respondents did
not want to change it in some way. Othérs prefer some changes or
.additional means of federal aid. However, there is little agreement
on the directions improvements should take. T};ird, how does GRS
compare with the altergatives? Very well; although many seek
changes, most want it to continue even if adding other forms of aid.
It must be considered that this is to a great extent because GRS is
aifeady in place and ‘Some say té leave well enough alqne. The tax i
credit proposal .is relatively popular; mﬁch more so than either

categorical or block g'ra.nts,.

Publication of Use Reports

The second area of inves’cigatio_n c'oncerhs the effectiveness -
of the publication of planned use reports, in terms of public partici-
pation, VThis involves the analysis. of qﬁestions 3, 4:‘, and 5.; For the.
complete tables see Appendix A Necessary information is included
in the text without tables as the information‘is very brief in this

section. Federal officials are not asked any of these questions,ﬂ '
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- They are not directly involved in receiving publric response to local
expenditures.
Question 3 asks officials whether they received public

input about the spending of GRS funds as a result of the publication

of planned use reports. The answer is a strong 88% no. Even among
ten officials who answered yes, half gauged the respo‘nse as
"practically none, " four said "light, ' and only one said '”heavy.-“

As mentioned in Chapter 2, it has been suggestéd that -
there is more public participation when local offici#ls encourage
.participation‘in open hearings. So, the fourth question asks whether
the respond‘ent's board or council held public meetings for‘input on
revenue sharing., There was a variety of opinion as to what a public
"meeting" was or what was a Uspecial' meeting just for revenue
sharing. Officials of the same jurisdiction disagreed in their an-
swers., In e\.rery category, however, a majority‘ stated that there had
been ﬁeetings which included public discussions of GRS spending.
Overall, 49 respondents (58%) stated their polific‘al jurisdiction held
public meetings. Meetings include those which include GRS expeﬁ—
ditures as part of the agenda in regularly held public meetings as
well as rne'etings.held especially for GRS discussions. The conclu-
sion must be that open meetinés, for the most part, encouraged very

little public response concerning revenue sharing.
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In fact, several comments suggegted that the greatest
problem the officials faéed in all functions of government was re-
ceiving public input before m;.king decisions, It was said that nearly
all public input came in the form of criticism after some action was
taken, and a.fter the pfoblem at issue had previously been discussed
at i)ublicized, open meetings,

It is, of course, of intefest Wh‘ether4 public iﬁpu‘c affects
the decisions of the officials, Question 5.7a.s-ks \%Ihether input (when
it was given) changed the intentions these officials originally held -
about spending GRS funds. Only 39 officials were asked this question
siﬁce only 39 responded ''yes' in either question 3 or question 4-,

. To question 5, 74% of the respondents answered ''not at
all"--that public response had not changed their intentions. An»otherl
2 0—1/2% said not much,. and 5% some. No one said it changed their
opinions a great deal. There were many comments to explain this.
Several stated that the public opinion,was :rﬁuch the same as what they
had intended anyway. Several more said that the ideas suggesfised‘
wére well be.yond what revenue sharing could pay for or that the juris-
diction was .capable of doing; It must be recognized that outside of‘

} ;

the state, county, and central city, the amount of funds received

limits what those funds can be practically spent for. In some cases,
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the need is so obvious or inescapable that plans for the money are
. forced by conditions rather than by the wants of groups or
individﬁals .

It would appear that in Montgomery County the pﬁblicatién
of the use reports has faiied to achieve its purpose of encouraging
public participation in the budgeting of revenue sharing funds. In
fact, in the case of small jurisdictions, it has been detrimental,
The cost of publication is no less for those receiving small a,llot;- '
ments than for those receiving large allotments. " Many smaller
villégéé spend a large proportign of the funds rece.ived for all the

15

paperwork involved (publications and preparation of reports, etc.).

Federalism and General Revenue Sharing

Federalism is used here to connote two closely related,
but distinguishable ideas. First, federalism is used to discuss the

relative powér of federal, state, and local governments to each other.

151 should be mentioned here that the Office of Revenue
(ORS) in March, 1974, published a booklet entitled "Getting Involved:
Your Guide to General Revenue Sharing.” As explained in a May 8,
1974 letter from ORS Director Graham Watt to Congressman Clarerice
J. Brown, the purpose of this booklet is ''to illustrate the opportunifies
for citizen involvement in local priority-setting. . . and ORS has
. . . put into operation a nationwide program to publicize and distri-
bute the booklet by TV. . . . This student, an avid TV fan and news-
paper reader, has yet to see any advertisement of the availability of
this booklet in the Dayton or Cincinnati area. If the booklet is well
distributed, it could change the pattern of answers received in this
study. o - "
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Secondly, it refers to iﬁtergovernmental relations of any form, ip
terms of cooperatioﬁ, independence, mutual problem-solving, and
relative "need" of funds.

This section asks about general revenue sharing (GRS) in .
terms. of fedéra].ism. A brief introduction to the results here is
immeaiately followed by a thqrough analysis of the dgta. The general
‘nquestions (7 and 8) are analyzed ﬁ-rst. In this section it is fouﬁd that
res'prc-).ndent"s believe tha£ state aﬁd local governments need more.
decision-making power.:‘ '

“Power? is used here to refer.to the relative authorit? and
| financial ability of local and s_ta.té governments to th.e federal govern-—
ment. Those who respond that they believe that state and local govern-—
‘ments need more decision-making power are, in effect, saying that
they believe that rules and laws governing fed.era,l grahts need to be.
modified or removed, to allow state and local governments to exercise
more of their own authority in deterrnining the priorities of spending.
This authority could be gained in several ways: the lov)ering of federal
taxes, making a larger tax base available to other governments; the
return (in several forms) of fede raily collected tax fnonies with little
or no regul’é.'cions restricting the spending of such funds; or modifi—‘
éations of pr’esenf: regulations so that there are fewer conflictingv rules,

. and more coordination of programs.,
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It should be pointed out that answering "'yes' to the

qﬁestion of "need" for more authority in no way suggests that the

respondent believes general revenue sharing either does.or can
increase state and local decision-making power. 'I:h'is question is
1eft to the next question. A small majority of respondents believes
GRS has an increasing effect on state and local decision-making
po{wer.; |

On the more specific questions, rgspondents divide evénly
‘as to how much effect future uncertainty has on decisions to spend
GRS (question 6). When looking to the future (questions 16 and 17),
thé.re was a differing of opinions with no important distinctions among -
the types of governmenté. There were mansr more undecideds" én
these questions than on most other questionsoi |

Q\_Jéstion 9 reveals opinions concerning the reasons for
having‘va program of revenue sharing. Here it is found that nearly
everyone agrees with helping state and local governments finance
themselves. Many (77% of i:he total universé) beliéve GRS should
encourage more statg and local independence in the federal system.
Far fewer a‘g.ree»-’that GRS should be used to encourage stéte’ and local
governments to adopt certain types of taxes, to encourage rvegional'

planning, or to encourage_consoli&atidn. Finally, question 10 reveals -,
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that local intergovernmental relations afe largelsr uﬁaffécted by
general revenue sharing.
Gene;‘al Opinions on
Federalism and GRS
The fesponses to question 7 are easily summarized and
" need no table. 'i‘hese responses establish a very strong support
(85%; 75 responae‘nts) for more state and local decision-making
power than there is at present (the present being May and june,
V1974).,- This was stated as a generai principle, not necessarily re-
flecting an o%pinion about the current effects of GRS. Each classifi-
cation supports this idea at a rate of 60% or better. Only 6 (7%) do
not believe that state and local governments need more power, with
7 (8%) undecided. See Table A-7 in Appendix A.

There are two ways to look at the term ”mére power,"” One
way refers to the legally conferred authority to make decisions. The
other refersv to the financial ability to chéose among those legally |
allowed alte.rnatives.A

The federal government has been giving what are often
large grants of money to state and local governments for many years,
However, tﬁese grants were legally restricted .as to.how the m\oney

could be spent, usually into very narrow channels and sometimes in -

contradictory patterns. Requirements for matching funds also forced
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local and state governments to diverf funds that could have been
used for other programs into those for which grants Wel-‘e offered.
This 1i@ted the focus of these governmen{:s and often denied them
the power to choose among local priorities, many of them pressing
needs. While these grants are useful, few -are entirely satis-
factory.

| It was hoped that GRS could give state and local govern-
ments more freedom in decision-making. With only a few restric-
tions, and no matching funds required, it was hoped that these "new!!
funds would give the state and local governments more choices.
Question 8 asks officials whether GRS has increased decision-
making power, whether it has reduced this power, or whether it has
had no effect. It has been’suggested that this form of federal aid
could force dependency on the federal government, leading in the
lobng run to less state and local decision-making power as more and
more requirements are added.

Question 8 is also easily summarized without a table,

Just over ’55% of the respondents (48 persons) believe that, in one
way or another, GRS does increase state and local decision-making
power, Nearly 45% (39 respondents) beliex}e it has no effect. No
respondent believes that it decreases power. One official did say

that in the future it may decrease power, as local governments



72
become more dependent on it, but not at the presenﬁ level of funding
or under the present regulations. Suburban citjr and state officials

each split evenly between "increasing'' and "no effect.™ All the others

;
’

gave an edge to '"increasing.
This would séem to indicate that local officials do not’
‘percéive (under present conditions) the danger that some Congress-
men WhO- originally opposed GRS fear-~-that of long range control by
Washingtoﬂ. This is evidence that agrees with a tone throughoutl this
study of pragmatic officials. JIn the comments and in the responses
to specific Questions one gathers that philosophy of governrhent was a
secondary consideration if it was .considered at all by most of the
respondénts. Most were concerned with "how much' they received,
rather than "how’ they received it. Only a few appeared concerned
over the effects of the method used. on government pofrer and
federalism as concepts. The rest of‘the questions are more spécific.
The néXt .three' analyze the ef_fects of future anticipation and uncer-
tainty about the future of GRS,
Uncertainty and : o
Future Expectations |
Since the hope of many revenue sharing propllonents Wés. that

state and local governments would get more freedom in decision~

making, methods were proposed to help guarantee this freedom of
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choice. As expla:ined in Chapter 2, it was believed thaé a "perma-
nent' allocation would allow'.local and state governmeﬁts tb plan
better for the future giving them a bgtter and longer list of choices
among p:iorities, The final law, however, was limited to five years.
Many feel five years is not long enough apd that the threat of chaﬁge
in 1976 or 1977 hamperé the choices made by loc‘al and state officials,

Question 6 asks if uncertainty influences the choices made
to spend GRS and then asks if this tends to influence the official to
spend for nonrecurring expenses, Table IX r‘eveals that just over
48% (41 respondents) stated that uncertainty_ciig-haVe an imporfant
bearing on the“way they believed funds should be spent., There were
46% (39 respogdenés) who said no, with 5 (6%) und.ecided;

o . Of those who anéwered yes, 32 (38%) stated thé,t this un-
cértainty influenced them to spend fundé for nonrecurring expenses.
One central city official who answered "no' to part B of the question

stated that uncertainty would have affected hisk position e;icept‘ that

Dayton's financial troubles left no altefnative than to useAthe‘funds

16

for basic operating expenses in most instances.

