
#edera Grants to State and Local 
Governments, 1958-59 

by SOPHIE R. DALES* 

FEDERAL GRANTS to the States and localities 
in the fiscal year 1958-59 reached the unprece- 
dented level of $6.3 billion, about one-third more 
than the former record high of 1957-58 and 
nearly three and one-half times the annual 
amount granted a decade earlier. The 32-percent 
increase from 1958 to 1959 represents a rate of 
annual increase surpassed only twice in three 
decades of Federal monetary grants-in-aid to 
State and local governments: in 1933-34, when 
the several emergency public works grant pro- 
grams were introduced, and in 194647, when 
“normal” domestic spending was resumed after 
World War II. 

Federal grants first topped $1 billion in 1933- 
34; the $2 billion granted the next fiscal year re- 

ained the peak for 15 years, until 1949-50. 

“CI 

Ex- 
,t for 2 years in the latter half of the 1930’s, 

grants did not again total even $1 billion until 
194647 marked the beginning of an upward 
trend that has continued uninterrupted, although 
at varying pace, to the present. Table 1 shows 
the growth of Federal grants during tile past 
three decades in dollar amounts, and table 2 their 
distribution among the States in 1958-59. 

GRANTS DEFINED 

Grants-in-aid to the States and localities vary 
considerably in purpose and in financial charac- 
teristics. The term “grants,” as used here, is con- 
fined to grants for cooperative Federal-State or 
Federal-local programs administered at the State 
and/or local level and for those programs in 
which the bulk of the funds is channeled through 
agencies of State and local governments. Emer- 
gency grants and the value of grants-in-kind have 
been included when they conform to this defini- 
tion. Federal aid granted directly to individuals 

*Division of Program Research, Office of the Commis- 
r-ioner. 
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and private institutions and reimbursements to 
State and local governments for expenses in- 
curred by them as agents of the Federal Govern- 
ment in administering programs primarily na- 
tional in character have been excluded. Shared 
revenues have also been excluded. 

GROWTH OF GRANT PROGRAMS 

The growth in the dollar amount of total Fed- 
eral grants has resulted in some measure from 
the addition of new programs: There were 11 
grant programs in 1930, 27 by 1940, 41 by 1950, 
and 51 by 1959.l At least of equal importance as 
factors in this growth are the population expan- 
sion and monetary inflation. The first means 
that government services of all sorts must be sup- 
plied to more people, and the second means that 
it will cost progressively more to furnish even 
the same level of services to the same number of 
people. The population of the country and its 
dependencies is almost half again as large as it 
was in 1930, and inflation has cut the value of the 
dollar to almost half its 1930 purchasing power. 

Public Assistance 

Grants for public assistance payment,s and ad- 
ministration totaled $1,966 million in 1958-59. 
This sum represented an increase of $172 million 
or 10 percent from the 1957-58 total ; the increase 
from 1956-57 to 1957-58 was 15 percent. The 
grants for each of the four categorical assistance 

* The number of programs is considerably understated, 
especially in recent years, because the grant tables in 
the Treasury Department’s Annual Reports show the 
highway construction grant programs in consolidated 
form. Footnotes to those tables indicate that grants for 
several types of highway construction have been grouped 
by the reporting agencies. For the types of highways 
constructed or improved with the aid of Federal grants, 
see footnote 6, table 1, of this article. 
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programs and the percentage change from the 
preceding year are shown below for 1958-59 and 
the preceding year. 

Program 

Amount of Federal 
grants (in millions) Percentage change 

1953-59 1957-63 
1958-59 1957~b!3 from from 

1967-68 1956-57 
--~ 

OAA. _ __________________ 

ADC ____________________ a,g $‘m& 

5.1 11.0 

15.8 APTD __________________ 153 1% 21.6 x 
AB ______________________ 48 45 7.1 1o:o 

Part of the reason for the lower rate of increase 
in 1958-59 lies in the 1956 amendments to the 
Social Security Act that raised the Federal share 
of individual public assistance payments. The 
new formula was in effect during only 3 quarters 
of 1956-57. Comparison of that year with the 
following year-a full fiscal year of operation 
under the increased Federal share-yielded a 
higher percentage increase than did comparison 
of 1957-58 with 1958-59, both full years under 
the new formula. 

Of the four categorical assistance programs, 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled expe- 
rienced the largest relative increase (22 percent) 
from the preceding fiscal year. The rise is at- 
tributable to the continued expansion of this new- 
est assistance program (established in October 
1950) in the same jurisdictions in which it oper- 
ated during 1957-58. At the end of 1958-59, five 
States (Alaska, Arizona, Indiana, Iowa, and Ne- 
vada) still had no federally approved plan and 
received no Federal aid, nor had Guam-to which 
the public assistance provisions of the Social Se- 
curity Act were extended by the 1958 amend- 
ments.* 

The second largest relative increase, 16 percent, 
occurred in aid to dependent children. This pro- 
gram is the most sensitive of the four to changes 
in economic conditions. The 25-percent increase 
in 1957-58 was attributable largely to the reces- 
sion, the effects of which were still being mirrored 
in the 1958-59 figures. 

During the entire period under review there 
has been a shift in the distribution of Federal 

2A plan for Iowa was approved in 195940, and the 
State began to receive Federal grants in January 1960. 
A plan for Guam was approved (for this and the other 
categorical assistance programs) and the first grants 
were authorized for July 1960. 

4 

grants among the public assistance progra 
themselves. Public assistance grants are op B 
end-that is, there is no specific limit on the 
amount authorized in the Social Security Act 
or its amendments, and the Federal Government 
has obligated itself to advance or reimburse a 
stated basic portion of State expenditures for 
each of the categorical assistance recipients. The 
rise or fall of Federal grants for each program 
therefore offers a general reflection of the growth 
or decline of the respective programs throughout 
the country. 

In 1935-36, the first year of grants under the 
Act, grants for old-age assistance accounted for 
87 percent of all public assistance grants and aid 
to dependent children for 9 percent. Aid to the 
blind constituted 4 percent of the total the first 
year, 3 percent the second, and between 2 percent 
and 3 percent annually thereafter. Except for 
2 years during World War II, the old-age assist- 
ance program has received a gradually declining 
proportion of all public assistance grants and the 
aid to dependent children program a gradually 
increasing proportion. By 1950-51 grants for 
old-age assistance composed 70 percent, those for 
aid to dependent children 27 percent, and the fi - Q grants for aid to the permanently and totally d 
abled 1.5 percent of all public assistance grants. 
By 1958-59, old-age assistance grants had dropped 
to 58 percent, grants for aid to dependent chil- 
dren had advanced to 32 percent, and grants for 
aid to the permanently and totally disabled had 
risen to 8 percent of the $2.0 billion distributed 
for public assistance during the year. 

