
ante contributions, providing a direct subsidy to 
the health program. 

COUNTRIES WITH NATIONAL SYSTEMS 

In countries such as the United Kingdom, 
Norway, and Sweden, where health care programs 
cover all resident.s, the unemployed person is 
enbitled to all medical care provided by the pro- 
gram. His employment status is immaterial. 
Government subsidy is the main source of funds 
in the United Kingdom; in Sweden it is employer 
contributions. When a Swedish worker is unem- 
ployed, the payroll contribution ceases while he is 
receiving unemployment benefits. The cost is pre- 
sumably covered by government subsidy. In Nor- 
way, employees, employers, and the government 
make only one contribution each to the social 
security system. The collected funds are subse- 
quently distributed to the various programs 
according to need. 

CONCLUSION 

The health care coverage of unemployed per- 
sons does not appear to have created particular 

problems in the industrialized countries of West- 
ern Europe. From the point of view of the indi- 
vidual worker, except for cash sickness benefits, 
theoretically there would be little difference when 
he is out of work because entitlement continues 
for him and for his family. In those countries 
which have cost sharing-the patient pays part 
of the cost of health care or the patient pays the 
bill and then is partially reimbursed by the sick- 
ness funds-unemployment insurance recipients 
who encounter difficulties in meeting health care 
expenses might be impelled to postpone all but 
essential treatment. 

From the overall point of view, government 
subsidies of health insurance benefits have un- 
doubtedly increased sharply as prolonged unem- 
ployment has continued. By’ making up for the 
lost premiums of unemployed workers, the gov- 
ernments have kept the health care systems in 
normal operation, largely unaffected by the re- 
cession. In a curious way the recession may even 
have reduced the cost of some of the social secu- 
rity systems. The jobless worker would no longer 
be eligible for the cash sickness payments, but 
would receive the lower (for most countries) un- 
employment insurance during periods when he 
is both iI and not working. 

Federal Grants to State and Local 
Governments, Fiscal Year 1974* 

During fiscal year 1974 the Federal Government 
disbursed $44.9 billion in grants’ to other levels of 

* Prepared by Sophie R. Dales, Division of Retirement 
and Survivor Studies, Of&e of Research and Statistics. 

‘Grants data in the accompanying tables are limited 
to grants for cooperative Federal-State or Federal-local 
programs administered at the State or local level and 
to those programs in which the bulk of the funds is 
channeled through agencies of State and local govern- 
ments. A fuller definition will be found in Sophie R. 
Dales, “Federal Grants to State and Local Governments, 
Fiscal Year 1973,” Social Becuri@ Butletin, October 1974. 
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government, $1.8 billion or 4 percent more than 
the grants of 1973. Culminating a decade of an- 
nually increasing percentages in the high teens 
and twenties (except for two increases of 9 per- 
cent each in fiscal years 1965 and 1969), the, 1974 
growth can be regarded as a very modest rise. 

Of the 1974 total, 63 percent ($28.2 billion) 
went for programs of a social welfare nature, 14 
percent for general revenue sharing, and 10 percent 
for highway construction, safety, and beautifica- 
tion. The fiscal year 1973 division was similar: 62 
percent for social welfare; 15 percent, revenue 
sharing; 11 percent, highways. In both years pro- 
grams dealing with urban affairs, agriculture and 
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TABLE 1 .-Federal grants: Total to State and local government@, by purpose, fiscal years 1930-74 
[Amounts in millions] 

Fiscal 
Ye= 

ReVenue Total 
1 sharing 

II - 

1963 ____ _ _ _ - _ - - - - - - - - -. 
1964. ___ _ - - _ _ _ - _ _ _ - -. _. 
1966 -_-_ _ _ _ - -_ _ _ _- _- - -. 
1966........-.......... 
1967 _____. _________---. 
1968 --__ _ _ _ - - - - - - - _ - - - . 
1969--. _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - -. 
1970 ___-__- _ -_--------. 
1971___- ___ _-_---- -- --. 
197? ___- ---------- _ ---. 
1973..-....-....-..---. 
1974 ___________-------. 