161n November, 1974, Dayton voters approved raising the
city income tax from 1% to 1.75%. This could change opinions of
central city officials., As it also affects what other cities in the
metropolitan area can receive (see p. 58 about no reciprocity
of taxes), it could change their opinions.

v
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Table IX. Question 6: Influence of Uncertainty

6-A. Does uncertainty about the future of GRS have an important
bearing on the way you believe your government should spend its
GRS funds?  B. (If yes) is it correct to assume that this uncertainty
influences you to favor using GRS funds for nonrecurring expenses
such as capital outlay or debt retirement? Federal officials not
included. Only those answering "yes™ to A are asked B. "Yes™
responses to A are broken down further into responses to B.

Type of N A - Yes No | Undec.
Government —
B. Yes | No Undecided
Central City | 4 1 2 0 1 0
Suburban City | 40 11 3 0 22 4
Village 19 7 1 0 10 1
Township 15 7 1 2 5 -0
County 2 4 0 0 1 0
State s 4 0 0 1 0
Total 85 32 7 2 39 5
% | 37.7%| 8.2%  2.4% |45.8%| 5.9%

The county, state, and the townships were those most
reluctantkto spgnd funds for other than capital outlay;, ""You can't
trust Con}gress to keep a good thiﬁg, so why depend on it?’” was one
comment 'from a township of.ficial; |

Another way to discover how much certainty there is, is to
~find out some of the things officials are uncertain about. Are officials
uncertain about whether general revenue sharing will continue? And

even if GRS is renewed, are they uncertain about what the formula



will be in the next law?
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Can they depend on the continuity of the

formula and regulation:s? If not, will formula and regulations be

more or less advantageous to their communities than at present?

Questions 16 and 17, as presented in ’I'a.bles,'X.;, X1, XII,

and'XIII,‘ ask. officials about their future expectations concerning

GRS.

Table X. Question 16-A: Will Fermulas Be Changed?

- Assuming that GRS is renewed beyond 1976 in its basic principles,
would you anticipate that the formulas will be changed?

Number of

Respondents ‘Yes No Undecided
88 36 34 18
40. 9% 38. 6% 20.5%

Table XI.,. Question 16~-B: Less or More Advantageous?

Assuming that GRS is renewed beyond 1976 in its basic principles,
would you anticipate that the new law would be (1) more advantageous;
(2) less advantageous; or (3) about the same in its advantages to your

(city, village, etc.)?

Number of

Respondents |

More Less Undecided
772 13 13 57
16.9% 16.9% 66. 2%

2There are 11 fewer respondents since 11 officials did not

even care to try to answer this question.

The interviewer

takes this as further evidence of uncertainty.
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Table XII;.- Question 16~'-C:' More or Fewer Strings?

Assuming that GRS is renewed beyond 1976 in its basic principles,
would you anticipate that the federal government will (1) attach more.
strings, (2) fewer strings, or (3) about the same as at present?

Number of
Respondents Morzre Fewer About the Same
78 26 , 5 42
33. 3% 6. 4% ' 53.9%

2There are 10 fewer respondents since 10 officials did
not even care to try to answer this question.

Table XIII. Question 17: Will there be GRS?

In your opinion, will there be GRS after 1976?

Number of

Respondents Yes No Undecided
88 55 13 - 20
| 62.5% 14.8% 22, 7%

There is no majority opinion in Table X ’i‘he largest group
of respondents (36; or 41%) believe that, yes, there will be a change
in the forinulas, wi;ch 39% believing there will be no change, and 20%
uncertain. | With no maj ority opinion, and with such an e\}en diviéion
of opinion, it could be supposed that there is conflicting. "evide-nce of

the future available to these officials, leading to conflicting opinions

about the future.
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In Table XII, "1t can be seen that a majority (42; or 54%)
believes that there would be about the same number of strings in a
new law. A total of 26 (33%) believes there will be more strings.
‘in questién 16-C, ten persons did not wish to respond. It could be
that some of those responding might have answe_reid "undecided' if
the author had been wise enough to include such. a response cate-
gory. When asked if a new law would pro'bablyvbe more or less
advantageous, eleven."persons did not even want to try to answer-,
and 57 (66% of those responding) were undecided (Table XI).

The lack'of a majority in question 16-A, the large
majority of undecideds in 1‘6-B, and the persons who did not wish
to express an opinion in 16-B and'ié-C would indicate that theré
is uncertainty both by individuals and by the universe as a whole,
as evidenced by the complexity of its disagreemems. rIfhe variety
of opinions and iack of i)atte.rns indicate a sense of uncertainty.

' Question 17 (Table XIII)-s_howé a fnajority (55; or 62%)
beiiéving that GRS will be rene\.ved'in some form after 1976. This
would seem to indicate that officials are worrying more about the
form of GRS rather than it continued existence. Yet ZO:responden‘cs

i

(23%) are undecided, and 13 (15%) believe it Will‘not be fre'nevved, adding'
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some more uncertéinty. Those who are undecided, or do not believe-
it will be renewed, will act ‘accordingly in planning for the future.
Reasons That Justify
Having GRS

The analysis of the third area 6f investigation has so far
focused on first, the desirability of shifting more decision-making
power to state and local governments; seéond, on the actual effects
of this power; and, third, on a d'15cussrion of the effect of uncertainty,
incluciing the five- year life of the GRS law on the sﬁifting of power,
Now, a further discussion on the de sir:;Lbility of shifting this power
in rtelrms of the conditions that should or should not be required By

(

the federal government for local or state governments to 'receive the
funds leads to question 9, which is detailed in Table XIV.,

Respondents Weré asked in question 9 to choose among as
many purposes to which the federal government could put GRS, or as
many reforms GRS C(-)uld be used to encourage, as the reéponden‘cs
could agree With., R.espondehts could say that its onlyv purpose should
be to hélp pay s'ta,t-e ané Tocal expenses; or only that its pu;rpose silould
be to give state and local governments more indepena.enfce; or that it
should be encouraging one of three specific reforms; 9;' any combi~

nation thereof.
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Table XIV. Question 9: The Reasons for Having Revenue Sharing

~ (An abbreviated form of Question 9.) Of the following possible
purposes to which GRS could be put by the federal government,
select as many or as few as you feel that you would agree with: .
(A) To help state and local government finance legitimate functions,
(B) To give state and local governments more independence in the
federal system, (C) To encourage (tax reform). . . , (D) To
encourage . . . regional planning, or (E) To encourage local
consolidation. As each respondent could select as many answers
as he wished, the total number of responses is greater than N,

Percentages are the percent of N selecting each response.

- Type of
Government N A B C D E
Central City 4 4 3 1 3 3
' 100.0% | 75.0% 25. 0% 75. 0% 75. 0% .
Suburban City] 40 39 32 112 19 9
97.5% 80. 0%. 30. 0% 47.5% 22.5%
Village . 19 17 14 7 5 1
89. 5% 73. 7% 36.8% 26, 3% 5.3%
Township 15 14 o 11 3 6 2
93.3% | 73.3% 20. 0% 40. 0% 13, 3%
County 2 | 2 2 0 0 0
, 100.0% | 100.0% - - -
State 5 4 4 1 0 0
' 80.0% | 80.0% 20. 0% - -
Federal 3 2 2 2 2 2
66. 7% 66. 7% 66. 7% 66. 7% 66. 7%
Total 88 | 82 68 26 35 17
93, 2% 77. 3% 29, 6% 39, 8% 19. 3%
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Over 93% (82 éf the respondents) selected A, to help state
and local governments fiﬁaﬁce legitimate functions, as one of their
selections. Six persons did not select A in any combination. Some
who believe that these governments could fend for themselves,
encouraged revenue sharing only as a means of encouraging.re-
forms. Only two saw it solel;}'as a means of giving more power
to state and local government at federal expense. Only four persons
selected A by itself. I£ was in combination with some otiﬂer choice
in 78 instanceé.

Over 77% (68 of thé respondents) selected B, to encourage
sté.te and local independence and responsibility in the federal systeﬁ,
~ as one of their choices. This seems somewhat odd as-85% (75 re-
spondents) in question 7 stated that they believea there should be
more stafce‘ and local decision-making power, It may be that 't}he' 8%
diffe‘rence is that revenue sharing was not viewed by that 8% as a
means of gaining more power or indépendence, or that they’do ﬁot
view Ymore power! and independence' as being closely related. Or,
perhaps, they are among those who view revenue sharing as a long-
range threat to state and local independence, even though other
answers do not show this,

Only one respondent (a state representative) selected B by

itself. However, 40 respondents (45%) selected a comBination of
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' Comments

only A and B, indicating their rejection of the ":’_reforms‘.”’
show that respondents are not against the aétua.l substance of the
reforms. Maﬁy stafced that tiley believed that one of‘more of the
reforms was a good idea, but were ada?x;antly 6pposed tc_>vthe federalr
government imposing the feforms, ’I’heyb stated that such reforms
must be worked out by the pl?.blic. and the participating lqcal and state
gove rnme'nts .

