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Aid to State and local governmenk in the form 
of Federal grants totaled $29.2 billion in fiscal 
year 1970-71, about 25 percent more than ihe pre- 
ceding year’s total and four and one-folcrth times 
the figure 10 years earlier. In this amea, such 
grants, grouped by purpose, are reviewed annually 
with special concentration on those directed to 
social welfare functlona and on their relation to 
other grants. To measure the extent bo which 
grants are used as a rediatributive income tool 
and a means of equalzzzng fiscal resources among 
2he States, the grants ow a State-by-State basis 
are related to population, total personal income 
within the Bates, and Mate and local revenues 

Not all the grant groups contributed to the 1970- 
71 rise, and those that did rose unequally. High- 
way grants were up 6 percent from the 1969-70 
figure but continued to represent a declzning pro- 
porlicm of all granta Total social welfare grants 
rose aubatantzally, representing an increaszng pro- 
portion of all grants. 

AID TO STATE and local governments in the 
form of Federal grants totaled $29.2 billion in the 
fiscal year 1970-71, aA increase of about 24 per- 
cent over the Federal grants of 1969-70. Slightly 
more than 72 percent of the grants, $21.1 billion, 
were for programs with a social welfare purpose. 
The $15.0 billion of grants by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare represented more 
than 51 percent of the total and about 71 percent 
of all social welfare grants (table 1). 

The Federal grant-in-aid as a fiscal device for 
achieving program objectives through govern- 
ment channels is almost as old as the Nation. 
The modern allocation-formula grant with match- 
ing requirements for the recipient State or local 
government, however, made its appearance only 
as recently as the World War I era with the 
Federal Aid Road Act of 1916 and the Smith- 
Hughes (vocational education) Act of 1917. A 
newer development-the project grant, in which 
the money is channeled directly to the assisted 
activity-began to receive increased emphasis in 
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the mid-fifties. Most of the more recently in- 
augurated programs have been this type of grant. 
Nonetheless, allocation-formula grants continue 
to dominate Federal grants by their sheer magni- 
tude, most notably for public assistance, which 
accounted for a third of all 1971 grants. 

Grants-in-aid are but one of the Federal fiscal 
aids to State and local governments, although 
quantitatively they are the most significant. Fed- 
eral grants are also made to other types of re- 
cipients (individuals and institutions), but these 
are not included here; the amounts are much less 
than grants to the lower governmental levels. 

The grants data in the accompanying tables are 
confined to grants for cooperative Federal-State 
or Federal-local programs administered at the 
State and/or local level and to those programs 
in which the bulk of the funds is channeled 
through agencies of State and local governments. 
Emergency grants and the value of grants-in- 
kind, such as surplus foods distributed domes- 
tically or Braille materials for the blind, are in- 
cluded when they conform to these criteria. 
Shared revenues and payments in lieu of taxes 
are excluded, as are programs -in which the States 
or localities act solely as agents of the Federal 
Government. Loans are excluded by definition. 

In 1970-71, as in many preceding years, about 
98 percent of all Federal aid to State and local 
governments took the form of grants as defined 
by these criteria. The proceeds of certain special 
funds, certain income from public land, and 
shared revenues form the bulk of the remainder. 

The basic source of Federal grants data by 
State is the Department of the Treasury publica- 
tion, FederuZ Aid to Stath (until recently a mul- 
tipage table in the Treasury Annuul Report . . . 
on the State of the Finarrces). Federal Aid to 
States attempts no classification other than by 
agency of the executive branch of the Federal 
Government responsible for administering the 
grants program. For analytical social science re- 
search, however, it is desirable to have a con- 
sistent grouping of the grants by function over 
time. (The Special Analyses of the U.S. Budget, 
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which partially meet these criteria, are discussed 
below.) 

Perhaps t,he most useful regrouping of the 
grants is by the social welfare functions of health, 
education, public assistance, economic opportu- 
nity and manpower, and other social welfare pro- 
grams. Such a classification permits historical 
analysis of the relative amounts and proportions 
of all grants devoted to these functions, and a 
comparison of these grants with grants devoted to 
such “non-social welfare” categories as highways, 
agriculture and natural resources, and urban af- 
fairs. On a State-by-State basis the relation of 
grants to population, to total personal income 
within the States, and to State and local govern- 
ment revenues measures the extent to which 
grants are used as a redistributive income tool and 
means of equalizing fiscal resources among the 
States. 

Historically, the development of the Federal 
grant-in-aid as a device to finance the income- 
maintenance and medical-care provisions of the 
categorical public assistance programs has been 
of special interest to the Social Security Admin- 
istration. Until January 1963, these grants (in- 
augurated by the Social Security Act) were ad- 
ministered by the Social Security Administration. 
They were then transferred by a departmental 
reorganization to the ?Velfare Administration 
(later the Social and Rehabilitation Service). 

Another source of grants data is the Special 
Analysis on Federal Aid prepared by the Office 
of Management and Budget (and its predecessor, 
the Bureau of the Budget) in connection with the 
annual Budget of the United States Government. 
That analysis, however, does not present State- 
by-State distributions but deals mainly with na- 
tional aggregates and occasionally with regional 

TABLE l.-Federal grants: Total to State and local governments, by purpose, fiscal years 192930 to 1970-71 

[Amounts in millions] 

All 
other 8 

Highways 1 

Social welfare - 
I 

I 

Public 
assistance 1 

Economic 
oPP;;pitY 
manpower 6 

yj?- 
lane- 

Total Health ’ All 
grants ’ Fiscal year 

r-l 
OUS 

social 
Percent wel- 

t Of all 
grants fare ( 

'BWXl 
of all 

grants 

‘ercen 
of all 
p-ants 

‘ercenl 
of all 
grants 

eP33Il 
of all 
:rants 

‘ercen 
of all 
pants 

_ - - - _ -. 
528 

:z 
247 
271 
330 
375 

E 
410 
439 
614 
718 
928 

1,123 
1,188 
1,178 
1,330 
1,438 
1,427 

:*2: 
1: 795 
1,965 
2,059 
2,167 
2,432 
2,730 
2,944 
3,059 
3,528 
4,175 
5.319 
6.280 
7,445 
9.w 

.- 
-. 
_. 
-. 
_. 
-. 
-. 
-. 
-. 
_, 
_, 
_, 
_. 
-, 
-. 
-. 
-, 
_. 
-. 
-, 

. -. 

. - 

. _. 
- 

. _ 

. _ 

. - 

. _ 

. - 

. - 

. - 
- - 
. - 

%i 
214 

1,E 
2,197 
1,015 

818 

1,:FZ 

2 

E 
983 
17 

;.g 

% 
2: 253 

;%: 
2:95a 
3.096 
3.441 
3,936 
4,794 
6,316 
6.838 
6.921 
7,703 
8,324 
9,774 

10,630 
12,519 
14,820 
18,173 
19,771 
23,585 
29,221 

2: 
ii 
24 

1: 

E 
446 

:: 
694 
691 

;%i 

1,;; 
1,229 
1,366 
1,731 
1,802 
1,854 
2,162 
2,346 
2,403 
2,615 

$2 

3: 610 

34’E 
4: 825 
5,352 
5,672 
7,634 
9.845 

12,456 
13,306 
16,546 
21,067 

.___-- 

.--__- 
_-____ 
____-_ 
.-__-_ 
.---_- 

1; : 
27 3 
24 0 

iii 

ii; 

44 7 
52 0 
39 6 
45 4 

ii: 
52 6 

9; 