The reason for the upswing in children’s aid 
at what may look like the expense of the needy 
aged is not that Government has switched atten- 
tion from people at the end of the life span to 
those at its beginning-quite the contrary. The 
reason is that, as a larger proportion of the aged 
become eligible for old-age and survivors insur- 
ance benefits, there is a correspondingly smaller 
call on the old-age assistance program, especially 
in extended periods of general prosperity. This 
conclusion is borne out by the fact that, although 
the number of persons in the country aged 65 
and over has increased over the decades, the num- 
ber of old-age assistance recipients has decreased. 
The decline has occurred even though, in many 
States, as recipients of aid to the permanently 
and totally disabled reach old age they are trans- 
ferred from that program to old-age assistance. 
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The rise in the proportion of the total repre- not rising at the same rate as those of normal 
nted by grants for aid to dependent children families. 

results from several factors : a general population Another shift has taken place among the grant 
growth, marked by proportionately more chil- programs, one possibly of more importance be- 
dren ; a general increase in marriage rates and cause of its implications for social welfare financ- 
also in divorce, separation, and illegitimacy rates ; ing. Ever since the beginning of World War II, 
and a higher remarriage rate with an accom- grants for public assistance have been the largest 
panying rise in the number of breadwinners sup- made by the Federal Government for any one 
porting or trying to support two families. In purpose. Second in order of dollar magnitude 
addition, incomes of mother-headed families are for most of that period have been the regular and 

TABLE l.--Federal grants to State and local governments, amount and percent of total grants by purpose, fiscal years 1939-30 through 

1958-59 
[I” thousands] 

Public 
Employment Other 

security Health welfare Education 5 Highway 
assistance * administration f services J All other ’ 

Fiscal year Total 
services 4 construction a 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 
pp-___---------- 

1929-30...--- 
1930-31.-w- 
1931-32...--- 
1932-33-w-m 
1933-34-e--_- 
1934-35.-.--e 
1935-36...-_- 
193637...--- 
193738...--- 
193839..---- 
193+40....-- 
1940-41...~_. 
1941-42....-- 
194243...-_- 

P- ~I~~:::::: 

Q 5-46...-.- 
r046-47...-.-I 
194748...---/ 
19484Y.....-! 
1949-50....-- 
1950-51...--- 
1951~52x--I 
1952-53...-.-! 
1953-54...-.-i 
1954-55 . .._._. 
1955-56...-.-1 
1956-57...-.-’ 
1957-58.-v-j 
1958~59...+ 

$lOO,499/ _____ ----_ ________ 
180,282 _____ --_-- ._._._-_. 
213,879 _-_-_._--_ ._._.___. 
190,052 _-___._--_ ____.___ 

1,802.703 _--- __._ -_ ________ 
2,196,577 __-_._--._I ________ 
1,014,656 

E% 
2.8 

818.434 17.6 
790,392 216:074 

1,030,576 246,RY8 Z:i 
967,005 271,131 28.0 

2,2AO,l27i 1,185,764 
2,32G,YY8 1,177,688 50.6 
2,756,X29 1,329,933 48.2 
2 956 155 1 437 516 
3:OY3:925 1:426:599, 

48.6 
46.1 

3,438,225 1,455,275 42.3 
3.938.Oll5 1,556,422 39.6 
4,7Yl,R32 1,794.6X7 37.5 
6,313,134 1,966,3Y4 31.1 

_ _ _ - - - -. _ 
_ _ _ _ - -. _ 

$616 
1,257 
3,068 

11,484 
45,839 
62,858 

118,852 
65,632 
74,034 
39,800 
35,229 
33,730 
54,547, 
99,252 

157,744 
161,138 
214,5Zi 
175,642 
183,157, 
197,537 
200,136 
188, X98’ 
260,347 
319,511 
324,133 
297,261, 

_ - _. _. _ $10 (8) 
-_----_ ________-- ________ 
___-_-________-_- _--_____ 
__--_-_ __________ _-.___._ 

?3.1 :::::::::I :::::::: 

1:: 12,758! 4,389! 0.4 1.6 
5.8 
6.1 

12.4 
7.2 
8.0 2Y,057, 3.1 
4.0 30,396 3.1 

s;, 2;; 
1:672 
1,710 
1,382 
1,516 

34,117 
24,489 
39,655 
71,493 
67,581 
90,255 
64,947 
54,518 
64,109 
73,978 
78,233 

460,934, 
171,888 
129,125 
183,553 
171,707 
147,143 
200,522 
308,312 
3R9,254 
488,281 
525,288 
489 275 
se;:330 

1.3 
.8 y$ 

2 
l&907 
19,058 

:: 
18,076 
21,302 

3.4 31,937 
3.0 32,044 
5.0 41,877 
6.9 43,233 
7.0 43,595 
9.9 105,978 
7.0 144,361 
5.5 183,812 
6.5 128,832 
8.1 96,414 
9.3 50,633 

29.8 57,600 
10.9 113,255 
7.0 68,988 
8.3 69,861 
7.6 80,265 

143,503’ 
,ik; 2?6,6?1/ 

11.9 
;gpg; 

14.2 252 : 086 
13.4 253,562 
10.2 283,693 
9.5 350,979 

17.6 $75,881 
10.7 153,637 
9.3 186,280 

10.0 163,398 
1.0 221,715 
1.0 274,668 
3.1 224,073 
3.9 340,717 
5.3 247,024 
4.2 191,572 
4.5 164,517 

ll.F 171,042 
15.6 157,911 
16.5 174,323 
13.1 144,120 
10.5 87,429 

6.0 74,529 

;;; ~~~:~~~ 

3.2 4281780 
3.6 400,050 
6.2 420,135 
8.9 517,311 
8.0 538,4Y6 
9.0 596,6YY 
7.3 739,997 
6.4 954,733 
5.9 1,518.520 
5.6 2,613,897’ 

75.5 
85.2 FE 
87.1 6:020 
86.0 5,885 
12.3 1,560,914 
12.5 1,897,833 
22.1 688,649 
41.6 253,007 
31.3 184,494 
18.6 399,7fi8 
17.0 278,456 
18.7 126,737 
17.0 81,342 
17.6 132,739 
14.7 145,246 

9.5 136,974 
8.8 75 ) 479 

12.8 55,371 
20.2 40,383 
22.4 71,353 
19.4 64,049 
17.8 62,358 
18.1 68,011 
18.8 
18.21 

92,025 
Y6,231 

19.31 115 442 
21.51 109:073 
24.3’ 159,240 
31.7 188,915 
41.4 239,9+2 

36:: 
2.8 
3.1 

86.6 
86.4 
67.9 

2: 
38.8 
28.8 
13.8 

8.8 
13.4 
14.8 
14.9 

8.9 
3.6 
2.6 
3.9 

2 
2.9 
3.3 
3.3 
3.7 
3.2 
4.0 
3.9 
3.8 

and local preparation for White 11ouse Conference 0 ‘cl Education. 1954-55; 
librarv arrvices. 195Fr57 to date: defense education activit&?s. 1958-59. 

6 Cooperative’ construction oi rural post roads, 1929-30 to i939-40; Federal- 
aid highwvays. including regular and emergency. prewar and postwar. and 
trnst fund activities. restowtion of roads and bridges, flood relief, secondary 
and feeder roads, grade-crossing elimination, 1930-31 to date; Notional In- 
dustrial Recovery Act highway activities, 1933-34 to 1943-44, 1946-47 to 1948- 
4Y, and 1950-5l;~Emerg&y Relief Appropriation Acts activities, 1935-36 
to 1943-44 and 194647 to 1951-52; aoccss roads, flight strips, strategic highway 
network. and swveys and plans, 194112 to 1956-57 and 1958-59; public land 
hirhways, lY42-43 to detr; payment of claims. 1945-46 to 1951-52; ww and 
emergency damage in IIswaii. 1947-48 to 1955-56; reimbursement of District 
of Colmnbia highw-ay fund, 1954-55 and 1957-58; and forest highways. 1957- 
58 to date. 

7 Agricultwal experiment stations rind forestry cooperation, including 
water-shed protection and flood prevention, 192930 to date; Civil Works 
-4dministration, 1933-34; Federal Emergency Relief Admimstratio”, from 
1933-34 to 1937-38; Federal Emergency Sdministration of Public Works, 
from 1933-34 to 1939-40; Reclamation Service (emergency), 1935-36; wildlife 
restoration, 1938-39 to date; Public Works Administration and liquidation 
thereof. from 1941-42 to 1949-50; wilr public works, from 1941-42 to 1043-44; 
sunlJy and distribution of farm labor, from 1942-43 to 194-Q; community 
facilities. from 1944-45 to 1955.56; public works advance planning. from 
194Fr47 to 1948-49: cooperative projects in marketing, 1948-49 to date: Fed- 
eral sirnort “rooram. 1047-48 to date: disaster. drowht and other emw- 
gency rklicf, ‘1948-49 io dntc; civil &f&se. 1951152 to &te; slum~~&?ara”ce 
and urban redevelopment, from 1952-53 to 1954-55; urban planning, “r- 
bnn renewal, lY55-56 to data;a”d National Scicnoe Foundation facilities and 
installations. beginning 1957-58. 

p Less than 0.05 DCK!ent. 

