Federal Grants to State and Local Governments,
Fiscal Year 1975: A Quarter-Century Review

Thiz 25-year review of Federal grants o State
and Iocal governments shows a growth w total
amount from $22 bulon in fiscal year 1950 to
3485 bilhon in 1975 (nearly 22 times higher), but
the “real” per capita rise is less than sevenfold
when adjusted for populatwon growth and winflation
The impact of these increased grants on State-
local finances is clearly shown by the fact that, for
every dollar rawsed by the Stales and localitics, the
Federal Government added 12 cents in 1950 and
an estimated 27 cents in 1975 The distribution of
the grants, when related to population, shows con-
aderable movement In 1950, the high-mmcome
States were recewing, on the average, the lowest
per captta grants, by 1975 they received the high-
ezt, aupplanting the low-income States—ithe highest
per capita grantsd recewing group throughout the
previous 2§ years The bulk of the gronts continues
to be for social welfare purposes, despite the in-
troduction of general revenue sharing grants, which
are not distributed by function here

DURING THE FISCAL YEAR 1975 the Fed-
eral Government made grants of more than $48 5
billion to State and local governments m the
United States and 1its outlymng areas This sum
was 15 percent higher than the $42 2 billion the
Government disbursed 1n grants in 1974 (table 1)

Approximately $30 2 billion, or 62 percent, was
for grants programs m the social welfare area,
compared with $254 billion (60 percent) of the
1974 total About 13 percent went for general
revenue sharing, 10 percent for transportation
grants—largely from the hghway trust fund—
and the remaning 15 percent for a variety of
urban, agricultural, and miscellaneous purposes

Grants-in-aid are but one of the Federal fiscal
aids to State and local governments, but quanti-
tatively they are the most sigmficant Federal
grants are also made to other type of recipients
(individuals and nstitutions), but these grants
are not included here

* Division of Retirement and Survivor Studies, Office
of Research and Statistics The author 1s grateful for
the assistance of the Statistical Processing Unit in
assembling the State statistical data for presentation
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The Federal grant-in-aid as a fiscal device
for achieving program objectives through gov-
ernment channels 1s almost as old as the Nation
The modern allocation-formula grant with match-
mg requirements for the recipient State or local
government made 1ts appearance, however, only
as recently as the World War I era with the
Federal Aid Road Act of 1916 and the Smith-
Hughes (vocational education) Aect of 1917 A
newer development—the project grant, 1n which
the money 1s channeled directly to the assisted
activity, with or without matching requirements
but often with a ceiling for the federally borne
proportion of total cost—-has received inereased
emphasis since the mud-fifties with 2 sharp m-
crease during the sixties

The two developments of the seventies are
general revenue sharing and “block grants”
Under general revenue sharing the Federal Gov-
ernment allocates funds on a formula basis to
the States and localities that the recipient gov-
ernments may spend for almost any purpose
without matchmg requirements! The first block
grants program, origmnally propesed as “man-
power revenue sharing,” was imtiated under the
Comprehensive Employment and Traming Act
(CETA) of 1973 The grants disbursed under
this Act, together with expenditures under the
manpower programs they replaced in the middle
of the fiscal year, totaled $11 hillion mn 1974
In 1975, CETA grants amounted to $2 5 billion

“From now on,” said the President at the bill-
signing on December 28, 1973, “State and local
governments will be the decisionmakers concern-
mg the mix of manpower services which they
make available ¥ Under CETA, these services can
melude employment counseling, supportive serv-
1ces, classroom education and occupational-skills
training, traming on the job, work experience,
and transitional public service employment As
the President pointed out, “Funds to provide

! For a detailed description, see Sophie B Dales, “Gen-
eral Revenue Sharing Program A Closer Look,” Social
Security Bulletwn, October 1974, page 36 ff
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TabLE 1 —Federal grants Total to State and local governments, by purpose, fiscal years 1930-75

u [Amounts in mlilons]
Social welfara Transportation
Total Public essistance Education Eco-
Fiscal year All 1 RBevenue nomic | Miscel Peorcent |All other
grants 1 | sharing opper- | lanegus of
Percent Percent | Bealth Percent | tumty | soc Amount( .y
Amount| ofall |Amount| of all Ameunt| of all |jandman | welfare grants
grants grants grants | power

W ... . ... $100 - $23 = 2 cm— - " £22 21§ ama- 5L $7 755 1
WAl . .- R 180 .- 25 13 ¢ - I 24 11 .. . 1 154 85 2 2
Jaz . . R 214 — .- 2 121 R R 24 LI T 1 156 BT 1 2
3 - .- . - e 190 . . .. 23 132y ... .- - - 23 1231 .- 2 163 &6 0 2
3. . . .- lLam| . .. 2 14 P RN P 22 120 .- -« 2 229 12 3 1,567
1935 -— 2 197 - 28 13 - - - 26 127 ... 3 275 12 § 1,803
1936 _ - e - 1,0l | . .. 107 105 $28 2B $4 27 37 PR 87 224 Fr N 684
1937 __. . .- 88, . 230 28 1 144 17 8 13 3 4§ 6 341 41 6 247
1038 . I, 780 - 305 4% 2 216 27 3 15 48 51 86 247 82 178
o . L L 1 03l 446 432 M7 210 15 50 48 184 162 18 6 393
1540 e mew 967 - 631 54 9 am 280 22 Bl 52 187 165 17 0 272
1941 - e M3 .. .. 624 68 2 330 360 26 3 123] .. - - 138 171 187 120
1942, . - - 73 R 694 749 Ia 40 4 20 151 15 3 |- - 13 158 171 Tt
43 . . . .. - 791 - 661 69 7 395 3 9 30 171 w2f.. .- LI 174 17 6 126
o4, . - .. 083 .- 700 78 400 412 80 136 138 . 999 1M 14 7 138
15 .. IR a7 . ki 76 3 410 i T2 103 nmaj.. . - 108 7 95 130
1946 .. - - 841, | .. 701 811 439 520 71 58 68 - 13 74 B A L+
1947 .. . - - 1,0401 | | . 1 302 81 614 396 83 635 42| - -- S0 199 128 48
1048 R - - 1,681 . - 1,229 T8 718 45 4 53 120 TR ... x5 324 25 bl
194 e e 1800 _ . 1,366 42 928 50 4 o7 78 2] . -- 2095 41 2419 a4
1900 .. .~ - - 2,212 | PR 1,781 %2 1,123 &8 123 82 7. . - 402 4062 208 20
1951 . _ 223 ... 1862 800 1,186 52 b e 93 [ 3 O 330 430 131 20
1952 . - - - 2 320 .- 1,854 6 1178 50 6 187 155 6Tf. 333 453 1P 4 23
1923 - [ 2,59 - 2 162 78 4 1 330 48 2 173 259 94 PR 400 544 7 53
1904 - ma - a om 2 958 - 2,346 73 1,438 48 6 140 248 84 - .- 518 566 18 B &7
1925 [P - 1.1 % A 2,403 776 1,427 46 1 119 206 96) .. 561 605 w5 B9
W% .. . - 34N - .- 2,615 60 1,455 42 3 133 27 80 -« 75l 57 2270 69
1957 __ - - 3836 | . - 2§48 2 4 1 556 ¥e 152 280 71 .- 848 075 HB 113
1958 | o e e 479041 . 3 085 64 8 1,795 e 176 308 64l - 816 1,561 325 1
1958 . - - bl | - - 3,400 bt 6 1,966 3t 211 316 60 _ . 37 2,870 42 3 185
1960 - - - - 6,838 - 3,610 52 2,058 01 214 441 66 . . 835 2,000 43 9 pt)
961 .. . 5,921 - 3,950 b7 % 2 167 33 240 460 B8] . ... 1,083 2,887 38 B 284
b3 I e o T3 L L. 4 53 589 2,432 21 6 263 401 64 . 1,343 2,841 L) a7
13 . .- E.324 | - 4,525 58 0 2,790 328 292 o8 67 $a24 o1 1) 3,071 B 424
1964 . .p eee o - 8,74 .. - - 5,362 54 8B 2 044 1 322 578 59 413 1,084 3,709 380 712
1065 . - - 10,630 - - - &, 669 53 3 3 009 28 8 Ho 02 66 527 1,033 4,088 385 873
1966 - - N T L' S 7,630 61 0 3,528 28 2 3ha 1,590 127 I 131 1 016 4 029 82 2 B60
1867 . . - 11 B2 I — 4 Bda 66 & 4 175 28 2 436 2 3T 16 0 1,610 1,25¢ 4,085 2T 6 889
1068 _ . o e - 15,168 I 12 440 68 5 5 319 20 3 £23 2719 150 2,060 1,538 4 284 238 1,435
1969, | e ee - | 197G - | 14,802 (9 8 £ 280 a8 B 2,666 135 2,087 1,004 4,285 218 1,608
1970 . . - . 23,578 - - 14 345 w2 7,445 a6 1 (43 3,018 12 8 2 565 2,478 4 475 18 6 2,558
1971 .. . - 27 591 - 19 544 Ul 1,640 a8 14 3,540 12 8 2,989 2,462 4,720 17 0 3,426
1072 .. 33 31 24 592 737 1B a9 2 o1 4 253 128 8,482 2,725 4,780 in3 4,008
1973 . - 40,886 | 36 630 24 46 5 6] 11,881 28 0 1073 4 348 10 6 3,635 3,499 4, 861 121 4,943
1974 . e . 42,174 6,106 | 25,427 B 3| 12,666 30 1,230 4,059 06 3,584 3,869 4 765 13 5,876
1970, A e e = 48,510 6,130 [ 80,216 B2 3 13,95% 28 & 1,862 4,671 96 4,815 4,879 4,985 10 8 7,160