461 

;I 

31 1 

gi 

32 8 
301 

E 

z 
31 8 
31 6 
33 a 

_ _ _ - - - -. 
% 
2 
tit 
ii 
E 
71 

ii 

1:; 
174 
187 

:z 
119 
133 
162 
176 
211 
214 

ii 
2; 
346 

E 

E 
1,043 

914 

w 
E 
E 
;t 
38 

it 

1:: 
151 
171 
136 
103 

ii 

‘% 

ti 

2E 
248 
296 
270 

2i 

2 

:i 
558 
579 
705 

1,595 
2,370 
2,725 
2,670 
3,016 
3,640 

21 8 
13 1 
11 3 
12 3 

E 

ii 

iii 

;i I 

17 2 
13 8 
11 3 
63 
42 

:i 

:: 

2 

ii; 

i: 

ii 

ii 

!9’ 

1; t 
16 0 
15 0 
13 5 
12 8 
12 1 

$76 
154 
186 

E 
275 
224 
341 
247 
192 
165 
171 
158 
174 
144 
87 

1;: 
318 
410 
429 
400 

2; 

E 
955 

1,519 
2,614 
2,842 
2,623 
2,783 
y& 

4:01t3 
g7g 

4: 197 
4,162 
4,392 
4,659 

i: ; 
87 1 

fi : 
12 6 

E 
31 2 
18 6 
17 0 
18 7 
17 1 
17 6 

‘i ;: 

1: : 

iii 
19 4 
17 8 
18 0 

:i : 
19 3 
21 5 
24 3 

:: : 
43 0 

% i 
36 3 

i:: i 
31 8 
27 1 
23 1 
21 a 

:i I 

1929-30 -------_-_-_-____-_-. 
1930-31~~~~~~~ __---_-_-____. 
1931-32 -------___-____-___-. 
193233 _------__-_-_-_____ _. 
1933-34 -------_-__-____ __ _ _. 
1934-35 __-_________________, 
1935-36 ____________________, 
1936-37 _------_-__-________, 
1937-3s ----------_--_-_-___, 
1938-39 ----_--_--__-__----_. 
193940 ------__--_-_-_ ____ _. 
194041- --- --- _ - _ _ _ _ - _ _ _- _ _ 
1941-42 ____________________, 
194243. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ ___ ___ ___ _ 
194344.. --_---_---_-_---_-. 
1944-45 ---------__-__---___. 
1945-46. -__________________. 
194647 -_-_________________. 
194748. _----- --_-____-____. 
194349~ - - - -- _ _ _ _ - _- _ __ ___ _, 
1949-m. - - _ _ - - - _ _ - __ - __ ___ - 
1950-51__-_________________ 
1951-52..-----.-..-.------- 
1952-53 ----___-__-__-______ 
1953-54 __-- -______-_- _-____ 
1954-55 -___-_-__-___-______ 
1955-56 --_-_-___-_______-__ 
1956-57 -____-___-_-_-______ 
1957-58 ------_---_---__-___ 
1958-59 __-______-__________ 
1959-80 ___-_-______________ 
196%61____________________ 
1961-62 _______ _____ __ __ ___ _ 
1962-63 ----_- -----__ -______ 
1963-64 ----- --_---_ -_ __ -__ _ 
1964-65 --r-----___-__-_ __-_ 
196b66 ------_---__ - _- _-_-_ 
EM-67-s __ ___ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ 
1967-68- _ -- - -_-_ - _- _ _ _ _ _ - _ - 
1963-69 -__-_-------_-___-_- 
1969-70 ----_-____--_-_-___- 
1970-71-__-_-___----_--_--_ 

30 SOCIAL SECURITY 



or urban area subtotals. Constructing a time 
series from these data is difficult because the pro- 
gram groupings have varied from Budget to 
Budget, as have the years for which data are pre- 
sented. To assist legislators who pass on the Fed- 
eral Budget, the groupings of national aggregate 
grants have, for the most part, followed agency 
or legislative committee breakdowns, thus limit- 
ing-the usefulness of the data for social science 
research. 

The data on the right compare the Social 
Security Administration series with those of the 
Department of the Treasury and the Office of 
Management and Budget for the past dozen fiscal 
years. The titular designation under which each 
series is published and the basis of the data are 
also given. 

The yearly totals in the Social Security Admin- 
istration grants series are always smaller than the 
total of the Treasury series. The former can be 

reconciled with the latter by the addition of the 
amounts listed by the Treasury for the several 
programs of payments in lieu of taxes, proceeds 
of public land funds and other shared revenues, 
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1961_________________----. 
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1967 ____________________-. 
1963. ___ _____ _______ _ ____. 
1969 ____________________-. 
1970 _____________________ 
1971____________________-. 
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1 Series “Federal Grants to Gtate and Local ~ovomments ” Checks 
issued or adjusted to that basis 

r Gerfes “Federal Aid Payments to Gtates and Local Units.” In 1963, 
series was “Federal Grants-in-aid Payments to Gtate and Local Govern- 
ments, “thereafter,“Federal Aid to Gtates” with various subtitles Checks 
adjusted to that basis 

r Geries “Special Analyses Federal Aid to Gtate and Local C#ovemments.” 
Expenditures 

Footnotes to table 1 

r On checks-issued basis, or adJusted to that basis for most programs, 
Includes small amounts of adlustments and undistributed sums, and grants 
under a few programs to Amencan Samoa, Canal Zone, &am, and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 

* Old-age assistance, aid to fammes with dependent children, and aid to 
the bhnd, 1935-36 to date, aid to the permanently and totally disabled, 19% 
61 to date, medical assistance for the aged, 1960-61 to 1969-70, aid to the aged, 
blind, or dsabled, 1963-64 to date, and medical assistance, 1965-66 to date 
All programs include administration In 1968-69 same programs reported 
by source as maintenance payments, medical assistance, pubhc assistance 
(sdmnustratlon). and social service demonstration projects Starting 1969- 
70, same programs reported in summary as public assistance 70, same programs reported in summary as public assistance 

r Promotion of welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy, 192930, r Promotion of welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy, 192930, 
maternal and chrld health servrces, services for crippled children, and public maternal and chrld health servrces, services for crippled children, and public 
health services, 1935-36 to date, venereal disease control, 1940-41 to date, health services, 1935-36 to date, venereal disease control, 1940-41 to date, 
emergency maternity and infant care, 1942-43 to 1948-49 and 1950-51, con- emergency maternity and infant care, 194243 to 1948-49 and 1950-51, con- 
struction of community facilltres, 1944-45 and 1953-54 to 195556, tuberculosis struction of community facilltres, 1944-45 and 1953-54 to 195556, tuberculosis 
control, 194445 to date, mental health activities, cancer control, and hospital control, 194445 to date, mental health activities, cancer control, and hospital 
survey and construction, 1947-48 to date, heart disease control, 1949-50 to survey and construction, 1947-48 to date, heart disease control, 1949-50 to 
date, construction of heart disease research facihties, and industrial waste date. construction of heart disease research facihties. and industrial waste 
studies, 1949-50 to 1952-53, construction of cancer research facilities, 1949-50 studies, 1949-50 to 1952-53, construction of cancer research facilities, 1949-50 
to 1953-54, emergency pohomyelitis vaccination, 1955-56 to lQtX-61, water to 1953-54, emergency pohomyelitis vaccination, 1955-56 to lQtX-61, water 
pollution control (sanitary engineering environmental health activities), pollution control (sanitary engineering environmental health activities), 
1956-57 to 1965-66, health research construction, 195657 to date, chronic 1956-57 to 1965-66, health research construction, 195657 to date, chronic 
diseases and health of the aged, 1961-62 to date, radiological, urban, and diseases and health of the aged, 1961-62 to date, radiological, urban, and 
industnal health, 1962-63 to date, vaccination assistance, 1963-64, dental industnal health, 1962-63 to date, vaccination assistance, 1963-64, dental 
services. and au nollntion control. 1964-65 to 1969-70. nursine services. 19fi5- services, and au pollution control, 1964-65 to 1969-70, nursing services, 196% ,~~ ~~-~~I~ .-~~~, ~..~ 
66 to date, medical care services, 1966-67, comprehensive health 66 to date, medical care services, 1966-67, comprehensive health lanning lanning 
and services and remonal medical services, 1967-68 to date; chd and services and remonal medical services, 1967-68 to date; chd x x welfare welfare 
services, 1966-69 to 1909-70, and environmental control and patient care and services, 1966-69 to 1909-70, and environmental control and patient care and 
special health services, 1969-70 special health services, 1969-70 