Of éburse, 27 respondents (30%) selected one of the three
reforms, C, D, or E, or a combination of them as well a's B. They
apparently saw no contradiction between enforced federal reform and
local independence. ) In fact, the one argument is that these reforms
will help local government to become more independent and respon-
sible in the long runr,

Almost 30% (26 r‘espondents) selected C, encouraging tax
reform 1n ‘state and local governments as one of their choices, As
compared to the overwhelming support of A and B, it is not too
fé,vorablle. Surprisingly, this was supported more by village officials
than other local officials., They are often expected to Ee more Ycon~
servative or againsit federal interference, Of course, .7 persons is

only 37% of the village respondents. It is only half the favorable

response given to B.
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- Selection D, regional planning, received support from 35
respondents (40%). This was particularly well received by the
Dayton City Commissioners, 3 of whom selected D. 1t was sur-
prisingly well received (40%) by some township trustees, as town—
ships prés;ently have little or no input to existing regioqal bodies.
This may éhange as different regional bodies are created or changed.
The sample size of township trustees seems smalll', but 6 trustees
selecting D i;s'l5. 4% of all trustees in Montgomery County, and‘ each
?epresents a ‘different township. A seventh trustee séid hve would
-h'a;ve supported D, with some qualifications.

With.the sole exception of Dayton officials, consolidation of
governments (E) was very unpopular améng state and local officials.
Two federal officials favored the idea. 'Of the five answers, E was
the least popular with the suburban city, village, and township
officials. County and state officials all opposed E as well as D.

Summary Question 9. This ninth question elicited a great

deal of information on these officials' concepts of financial need and
federalism. Nearly everyone agrees local governments need money
and many agfeéd that the state should receive it as well, A large

majority believe that a major purpose of GRS should be to ex;courage

the Ynew federalism, " making state and local governments more

independent from the federal government. While many believed in
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regional cooperation, comparatively few liked the idea of the federal
goveirnment imposing any form of regionalization through revenue

. sharing. Fewer yet liked the idea of federally ”encoﬁréged"’ tax
reform. And a large majority of respondents opposed consolidation

under any circumstances, federally imposed or otherwise.

Intergovernmental Cooperation

The final question to be discussed in this section is the
'effect of the present law on intergovernmental co'operation,ﬂ Question
10 does not specify a definition of cooperation., It can be a coop-
erative effort in ,providing services, regional planning, or si’:rnply
listening to neighbofs' complaints. Many earlier supporters_éf GRS
also wanted greater regional cooperation. Many of these same
people are afraid that the present law will discourage regional co-
operafﬁion and encourage governments to go it alone.l A table is not
neces‘sary for this brief statement. Question /10 shows how state and -
local officials vie\%/ the effects of revenue sharing on intergovern-;
mental relations so fér, A large 73% stated that GRS has no effect
one way or the other., Over 21% believes that revenue sharing has
i'rlduéed more cooperation,v and only 6% believed govérnments to be

acting more independently of one another, The reasons given by

' those who believed there was more cooperation was that some
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governments now had the funds to enable them to work on joint

projects without sacrificing their own needs.

Summary of Federalism and GRS

The cox/lclusicm here will be expanded in Chapter 5, A£
this point is avbrief summary answering the basic questions of this
area of inv_estigati_on.,. bo the interviewed .of.f‘icials perceive the
n‘ shifting of more responsibility for problem solving to state and local
governments desirable? The respondentsrbelieve that it is. The
hea%ry response in question 7 in favor of more such responsibility,
and the numerous selections of B in questic;n 9, which is to use GRS
to encourage state and local independence, tend to confirm this as
does the rejection of C, D, and E (the imposed reforms) in ‘q_ue.stion 9

A I.'I'he rejection of the "encouraged! feforms in question 9

also anéwers the basic question, what other purposes exist to justify
any form of GR3? In terms of specific "reforms" 01-‘ reasons, the |
answer is none.. As a general r;ason, the fiscal plight of local
. goverﬁmgn’cs is the most popular of reasons for GRS.

Finally, does the present law actually have the effect of
shifting this responsibility? Opinion on thié is divided. A majority of

55% believes that this is the effect. But a large 45% believes there is
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no effect. The doubt and uncertainty as shown in questions 6, 16,

and 17 is probably the main reason for this strong minority view.

The Distribution of General Revenue Sharing

The fourth area of investigation asks officials' opinions
of the fairness of distribution and the relationship of distribution to
their gpinions concerning federa.liém. In this section opinions are
gathef;ad about the fairnegs of the GRS distribution; about what types
of government are perceived to have received the most and least
advantages; whether the state share of GRS has been spent so as to
benefit the local population in Montgomery County; whether the
1/3—2/:31 division of GRS between state and local government should
be kept or whether either state or local governments should receive
a different share; whether the state legisiature should adopt an alter-
native formula for Ohio local governments; and, finally, who in the
future should be responsible for deciding the allocation formula for
local governments.
Distribution Among
Local Governments

Table XV shows that a plurality of 45-1/2% of the respon-
dents view the distribution of funds as not fair (questicn 11A)., Central

city, suburban city, and village officials,‘ in that order,v were least
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Foe

Table XV. Question 11~A: Is Distribution of GRS Fair? =

Do you believe that the distribution of general revenue sharing
funds is fair to all types of government, including central cities,
suburban cities, villages, townships, counties, and states?

Type of : , :

Government N. Yes “No Undecided
Central City 4 1 (25.0%) 3°(75. 0%) 0 -
Suburban City | 40 8 (20.0%) | 25 (62.5%) 7 (17. 5%)
Village 19 7 (36.8%) 8 (42.1%) 4 (21. 0%)
Township 15 10 (66.7%) 1{ 6.7%) 4:(26.7%)
County 2 1 (50. 0%) 0o - 1 (50.0%)
State 5 1 (20.0%) 2 (40.0%) 2 (40.0%)
Federal 3 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%)

Total 88 29 (33.0%) | 40 (45.4%) 19 (21. 6%)

satiéfied with distribution. Only 33% believed the distribution fair,
the largest group satisfied being township trustees. A group of
21-1/2% w'eré ﬁndecided. | .

Parts B and C of question 11 were asked of those who
answered no in part A, Theée parts asked who the respondents
believed received the most advantage (B) and the least advaﬁfage (C)‘
under the present distribution. Tables XVI and XVII allow the
reader to compare, at the same time, who selected Whlich tyée of

government to be least or most-advantaged.
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Table XVI. Question 11-B: Most Advantage

If no (in question 11-A), which of the above forms is getting the
most advantage: Central cities, suburban cities, villages, town~
ships, counties, and states?

Tvbe of 4 o | 1 I |
G'ov}erll)'incient N é E‘: ‘?’: '§ §‘? ‘g g ,c:& § § ® g
, O8O |ph o0 > |[HW 0 0 Z 0
Central City 3 0 2 0 1 -0 "0 20
Suburban City| 25 19 0 0 2 1 2. 1
Village 18 6 0 0 0 0 0 2
Township 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0
None of the county officials said no in A,
State 2 o | o o | o o | o 2
‘Federal | 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0
Total 40 | 25 2 o | 3 2 3 5
62.5% | 5.0% | - ) 7.5% | 5.0%[7.5% |12.5%

' Remembei" two items. First, that even though 60% of
central city commissioners responded, this is only 3 persons in the
total. Second, any one other city in the county has at least equal
numbers of councilmen in the total., Suburban city cquncilmen con-
stitute the 1argést group of respondents, |

Overall, the most advantaged were believed to be (in
descending ordver) the lcéntral city, (not sure), the township anti the
state, and the suburbs and the county. No one believed villages to

be most advantaged. The least advantaged were believed to be
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: Table XVII. Question 11-C: Least Advantage
If no (in question 11-A), which of the above forms is getting the

least advantage: Central cities, suburban cities, villages, town-
ships, counties, and states? - ’

! S i >
GotZiinolfent N | 8§73 {?,g 5 3 = § &8 |4 s B
OHOlRIG & |=d O |hlZn
Central City | 3 |3 0 0 0 0 0] 0
Suburban City (26 |1 6 8 -3 1 0 |. 7
Village 8 |o 0 4 0 o o | 4
Township 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
None of the county officials said no in A.
State 2 |1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Federal 1|1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 41 |5 6 12 4 1 o |12
12.5% [15.0% [ 30.0% {10.0% | 2.5% |- { 30.0%

(in this order) the villages, (an equal number not sure), the suburbs,
the central citf, townships, and the county. No one believed £he state
to be least advan’caged'by the formuia.v

The next section discusses the state's share éf general

revenue sharing,

The State Share
Questions 12 and 13 ask about the division and use of the

state's share of GRS funds,‘ While few persons listed thé state as
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Table XVIII.H Question 12: S_‘p.ending' the State's Share
Do yoﬁ believe the state's share of federal revenue sharing funds has

been spent in such a way as to benefit the residents of your (city,
district, etc.)? :

Typé of
Government N Yes No Undecided
Central City 4 2 (50.0%) 0 - 2 (50. 0%)
Suburban City | 40 9 (22.5%) | 13 (32.5%) | 18 (45. 0%)
Village 19 5 (26.3%) | 6 (31.6%) 8 (42. 1%)
Township 15 | 2(13.3%) | 6 (40.0%) 7 (46.7%)
County 2 | 0 - 0o - 2 (100.0%)
~ State 5 3 (60.0%) 1 (20.0%) 1 (20. 0%)
Federal 3 1(33.3%) | 0 - 2 (66.7%)
 Total 88 22 (25.0%) | 26 (29. 6%) 40 (45. 4%)

receiving-the “mo st adv;ntage (question Ill-—C), over 57% bslieved
that the local governr.n»ents should recéive more than twof-thirds of
the state area allocation (question 13), Only 43% Wantéd to leave the
division as is. No one believed the state should receive a greater
shar‘e, Table A-13 in Appendix A presents complete responses to
quesfion 13,

One reason for the ]_:.n?eference for increésed 1v<;cal aid, is
the poor viéw 1oca1$ hold of how the state spends its fun;is. When

asked if the state spent its share of GRS in such a way as to benefit - .



