
Federal Grants to State and Local Governments, 
1969-70 

AID TO STATE and local governments in the 
form of Federal grants amounted to $23.6 billion 
during fiscal year 1969-70, an increase of more 
than 19 percent over the Federal grants of 196% 
69. About 70 percent of the grants-$16.5 billion 
-were for programs of a social lvelfare nature. 
The $12.2 billion of grants by the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare represented more 
than half the total and nearly three-fourths of 
all social welfare grants. 

The Federal grant-in-aid as a fiscal device for 
achieving program objec,tives through govern- 
mental 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 WQrld War I era in the Federal 
Aid Road Act of 1916 and the Smith-Hughes 
(vocational education) Act of 1917. A4 newer 
development--the project grant, in which the 
money is channeled directly to the assisted ac- 
tivity-began to receive increasing emphasis in 
the mid-fifties. Most of the more recently in- 
augurated grants programs have been this type 
of grant. Sonetheless, allocation-formula grants 
continue to dominate the Federal grants picture 
by their sheer magnitude, most notably for public 
assistance, which accounted for 32 percent of all 
1970 grants. 

Grants-in-aid are but one of the Federal fiscal 
aids to State and local governments, but quantita- 
tively they are the most, significant. Federal 
grants are also macle to other types of recipients 
(individuals and institutions), but those made to 
the lower governmental levels are, again quanti- 
tatively, the most significant. 

The grants data in the accompanying tables 
are confined to grants for cooperative Federnl- 
State or Federal-local programs administered at 
the State and/or local level, and to those pro- 
grams in which the bulk of the funds is chan- 
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neletl through agencies of State and local gov- 
ernments. I<mergellcy grants and the value of 
grants-ill-kind, such as surplus foods distributed 
domestically or Braille materials for the blind, 
are included when they conform to these criteria. 
Shared revenues and payments in lieu of taxes 
arc excluded, as are programs in which the States 
or localities are acting solely as agents of the 
Federal Government. 

In 1969-70, as in the preceding fiscal year, 
mow than 97 percent of all Federal aid to State 
n~ltl local governments took the form of grants as 
defined by these criteria. The proceeds of certain 
special funds, public land, and shared revenues 
form the bulk of the remainder. 

The basic source of all work with Federal 
grants data by State is the Department of the 
Treasury publication, Federal Aid to States (until 
recently a multipage table in the Treasury AnnuaZ 
Report . . . on the State of the Finances). Fed- 
rrcrZ Aicl to Stntes attempts no classification other 
than by agency of the executive bran& of the 
Federal Government responsible for administer- 
ing the grants program. For analytical social 
science research it is desirable to have a grouping 
of the grants by function. 

Grouping the grants by the social welfare 
functions of health, education, public assistance, 
and other social welfare programs has been of 
major interest. S~lcll a classification permits his- 
torical analysis of the relative amounts and pro- 
portions of all grants devoted to these functions, 
compared with those devoted to such “non-social 
welfare” categories as grants for highways, agri- 
culture, and urban affairs. On a State-by-State 
basis the relation of grants per capita and total 
income within the States and to State and local 
revenues measures the extent to which grants are 
used as a redistributive income tool and means of 
equalizing State fiscal resources. 

Historically of special interest to the Social 
Security L4dministration has been the development 
of the Federal grant-in-aid as a device to finance 
the income-maintenance and medica.l-care provi- 
sions of the categorical public assistance pro- 
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That analysis, however, does not present State-by- 
State distributions but deals mainly with national 
aggregates and occasionally with regional or ur- 
ban area subtotals. Constructing a time series is 
difficult because the program groupings have 
varied from time to time, as well as the years for 
which data are presented. To assist legislators 
who must pass on the Federal Budget, the group- 
ings-for the most part-have followed agency 
or legislatire committee breakdowns, limiting the 
usefulness of the data for social science research. 

Tn 1969-70 the Federal Government was operat- 
ing well over 100 different grants programs to 
assist the States and localities in financing spe- 
cific activities. For presentation here, these 
grants programs have been consolidated according 
to general purpose into eight groups, sometimes 
further consolidated into six because of space 
limitations (tables 1 and 3). As far as possible 
the classification is in conformity with the Social 
Security Administration statistical rseries on social 

grams. Until January 1963, these grants, in- 
augurated by the Social Security Act, were 
administered by the Social Security Administra- 
tion. They were then transferred by a Depart- 
ment,al reorganizat,ion to the Welfare Adminis- 
tration (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.l 

1 The Department of Treasury notes that the total of 
Federal aid listed in its grants publication “exceeds the 
amount published in the Special.Analyses of the Budget 
. . . fiscal year 1972, by $239 million, due primarily to 
the inclusion in this report of $13 million for adult basic 
education . and $223 million for Commodity Credit 
Corporation . . .” Total outlays in 1969-70 carried in 
Special Analysis P (1972 Budget), $24.0 billion; Treas- 
ury grants publication total, $24.2 billion, of which this 
series defines $23.6 billion, or more than 97 percent, as 
grants. 

TABLE l.-Federal grants: Total to State and local governments, by purpose, fiscal years 1929-30 to 1969-70 
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welfare expenditures. 2 Special variations are de- 
scribed in each annual review of Federal grants. 

GRANTS IN FISCAL YEAR 1969-70 

The $23.6 billion in 1969-70 Federal grants 
represented about two and one-fourth times the 
total of 1964-65 grants and close to three and 
one-half times the 1959-60 total (table I). The 
1969-70 grants were 19 percent more than grants 
af 1968-69; annual increases were 9 percent and 
22 percent, respectively, in the 2 preceding years. 
The long-range rise in total Federal expenditures 
through the grants mechanism, which had seemed 
to be slowing its acceleration in 1968-69, now 
appears to have picked up again. 

All the grant groups contributed to the gen- 

2 See Alfred M. Skolnik and Sophie R. Dales, “Social 
Welfare Expenditures, 1969-70,” Social Security Bulk- 
tin, December 1970. 

era1 rise, although not equally. Dollar increases 
ranged from 72 percent for the relatively new 
urban affairs group3-largely for the model cities 
program and for urban renewal projects-to 6 
percent, for highway construction, safety, and 
beautification. 

All through the past decade the relative im- 
portance of highway grants has been falling 
steadily-from an all-time peak of 43 percent of 
all 1959-60 grants to less than 19 percent of the 
1969-70 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 all grants to 70 percent in the year under re- 
view. Usually, a decrease in the proportion of all 
grants allocated to one of these two major grants 
groups has produced a corresponding. increase in 

3 Except for sporadic grants for community facilities 
and defense community facilities, which began in the 
mid-forties and ended in the late fifties, the urban affairs 
group started in 1952-53 with $8 million of grants for 
slum clearance. 