4 Colleges for agriculture and mechanic arts, vocational education, educa- 4 Colleges for agriculture and mechanic arts, vocational education, educa- 
tion of bhnd, 192930 to date, cooperative State research service (agricultural tion of bhnd, 192930 to date, cooperative State research service (agricultural 
experiment stations, 192+30 to 1966-67 see footnote 8): agricultural exten- experiment stations, 192+30 to 1966-67 see footnote 8): agricultural exten- 
sion work, 1929-30 to date, State marine schools, 19’29-30 to 1968-69 and lQiQ- sion work, 1929-30 to date, State marine schools, 19’29-30 to 1968-69 and lQiQ- 
71. education emergency grants, 1935-36 to 194041, training of defense work- 71. education emergency grants, 1935-36 to 194041, training of defense work- 
ers, 194041 to 194546, maintenance of schools, 1946-47 to date, veterans’ ers, 194041 to 194546, maintenance of schools, 1946-47 to date, veterans’ 
education facihties, 1947-48 to 1949-50, survey and construction of schools, education facihties, 1947-48 to 1949-50, survey and construction of schools, 
1950-51 to date, White House Conference on Education, 1954-55, defense 1950-51 to date, White House Conference on Education, 1954-55, defense 
education, 1958-59 to 1969-70, education of handicapped, 195~-60 to date, education, 1958-59 to 1969-70, education of handicapped, 195~-60 to date, 
educational television. higher education facilities construction. and adult educational television, higher education facilities construction, and adult 
education, 1964-65 to date,elementary, secondary, and higher education and education, 1964-65 to date,elementary, secondary, and higher education and 
equal education opportumty, 1965-66 to date, Teacher Corps, health man- equal education opportumty, 1965-66 to date, Teacher Corps, health man- 
power education and utlhsation, 1967-63 to date, manpower development power education and utlhsation, 1967-63 to date, manpower development 
classroom instruction, 1968-60 to date, and educational broadcasting facilities classroom instruction, 1968-60 to date, and educational broadcasting facilities 
construction, 1968-69 

6 Employment security administration, 1962-63 to date (see footnote 6): 
manpower development activities and related programs, 1962-63 to date; 
work expenencc, community action, and Neighborhood Youth Corps, 1964- 
65 to date, adult trsmmg and development, 1966-67 to date, work incentive 
activities, 1968-69 to date 

6 Vocational rehabihtation and State homes for disabled servicemen, 
192930 to date, employment service admimstration, 193334 to 194243 and 
194647 to 1961-62 (see footnote 6), child welfare services, 1935-36 to 1967-63 
and 1970-71, unemployment insurance administration and removal of sur- 
plus agricultural commodities, 193536 to date, school lunch and Federal 

annual contributions to public housing authorities, 1939-46 to date: com- 
munity war-service day care, 194243, veterans’ reuse housing, 194647 to 
1960-61, administration of veterans’ unemployment and self-employmen 
allowances, 194748 to 195253, veterans’ on-the- ob training, 194746 to date’ 
commodities furnished by Commodity Credit I& orporation, 1949-59 to date, 
defense public housing, 1938-M: school milk, 1954-55 to date, distribution 
to State accounts in unemplo ment insurance trust fund of certain tax 
collections, 1955-56 to 1957-68; TV hite House Conference on Aging, 1959-60 
to 1960-61, Federal share of value of food stamps redeemed, 1961-62 to date, 
manpower development, 1962-63 to date, housing demonstration, 1963-64 
and 1964-65, economic opportunity program work experience, community 
action, and Neighborhood Youth Corps, 1964-65 to date, adult training and 
deve!opment,veterans’ nursing homes, 1966-67 to date, and mental retsrda- 
tion and work incentive activities, 1963-69 

r Cooperative construction of rural post roads, 1929-30 to 193940, Federal- 
aid highways (regular and emergency, prewar and postwar) and trust fund 
activrties, restoration of roads and bridges, flood relief, secondary and feeder 
roads, grade-crossing elimination, 1930-31 to date, National Industrial 
Recovery Act highway activities, 193394 to 1943-44. 1946-47 to 194649, 
and 1950-51, emergency relief activities, 1935-36 to 1943-44 and to 1951-52, 
access roads, flight strips, strategic highway network, 1941-42 to 195657 and 
1953-59, public land highways, 1942-43 to date, payment of claims, 194546 
to 1951-52, war damage in IIawaii, 1947-48 to 1955-66; reimbursement of D C. 
highway fund, 1954-65 to 1957-53, forest highways, 1957-53 to date, Appa- 
lachia hiahwass. 1965-66 to date. and beautification and control of outdoor 
advertising. highway safety, and landscaping and scenic enhancement, 
1966-67 to date 

8 Forestry cooperation including watershed protection and flood preven- 
tion, 1929-30 to date, Civil Works Administration, 193334, Federal Emer- 
gency Relief Administration, 1933-34 to 193738, Federal Emergency Admin- 
istration of Public Works, 1933-34 to 1939-40, Reclamation Service (emer- 
gency), 1935-36, wildhfe restoration, 193639 to date, war public works, 1941- 
42 to 1943-44, Public Works Administration, 1941-42 to 1949-W, farm labor 
supply, 194243 to 1948-49, community facilities and defense community 
facilities, 194445 to lQ43-49, 1952-53, and 1954-55 to 1956-69, public works 
advance planning, 194647 to 194849, Federal airport program, 194746 to 
date, cooperative marketing project and disaster, drought, and other emer- 
gency rehef, 1943-49 to date, civil defense, 1951-52 to date, slum clearance, 
1952-53 to 1954-65, urban planning and renewal, 1955-56 to date, library 
services and waste-treatment works construction. 1956-57 to date. National 
Scfence Foundation installations, 1957-53, small business management Scfence Foundation installations, 1957-53, small business management 
research, 1958-59 to 1964-65, area redevelopment assistance and accelerated research, 1958-59 to 1964-65, area redevelopment assistance and accelerated 
public works, 1962-63 to date, open space land, 1963-64 to date; basic agrfcul- public works, 1962-63 to date, open space land, 1963-64 to date; basic agrfcul- 
ture research, 1964-65 to 1963-69, urban and mass transportation, water ture research, 1964-65 to 1963-69, urban and mass transportation, water 
resources research, comr-ercial flsberies research, arts and humanities, law resources research, comr-ercial flsberies research, arts and humanities, law 
enforcement, Gtate technical assistance, and water pollution control, 196567 enforcement, Gtate technical assistance, and water pollution control, 196567 
to date, model cities, meat inspection, economic development planning, and to date, model cities, meat inspection, economic development planning, and 
cooperative State research (agricultural experiment stations, see footnote 41, cooperative State research (agricultural experiment stations, see footnote 41, 
1967-63 to date: cropland adjustment and metropohtan development, 196% 1967-63 to date: cropland adjustment and metropohtan development, 196% 
69 to date, and oceanographic and atmospheric research and development 69 to date, and oceanographic and atmospheric research and development 
and preservation of historic and preservation of historic 

@ Promotion of welfare an @ Promotion of welfare an l l 
ropert+ roperties, 1970-71 ro7o-71 
hygler hygiene of maternity and infancy, $9,552 

Gource Annual Reports of the Secretary of the Treasury- Combined State- F 
me ment o/Baapts, Ezpmdttum and Balancer of the KImted States Gwcmment; 
and &?“C and agency reports Beginning with 1963-69 data Department of the Trea- 
sury, Federal Aid to States, FucaZ Year. . . . 
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such “aid” programs as the National Guard (in 
which the States act as agents of the Federal 
Government), and such miscellaneous “aids” as 
expenditures in Hawaii for the Department of 
State Center for Cultural and Technical Ex- 
change between East and ?Vest ($4.8 million in 
1970-71). The Social Security Administration 
seriysually encompasses about 98 percent of the 
Treasury series total, as stated above. 