Source: AnnuolReports of the Secretary of the Treasury, and the Combined 
Statement of Receipts, Expenditure8 and Balances oj the United States Gooern- 
merit. Orants for the school lunch program from 1939-40 to 1942-43 and for the 
removal of surplus agricultural commodities from” 1935-36 to 194647, 5s re- 
ported by the Department of Agriculture. 

BULLETIN, JULY 1960 5 



emergency grants for highway construction ad- cent. Public assistance grants accounted for 3 
ministered by the Bureau of Public Roads, De- percent of all Federal grants in 1957-58 an a 
partment of Commerce. All through the fifties highway grants for 32 percent, but in 1958-59 
the gap between assistance grants and highway highway grants represented more than 41 percent 
grants has been narrowing, and by 1957-58 high- of all grants and public assistance grants had de- 
way grants were within 15 percent of public as- clined to 31 percent of the total (table 1). High- 
sistance grants. In 1958-59, grants for highway way grants have been separated from “all other” 
construction not only caught up with but out- grants and are given in a separate column in all 
stripped grants for public assistance by 33 per- tables showing grants by purpose. 

TABLE 2.-Federal grants to State and local governments, by State and purpose,lj%cal year 1968-59 

IIn thousands] 

States ranked by 1956-58 average 
per capita personal Income 

Total 

TotaIr.. ________________________________________----- $6,313,134 

United States ’ ______________________________________ 6,253,623 

High-income group ____________________________________ 2, 
Delaware ____________________---------------------------- 
Connecticut ________________________________________----- 
Alaska.. ________________________________________--------- 
District of Columbia ____________________________________ 
California. _ ________________________________________----- 
New York..-.-.---------.------------------------------- 
New Jersey-----._-.-.--.-------------------------------- 
Nevada ________________________________________---------- 
Illinois-----------.-------------------------------------- 
Msssachusetts---.-.------------------------------------- 
Ohio ________________________________________------------- 
Maryland ________________________________________-------- 
Michigan.----..---.------------------------------------- 
Washin ton.. ________________________________________---- 

K Pennsy vama _____________________________________ _______ 
Wyoming ________________________________________-------- 

Middle-income group __________________________________ 
Indiana--. ________________________________________------ 
Colorado ________________________________________-------- 
Oregon-----.-------------------------------------------- 
Rhode Island ________________________________________---- 
Missouri ________________________________________--------- 
Wisconsin.-.--.---------~-~--~~-~---~-~-~--------------- 
Montana ________________________________________--------- 
Arizona ________________________________________---------- 
Kansas ________________________________________---------- 
Minnesota. ________________________________________------ 
New Hampshire ________________________________________- 
Florida ________________________________________---------- 
Iowa...---.--------------------------------------------- 
Nebraska ________________________________________-------- 
Texas----.----.----------------------------------------- 
New Mexico-.-----.------------------------------------- 
Utah ________________________________________------------ 
vermont...--------------------------------------------- 

Low-income group.-. __________________________________ 
Maine--.-------.---.------------------------------------ 
Oklahoma ________________________________________------- 
Idaho...--------.-.------------------------------------- 
Virginia _________________.______________________--------- 
Louisiana----------------------------------------------- 
North Dakota ________________________________________--- 
South Dakota-------------.----------------------------- 
West Virginia ________________________________________---- 
Georgia ._______________________________________--.------- 
Tennessee---------.------------------------------------- 
Kentucky.-_-_-_-__-------.----------------------------- 
North Carolina...-----.-..------------------------------ 
Alabarna..----..---.-.-.---.---------------------------- 
South Carolina.----------------------------------------- 
Arkansas ________________________________________-------- 
Mississippi--. ________________________________________--- 

1,764,535 

2% 
74: 774 
30,919 

205,237 
1,“;, y;: 

67:168 
100,080 
1;;,;;; 

142: 539 
109,991 
49,285 

3;,“,@ 

47: 595 
18,271 

‘Nf,;;; 
176: 166 

42,345 
108,723 
197,271 
42.495 
34.846 
77,552 

154,OlC 
133,852 
123,405 
140,07c 
130,201 
;“9g 

107:717 

Outlying areas: 
Hawaii ________________________________________---------- 
Puerto Rico ________________________________________----- 
Virgin Islands ________________________________________--- 

19,15c 
38,264 

967 

, 

1 

1 

, 
I 

I 
I 

- 

Public 
msistance 

,1,966,394 

1,955,713 

““:% 
151244 

1,753 
7,262 

217,452 
143,810 
23,719 

2,321 
94,691 
63,188 
67,145 
15,489 
60,273 
41,770 
85,383 

2,871 

179,111 
708 

5,199 
1,179 
2,220 

29,890 
41,451 
11,305 

1,086 
13,325 
11,121 
14,887 
4,716 

13,951 
5,348 

21,946 
779 

94,290 
943 

2,608 
2,161 
2,786 

12,151 
11,778 

4,735 
748 

1;, .b;; 

p; 

9:860 
3,980 

15,269 
1,206 

257,110 
1,058 

Ye 
3,206 

%iz 
15:948 

444 
27,630 
14,990 
19,952 
8,336 

27,257 
6,891 

41,597 
869 

531,130 61,182 68,851 
24,836 5,179 4,683 
35,381 2,787 2,808 
17,980 3,468 2,892 

9,244 2,667 1,247 
86,208 4,892 
28,487 

4,667 
4,313 5,444 

6,728 1,505 1,481 
13,760 3,274 2,310 
25.049 2,151 3,024 
36,409 4,162 5,200 

3,872 1,181 922 
50,121 5,597 6,678 
28,903 2,603 4,484 
11,999 1,267 2,522 

124,032 11,441 13,720 
14.803 1,607 2,962 

9,249 2,188 2,199 
4,069 900 1,609 

123,730 
10,659 

4,799 
3,615 
3,032 

13,515 
10,507 

1,659 

xi 
p: 

1;:;;; 

3:008 
25,880 

3,707 
2,889 
1,147 

579,908 
11,356 
73,227 

6,786 
16,287 

100,900 
6,749 
8,051 

g, 3’;; 

4i’ 100 
38: 602 
47,218 
47,474 
21,403 
31,813 
35,879 

47,976 
1,467 
3,536 
3,041 
2,571 
3,583 
1,037 

763 
2,139 
3,979 
3,835 
3,486 
5,657 
3,953 
2,950 
3,031 
2,949 

7;,5699; 

5:444 
1,517 
6,105 
5.626 
;a; 

5: 1X 
6,081 
7,702 

8;: 
7143: 
4,448 
4,24L 
4,786 

185,313 
3,159 

13 ( 107 
1,447 

13 ) 077 
15,840 

2,011 
2,700 

11,611 
18,263 
19,412 
17,045 
14,865 
16,384 

8,482 
13,618 
14,291 

4,034 858 2.13s 1,981 
6,401 790 2,97$ 19,376 

245 67 24: 349 
- 

security 
adminis- 
tration 

Health 
services 

Other 
welfare 
services 

:ducation 

$297,261 $247,371 $597,330 $350,979 

295,531 241,991 575,364 342,519 

137,298 
829 

1,155,039 
7,846 

3,117 23,724 
6,457 15,013 

198 10,655 
45,212 194,409 
12,321 169,217 

4,694 36,127 
1,608 17,310 
9,831 104,318 
6,754 50,ml 

10,388 191,743 
11,621 37,801 

6,267 76,216 
9,474 63,871 
7,440 127.564 
1,089 29,124 

98,381 
5,647 
7,411 
2,389 
1,965 
7,312 

xi 
6:477 
7,310 
4,260 
1,256 

10,605 
3,Q69 
3,990 

19,991 
7,448 
2,427 

660 

822,035 
43,381 
39,394 
41,896 
11,480 
80,989 
48,792 
31,293 
36,050 
56.042 
60,241 
15,181 
53.972 
59,032 
24,700 

