


A Study of Tax Revenues and Non-Tax Revenues from the Budget of Haryana.
ABSTRACT
Public Budget is the key indicator of any economy. It shows the soundness of an economy. The Governments which do not focuses on budgets often fails to establish financial soundness. The Present study also attempts to analyse the two key elements i.e. Tax Revenue and Non-Tax Revenue from the Budget of Haryana. The study relates to the period from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023. The Statistical tools which are used to analyse the data are such as trend analysis, mean, variance, and ANOVA. These tools have been used with the help of MS Excel and SPSS. The results shows that the there is no significant difference between budgets, revised budgets and actuals of tax revenues. Similarly, there is no significant difference between budgets, revised budgets and actuals of non-tax revenues. Further budgets, revised budgets and actuals for both i.e. for tax revenue as well as for non-tax revenue are increasing in period of study.	Comment by Nii Adjetey: Include a brief description of how the research would contribute to economic/fiscal policy. Also check for grammatical errors
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Introduction
Every Economy needs financial resources for its survival and growth. Budget is an important instrument which fulfils this need. Governments collects resources from people in form of tax and other non-tax revenues and uses these revenues on welfare of society itself. Thus, budget becomes an important instrument to justify this balance. The objective of any budgets are to ensure legal and financial accountability of the executive to legislature, facilitating administrative management, efficient execution of various tasks of government, ensuring accountability of the subordinates to superiors and last but not the least ensuring economic development. Initially the public budgets were considered just as a plan for public revenue and public expenditure. But at present times its significant has increased and it is considered as a policy document to reflect the vision of economy. “Our government does not view the Budget as a mere exercise of presenting the statement of Government receipts and expenditure of a given year. It is rather an expression of our vision of economic strategy and an instrument of social development, change and inclusion” (Caption Abhimanyu (2015), Former Finance Minister Haryana). Revenue and Expenditure are the two major sides of any public budget. Particularly revenue has the most important and maximum role in the whole budget process. This paper also attempts to analyse the two key elements of revenue sides i.e. Tax Revenue and Non-Tax Revenue from the Budget of Haryana.
Review of Literature
R.S. (1976) Analysed the union budget of the year 1976-77.  This budget was known as growth budget. This budget focuses on agriculture as subsidised seeds, fertilisers and other required material were offered to farmers. Further farmers were also encouraged to invest in newly upgraded technologies. Apart from this there were various income tax and wealth concessions which were given to public such decreasing the marginal rate of income tax up to 66%. These concessions helped to decrease the propensity to evade taxes which led to increase in the rate of collection of taxes.
William J. Woska (1988) This study analysed the role of that public expenditure which has been paid by the government to its employee as salaries and remuneration for that period in which work has not been done in the public sector.  The study relates to California for the period 1974 to 1984. The study takes various factors in to account for calculating salaries and remuneration for that period in which work has not been done in the public sector. These factors are such as tea break, vacation, sick leave, meal period, maternity leave, strikes etc. The corresponding cost related to these factors in total expenditure has been analysed. The study found that the collective bargaining and negotiations has the major role in increasing the salaries and remuneration for that period in which work has not been done in the public sector. From 1974 to 1984 i.e. during the period of study this cost was increase by 121 % in private sector in comparison to increase in salary is by 115% in the same sector. On the other hand, this cost was increased by 215 % in public sector in comparison to increase in salary is by 98 % in the same sector. Thus, this cost is increasing at very high rate particularly in public sector.
Arun Ghosh (1995) analysed the budget in context of economy.  The study analysed five major aspects which positioned the economy (India) in the year 1995 along with union budget of 1995-1996. The aspects covered by the study are (i) State of Indian Economy (ii) Expectation from Union Budget with regard to restoring the balances in the economy (iii) expenditure and revenue aspects of the budget (iv) overall expectation from the budget (v) devaluating the resources which are transferred from centre to state. The study says that the growth was recorded at 4.3 percent in both the years i.e. 1992-1993 and 1993-1994. However, the rate of inflation was nearing 12 %. Deficit was increase significantly despite of the increase in Revenue (both tax revenue and no- tax revenue) due to ailments in the economy. The union government gave credit to themselves for increasing state transfers however in actual the transfers were decrease, even after considering it in nominal terms.
Arvind Panagariya (2000) analysed the union budget 2000-2001 from various perspectives. These perspectives are such as changes in the taxation policy, subsidies given for food and fertilizers, reforms in banking sector, small scale industry etc. He quoted that the economy is regularly suffering from fiscal deficit. Corrective measures and bold steps were required to fix the problem. There was decrease of 5 percent in custom duty from (40 percent to 35 percent). Central Valued Added Tax (CENVAT) was removed and Modified Value Added Tax was Introduced. BPL families were benefited as their subsidies and allocation of food grains given to them was doubled. However, there was slight increase in per unit price.  Government also showed their intention to decrease their stake in public sector undertakings (PSUs) to 26 or even less than 26 percent. Limit of loans was increased from 1 lakh to 5 lakh for small scale industry. In banking sector also, the government showed their intention to reduce their shareholding by accepting the recommendation made by Narasimhan Committee on banking sector. The study concluded that the budget pushes the second-generation reforms but still there was need to have the large-scale reforms for restructuring and development of economy.
Ruth Carlitz (2010) The study analysed the impact of Transparency and Accountability Initiatives (TIAs) in process of budget. There were various types of   Transparency and Accountability Initiatives (TIAs) and further there were various forms of it. These initiatives relate to different phases of the process of budget i.e. stage starting with planning of budget to execution of budget and last stage audit and ex-post oversight stage. The study also emphases on the importance of Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys (PETS) in management of expenditure side of the budget. The study pointed out the role of TIAs in increasing transparency in government systems. The study quoted that TIAs also helps in taxation system positively.
Asian Development Bank Working Paper (2017) analysed whether fiscal rules have their hard impact on the fiscal space, spending and public investment etc. The study stated that “there is core emphasis of debt sustainability through a numerical ceiling by FRBM (Fiscal Responsibility and Budget Management) Act on borrowing at sustainable level and the application of borrowed resources for public capital investment through phasing out revenue deficits”  Further study also quoted that there were decrease in fiscal and revenue deficit after implementation of FRBM Act however this all came in due to decrease in investment spendings not due to decrease in consumption spendings. The uniformity in rules of FRBM is not fit for all states as all states are operating at different level of sustainable deficits. Thus, study pointed out the need of flexibility in the FRBM act in order to increase capital spendings.
Research Methodology
Research Gap
Maximum studies have presented the theoretical part of the public budget such as accountability, transparency, governance, process etc. There are very few studies which has focuses on practical aspect of the public budget. Further particularly the comparisons of the budget, revised budget and actuals is not taken over by any study. The present study aims to fulfil this gap in context of the elements i.e.  Tax Revenue and Non-Tax Revenue from the Budget of Haryana.
Objectives of Study
1. To analyse the trend of Tax Revenue during the period of Study.
2. To analyse the trend of Non-Tax Revenue during the period of Study.
3. To make comparison among the budget estimates, revised estimates and actuals of tax revenue.
4. To make comparison among the budget estimates, revised estimates and actuals of non- tax revenue
Hypotheses
H01 There is no significant difference between the budget, revised budget and actuals of Tax Revenues.	Comment by Nii Adjetey: Include a statement showing the alternate hypothesis for both tax and non-tax revenues.
H02 There is no significant difference between the budget, revised budget and actuals of Non-Tax Revenues.
Type of Data
The data used in this study is secondary which has been taken from the official website of Government of Haryana.
Period of Study
The study relates to the period from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023 (i.e. total 10 years duration).
Tools and Techniques
The Statistical tools which are used to analyse the data are such as trend analysis, mean, variance, and ANOVA. These tools have been used with the help of MS Excel and SPSS.
ANALYSIS
Objective 1:- To analyse the trend of Tax Revenue during the period of Study.
	