Although the Treasury and Budget series are 
not far apart, the Budget series’ has usually been 
the larger of the two. In fiscal year 1969-70, 
however, the Treasury series was larger-pri- 
marily because it included $13 million for adult 
basic education and $223 million for the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation.z 

The Federal’ Government operated more than 
100 different grants programs during fiscal year 
1970-71 to assist the States and localities in fi- 
nancing specific activities. For presentation here, 
the grants programs have been consolidated ac- 
cording to general purpose into nine groups (table 
2) and, because of space limitations, further 
consolidated into seven groups (tables 1 and 3). 
As far as possible the classification is in con- 
formity with the Social Security Administration 
statistical series on social welfare expenditures.3 
Special variations are described in each article 
on Federal grants. 

This year a new grants group, economic op- 
portunity and manpower, has been separated from 
the miscellaneous social welfare category starting 
with data for 1962-63. Grants under programs in 
this newly established group totaled $3.0 billion 
in fiscal year 1970-71 (leaving $4.0 billion in the 
miscellaneous social welfare group) ; they ac- 
counted for 43 percent of the formerly combined 
group, 14 percent of the social welfare grants, and 
10 percent of all 1970-71 grants. The new grants 
group has been made because grants in this cate- 
gory represent such significant proportions of all 
grants and of social welfare grants. 

The new economic opportunity and manpower 
group includes grants to administer employment 

1 Special Analyses, Budget of the U.S. Government, 
Fiscal Year 1973, Special Analysis P, page 239 

ZFederaZ Aid to States, 1970, footnote 64, page 22. 
3 See Alfred N. Skolnik and Sophie R. Dales, “Social 

Welfare Expenditures, 1970-71,” So&E Becurty Bulletin, 
December 1971. Social welfare is defined as cash benefits, 
services, and administrative costs of all programs oper- 
ating under public law that are of direct benefit to 
individuals and families. 

security - ($745- million in 1970-71), plus 
the following programs : work experience ($402 
million) ; equal employment opportunity ($1 
million) ; community action ($716 million) ; work 
incentive ($123 million) ; manpower training 
($189 million) ; concentrated employment ($122 
million) ; Job Corps ($111 million) ; JOBS ($120 
million) ; MDTA summer program ($77 million) ; 
Neighborhood Youth Corps ($284 million) ; Op- 
eration Mainstream ($69 million) ; public service 
careers ($24 million) ; manpower research, ex- 
periment, demonstration, and evaluation ($5 
million) ; supplemental training and employment 
($2 million) ; minor amounts in a few States for 
trade adjustment administration; and a few other 
programs.” 

Another change this year is the removal of 
the grants for cooperative State research (for- 
merly agricultural experiment stations) from the 
education group and their incorporation with the 
grants for the promotion of agriculture and 
preservation of natural resources, starting with 
data for fiscal year 1967-68. This change is made 
to conform the grants series with the social wel- 
fare expenditures series. For the latter, it had 
become evident that the emphasis of the agri- 
cultural experiment program in recent years was 
less on training of research personnel and more 
on the research per se with resulting loss of direct 
social welfare consequence. 

GRANTS IN FISCAL YEAR 1970-71 

The $29.2 billion in 1970-71 Federal grants 
represented a total outlay nearly four and one- 
fourth times as large as the total 10 years ago. 
Grants in 1970-71 were about 25 percent more 
than the grants of 1969-70 and almost half again 
the 1968-69 grants total. 

Not all the grants groups contributed to the 
increase, and those that did rose unequally. Dollar 
increases ranged from 255 percent for the agri- 
culture and natural resources group (from $216 
million to $771 million-largely attributable to 
grants of $478 million for a new program of 
environmental protection construction) to 6 per- 
cent for highway construction, safety, and beauti- 

4 An earlier review of grants (in the August 1969 
Social Security Bulletin) also showed economic OPPor- 
tunity grants separately, but grants for employment 
security administration were not included. 
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fication. At $914 million, health services and 
construction grants were more than 12 percent 
below the 1969-70 counterparts. “Miscellaneous” 
grants (not to be confused with miscellaneous 
social welfare grants) were down fractionally de- 
spite the addition of two new grants programs: 
one for ocea 

1 
ographic and atmospheric research, 

development, and facilities ($4.6 million) and 
the other for preservation of historic properties 
($1.6 million). 

The relative importance of highway grants 
has been falling steadily for a decade-from a 
post-World War II peak of 43 percent of all 
1959-60 grants to less than 16 percent of the 
1970-71 total. The broad category of social wel- 
fare grants, however, has been more than holding 
its own with an irregular climb from 53 percent 
of the 1959-60 grants (their post-World War II 
low) to more than 72 percent in 1970-71. 

Social welfare grants are subdivided into the 
following groups of grants: Public assistance, 
health, education, economic opportunity and man- 
power, and miscellaneous social welfare. Within 
this broad category-which rose 27 percent above 
the $16.5 billion of 1969-70-the range extended 
from a 61-percent increase for the reorganized 
miscellaneous social welfare grants group (as it 
is presently constituted) to the 12-percent de- 
crease in health services and construction grants. 

Grants for public assistance include the Fed- 
eral share of cash payments under the categorical 
assistance programs, medical assistance payments, 
and grants for administration, social services, 
training, and demonstration projects. The $9.6 
billion total for public assistance in 1970-71 was 
d9 percent above the 1969-70 figure although 
these grants have represented about the same 
proportion of social welfare grants (4546 per- 
cent) and of the grants total (32-33 percent) for 
the past three fiscal years. 

Two-fifths of the 12-percent decrease in 1970- 
71 grants for health services and construction 
was simply the result of an accounting variation 
in Treasury reporting. For the two preceding 
years Treasury consolidated child welfare with 
maternal and child health grants. Once again 
separated in the 1970-71 data, child welfare re- 
appears with the miscellaneous social welfare 
grants. 

An increase of one-third ($40 million) in grants 
for comprehensive health planning services par- 

tially off set decreases in all the other health grants 
programs except dental health activities. The 
latter, however, is a relatively small program 
under which $3 million was distributed in 1969- 
70 and $4 million in 1970-71. 

Since their start in 1965-66, grants under the 
Elementary and Secondary and the Higher Edu- 
cation Acts of 1965 have dominated the Federal 
education grants picture. These massive Federal 
aids to education and educational opportunity 
for children of the poor have formed 51-60 per- 
cent of all education grants since then except in 
1968-69 when they were 65 percent of the edu- 
cation group. 

In 1970-71 grants for these two programs alone 
totaled $2.1 billion-60 percent of the education 
grants ($3.5 billion), 10 percent of the social 
welfare grants, and 7 percent of the entire Fed- 
eral grants total. They increased 26 percent- 
about $445 million-from the preceding year and 
more than offset the decreases experienced in some 
of the other educational grants programs (most 
notably a $159 million decrease in assistance to 
schools in “federally impacted” areas). Grants 
under these two programs contributed more than 
nine-tenths of the 17-percent increase in the edu- 
cation grants group. 