90
e respondents' jurisdictions (Tab.le XVIID), 45-1/2% did not even
know how it was spent, a,ndb30% said no. Only 25% said yes, the
izargest support (as a percentage of each category) coming from state
officials and the central city. Comments from those who said no,
indicated that most did not know how the state spent its funds, but
that they noticed no benefit to their communities. Several com-~
nnented'that this was because local officials received little information

from state officials about what the state is doing.

.f?é,lternativé Formulas

Although 45% of the respondents believed the distribution
to be unfair (question ll—Aj, only 30% favor having the state legis- ’
laturé change the formula in one of the legally allowed ways, .as'
seenzjmrTabl‘evXIX. Ojfv thosAe‘ responding, 26% Weré und,ec':id‘ed,'
and 44% opposed having the state change the formula. Séveral of the
respondents explained that no matter how unfair the formula, they
were opposed to changes by either‘ the state or federal government-s
for fear of coming out Worsie. Since mosbt appreciated receiving any-
thing they wanted to leave wéil enough a.lonre°

Most respondents commented that they were un:familiar
with what the effects of different formulas would be. This may ex-

plain Tables XX and XXI which show officials from .the same city
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Table XIX. Question 14-A:.- Alternative Formula?
Abbreviated form of question: Do you believe that the General

Assembly should change the formula using one of the allowed
alternatives?

Type of
Government | N Yes No Undecided
 Central City | 4 2 1 1
Suburban City | 40 18 , 12 , 10
Villagé o 19 4 12 3
- Township 15 1 9 5
County 2 0 1 1
State 7 5 1 2 2
Federal 3 0 2 1
 Total 88 26 (29.5%) | 39 (44.3%) | 23 (26.1%)

Table XX, Question 14~B: ‘Which Alternate Formula?

_ If yes in 14-A, should the formula be changed? (1) population X re-
lative income; (2) population X tax effort, or (3) keep all three factors
of population X tax effort X relatlve income, but Welght them dif-
ferently?

_ Type of _ 3) PX TE X RI,
. Government N (1) PXRI | (2) PX TE | Assign New Wts,
Central City 2 1 0 1
Suburban City | 18 5 2 11
Village 4 0 1 3
Township | 1 0 1 0
State 1 0 0 1
Total 26 | 6 4 16
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Table XXI. Question 14-B-3: Assigning of Weights

This table shows how those selecting choice 3 in Question 14~-B
would weight the 3-factor formula. Across the top are the factors

to which respondents would give additional weight. For example:
a respondent choosing population would prefer that population be
given more than equal weight, leaving tax effort and relative income
lower, but equal to each other. A respondent picking population and .
tax effort would prefer to de-emphasize relative income while give
more weight to both population and tax effort, - '

Type of _ | Popu- Tax Relative : :
Goverriment_a‘ N lation | Effort | Income | Pop, TE | Pop, RI

Central City 1 0 0 0 0 1
Suburban City 9 4 3 0 0 ‘2
Village - 3 0 2 0 0 1
State 1 0 0 1 0 0
 Total 14 4 5 1 0. 4

@No township, county; or federal officials selected
number 3 in 14-B.

with different alternatives even when the.y would like to see the :
state change the formula.

Among those who would make a change, the cent:-ral city
offi.cials would eliminate or de-emphasize the tax effort factor, the
suburban officials are divided, aﬁd village:officials would prefer tax
effort over relative income. This seems odd in view of the fact that.
as one looks through Table II in Chapter 3b, it appears that tax effért'

favors Dayton, Moraine, and West Carrollton more than does the
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relative income factor. This result could be different in states with
taxing systems that more accurately reflect the wealth of the cities’

residents.

Who Should Decide Fbrmuias?

Directly relating federalism to distribution, qﬁestidn 15
asked respondents to choose who they believed should dévise the
formula at the local level. This amounts to asking them Who\vthey
trust to be fair. | The choices were to leave the responsibility to
Congress by incorporating the formula into the 'la,W, as at ﬁresen’c;
or to have Congress delegate the responsibility to each state govern— .
~ment; or to have Congress delegate the responsibility to an inde-
pendent body of some sort set up for that purpo.se. Several respon-
dents suggested an already éxisting body, although they were not
requested to do so. Responses may be found in Table XXII,

‘A plurality of 42% said that the distribution should be left
to the :ﬁederal government in Congress. About 30-1/2% chose the
independent lbbdy, and 27% the state government. The central city
tended fo 1eah— toward thé independent body, ‘followed by the i's’cevtte.,
Suburban officials split between federal and independent. The village

officials split between federal and state. The township trustees split
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Table XXII. Question 15: Who Should Work Out the Formula?

Assuming that general revenue sharing is renewed, who should be
responsible for working out the formula for distributing funds at the
local level? (A) Should the federal government write the distribution
formula into law; or (B) Should Congress delegate this responsibility
to each state government; or (C) Should Congress delegate this re~
sponsibility to some independent body or commission set up for this
purpose? '

Type of A B - C
‘Government N | Federal State Independent Body
Central City 3 0 1 2
Suburban City | 38 15 8 15
Village 19 -8 8 3
Township - 15 5 5 5
County 2 2 0 0
State | 5 3 1 1
Federal 3 3 0 0
- Total 85 . 36 23 26

(42. 4%) (27.1%) : (30, 6%)

evenly among all three. County, state, and federal officials all

1eaned‘toward federal as their choice,

Summary Fairness of Distribution
The answers are now available for the basic question for .
this fourth area of investigation, Are officials content with the distri-

bution? No, A large plurality believes the distribution unfair, and a
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large group is undeéided. Less than a third believe it fair. There
is disagreement as to how the distribution is unfair. When offered a
choice to correct the formula, many-rejected the idea for fear of
making bad worse. The remainder disagree on how to correct it.

Whiie most believe that their own government should re-
ceive a gfeater »share,‘ there was agreement from the suburban cities
 that _villéges received the least advantages and‘ the central cify the

most adva'.ntéges.. In terms of per capita receipts, this would appear
to be é. correct appraisal, Table II in Chapter 3 clearly'iﬁdicates
this., |

The answers seem to indicate a basic problem of inter-
‘governmental relations: every government believeé that it has more
problems and has more need for money than any other. This is
particularly eyident in local opinions of state spending. There is
little awareness of how stat.e governinenﬁ spends its money. And
many commented 'tilat the staté does not need Iﬁoney; it has more
than it knows what to do with now. Also, even thosle (in question 15)
~ who beligve the federal gpvernment should continue deciding the local
fofmula, do so>on1y because they do nét thihk anyone else cén do
better.

In short, few are very. satisfied, but"fewer'-avgree on what

can be done about it.



CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In this concluding chapter is a summéry of the major
conclusions reached in Chapter 4, sromewhat expanded. This is
followed by the author's‘recog.lmendations for improve_menf of
fedveralvaid to st‘éte and local governfnents based on needs perceived

by the respondents.

Summary and Conclusions

The sﬁmmary of the findings in Chapter 4 follows the
pattern throughout this study of discqssing issues in terms of the
four areas of investigation laid out in Chapter 1. First will be-
opinions about the concept‘of general revenue sharing (GRS) and
._alterriatives to GRS. Second is a summary of findings about officials'
opinions abo‘ut the publication of use repo.rts. Third is the broader
discussion of the féderalism issue, discussing opinions concerning
state and local power (authority and capability to act); Whether GRS
expands power of state and local government; whethel; doubt and

uncertainty due to the federal nature of the program affects GRS

96
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spending; what doubts and uncertainties there are; and effects of the
vprogram on local intergovernmental relationships. Fourth are

opinions about the fairness and form of distribution of the funds.

Approval of Revenue Sharing; Alternatives

At the time thé questionnaire.was presented to respbnf
denfs (during interviews in May and June of 1974) general revenue
éharing was a popular concept. In fact, it was moi;e popular in May,
1974 than it was in Octobér, 1972. The comparison of questions
asking é,bout opinions past and present relies on the accuracy of
respondents’ p’ercerptvion‘s.ﬁ'_.'

However, the important question is the second question
askeé: i..e,‘,,' "has your bi)inion of GRS become more favorable, less
favorable, or is it about the sa‘rn-e?“; In this question, | it was found
that 36% became more favorable and 46% stayed about the same, and
only 17% became less favorabie. In order to determine what this
means it must be coﬁpared wi’th what the respond.enfs beli_eved
préviously.

| It was determined in Chapter.4 (under fhe subtitle
| "Apprévgl”) tilat of the 32 who became moré rfavorable‘ to GRS, | 21 had
originally been indifferent. These 21 respondents hé,d rﬁoved from a

middle ground (not sure whether to favor or oppose) to a position of
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being favorable. Since 50 had been favorable to GRS to begin with,
this would make 71 with favorable opinions. This is partially offset =
by 12 respondents who at first favored‘GRS, -but had become less
favorable. Subtracting those 12 from 71, it would be -reasénablev'to-
state that at leas.t 59 respondents (67% of the total) are favorably
inclined toward genéral revenue éharing (as ‘of May, 1974)..

As 50 (57%) origiﬁally stated they were favorable, it caﬁ
be said. that the concept 6f GRS is more favorably accepted vin May;
1974 than it was when passed into law in Octqber, 1972.

It is interesting to contrast this approval with the variety
of responses to the question about alternatives. .Although abéut 59
respondents are favorable toward GRS, only 19 (22%) would leave it
as is, without changes, or without adding ;)ther forms of federal aid
in conjunction. Another 23 prefer to continue GRS without additional .
methods, but do want to éhange it in some way.