Footnotes to table 1 

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 Pacific Islands. 

* Old-age assistance, aid tofamilies withdependent children, andaid tothe 
blind, 1935-36 to date; aid to the permanently and totally disabled. 1950-51 

to date; medical assistance for the aged, 1’160-61 to 1069-70; aid to the aaed, 
blind, or disabled, 1~6%fi4 to date; and medical assistance, 1865-66 to date. 
All programs include administration. In IQ@-69 same programs reported 
by source as maintenance payments, medical assistance, public assistance 
(administration). and social services demonstration projects. In 1969-70 
same programs reported in summary as public assistance. 

3 Promotion of welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy, 1929~30; 
maternal and child health service, services for crippled children, and public 
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- 
struction of community facilities, 1944-45 and 1953-54 to 1955-56; tuber- 
culosis control, l!J44-45 to date: mental health activities, cancer control, and 
hospital survey and construction, 1947-48 to date; heart disease control, 
1949-50 to date; construction of heart disease research facilities, and indus- 
trial waste studies, 1!)4!J-50 to 1952-53; construction of cancer research facili- 
ties, 1949-50 to 1953-54; emergency poliomyelitis vaccination, 1955-56 to 
1964-61; water pollution control (sanitary engineering environmental health 
activities), 1956-57 to 1965-66; health research construction, 1856-57 to date; 
chronic diseases and health of the aged, 1961-62 to date; radiological urban 
and industrial health, 1962-63 to date; vaccination assistance, 1963-64; dental 
services, and air pollution control, 1964-65 to date; nursing serviws, 1965- 
66 to date; medical care services, 1966-67; comprehensive health planning 
and services and reeional medical services. l!l67-68 to date: and child wel- 
fare services, 196%6<to date. fare services, 196%6<to date. 

4 Colleges for agriculture and mechanic arts, vocational education, educa- 4 Colleges for agriculture and mechanic arts, vocational education, educa- 
tion of blind, cooperative State research service (agricultural experiment tion of blind, cooperative State research service (agricultural experiment 
stations, agricultural extension work), 1!)2%30 to date; State marine schools, stations, agricultural extension work), 1!)2%30 to date; State marine schools, 
1920-30 to 1968-6!l; education emergency grants, 1935-36 to 1940-41; train- 1929-30 to 1968-6!l; education emergency grants, 1935-36 to 1940-41; train- 
ing of defense workers, 1!14041 to 1!)45-46; maintenance of schools, 1946-47 ing of defense workers, 1!14041 to 1!)45-46; maintenance of schools, 1946-47 
to date; veterans’ education facilities, 1947-48 to 1949-50; survey and con- to date; veterans’ education facilities, 1947-48 to 1949-50; survey and con- 
st,ruction of schools, lY60-51 to date; White House Conference 0~ Educa- st,ruction of schools, 1960-51 to date; White House Conference 0~ Educa- 
tion, 1954-55; defense education, 1958-59 to date; education of handicapped, tion, 1954-55; defense education, 1958-59 to date; education of handicapped, 
l!J5!&60 to date; educational television, higher education facilities construc- l!J5!&60 to date; educational television, higher education facilities construc- 
tion, and adult education, l!J64-65 to date: elementary, secondary, and tion, and adult education, l!J64-65 to date: elementary, secondary, and 
higher education nnd equal education opportunity, 1965-66 to date; Teacher higher education nnd equal education opportunity, 1965-66 to date; Teacher 
Corps, health manpower education and utilization, 1967-68 to date; man- Corps, health manpower education and utilization, 1967-68 to date; man- 
power development classroom instruction, 1968-69 to date; and educational power development classroom instruction, 1968-69 to date; and educational 
broadcasting facilities construction, 1968-69. broadcasting facilities construction, 1968-69. 

5 Vocational rehabilit,ation and State homes for disabled servicemen, 5 Vocational rehabilit,ation and State homes for disabled servicemen, 
192&30 to date; employment service administration, 1933-34 to 1942-43 192&30 to date; employment service administration, 1933-34 to 1942-43 
and 194G4-47 to date; child welfare services, lQ35-36 to 1967-68; unemploy- and 194G4-47 to date; child welfare services, lQ35-36 to 1967-68; unemploy- 
ment insurance administration and removal of surplus agricultural com- ment insurance administration and removal of surplus agricultural com- 
modities, 193536 to date; school lunch and Federal annual contributions modities, 193536 to date; school lunch and Federal annual contributions 
to public housing authorities, 1939-40 to date; community war-service day to public housing authorities, 1939-40 to date; community war-service day 
care, 1942-43; veterans’ re-use housing, 194647 to 1850-51; administration of care, 1942-43; veterans’ re-use housing, 194647 to 1850-51; administration of 
veterans’ unemployment and self-employment allowances, 1947-48 to lQ52- veterans’ unemployment and self-employment allowances, 1947-48 to lQ52- 
53; veterans’ on-the-job training, 1947-48 to date; commodities furnished 53; veterans’ on-the-job training, 1947-48 to date; commodities furnished 

by Commodity Credit Corporation, 1949-5’) to date; defense public hous- 
ing, 1853-M; school milk, 1954-55 to date; distribution to State accounts in 
unemplovmPnt insurance trust fund of certain tax collections, 1955-56 to 
1957-58; White House Conference on Aging, 195!J-60 to l!J60-61; Federal share 
of value of food stamps redeemed, 1961-62 to date; manpower development, 
1962-63 to date; housing demonstration, 196364 and 1964-C5; economic oppor- 
tunity programs; work experience, community action, and Neighborhood 
Youth Corps, 191%65 to date; adult training and development, veterans’ 
nursing homes, 196667 to date; mental retardation and work incentive 
activities, 1968-69. 

8 Cooperative construction of rural post roads, lo?%30 to 1939-40; Federal- 
aid highways (regular and emergency, prewar and postwar) and trust fund 
activities, restoration of roads and bridges, flood relief, secondary and feeder 
roads, grade-crossing elimination, 1030-31 to date; National Industrial 
Recovery Act highway activities, 1933-34 to 104344, 194647 to 1948-49, 
and 1!15l-51; emergency relief activities, 193536 to 1Q43-44 and 194&44 to 
1951-52; access roads, flight strips, strategic highway network, 1941-42 to 
195657 and 1958-50; public land highways, 1942-43 to date; payment of 
claims, 1945-46 to 1951-52; war damage in Hawaii, 1047-48 to 1955-56; reim- 
bursement of D.C. highway fund, 1!154-55 to 1957-58; forest highways, lY57- 
58 to date; Appalachia highways, 1965-66 to date; and beautification and 
control of outdoor advertising, highway safety, and landscaping and scenic 
enhancement, 1966-67 to date. 