An increase of $1.5 billion in miscellaneous 
social welfare grants (excluding the new economic 
opportunity group) brought the 1970-71 total 
for this category to $4.0 billion. This figure 
represents a 61-percent jump from the similarly 
constituted group of 1969-70. Most of this rise 
is in the $1.0 billion or 175-percent increase in 
the food stamp program. In a far smaller way, the 
reappearance of the once-again-separate grants 
for child welfare services added $51 million to 
the group. Together the three crop programs- 
child nutrition, value of commodities donated 
by Commodity Credit Corporation, and surplus 
food removal-totaled $1.3 billion in 1970-71, 
29 percent more than in 1969-70. 

At $4.7 billion, grants in the highways cate- 
gory were up 6 percent from their 1969-70 level. 
Construction grants from the highway trust fund 
continue to dominate with 98 percent of the total ; 
they increased $267 million to $4.6 billion. Forest 
and public land highway construction declined 
14 percent to $33 million. Grants for highway 
safety rose to $66 million, a 36-percent increase. 

A rise of one-fifth in urban affairs grants 
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brought this category to $1.8 billion. Model cities It should be noted that there are social welfare 
grants grew from a $79 million program to one of aspects to some of the multipurpose grants pro- 
$320 million-a threefold rise in its fourth year grams that are grouped with urban affairs grants 
of operation. The largest subcategory of 1969- and even with ‘Lmiscellaneous” grants. Under the 
70-urban renewal-dropped 3 percent to $1.0 model cities legislation, for example, health 
billion ; in 1970-71 it accounted for 58 percent of clinics and other services are being operated in 
the group total, compared with 71 percent in several metropolitan areas but, since the amounts 
the preceding year. granted are reported for the program as a whole, 

TABLE 2 -Federal grants to State and local governments 

[Amounts in thousands] 

- 
I 

- 

Total Public assistance States ranked by 1968-70 
fwerage per capita 
personal fncome 

Health Education 
All 

grants 7 

Amount Percent of 
all grants Amount Percent of 

all grants Amount 

721 $9,639,561 33 0 $913,657 31 

721 9,586,450 33 1 897,579 31 

Amount 

$3,540,170 Total ’ _____________ $29,221,449 $21,067,158 

United States 8 ___________ 28,9m,779 20.821.762 

High-income group..... 
Distnct of Columbia--.. 
Connecticut ______________ 
New York _______________ 
New Jersey ______________ 
Alaska ___________________ 
Illinois --_---__-________ __ 
Nevada __________________ 
California ________________ 
Hawaii ___________________ 
Delaware.- _ ____________ _ 
Massachusetts.- _________ 
Maryland _______________ _ 
Michigan-. ______________ 
Washington ______________ 
Ohio _____________________ 
Rhode Island ____________ 
Pennsylvania- _ __________ 

15,464,306 
469,791 
401,060 

3,283.840 
820,917 
148,068 

1,24$,~; 

“a& 

04: 862 
836, ml 
465.320 

1,043.353 
466,962 

1,013.427 
137,667 

1.3&3,748 

11,398.055 
;g.g 

2,563:881 
592,975 

go%E 
41:399 

2,707.655 
80.724 
42,392 

640,741 

:3~~~ 

@E 
102: 6% 
955.192 

12 1 

“m& 

264: 514 
530,377 
326.119 
g%;;g 

E& 
421: 169 
92.096 

647.229 
668.116 
66.072 

242, im 
1,382,355 

95,495 
158,225 

eJ&,;g 

456: 149 
163.073 
18o.bSO 
115,554 
103,220 

iz%l 
111: 964 
632,629 
543,718 
603,823 
404,717 
364,151 

E% 
bB3: 210 

265,476 
12,881 

3,490,953 12 1 

4,467,496 
276,831 
169,249 
346,2b9 
197,559 
248,467 
112.913 
195,480 
422.716 
320.699 
51,618 

475,316 

“ixi 
156: 188 
m.038 
53.240 
66,701 

4,911,643 
647.831 

!EE 
109: 327 
72,361 
68,367 

504.015 
162.781 
62,996 

505,898 
405.500 
4xi.415 
p$ 

475: 784 
253,818 
368.316 

6,935.061 
67,863 

112,641 
1,499,533 

279,946 
6,814 

424,474 
13,280 

1.6!?2.651 
28,108 
17.035 

:%E 
y& 

2431326 
48,755 

480,117 

38 4 
14 4 
28 1 
45 7 
34 1 

3: 0” 
16 6 
48 8 
22 1 
26 3 
45 4 

z 

“2: 0” 
35 4 
34 6 

456,751 
19.226 
20,754 

tx: 
1:336 

29,457 
1,912 

60,645 
b, 120 
2,739 

29,403 
19,305 
42,849 
16,642 

!?Ei; 
55: 503 

1,334,126 
101,492 
76,379 

172,840 
88,254 

107.661 
43,595 
71,376 

174,510 
164,367 
19,408 

:x 
6: 427 

29,839 
436,593 
24,924 
!a, 193 

27 5 
23 6 

3”2: 
27 1 

z: 
23 7 

E 
21 1 
27 6 
207 

1: : 

“2: t 
12 8 

229,702 
14,826 
8,887 

14,284 
9.ob3 

19,888 
6,927 

13,961 
22,397 
13,162 
3,166 

23,631 
14,132 
1.621 

14,368 
42,399 

jl:% 

L817.262 
251,080 

%E 
40: 752 

2E 
173: 929 
48,852 
22,270 

REt 
143: 865 
g,;g 

188: 258 
f0,117 

107,545 

27 0 
36 1 

i! 0” 

Fiti 
19 9 
27 1 
ZOO 
19 9 
31 8 
27 2 
23 8 
17 1 
16 5 

;; 

203,760 
21,146 
11.983 
4,175 
;a; 

2: 424 
20,597 
9,316 
2.585 

19,926 
15,454 
19,999 
6,016 

15.667 
19,517 
9,553 
9,100 

51,011 19 2 12.922 
812 63 2.680 

1,750,119 
147,834 
37,555 

349,681 
103,983 
25,971 

‘$p& 

3;$u‘& 

9:278 
71,btks 
67,817 

108,036 
bl,t% 

124,231 
15,672 

140,346 

8% 5-g 

3s: 844 
49,887 
31,550 
43,063 
16,394 
39,151 
67,579 
go ;7 

92: 147 
99,692 
8,252 

31,029 
177,797 

7,984 
16,554 

9;: ;g 
55: 802 
19,791 
23,034 
19, b72 
15,508 

110,955 
30,450 
16,242 
gJw& 

;:z 

80:395 
49,779 
81,535 

41,999 
792 

11 3 
31 5 

1: ;f 
12 7 
17 5 
11 3 
12 1 

;i ; 

;i ; 

10 6 
12 3 
11 4 
10 1 

:3” ! 
14 7 

i1: 
11 7 
10 2 

:: i 
11 3 
12 5 
14 2 

:; it 
12 8 
12 9 

1: ;f 

13 6 
12 4 
12 2 
12 1 

:: i 
15 0 
17 3 
12 5 
14 5 

:i i 

‘i i 
17 3 

En : 
15 7 

Middle-income group.. 
Indiana __________________ 
Kansas ___________________ 
Mfnnesota. ______________ 
Oregon. __________________ 
Colorado.. _________ _ __ ___ 
Nebraska-- ______________ 
Iowa-.-.-.._--..---.----- 
Missouri _________________ 
Wfsconsin -_-----____-___- 
New Hampshire _________ 
Florida ___________________ 
Virginia. _________________ 
Wyoming --_____---__-___ 
Arizona __________________ 
Texas....--...-_--.------ 
Vermont..._._._..-.----- 
Montana-. _______________ 

Low-income *oupw.-.. 
Oeorgia. ______ ___ __ ______ 
Oklahoma ________________ 
Meine.--.-----_--------- 
Utah _____________________ 
South Dakota ____________ 
Idaho.-..----.--...------ 
North Carolina __________ 
New Mexico. ___________ _ 
North Dakota _____.______ 
Louisiana ____________.__ _ 
Kentucky ________________ 
Tennessee ________________ 
West Virginia ____________ 
South Carolina. __________ 
Alabama. ________________ 
Arkansas _________________ 
Mfsshsippl_______________ 

Outlying areas 
Puerto Rico ____________ 
Virgin Islands _________. 