Added together this is 48 respondents (48%) who prefe‘r'redk
general revenue sharing over any alternative., They prefer ‘this |
method to stand alone as the means. of federal aid to state and local
g(A)vernmentys.

Nine {9) respondents wanted GRS, as it currently is, in
combination with one or more of these forms of federal aid: cate—;

gorical grants, block grants, or tax credits. Fifteen (15) respondents -
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wanted GRS -with some changes in combination with one or more of
these same forms of aid. Altogevther then, general revenue sharing
was named as an acceptable form of federal aid (alone or in combi— '
nation; with or without changes) by 66 respondents (75%). Of the 25%
who did not select GRS in ;':Lny form, the largest group selected tax
credits as the more populai‘ alternative.

This area of investigafsion reveals that the general reveﬁue
sharing concept is approved by Montgomery County local ofﬁciais,
but that they are not entirely satisfied with the preselj.t law. This is
evident in the response to the question about alternatives in which

most of those who approved of GRS wanted changes in it and/or addi~

" tional methods of federal aid in combination.

Publication of Use Reports

Actua,ll use. rAeports:may or may not be" useful in truly deter-
mifling how general revenue s.haring has been spent., Planned use
reports ‘are, however, primarily intended to givé information toi the
pﬁbli; in the locality &here the funds are spent in order to increase .
citizen participation in budgeting GRS funds, These reports are re-
quired to be published in a local newspaper of general circulation.

Three questions ask about this area of investigation: First,

if publication of use reports encouraged public responseé; second,
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whether respondents' govérnments encouraged participation by
holding public meetings for the purpose of gathering inpﬁt on GRS
spending; and, third, whether such response (when reéeived) in—
fluenced rerspond‘ents to change their plans for spending GRS,

For the first quéstion, 88% of respondents stated they had »
received no response .from the public about GRS. The publication of
reports had produced little pa.3;‘ticipation.-~ Even those who stated
there had been response most often said "practically noné, " as
opp(;sed to "light"” or "a great deal.

‘A total of 58% of the respondents stated that their juris—
diction had held public meetings. Only 26% of respondents changed
~their opinions‘as a result of such response, but nof much,-

Comments about use reports were invariably bitter. All
‘comments made (and 62 respondents had comments on -this subject) .
indicated thét no one likes using _th_e money to buy newspape r"space
when almost no one rea&s it and fewer understand it; : Yetv, it is re~
.quired that money be spent.-for publication. Many used the same
expres‘sion in deécribing "useless reports, ’f mostly'o'fficia'ls of

townships or villages with small populations.
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Federalism and General Revenue Sharing
Wﬁen asked about the specific problem of the law being
only-fo‘r five years, with changes possible, nearly half looked to the
future uhceftainl\;r. WhilééZ.'S% believed there \r;rould be some form
of GRS after 1976, nearly 49% anticipated changes in the- formula,
with many undecided, and two-thirds were undecided as to the effects
of changes on their jurisdictions, A majority believed the strings
would be about the same, but a thirci believed there would be more
' strings.
Comments indicaté that officials consider most ”strings”
are presently of no value. They see the reports and categories as
| pa,perwoﬂ; without purpose, achieving nofhing. There are a few
”ﬁnsophisticated” smaller governments who take the guidelines so
seriously and interpret thém so strictly, that they have complained
about not being able to spend money on their greatest community needs.
In one small village, the council (and residents) needed the two main
streets r‘epair'ed. This was a major repair. They wanted to use
general revenue sharing funds, but their interpretation of the law was
that they could only use the funds for 'new" projects.' i’c is uncertain
how they arrived at this conclusion, except through bad advice, but
larger communities have spent revenue s'ha,rin'g funds for exac#ly the

same purposes without complication,
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A 55% In‘a.jor;lty (question 8) conclud.es that GRS ha;s in~-

creased state and local decision-making power. However, question 7
indiéates that 85% of the respondents believe that state and local
decision-making power ought to be increased. In que’s‘éion 9, 77% of
respondents believe that a major purpose of GRS should bei to increase
staté and local independence. In other \;vords, a greét many believe
that state and local governments should havek more decision-making
power, 'Some 6f these do not appear to believe that GRS is the b.est'
" or most proper method tg éxpand such po%;ver. Fewer believe that

GRS has actually had the effect of increasing state-local power,

The 'Distriblution of General Reyenue’ Sh.a.rring

On the specific questions about distribution, a plurality
(45 1/2%) was unsatiéfied with the division among local governments.
A 57% majority believes local governments dreserve‘ a greater shax}é.
Overall, the opiﬁions seem contradictory. Respondents approve of
GRS. But, they ar‘e unhappy with many of the specifics. However,
they dd not Awant to_’i‘ock the boat as is indicated by the comments
reported in Chapter 4 and the answers to question 14 about whether 7
the state should change the formula. They appear to not want to ask
for changes, as they are so uncertain of what would result, they |

might get a less favorable arrangement than they already have,
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The question about alternatives reveals that officials
prefer something different fro;m what they have now. Only 21 1/2%
selected thé choice to keep exactly what exists at present. Anocther
26% would make some char;ges in revenue sharing, but would not
risk recommending alternatives to go with it, for fea;r of lqsing GRS»
in the shuffle. Yet, 33% would pick some combination, usually GRS
with some -other program. |

The following section offers the author's ideas for satis—

fying Montgomery County concerns.

Author's Recommendations and Conclusions

The electéd officials of Montgomery C.ounty, Ohi\o :perceived
several probléms as summarized in the last section. In this section,
the author presents his own suggestions for improving federal aid to
state and local governments. The suggestions are the author's own,
but the purpose okf the sugge‘stions is fv:or meét the needs of Montgomery
County officials and to eradicate any problems that these officia.lsi
perceived or expressed in this stgdy.” Briefly, the total composition
of the sﬁggestions attempts to eradicate tﬁé following iaroblérris:

1) not enbough funding overall; 2) agreemént that funds are not fair1y>
distributed; 3) disagreement as to what would be fair, and 4) thé
effects of .uncer't:;inty and the effects Of. "strings! (e.'g.", use reports,

spending categories) on local governments' perceived need to spend



104
the rﬁoney for their own needs without being entangled in a web of
éontra.dictory regulations.; No one portion of the following suggestions
is expected to‘eradicate any one problem, but the combination is
expected by its very diversity to heip resolve the problems perceived
by,the se local officials.

i

The author suggests that the best course of action would be
a cofnbinationiof alternatives. Only the most obvious "national
priorities™ .shb-uld be continued under conditicnal grants, funded on an
annual basis. : Whicéh prografns are most obvious may be a matter of .
debate, but th.e point is to hold them to a very few that are excep-
tionally unique _and cannot be easily c.overed by block grants., Less
pressing, but nonetheless important "national priorities! should be
grouped into flexible block grants, allowing states and localities to
respond to these priorities by attécking that portion of them that most
| affects their locality. To allow for proper planning and intelligent.
‘budgeting at all levels, these grants should include two- or threé-
year appropriations,

Next, general revenue sharing should continue, but with
fewer strings. The use reports should be removed, unless they can
be deﬁonstrated to be or required to become of genuine help to thg

state and local governments or to the local populations involved.

Priority expenditure categories should be eliminated as causing
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unnecessary, additional, and expensive paperwork for no real purpose.
The categories listed have little meaniﬁg and their primary contri-
bution has been confﬁsibn at the local level and to the public’ feading
them. |

‘When considering ﬁhe formula as 1976 approa,chesv, either
the Advisofy Commission on Intergovernmental Relations or some
; 6ther commission created for the purpose should investigate every
formula subfnitted to 'it by Congress or other government and report .
the results and the effects of each t'o Congress in detail. Congress
should then make the decision, offering several alternatives to state
- legislatures as the law presently does. This allows for the greatest
amount of inpﬁt and still allows for any unique need 6r condition thaf
could develop after the law is passed.

The amount of GRS should not be subs;tantiaily increased.
Rather, a system of tax credits against the federal income tax should
be started. ' This means that,st‘ate‘: and local taxes (up to some maxif
mum) could be subtracted from the amount of federal income tax paid
by the individual, allowing states and localities to raise taxes With‘dutA
additional burden on the taxpayer. Next to GRS, question 18 reveals
the tax credit was ,the; most popular of> the alternatives o.ffered.. A fax

credit is not an unusual recommendation. As there have been objec-

tions to the idea, the full idea suggested here needs to be developed.



106
Since that idea is not directly related to this paper it is developed in
Appendix B. The program described there (not necessarily original)
should answer some of the major objections to tax credits. The im-
portant point here is that a tax credit supplies money, especially to
heavily taxed areas, and it satisfies those who believe state and local
governments need to have more power in the federal system, and who
believe a greater share of tax funds will help give that power, but who

doubted GRS as the best system to accomplish this.

These recommendations, combining GRS with fewer strings,
block grants, categorical grants, and tax credits, satisfies most of
the needs about which respondents in this study complained. One
further condition is necessary. In order to ensure planning capability
and state and local independence, GRS should be appropriated for a
period of ten years. The tax credit system should be established for
a five-year trial period, beginning when GRS is renewed. Then, the
tax credits should be renewed every ten years. In this way, either
GRS or tax credits would be eligible for review every five years.

This allows Congress an opportunity to review all of these
programs periodically, without at one swoop removing planning
capability from the state and local government.

This study may not apply to any other county and the author

would not attempt to state that the results would be the same
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nation-wide, but those who live in or represent similar metropolitan
areas could use any part of this study as a framework to evaluate their -
own area. Those who have a more academic and less practical
interest in such studies might wish to add such categories as the age,
sex, education,‘ and political party affiliation of respondents.