$100 _ _ _ _ _- - _ - 
;p4 ::::-- _-_ 

__--- 
190 _-__-_ _-- 

1,803 _______-- 
2.197 _________ 
1,016 __-__---- 

818 __--_-_-- 
790 _ - - - _- _ - - 

1.031 __------- 
967 _ - _ _ _ _ _- - 

916 

% 
983 
917 

zz 
2:96x7 

.2E 
p$ 

6:316 
6,838 
6,921 
7.703 

i% 
IO:630 
12.619 
14,820 
18.168 
19,766 
23,676 
29,214 
36.203 
43.121 
44,902 

ii 
24 

4.82s 
6,352 

;fii 
9:84s 

12,449 
13,602 
16,546 
21,067 
g.g; 

28:156 

Public 
5asistancc 

Social welfare I I 

i moun 

.______ _--__-- _------ ___---- _------ _------ :z 
216 

z: 

330 

“39’: 
40s 
410 
489 

i% 

1.z 
1,186 

:,z 
I:438 
1,427 
1.456 

:%i 
1:966 
2,om 

;::38: 

g$$ 

3:059 

2E 
a:319 
6,280 
7,446 

‘emcnt 
of all 
grants 

.-__---. ._-----. ._____-. _ _ _ _ _ -. ,-____ -. 

:i : 
39 9 
41 2 
447 
62 0 
39 6 
4s 4 

!iE 
62.6 

iii 

2: 

iti 
37 4 
31 1 
301 
31 3 
21 6 

32 8 
30 1 

iii 
28 2 

;i 

33 0 

i: : 
282 

Hlghways 
Education ECO- 

nom*c ~~~1~ 
oppor- 

Health 
Percent 

tunity la$z$ 
and 

Amount of all msn- welfare Amount Poe;Tl?t 
grants power grants 

-------. 

(9 $76 
_ _ _ - _ - _ - - % 

21 8 ___ _ __ ___ 
13 1 _ ____ __-_ ‘: 164 :i i 

_ _ _ - _ - _ - - 11 3 _-_ ____-_ 87 1 
__------- 2 12 3 ___--__.- ; :ii 
-_------- 

% 
12 _.* -_.___ 

! 
222 fi i 

-_-__---- 1 2 --__- _.-- 12 6 

E 
37 3 7 _ - _ - -_ _ - - ET! 

ii 
4 6 _ ________ ii zl 

:i 
6 1 __ _ _ ___ __ 2: 

2 
4 8 ___ _ __ _ _ _ 1:: 

:: 
:i i 

22 s 2 --_- ---- - 187 17 0 

26 113 12 3 --__-_--- 166 171 

isi 

161 16 3 _________ 139 :t : 
171 17 2 --_____-_ 17 6 

:Ei 
13 8 _________ 9:: 

;tj 
14 7 

79 11 3 --__-_-_. 87 9s 

ii 
68 6 8 _____ ____ :ii 

g 
4 2 _-_. _ _. _ _ 

6676 
7 6 _ __ _ __ _ _ _ iii 

1:; 1: ! 
318 20 2 

4 2 - -_ - -_. - - 410 22 3 
123 
174 ii 

3 7 ____-___ _ 5% 19 4 
4 1 -_-_ _-___ 350 i-iii 17 8 

187 6 7 _ _ _ _ __. _ _ 420 18 0 
173 5; 9 4 - - _ _ _-. _ _ 

E 
617 

:i: 
8 4 _ __ _ __ _ _ _ 

Et 
2 i 

E”B 
9 6 _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ 19 3 

:“8 
8 0 _ __ _ __ __ _ ti: 

22 
7 1 - __ _ _- _ _ _ 

ii! 

c i: : 
176 6 4 ______ ___ 1,619 
211 

iif 
6 0 _______ __ 2,614 “4: : 