1 See footnotes to table 1 for programs listed in each group of grants 
f Includes (not listed separately) small amounts undistributed, adjust- 

ments to checks-issued basis, and grants under a few programs to American 
Samoa, the Canal Zone, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands 
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these clinics and other social services cannot be 
included with the social welfare grants where 
they normally would be. Other urban affairs 
grants programs have aspects that are borderline 
to the definition of social welfare used for the 
Social Security Administration social welfare 
expenditures series. Other grants are, of course, 
completely outside that definition although they 

may contribute immeasurably to the general wel- 
fare of our urban communities (for example, such 
“miscellaneous” programs as grants for public 
libraries and for certain aspects of the Appalachia 
regional development programs). 

Table 2 shows the distribution of the 1970-71 
Federal grants by State as well as by purpose. 
Of the three statistical tables presented in the 

amounts and pe rcent of total grants, by purpose, fiscal year 1970-71 

- 

t 

Social welfare-Continwd Highways 

Economic opportunity and 
manpower 

Amount 

$2.989.214 

2.944.721 

%*E 
21:957 
41,436 

ix: 
17: 704 
26,948 
65,774 
43,129 
8,089 

72,096 

“%i 
51: 416 

140,321 
8,023 

14,760 

699.203 
62.768 
43,350 
13.943 
19,031 
12,709 
9,838 

74.930 
29,830 
8,930 

6$fla 

as:160 

XI 
as:041 

38,081 14 3 
3,344 26 0 

Percent of 
all grants 

10 2 

10 2 

1: : 

g”: 
11 4 
10 9 
10 6 
13 6 

1: 0” 

1: ii 

iFi 
10 4 
10 1 
12 0 
88 

10 0 

;; 

g”i 
11 0 

1: : 
10 2 

1: ‘: 
79 

2’: ii 
10 2 
84 
93 

- 

_ I miscellaneous 
locial welfare 

33,984,556 

3,902,058 4,649,754 16 1 1,757,075 765,19! 

1,738,319 
38,964 
39,786 

304.383 
93,836 
14,359 

17$74 

3;;:j:i 

7: 599 

ix 
1;;: ;5; 

1;p;; 

166:384 

2.1;$, !g 

as: b7i 
229,442 
130,613 
61,878 

224,429 
29,770 

“i%f 
8:930 

Z% 
159:zee 
96,616 

193,356 
15,416 

204,747 

13 7 
77 

lk i 

1’5 : 
41 8 
18 0 

;I i: 
238 
13 8 

1: : 
15 3 
19 8 
19 1 
11 2 
14 7 

1,153.156 
76,499 
63,858 

296,038 
67,050 

7;:g 

145:047 
10,061 

8,303 
89,015 
31,254 
67,067 
17,612 
65,121 
11,614 

143,652 

“2f.F; 
33:001 

“E% 
5:26 

23.06‘ 
3,141 

7% 
2: 972 

12.46! 
25.94: 

3% 
27:88: 
3, lo! 

43,001 

899,691 
62,594 
23.182 
67,813 
37,944 
43,816 
23,292 
44,043 
92,456 
52,333 
9,424 

108.809 
30.534 

6,234 
29,536 

1982. “4 
12:253 

1,440,292 
104,345 
62,181 
99,405 
97,853 
83,569 

%i: 
106: 547 
54,807 
24,809 
94,327 

144,335 
34,141 
68,665 

262,226 
33,475 
78,093 

21 6 
243 
19 7 
18 7 
300 

gi 

17 6 
13 0 
26 9 
14 6 
25 4 
61 7 
26 3 
19 0 
35 1 
49 4 

"b&f; 

27:246 
bO,273 
10,855 
23 g; 

15:764 
";a& 

5:917 
45.903 

“%i 
6:839 

43,013 
2,164 
5,222 

1,274,048 
l$ ;;I 

17:658 
18,373 
14,827 
10,091 

117,604 

%E 
151: 5&!3 
105,373 
120,891 
72,145 
98.354 

‘~% 
114:325 

1,091,363 
$,OZ 

32: 653 
67,712 
gag 

7o:a40 
54,995 
36.933 

100,030 
67,479 

103,633 
111,709 
43,680 

1gJg 
67:686 

16 2 

:; ; 
200 
32 0 

2:: 
11 0 

20” 
15 8 
12 4 
17 2 
27 6 
12 0 
16 0 

13” 0” 

243,234 
27,366 
382,&7 

2: 716 
3,052 
2,396 

29,073 
9,696 
2,166 
6,995 

16,606 
23,346 
8,852 
7.606 

E% 
10: 281 

196,011 
16.47I 
8,bU 

17.36‘ 
12,04 
7,175 

l;‘g: 
24: 48; 
24.41: 
6,381 

:i% 
1:92: 
3,92[ 

“;%( 
3: 73: 

142,37! 
13,12< 

‘% 
4: 96: 
3 i$ 

lo:34 
5,14: 

E * : 

12,31! 

9,247 
._---- -_____ _-. 
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.-_-__ ---_ ____. 

13,431 
846 

[Amounts in thousands] 

Amount 

%4,659,001 lb 9 $1.771,421 $770.65: 

CJrban affain 
Agriculture 
and natural 
WSOUrC?S 

$953,218 

926,990 

Total. 

Vnlted States 

3:. g; 

a: 097 
72,199 
12,226 
12,131 

%Z 
6;::: 

2:263 
lb, 542 
12,966 

xt 
44: 162 
4,342 

42,156 

High-income group 
District of Columbia 
Connecticut 
New York 
New Jersey. 
Alaska. 
Illinois 
Nevada 
California 
Hawaii. 
Delaware 
Massachusetts. 
Maryland. 
Michigan 

rb%hington 
Rhode Island. 
PennsylvanIa. 