1 On checks issued basis, or adjusted to that basis, for most programs
Ineludes small amounts of adjustments and pndistributed sums and grants
under a few programs ko American 8amon, Canal Zone, Guam, and the Trust
Territory of the Paeific Islands A list of grants programs in each group
appears at the end of this article

these services will, for the first time, be made
available to State and local governments without
any Federal strings as to what kind or how
much of these services should be provided ”

The Housmg and Commumty Development
Act of 1974 (PL 93-383, enacted August 22,
1074) established the second block grants pro-
gram Title I of that act, on community develop-
ment, states

The primary objecnive of this fatle is the development
of viable urban commumcties, by providing decent
bousing and a =suitable living environment and ex-
randing economic opportunities, prinelpally for
persons of low and moderate income
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! Promotion of welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy, 30,552

Source Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, Combined Statement
of Recerpls Ezpenditures end Boalances of the United Stater Gorernment, and
agency reports Beginning with 1066 deta, Department of the Treasury, Fed-
erel A lo States, ifascal Yeor

It pomnts out that Federal assistance 1s for
the support of community development activities
directed toward elimination of slums and bhght,
conservation and expansion of the Nation’s hous-
mg stock, expansion and improvement of the
quantity and gquahty of community services, a
more ratwonal utilization of land and other
natural resources, redunction of the isolation of
meome groups within communities and geographi-
cal areas, and restoration and preservation of
properties of spectal value for histome, archi-
tectural, or esthetic reasons

Other subjects dealt with under this Act include
federally assisted housing, mortgage-credit assist-



ance, planning, rural housing, mobile-home con-
struction and safety standards, and consumer
home-mortgage assistance

In fiscal year 1975, $38 milhion was distributed
m block grants for community development out
of a total of $34 bilhon 1n grants made by the
Department of Housmg and Urban Development
(HUD) for a multiplicity of purposes Several
of the other HUD programs may eventually be
absorbed by the block grants program Most of
the YIUD grants, including the community de-
velopment grants, are classified under “wurban
affairs” m this article (see composition of grant
categories, page 32) The HUD grants for public
housing are not included 1n this category

Two major classification changes have been
effected n the grants series this year, one gomng
back several decades, the other only to fiscal
year 1971 The first 1s the construction of a
new grouping, “Transportation”—a combination
of the former highway group and grants for the
Federal awrport construction program (1948 to
date), State boating-safety assistance, and natural
gas pipeline safety (both from 1972 to date)
Thege three were formerly hsted in the mascel-
laneous grants group even though all three pro-
grams are adminstered by the Department of
Transportation No change in total grants is in-
volved 1n this reclassification

A fourth Department of Transportation grants
program, urban mass transportation, was not
transferred from the urban affairs group at this
time TUrban transportation grants began with
a 1963 outlay of $2 million as part of the urban
renewal grants program of the Flousing and
Home Finance Admimistration In many areas
1t 18 still associated with urban renewal although
m others (the Washington, D C, metropolitan
area, for example) 1t combines urban and sub-
urban underground rail lines with street and
highway use of buses

The second major change 1s the deletion from
the grants series of all but a mimnuscule portion
of the grants for food stamps from 1971 on
This program, classified under mscellaneous
socral welfare, consists of two parts* (1) The
Federal bonus or subsidy to food stamp users and
(2) the Federal share of the cost of State ad-
ministration of the program The change ehmi-
nates from the grants series the food stamp bonus
It is made to bring the grants series mto con-
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formity with current Federal budget classifica-
tion concepts and with the revised Treasury De-
partment source of the data—Federal Aud to
States, Fiscal Year 1975

The Office of Management and Dudget has
enunciated the followng rationale for the reclas-
sification of the bonus

A major revision has been made in the classificatlon
of Federal aid to State and local governments The
bulk of budget outlays for the food stamp program—
the benefit payments or “bonus costs”-~have been
reclassified from grants to direct Federal payments,
reflecting the current national nature of the pro-
gram From 1971 forward, only the Federal matching
payments to State and local governments to pay
for program administration are considered Federal
grantg

When the food stamp program began In 1061 as a
geries of pilot programs, it fell well within the budget
definitlon of Federa! grants-in-aid The local gov-
ernment issued the food stamps, and the Federal
Government paid 100 percent of the bonus costs and
part of the administrative costs In 1964, the program
wias made permanent, but retained itz essentially
local character Kligibility standards were prescribed
by Btate agencies

The program has now become a uniform national
program, administered by State and local jurisdie-
tions, but with uniform income and resource eligi-
bility standards While the program changed gradu-
ally, the most significant turning polnt was the 1969
amendments to the Food Stamp Act These amend-
ments, which became effective in fiscal year 1971,
resulted In the participation rate almost doubling in
one year with outlays almost trebling As a result,
the reclassification of the bonus from grants to non-
grants was carried back through 19717

The tabulation that follows shows how the
deletion of the food stamp bonus affects group
and grand totals in the Social Security Admmis-
tration grants series The reclassification lowered

[In millions]

All Total social
grants welfare

Miscellaneons
social welfare
Fiscal year

old | New | o1 | New | 0w [,LeS8 | New

_ 1529 214 1$27,801 |$21 067 |$19 544 | £3,085 | §1 523 | %2 462
1972, .. .| 85203 (33,360 | 26 414 | 2¢ 672 | 4 G68 | 1,842 2 725
43122 | 40 986 | 24,581 | 24 446 | 5 635 | 2,135 3 499
44,002 | 42 174 | 28,155 | 26 427 | 6 587 | 2729 3 869
1975. .. . | 52,012 | 48,510 | 84,610 | 30 216 | 9 282 |14 43 4,879

1 Amount shown for food stamp administration in the final version of the
Depsttment of Treasury source document has been subtracted {rom the
amoutit for the bonus subsidy and its administration, as shown in the pre-
liminary version of the source document

* Special Analyscs of the Budget of the United States
Government, Fiscal Year 1977, Special Analysis O, pages
256 and 260
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the respective percentages for the groups imn the
tabulation, of course, and raised them for all
the other groups The Federal share of State
administrative costs of the program, retained
the series, amounted to $14 million 1n 1971, $20
million m 1972, $25 milhion m 1973, $51 million
m 1974, and $136 m:llion m 1975

v

GRANTS IN FISCAL YEAR 1975

The $48 5 billion total for 1975 Federal grants
18 divided almost automatically mto two parts—
grants for social welfare purposes at $30 2 billion,
or about 62 percent of the total, and grants for
“everything else,” the remainmg $183 hbilhon,
and 38 percent (table 2) Public assistance grants
still formed the largest social welfare category
with $140 billion 1n 1975, accounting for 46
percent of social welfare grants and 29 percent
of all 1975 grants Health grants constituted the
smallest of the groups with $19 billion—6 per-
cent of all social welfare and 4 percent of the
total grants Grants for education, economic
opportunity and manpower, and miscellaneous
social welfare purposes—at $47 bilhon, $48
billon, and $4 9 billion, respectively—each formed
about 16 percent of social welfare grants and 10
percent of all grants

All the other purposes m which the Congress
has indicated a national mterest by instituting
programs of grants to the States and localities
can also be rather loosely organized into groups
Construction of highways, then of airports, later
of highway safety and beaut:fication, and still
more recently programs dealing with other types
of transportation form the primary cluster At
$50 billion, these grants also made up about
10 percent of the 1975 total Another group
pertams to the problems of urban living The
urban affairs group accounted for $3 0 billion or
6 percent of all 1975 grants Although certan
urban affarrs grants programs have social wel-
fare agpects or implications, 1t has not been pos-
sible to separate the money on that basis and
the entire programs have been grouped with the
other-than-social-welfare grants

Another program grouping centers around the
promotion of agriculture and the protection of
natural resources In 1875, these programs formed
the smallest group, totaling $307 million or only
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6/10 of 1 percent of all Federal grants The
miscellaneous grants group, with $39 billion or
8 percent of the 1975 total, contains several pro-
grams 1 the broad area of environmental protec-
tion and ecology that could also be regarded as
natural resources protection A future reorgani-
zation of the grants series might well include
formation of a new group centered around eco-
logical problems It would be composed of pro-
grams taken from the agriculture and natural
resources group and from the present miscel-
laneous group 1 order to reduce the latter to
the 1rreducible minimum of programs unclassified
as to purpose Another possibility 18 a spht
between agricultural and natural resources grants,
with the environmental programs now m the
miscellaneous group added to the latter