214 6 5 _ ________ 896 2,942 43 0 

% :: 
6 6 _____ ____ 

::E 
2,623 

6 4 - -_ - __ - _ _ 2,783 ii!: 

ii; isi 
67 332; 912 

f2 ii 
1,094 2E i! i 

iti 
627 1,033 4:018 37’8 

1,590 12 7 1,131 1,016 3,975 
2,370 16 0 1,610 1,264 4.022 ;: f 

823 2,719 1s 0 2,050 
:%t 

4,197 23 1 

1,E i:E 
13 s 
12 8 2% 

2:989 
2: 476 

4.162 21 1 
4,392 18 6 

914 
2% 

12 1 3,986 4,669 1s 9 

4:348 :Fl f 
3,462 4.568 4,677 13 3 
3,636 6,636 4,724 11 0 

4,059 so 3,594 6,697 4,617 10 1 

All 
other 

1 On checks-issued basis, or adjusted to that basis, for most programs 
Includes small amounts of adjustments and undistributed sums, and grants 
under a few programs to American Samoa, Canal Zone, Guam, and the Trust 
Territory of the Paciiic Islands. For a hst of programs inleach grants group, 
888 Anneal Slalratacol Supplement, 1978 to Socral Stmrtiy Bullctm, page 64 or 
Socfaf Securtiy Bull&in, October 1974, pages 34-36. Subsequent additions of 
new programs or of programs newly listed separately by the U.S. Treasury 
source, as well BS programs terminated, consolidated reporting of former 
separate listings, corrections, and other changes follow. Public assitiance 
Terminated were old-age assistance, 1936-74; ald to the blind, 1936-74, and 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled, 1951-74 Health Patient care 
1970 and 1972 to date Education Equal education opportunity, 1966-72; and 
manpower development institutional training, 1969-73. Economfc opportunW 
and nzanpozocr Comprehensive Manpower Act activltlea, 1974, consolida- 

natural resources, and a host of miscellaneous 
areas comprised the remaining 12-13 percent. 

In 19’72, ‘the last year before general revenue 
sharing was introduced, social welfare grants con- 
stituted 75 percent of all Federal grants to the 
States and localities; highways, 13 percent; and 
the three smaller groups together, 12 percent. 
Table 1 shows the amounts granted in each year 
back to fiscal year 1930, by purpose, and the pro- 
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tlonof programs formerly reported separately includes Neighborhood Youth 
Corps, 1965-73,institutional trainfng (listed undereducationgrants, 1969-73), 
concentrated employment, 1971-73, Operation Mainstream, 1971-73, public 
service careers, 1971-73, and the jobs optional, cooperatlve area manpower 
planning, and manpower training services programs included, under man- 
power development and related programs, lY63-73 Mtacelhncous social wel- 
fare Drug abuse preventIon, 1974, as each started. Miecellaneo~ Coastal zone 
management, and mines and minerals, 1974, and US. Travel Service, 
1972 to date 

x Promotion of welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy, 39,562 
Eource Annual Report o/the Secretart/ of the ‘I rcaaury Combined Stotemenl of 

Rccetpts, Ezpendtturea and Balances of the Untted Staled Qooemmmt. and 
agency reports. Beglnnlng with 1969 data, Department of the Treasury, 
Fe&ml Aid to Statea, Fiscal Year. . . . 

portion of all grants represented by each of ;the 
major grants groups. A State distribution of the 
1974 grants is seen in table 2, with the States 
ranked according to average per capita personal 
income receipt in the immediately preceding 3 
years. 

Within the major social welfare grouping of 
$28.2 billion are the grants for public.assistance, 
health, education, economic opportunity and man- 
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power, and for a miscellany of other social welfare 
programs. An additional $2.1 billion, at least, was 
spent for identifiable social welfare purposes from 
general revenue sharing funds during the fiscal 
year: $1.4 billion for education, $477 million for 
health, and $262 million for social services for 
the poor or aged. A glance at table 3, which sum- 
marizes data from the fiscal year 1973 and 1974 
Actual Use Reports of revenue sharing funds, 
shows other revenue sharing categories that prob- 
ably account for additional social welfare expendi- 
tures, but not on a separable basis. 