145,677 
38,178 
26,608 

9,127 

Q;> ;;; 

9:sos 
2,556 

16,356 
5,374 
1,834 
3,342 
2,280 
9,840 
5,604 
5,812 
7,667 
9,497 
7,197 
3,949 
5,700 

629,175 
19,767 

%i 
48:168 
60,508 
27,351 
17,251 
27,494 
44,179 
48,270 
48,222 
52,359 
41.606 
32,854 
30,535 
40,588 

5,126 
2,457 

4,272 
4,67f 

58 ____-_____ 

Highway 
construc- 

tion 

b2,613,897 

2,604,948 

- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

/ 

I 

I 
, 

- 

All other 

$239,gO2 

237,556 

119,544 

7,;: 
2,636 
5,303 

17,331 
19,920 
3,433 
2,496 

11,731 
6,383 
6,406 
3,30 . 

2 
d 2012 

1,171 

“%il 
2: 559 
2,533 
1,284 
7,655 

:+?; 
1:427 

:G 
‘699 

4.570 
2,861 
1,799 

12,115 
2,133 
2,034 

758 

58,537 
1,494 
6,840 
1,167 
6,158 
5,447 
1,661 

998 

% 
6:930 
3,185 
4,584 
3,855 
1,514 
2,692 
3,524 

739 
1,584 

2 

1 See footnotes to table 1 for programs in each group of grants. 
2 Includes a small amount undistributed, grants to the outlying areas listed, 

* Includes a small amount of advances and undistributed sums. 

and grants under a few programs to American Samoa, the Canal Zone, Guam, 
Source: Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury on the State of the 

and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
Finances for the Fiscal Year Ended June SO, 1959. Personal income data are 
from the Suruey of Current Business. August 1959. 
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e ployment Security 

The $297 million granted in 1958-59 for State 
employment service and unemployment insurance 
administration represents an increase of $7 mil- 
lion or 2.3 percent from the administration grants 
in 195748. From 1955-56 through 1957-58 the 
employment security total included amounts 
transferred on a pro rata basis to the State ac- 
counts in the unemployment trust fund from the 
excess of Federal unemployment tax collections 
over (1) total Federal and State administrative 
expenses for the program and (2) the $200 mil- 
lion loan fund in the Federal unemployment ac- 
count in the unemployment trust fund. In the 
3 years a total of $137 million was transferred to 
the State accounts as additional reserves. As a 
result of severe demands on the loan fund (which 
is itself built up from the excess of tax collections 
over administrative expenses) during the recent 
recession, not only was there no excess for dis- 
tribution in 1958-59 but the fund was temporarily 
exhausted except for about $1 million in interest 
earned on outstanding loans. Comparison of 
the employment security totals for 1958-59 and 
the preceding year, therefore, would present a 

“0 
‘storted view of the program’s development. 
I 

Health Services 

A total of $247 million was granted for health 
services in 1958-59, about 28 percent or $55 mil- 
lion more than grants for these purposes in 1957- 
58. The largest increases, in both percentage and 
dollar terms, occurred in health construction pro- 
grams. Grants for building health research fa- 
cilities rose 176 percent to $8 million, and grants 
for constructing waste-treatment works went up 
116 percent to $36 million. The two largest dol- 
lar increases were in grants for the construction 
of hospital and medical facilities ($30 million) 
and waste-treatment works (almost $20 million). 
Among them, these three construction programs 
accounted for practically the entire increase in 
the health service grants; increases of l-3 percent 
($1 million 0 r ess in some programs were can- 1 ) 
celed by comparable decreases in others. 

Grants for the control of venereal disease are 
once more on the increase. From wartime levels 
of $7-$10 million, this program rose to peak 
grants of $13 million in 194849 and then declined 
by a few million each year to a low of $631,000 
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in 195655. Since then the annual grants have 
been slowly increasing: $1.2 million in 1955-56 
and 1956-57 ; $1.7 million in 1957-58 ; and $2.4 
million in 1958-59. This last sum was 43 percent 
higher than the preceding year’s grant. 

There is, of course, no direct causal connection 
between the growth of a Federal grant program 
to aid control of a disease and the increase or de- 
crease of the incidence of that disease. The Public 
Health Service has noted, however, that the de- 
cline of a control program below certain mini- 
mum levels will result in the “bouncing up again” 
of a disease previously brought under control. 
The venereal disease control program would seem 
to have been reduced to too low a level. The situ- 
ation appears to have been corrected in 1958-59, 
for the 1959-60 grants will be about the same as 
those of 1958-59. 

Grants for the control of tuberculosis, on the 
other hand, have remained fairly constant in re- 
cent years at about $4 million, after a slow de- 
cline from $7 million a year a decade or so ago. 
There would appear to have been no reversal in 
the downward trend of the incidence of this dis- 
ease as a result of the reduction of the control 
program. The danger here lies not in the resur- 
gence of tuberculosis but in the unnecessary pro- 
longation of the disease as a public health prob- 
lem. 

Other Welfare Services 

The $597 million granted in 1958-59 for wel- 
fare services other than public assistance repre- 
sented an increase of 22 percent from the $489 
million granted during the preceding year. Of 
the eight programs in this group (see footnote 4, 
table 1), only two have solely welfare aspects. 
Two have certain health and medical aspects in 
addition, and the remaining four are connected 
as closely with agricultural surplus and price sup- 
port programs as with welfare. 

Grants for child welfare services rose $2.3 mil- 
lion (24 percent) to $12 million in 1958-59. The 
increase was the largest, both relatively and in 
dollars, in recent years. Grants for this program, 
established under the Social Security Act of 1935, 
remained substantially less than $2 million until 
194647. They then increased gradually until, 
in 1952, they topped $7 million. The amount 
hovered in the $6-millions for several years and 
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did not reach a peak again until 1956-57, when 
$8 million was granted; grants in 1957-58 totaled 
more than $9 million. 

It was among the welfare programs associated 
with agricultural price support and surplus com- 
modity removal that the largest increases oc- 
curred from 1957-58 to 1958-59. School lunch 
grants rose 45 percent to $142 million, grants in 
the form of commodities donated by the Com- 
modity Credit Corporation advanced 41 percent 
to top $80 million, school milk grants rose 11 per- 
cent to $74 million, and grants for the removal 
of surplus agricultural commodities increased 8 
percent to more than $126 million. These figures 
pertain to the domestic aspects of the food dis- 
tribution programs ; foreign distribution is ex- 
cluded. Together, the annual increase in the four 
food programs accounted for $85 million or ‘78 
percent of the total increase in grants for “other 
welfare” purposes. 

In the past several years these domestic food 
programs have constituted about 70 percent of 
grants for all welfare programs other than public 
assistance. This has been a gradual decrease 
from 1935-36, when the first grants of $32 million 
for the removal of surplus agricultural commodi- 
ties accounted for 94 percent of the grants for 
“other welfare” purposes. 

Education 

An all-time high in grants for education was 
recorded in 1958-59, when $351 million was dis- 
tributed to State and local governments. This 
sum was 24 percent or $67 million more than the 
grants of the preceding year. 