“% 
7:320 

‘>Og 

7:490 
4.136 
8.619 

g&3& 

3:367 

3% 
1: 965 

pz 

a:028 
4,422 

~~~~;incorne group 

Kansas. 
Minnesota. 

83%0 

Eaks 
Missoml 
WlSCOllSln. 
$J;;dFmpshire. 

Vlrginit;. 
Wyoming. 

Ed 
Vermont 
Montana. 

“x: 
14: 716 
6,632 

2:: 
4:350 

27,027 
11,4b6 
7,053 

12.237 

2 :i: 
51: 617 
22.637 
g. g 
41:612 

Utah. 
South Dakota. 
Idaho 
North Carolina. 
New Merica 
North Dakota. 
Louisiana 
Kentucky. 
Tennessee 
WMt Vilgini8. 
south CarO,in8. 
Alabama. 
Arkansas. 
Mississippi 

Outlyin area4 
16.385 i Puerto ice 

943 Virgin Islands. 

Rates ranked by 19&s-70 
merage pm capita 

personal income 

‘Includes (not listed separately) small amounts undistributed and ad- 
justments to check-issued basis 
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Federal grants series each year, only this table 
shows the separate categories of urban affairs, 
agriculture and natural resources, and miscel- 
laneous grants. 

Grants- per capita: National average and average of 
hieh-. middle-. and low-income States. fiscal years 1959- 
CO- tdrough l&-71 

$180 I I I I I 1 

RELATION TO OTHER INDICATORS 

160 

1 

Federal grants to States and localities in 1970- 
71 amounted to $141.90 for each man, woman, 
and child in the United States (table 3). This 
figure represents an increase of $26.22 per person 
from the national average in 1969-70. The grants 
of 1960-61 averaged $38.16 per capita; in 10 years 
they had increased $103.74 per person or 272 per- 
cent. During the same period the average per 
capita personal income received in the country 
rose only 172 percent.5 

Since income per capita varies considerably 
from one State to another, comparisons below 
the nationwide level are often much more mean- 
ingful. Therefore, as in table 2, for comparison 
with other indicators the States are divided into 
three income groups by ranking them according 
to their average per capita personal income. 

I Hugh In&no Suers 

Within each income group the States vary 
widely in per capita receipt of Federal grants. 
States with low population density benefit from 
the minimum allotment provisions in certain of 
the grant formulas, particularly that for high- 
way construction. And States that spend a great 
deal from their own resources for federally aided 
programs tend to receive more than the national 
average, whatever their income level. This phe- 
nomenon is particularly apparent for the public 
assistance grants and other programs with for- 
mulas of Federal matching in relation to State 
expenditures. States that receive the largest per 
capita public assistance grants include some with 
the highest per capita income in the country as 
well as some with the lowest. Nevertheless, as a 
result of the equalization feature written into 
many of the statutory allocation formulas, grants 
per capita received in the States would in general 
be expected to be larger in the low- than in the 
middle-income States and larger in the middle- 
income States than in the high-income group. 

26 

t 

0 
I I I I I 

1660 62 64 66 68 70 72 

In practice, these expectations have proven 
true only in that the low-income group has always 
received larger grants per capita than has the 
high-income group. From 1967-68 on average per 
capita grants received in the middle-income States 
have been below the average recBived in the high- 
income States. In these years, then, the “top” and 
“bottom” grant receiver groups are no longer the 
low- and the high-income States but have become 
the low- and the middle-income States (see ac- 
companying chart). 

Although the long-range trend in grants per 
capita received8 is toward a wider spread in abso- 
lute dollar terms, comparison of this spread with 
the national average per capita grant receipt indi- 
cates that-in relative terms-the gap is far less 
than it yas a decade ago (in 1970-71 it was 35 
percent of the United States average; 1960-61, 
42 percent). The small panel in the chart shows 

5 Personal income for 1968-70 is compared with that 6 In 1960-61 the difference in the low- and the high- 
for 1953-60, the 3-year average being used in many income groups was $15.96 per capita. In 1970-71 the gap 
grant formulas to dampen single-year fluctuations. In had widened to almost $49 per capita between the low- 
these formulas per capita personal income is often used and the middle-income groups-more than $20 of this 
as an indicator of both need and fiscal ability. increase occurred from 1969-70 to 197G-71. 
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TABLE 3 .-1970-71 Federal grants in relation to personal income, to State and local general revenues and direct general reveues, 
and to population, by State 1 

I Total grants as percent of- Per capita grants 

States ranked by 1968-70 
average per capita personal income 

r 

‘G%: 
1970 

Total 

$141 4! 

Public 
Health 

$4 42 

-7 

Economi 

E$ 

man- 
power 

Total 

“it%- 
general 

revenue; 
1969-70 : 

“1% 
direct 
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revenue? 
1969-70 1 

Edu- 
cation 

Righ- All 
ways other ance 

$46 6f Total ______-______________________ --------- 

United States ___________________________ 
t- 
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94 8: 

144 7f 
117 5: 

65 of 
90 li 
37 05 
82 1: 
38 91 
22 34 
38 11 
20 94 
84 lf 
36 31 
30 91 
66 71 

ii5 
46 3E 
22 77 

i% 

2i E 

4 74 

i ii: 

2 
3 03 
6 62 
4 QE 
6 16 

h”B”: 
4 87 
3 83 
330 
4 70 

16 2‘2 

‘it ii 
19 15 
14 45 
86 15 
12 @I 
19 Bo 
16 26 
27 65 
16 87 

:; i 

:i :i 
11 62 
16 48 
11 88 

Ef 
19 4 

:: 
25 1 
17 6 
16 7 

2 ;: 
25 1 
18 1 

fi; 

24 2 

ii: 

24 8 
17 9 

ii i 
29 4 
309 

E 

:“5 : 
304 

fi: 
31 0 
25 3 
29 6 

go” 

119 31 
a2 44 

117 65 
138 71 
155 If 
165 8i 
107 8f 
106 32 
129 oc 
95 01 

124 12 
94 6’ 

:E ii 
135 14 

:: ifi 
227 01 

E :i 

“4: ;; 
41 99 
48 39 
29 26 
25 22 
37 19 
37 08 
26 16 
26 07 
25 32 
19 24 
16 65 

-ifi :z 
28 97 

4 12 
2 85 

i z 
4 31 

: i‘! 
4 93 
4 77 
2 97 

3”E 
3 05 
4 85 
8 02 

ii ii 
422 

15 01 
11 29 
17 28 
13 05 
16 01 
19 35 
11 M) 

:i : 

:i ii 
13 46 
21 43 
24 71 

:i E 
17 86 
23 75 

41 4 
35 8 
41 2 
36 9 
35 2 
33 9 
32 2 

iii i 
32 9 

ii i 
41 9 
61 4 
400 

El 
59 8 

168 20 

:;: i:: 
163 89 
168 92 

E 1 
125 97 
239 66 
181 20 
173 01 

:: z 
231 80 
140 27 
186 15 
165 77 
234 76 

22 89 
18 72 
21 70 
19 89 
21 56 
29 39 
21 63 
21 79 
29 91 

Ei? 
22 71 
20 47 
22 15 
24 23 

isi 
36 79 

. - _ _ - _ _ _. .--_--_-- 98 89 18 81 4 76 16 49 

.-----_-. .-__--___ 207 76 13 09 43 22 12 77 

19 11 

16 0: 
61 72 
13 O! 
16 6: 
13 02 
:; 2 
11 5; 
16 8! 
17 3: 
13 8: 

:i Y1 
15 6: 
21 OS 

:i % 
13 ; 

16 1: 
12 Oi 
10 31 
17 74 
18 0: 

:8” ii 
15 5( 
19 7c 

:i ?I! 

:: E 

2 iz 
17 14 

:; ii 

19 6: 
47 8: 
19 2; 
12 6i 

18 14 
202 81 
20 l! 
60 3s 
24 n 

:: ii 
13 84 
16 M 
17 8C 
28 2; 

:“8 ii 
17 32 

i% 
23 21 
26 01 
46 56 
37.68 

i% 

EZ 

ii E 
31 02 

102 22 
35 53 

?E 
112 04 

28 76 3.41 
39 73 ._______, 

14 45 

14 16 
90 89 
13 09 
17 73 
13 06 
62 74 

:: :!I 
15 12 
16 48 
10 44 
I5 09 
10 60 
11 44 
14 85 
9 69 

17 31 
10 40 

‘: i: 
9 77 

:: ii 

:: E 
9 62 

14 02 
9 73 

10 90 
10 53 
9 70 

15 92 

E4”: 

:: Y8” 

17 44 
13 64 

:4” 2 
17 80 
19 08 

:i z 

EC 

:: z 
17 71 
17.31 
17 11 
18 67 
33 94 

16 92 

18 06 
121 46 

ii ii 
13 54 
70 89 

:“7 :i 
12 37 
20 76 

x 
17 a2 
15 27 
12 06 
12 83 
20 57 
19 36 

12 62 
45 01 

High-income group -__________________ 
District of Columbia ________ _ ___________ 
Connecticut ____________________________ 
New York--.--.--.--------------------- 
New Jersey _____________________________ 
Alaska __________________________________ 
Illmois ------ -_-______------_---_-------- 