The Office of Revenue Sharing, itself, cau- 
tioned that these categories “ . . . are inadequate 
to describe the broad range of services encom- 
passed. For example, expenditures for environ- 
mental protection, such as better sanitary waste 
disposal facilities may represent a measurable 
community health benefit. Some governments may 
report an expenditure for mini-bus services as a 
social service for the aged or poor, others may 
report it as a public transportation expenditure, 
and in a third jurisdiction it may be categorized 
as a health program.” * 

As the State and local governments have 24 
months after the end of each entitlement period 
to appropriate, obligate, or use general revenue 
sharing receipts, the total amounts they reported 
as “used’‘-$2.8 billion for 1973 and $6.7 billion 
for 1974-do not coincide with the amounts actu- 
ally paid out to them-$6.6 billion in 1973 and 
$6.1 billion in 1974. The percentage distribution 
of the amounts accounted for, nonetheless, shows 
that roughly one-third of each year’s total was 
spent for identifiable social welfare purposes. In 
1974 education expenditures from revenue sharing 
slipped from first to second place among all uses 
as public safety rose from second to first priority; 
health expenditures and those for social services 
for the poor or aged each advanced one position, 
the former to sixth place in the 1974 ranking and 
the latter to eighth out of the 15 use categories. 

With revenue sharing excluded from both years’ 
totals, 1974 grants for the older ongoing pro- 
grams increased 6 percent from those of 1973 to 
a total of $38.8 billion. Not all the grants groups 
shared the rise. 

Public assistance grants rose nearly 7 percent 

‘Department of the Treasury, Office of Revenue Shar- 
ing, General Revenue Sharing: Reported Uses, 197%1974, 
February 1975. 

after a g-percent drop in 1973, but at $12.7 billion 
they were still 3 percent below their 1972 level. 
The fiscal year 1974 increase of $0.8 billion took 
place even though, for half the year, public as- 
sistance grants for adult categories were replaced 
by the new Federal supplemental security income 
(SSI) program. Largely responsible for the in- 
crease was the medical assistance (Medicaid) pro- 
gram that continued to be administered as a public 
assistance grant. Payments of $5.8 billion were 
disbursed under Medicaid in fiscal year 1974, 
compared with $4.6 billion in fiscal year 1973. In 
addition, cash assistance payments only dropped 
from $5.7 billion in fiscal year 1973 to $5.4 billion 
in fiscal year 1974 because the sole grants-fi- 
nanced cash payments public assistance program 
after January 1, 1974-aid to families with de- 
pendent children- showed a substantial increase 
in both number of recipients and total payments 
for 1974. 

Grants for miscellaneous social welfare pro- 
grams were up 17 percent in 1974, largely as a 
result of expansion in two areas: A 29-percent 
($618 million) increase in the Federal share of 
the food stamp program brought that program up 
to $2.8 billion and a 23-percent ($150 million) rise 
in vocational rehabilitation services brought that 
program to $815 million. Health grants rose 15 
percent in 1974 to $1.2 billion, the largest increase 
since the 20-percent increase of 1970 that was 
followed immediately by a 12-percent decrease and 
then by two annual increases of 8 percent each. 

Decreases were registered for two of the social 
welfare grants groups. Grants for education were 
down 7 percent to $4.1 billion despite significant 
rises in some of the education grants programs. 
Together, the major programs of elementary, 
secondary, and higher education activities lost 
more than 13 percent ($264 miIlion) from their 
1973 level. Economic opportunity and manpower 
grants were also reduced-by only 1 percent-but 
in a $3.6 billion set of programs this tiny per- 
centage represents a $41 million loss in 1974. 

Highway grants continued their long-range de- 
cline in the grants picture. Their $4.5 billion in 
1974 represented an absolute d&&ease of $207 
million from 1973, and a l-percentage-point 
decrease in proportion of total grants. 

Four new grants programs were added to the 
series duiing the fiscal year. The National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration began a” pro- 
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TABLE 2.-Federal grade to State and local governmentn, 

[Amount3 in 

Boois welfare 
- 

Publfa assistance Health Total Stake ranked by 1971-73 
everage per capita 

personal income 
All 

grants 1 

C”iY 
grants 

Amount Amount 
.- 

.& 

’ 

: 

: 

I 

Total ‘- ________-_________-----------.------. 