7 Forestry cooperation including watershed protection and flood preven- 
tion, lU2!1-30 to datei Civil Works Administration, 1833-34; Federal Emer- 
gency Relief Admmistration, lY33-34 to 1!137-3X; Federal Emergency 
Administration of Public Works. 1933-34 to 193%40; Reclamation Service 
(emergency). 1935-36; wildlife restoration, 1938-39 to date; war public works, 
lQ41-42 to 1’943-44; Public Works Administration, 1941-42 to 194+5!l; farm 
labor supply, 194243 to 10484!J; community facilities and defense com- 
munity facilities, 1944-45 to 1948-4Y, 1!15”53, and lY54-55 to 195%5!); public 
works advance planning, 1!146-47 to l!l48-49; Federal airport program, 1!147- 
48 to date; cooperative marketing project and disaster, drought, and other 
emergency relief, lQ48-PY to date; civil defense, M-52 to date; slum cl ‘ar- 
awe, lQ.52~53 to 195+55; urban planning and renewal, 1955-53 to date; lihrary 
services and waste-treatment works construction. 1956.57 to date; National 
Science Foundation installations, l!J57-58; small husiness management 
research, 195%5Y to 1064-65; area redevelopment assistance and accelerated 
public works, 1962-63 to date; open space land, l!J&64 to date; basic agri- 
culture research, lQt%65 to lY68-6!1; urban and mass tmnsoortation, water 
resources research, commercial fisheries research, arts and humanities, law 
enforcement. State technical services of Commerce Department, and rural 
water and waste disposal, 1965-66 to date; xonomic development facilities, 
Appalachian assistance, technical and community assistance, and water 
pollution control, 196667 to date; model cities, meat inspection. and eta- 
nomic development planning, lH67-68 to date; cropland adjustment and 
metropolitan development, lQti8-69 to date. 

* Less than $lO.MM. 
Source: Annual Reports of the Secretory oj the Treasury Combined State- 

ment of Receipts, E.rpenditures and Balance8 of the United States Couernment 
and agency reports. Beginning with lQ6G-69 data: Department of the Trea- 
sury, 3kdederaZ Aid to States, Fiscal Year. 
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the other.4 In the past two years, however, the 
decline in the highways proportion has gone to 
increase the urban affairs grants group. 

It should be noted that there are social wel- 
fare aspects to some of the multipurpose grants 
programs that are grouped with urban affairs. 
Under the model cities legislation, for instance, 
health clinics can be and are being operated in 
several metropolitan areas but, since the amounts 
granted are reported for the program as a whole, 
these clinics cannot be included with the health 
grants where they normally would be. Other 
urban affairs grants programs have aspects that 
are borderline to the definition of social welfare5 
used for the Social Security Administration ex- 
penditures series, and still others are, of course, 
completely outside that definition although they 
may contribute immeasurably to the general wel- 
fare of our urban communities. 

The social welfare grants are further-subdivided 
into the following groups of grants: Public 
assistance, health, education, and miscellaneous 
social welfare. Within this broad category- 
which, in total, rose 19 percent from the $13.9 
billion of 1968%69-the range extended from a 
26-percent increase for the miscellaneous social 
welfare grants programs to one of 11 percent for 
education services and construction. An eleven- 
fold expansion of the grants under the economic 
opportunity program for work experience and 
training (to $320.4 million) and a fivefold in- 
crease in manpower development activities (to 
$299.0 million not. counting classroom instruc- 
tional costs of $121.0 million, included elsewhere) 
were the largest relative increases in the miscel- 
laneous social welfare grants group. 

Grants for public assistance include the Fed- 
eral share of cash payments under the categori- 
cal assistance programs, medical assistance pay- 
ments, and grants for administration, social 
services, training, and demonstration projects. 
The $7.4 billion total for public assistance was 
19 percent above the 1968-69 figure. Public as- 

4 Sophie R. Dales, “Federal Grants to State and Local 
Governments, 196-68,” Social Security Bulletin, august 
1969. chart, page 19. 

5 Cash benefits, services, and administrative costs of 
all programs operating under public law that are of 
direct benefit to individuals and families. See Alfred M. 
Skolnik and Sophie R. Dales, op. cit., page 3, and Ida C. 
Merriam and Alfred M. Skolnik, Social Welfare Expenzdi- 
tures Under Public Programs in the United States, 1929- 
66, Research Report No. 25, pages 11-16. 

sistance grants, as stated above, made up 45.0 
percent of social welfare grants and 31.6 percent 
of all grants of 1969-R) ; the comparable per- 
centages for 1968-69 were 45.3 and 31.8. 

Grants for health services and construction 
rose $177 million in 1969-70-more than 20 per- 
cent, compared with a C&percent rise the year 
before-to top $1 billion, the largest sum ever 
granted for health purposes. Despite this large 
dollar increase, health grants accounted for the 
same proportion of social welfare grants (6.3 
percent) and of total grants (4.4 percent) in 
1969-70 as they did in 1968-69. Health facilities 
construction grants rose 7.7 percent during 1969- 
70 to $411 million. Most of the health services 
programs declined from their 1968-69 levels, with 
a few notable exceptions that raised the services 
grants 30.5 percent above those of the preceding 
year to $632 million. Two programs had major 
increases: mental health activities were up 200 
percent from their 1968-69 level to $187 million 
and regional medical programs up 165 percent 
to $71 million. Smaller increases were registered 
by two others: 12 percent (to $224 million) for 
maternal and child health and welfare services6 
and 2 percent (to $122 million) for comprehensive 
health planning services. 

Following a 2-percent decrease in grants for 
education services and construction in 1968-69, 
these grants rose 10.7 percent in 1969-70 to more 
than $3 billion-another all-time high. Here, too, 
the net change for the group resulted from in- 
creases in some programs and decreases in others. 
Grants for defense education activities and for 
higher education activities both declined. The 
rest showed increases of varying degree adding 
up to $291 million more than the amounts granted 
in the preceding fiscal year. 

The $1 billion increase in grants for miscel- 
laneous social welfare purposes raised the total 
for the group 19.4 percent to $5.0 billion in 1969- 
70. The increase is composed of (a) a 3.9.percent 
rise (to $3.4 billion) in the subgroup, which in- 
cludes the various food distribution, food stamp, 
and child nutrition programs, public housing con- 
tributions, vocational rehabilitat,ion grants, and 
employment security administration and (b) a 
la-percent, rise (to $1.6 billion) in grants for 

6 Data for these programs are no longer available 
separately; since 1968-69, therefore, child welfare serv- 
ices are listed in merged form with the maternal and 
child health grants among the health services. 
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economic opportunity programs. Several of the 
economic opportunity programs-the Job Corps 
and VISTA, for example-are not financed 
through the grants mechanism and thus fall out- 
side the purview of this article. 