Revenue sharing, with its statutory $302 mul-
lion 1n 5 years, has brought more than $6 bilhon
a year to the States and localities from the Fed-
eral purse Since 1973, when $66 billion was
disbursed (retroactively, in part, for 1972), 1its
proportion of all grants has shrunk from 16 per-
cent 1n that year to 14 percent m 1974, to less
than 13 percent of the ever-growing total mn 1975
Table 83 combines data from each of the three
“aetual use” reports (as distinguished from
“planned use” reports) publhished by the Office
of Revenue Sharmg of the Department of the
Treasury ® As recipient umts have 24 months after
the end of each entitlement period to spend or
obligate revenue-sharing receipts, amounts re-
ported as “used” bear no necessary relationship
to amounts received 1n a given period For fiscal
year 1975, for instance, $72 billion was reported
as used by the recipient unmits, but only $61
billion was disbursed to them by the Federal
Government

GRANTS IN THE PAST QUARTER-CENTURY

During the period 1950-75, Federal grants to
the States and localities were multiplied almost
22 times, burgeoning from $22 billion to $485
billion, or from $14 per capita to $228 for every
man, woman, and child 1n the United States and

*The latest is Reported Uses of General Revenue Shar-
ing Funds 197475, A Tabulation and Analysie of Data
from Aectual Use Report #5 (for entitlement period 5},
1976
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Tarre 2 —Federal grants to State rnd local governments,

TAmounts in thoussnds]

Revanue sharing Bocial wellare
Publie
States ranked by 1972-74 average All Total asslstancs Health
per capita personal Incoma grants Poreent
Amount of all
grants Porcent Percent Percent
Amount ofall Amount ofall Amount of all
grants grants grants

Totall ... 348,500 770 [ $6,120 636 12 3 (330 215 481 B2 3 |$13,858 993 28 8 | 51,892,134 ]
United Statesd . | . R 47,880,572 | 6,120,636 12 8 | 29,705,872 %, B2 1] 13,904,173 20 0| I,B57,438 39
High {ncome group P v - .| 22,827,070 | Z 786 995 12 2| 14 773 052 64 7 7,700 &76 341 879,337 30
District of Columbig.... . .. " B70 &11 26,024 40 355 731 53 2 108 555 16 2 46 249 60
Alasks ... - ~ - - 248,526 & 108 33 113 249 45 6 13 9EG 58 8 733 3h
Connecticut .. . e ae 671,335 75 Bl6 117 877 740 56 3 184 t61 275 24,388 35
Delaware . . " - - - 119,403 18 522 15 6 67,431 L] 24,641 20 6 4,129 35
Now Jersey . - e e e I 483 876 89 145 12 9 $#53 338 63 8 473,116 87 41 274 2B
Mlnois v.. . - . . .- 2,218,844 273 538 12 3| 1,466 207 81 09 478 | 30 0 B85 3z
NewYork ... . .. .. . 5,670,442 687 724 12 1] 3863 320 681 ([ 2378 124 41 9 145 483 28
Newvada ... .. . - - 137,217 13 476 08 Tl T43 52 3 16 978 12 4 4,981 38
Hawai - . .. .. - - 244 466 24 7549 | AN 139,730 57 2 53,248 2138 12,209 50
Calfornia... . m e e e e . 4 881,350 651,010 13 3| 3,317,814 68 0| 1 778,491 36 4 155 580 32
Maryland . e e .. 950,851 119 831 125 9 6l 4 214,420 22 3 157 231 15 ¢
Michigan - . . .. e e | 2,007,734 262 050 12 41 1 349 700 65 B 783 689 a2 59,708 28
Massachusetts _ .o s _— - 1,431,141 104 716 15 4 230 370 64 1 491 742 a3 # b7, 847 40
Washington. . - P - 781 381 B7 251 12 79 46 618 202 BY % 0 33 380 43
North Dakota. .. - . - . .. - 185,706 22 208 13 38 o), 837 5 4 30,002 180 5 699 34
Kansas . . . . . +. .. . 442,814 57,506 130 236,401 53 4 93,133 2 17,018 38
Colorado .. R . .- 561 523 65,284 16 329,683 587 138,410 24 6 34 919 62
Middle income group o - - . . . 15 132,180 | 2,032,506 13 4| 8 034,688 59 2| 3,876 904 25 6 478 866G 38
Ohlo._ ... . - - - m- 1,778 480 245,438 13 & 1,008,846 8 7 420 489 241 6 200 39
Flonda [ - ee - -] L295015 133 533 14 & B 500 81 3 323,214 249 62,481 48
Pennsylvania . . . .. - - -] 2,885 392 32 719 12 1| 1622 53 60 4 799 802 2 8 108, 434 40
Nebraska . e, - 335,154 42,353 28 18y 248 56 b 48 Blo % 5 15,636 47
Towa . . . . P — 553,439 83, 105 15 6 283,823 5L 3 118 474 214 22 687 4]
Minnesota .. . . . _ . . . . 805 500 122,356 11 5837 307 62 2 05,957 312 25,338 z248
Rhode Island._._. .. - e e 246,314 27 258 11 167,802 6 2 80,682 28 9,584 3¢
Virginia - .- vr mmmwm . 1,012,390 121 593 12 ¢ A5 074 57 233,121 230 26,781 26
Wyoming ... . . - e . . 10 840 13 37,335 38 8 8 161 84 3,873 38
Indianga... . - .- - - 802 543 128,470 16 ¢ 463,954 57 8 100 673 200 80,455 38
Oregon., .. . - - - - - 455 341 61 302 11 304,665 5x @ 134,156 212 15 785 28
Wisconsln . .. ... . .+.. . 936, 149 154,821 16 § B20 758 o 3 385, 386 41 2 23,324 z5
Ariona. - e e . - .- . 455 484 62,500 138 243 46l 53 5 27,400 80 22,695 50
Missouri - ... . .. - .- 0L, 802 116,635 129 BO3 (4 55 8 163 7187 15 2 46,986 52
Montanas . .. v e e e 219 146 24 943 14 118 243 50 37 695 17 2 7 384 34
New Hampshire_... . _ - - - 169, 764 19 953 B B9, 208 526 38,824 2P 7,288 4 3
Texas. ... — < - - 2,190,112 293,239 i3 4 1,393, %7 63 68 561 245 258 81,151 37
Low income group_. _ - - - .- | @096308 1,310,045 131 | & Ds8,321 60 6 { 2 236 693 22 4 309 235 40
Bouth Dakota. . . . - . . 209 460 26 128 126 109,277 52 2 33 340 15 9 5,070 29
Georgia - - e . - - 1,174,497 130 063 11 740 665 411 332 565 %3 35,917 a1
Idahg. . - - - e - 201,675 24 138 120 10D 674 40 0 a8, 504 191 6,481 a2
North Carglina | . .. - =] HOUHKT 157,768 2 662 020 43 6 228 566 22 0 40 301 ae
QOklahoma . - e sees cea 648 198 69,327 107 416 124 64 2 173 367 2 7 24,784 i
Vermont -. . . . - - . . - 152 278 IT, 842 11 4 92 574 60 8 41,820 S 7,861 64
Maine . - e e - - . - 200 175 38 159 13 2 178 762 6l & 92,807 320 12,215 42
Tannessee. . . . - - - £41 800 120 551 137 517 B53 58 7 153,017 20 8 38 175 432
Utah - - e eea - . 280,038 36 315 127 157,035 &1 1 18 4 15 092 il )
Kentucky PR - - 831 319 0% 619 120 533 456 B4 2 217,164 21 33 386 41
Wesl Virginle = _ . . . R 532,559 B B57 14 225 895 42 9 7,163 46 18 977 46
Loulsiana .... - . - - £72,021 139,723 150 521,878 5 6 161,862 I8 5 32,271 a7
Bouth Carolina . . - - - 566,545 84 902 150 33t 359 B2 5 114,400 Xy 2 31 837 56
Alabama... . . e eme = owe B4 B8 105, 368 12 8 805 B34 63 O 185,025 231 82,735 41
New Mexico . - — - 309 618 28,771 10 5 230,369 B2 3 61,603 w7 14 168 34
Argansas . . . - - - - 06 326 44,435 127 319 641 B3 1 121 702 24 0 21,805 43
Mississippi .. . - - 628 665 o8 580 BT 348,109 81 7 120 414 19 2 25,339 40

Dutlying aroas
Puertp Rico_ i - - 460,317 - 875 125 Bl 5 42,000 1 3 31,458 4B
Virgin 1slands - 27 85T - - - 20,732 771 1,660 50 1 930 71
Other___ . aae - - 40024 |- . . . - - 24 252 5893 1,160 28 1 249 g1