Nevada _________________________________ 
California..._-_.-._---------~~-~-~----~~ 
Hawaii ____-____________________________ 
Delaware _-___________________________ __ 
Massachusetts-----.-------------------- 
Maryland _-____________________________ 
Michigan _______________________________ 
Washington.- _ _____-_-_________________ 
Ohio-. --__-_-___________________________ 
Rhode Island ___________________________ 
Pennsylvsnla---.--.-------------------- 

Middle-income group _________________ 
Indiana _________________________________ 
Kansas ________________ ____ ___ ____ _______ 
Minnesota------.----------------------- 
Oregon __________________________________ 
Colorsdo--..-....---------------------- 
Nebraska _______________________________ 
IOWL - --- - --- - --- - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - ---_ _-_ - 
Missouri __-_____________________________ 
Wisconsin..-.-.------------------------ 
New Hampshire------------------------ 
Florida.---------_---------------------- 
Virginia.-.------_-_-------------------- 
Wyoming -_------___-_-_________________ 
Arizona-.------------------------------- 
Texas..-----------.--------------------- 
Vermont ___-_________ _-_ _-_-____-_______ 
Montana.--..-.-.-..------------------- 

Low-Income group ____________________ 
Qeorgia _________________________________ 
Oklahoma---.-.------------------------ 
Maine..----.--.-....------------------- 
Utah.--.-.---.--._.-------------------- 
South Dakota-------.--.--------------- 
Idaho ___________________________________ 
North Carolina.-_.-..-..--------------- 
New Mexico ____: _______________________ 
North Dakota.-----.------------------- 
Louisiana.-: ____________________________ 
Kentucky ______________________________ 
Tennessee ______________________________ 
West Virginia ____ ______________________ 
6outh Carolina _________________________ 
Alabama ________________________________ 
Arkansas-.------_-_-------.--.--------- 
Mississippi-..---.---------------------- 

Outlying areas 
Puerto Rico---..--..--.--..------------------.. 
Vi&n Island8 ________________________ _________. 

1 See the appropriate footnote to table 1 for the programs In each group of 
grants and for components of total and United States lines. 

f Revenues (except trust revenues from all sources 
* Revenues (except trust revenues I from own sources 

the fluctuations of this spread in relation to the 
national average. 

Comparison of the relationship of Federal 
grants to State and local revenues discloses very 
small year-to-year differences, but here too the 
trend is upward. In table 3, 1970-71 grants are 
compared with revenues of the preceding fiscal 

6ource State and local revenues data from C?otwnment Ffaanccs in Xx79- 
7Oof the Bureau of the Census Per capita data are based on estimates of the 
Bureau of the Census for the total population, excluding the Armed Forcea 
overseas, as of July 1,197O. 

year, the most recent revenues data available. 
The comparison of fiscal year 1971 grants with 
1970 revenues yields a ratio of 26.6. The ratio 
will undoubtedly be somewhat smaller when the 
1971 State-local revenues from their own sources 
become the divisor. The historical ratio of grants 
to revenues raised in the States and localities from 
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their own sources in the same year is as follows: 

The shift toward greater Federal grants sup- 
plementation of State and local revenues is clear: 
In 1950, for every dollar that the States and 
their localities raised the Federal Government 
added grants of 11.7 cents. For every State and 
local dollar raised during 1960, an additional 
15.6 cents came from Federal grants. In 19’70, the 
State and local revenue dollar was supplemented 
by 21.4 cents in Federal grants. These figures 
reflect not only the proliferation of Federal grants 
since World War II but also population growth 
and urbanization that have created a demand for 
more “old” services and the need for new ones. 

The level of governmental services dispensed 
under many of the federally assisted programs 
varies widely among the States-usually in direct 
relationship to the average personal income within 
the State. Thus, generally speaking, the high- 
income States have more and better services than 
the low-income States. However, much more Fed- 
eral grants money is required to maintain the 
lower level of services in the low-income States 
than is reqiired for the higher level of services 
in the high-income States. The ratios of Federal 
grants to general revenues for the United States 
and for the income groups of States for 1968-69 
and for 1969-70 are shown below. Despite the 
year-to-year fluctuations, it is clear that the widest 
part of the spread is between the middle- and 
low-income group of States. 

,Use of the Federal grant as a fiscal device for 
achieving program objectives is especially notable 

Federal grants as percent 
of direct general revenues 

Income grobp of States 

’ 1 1968-69 1969-70 

United States _____________________________ 206 21 4 
High-. ___________________________________ 17 2 17 4 
Middle. __________________________________ 23 9 
LOW _ -- __ _ __ __ _ __ - - _ __ __ _ _ _ _ - -_ - _ - _ _ - _ - - - - E 33 5 
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in the social welfare area. In 1970-71 the upward 
trend in the social welfare role of Federal grants 
continued. Grants for social welfare purposes 
represented 12.8 percent of total social welfare 
expenditures by all levels of government; they 
were 11.2 percent in 1968-69 and 11.8 percent 
in 1969-70. These grants accounted for 22.9 per- 
cent of all Federal social welfare expenditures 
(compared with 20.3 percent and 21.5 percent, 
respectively, for the 2 preceding years) and added 
29.2 percent to the sums disbursed for social wel- 
fare by the States and localities from their own 
sources (compared with 25.3 percent and 26.4 
percent for the 2 preceding years). 

The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (HEW) administers a large proportion 
of the Federal grants to State and local govern- 
ments. In the past 6 to 8 years, HEW grants have 
almost quadrupled in dollar amount, and as a 
proportion of all Federal grants they have grown 
from two-fifths to well over one-half. (And this 
growth occurred during a period when a very 
large number of economic opportunity grants- 
administered largely outside the Department- 
were also being funded.) The following tabula- 
tion shows the rise in all HEW grants and in 
HEW grants for social welfare purposes7 from 
1963-64 to the present. Fiscal year 1964 was 
chosen as a base because it immediately precedes 
the entry into the series of both the economic 
opportunity grants and the HEW grants for 
elementary, secondary, and higher education. 

[In milhons] 

Fiscal year 

1964.-.....-----...---- 
1965.----.-.-.--.-..--- 
1966.- _______--_- r ----- 
136:-...---.---.-...... 
1968-..------.-....---- 
1969.--------.-..-..--- 
1970- __________-------- 
1971___________________ 

- 

-_ 
_- 
__ 
_- 
-- 
_- 
_- 
-- 
__ 
- 

All HEW grants 

Amount P:elc:*?t 
grants 

$3,985 8 40 a 

zi 
49 4 
61 6 

!1 i 
61 e 

- 

-- 

-- 

, 

, 

1 

- 

IIEW social welfare 
grants 

Amount 
p:l”~~?t 
social 

welfare 
grants 

-I 
$3,846 8 71 9 

4.136 8 6,699 6 ii ; 

2E t 
lo:126 4 

:” ii 
73 3 

12,186 6 73 7 
14.920 9 70 8 

7 The Department administers or participates in ad- 
ministering a few grant programs that are not in the 
social welfare area as defined in this series. During the 
period these included grants for public libraries, ac- 
celerated public works, waste-treatment works, and arts 
and humanities 
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