At $4.4 billion, grants in the highway group 
were up 5.6 percent from their 1968-69 level. 
(‘onstruction grants from the highway trust fund 
increased $214 million to reach $4.3 billion. For- 
est and public-land highway construction declined 
14 percent to $33 million. In 1968-69, grants for 
highway beautification and landscaping totaled 
$20 million, and those for highway safety were 
$18 million. The 1969-70 grants reversed the 
emphasis. Beautification and landscaping grants 
dropped 46 percent to $11 million while safety 
grants rose 163 percent to $48 million. 

A ?-percent rise in the urban affairs group 
brought these grants to $1.5 billion, almost $1.1 
billion of which went for urban renewal projects, 
nearly doubling 1968-69 grants for these projects. 
Grants untkr the model cities program rose from 
less than $2 million in 1967-68 to $9 million the 
next year and to $79 million in 1969-70, this 
program’s third year of operation (table 2). 

No new grants programs Tl*ere reported for 
fiscal year 1969-70. Data for t-70 programs are 
no longer listed by the data source agency as 
grants programs7 although the Federal Govern- 
ment continues to help finance the act,ivities. They 
are (1) aid to State marine scl~ools, authorized 
oripimtlly by an Act of 1911 and included here 
in the education group since the series began, and 
(2) the I>epartment of Agriculture basic scientific 
resexrcb grants, which entered the agriculture and 
natural resources group &h the initial 1964-65 
grants. 

A NEW GRANTS STRATEGY 

Despite its title, Federal Aid to States, the 
Treasury source and this series include many 
programs of Federal grants direct to local gov- 
ernments that completely bypass the States. 
Rapid growth of this type of “direct federalism” 
cluring the sixt,ies greatly intensified the far older 
problem of the effectiveness of State partnership 
in a Federal governmental system. By the seven- 
ties, Federal-local grants have become a prime 

7 See footnotes 4 and 7, table 1. 
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source for financing many local government serv- 
ices-diminishing even further the role of the 
States in a period \vhen metropolitan areas pro- 
vide a large part, of State revenues. 

“One of the most promising alternatives to 
‘direct federalism deals with the States ‘buying 
into’ Federal-local grant programs by providing 
a substantial portion of the non-Federal match- 
ing share of project costs.” * The State buy-in 
is not a new concept. As early as 1955 the 
(I~estnbaun~) Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations recommended channeling Federal slum 
clearance and public housing aid through State 
agencies if and when substantial State financial 
aid was forthcoming. 

By December 1967, the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations reports, 37 States 
were “buying into” airport construction, 20 into 
waste treatment works, 11 into urban renewal, 
10 into mass transit, 8 into water and sewer facili- 
ties, and 4 into hospital construction-the only 
urban grants programs in the social welfare area 
at that time. 

A 1969 BCTR study of 12 federally aided urban 
programs” found that only three (Kansas, Ne- 
braska, and South Dakota) of 37 respondent 
States were not buying into any of those pro- 
grams. nlorc than $229 million was allocated by 
the 34 buying-in States, R’ew I-.ork alone account- 
ing for $123 million and participating in 11 of 
the 12 programs. The 16.4 percent of intergov- 
ernmental expenditures allocated by Hawaii rep- 
resented the largest proportion any respondent 
State spent to buy in. By program, aid for edu- 
cationally deprived children received the largest 
State dollar contribution ($90 million) but from 
only three States-Xew York, Texas, and Cali- 
fornia. The largest number of States partici- 
pated in urban planning assistance-21 States 

* Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Rela- 
tions (ACIR), A State Response to Uvbnn Problems: 
Recent Experience Under the “Buying-In” Approach 
(hI-56)) December 1970. See also ACIR, Federalism in 
197’0, 22th Ann~caZ Report (II-59), .January 31, 1971. 
The preceding paragraph and following discussion of the 
buying-into Federal-local programs by States are para- 
phrased from these two ACIR reports. 

9 Renewal, planning assistance, mass transit, waste- 
treatment facilities, solid-waste disposal, model cities, 
airport development, air-pollution control, and the fol- 
lowing social welfare grants programs: aid for educa- 
tionally deprived children, community action, prevention 
and control of juvenile delincluency, and low-rent public 
housing. 
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“brought~ in?’ for n total of only $2.6 million or figure represents an increase of $17.85 per person 
about 1 percent of State support for all 12 from the iiationzll average of 1968-69. -1 decade 
programs. earlier grants of $38.31 per capita had been dis- 

tributed to the 50 States and the District of 

RELATION TO OTHER INDICATORS 

Federal grants to States and localities in 196% 
70 amounted to $115.68 for each man, woman, 
and child in the Ullited States (table 3). This 

(‘oluml~ia. 
As in table 2, the States are divided into three 

incwnle gr011l)s 1)~ rauliiiig thin nrcortliiig to the 
ar-crape per capita personal hcome rece.ived in 
each State (for the immediately preceding 3 

23,356,151 

11.447,818 
2!10.613 
285.073 

States ranked by 1967-FY average per capit.a 
personal irxomc 

Totalz..-..-....-.-~-..~.-...-..--....-~.....~. 823.585,265 / $16,515,967 

United States J~..~....-.~~...........-.-..-.-...~..~.. 16,345,45i 
~- 
8.'32,!167 

211.558 
184.353 

l,Y15.681 
48,ZBO 
33,9H!I 

663,4iO 
2,238,X64 

399.0!~6 
516,674 
3’2,XBl 

250, (wi 
53i,tW 
25i, 746 
Sli,W 
72,087 

544,23s 
lQY, 6?2 

TABLE Z.--Federal grants bo State and loc:ti governments, 

[Amounts in thousands] 

~ 

Social nelfaw 
- 

All grants ’ I-_- Total Public assistam IIeaith 

.I 2.3%X:64? 
101,810 
75,526 

948.474 
2,968,786 

6IR,468 
i14.111 

Outlying mas: 
Puerto Rico..-.--.~.-...--.~~~.-~......~.....-..~~-. 
Virgin Islands......~~~~..~-....~~--..~~~-..-~~.--~.. 

70.1 Bi.444,851 

69.9 T,430,450 

il. 1 
iO.4 
66.7 
65.!) 