1 Includes (not kisted sepsrately) small amounts undistributed, adjuost
ments to checks-issued basis, and grants under s few programs to American

its outlymg areas (table 4) When adjustment
18 made for a 41-percent population growth this
twenty-one-fold mcrease m ebsolute dollars dis-
bursed was reduced to one that was only fifteen-
fold Further reduced by 109-percent inflation,
the purchasing power of the billions spent for
grants was drawn down to less than half their
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?Eﬁlmo;. the Canal Zone, Goam, and the Trust Territery of the Pacific
slands

1950 “real” buying value Thus, together, the
numbers of persons served and the diminished
value of the money with which to buy the needed
services produced a ‘“real” per capita Increase
that was less than sevenfold

In the past quarter-century, the highest rates
of “real” growth (80 percent) were experienced,
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amount and percent of total grants, by purpose, fiscal year 1975

[Amounts in thousands]

Boclal wellare—Conlinued Transportation
Education Economitopportunity| Miscellanesous Agricul
and manpgwer soclal welfare Urban | turesnd | Miscel |States :gnuke%rbc{ 1?{ 274
Percent Adffairs natural laneous “grsg a‘; I gma.
Amotunt of all resources parsonal Inco
Percent Percent Percent ErAntS
Amount of all Amount of all Amount ol all
grants grants grants
$4 670,834 B 6| $4,815,362 9 9 | 54,879,158 10 1| $4,004,518 10 8 | $2,975,893 $306 565 | $3,886,678 | Total
4 589,529 86| 4,607,862 98| 4746,300 89 4,875,931 10 4] 2 649,833 302 815 | 3,826,984 { Unlited States
1,961,665 8 8] 2,281,653 1004 1,859 922 8§11 1,843,407 81 1,656,840 81,316 | 1,685,471 High Income group
47,438 71 107,050 16 0 47, 440 71 12 996 19 224,075 ) 881 | Distriet of Columina
51,794 208 28,705 16 10 023 40 96,346 38 8 3,903 4,436 22,394 | Alaska
49,445 74 58,369 87 6,828 91 52,522 78 86,255 2,577 73,427 | Connecticut
i1 886 100 12,461 10 4 14,317 120 13,188 110 3 029 1,962 15 268 | Delaware
110 730 74 170 340 11 4 157,879 106 00 430 67 105,799 4 192 137,072 | New Jersey
194, 506 8§ 8 165,416 75 236 121 10 8 218,873 g9 B9 B52 T.790 162,625 | Illinois
481 478 85 411 928 73 446,302 79 222 054 41 406,969 8,475 381,900 | New York
12 141 EB 22 897 157 14,746 10 7 31,427 229 3,047 2 017 14,608 | Nevada
26 530 100 24 186 119 18, 566 78 50, 244 206 8, 1828 17 167 | Hawail
397,840 B2 636,130 130 340,748 72 364,111 75 250,510 14 252 283 §53 | Calllornia
82,845 86 58 682 61 76 467 80 112 661 117 44 187 4,189 89,399 | Maryland
175,772 B3 24, 560 1né 125,067 69 181,020 846 103, 306 9,074 162,488 | Michigan
106,722 T4 132,124 g1 142,144 98 70,513 53 138,361 2,543 108,629 | Massachusetis
76,308 98 107 742 13 8 58 846 75 115,978 14 8 221,164 8,683 O ‘Washington
19 624 18 1a 930 K] 19,877 11 6 33,193 199 5,044 2,854 12,670 | North Dakota
49 380 11 2 33,116 75 38,752 88 70,534 15 9 40,130 7,555 30,188 | Kansas
67,121 120 45,873 82 43,350 77 82,317 147 30,611 3 (62 60,030 | Colorade
1,465,761 97| 1482115 98] 1551041 10 2 | 1,881,107 12 4 905 783 106,055 | 1 251,936 Middle-income group
147,175 83 179 223 1 183,753 10 3 207,411 n 126 409 7,714 182 642 hio
122 800 95 129,0a1 99 150,039 12 2 175,381 135 49 674 4 879 83 758 | Florlda
219,761 82 245,032 91 240,534 83 255,182 935 271,433 7 353 23,114 | Pennsylvania
44,447 13 3 25,640 76 31 790 104 64, 191 0,650 5,314 28,540 | Nebrasks
57,407 10 4 87,407 68 47 800 86 93,883 170 32,620 8,147 48,801 | Jowa
63 951 71 75,875 85 86 177 948 80,880 101 85 477 4,991 64 488 | Minnesota
21,96 890 27,717 11 3 27,044 13 18,360 76 13,208 1417 18 Rhode Island
140,294 13 9 68,484 68 85,42 84 170,106 16 8 44,103 &,284 117,171 | Virginia
10,194 08 8,570 88 6,737 79 a5, 802 372 2,168 3,500 6,477 | Wyoming
81,249 W1 109,982 137 Bl 582 10 2 72,825 91 56,225 8,445 75,616 | Indiana
43 (45 i9 64 220 18 44 858 84 101 277 18 2 14,200 6,621 63,186 | Oregon
62,610 67 86 844 g3 62 533 67 58,251 82 35 417 7321 59,681 | Wisconsin
62,000 13 6 83,748 140 67,628 14 8 97 442 21 4 17,749 § 613 28 391 | Arizona
101,586 11 3 03,683 10 4 97,022 10 8 125,241 1349 69,767 8444 77,700 | Missoun
25,371 11 6 30,342 13 8 17,461 80 48 220 5,350 3,885 18,522 | Moniana
13,800 82 11,633 ('] 17,662 10 4 26, 263 155 11,547 2 (44 20,662 | New Hampshire
247,360 i1 3 224,614 10 3 279,137 127 240,539 1o 89,731 18,048 115,050 | Texas
1,154,460 15 932,532 93 1335407 13 4 | 1,248,825 12 5 387 023 115,441 876,647 Low incoms group
28,322 135 18,083 86 23 563 11 2 38 090 18 2 17,402 3 107 15 462 | Bouth Dakota
114,152 97 81 072 G9 176 970 151 125 851 107 79,435 8 073 90 609 corgia
20, 1552 100 21 178 10 5 14,349 71 44,320 220 6,758 3 750 22,026 | Idaho
129 387 12 4 99 941 48 163,741 57 92,875 89 i 8,449 79,226 | North Carolina
79 159 12 2 69,319 07 69 515 107 60,601 93 41 312 13,232 47,602 | Oklahoma
13 440 38 13,031 86 16 623 109 25 816 17 0 2,283 2,250 12 012 { Vermont
24,604 80 22,052 18 26 095 80 25,100 86 8,131 3,004 30 958 | Malne
102,014 11 8 70 096 79 124,651 141 113,966 129 3o, 448 7,244 86,637 | Tennessee
25,673 90 45 158 15 8 17,707 62 5b, 967 200 ¢, 631 8,127 16,965 | Utah
04,160 113 87,964 06 99,782 120 72,661 87 25,744 8,548 93,252 | Kentucky
43,942 83 47,038 88 41,575 78 149,193 280 9,252 5,829 78,733 } West Virginia
96,247 110 80 146 10 3 141,164 16 2 117,678 135 25,523 7 280 61,038 | Loulsiana
66 183 1n7 57 411 101 B4 389 129 53 208 94 11,509 4 818 57,659 | Bouth Carolina
98 333 12 2 61,076 76 128 764 16 0 95, 761 119 23,305 8 01 60,176 | Alabama
46,087 12 5 40 670 12 6 61,811 16 7 63,193 171 11,891 4,400 20,994 | New Mexico
64,201 127 50 720 100 61,203 121 52,087 103 y 9 386 40 723 | Arkansas
108,304 17 2 50,667 81 B3 475 133 1,660 98 15,829 13,821 47,87% | Mississippd
Outlying areas
68 858 150 104 808 28 117,933 25 6 15,818 34 16 405 2,843 50 028 Puerto Rico
3,75 133 4,24 151 10,152 36 3 409 18 1,035 430 4 262 Virgin Islands
8,732 21 8,407 25 4,704 1135 2,270 55 8,620 377 5,406 Other

b b Ijncludes amall arnonnts undistributed and adjustments to checks-Issued
asis

In two 5-year spans a decade apart—from 1955
to 1960 and from 1965 to 1970 The combmation
of factors producing this expansion, however,
varied The absolute dollar increase 1n grants was
practically the same 1n both periods 121 percent
from 1955 to 1960, 122 percent from 1965 to 1970
During the first 5 years, however, the population
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rose by 9 percent and mflation by 10 percent;
durmng the second, population growth had slowed
to 5 percent but money was losing 1its value
faster with 17-percent nflation

Social welfare was being deemphasized in grant
disbursements durmg 1955-60 From a peak m
1947, when they represented 84 percent of the
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TasLe 3 —Revenue shanng Actual use by recipient govern-
ments, fiscal years 1975, 1974, and 1973

[Amounts in millions]