Unlted States a------.--.-----------------.---. 

M,Q91,987 ~6,106,96f 

27,766,2M 62.1 

129,673 
26,369 

:Yg: 

l,Ss86,8Sl 

xii 
27:418 
67,623 

166.171 
211.326 
17,236 
36,394 

113,974 
37,841 
Q9,86Q 
68,661 

140.088 

212,371 
L&6.0$ 

y&6$ 

‘1Ss:llx 
lS2,7S4 
474,361 

491,782 
77,343 

“3.;;; 

96:927 

7.340,088 
1,36;.4$ 

99:774 
38&29; 

ixz 
139: 661 
;lp; 

S97: 677 

3E 
1993339 

%% 
316:491 
466,399 

12,697,373 

‘%t: 
161:471 

78,333 
166.234 
72,797 

210.658 
t$ls; 

178:787 
110,191 
131,999 

&4,446,091 

32,4&3,878 

ET% 
462:23A 

y;*w& 

1:11s:oQQ 
297,699 
S93,341 
970,469 
177,162 
149,807 
269,OI 

%% 
e19:403 
678,187 
938,380 
316,111 
S&J,007 
317,921 

High-inwme group ____________________--....---. 
District of Columbia __.____._______-._______ - -... 
~en&l~ecmytt. __ __ _. _* _ -- - _ * _ __ _ _ ._ __ _- __ -- ---__- --. 

_________.._-__----.--------..-.-----.-. 
Alaska.-. _. _____. . . .___ ______._.____.__ ___ .__ __._. 
New York ___.______________._---..-------...-.---. 
~e~a~~----------------------------.--.----.----. 

________________-_-----------.-----.--.---. 
Illinois ____________________---------.--------..---. 
IhWdl______.__.____. .--___.____-__-_-___---. -. .-. 
California.. ._________________-_----.------.--.---. 
Meryland ____________________-------------.---. ._. 
Mlahfgan ________________________________________-. 
Massachusetts _________.._.__...__---.-..---..--.-. 
Washington ____._______________-----------.-. ._._. 
KSnSsS..... _...._______-__.---_------------------. 
Ohio _______.____.______..-----------..----..--..-. 
Colorado............----.------------------------. 

Middle-income group __________._________-------. 
PennsylvanIa ____________.__ ____. _____._ ______ ____. 
Nebraska ______. . ._ ___ __._.____ _______._______ ._ __. 
Rhode Island _____._..___.___..__--.-------.------. 
pysota ______________._____.--.----------------. 

___________________.____________________-----. 
;FdrA$i _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . 

_____.__________..__------.---------------. 
North Dbkkotn _..________________..----.----------. 

__________-_. 
~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::. 
Oregon ________________________________________---. 
Wisconsin __________ _______.____-_-_-_-____________ 
;;,;;;mpshire ___________________---------------. 