The bulk of the increase is attributable to the 
$44 million granted for several new programs 
under the National Defense Education Act of 
1958 (Public Law 85-864, signed September 2, 
1958). Although the act was in effect during the 
last 3 quarters of 1958-59, by the time States had 
drawn up and submitted their plans, had them 
approved by the U.S. Office of Education, and 
been authorized to receive their first checks con- 
siderably less than 3 quarters of the fiscal year 
remained for operation. 

Grants, as defined here, are made under four 
of the titles of the National Defense Education 
Act. Other titles provide loans and fellowships 
to undergraduate and graduate students and 
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loans, contracts, and grants to institutions and 
public and private agencies. However, expen 
tures under those titles are not included in the 
$44 million granted to State and local govern- 
ments. Title III authorizes grants for the use of 
local elementary and secondary schools to 
strengthen instruction in science, mathematics, 
and modern foreign languages. Recipients have 
2 years (instead of the more usual 1 year) in 
which to use the granted funds. Under title V, 
grants are made for State public school programs 
for the identification and encouragement of able 
students through testing and counseling. The 
U.S. Commissioner of Education can also make 
test,ing arrangements for private schools. Title 
VIII extends the Vocational Education Act of 
1946 by providing b urants for vocational educa- 
tion programs in areas now inadequately served 
and also for training and retraining “personnel 
equipped to rencler skilled assistance in fields par- 
ticularly affected by scientific and technological 
developments.” Title S provides grants for t,he 
improvement of the statistical services of State 
educational agencies. 

As far as dollar amounts are concerned, the two 
most important grant programs in the educati \/ 
field until now have been the grants for sch 3 
maintenance ancl operation in federally affecteh 
areas (started in 194647) and for school con- 
struction (started in 1950-51). These are the 
programs responsible for the jump of total grants 
for education, in the early years of the past, dec- 
ade, from less than $100 million to substantially 
more than $200 million and their maintenance at 
that level ever since. 

Highway Construction 

Now that highway grants have become the 
largest of the complex of federally aided pro- 
grams, a summary of their beginnings is appro- 
priate. More than a decade ago the importance 
of their advent. was characterized as follows: 

The modern era of Federal grants-in-aid to States may 
be said to have begun with the passage of the Federal 
Aid Road Act of 1916 for the construction of rural post 
roads . . . . The . . . Act . . . was the first major innova- 
tion, both as to function and amount of money.3 

‘Byron L. Johnson, The Priwiple of Egnalixatiow Ap- 
plied to the Allocatim of Grants-IwAid, Social Security 
Administration, Rureau of Research and Statistics, Bu- 
reau Memorandum No. 66, September 1947. 



a The highway grants, which began in 1916 with 
“. e Federal-aid highway system, antedate the 

series published here. In 1921 the public land 
highway program was started, and in 1936 the 
elimination of grade crossings and a Federal-aid 
program of secondary or feeder roads. Federal 
grants for highway construction in various peri- 
ods and under various auspices are detailed in 
footnote 6, table 1. 

By 1929-30, when this series begins, highway 
grants accounted for slightly more than three- 
fourths of the $100 million granted annually. 
During the early depression years the grants rose 
to as much as 87 percent of total Federal grants, 
but they were then dwarfed by the relief program 
grants of the Federal Emergency Relief Admin- 
istration and the Civil Works Administration, 
which accounted for the bulk of all grants for a 
few years. During the war, highway grants re- 
mained fairly steady, averaging about 17 percent 
of all grants, which were relatively stable at 
slightly less than $1 billion. The year 194546 
marked a low point for the highway grant pro- 
grams: the $75 million granted represented less 
than 9 percent of all grants. From then on, how- 

,’ 
0 

er, increasing emphasis has been placed on 
ederal aid for highway construction. Sizable 

increases have occurred in the amounts granted 
for highways each year from 194647 to the 
present and, almost every year, in the annual 
percentage increases of these grants as well as 
in the proportion of total grants that they repre- 
sented. 

The year 1956-5’7 saw the beginning of grants 
from the earmarked taxes collected and deposited 
in the highway trust fund. In that year, when 
highway grants totaled $955 million and made 
up 24 percent of all grants, $953 million of the 
amount that went for highway grants came from 
the trust fund. In 1957-58, highway grants- 
again largely from the trust fund-increased 59 
percent to $1.5 billion, 32 percent of all grants. 
In 1958-59 all but $30 million of the $2.6 billion 
of highway grants came from the trust fund; 
the grants had increased 72 percent and repre- 
sented more than 41 percent of all grants. 

Although this group is labeled “highway con- 
struction,” it should be pointed out that for some 
years-even before the highway trust fund was 
established-the grants have also been made to 
help meet the costs of engineering (including 

lans and surveys), highway administration, and 

“r 
BULLETIN, JULY 1960 

the acquisition of highway rights of way, in addi- 
tion to actual construction. Federal aid does not 
extend to maintenance of roads and highways. 

“All Other” Grants 

With the removal from the “all other” group 
of the highway construction grants, which com- 
pletely overshadowed the rest of the programs, 
the miscellany now remaining consists of the agri- 
cultural and natural resources conservation grants 
(six programs, 37 percent of the “all other” 
grants in 1958-59)) urban renewal (two pro- 
grams, 32 percent), airport construction (one 
program, 24 percent), and civil defense and dis- 
aster relief (three programs, 7 percent). These 
group components are administered by several 
Federal agencies, and the sums granted for each 
program in the past few years are shown below. 

Purpose of grant 
Amount (in millions) 

Total ___________________________________ $238.2 $189.1 

Agricultural experiment ____________________ -29.7 30.6 
Airport construction ________________________ 56.6 42.9 
Civil defense _______________________________ 11.4 15.4 
Cooperative marketing _____________________ 2.9 2.9 
Defense community facilities _______________ 
Disaster relief ______________________________ 4:: 1::; 
Drought relief ____________________ -_- _______ __________ _____ ii-s 
Forestry cooperation. __ __________ -_- _______ 12.4 . 
National Science Foundation. facilities and 

instsllatlons~~~~~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ____--_-_- .5 
Urban planning--.-____-------------------- 1.8 
Urban renewal ___._____________.___________ 75.5 3::: 

Watershed protection and flood prevention-- 22.9 16.8 
Wildlife restoration _____________.___________ 19.8 18.6 

$159.2 

if:: 
8.6 
2.8 

10:; 
18.0 
10.8 

29:: 
13.2 
15.7 

Grants for miscellaneous purposes totaled $240 
million in 1958-59, $51 million or 27 percent more 
than the 1957-58 total and $81 million or 51 per- 
cent more than that in 1956-57. Urban renewal 
grants more than doubled from 1957-58 ; they 
accounted for $41 million of the total increase. 
Airport construction grants increased $14 million 
(32 percent), grants for civil defense declined 
$4 million, and disaster relief dropped $8 million. 
Slight increases occurred in the other programs. 

RELATION TO OTHER INDICATORS 

Population and Personal Income 

Grants per capita are shown in table 3 by State 
and major purpose. The States are ranked by 
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per capita personal income and divided into high-, per capita. Total grants in 1958-59 ranged fro 
middle-, and low-income groups. To dampen the $155.94 per person in Alaska to $17.24 in f Ne 
effect of single-year fluctuations in income that Jersey, a range of $138.70. Both are high-income 
might temporarily change a State’s ranking, per States. (Alaska was ranked among the States in 
capita personal income for the most recent 3 1958-59, and Hawaii continued to be shown with 
years has been averaged. the other outlying areas because it had not yet 

Within each income group the States vary been officially admitted to the Union at the close 
widely in the amount of Federal grants received of the fiscal year.) 