	[bookmark: _Hlk169108489]Table No 1 : Tax Revenue (Rs in Crores) from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023

	Year
	Budget
	Revised Budget
	Actual

	2013-2014
	32268.24
	30234.52
	28909.84

	2014-2015
	34384.71
	33402.75
	31182.66

	2015-2016
	38929.4
	40436.1
	36425.31

	2016-2017
	46388.31
	45087.63
	40623.16

	2017-2018
	51711.52
	53061.52
	48396.9

	2018-2019
	58431.74
	59200.6
	50835.94

	2019-2020
	62321.64
	54953.57
	49936.48

	2020-2021
	60580.47
	52479.87
	52703.39

	2021-2022
	60162.1
	73674.53
	70493.11

	2022-2023
	82653.48
	75714.3
	73338.8




Figure No- 1: Tax Revenue (Rs in Crores) from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023



Table number 1 and Figure number 1 shows the Tax Revenue (Rs in Crores) from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023. It is clear from the above table no 1 and figure no 1 that the budget in the year 2013-2014 for the tax revenue was Rs 32268.24 crore, revised budget for the same year was Rs. 30234.52 crore and actuals was Rs 28909.84 crore. Thus all three i.e. budget, revised budget and actuals are close to each other in the first year of study i.e. 2013-2014. The closeness among them in the year 2013-2014 is also can be seen through the lines of the budget, revised budget and actuals in figure no 1. It is also evident that all budget, revised budget and actuals have increasing trends in most of the years during the period of study. It resulted in increse of budget from Rs 32268.24 crore to Rs 82653.48 crore, revised budget from Rs 30234.52 crore to Rs. 75714.3 crore and actuals from Rs 28909.84 crore to Rs 73338.8 crore. Thus, overall trend of Tax Revenue is increasing.	Comment by Nii Adjetey: This analysis could be better. The use of the word “closeness” for the analysis makes it sound less authoritative. Instead, the author can talk about how the government achieved a budget deficit since the actual tax revenue is less than the original and revised budget.
Objective 2:- To analyse the trend of Non-Tax Revenue during the period of Study.
	