2::: 
61.9 

4,23O.i64 65. !I 
814,451 60.7 
286.0% 78.0 
260,952 64.5 
140.146 59. B 
1 Yl , 1 Y8 (ix. Y 
154,485 63.G 
83 1’7 

151;!ao7 
G4,h 
66.0 

3i 735 
344: 740 

5”,6 
65. !I 

38i, 7.11 76.4 
2”.061 34.4 

287.45Y 61.9 
146,740 63.Y 
41,543 Er4.4 

827,8”7 72.1 
52,548 41.5 

3,850,900 
“;;;g 
431.4% 

56,145 
8i,319 
5”,2’90 , 
45.812 

i0.6 
74.9 
i0.9 
i8.2 
55.5 
51.5 
60.7 
50.9 
63.8 
2.2 
iO.2 
2.8 
68.2 
54. i 
79. 2 
i4.5 
73.2 
68.8 

12!), 151 
385,087 
31i,Y37 
380 6-a 
32S'Ob 
1631732 
“18 7% 
&6’ 358 
mo:os5 
281,6Q4 

lii,O17 90.0 12; D6? 6.6 23,011 
11,366 8i.6 564 4.3 i 1,316 

1111.(85 
25%,Oil 
lli.437 
3i,OO& 
20,006 

201,866 
53,800 

1.754,555 
402 855 
146:007 
194 101 
54:a1 
78 ;!I5 
s!l: 308 
30,961 
66, iO3 
11,516 

14!1,5U 
126,135 

5,5511 
X(3X3 
33,om 
1’1,331 

357 ‘i3!1 
1a:ios 

1,42i,373 
16.3, iY7 
39 4% 

1xl:shl 
15,611 
31.504 
1:r,445 
16.5Q 
37 %‘I6 

l&64 
118,!a7 
Ii&O50 
108,648 
54,137 
54,OYl 

lG.385 
77,663 
2,535 

2x.4 
21.4 
24.1 
1!1.0 
16.1 
29. !J 
?4.!i 
8.i 

15.4 
14.4 
all. 0 
31.1 
13.2 

37.1 
i.0 

28.‘2 
4i.4 

G.0 
13.3 
30. ‘1 
4X.i 
25.7 
41.8 
21.3 
2X.G 

E 
29.1 I 
IG. !I 
22.8 
15.51 

2i.3 
30.0 
30.x 
g: - i 

20.2 
40.8 
35.3 
33.0 
18.4 
18.6 
21.8 
18.4 
18.1 i 
23.4 
26.3 
3’2.4 
21.5 
17.” 
l!*. 6 
27.5 
54 
1i.i 

2 30” 
2.w3 

35.326 
69,l?G 
2”,17Y 
?!a, 32 
2,116 

“0,25? 
46,!117 
1”,115 
4,?‘13 
Y,O35 

46,668 
19.W 

d.015 
12.165 
3.1m 

2G.3’6 
30,587 
2,312 

20,550 
14,533 
4,073 

49, i50 
4,317 

255,840 
12,538 
4,951 

‘7,253 
3,:oi 
7,665 

313,286 
63,!3ii 
16, .I 1’3 
15,165 
10,02; 
li.l’Kl 
13.40’1 

3,%5 
3,850 

10,4w 
35,450 
20,838 
?1,2i3 
25,535 
10,5X 
15,7x ’ 
m, x5 
11,010 li 
14,571 

3.8 
6.1 
4.9 
3.5 
2.3 
2. 7 
4.0 
2.3 
3.G 
4.2 
4,s 
5.1 
6.1 
3.1 
3.3 
7.6 
5.3 
5.7 

4.9 
4.i 
4.5 
3.i 
4.3 
6.2 
5.5 
6.2 
2.3 
4.4 

i:; 
3.G 
4.4 
6.3 
5.3 
4.3 
3.4 

?I 
4.4 
4. !I 
3.; 
4.5 
4.4 
4.3 
5.2 
i.0 
4.6 
4.1 
5.4 
3.5 
5.7 
5.2 
.:. 0 
3.6 

11.7 
10.1 

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

mer.ts to checks-issued basis, and grants u:ider a few programs to Smerican 
Samoa, the Canal Zone, and the Turst Territory al the Pacific Islands. 
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years, to dnmpen single-year fluctuations). With- ever their income level. This phenomenon is par- 
in each income group the States vary viclely in t icrtlarly apparent for the public assistance grants 
per capita rweipt of Federal grants. States with and othrr progranls with formulas of Federal 
low lwpulation density benefit from the n~iniinuin inatching iii relation to State expenditure. States 
allotnient provisions iii certain of the grant for- that receive the largest per capita public assist- 
niul:~s, I):~rticlll;lrly that for highvxy construction. ;II~C’C grants incll~cle some with the highest per 
-Ilid States that spend n great deal from their c:ll)it:l illcoinc ill the country as well as some 
owl1 wsoIwces for feclcrnlly aided prograins tend \I-it11 the lowest. Se\-ertheless, as a result of the 
to recei\-e inore than the iiatioi~nl arerage, what- cql~alization feature written into many of the 

IAmounts in thousands] 

I Social welfare-continued IIighways 

Urban 
Sails 

States ranked by 1967-69 per 
capita personel income Percent of 

all grants 

- 

18.6 

18.8 
- 

$5,041.208 $1,391,763 $1,4i4,989 $?15. G61 $056.884 Total. 

United States 

TTigh-income group. 
District of Columbia. 
Connecticut. 
New York. 
Alaska. 
Nevada. 
Illinois. 
California. 
NW\- Jersey. 
Massachusetts. 
Delanaro. 
Maryland. 
Michigul. 
wl3st1111gt0n. 
Rhode Island. 
IIlrunii. 
Oilio. 
Indxma. 

hliddle-income group. 
Penllsylv:lliia. 
Wisconsin. 
Rlinnesota. 
Oregon. 
Colorado. 
Iowa. 
Nebraska. 
K~flS%. 
New IInmpshire. 
Missouri. 
Florida. 
Wyoming. 
Virginia. 
Arizona 
Vermont. 
TCXaS. 
Molltnna. 