___.________________--.-.---.-----.-.---.-- 
____..__.___. 

~~~~~~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::-----.--.---. 

Low-income urnuP __._______..___________________ 

Georgia.-.. ~“th Dekot; :-:-..-~~~..~~‘ 1ssm .m_.___._e_w. 
.._.____________.___.------.----. 

Oklahoma __.____..._._______-.--.--.-.-----.-----. 
For&h Carolina ._..________________-.-.-.-----.---. 

__-._.__.______-__..-----.-------.--.-------- 
Vermont ____ _____. ._ ._______-___.--_______________ 
Utah- ___.________..___.__.---.---.--.--------.-.-. 
Tennessee.. ________ ____ _ _.___._____.__..--_------. 
Maine... ..__._____________..-.---.----.--.-------- 
Kentucky... ._._.__.___.__.._.-_---------.-----.-- 
West Virginia-. . ._ .____. _____ __ __________.___ .___. 
Louislani _.______.._.________------------------.-- 
New Merino _____._.__._.._..____________ ----.---.. 
&uth Carolina _______._._.____._._-.-----.-------- 
Alabama _.._.__._________.__......-.-----..-..---- 
Arkansas. _ __.__.___________.__-..------.---------- 
Misslsaippl______________.__.. .____. ._.______. ---w. 

Outlying areas: 
Puerto Rica ___________.._.__.___________________ 
Virgin Islands. _.___...._.____..___-----------.-- 
Other territories...... ______._____-.---_----.-.-. 

* For Hst of programs in each grants group, see &cfaf &curly Bulletin, 
Oatober 1974, pages 34-36, and footnote 1, table 1. 

#Includes (not listed separately) small amounts undistributed, adjust- 

menta to checks-Issued basis, and grants under a few programs t0 American 
&&;; the Canal Zone, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific 

gram of coastal zone management grants in 27 by the Drug Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 
States and Puerto Rico with initial year outlays 1972 (Public Law 92-255) and ‘was scheduled for 
of $2.4 million. Grants of $6.1 million were made statutory termination in June 1975 because a 
in 24 States by the Special Action Office for Drug “. . . separate agency for drug abuse prevention 
Abuse Prevention, part of the Executive Office of in the Executive Office . . . is no longer necessary 
the President. This special office was established since the major policy and coordination issues in 

I I 
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- 
“*‘fgg 

07:014 
183,B(M 
lb.370 

4$;;: 

lb:O2iT 
“bg 

b4bh3 
119,809 
186,148 
112.721 

14 7 
,- 

14 b 
.- 

12 2 
13 6 
10 1 

% 

1: : 
12 1 

:“2 f 
11 8 
16 0 
10 2 
10 2 

$2,381,361 %3bOo,9b6 Total. 
-- 

2,3bV,b72 346,820 3,369,2Ob 1 United States. 

1,848,929 
lb,998 
49,419 

115,471 
77,407 

233.;;; 

321432 
207,647 
40. b4b 

3;g,;;B” 

175:3&a 
86.095 

1,242,499 
35,398 

‘ix: 
4:061 

“‘;.rQ!J 
1:478 

.- 
111,444 

989 
4,721 

%x3 
13:684 

1,1316,709 
28,863 
88,307 

O! I 93,187 New Jersey. 
a’ -2,150 Alaska. 

3,752 New York. 

E*E 
IllinoIS 
Hswail 
Cellfornia 

EPd ’ 
MfiS.3 

Iigan. 
acbusotts 

10 4 _ _ _ . _. -~’ 103,018 ii 3 107,131 3,866 68.366 Washington 
84 38.270 8,bO2 21,874 Kansas 

:*i 326,446 62,467 149,817 41,030 Ohlo. Colorado 

77 1.414.122 14 0 1.292.882 12 8 637,bb4 97,759 771,981 Middle-income group 

amount and percent of total grants, by purpose, fiscal year 1974 

thousandal 

sooial welf-ontfrwd 
, 

Education 
Economic 

opportunity and 
manpower 

Highways 

Urban Agricul- Miscel- States ranked by lV71-73 
AR&S %“*:f 

1aneous average cr capita 
P persons inwme 

ESJUIW8 

9 0 $2.,bQ484.11 
V-P 

90 8,W7,474 
--- 

---,-- eO.bQl 

MO. 8711 

___, -- !i% 

lab: 86,237 161 

779.4QO - -- . -. - 
%~~ 
19:208 
6$;;; 

123:134 
62, bl9 
lb,7b7 

247.6W 
101,732 
19.666 

122,363 
142.838 

~Eti 
14:317 
tl6,035 

7,420 
19,494 

‘::% 
la:363 
26,489 

12 6 
13 9 
13 6 
11 4 

if Ii 
14 4 
13 2 
13 9 

:: : 

i; 
16 7 

3 

:i ii 
18 1 
11 3 

:i f 

1% i 