The study was begun when general revenue sharing had been
in existence for one year. The questionnaire was submitted to respon-
de'nfs when GRS was a year and a half old. Since that time revenue
sharing has been studied from several approaches.. This study of a
single county érea is still unique. Also, preparations have begﬁn for
a new debate on whether or not to renew revenue sharing or what
v ciqanges to make. The termination of the present program is less
than two years away as this study is completed. If the program is to
be renewed without breaking continuity, it will be rehewed by the
Congress now in ofﬁce,

Since fhé study was completed, the Housing and Corhmunity

\
Development Act of 1974 was passed into law and is présently distfi-—
buting its first funds in a form pf block grants, and local governments
are asking Congress for extra revenue sharing funds to combat
recession in their aréas as well as meet inflationary costs. Both block-
grants and the present economic downturn could affect the opinions of

the same officials questioned nine months ago in this study.



APPENDIX A
QUESTIONNAIRE COMBINED WITH TABLES OF RESPONSES

In this appendix are listed all of the questions asked of
respondents followea by tables of the responses to _those-questions.
The format is to give each table a title, followed by an ue%pianation
including the ques.tion as it was asked in the i’nterview.

Table A-1. Qﬁestio_n 1: Opinions of GRS 'in_‘197'2;
Before general revenue shaﬁng was signed into law in October of

1972, were you in favor of, opposed to, or indifferent to the idea
of general revenue sharing?

Type of , _

Government N Favored Opposed Indifferent
Central City 4 1 (25.0%) 2 (50, 0%) 1 (25.0%)
Suburban City | 40 28 (70. 0%) 2 (5.0%) | 10 (25.0%)
Village ] 19 | 7 (36.8%) 0o - 12 (63.2%)
Township 15 7 (46.7%) 0o - 8 (53. 3%)
County 2 | 1 (50.0%) 0 - | 1(50.0%)
State 5 3 (60. 0%) 1(20.0%) | 1 (20.0%)
Federal 3 3(100.0%) | o - 0 -

Total 88 50 (56. 8%) 5 (5.7%) | 33 (37.5%)
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Table A-2,

Has your actual experience with general revenue sharing changed your opinion so that you are now -

Question 2: Change of Opinions

more favorable, less favorable, or feeling about the same toward it? (The table cross-classifies
the answers to this question with question 1.) ’

More Favorable

Less Favorable

About the Same

Jurisdiction | N .
Favored|Opposed| Indif, || Favored| Opposed| Indif.] Favored) Opposed| Indif,
. Central City 4! 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 0
- 25. 0% 25, 0% - - - 25, 0% 25, 0% -
Suburban City | 40| 4 1 4 9 0 2 15 S
10.0% - 2.5% 10, 0% 22,5% - 5, 0% 37.5% 2.5% 10, 0%
Village 191 1 0 7 3 0 1 3 0 4
. 5.3% - 36. 8% 15. 8% - 5.3% 15.8% - 21. 1%
Township 15| 3 0 7 0 0 o 4 o 1
- 20. 0% - 46. 7% - - - 26 7% - 6.7%
County 2 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
50. 0% - 50. 0% - - - - - -
. State 5 0 0 L 0 0 0 3. 1 0
- - - 20, 0% - - - 60, 0% 20, 0% -
Federal 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 -0
‘ - - - - - - 100. 0% - -
Sub~totals 88 9 2 21 12 -0 3 29 3 9
10. 2% 2.3% 123.9% || 13.6% - 3.4% || 33.0% 3.4% 110.2%
Totals 88 132 15 41
36, 4% 17. 1% ' 45, 6%

60T
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Table A-3. Question 3: Public Res_fgdhéé to Planned Use Reports

A. In your opinion, was the publication of the Planned Use Reports
responsible for any letters, telephone calls, or visits to you by
residents of your (city, etc.) about the spending of revenue sharing
funds? YES NO B. How would you describe the response?
HEAVY LIGHT PRACTICALLY NONE  Results of A and B

are combined. Federal officials are not asked this question.
Responses to A are on top line of headings, B on second line of

headings.
Type of v Yes . No
Government , Practically
Heavy Light None
Central City 4 0 0 0 ) 4
: ' - = - 100. 0%
Suburban City {40 0 3 2 35
- 7.5% 5.0% 87.5%
' Village 19 0 1 1 17
» - " 5,7% 5.7% ' 89. 5%
 Township. |15 1 0 0 14
6.7% - - ' 93. 3%
County 2 0 1 0 (U 2
| - - 100. 0%
State |4 o | o 2 2
- - 50. 0% . 50.0%
Total 84 1 4 5 74
: 1.2% | 4.8% 6. 0% 88.1%
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Table A~4. Question 4: Meetings for Public Input on GRS?

A. Did your (city council, ‘etc.) hold public meetings, either as a
part of regular meetings or in special meetings, for the purpose of
receiving input on how to spend the revenue sharing funds for the .
first four entitlement periods? YES - NO B. If yes, were the
meetings regular or special (for revenue sharing only)? REGULAR.
SPECIAL Responses for A are listed on top line of headings, B
on second line, '

Yes , . No-
‘Jurisdiction| N
Regular Special

Central City 4 -3 (75.0%) 0 - 1 (25.0%)
Suburban City 39 | 15 (38.5%)' 6 (15.'4%) 18 (46.2%)
Village 19 10 (52.6%) | 1 ( 5.3%) 8 (42.1%)
Township 15 9 (60%) o - 6 (40.0%)

County 2 2 (100.0%) | o - 0o -
_ State | s 2 (40.0%) | 1 (20.0%) 2 (40. 0%)
Total 84 | 41 (48.8%) | 8 ( 9.5%) 35 (41.7%)




Table A-5. Question 5:- Impact of Public Response
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If there was response from the public (in questions 3 and 4), did it
change the plans that you had originally favored for revenue sharing?

A GREAT DEAL SOME NOT MUCH NOT AT ALL
e e . A Great , Not
Jurisdiction N Deal Some Not Much At All
Central City 2 0 1 (50.0%) | O 1 (50.0%) -

" Suburban City | 22. 0 0 3 (13.6%) |19 (86.4%)

. Village 3 0 0 0 3 (100. 0%)
Township 8 0 1 (12.5%) |2 (25.0%) | 5 (62.5%)
County 1 0 0 0 1 (100, 0%)
State 3 0 0 3(100.0%) | 0.

Total 39 0 2 (5.1%) | 8 (20.5%) |29 (74.4%)
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e

Table A~-6. Question 6: Influence of Uncertainty on GRS

(Adapted from ACIR Information Bulletin 73-3, March, 1973.)

A. Does uncertainty about the future of general revenue sharing have
an important bearing on the way you believe your government should
spend its revenue sharing funds? YES NO UNDECIDED

~B. (If yes) Is it correct to assume that this uncertain’ty influences
you to favor using general revenue sharing funds for nonrecurring
expenses such as capital outlay or debt retirement? YES NO
UNDECIDED "

Yes No - Undecided
. . P - ¢ SRTER o . e -
Jurisdiction N Yes No Undec.
Central City | 4 1 . 2 0 1 1 0
A , | 25.0% | 50.0% | - 25.0% | -
‘Suburban City | 40 | 11 3 0 22 4
_ 27.5% 7.5% | - 55.0% | 10.0%
Village 19 7T 1 0 10 1
. 36.8% | 5.3%| - 52. 6% 5.3%
‘Township 15 7 1 2 5 0
: 46. 7% 6.7% 13.3% 33.3% C -
County -2 2 0 0 0 | o
: e 100.0% | =~ - -. -
State 5 4 0 0 1 0
80.0% - - 20.0% -
Total 85 | 32 7 2 39 5 4
37.7% 8.2% 2.4% 45, 99, 5, 8%
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Table A-7. Question 7: More State-Local Decision Power?

Is there, in your opinion, a need for local and state governments to
have more decision-making power? YES NO UNDECIDED

Juriédiction N Yes ' No Undecided
Central City 4 3 (75.0%) |0 - 1 (25. 0%)
Suburban City | 40 | 34 (85.0%) |3 ( 7.5%) 3 ( 7.5%)
Village 19 | 16 (84.2%) |1 ( 5.3%) 2 (10.5%)
Township 15 | 15 (100.0%) {0 - 1 o -
County 2 2 (100,0%) {0 - 0 -
State - 5 3 (60.0%) |1 (20.0%) 1 (20, 0%)
Federal 3 2 (66.7%) |1 (33.3%) | o -

Total 88 | 75 (85.2%) |6 ( 6.8%) 7 ( 8.0%)

Table A-8. Question 8: Effect of GRS on State-Local Decision Power

Do you believe that sharing federal funds with a minimum of strings
has the effect of increasing, or decreasing state and local decision~
making powers, or does it have no effect? INCREASING

DECREASING NO EFFECT
Jurisdiction N Increasing 'Decreasing No Effect
~ Central City 4 3 (75.0% o - 1 (25.0%)
~ Suburban City | 40 | 20 (50.0%) | o - | 20 (50. 0%)
Village 19 10 (52. 6%) 0 - .9 {47.4%)
' Township 15 9 (60.0%) | 0o - 6 (40.0%)
County 2 1 (50, 0%) 0 - : 1 (50. 0%)
State 4 | 2(60.0%) | o - 2 (50.0%)
Federal 3 (100.0%) | 0 - 0o -
Total | 87 | 48 (55.2%) 0o - 39 (44.8%)
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- Table A-9. Question 9: Reasons for Having GRS

Several Congressmen have suggested that a revenue sharing law ought
to include requirements or contain a formula that would encourage '
what they believe to be proper reforms in state and local government.
Others oppose attaching any kind of requirements. Of the following
possible purposes to which general revenue sharing could be put,
select as many or as few as you feel that you would agree with:

A, To help state and local government to finance legitimate
functions '
B. To give state and local governments more independence and
- responsibility in the federal system .
C. To encourage state and local governments to reform their tax
systems by rewarding those who adopt certain types of taxes
D, To encourage joint action among state and local governments
by rewarding those involved in certain forms of regional
planning : '
E, To encourage local governments to consolidate into larger
units
Jurisdiction N A B | C D E
' Central City 4 4 3 1 3 3
100.0% | 75.0% |25.0% | 75.0% | 75.0%
Suburban City |40 | 39 .| 32 |12 19 9
’ _ 97.5% | 80.0% |30.0% | 47.5% | 22.5%
Village 19 17 14 7 5 1
1 89.5% ] 73.7% [36.8% |26.3% 5.3%
Township - 15 | 14 11 3 6 2
o _ 93. 3% 73.3% 120.0% 40. 0% 13. 3%
' County ' 2 2 2 0 . 0 0
‘ 100.0% | 100, O%"- - 1 - -
‘State 5 14 | 4 |1 0 0
80.0%{ 80.0% {20.0% - -
Federal 3 2 2 2 2 2
C66.7% | 66.7% 1 66.7% | 66,.7% | 66.7%
Total 88 82 68 26 35 17
' 93.2% 77.3% 129.6% 39.8% 19. 3%
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Table A-10. Question 10: I_ntér_g.oyernmental Relations ‘

In your opinion, which of the following describes how general revenue
sharing has affected relationships among governments in Montgomery
County? A. Encouraged them to cooperate more; B. Encouraged
them to act more independently; C. Has had no noticeable effect on
intergovernmental relations.