Percentage
Amount distribution
Use tategory

1975 | 1974 | 1873 | 1975 | 1974 | 1973
Total cac. - - oo - - [$7,185 |$6,716 |$2,818 | 100 | 100 100
Public safety - - | 1,7421 1,535 655 24 23 23
Education..... . . .. - | 1,565 { 1,381 A&7 22 21 24
Publie transportation... .. .. 922 gE8 417 13 15 15
General government ___. . __ 848 639 184 9 10 [}
Environmental protestion... -. 529 486 188 7 7 7
Health .. ... ... .. 491 477 166 7 7 [}
Recreation and culture . . __ 330 308 117 3 5 4
Bocial services for poor or aged..{ 173 262 88 2 4 3
Financial administration. .. 166 136 70 2 2 2

Honsing/comimunity develop-

ment. . . .. oeee . ... .| 102 75 26 1 1 1
Libraries. .. . ... .. - 05 82 18 1 1 1
Correetiong eeee weec oo w . 31 P31 I I O 2 I U T M

Economice development.... .. 32 37 12| ) 11y

Boclel development..e.. . .. 18 13 B O 11
Allothereeeen & soee & an wa 289 233 178 4 4 ]

1 Less than 0 & percent
Spurce Department of the Treasury, Office of Revenue Bharing, General
Revenue Shoring Actual Use Reporte, annual issnes

total, these grants declined with some flue-
tuation to 78 percent of the 1955 level and then
to an all-time low of less than 53 percent by 1960
Social welfare’s loss was transportation’s gain
as grants for the latter (largely from the high-
ways trust fund) rose from 20 percent to 44
percent of all grants between 1955 and 1960 From
1965 to 1970 the reverse occurred Grants for
social welfare purposes rose to 70 percent while
transportation grants fell to less than 19 per-
cent of all grants

Prime focus of the 1965-70 increase was on three
of the social welfare areas The then-new field
of economic opportunity and manpower, educa-
tion, marked by the entry of the Federal Govern-
ment 1into the financing of higher education and
1ts 1ncreased participation at the elementary and
secondary levels, and public assistance, with the
mtroduction of Medicard and the expansion of
social services functions Federal health grants
mcreased even more than did those for public
assistance Then as now, however, they form so
so small a part of the overall grants picture
(34 percent) that their increase was not an
mportant factor m the total growth

The decade from 1965 to 1975, as a result of
the strong forward thrust of the grants, showed
the greatest growth of any 10-year period i the
25 years under review Despite the rising mflation
of the early seventies, the period produced a
“real” growth of 165 percent The real increase

of 146 percent 1n the two 10-year periods from
1955 to 1965 and from 1960 to 1970 represented
the next highest growth rates

VARIATIONS IN STATE PER CAPITA INCOME

Since 1ncome per capita varies considerably
from one State to another, comparisons at levels
below the nationwide level are often more mean-
mgful Therefore, for comparison with other in-
dicators the States are divided into three mcome
groups by ranking them according to the average
per capita personal mcome received in each State
during the most recent period of 3 calendar years
mmmediately preceding the start of each fiscal year
(table 5) (A 3-year average—sometimes a 5-year
average—1s required in many of the allocation
grants formulas to dampen the effect of sporadic
single-year fluctnations )

Before 1960, the 48 States and the District
of Columbhia were divided into high- and low-
mcome groups of 16 “States,” with a middle-
mmcome group of 17 With the admission of
Alaska and Hawan to the Union, the 51 “States”
were divided 1nto 8 groups of 17 each*

*In 1974, the States were Inadvertently divided differ-

ently See technical note at end of article for eorrection
of data for that year

Tastk 4-—Federal grants in relation to population and
prices, fiscal years 1950-75

Total grants Per caplia .
(in millions)t grants Pi’i%‘lllla
Fiseal January [:?g%w:m
yeat Cur | Con | Cur- { con | AUR 1 ooy
rent | stant | rent | stant | ATORS
dollars | dollars | dollars | dollars | B8P
1950 - - $2,212 | $4,018 514 30 | 151 135 47 9
1955 . - .| 3,006 5601 19 351 164 588 54 4
1060 - - .- -| 683811378 3R 63 179,380 601
195 o - - 10830 | 18 714 55 86| 193 223 63 6
070 - 23,576 | 31,846 115 165 | 203 849 5
w7 . b 48,510 | 48,510 228 228 | 212 76 100 0
Percentage
increase
1850-55 . - 40 23 36 17 L] 14
1955-60 - 121 100 100 80 b 10
196065 - . 55 47 45 37 8 L]
1865-70 - 122 B9 109 80 5 17
W0-75 - 106 53 98 47 4 3
1950-60 - - 200 146 171 110 19 25
1960-70. . .. .. 245 178 203 146 14 24
105565 - 243 193 189 146 17 17
1965-75 . .. 256 160 315 165 10 57

1 Ineludes outlying areas

1 Bureau of the Census data for total U 8 population, including Armed
Forces overseas

3 Based on implieit price deflators for personal consumptijon expenditures
prepared for the national income accounts by the Bureau of Economie Anal-
ysis, Dopartment of Commerce
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s TanLe 5 —1975 Federal grants in relation to petsonal income,