	Table No 2 : NonTax Revenue (Rs in Crores) from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023

	Year
	Budget
	Revised Budget
	Actual

	2013-2014
	11512.09
	11401.42
	9102.24

	2014-2015
	13305.43
	12016.39
	9616

	2015-2016
	13382.7
	13731.25
	11131.24

	2016-2017
	16567.22
	15239.46
	11873.66

	2017-2018
	17099.36
	17023.61
	14297.97

	2018-2019
	18501.28
	17627.51
	15049.18

	2019-2020
	19897.77
	22627.16
	17921.65

	2020-2021
	29383.67
	23655.37
	19209.62

	2021-2022
	27571.12
	18921.25
	14992.37

	2022-2023
	23771.22
	21288.18
	15855.89



Figure No- 2: NonTax Revenue (Rs in Crores) from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023


Table number 2 and Figure number 2 shows the Non-Tax Revenue (Rs in Crores) from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023. It is clear from the above table no 2 and figure no 2 that the budget in the year 2013-2014 for the non-tax revenue was Rs 11512.09 crore, revised budget for the same year was Rs. 11401.42 crore and actuals was Rs 9102.24 crore. Thus all three i.e. budget, revised budget and actuals are close to each other in the first year of study i.e. 2013-2014. The closeness among them in the year 2013-2014 is also can be seen through the lines of the budget, revised budget and actuals in figure no 2. It is also evident that all budget, revised budget and actuals have increasing trends in most of the years during the period of study. It resulted in increse of budget from Rs 11512.09 crore to Rs 23771.22 crore, revised budget from Rs 11401.42 crore to Rs. 21288.18 crore and actuals from Rs 9102.24 crore to Rs 15855.89 crore. Thus, overall trend of Non-Tax Revenue is increasing.	Comment by Nii Adjetey: This analysis could be better. The use of the word “closeness” for the analysis makes it sound less authoritative. Instead, the author can talk about how the government achieved a budget deficit since the actual tax revenue is less than the original and revised budget. Also, check for grammar errors.
Objective 3:- To make comparison among the budget estimates, revised estimates and actuals of tax revenue.
H01 There is no significant difference between the budget, revised budget and actuals of Tax Revenues.

	Table No 3 : ANOVA

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	112292781.6
	2
	56146391
	0.24311704
	0.785878
	3.354131

	Within Groups
	6235484470
	27
	230943869
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	6347777252
	29
	 
	 
	 
	 



Table No 3 shows the results of ANOVA (one way) among the budget, revised budget and actuals of tax revenue during the period of study i.e. from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023. The value of α is taken at 5 % (α = 0.05). The calculated P-value is 0.78 which is more than value of value of α (0.05) i.e. P > α. This means that the null hypothesis is accepted and hence there is no significant difference in the mean budget, revised budget and actuals of tax revenues during the period of study. These results also can be analysed with the above F critical value and F Statistics. As the F critical value is 3.35 which is more than F Statistics which is 0.24 resulting in that the test is not significant and the null hypothesis is accepted. Acceptance of null hypothesis also shows that the process of determining the budgets and revised budgets is accurate and not random as these two have no significant difference with the actuals.
Objective 4:- To make comparison among the budget estimates, revised estimates and actuals of non- tax revenue.
H02 There is no significant difference between the budget, revised budget and actuals of Non-Tax Revenues.

	Table No 4 : ANOVA

	Source of Variation
	SS
	df
	MS
	F
	P-value
	F crit

	Between Groups
	139727645
	2
	69863823
	3.114059
	0.060685
	3.354131

	Within Groups
	605744279
	27
	22434973
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total
	745471924
	29
	 
	 
	 
	 



Table No 4 shows the results of ANOVA (one way) among the budget, revised budget and actuals of tax revenue during the period of study i.e. from 2013-2014 to 2022-2023. The value of α is taken at 5 % (α = 0.05). The calculated P-value is 0.06 which is more than value of value of α (0.05) i.e. P > α. This means that the null hypothesis is accepted and hence there is no significant difference in the mean budget, revised budget and actuals of tax revenues during the period of study. These results also can be analysed with the above F critical value and F Statistics. As the F critical value is 3.35 which is more than F Statistics which is 3.11 resulting in that the test is not significant and the null hypothesis is accepted. Acceptance of null hypothesis also shows that the process of determining the budgets and revised budgets is accurate and not random as these two have no significant difference with the actuals.
Conclusion: - From the above analysis it can be concluded that the both tax revenue as well as non-tax revenue has increasing trend during the period of study. Further there is no significant difference between the budget, revised budget and actuals of tax revenues and similarly between the budget, revised budget and actuals of non-tax revenues. It shows that the process of determining the budgets and revised budgets with respect to tax revenue as well as non-tax revenue is accurate and not random as these two have no significant difference with the actuals of their respective.	Comment by Nii Adjetey: Provide suggestions on how fiscal and economic policy based on the findings of the research.
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