Jurisdiction N A o B C
Central City 4 1 (25. 0%) 1 (25.0%) 2 (50.0%)
Suburban City | 40 5 (12.5%) 2 (5.0%) 33 (82.5%)
Village 19 3 (15.8%) 1 ( 5.3%) 15 (79. 0%)
Township 15 6 (40.0%) | 1 ( 6.7%) 8 (53.3%)
County - 2 2 (100. 0%) 0o - 0o -
State - 5 . 1 (20.0%) 0o - 4 (80.0%)

Total 85 18 (21.2%) 5 ( 5.9%) 62 (72.9%)
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Table A-11(A). Question 11: Distribution Fair? Whose Advantage?

A. Do you believe that the distribution of general revenue sharing
is fair to all types of government, including central cities, suburban

cities, villages, townships, counties, and states? YES NO
UNDECIDED

B. If NO, which of the above forms is getting the most
advantage?

C. If NO, which form is getting the least advantage?

Jurisdiction N Yes No Undecided
Central City | 4 1 (25.0%) | 3 (75.0%) o -
Suburban City | 40 8 (20.0%) | 25 (62.5%) 7 (17.5%)
Village 19 7 (36.8%) 8 (42.1%) 4 (21.0%)
Township 15 10 (66. 7%) 1 ( 6.7%) 4 (26.7%)
County 2 1 (50.0%) 0o - 1 (50.0%)
State 5 1 (20. 0%) 2 (40.0%) 2 (40.0%)
Federal 3 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%) 1 (33.3%)

Total 88 29 (33.0%) 40 (45.5%) | 19 (21.6%)



TaAble A-11(B). Most Advantage
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Juris— s 1 g)o | S .
e H o g g
diction N[ £ s o} > |3 Ny 9 ]
52 |S55|2 |83 5 3 B
00 |4 3015 (&4 0 a |z a
Central 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0
City - 66.7% |- [33.3%( - - -
Suburban |25 |19 0 0 |2 1 2 1
.City 76.0% | - -~ 18.0% ]| :4.0%| 8.0% 4, 0%
Village 8| 6 0 0 [0 0 0 2
“175.0% | - - - - - 25, 0%
Township | 1| 0 0 o |0 1 o 0
- - - |- 100. 0%| - -
None of the county officials said no in A
State 2| o 0 0o lo 0 0 2
- - - |- - - 100. 0%
Federal 1|0 0 o | o 0 1 0
- - - |- - 100.0% | -
Total 40 |25 | 2 0 |3 2 | 3 5
62.5% | 5.0% |- | 7.5% | 5.0%| 7.5% { 12.5%




Table A-11(C).

Least Advantage
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S ® 1. o ! >
Juris - - B I e, |8 Je | o
diction N 54 Qo gs = g 4 2 P Loy
o 5@ e e ° o} S O g
0O n o0 > H o ®) n | 2w
Central 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0
City 100.0% | - - - - - -
Suburban (26 1 6 -8 3 1 0 7 _
City - 4.0% | 24.0% [32. 0% 7.5% 4. 0% |- 28.0%
Village 8 0 0 4 0 0 4
' - - 50.0% | - - - |50.,0%
Township 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
_ - - - 100. 0% - - -
None of the county officials said no in A,
State 2| 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
- 50, 0% - - - - - 50, 0%
Federal 11 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
100. 0% - - - - - -
Total 41| s 6 |12 4 1 o |12
12.5% | 15.0% {30.0% | 10. 0% 2.5%1- 30. 0%




Table A-12. Question 12: Spending the State's Share
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Do you believe the state's share of federal revenue sharing funds
has been spent in such a way as to benefit the residents of your
(city, district, etc.)? YES NO UNDECIDED

Undecided

Jurisdiction N Yes No
Central City 4 2 (50.0%) o - 2 (50. 0%)
Suburban City | 40 9 (22.5%) 13 (32.5%) | -18 (45.0%)
Village 19 5 (26.3%) 6 (31.6%) | 8 (42.1%)
Township 15 2 (13.3%) 6 (40. 0%) 7 (46.7%)
County 2 0 - 0 - 2 (100. 0%)
State 5 3 (60. 0%) 1(20.0%) | 1 (20.0%)
Federal 3 1 (33.3%) 0 - 2 (66.7%)

Total 88 22 (25.0%) 26 (29, 6%) 40 (45.4%)
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'I'é.ble_ A-13, Question 13: Division of State Area Allocation

General revenue sharing funds awarded to each state area are
presently divided to give state governments one-third of the total

and local governments two-thirds of the total allocation.

Do you

believe that state area allocations should be divided A. To give state
government a greater share; B, To give local governments a

greater share;

C. As it is presently divided?

Jurisdiction N A B C
Central City 3 0 - 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%)"
Suburban City | 39 o - 29 (74.4%) 10 (25.5%)
Village 18 0o - 8 (44, 4%) 10 (55. 6%)
Township 13 0o - 6 (46.2%) 7 (53. 9%)
County 0 - 0o - 2 (100. 0%)
State 4 0 - 0o - 4 (100. 0%)

Federal 3 0 - 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%)

Total 82 0o - 47 (57.3%) 35 (42. 7%)
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Table A-14(A). Question 14: Alternative Formula?

The basic formula for dispersing local general revenue sharing funds
within a single county area is population X tax effort X relative in
come., Under the law, the Ohio General Assembly could change that
formula during the remaining entitlement periods. The formula could
be: only the factors of population and tax effort; only the factors of
population and relative income; or all three factors, but weight them
differently than at present.

A. Do you believe that the General Assembly should change the

formula, using one of the allowed alternatives? YES NO
UNDECIDED :
" B. If so, how should it be done?
1. Population X Relative Income
2. Population X Tax Effort
3. Population X Tax Effort X Relative Income

but weighted differently . . . assign weights.
Comments: Comments not included in tables,
Responses to A are on top line of headings, B on second line of
headings. '

Type of Yes - No Unde~
Government | Nf 1. PX RI |2. P X TE| 3, Assign cided |
' New Wgt.
Central City | 4 1 0 1 1 1
. 25.0% L - 25,0% 25,0% | 25.0%
Suburban City| 40 5 2 11 12 10
12.5% 5.0% 27.5% 30.0% { 25.0%
Village 190 o 1 3 12 - 3
- © 5.3% 15.8%  |63.2% | 15.8%
Township |15 0 1 0 9 -5
- 6.7% - 60. 0% 33,.3%
County ' 2 0 0 0o 1 1
- - - - 50. 0% 50.0%
State 5 0 0 1 2 2
' - - 20. 0% 40.0% | 40.0%
Federal 31 0 0 0 2 1 -
- - - 166.7% | 33.3%
Total 88} 6 4 16 39 23
- 6.8% 4. 6% 18.2% 44.3% | 26.1%
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Table A-14(B), Assigning Weights

This table shows how those picking YES-3 would assign the weights
to the formula. The column headings which of the factors the re~-
spondent chose to emphasize over the remainder in giving answer #3
to question 14-B.

Type of Popu~- | Tax |[Relative |Population {Population

Government N | lation {Effort| Income |[TaxEffort [Rela, Inc.
Central City 1 0 0 0 0 1
Suburban City 9 4 3 0 0 2
Village 3 0 2 0 0 1
Township 0 0 0 0 0 0
County -0 0 0 0 0 -0
State 1 0 0 1 0 0
Federal 50 o | o 0 0 0
‘Total 14 4 5 1 0 4

Questions of Future. The following paragraph was read to

i'espondents belfore asking the last five éuéstions: General revenue
sharing is scheduled to end on Decembef 31, 1976. Shoftly before or
after that time thbe Congress will decidé'\;-vhether to renew revenue
sharing, feplace it, let it drop altogether, or make substantial .
changes in thé program. The rest of‘th'e.question.s deal with various

alternatives.,
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Table A-15. Question 15: Who Should Work Out Formula?
Assuming that general revenue sharing is renewed, who should be
responsible for working out the formula for distributing funds at the
local level?

A, Should the federal government write the distribution formula
into the law? or

B, Should Congress delegate this responsibili!ty to each state
government? or
C. Should Congress delegate this responsibility to some inde~
pendent body or commission set up for this purpose? :
Jurisdiction | N A B C
Central City 3 - 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%)
Suburban City | 38 15 (39.5%) | "8 (21.1%) 15 (39.5%)
Village , 19 8 (42.1%) 8 (42.1%) 3 (15.8%)
Township 15 5 (33, 3%) 5 (33.3%) 5 (33.3%)
County 2 2 (100. 0%) 0o - 0 -
State’ 5 3 (60.0%) 1 (20.0%) 1 (20.:0%)
Federal 3 3 (100. 0%) 0 - : 0 -
Total ] 85 36 (42.4%) 23 (27.1%) 26 (30.6%)




. Table A-16(A). Question 16: Future Anticipations
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Assuming that general revenue sharing is renewed beyond 1976 in
its basic principles, would you anticipate that-—-
~A. The formulas will be changed?
B. That the new law would be--
1. more advantageous to your (city, village, etc.)
2. less advantageous to your (district, etc.) '
3. about the same in its advantages.
C. That the federal government will--
1. attach more strings
2. attach fewer strings
3. attach about the same requirements as at present.