2,973,2Q!l 12.7 4,!J25,2Oi 4,38i,971 1,465,481 214.546 '344.693 

1,32&.039 ll.B 2, 221, 5x1 
ii,655 2G.i !95,i65 
27,X3 !I. 4 5!1,07!J 

255,Qi 10.8 457,621 
2’2,053 21.7 17,800 

9,45:! 12.5 12,4!IX 
116,461 12.3 215,8i5 
275,113 !I.3 4li,!lH5 
6i.311 10.9 150,408 
61.5% X.6 I"(i,Ali5 
9.915 l!I.‘Y !I.!352 

T3,HXl 1s. x 73 227 
RL',!W 10.8 14!J’fi!ll 
4i,XlO 12.4 ho:384 
l’!,!ll!) !I. 8 31, liflli 
23,105 111. 5 1!1,!111 

105,096 11.9 1!10,60~1 
55,326 16.3 81,1i5 

845,633 13.2 
120,053 8.!l 
44,eo 12.2 
4?,2!ll 10.5 
22,401 !I. G 
39,308 14.2 
32,740 31.5 
14, T8!l 11.5 
38,640 16.8 

8,!rOl 12.4 
52,591 10.5 
Oi,321 10. 2 

6,575 10.2 
102,373 22.0 

33,444 14.6 
6,011 7. ‘J 

171,125 41.!i 
12,415 9.8 

1,31i,248 
22X, 2X 

;'J,OOfi 
i!l,38!1 
53,X-i 
55,ooi 
4'1,028 
7') 362 -i I 
34, 3!Ili 
14,154 

11.4.281 
133 i4i 

i: 5!13 
Q3,143 
65,6i3 
11,620 

249,313 
19,118 

791,591 
47,SfiA 
11,ioo 
84.8!13 
14,614 
1!1,4ii!J 
13,4O!l 
11,3i5 
32,X3 

101,050 
61,897 
60,005 
69, 7!li 
28,611 
56,555 
Rl,Q14 
38,424 
57,i51 

11.5 
11.8 
10.5 
15.4 
14.4 
11.5 
15.6 
12.6 
16.2 
“0.0 
13.7 
11.5 
14.6 

!I. 4 
20.5 
15.8 
14.1 
14.1 

16.5 
46.7 

1 ,3i5,998 
76,735 
23,123 

13i.411 
19,213 
28,682 
15,742 
14,044 
48,5!l3 

140,124 
116,285 
127,259 
121,033 

70,409 
92.368 

135,344 
i",Q87 

136,746 

32,528 
6,053 

108,486 
3,433 

?,Oli,iF’J 
;I, y3z; 

23B.813 
40,383 
34,5% 

1x5.471 
502,i57 
100, WI 

!1.1,121 
10,261 
W?,Ml 

15!),5Ai 
03, on0 
28,018 
33,267 

?3O,iO7 
!JO,iOi 

1,3i3,863 : 223,21, 
41,808 

lOi,6’Xl 
Is,543 
57,455 
vi.545 
38,012 
50,14!1 
20,648 

105,785 
68,553 
3F,980 

105,8')!J 
68,250 
28,317 

226, Gil 
W,371 

9'36,346 
55.W 
21,144 
61,634 
39,081 
iO,X85 

3';; g 

55,176 
54,578 
79,153 

109,794 
89,585 
85,180 
32,863 
80,494 
42,819 
57,234 

li.6 Xl, 936 
11.1 41,244 
21.9 37,7!10 
10.0 148.628 
39.7 4.016 
45.8 2,259 
19. 6 70,341 
lG.!l lo!). 446 
17.8 R!).Oli 
13.2 R3,OiO 
20.5 3,674 
15.8 3R.482 
20.8 42,760 
24.1 13,018 
21.3 13.26F 
28.1 5.3'12 
26.0 66,431 
29.4 15,098 

21.4 
16.6 
11.4 
26.6 
29.7 

:i:; 
2!1.6 
21.8 
28.8 
21.1 
13.5 
57.6 
?".8 
29.7 
37.1 
lQ.7 
4Q.2 

500,!1!)0 
251.520 

18 230 
li:380 
12.35Q 
16,8!)2 
11,04’) 
1,346 

15,4io 
i.026 

2i,i75 
2i,G33 

671 
4" 085 

i:Oi7 
1,470 

4; , !I;; 

18.3 
13.9 
18.9 
11.2 
38.6 
41.8 
28.0 
41.0 
2i.3 
10.x 
17.5 
21.0 
18.8 
‘8.1 
11.9 
15.5 
15.7 
14.0 

180,602 

I;$;; 

31:EE 
306 

2,945 
1,2!l8 
1,101 
5,443 

y; f2; 

2,126 
21,610 

1,861 
4,i'33 

31,0‘"8 
9,811 
4,303 

3,793 1.9 8,790 i92 6,219 
53 i0 1,470 

i0 02 
1:014 
1,434 
8,91’ 
ylli 

: 
5:iii 

14,301 
2,!Z 
2,3% 
1 L'l' 
3:&I 
5,om 
5,02: 

5!)' 
1,4!l? 
6.501 
5.211 

ii.148 
6,501 
5,65E 
4,lOL 
4,724 
2,167 
3,556 
2,88!i 
5,111 
l,i3F 
3,510 

",+; 
71156 
1,846 
1,310 

13,5i!i 
2,689 

67,811 

;$; 1 ‘ 
7,310 
1,460 
2,!l65 
1,6!li 
2,390 
1,362 
4,313 
3.05'1 
4.160 
3,!)11 
1,351 
3,026 
3,i4!l 
6,015 
7,339 

345,12E 
4,564 
6,9X0 

53,801 
fi,O!lF 
2,iQl 

23,41F 
103,418 

17,653 
li.580 

2,ooc 
11,914 
20,4fi:! 
li,301 

3,135 
6,064 

38,i24 
9,241 

233,i!13 
4B,i03 
15,li!l 
14,4oi 

i,401 
Q,5QO 

10,RiO 
;*;!g 

4:5x 
18.46!1 
15,111 
2,331 

2’,13!1 
R,i50 
3,646 

37,c31 
6,060 

355,087 Low-income group. 
16,400 Oklahoma. 

5,4i3 Maine. 
19,527 Georgia. 

4 17’ 
51352 

South Dakota. 
utilt1. 

6, i77 North Dakota. 
3,i87 Idaho. 

ll,l’J!J New Mexico. 
25,!l41 North Carolina. 
38,810 Kentucky. 
26,455 Louisiana. 
36,308 T~llll~SSW. 
48,636 West Virginia. 
16,661 South Carolina. 
16,821 Alabama. 
14,5i8 Arkansas. 
58,590 Mississippi. 

Outlying areas. 
Puerto Rico. 
Virgin Islands. 

J Includes (not listed separately) small amounts undistributed and ad- 
justments to checks-issued basis. 

Source: Department of the Treasury, Federal Aid to States, Fiscal Year 
1970. 