and to population, by State

H

to State and local general revenues and direct general revenues,

Total grants as percent of—

Per capita grants

STotsll S]tatel
tate- oca.
States ranked by 1072-74 Personal [ Jocal direct Economic| M
avg;gggﬁeir eaplga income, | general | general Revenue | Tublic Educa | 9PPOT 1311133311-: Transpor-|
= pers neom: calendar | reve reve- Total ah:rir;l assist | Ilealth ﬁgﬁ tunity | “LA tatfc})x': Allother
yeat nnes nues 8 [ “ance and man | S0t
1974 fiseal fiscal power
year year
19741 15748
Total..... - - - - - . $227 91 $28 80 $65 58 $5 89 $21 94 $22 62 $22 92 $23 47 £33 68
United States. . . . 42 231 289 228 83 29 23 66 31 8 86 218 22 41 22 64 272 337
High income group - 411 25 a6 7 251 41 30 69 85 80 9 68 21 60 25 13 20 48 20 30 37 71
District of Columbia ..... 13 2 49 8 163 1 940 83 37 76 152 2o 64 86 66 53 150 14 66 54 18 23 384 51
Alaska e e e e - 10 5 381 67 & 778 97 29 12 44 41 2773 164 43 01 13 31 82 305 86 97 57
Connecticut . . - - 34 220 26 8 218 53 25 66 80 12 7 16 10 1901 19 80 17 10 62 82
Delaware___. . . ... 33 18 8 232 208 75 32 38 43 08 722 20 78 2178 25 03 23 06 35 42
New Jersey.... ... . - 33 201 240 204 89 26 49 64 B9 5 686 1o 18 23 36 21 65 13 64 0l
IHhnols _ - — o - 32 191 241 199 52 24 60 71 89 6 3b 17 48 14 87 27 23 19 88 23 40
New York.... - - - 51 21 26 7 813 73 38 05 131 58 8 05 24 24 27 24 60 12 84 49 10
Nevada.. .. e - - - 40 201 24 2 212 43 23 81 30 00 8 B0 21 45 40 46 28 05 b5 52 3 35
Hawail __ . _ - - 48 22 4 21 306 72 33 62 66 Bl 15 32 33 29 38 62 23 30 63 04 M4
Califorma - . 34 M7 246 237 20 31 63 86 42 7 66 19 33 a0 91 17 00 17 69 26 o
Maryland _ - - 30 228 25 237 70 29 68 53 10 38 04 20 32 14 53 18 92 27 80 34 12
Michigan . _ __ _ -- 39 21 & 26 5 231 64 28 78 86 09 & bb 19 81 26 98 13 74 19 89 82
Mauassachusetts. .. . . . .. 43 22 8 281 250 89 33 66 85 02 9 97 15 45 22 84 124 58 13 28 43 14
Washington... . - _ _ . 39 218 26 8 226 B8 25 33 58 91 9 6% 22 18 31 28 17 09 33 68 28 72
North Dakota .. .. .. .. 47 253 32 6 267 59 35 64 48 18 9 15 31 % 25 58 31 10 63 28 33 18
Kansas... _ . .. ... ... 35 21 9 26 6 197 73 2571 43 87 7 61 22 08 14 80 17 32 3f 53 34 81
Colorade e e am e = 41 225 28 6 227 &6 26 45 56 08 14 15 270 18 59 17 &7 33 35 M 17
Middle income group.... 28 16 4 208 195 78 26 30 50 16 749 18 96 19 18 20 07 24 34 20 29
Ohio_. . . . v nen 30 208 255 165 72 22 87 40 02 6 45 13 71 16 70 i7 12 19 33 29 52
Florida . . ... . __ .. 30 195 23 2 162 28 23 57 40 38 781 15 34 18 12 19 87 21 91 17 28
Pennsylvania.. . . ... . 42 M4 30 4 227 02 27 54 67 61 817 18 58 20 71 21 10 21 57 40 74
Nebraskai... .. . . _ ... 41 24 2 %06 210 20 27 70 45 01 1¢ 23 20 07 16 77 22 73 41 86 25 84
lows e e mae = = 37 2 5 258 193 78 a0 15 41 48 7 94 20 12 13 10 16 T4 32 87 3l 38
Minnesota.. .. . ... .. 42 20 6 25 4 229 80 31 36 78 41 6 49 16 89 19 45 2209 23 % a2 02
Rhode Island.. - - 49 27 6 36 0 264 57 29 31 86 66 10 29 23 59 29 97 30 02 10 72 35 20
Virginla - em - - 39 25311 316 212 60 25 53 48 95 5 62 284 46 14 38 17 04 35 73 84 08
Wyoming e e e oae 48 220 a0 208 52 28 22 79 10 26 28 47 23 04 18 82 100 00 33 4
Indiana. e e e == 29 18 3 21 4 151 37 24 23 30 30 5 T4 la 32 20 74 15 39 1374 25 84
Oregon... .. __ _ - am 46 241 318 246 49 27 % 59 55 701 10 37 28 50 20 80 44 85 39 06
Wisconsin, .. . _.. . a 19 & 23 9 205 12 33 92 84 44 511 i3 72 19 04 13 70 12 76 22 42
Arzona . e e e em - 41 23 5 28 8 213 54 29 45 12 85 10 o4 29 07 29 89 aan 45 68 24 26
Missourl . s e e - a7 243 30 2 190 11 24 59 34 53 9 90 21 41 19 76 20 45 26 40 33 0
- 60 2 4 37T 209 79 34 12 &1 67 10 10 347l 41 51 23 87 65 04 37 98
" 43 276 38 211 16 24 82 48 29 9 0t 15 19 14 47 21 97 32 87 42 6}
37 235 25 184 70 24 73 47 33 6 84 20 86 18 94 23 54 20 28 2216
Low-income group . . . 33 29 4 39 4 240 35 31 50 63 78 o 60 27 76 22 42 3211 30 08 a3 18
Bouth Dakota . . . .. 65 323 44 7 310 32 38 71 49 3% 8 84 41 $6 24 79 H 9l &b 43 63 28
eorgia . 51 28 1 86 9 243 22 20 93 68 87 744 23 &4 o 79 30 65 26 02 36 89
Idahe.., .. 51 29 5 40 3 255 24 30 55 48 T4 8 20 25 52 20 81 18 16 5% 10 41 19
North Carolina. - 42 260 41 3 197 25 29 90 43 32 7 66 24 h2 18 94 31 04 17 60 24 27
Oklahoma. .. - 52 2486 307 244 33 26 13 e 35 33 29 84 26 14 26 20 22 84 a8 50
VYermont 71 28 4 38 7 325 38 a7 06 89 3b 14 37 28 72 27 84 35 52 55 16 33 35
Mame. ... 60 207 39 4 279 01 3o 69 80 24 11 74 2374 22 07 25 09 24 13 40 30
Tennessee .. _ . . _ . 471, 284 372 213 67 29 21 44 35 925 24 72 16 08 30 20 27 61 31 3
Utah .. .. . .. - - 54 281 38 2 242 79 30 93 44 64 1371 21 87 38 47 15 08 48 52 29 58
Kentucky .. .. . 56 3l1 41 9 250 62 30 03 65 47 10 37 28 3% 26 52 20 08 21 91 37 86
Wesat Virginla . . .. - 68 35 6 52 6 208 52 34 11 43 25 10 64 24 63 26 37 23 30 83 63 52 58
Louisiana. . - . - - - 53 25 4 337 234 03 37 46 43 30 8 65 25 B0 17 37 85 31 5 25 16
Bouth Carolina. .- 47 277 a6 3 208 52 31 40 42 34 1179 24 48 21 23 31 19 68 27 40
Alabsma. .. . . . . . 63 302 41 2 220 62 20 12 52 37 922 27 W 17 26 36 27 a7 2776
New Mexico... - - 840 B9 47 8 331 RO 35 12 55 B0 12 83 41 75 42 27 66 02 57 24 a3 77
ATRANSAS . .. . .. e . 58 35 4 48 4 246 03 31 31 59 14 10 10 31 20 24 65 29 74 25 31 H 10
Mussissippi . - .- .. - 71 M3 47 9 272 03 42 66 52 10 10 % 46 86 21 92 36 12 20 68 3471
Qutlying areas
Puerto Rico . ... ... - | oo o - 161 12 P 18 20 11 01 2410 36 71 41 28 55 21 28
Virgin Islands I T R - - 872760 | - - -2 22 14 26 40 49 53 b6 32 135 36 6 85 76 36
Other. . . J ) T . - A 175 64 R 4 98 5 36 a7 48 36 08 2019 74 61 82

! Revenues {except trust revenues) from all spurces
* Revenues (except trust revenues) from own sources

Bource State and local revenue data from Gosernment Finaneet in 1978-74

In most of the annual State arrays the ma-
jority of the States remain m the same income
group year after year, decade after 'decade,
although they do not necessarily retain the same
relative position withm their respective groups
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of the Bureau of the Census Fer capita data are based on Burean of the Cen
sus estjmates of the total population, exeluding Armed Forces overseas, as

of July 1, 1974

In many years a change of position of three to
five ranks may be meaningless because of shght
dollar differences among the States and because
States with the same average per capita mcome
are listed alphabetically (In 1950, for example,
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Connecticut with $1,622 ranked fifth and Illmos
with the same $1,622 was sixth )

When, however, a movement of even one place
rases a State from a lower to a higher income
group or vice versa, both group averages may be
aflected The extent to which they are affected
depends on whether the State has a relatively
large or small population, spends relatively large
or small amounts from 1ts own resources for
some or all of the purposes for which grants are
made, or has an internal economy that responds
relatively rapidly or more slowly to economie
conditions affecting personal mcome m the rest
of the country '

Lasted below are those States that have moved
between ncome groups in the past quarter-
century The States are ranked according to
average per capifa personal mncome for the 3
preceding years

Income group !

State
1950 1965 1970 1970

Montana - T, - - h m nt m
Oregon. _. .- h m m m
W yoming.. . . e . . h m m m
Ohfo_.__ - -|h h h 1
North Dakota - - e e . h m 1 h
Colorado.. - m h m h
Massachysetts . . . - m h h h
Rhode Island. . - - m m h m
South Dakota. .- - jm 1 1 1
Indiana __ - . m m h m
Idabho .. .. ... I _|m 1 1 1
Missouri .. . . - - - m h m m
Kansas . s . . . . |lm m m h
Utah_ - - - - - m m 1 3
Texas —- - - -- - 1 1 m m
Florida . . 1 m m m
Vermont_.. . 1 1 m 1
Virginia. - - 1 m m m

1 High income, h, middle income, m low incoms, ]

To some extent, these shifts represented major
changes 1n the economic position of the States
Montana, for example, dropped mm per capita
mcome rank from the top 10 1 1950 to thirty-
second 1n 1975, Oregon from twelfth to twenty-
eighth, Wyoming from thirteenth to twenty-sixth,
and South Dakota from twenty-third to thirty-
fifth  Conversely, Kansas lifted 1ts rankmg from
thirty-first te sixteenth, Florida from thirty-
seventh to nmeteenth, and Virgima from thirty-
ninth to twenty-fifth For most of the remainmg
States, the fluctuations that occurred at 5-year

¥ The 1950 rankings take account of Alaska and Hawaii
by assigning them positions among the high income group
that roughly matched therr positions In  subsequent
years

30

or longer intervals produced changes of less than
10 places Some notable exceptions were North
Dakota, which ranked fortieth m per capita
personal income i 1970 and fifteenth in 1975,
Idaho, which dropped from twenty-eighth n
1950 to forty-first m 1970, and Missouri, which
ranked seventeenth in 1965 and thirty-first n
1975

When the quarter-century 1950-75 began, the
high-income States as a group were recerving the
lowest average grants and the low-income States
the highest average 1 relation to their respective
populations The average of the mddle-income
States fell just above the national average In
those years the statutory allocation-formula
grants predominated and their statutory equaliza-
tion features (some of them ultrarefined) were
designed to give greater weight—and more
money—the lower the income received within a
State

States that spend a considerable amount from
their own resources for federally arded programs
tend to receive more than the national average,
whatever their income level It might be expected
that, as a result of the equalization aspects of
many grant programs, the poor States would
receive the largest per capita Federal grants and
rich States the smallest Matching formulas built
mto several of these programs—particularly for
the Federal matching of State public assistance
expenditures—result, however, m relatively high
Federal grants Thus, as table 5 indicates, the
States that receive the largest per capita assist-
ance grants nclude some with the highest per
capita 1ncomes 1 the country as well as some
with the lowest

The spread between the lowest and the highest
per capita grants-receiving groups of Stafes was
28 percent of the national average as the quarter-
century began Tt had reached an all-time peak—
53 percent—m 1956 and by 1960 had narrowed
to 47 percent of the national average, still be-
tween the low-income and the high-income State
groupmgs Average per capita grants to the
middle-income States dropped below the national
average mn 1962, and by 1968 had dipped below
the average of the high-income States The
middle-income group of States was thus reduced
to the position of lowest grants-receiving group
and has remamed there ever smce Also, signifi-
cantly, mn 1975 the low-mcome and high-mcome
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States changed places as prime grants receivers
The high-income States are now the highest per
capita grants-receiving group