TABLE 3.-Per capita Federal grants to State and local governments, by State and purpose, $scaE year 196849 
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10.89 

1E 
10:39 

8.37 
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43.69 
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78.23 
64.95 
27.84 
63.49 
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50.94 
39.47 
40.67 
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39.98 
31.34 
41.15 
32.98 
61.33 
49.94 

15.09 
12.03 
32.52 
10.41 

4.17 

Ei 
11.77 
13.61 
17.26 
12.14 
12.50 
10.57 
16.00 
8.95 

18.17 
16.63 

30.30 6.38 
16.49 2.76 
40.28 10.22 

- 

“EW;Y- 
security 
sdminis- 

tration 

States ranked by 195658 ayerege 
per capita persons1 iuwme 

4ii other 

Total ‘- _ _ _ _ ___________________________( 

United States ’ ____________________----. 

$1.68 $1.36 

$2,025 1.70 1.37 

High-income group ____________________--, 
Delaware.-.----.---.---.------------------. 
Connecticut -________-------_--------------. 
Alaska _____________________________________ 
District of Columbia _______________________ 
California __________________________________ 
New York..---.------.-------------------- 
Nl?W Jersey_----_----_--------------------- 
Nevada ____________________________________ 
Illinois _____________________________________ 
Massachusetts _____________________________ 
Ohio _______________________________________ 
Maryland __________________________________ 
Michlgsn------.--------------------------- 
Washington-------------------------------- 
Pennsylvania------------------------------ 
Wyoming __________________________________ 

.- __-_-___-. 
2,819 
2,807 

‘2,wO 
2,567 
2,526 

2:~~ 
21473 
2,435 
2,327 
2,213 
2,173 
2,161 
2,117 
2,106 
2,025 

__-_-_-____ 
yg 

11979 
1,977 
1,976 
1,918 
1,900 
1,877 
1,857 
1,847 
1,842 
1,829 
1,787 
1,779 
1,776 
1,719 
1,711 
1,699 

-__---_____ 
1,676 
1,667 
1,666 
1.659 
1,547 
1.528 
1,521 
1,518 
1,451 
1,402 
1,372 
1,352 
1,317 
1,191 
1,179 
1,003 

1,826 
-_-___--_-- 
-_____----- 

1.99 

Ei 
6: 17 

Ei 
2.64 
1.95 
3.99 
1.33 
2.27 
1.66 
1.59 
1.78 
1.93 
1.96 
2.47 

::ii 

E 
3:oE 
1.B 
l.lC 

2 
1.02 

;:z 
1.24 

.94 

.8E 

::: 
2.61: 
2.42 

1.25 

::: 
4.6E 

.6E 

::t 
1.11 
1.05 
1.05 
1.11 
1.13 
1.27 
1.25 
1.23 
1.73 
1.37 

1.36 
.34 

2.80 

1.33 
1.50 
3.29 

13.80 

E 
1.22 

.59 
9.18 
1.17 
1.30 

.67 
1.12 

.95 
1. 

8 
1.32 

.@I 
1.55 
1.45 
1.48 
1.82 
1.02 

::: 
.82 

2.11 

E 
1.03 
1.25 

i:: 
2.37 
2.04 

Middle&come group ____________________ 
Indians ____________________________________ 
Colorado ___________________________________ 
Oregon...--------------------------------- 
Rhode Island ______________________________ 
Missouri. __________________________________ 
Wisconsin ____________-----_-_-------------. 
Montana _____________----_----------------. 
Arizona ____________________________________ 
Kansas- _ __________________________________ 
Minnesota _________________________________ 
New Hampshire---..-.-------------------- 
Florida--~.~--_-.-_-_-.----~~~------~-~~-~~ 
Iowa _________________---------------------- 
Nebraska _________________________________ _ 
T0X8S ..-_____________---------------------~ 
New Mexico _______________________________ 
Utah----.--_---_-_-_---------------------~ 
Vermont ___________________________________ 

Low-income group _________----_--_______ 
Maine ______________________________________ 
Oklahoma _________________________________ 
Idaho ______________________________________ 
Virpinia.---------------------------------- 
Louisiana _________________----------------- 
North Dakota _____________________________ 
South Dakota _____________________________ 
West Virginia----.------------------------- 
Ceorgis ____________________________________ 
Tennessee------.--.----------------------- 
Kentucky---.----------------------------- 
North Carolina.--------------------------- 
Alabama ___________________________________ 
South Carolina ____________________________ 
Arkansas __________________________________ 
Mississippi _________________________________ 

1.52 
1.58 
3.04 
1.79 
1.58 
1.75 
2.60 
1.46 
1.09 
1.68 
2.06 
1.03 
1.03 
1.22 

.63 
1.64 
1.63 

Outlying *Tess: 
Hawaii. ___________________________________ 
Puerto Rico-.----.------------------------ 
Virgin Islands _____________________________ 

1.17 
.68 
.07 

1 See footnotes to table 1 for programs in each group of gmnts. 
* See footnote 2, table 2. 
s See footnote 

Estimated. 
3, table 2. 

4 
Source: Crants data me from the Annul Report ofthe Secretary of the Item- 

t&t&~. . . June %I,1969 and are on the basis of checks issued in the fiscal year. 
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Per capita grants 8re based on estimates of the Bureau of the Census for the 
total population, excluding the Armed Forces oversew. ss of July 1, 1958 
(Currcnf Popl~lafion Reporfs, Populofion Edmales. Series P-25, No. 210), 
plus Bureau of the Census estimates for outlying amss. Persona! income data 
;;igfor the calendar yesr and ore from the Survey 01 Czlrrent Bwmess, August 



II) 
The States ranking second highest and second middle-income States, although the difference in 

owe& in per capita grants were Wyoming with their per capita income was only $13. The wide 
$117.80 per person and Indiana with $21.28. Oc- difference ($96.52) between their per capita 
cupying income-rank positions 16 and 17, respec- grants is the result of minimum allotment provi- 
tively, these two States fall on opposite sides of sions in certain of the grant formulas that operate 
the arbitrary dividing line between high- and to provide higher grants per capita in the more 

TABLE 4.-Federal grants to State and local governments in relation to personal income and State general revenues, by State, fiscal year 
1958-69 - 

I Total grants to St8tOS Grants under programs administered by 
Social Security Administration 

_- 
__ 

-- 

-- 

- t  
-- 

-- 

States ranked by 1956-58 average 
per capita personaI income 3% 

tots1 
state 

general 
73venues f 

PW 
capita 

$11.38 Total 2-m ________________________________________-- 

United States B------------------------------------ 

High-income group ____________________________________ 
Delaware ______-_____________---------------------------- 
Connecticut -----------_----_--_____________________----- 
Alaska-.--..-.---.-------------------------------------- 
District of Columbia ____________________________________ 
Celifornia....-.----------------------------------------- 
New York...----------.--------------------------------- 
New Jersey ________________________________________------ 

M,OOQ,623 32 $6,313,134 

6,253,623 1.8 25.4 1,997,26a 0.6 8.1 32 11.52 
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XT; 
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27,495 
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48,854 
22,471 
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36,951 

4,409 
7,480 
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14,356 

2”72 
31:628 

645,982 
451) 151 
99,961 
26,015 

272,100 
156,998 
318,144 
84,673 

291,232 
134,671 

“~;:;“o~ 

:? 
l:o 

11.3 
1.5 
1.6 
1.1 

3:; 

:.i 
1:e 
1.3 

ii 
1:4 
5.6 

1,764,535 
97,146 
95,139 
74,774 
30,919 

205,237 
‘;;,yg 

67: 168 
100,080 
127,140 
24,816 

142,539 
109,991 

49,285 
352,855 

70,837 
47,595 
18,271 

2.0 
1.1 
2.7 
2.1 
1.8 
2.4 

;:t 
3.0 
2.4 
2.0 
2.3 
1.7 
2.1 
1.8 
2.1 

34:: 
2.8 

Low-income group ____ _______________________________ _ 1,678,614 
Msine-.------------------------------------------------. 41,222 
Oklahoma----------------------------------------------. 176.166 
Idaho. _ _ ________________________________________-------. 42,345 
Virginia ________________________________________--------. 108,723 
LouisiaJla..-.----.-------------------------------------. 197,271 
North Dakota------.------.----------------------------. 
South Dakota-.-----------.....------------------------. 