BULLETIN, SEPTEMBER 1971 21 



TABLE 3.-1969-70 Federal grants in relation to personal income, to State and local general revenues and direct general revenues, 
and to population, by State 1 

- 
Per capita grants Total gralits BS percent of- 

7 - - 
Education Iighways ( All other 

24. G? 21.45 12.93 

5.03 
I- 

24.39 21.i3 13.00 

4.39 13.24 22.22 20.18 11.97 
22.39 97.31 120.01 40.39 58.68 
4.80 9.24 19.69 21.51 15.40 
4.46 13.94 ?4.99 12.91 11.54 
8.16 is. 20 63.12 143.20 46.69 
4.43 20.68 27.35 75.64 15.25 
3.46 10.54 19.54 16.79 0.01 
3.56 14.17 23.04 25.86 11.68 
3.14 9.42 21.04 15.36 15.33 
5.44 11.26 23.21 17.2i 18.84 
4.47 18.36 18.24 l!).OO 12.89 
5.38 19.62 19.45 16.56 13.67 
5.35 9.46 17.08 1x. 20 7.i9 
3.56 14.05 23.63 2i.35 10.39 
4.il 14.18 35.79 30.i6 18.65 

11.38 29.10 25.11 41.90 12.65 
4.35 0. 79 17.i5 21.48 10.40 
3.78 10.81 15.86 19.48 5.77 

5.12 13.83 21.54 22.47 13.28 
5.36 10. li 19.34 18.91 25.82 
3.88 10.54 18.66 9.88 R. 23 
4.10 11.43 ‘1.46 29.03 Y. 72 
4.93 11.03 26.22 34.22 12.05 
8. l!) 18.2 26.62 27.36 13.64 
4.82 11.i7 1;. 63 22.4’1 9.30 
5.53 10.21 20.26 26.25 4.92 
5.24 16.65 14.82 21.61 12.16 
4.41 12.41 l!l. 74 28.80 18.60 
6.09 11.31 24.57 22.74 10.70 
4.81 15.32 21.05 IO. 7Y 8.05 
7.32 20.55 23.73 115.56 i5.Y9 
4.40 21. !I3 1’3.95 22.68 15.29 
8.58 19. i5 38. TY 40.31 8.67 
9.28 13.6Y 26.4i 64.50 14.71 
4.45 15.30 z2.29 20.26 8.42 
6.23 li.93 27.55 89.8i 17.02 

6.28 
4.88 
7.33 
5.62 
5.06 
5.87 
6.17 
5.36 

10.55 
6.81 
5.68 
6.46 
6.41 
5.81 
5.84 
7.5i 
5.52 
6. li 

19.41 
18.41 
18.63 
22.18 
11.96 
18.2’J 
21.80 
15.84 
39.07 
lY.41 
16.05 
1Y. 15 
Ii. 51 
15.73 
21.01 
23.20 
1Y. 26 
24.47 

33.74 
2Y. 88 
27.45 
29.16 
23.64 
2’3.61 
25.43 
19.58 
48. SE 
26. si 
33.9F 
35. YI 

E3i i 
34.31 
38.3: 
36.5! 
57.94 

24.43 14.81 
21. io 17.51 
67.83 10.78 
5Y.30 Y.01 
21.6’2 11.63 
13.28 13.65 
39.24 15.89 
51.35 10.14 
55.51 18.11 
10.49 10.07 
xl.32 a.74 
24.49 17.24 
22.48 15.52 
46.83 29.66 
12.21 !I.17 
22.80 14.61 
21.46 15.24 
24.25 29.76 

Total 
;tate-local 
gtXera1 

revenues 
1368-69 2 

Itate-local 
direct 

general 
rev3lues 
1968-69 J 

E States ranked by 1967-69 
wertxge per capital personal 

income Personal 
income 

1969 

i 
Total Public 

wistance 

115.20 36.36 

24.5 115.68 36.80 

21.0 194.48 42.49 
75.2 364.18 25.40 
21.2 98.36 27.72 
19.0 129.01 61.18 
55.7 361.03 21.65 
26.5 165.27 21.92 
19.4 85.86 26.51 
23.2 152.69 74.39 
18.2 86.52 22.23 
25.1 130.62 54.60 
17.8 92.75 19. i8 
21.0 104.64 29.93 
16.3 87.32 29.44 
20.9 113.51 34.52 
32.7 144.71 40.62 
25.4 149.00 25.20 
21.1 82.56 18.80 
15.6 66.21 10.51 

‘24.4 104.94 
23.3 113.73 
16.2 86.68 
20.7 109.33 
22.8 115.25 
12.1 132.05 
18.0 87.34 
18.5 88.55 
22.3 99.22 
27.3 100.02 
28.4 107.56 
18.5 7!1.87 
32.8 zoo. 50 
25.9 ‘39.54 
27.8 135.66 
38.5 173.84 
28.1 102.68 
40.6 182.61 

28.70 
34.13 
34.49 
33.54 
26.7Y 
37.5” 
21.33 
21.37 

:i:;i 
32.15 
19.85 
li.34 
15.2) 
lY.54 
45.19 
31.97 
24.01 

37.6 
39.2 
38.3 
33.5 
31.1 
32.8 
26.8 
30.1 
42.8 
2Y.3 
33.8 
38.7 
3i. 1 
50.3 
35.2 
46.2 
46.8 
53.E 

133.67 
156.17 
162.17 
153.51 
114.24 
118.89 
140.15 
125.29 
203.55 
97.06 

139.71 
140.11 
119.55 
166.50 
102.63 
146.83 
137.00 
173.33 

35.00 

ii: :i 
28.24 
40.32 
39.19 
31.6: 
23.04 
37.5. 
22.X 
45. Y4 
36. i! 
2i. 21 
29.7f 
20.05 
40.3 
38. Yi 
30.71 

il. 39 
231.58 

-- 

_- Total .______.. ______. -__ ___.__..._._ 

United States _._....__..__..__ 
l----Y 

20.4 _- 
High-income gro’lp..-..--..- 

District of Columbi I.. ___.--. 
Connecticut . . ..__...__..____.. 
New York ___...___..__.______. 
Alaska------.-..-...---.-----. 
Nevada _______._ . .._____ -___- 
Illinois- _ _ .____._ -. _.- .___.. ._. 
California--+-.- . . . . . .._.. __ 
New Jersey ___.___ -- .__._....__ 
Massachusetts..---.--.---.-.-- 
Delaware..-.-....-....-.-.-.-. 
Maryland..... .__. -_-- __.._._ 
Michigan ___.._._..__.___.._.-. 
Wnshington--- . .._._ .__..___. 
Rhode Island .._.. -__-.__-- __.. 
Hawaii.. __..._....._ ._.___.__ 
Ohio..-.--...-.-....--..---.-. 
Indiana. _ _ _ _._. ..___ ___- .__._ 

2.7 17.7 
7.7 47.3 
2.1 18.1 
2.9 16.4 
8.1 34.7 
3.7 21.2 
2.0 16.1 
3.6 19.3 
2.0 16.1 
3.1 21.2 
2.3 15.6 
2.6 18.2 
2.2 14.2 
2.9 17.6 
3.8 26.6 
3.9 20.0 
2.2 17.9 
1.8 13.4 