The movement of the three income groups of
States m relation to each other and to the national
average of grants per capita 13 perhaps most
readily grasped visually, as the accompanying
chart 1llustrates (Since the small nset chart
showing the spread around the national average
18 plotted at 5-year intervals, neither the 1953
peak of 53 percent nor the 1974 low of 22 percent
18 visible) The population base for the per
capita figures 1s that of the States and the District
of Columbia and excludes outlying areas, the
grants data represent the grants made to each
jurisdiction and also exclude outlymg areas Data
for 1971-74 have been revised to omit food stamp
grants entirely (including the very small amounts
retained 1n the series as the Federal share of ad-
ministering the program) According to a spot
check among the mcome groups of States, mclu-
ston or omission produces differences so small as
to be lost in the rounding to dollars and cents

Comparison of the relationship of Federal
grants to State and local revenues discloses very
small year-to-year differences, but here too the
long-term trend 1s upward In table 5 the 1975
granis are compared with all State and local
general revenues (mcluding the grants them-
selves) for fiscal year 1974, the latest year shown
m published data from the Census of Govern-
ments This comparison yields a ratio of 23
percent The ratio will undoubtedly become some-
what smaller when revenues of 1975 become the
divisor

A more revealing ratio 1s that between the
grants and the general revenues raised by the
States and localities from their own sources—the
direct revenues The 1975 grants added 29 per-
cent to “own source” mcome of the lower govern-
ment units, calculated n relation to 1974 revenues
The historical ratios of grants to State-local
direct general revenues of the same year for
the past quarter-century are-

Fracal
year Percent

1950 e e m————— e 120
1955 — e 111
1960 e 157
1965 e - 169
1970 e e 218
1975 (estimated) oo 206
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Grants per capita National average and average of high-,
middle and low income States, fiscal years 1950-75

Per capita
$260—

240

28% 7
220— | 1950 250, ;
1975 B

200— SPREAD AS % OF U.5 AVERAGE

180— |3 !
LY

MIDDLE-INCOME STATES

o S T L S T T O O Y N Y O O A I I
1850 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975

The shift toward greater supplementation of
State-local ncome through Federal grants 1s
clear In 1950, for example, for every dollar
raised by the States and localities the Federal
Government added 12 cents By 1975, the Federal
Government was contributing an estimated 27
cents (general revenue sharing included) for each
dollar raised by the lower government levels

The predecessor agency of the Department of
Ifealth, Education, and Welfare—the Federal
Security Agency—was administering about 60
percent of all grants in 1950, 25 years later,
disbursements for programs under the Depart-
ment’¢ Jurisdiction accounted for only 45 percent
of the grants total In the same span, however,
the dollar amount of the Department’s grants
was nearly 17 times greater-—gomng from a 1950
total of $13 tallion to a 1975 aggregate of $22 0
billion In the intervening years, especially during
the sixties with the ascendancy of highway trust

n



fund activities, the proportion first dropped to
40 percent of all grants (1960 and 1965), then
rose to 52 percent (1970), and after the 1973
start of revenue sharmng dropped to the 45 percent
for 1975

Throughout the quarter-century, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare grants formed
about three-fourths of total grants for social
welfare purposes The remaming fourth went for
programs of other ‘Federal agencies—mainly the
various ayricultural surplus and child nutrition
programs through the early sixties and then
economic opportunity and manpower programs

1

COMPOSITION OF GROUPED GRANT CATEGORIES

The terminology for the individual grants pro-
grams, as listed below, 1s that used by the Treas-
ury Department source All references to years
m this section (as throughout the article) are for
Federal fiscal years endmg June 30

Revenue sharing —Under the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Aect of 1972, general revenue sharing, 1973
to date

Public assistence —All TFederal-State assistance pro-
grams of ineome maintenance, medical and social services,
demonstration projects, and administration, reported by
ald category through 1968 and thereafter in various sum-
mary forms Old age assistance and ald to the blind,
1936-74, ald to families with dependent children, 1936
to date, aid to the permanently and totally disabled,
1951-74, medical assistance for the aged, 1961-70, aid
te the aged, blind, or disabled, 1961-74, and medical
assistance, 1966 to date

Health —IPromotion of welfare and hygiene of ma-
ternity and infancy, 1930, health services (delivery)—
formerly maternal and child health services, services
for crippled children, and public health services—1936
to date, venereal disease control, 1941-71, emergency
maternity and infant care, 1943-49 and 1951, construc-
tion of community (health) facibities, 1945 and 195456,
tuberculosis control, 194771, cancer control, 1948-71,
mental health research and services (aetivities), 1948
74, hospital survey and construction, 1948-72, heart
disease control, 1950-64, construction of heart disease
research facilities and industrial waste studies, 1950-53,
construction of cancer research facllities, 1950-54,
emergency poliomyelitis vaccination, 195661, water
pollution control (sanitary engineering and environ-
mental health activities), 1957-66, health research con-
struction, 1957-72, chronic diseases and health of the
aged, 1962-71 radiologiecal, nrban, and industrial health,
1963-69, vaccination assistance, 1964, preventive health
services (formerly communicable disease activities), 1564
to date, dental health, 1965-71 and 1975, air pollution
control, 1965-70, nursing services, 1966-71, medical care
seryices, 1967, health services planning and development
{formerly comprehensive health planning and services,
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community health services, and construction of hospital,
health education, and health research facilitles), 1968-74,
reglonal medical services, 1968-71, child welfare serv-
ices, 1969-70, environmental control, and special health
services, 1070, patient care, 1970 and 1972 to date,
Indian health, 1972 to date, and health resources and
alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health, 1975

Education —Colleges for agriculture and mechanie
arts, 1930-71, cooperative vocational eduecation, and
American Printing House for the Blind, 1930 to date,
cooperafive State research (agricultural experiment sta-
tions), 1930-67, agricultural extension work, 1930 to
date, State marine schools, 1930-69 and 1971 to date,
education emergency grants, 193641, training defense
workers, 1941-46, schools assistance (maintenance and
operation) In federally affected areas, 1950 to date,
White House Conference on Education, 1955, defense
education, 1959-7¢, educatlonal improvement for the
handicapped, 1860 to date, higher education facilitles
consgtruction, 1965-70; adult education, 1965-6T, elemen-
tary, secondary, and higher education activities, 1966 to
date, equal education opportunity, 1966-72, Teacher
Corps, 1968-70, health manpower eduecation and utiliza-
tion, 1968-74, manpower development institutional train-
Ing (formerly classroom instruction), 1969-73, emergency
school assistance, and educational professions develop-
ment, 1971 to date, human (formerly child) development,
1972 to date, and Indian education, 1975

Eeconomic opportumity and manpower —State adminis-
trative expenses (formerly employment security admin-
istration), 1963 to date , manpower development activitles
and related programs, 1963-73, work experience and
training, community action, 1965 to date, Nelghborhood
Youth Corps, 1865-73, adult training and development,
1967-70, work incentive activities, 1069 to date, con-
centrated employment, 1971-73, public service (careers)
employment and equal employment opportunity, 1971 to
date, Operation Mainstream, 1871-73, public employ
ment, 1972, emergency employment assistance and
minority business development, 1973 to date, Compre-
hensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) activi-
ties, 1974 to date, and job opportunities, and publie serv-
fce employment, 1975

Miscellaneous social welfare —Vocational rehabilita-
tion, 193068, State homes for disabled soldiers and
sailors, 1930-64, employment service administration,
193443 and 1947-62, child welfare services, 1936-68,
1971 to date, unemployment insurance administration,
and funds for strengthening markets, income, and supply
{formerly removal of surplus agricultural commodities),
1936 to date, school lunch, 1940-68, Federal annual
contributions to public housing authorities, 140-62, and
low rent public housing, 1963 to date, community-war-
serice day care, 1943, veterans’ re use housing, 1947-61,
administration of veterans’ unemployment and self-
employment allowances, 1948-53, veterans’ on the-job
trainlng supervision, 1948-64, value of commodities fur-
nigshed by Commodity Credit Corporation, 1950-71, and
CCC rprice supprort donations, 1973, defense public
housing, 1954, school and special milk, 195568, distri-
butlon of certain tax collections to SBtate accounts in
the unemployment trust fund, 1956-58, White House
Conference on Aging, 1960-61, Federal share of food
stamps redeemed, 1962-70, housing demonstration, 1964—
653, Veterans Administration programs (1965 to date
—including, as each started, States homes and nursing
homes for disabled soldiers and sallors, extended-care
facilities, hospitals, and health manpower training facili-
ties—and 1965-67, veterans' on the-job training), child
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nutrition, 1969 to date, mental retardation, 1969-70,
Indian affairs and State administratiod of food stamp
program, 1971 to date, social and rehabihtation services,
1973 to date (formerly reported as Administration on
Aging, 1966-72, juvenile delinquency prevention and
control, 1969-72, maternal @nd child health and welfare,
1972, rehabilitation services and facilities, 1969-72, and
research, training, admimstration, and demonstration
projects associated largely with vocational rehabilitation,
1969-72) , farm homes, 1973-T4, and drug abuse preven-
tion, 1974