E: 

:: : 
26 7 
21 0 
27 9 
20 6 
21 8 

‘212;lb8 

%~ 
111:631 
49,676 

180,47b 

2E 
142:6b9 
1;;,;;; 

69 : 879 
21,924 
74,315 
y7; 

99,422 
3p; 

;:g 

62:310 
75,916 
27,231 
‘19,027 

p7& 

45:331 

%z 
32:4m 

12 9 
11 1 

:i i 
16 7 
16 2 
1.3 2 
13 2 

1: s” 
17 7 

iti 

11 5 

‘8” 9” 

‘“? .i 

2s 
16 8 

‘g” ; 

E 
31 3 
12 8 
14 4 

1; “5 
70 

~enm&anla 

&hodeetFd. 

1OW8 . 
Florida. 

I,_._ Indiana. 
0.471 North Dakota. 

Virginia 

i%Ei”- 

137,616 1 966,757 Low-Incame group 
Texas 

&%%akota. 
Oklahoma 

Kentucky 
West Vlminia. 
LouIslana 
New Mexico 
@outh Carolina. 
Alabama 
Arkansas __( -.- 

113,283 

Sb6.619 
::z 

ia i 

:B 144 : 

,a ii 146,693 21.6 ~f$%Q 62 1s;aoa 13;3w 49,199 Miwissippi. 

Outlying arens: 
19 7 348 8,924 26,631 Puerto Rico 

16 10 1 6 1yJg 6:073 25 20 4 6 ---___--.-__ ____________ __---- _._._ _ “.“. _--- ‘“% 6,108 “Jg 649 
a,600 Virgin Islands. 
2,2M Other territories 

I I 1 I 

*Includes small amounts undistributed, and adjustments to checks- Source. Department of the Treasury, Fe&ml Aid to Sfatcs, Fbcal Year 
l&sued basis. 1#74. 

drug abuse prevention have been resolved.” 3 Ele- 
ments of the program are to be continued through 
the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health 

Administration of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

In a new grants program instituted by the U.S. 
Travel Service of the Department of Commerce, 

8 Budget of the U.S. ffovewzment, FiscaE Year 1976, 
$444,880 of matching graks was disbursed in 19 

page 132. States for the program under Public Law 91-744 
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TABLE 3.-Revenue sharin 
merits, fiscal years 1974 an d 

: Actual uee by recipient govem- 
1973 

[Amounts In mUIons] 

Amount Percentage 
Categor 

tK 
(ranked by dze of dfstrlbutiol 

erpeu itures, all years)* - 
1 1974 

Total .____._____________. $6.716.4 
L 

Public safety ._.._.__.___.____ 
Eduoation-. ._._____ _________ 

1.684 9 

Pubflc trunsportatlon ._______ 
l,S81.5 

987.8 
oeneral govemment/multl- 

purpose. _ __ __ .- _ __ ._ ___ __ 
Environmental protection.... 
Health.. _ ___. _. . ___._________ !!!I 
Recreation and culture _______ 
Allotber uses................ fiz ! 
&oiel services for poor or 
Pin~n~~i’8h;;;it;islnriic;;l::::: 261 Q 

180 4 
Houaingkommunity devel- 

Libr~~~~~::::::::::::::::: iti : 
Economic development...... 87.8 
CorrectIon. . . . .._._.._.______ 
&ala1 development _..___.___ 

; ; 

- 
1973 
- 

100 

-ii 

f.i 

t 

% 

i 

: 
(9 

____ 
(‘1 

- 

- 
h’ Lank order 

- 
LQ74 
- 

1973 

1 Department of the Treasury, Oface of Revenue Sharing, Second Annual 
Report, 1976, F 

v 
re a, page 16. 

* Leaa than 0. percent. 
Source: Devld A. Caputo and Richard L, Cole Rcwnuc Mering: ?he 

I’M Adual Use &porls (prepared for 013~ of kevenue Bharlug); and 
Umeral Rmnw Sharing Reported Uses lQ78-lQ74 of came agency. 

to encourage travel in the United States by resi- 
dents of foreign countries. (Smaller amounts were 
also picked up for this program for 1972 and 
1973.) In the fourth new grants program, the 
Bureau of Mines of the Department of the In- 
terior paid out $4.0 million in 33 States for “mines 
and minerals” energy research. 

RELATION TO OTHER INDICATORS 

Federal grants in fiscal year 1974 were the 
equivalent of 4.2 percent of personal income re- 
ceived in the United States during calendar year 
1974-4.0 percent of income in the high-income 
States, 5.3 percent in the low-income States, but 
only 3.7 percent of income in the middle-income 
States. Although the year-to-year changes are 
fractional, the overall trend is upward: In fiscal 
year 1964 the grants represented only 2.1 percent 
of personal income for the country as a whole- 
1.6 percent in the high-income States, 2.1 percent 