42,495 
34,846 

West Virginia ________________________________________---. 
Oeorgia ________________________________________---------. 

77,552 
154,016 

Tennessee ________________________________________--- __ __ 
Kentucky.--------.------------------------------------. 

133,852 
123,407 

North Carolina ________________________________________-. 
Alabams.--.....--.------------------------------------. 

140,070 

South Carolina ________________________________________-. 
130,201 

78,849 
Arkansas ________________________________________-------. 89,883 
Mississippi ________________________________________-----. 107,717 

3.0 
2.5 
4.4 
3.8 
1.7 

g 

2.6 
2.7 
2.7 
2.9 
2.2 
3.0 
2.7 
4.1 
4.7 

19,150 1.7 
38,264 _ _ _ - - _ _ _ _ 

967 _ _ _ _ - - _ - _ 

22.2 
14.4 

ii:: 

Y9.8 
21.0 
18.7 
38.9 
25.6 
22.4 
25.4 
19.8 
17.1 
22.3 
24.9 
39.4 

27.2 
17.3 
30.6 
24.6 
26.7 
40.6 
19.2 
36.8 
30.8 
30.2 
24.3 
32.4 
22.3 
25.9 

2:: 
30.8 
32.0 
28.7 

30.3 
30.2 

;::i 
26.0 
25.3 
31.3 
31.6 
30.9 
30.0 
31.2 
34.5 
24.0 
31.e 
26.1 
36.f 
35.1 

11.e 

:i 
.2 

'.4 

:;: 
:i 
.4 

:: 
:; 
:: 
2 

E 
a:0 
4.9 (9 
8.0 

E 

i:: 
9.2 
6.1 

2 

t: 
3:3 

8.4 
4.6 

11.6 
6.1 
8.2 

17.2 

i:: 
6.4 

vi 
514 
8.0 

E 
1::; 

6:4 
6.8 

1.1 

1:: 
.6 

2:: 

:f 
1:; 
1: 
1:; 

.8 

::“6 

10.7 

I",:: 
6.7 
4.2 

13.3 
6.2 
7.6 

10.9 
13.0 
10.1 
11.1 

1::: 
7.4 

13.3 
12.1 

.4 2.7 

Ei 
1%:; 
%:Z 
L% 
9.60 

'E: 
5:51 
7.89 

15.31 
7.80 
9.Q3 

12.06 
5.59 

K; 
11:04 

%! 
10.52 
11.96 
12.13 
11.22 

7.13 
11.32 
10.67 

8.62 
13.62 
17.87 

:::ii 

:;::: 

%I 
4.50 

E:E 
12.18 
13.99 
17.69 
12.52 
12.86 
10.95 
lb. 44 
9.46 

2: E 

6.98 
3.22 

19.41 

Illinois. _ ________________________________________-------- 
Massachusetts ________________________________________--- 
Ohio ------_-_-_-_---_------------------------------------ 
Maryland ________________________________________-------- 

9 

ichigan ________________________________________-------- 
ashington.------..-.----------------------------------- 
ennsylvsnia------...----------------------------------- 

Wyoming ________________________________________-------- 

Middle-income group __________________________________ 
Indians.-----.----.------------------------------------- 
Colorado. ________________________________________------- 
Oregon __---_-_____________------------------------------ 
Rhode Island ____________________________r___________---- 
Missouri..-.----.-.-------------------------------------- 
Wisconsin--. ________________________________________---- 
Montsna-----..----------------------------------------~ 
Arizona ________________________________________---------- 
Kansss---.---------------------------------------------- 
Minnesota ________________________________________------- 
New Hampshire ________________________________________- 
Florida ________________________________________---------- 
Iowa....---.-.---.-.------------------------------------ 
Nebraska...--.-.---.-----------------------------------. 
Texas........-.----------------------------------------- 
New Mexico..--.-.-------------------------------------- 
Utah ________________________________________------------ 
Vermont- _ ________________________________________-----. 

Outlying a*eas: 
Hawaii __._____________________________________---------. 
Puerto Rico-.....---.-.--------------------------------. 
Virgin Islsnds--_~_-----___-------------------~---~~-~~-. 

i 
1 General revenue data for the District of Columbia not yet available; 

all affected totals adjusted accordingly. 
2 See footnote 2, table 2. 
: See footnote 3, table 2. 

4 Personal income for Alaska estimated. 
Source: State general revenue data are for fiscal year 1958-59 and are from 

S’ummaru of State Government Financcs in 1869 (Bureau of the Census). For 
sources of other data see table 4. 
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sparsely populated States. For about 6 years 
before 1958-59 the highest grants per capita were 
received in Nevada, which has the smallest popu- 
lation of any State. The lowest per capita grants 
in those years were received in New Jersey, one 
of the most heavily industrialized and densely 
populated States in the country. Nevada is still 
the State of smallest population, followed closely 
by Alaska. 

Total grants and grants for public assistance, 
health, other welfare services, education, and 
highways tend to vary inversely with per capita 
income, but there is a noticeable tendency for 
employment security grants to vary directly with 
State per capita income. In general, grants are 
somewhat higher per capita in the low-income 
States than in the middle-income States and 
higher in the middle-income group than in the 
high-income group. There is considerable over- 
lap, however, from group to group. Oklahoma’s 
total grants of $78.23 per capita, the highest 
among the low-income States in 1958-59, were 
only $4.62 less than New Mexico’s $82.85 per cap- 
ita, the highest among the middle-income States. 
The lowest per capita grants among the low- 
income States-$27.50 in Virginia-were only 
$6.16 less than the lowest of the middle-income 
States-$21.28 in Indiana. The range in the 
middle-income States was $61.57, less than half 
the range among the high-income States; in the 
low-income States the range was $50.39. 

The effect of the minimum allotment provisions 
shows up most notably in the grant programs for 
highway construction. In Nevada, which was the 
eighth highest State in terms of per capita per- 
sonal income and where grants amounted to 
$95.64 for each inhabitant (compared with $36.06 
for the United States), 67 percent of all grants 
received were for highway construction. An even 
higher proportion of the total-more than 78 per- 
cent-was received for highways in Wyoming, 
where grants totaled $117.80 per capita. In other 
sparsely populated States the situation was simi- 
lar : highway construction grants accounted for 
56 percent of the $55.47 per capita granted in 
Utah, for 54 percent of Arizona’s $57.16 per 
capita, and more than half of Alaska’s $155.94 
per capita. Of the $82.85 per capita received in 
grants in New Mexico, 54 percent was for high- 
way construction and 21 percent for public assist- 
ance, leaving 25 percent or less than $21 per cap- 
ita for all other federally aided programs. 

Because of the Federal matching requiremen 
in the Social Security Act, total grants per capit ib 
were also significantly high in States that spend 
relatively large sums from State and local funds 
for their public assistance programs. Louisiana, 
for example, was fifth among the low-income 
States and received grants amounting to $63.49 
per capita; 51 percent, or $32.41 per capita, was 
for public assistance, compared with $11.28 per 
capita for the country as a whole. Oklahoma, 
second among the low-income States, received 
$78.23 in grants for each inhabitant, of which 
42 percent or $35.52 was for public assistance. 
The decreasing proportion that public assistance 
grants represent among all grants is also reflected 
by these figures : in the preceding year, 64 percent 
of the grants to Louisiana were for public assist- 
ance and 52 percent of those to Oklahoma. 