A, Will formulas change?

YES NO UNDECIDED

Jurisdiction | N Yes No- Undecided
Central City 4 0 - 2 (50.0%) 2 (50.0%)
Suburban City | 40 18 (45.0%) | 15 (37.5%) 7 (17.5%)
Village 19 7 (36.8%) 8 (42.1%) 4 (21.1%)
‘Township 15 8 (53.3%) 3 (20.0%) 4 (26.7%)

. County 2 0 - 2 (100. 0%) 0o -
State 5 2 (40.0%) 2 (40, 0%) 1 (20.0%)
Federal 3. 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%) 0 -

Total 88 36 (40.9%) 34 (38.6%) | 18 (20.5%)




Table A-16(B), Less or More Advantage?
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Jurisdiction N More Less Undecided
Central Gity 3 o - 1 (33.3%) 2 (66.7%)
Suburban City |35 8 (22. 9%) 8 (22.9%) 19 (55.0%)
Village 17 2 (11.8%) 1 ( 5.9%) 14 (82.4%)
Township 14 1 ( 7.1%) 3 (21.4%) | 10 (71.4%)
County 2 1 (50. 0%) 0o - 1 (50.0%)
State: 4 o - 0 - 4 (100. 0%)
Federal 1 (50. 0%) o - 1 (50. 0%)

Total 77 13 (16. 9%) 13 (16.9%) | 57 (66.2%)
Table A-16(C). More or Fewer Strings?

Jurisdiction N More Fewer About Same

" Central City 3 0 - 0 - 3 (100.0%)
Suburban City | 35 16 (45.7%) 2 (8.0%) | 17 (48.6%)
Village 18 8 (44.4%) 2 (11.1%) 8 (44. 4%)
Township 13 5 (38.5%) 0 - 8 (61.5%)
County. 0o - 0 - 2 (100. 0%)
State 4 1 (25.0%) 1 (25.0%) 2 (50. 0%)
Federal 1 (33.3%) 0 - 2 (66.7%) -

Total 78 26 (33, 3%) 5 ( 6.4%) 42 (53, 9%)
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Table A-17. Question 17: Will There Be GRS?

In your opini = will there be general revenue sharing after 1976?
YES NO . DECIDED
Jurisdiction | N Yes No Undecided
Central City | 4 3 (75.0%) | 0 - 1 (25.0%)
Suburban City | 40 27 (67.5%) 4 (10.0%) 9 (22.5%)
Village 19 9 (47.4%) 5 (26.3%) 5 (26.3%)
Township | 15 8 (53.3%) | 3 (20.0%) 4 (26.7%)
" County 2 2 (100.0%) | 0 - 0o -
State 5 3 (60. 0%) 1 (20.0%) 1 (20.0%)
Federal 3 3 (100. 0%) 0o - 0o -
Total 88 55 (62.5%) 13 (14.8%) 20 (22.7%)




Table A-18(A).

With 1976 approaching, Which of the following would you favor?

,Qﬁestion 18: Federal Aid Alternatives,
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A, Renewing general revenue sharing with the same conditions
B. - Renewing general revenue sharing, but with some changes-——
- list changes
C. Instead of general revenue sharing, replace it with more.
categorical grants
D. Instead of general revenue sharing there should be a block
grant system or special revenue sharing
E.’ Instead of general revenue sharing there should be a credit
_ - against federal income tax in favor of state and local taxes
F.. Some combination of the above: Specify '
G. Other: Specify
2.2
dgz | 7 £ 1% |9 |z i |3
ats | d8x |ZxlS |E |E & |9 |
o g B v A 5 = = 0 0 g © B
A< a SR wO |> | H O 0 [ Z
A 1 5 6 6 1 0 0 19
. 25.0% |12.5% (31.6% |40.0% {50.0% | - - 21.69%
B 0 15 3 4 0 0 1 23
- 37.‘5070 15.8% 26.7% | - - 33.3% |26.1%
C 0 |2 1 0 0 0 0 3
- - 5.0% | 5.3% | - - - - 3.4%
D 0 0 L 0 0 0 0 1
- - 5.3% | - - - - 1.1%
E 0 4 3 0 0 2 0 9
- 10.0% |15.8% | - - 40.0% | - 10.3%
. F 0 2 o, |o 0 0 0 2
(A & C) - '5.0% | - - - - - 2.3%
F 0 0 0 0 1 10 0 1
(A & D) - - - - 50.0% | - - 1.1%
F 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 3
(A & E) - 5.0% | - 6.7% | - - - 3. 4%
F 0 12 71 -0 0 0 0 3
(B & C) - 5.0% 1| 5.3% | - - - - 3. 4%



- 129

Table A-18(A)—-C ontinued

Q3%
0 v o = 8‘ —
588 e 8 o o B o B
w B G 3 5 ® g K= o o <
w0 g = 2> = 2 5 = o &
o g = Q .~ 5o o (o] (o] o o 3
n< 0O @ O > . O 0 fy Z,
F 3 2 0 0 0 0 1 6
(B & D) 75.0% | 5.0% | - - - - 33.3% | 6. 8%‘
by 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 | 4
(B & E) - - 10.5%({ 6.7% | - 20.0% | - 4.6%
. F 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
(C & D) - - - 6.7% | - - - 6. 7%
P 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
(C & E) - 2.5% | - | - - - - 1.1%
F 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 3
(D & E) - 5.0% | 5.3%]| - - - - 3. 4%
F 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 5
(Other)® - 2.5% | 5.3%| 6.7% | - 20.0% [33.3%| 5.7%
GP 0 2 o |1 0 1 0 4
) - 5.0% | - . - 6.7% | - 20.0% | - 4.6%
Total 4 40 |19 15 2 5 3 88

20One suburban city official selected C,D, E; one village
official selected A, B, C, D, E; one township official selected A, D, E;
one state official selected A, E, and no taxes; and one federal official
selected B,D, E.

The answers of G are suggestions for other systems for -
financing state and local government. One suburban official suggests
a flat percentage of federal funds. Another suburban official suggests
removing all strings and awarding funds on the basis of specific needs
(whatever that means). A township official simply feels that federal
taxes should be reduced, not necessarily with the expe ctation that it
would be matched equally by a raise in state and local taxes. A state

official suggests a return to the past (conditional grants?) and lower
taxes,



Table A-18(B).
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Number of times each alternative is mentioned in

any choice

* Jurisdictions A B C D E
Central City 1 3 0 3 0
Suburban City 9 19 6 5 10
Village 7 7 3 3 7
Township 8 5 1 2 3
County 2 0 0 1 -0
State 1 1 0 0 4
Federal 0 3 0 2 1
Total 28 38 10 16 25
31.8% 43, 2% 11.4% 18.2% 28. 4%

Question 19 consisted of general comments.

Do you have any other comments on the subject of general

revenue sharing that you have not alreédy made? Comments:

There is no table for this question.

Responses of note are

incorporated into the text where they illuminate the other responses,



APPENDIX B
A TAX CREDIT SYSTEM

In the final chapter the author of this study offered the
sﬁggestion that a tax credit sys_ﬁem be implemgnted alon.g with other
federal aid to state and local governments in order to satisfy the
neéds uncovered by this study that general revenue sharing did not
satisfy.. A major argument against tax credits has been that the first
- effects would not bé to help state and local governments, but §vou1d
give individuals more rn‘oﬁey while depleting the federal treasury,
both inflationary.
| This can be prevented by placing a minimum as well as a’
maximum on thé amount that can be subtracted fronﬁ f‘ederal income
tax. The process would use tables on ‘"the income tax»forms. . After
the individual 'ha’d figured his taxes in the usual way, he would then
add up property, sales, and income taxes ffom state and local govern-
ments. Sales ;cax could be computed for each tax rate on a stan~
dardized table similar to the state tax tables ‘pres;en‘cly used, but
allowing for local sales taxes. Property and income taxes Woﬁld
come from forms stating the actual taxes paid. (Salés taxes could

131
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be itemized, if to the taxpayer's benefit.) Then on tables listed for
different income brackets, the taxpayer could subtract the amount
allowed. The following is an exarr}‘ple of how it could be done.

Taxpayer George has an income of $10, 000, After all
deductions (no longer including the taxes to be credited) and other
consideration, his tax is $2, 000. Then he‘adds his property taxes,
. $540, 'his sales taxes, $354, and his state and local income’taxeé,
$250 and $100, This adds up to $1, 244,

Then he looks at his instructions, which state: If your
gross income is from $8, 000 to $12, 000, see Table X. Table X'
states: If y;)ur state and local taxes add up to-- !

More Than But Less Than
$950 $1, 400 you may subtract

from your federal tax the total of your creditable taxes minus $950.

If your taxes are less than $950,. you may not subtract a.\ny
taxes. If your ta_,xes are over $1,400, you may subtract $450.

In this 'case, Geo‘i‘ge w;)uld take a credit of ($1, 244 .— $7950)
$294, making his income tax ($2, 000 - $294) $1, 706.

The language could be ‘simplified, But the idea is to allow
the following system: |

1) A graduated system which would allow low income persons
to deduct even the smallest amount of state and local tax,

2) Highly taxed persons to have tax relief.



133

3) Lightly taxed persons would continue paying all of their
taxes without tax credits, which would in turn encourage
the governments where these persons live to increase
their taxes.

4) Moderately taxed persons would have higher state and
local taxes without having it hurt as badly as it would
otherwise,

This tax credit plan would be as equitable as the present
graduated income tax (no more or less). Certainly this depends on
the final figures incorporated into the law. It also avoids the argu~
ments presented earlier against it, avoiding the feared inflationary
impact (again depending on the proper figures in the final law), and
satisfies the concern for giving state and local governments more
power in the federal system. The federal government can control

the economic impact by controlling the income tax itself, and, if it

is not working at any point in history, the tax credit can be repealed.
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