in the middle group, and 3.5 percent in the low- 
income States. 

Comparison of the relationship of Federal 
grants to State and local general revenues from 
all sources (including the grants themselves) also 
discloses very small year-to-year differences but 
here, too, the trend continues upward. In table 4, 

the grants of fiscal year 1974 are compared with 
revenues of each State and its localities for the 
preceding fiscal year, the most recent revenue data 
available. These ratios will undoubtedly become 
somewhat smaller when 1974 revenues are avail- 
able for comparison with 1974 grants. Overall, 
grants from the Federal Government provide the 
States and localities with $23.40 of every $100 of 
these revenues. Compared with State and local 
general revenues from their own tax and other 
sources, the 1974 grants added $29.45 to each $100 
raised “at home ” . 

The shift toward greater Federal contributions 
to State and local income is and has been clear 
since shortly after World War II. What is rela- 
tively new is the acceleration of the rate of sup- 
plementation. In 1950, for every, $100 that the 
States and localities raised from their own sources 
the Federal Government added grants of $11.40. 
For each $100 raised in the States and localities 
in 1960, an additional $15.59 was added by’Federa1 
grants. In 1970 each State and local $100 was 
supplemented by $21.44 of these Federal funds, 
and by 1974 by $29.45. 

The level of governmental services dispensed 
under many of the federally assisted programs 
varies widely among the States-usually in direct 
relation to the average personal income within 
the State. Much more Federal grant money is 
required to maintain a lower level of services in 
the low-income States than is required for the 
higher level of services in the high-income States. 
The ratios of Federal grants to State and local 
general revenues for the United States and for 
the three income groups of States for the half 
decade 1970-1974 are shown below (each year’s 

Federal grenta ae percent of dlreot 

State Income group 
general revenwe 

IQ70 1871 1872 1978 1874 
----- 

United Btatee ._..__. E! 81 6 

ii; 
5H 
40-b 

grants in relation to the preceding year’s revenues 
for comparability with 1974). Despite slight an- 
nual fluctuations, the widest spread remains be- 
tween the high- and the low-income groups of 
States, and it is the heavy supplementation of 
the low-income group that pulls the national 
average well above both the other two groups. 

SOCIAL sEamm 



TABLE 4.-1974 Federal grants in relstion to pcreonal income, to State and local general revenues and direct general revenuee, 
and to populetion, by State 1 

Total grants 88 percent of- Per capita grants 

319 Z! 

19 21 

High- 
wwn 

Total 
state- 
10081 

general 
revenue 

fl8081 

15% 
-- 

State- 
100n1 
direct 

general 
wvenuef 

fiaoa1 

4% 

_______. 

29 1 

State@ ranked by 1971-73 
average per oaplta 
pemonul income 

EWllOUl 

0ppor- 
“;f;Y 

man- 
power 

$17.0: $23 91 

29 34 

All 
other Total 

$212 M 

213 M 

Health 

$8.8 

a a: 

Total ___s_.___________ 

United States ___________ 16 81 30 9; 

Outlying *re88* 
Puerto Rico ____..__........ 
Virgin Islanda _._._. .____.. . 
Other terrltorlea __...___.._. 

1 For list of programs in each grants group, 888 Soctrrl Security BuE&Bn, Source State and local revenue data from c7ooernmenl Nnancea fn 187678 
Oetaber 1974, pages W-36, and footnote 1, table 1. 

*Revenues 
of the Bureau of the Census. Per cepits. data 8re based on Bureau of the 

8 Revenuea t 
except trust revenue8 from 8118ource8. 
exoept trust revenue6 1 from own aouroea. 

Census estimates of the total population, excluding the Armed Forcrc 
overnens, na of July 1,197a. 
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