Transportation —Cooperative construction of rural post
roads, 1930-140, Federal-aid highways (regular and emer-
gency, prewar and postwar) and trust fund activities,
restoration of roads and bridges, flood relief, secondary
and feeder roads, grade-crossing elimination, 1931 to
date, National Industrial Recovery Act highway activi-
ties, 1034-44, 194749, and 1951, emergency relief activi
ties, 198644 and 1952, access roads, flight strips, and
strategic highway network, 1942-57 and 1959, publie
land highways, 1948 to date, payment of claims, 1946
52, war damage in Hawal, 1948-56, reimbursement of
D C highway fund, 195558, Federal airport program
and forest highways, 1958 to date, Appalachia highways,
196667, highway beautification and control of outdoor
advertising, highway safety, and landscaping and scenie
enhancement, 1967 to date, and State boating safety
assistance and natural-gas pipeline safety, 1972 to date

Urban ajffawrs —Community facilities, 194549, slum
clearance and urban renewal, 1953 to date, defense com-
mumty faecilities and services, 1953 and 1955-60, urban
planning assistance, 1956 to date, open space land, 1964
to date, mass transportation, 1965 to date, neighborhood
facilities, and water and sewer facilities, 1967 to date,
model cities and advance land acquisition, 1968 to date,
metropolitan development, 1469-72, urban transportation,
1969 to date, Urban Mass Transportation Admimstration
and community development training, 1973 to date, and
community development block grants, 1975

Agricullure and natural resowrces —Forest fire coop-
eration, 193051, cooperative distribution of forest plant-
ing stock, 1930-44, reclamation, 1936, wildlife {and fish)
restoration (and management), 1939 to date, supply and
distmibution of farm labor, 1043-4%, State and private
forestry cooperation, 194564, cooperative projects In
marketing, 1948 to date, flood and forest-fire econtrol,
1949-53, watershed protection and flood control and
preventfon, 1954 to date, drought relief, 1974-57, basic
(agriculture) scientific research, 196768 and 1971-73,
forest protection, utilization, and restoration, 1965-73,
land and water conservation, 1960—66, water resources
research, 1966 to date, commercial fisheries research and
development, 1967-T0, Water Resources Council, 1967 to
date, cooperatnne State research service (formerly agri
cultural experiment stations, listed with education grants
through 1967), and meat and poultry inspection, 1968
to date, domestic farm labor, 1968-69, cropland adjust-
ment, 1069 to date, and mineral resources conservation
and development, 1971-72

Miscellancous —Civil Work Administration advances,
1934, Federal Emergency Relief Admimstration, 1934-
38, Federal Imergency Administration of Public Works,
193441, Public Works Administration, 1942-44, war
public works, 1842-49 (including hquidation), public
works advance planmng, 1947-49, disaster and emer-
gency relief and State preparedness, 1849-51 and 1953
to date, industrial waste studies, and defense publie
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works, 1950, civil defense and preparedness, 1952 to
date, libraries and community serviees, 1957 to date,
waste treatment works construction, 1957-70 and 1973,
clvil defense research and development, 195961, National
Science Foundation facihities, 1958, small business re-
search and management counseling, 1950-66 (including
liquidation) , area redevelopment assistance and public
facilities, 1963-67, accelerated public works, 1963 to
date, educational television, 1965-66 and 1968-69, rural
water and waste disposal, 1966 to date, arts and humani-
ties activities, 1966-68, Department of Commerce State
technical services, 1966-70, Appalachian assistance and
regional development and law enforcement assistance,
1968 to date, economie development facilities, technical
and community assistance, and National Foundation on
the Artz and the Humanities, 1967 to date, economic
development planning and research, 1968-71 and 1973,
environmental protection construction, operations, re-
gsearch, and facilities, oceanic and atmospheric research,
development, and facilities, Corporation for Public Broad-
casting, and preservation of historic properties, 1971 to
date, intergovernmental personnel gassistance, and U8
Travel Service, 1972 to date, Regional Action Planning
Commission, Occupational Safety and Health Admims-
tration, and new community assistance, 1973 to date,
mine health and safety, 1973, mines and minerals, 1974,
coastal zone management, 1974 to date, and economie
development planning technical assistance, 1975

Technical Note

In the review of 1974 grants (Social Security
Bulletin, September 1975), totals for the middle-
income group were prepared from data for only
16 mstead of 17 States and totals for the low-
mncome States from data for 18 States instead of
17 Texas, correctly numbered 34 in descending
order of per capita personal income, was the
State that came out, madvertently, below the
dividing line The most serious effects were (1)
a dilution of the group totals of grants per capita
for the low-mcome States as a whole and an
equally incorrect augmentation of the totals for

the middle-income States (table 4 of that year),
(Contanued on page 46)
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TaBLE M-2.—Public income-maintenance programs: Hospital and medical care payments, 1940-76

[In millions]

OASDHI (health insurance)! Other programs
Perlod Total Hospital Medical
ospita edical Temporary { Workmen'’s Public
Total insurance? | insurance Veterans disability 3 |compensation4| assistance &

8165 | oL $70 |l $95 |
222 |7 125 |
L2720 R IR AP 573 $7 200 $52
1,265 P, 688 20 325 232
1,846 . 848 41 435 522
2,003 899 46 460 688
2,406 940 46 495 028
2,611 - 971 50 525 1,065
2,860 R 1,019 51 565 1,255
3,204 R P, 1,072 52 600 1,480
4,808 $1,019 $891 $128 1,137 54 680 2,008
9,654 4,549 3,353 1,197 1,328 53 750 2,873
12,107 5,697 4,179 1,518 1,429 55 830 4,096
13,837 6,603 4,739 1,865 1,573 59 920 4,681
15,614 7,099 5,124 1,975 1,793 66 1,050 5,606
18,109 7,868 5,751 2,117 2,087 71 1,130 6,953
21,162 8,643 6,319 2,325 2,409 65 1,240 8,806
23,722 9,584 7,057 2,526 2,681 69 1,470 9,919
29,078 12,419 9,101 3,318 3,076 71 1,730 11,782
35,545 15,691 11,318 4,273 3,551 69 1,990 14,344
______________ 1,265 034 331 1,165
- 1,250 911 339 1,238
- 1,317 958 359 1,158
e - 1,234 890 344 1,156
September_ - 1,328 969 359 1,196
October.._ - 1,436 1,032 404 1,283
November. . - 1,273 922 351 1,177
December. ... o] 1,422 996 426 1,279
January .. ... el 1,361 977 384 1,319
February. - 1,373 981 392 1,209
March.___ - 1,588 1,162 427 1,396
April__. - 1,558 1,151 407 1,354

M%y .................................... - 1,426 1,036 390 )

! Benefit expenditures from the Federal hospital insurance and supple-
mentary medical insurance trust funds as reported by the U.S. Treasury.

2 Excludes payments by Railroad Retirement Board for beneficiaries
In Canadian hospitals.

* Benefits in California and New York (from 1950), including payments
under private plans. Monthly data not available,

¢ Benefits under Federal workmen’s compensation laws and under State

laws paid by private insurance carriers, State funds, and self-insurers. Be-
g{)l}ning 1959, includes data for Alaska and Hawaii. Monthly data not avail-
able.

° Federal matching for medical vendor payments under public assistance
began October 1950,

8 Data not available.

Source: U.8, Treasury and unpublished data from administrative agencies.

FEDERAL GRANTS

Income group

United
(Continued from page 33) Ttem Total | gtotes ° Middle| Lo
igh iddle W
and (2) overstatement of the total amounts and
possibly also of the percent of total for some Total grants (in millions).___ ... $44,902 [$44,446 |$22,450 [$12,206 | $9,754

of the respective purposes for the low-income
group, with concomitant understatement for the

As pereent of:
Personal income, calendar
year 1973 ______________ | _______ 4.2 5.0 3.7 5.8
Total State-local general

A . revenues, fiscal year 1973 _______ 23.4 21.2 22.8 31.9
middle-income Sta_tes (table 2). All figures for Rl i I 205| 26.5| 28.0| 429
individual States in all groups were correct, as B eopltagrants: $212.58 [3213.58 [$222.30 |5184.63 | $238. 40
were the high-income group totals, the U.S. Pabiicassistance. 7| Boa | tog| Tesr| maw| G
totals, and the grand totals. T —— 0 B0 B I e

For users of the grants series who may wish e o oy ond | oo | tpss | 1800 | 108|108
to correct their time series, the revised data Mighwaye s soclal welfore-) 3128 | 2087 | 20| 22| £22
follow: Allother. .07 1TTTTTT 28.99 | 20.16 | 20.40 | 26.68 | 32,44
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