General Revenues 

Table 4 shows the relation in 1958-59 of total 
Federal grants and of grants administered by the 
Social Security Administration to personal in- 
come received in each State and to total State 
general revenues. On balance, grants tend t c 
represent a higher percentage of both of these 
indicators in States with low per capita income. 
The percentages are also high in the “public 
land” States and in those that make relatively 
heavy expenditures for public assistance. Fed- 
eral grants in 1958-59 represented 1.7 percent 
of personal income for the United States and 
25.4 percent of State general revenues. 

It is more meaningful to relate grants to com- 
bined State and local general revenues than to 
the general revenues of the States alone. A new 
serial publication of the Bureau of the Census 4 
now makes this comparison possible, although 
with a l-year lag. Total grants in 1957-58, re- 
ported in the BULLETIN for June 1959, repre- 
sented 21.7 percent of State general revenues. It 
can now be added that they represented 11.4 per- 
cent of all State and local general revenues in 
that year (table 5). When the States are grouped 
by income level, it is found that grants as a pro- 
portion of State and local general revenues in 
1957-58 followed the same general pattern as 

’ Governmental Finances in 1958 (G-Gl? 58, No. 2)) 
October 28. 1959. 
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BLE L-Federal grants as percent of State and local general 
ewes, fiscal year 195748 

Btates ranked by 
1955-57 av*rage per 

capita personal income 

unitedytates.-. 
High-income group.-. 

Delaware ________---_-_- 
Connecticut ____________ 
New York ______________ 
California. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ __ 
District of Columbia.--. 
New Jersey ____________- 
Nevada ________________ _ 
Illinois.-. _______________ 
Massachusetts--. _______ 
Ohio.. __________________ 
Mtchlgan ______________. 
Maryland. ___________-_. 
Washington ____________. 
Pennsylvania ___________ 
Rhode Island ___________ 
Indiana .________________ 

Middle-income group-. 
Wyoming ______-__-----. 
Oregon. ______--__-----. 
Colorado _______________. 
Missouri- _______________ 
Montana _______________. 
Wisconsin _ _ _ _ -, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _. 
New Hampshire ________ 
Minnesota _____________. 
Florida ________________. 
Kansas _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 
TCXk3S... ______--_------. 

zona _______--_----_-. 
a...---.-.---.---.--. 

/%lit 
raska-.-..v-.------. 

sine-------...-.-...--. 
Utah __________________. 
Virginia _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ 

Low-income group---. 
Vermont _______________. 
Idaho __________________. 
Oklahoma. ____________. 
New Mexico ____________ 
Louisiana _____ _______ ___ 
West Virginia __________. 
North Dakota __________ 
Georgia ________________. 
Bouth Dakota _________. 
Tennessee. ____________. 
Kentucky. _ ____________ 
North Carolina _________ 
Alabama ________________ 
South Carolina _________ 
Arkansas. _ ____________. 
Mississippi _____________. 

-_ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 
,- ._ 

._ 

._ 

._ 

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

Total grants to States 

‘:f%z?’ 

StE,“pd 
general 

*everues 

$4,715,639 11.4 

2,161,831 
9,939 

50,049 
354,751 
456,683 

23,254 
75,983 
20,852 

199,971 
128,169 
208,882 
170,593 

64,809 
99,234 

TX: 
62:088 

8.9 
9.7 
8.5 
7.2 
9.5 

11.3 

1::; 

iii 
10:3 

8.6 
10.1 
12.6 

1E 
6:5 

1,320,606 13.1 
27,556 21.3 
59,518 11.6 
85,274 16.5 

170,205 20.0 
30,190 15.3 
75,840 8.1 
19,948 16.0 
85,190 9.6 

112,027 10.6 
63,606 11.8 

286,852 14.5 
50,698 16.4 
84,864 12.6 
39,194 12.9 
29,051 14.c 
28,428 13.7 
72,165 il.0 

1,224,329 
13,548 
26,374 

132,712 
61,523 

132,704 
50,057 
31,552 

122,703 
30,301 
p&y 

108:336 
118,773 

57,114 
74,584 
89,103 

is.0 
14.0 
17.c 
22,s 
22.f 
16.4 
15.f 
17.1 
16.1 
16. S 
15.c 
18.C 
14.5 
21.5 
15.5 
23.3 
23.7 

- 
( 
z 

frants under programs 
,dministered by Social 
jcurity Administration 

)1,822,310 

801,272 
2,644 

15.427 
129,084 
205,298 

6,103 
19,950 

2,359 

2% 
$93; 

13: 704 

2%~ 
81294 

22,599 

480,894 
2,910 

16,829 
34,676 
84,027 

6,536 

3E 
g:g 

22:641 

‘::%; 
23:922 
11,597 
11.636 
8,676 

15,627 

540,144 

xi 
69: 102 
12,236 
86,664 
a,f= 

6,913 
62,037 

7,100 
37,691 
38,642 
43,147 
51,022 
21,663 
32,628 
37,623 

‘“,fpte:t~lnt 
state and 

local 
general 

revenues 

4.4 

3.3 
2.6 
2.6 
2.6 
4.3 
3.0 
1.5 
2.2 
3.6 
4.9 
3.7 
2.9 
2.1 
5.1 
2.7 

i:: 

4.8 
2.3 
3.3 
6.7 
9.8 
3.3 
3.0 
3.3 
3.7 
5.0 
4.2 
5.7 
3.8 
3.5 
3.8 
5.6 
4.2 
2.4 

7.9 

i:: 
11.9 

4.5 
10.7 

7.7 
3.2 
8.2 
4.0 
6.3 
8.1 
5.8 
9.2 
5.9 

10.2 
10.0 

Source: Qeneral revenue data are from Donernmental E”inances in 1968 
( Bureau of the Census, G-QF 58, No. 2); grants data are from Annual Report 
of the Secretary ofthe Freasury . . . June SO, 1068. 

their relation to State general revenues. Grants 
composed an even larger proportion of State and 
local general revenues in the low-income States 
compared with the high-income States than the 
proportion they formed of State general revenues 
in the same groups of States. Within the groups 
there are wide variations from the overall pat- 
tern because of the wide differences from State 

to State in the division of revenue sources be- 
tween the State and the local levels of govern- 
ment. 

GRANTS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY 
ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS 

Grant programs administered by the Social 
Security Administration are seven in number: 
old-age assistance, aid to dependent children, aid 
to the blind, aid to the permanently and totally 
disabled, maternal and child health services, crip- 
pled children’s services, and child welfare serv- 
ices. The grants for employment security admin- 
istration that are included in the Social Security 
Act are administered by the Department of 
Labor. 

In 1958-59, $2,010 million was granted for the 
Social Security Administration programs, an in- 
crease of $174 million or 9.5 percent from the 
preceding year ; total grants increased 31.7 per- 
cent in the same period. The proportion of all 
grants represented by the Social Security Admin- 
istration grant.s dropped more sharply in 1958-59 
than in any previous year. In that year they con- 
stituted only 32 percent of total grants, compared 
with 38 percent, 40 percent, and 43 percent, re- 
spectively, for the 3 immediately preceding fiscal 
years. 

Social Security Administration grants equaled 
6/1a of 1 percent of personal income in the United 
States in 1958-59 and 8 percent of State general 
revenues. For each person in the country they 
amounted to $11.52 out of the $36.06 represented 
by all grants. The proportion tended to be larger 
in States with low per capita personal income. 
As a proportion of all grants, Social Security 
Administration grants varied only slightly among 
the three income groups of States. State-by- 
State variation was considerably wider, from less 
than 6 percent in high-income Connecticut to 52 
percent in low-income Louisiana. A further in- 
dication of the decline in the relative importance 
of these grants-particularly those for public as- 
sistance-is afforded by a comparison with the 
preceding fiscal year, when the span was from 11 
percent of all grants in Nevada to 65 percent in 
Louisiana. 

“) 
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