3.0 
3.1 
2.4 
3.0 

2 
2.5 
2.5 
2.8 
2.9 
3.1 
2.3 
6.0 
3.0 
4.0 
5.4 
3.2 
5.8 

20.4 
23.R 
14.2 
17.5 
18.5 
21.4 
15.4 
15.9 
18.9 
2?.5 
23.3 
16.1 
23.0 
21.6 
22.7 
28.1 
23.2 
31.3 

4.8 
5.1 
5.4 
5.1 
3.7 
3.9 
4.7 
4.2 
7.0 
3.4 
5.0 
4.9 
4.3 
6.4 
3.9 
5.7 
5.6 
7.8 

29.3 
29.4 
28.6 
25.9 
25.3 
26.2 
21.5 

% 
2414 
26.t 
2s.; 
29.: 
36.: 
28.f 
34.5 
34.f 
41.f 

8.37 11.81 39.31 
23.51 108.OY 61.3( 

1.38 5.i4 
28.62 

Middle-income group... ___. 
Fennsylvania ______... __.-.. 
Wisconsin ___.._ . .._._ -_- .__. 
Minnesota.....--..------.--.-. 
Oregon . . .._._ -__.-_.-_-_- ._... 
Colorado-.--........-.--..--.. 
Iowa ..__ --__--__.- _...._ .__.. 
Nebraska _____.__...._.__..__.. 
Kansas.--.-..---....-..--.--.. 
New Hampshire _._..__._..._.. 
Missouri. _ _ _ ___. __.. __....__.. 
Florida....-.--.-.-.-.-.--..... 
Wyoming ___.__ -.- .._.. _.._.. 
Virginia.........--..--.-...-.. 
Arizona ____. -__---__.- .._.._.. 
Vermont ___. -__- ___.__. _.._.. 
Texas-.---.--.-.--.---..-..-.. 
Montana--.- _..._________..... 

Low-income group .___...__.. 
Oklahoma __...__..__..______.. 
Utah~..-..~---.~-...~-~.--~~.. 
South Dakota- __..__.._..___._ 
Maine..--.-.-.~-.-..--~...~.-. 
Georgia.--....--.-.--.-------.. 
NorthDakota __... -.-._.--_-._ 
Idaho. ____ --__-._---.._-- __.._ 
New Mexico _._._ __.. __.._. -_ 
North Carolina __.___ -.__ ___-._ 
Louisiana _____. -_..- __.____ -__ 
Kentucky. . ..___..__.. -- _._._ 
TUIIIWW-.- ___. ____.._ _._. 
West Virginia __.___ --._.-._.-. 
South Carolina-.-. __.._.. -_--. 
Alabama _._____.__._ -_- . .._ -.. 
Arkansas.--..--..-..--.-.--.-. 
Mississippi .._____ _ ____ ______ 

Outlying areas: 
Puerto Rico _..._ -___ _____ -_. .____ --___- 
VirginIslands .____________._ .-___- ____ 

1 See the appropriate footnote to table 1 for the programs in each group of 
grants and for components of total and U,lited States lines. 

* Revenues (except trust revenues) from all sources. 
3 Revenues (except trust revenues) from own sources. 
Source: State and local revenues data. from Couernmenl Finances in 1#6& 

69 of 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 
Forces overseas, as 01 July 1, l!)BY. Personal iucome data are for calendar 
years and are from the Swvey of Current Business, August 1YiO. 

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 received 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 

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. 

In practice, these expectations have proven true 
only in that the low-income group has always 
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have become the low- and the middle-income proportions provided by Federal grants have been 
groups (see accompanying chart). as follows : 

Grants per capita: National average and arerage of 
high-, middle-, and low-income States, fiscal years 1959- 
60 through 1969-70 

Total grants as percent of- 

Income group 
oi States 

Total State-local 
general revenues 1 

State-local direct 
general revenues t 

- 
$160 

80 

60 

40 

2m 

(I 

I I I I 

U.S. Average ai 

Low income States 

High Income States 

1960 62 . 64 66 68 70 

The spread or gap between grants per capita 
received in the top and the bottom group has 
also widened over the years. From $l7.S4 per 
capita in 1059-60 between the low- and the high- 
income groups it has risen by 1960-70 to $28.73 
bet,ween the low- and the middle-income States. 
Alt,hough the long-range trend is toward a wider 
spread in absolute dollar terms, comparison of 
this spread with the national average per capita 
grant receipt indicates that-in relative terms- 
the gap is only about half the size it was one 
decade ago and almost the same as it was two 
decades ago. The small panel in the chart shows 
the fluctuations of this spread in relation to the 
national average. 

Comparison of the relationship of Federal 
grants to State and local revenues discloses only 
fractional year-to-year differences, but here too 
the trend is upward. In most recent years the 

196!&70 1963-69 1967-66 1960-70 1968-69 1967-68 

/ - i I- 
--~~~- 

1 From all sources. 
’ From own sources. 

Use of the Federal grant as a fiscal device 
for achieving program objectives is especially 
notable in the social welfare area. Grants for 
social welfare purposes represented 12.0 percent 
of the total 1969-70 social welfare expenditures 
by all governments in the United States. They 
accounted for 21.6 percent of all Federal social 
welfare expenditures and added 27.1 percent to 
the sums disbursed for social welfare by the States 
and localities from their own sources. 

The tabulation below shows t,he proportion 
of expenditures for selected social welfare pur- 
poses provided by Federal grants in the fiscal 
year under review, the preceding year, and 10 
years earlier. 

Federal grants as percent of public social 
welfare expenditures 

Year and somce of funds 
All 

social 
welfare 

196%70: 
Total ._......_ _.___........... 
Federal .._... . . . ..__.......... 
State-local l__.________.._..._.. 

12.0 15.7 10.8 
21.6 97.7 21.1 
27.1 109.9 22.0 

1968-69: 
Total.. ..____ . .._. ....... ..___ _ 
Federal.. .._._____._.......- ... 
State-local ‘. . ..__._ ............ 

11.4 52.7 9.6 6.3 
20.3 99.4 19.1 64.1 
26.1 111.9 19.4 7.2 

1959wm: 
Total ... .___ -_- .__.........___ _ 
Federal.....................-. 
State-local I...._ .......... ..__ _ 

7.2 33.9 
41.5 100.0 
14.3 103.8 

Public 
assis- 
tance 

Health 

1Ei 
7:a 

Educe- 
tion 

5z 
7:o 

1 Expenditures from State-local funds. Ratios of more than 100 percent 
indicate that Federal grants more than match sums spent from State-loCal 
sources. 

Despite slight year-to-year fluctuations in the 
grants role, the ever-rising importance of Federal 
grants in t,he longer range is apparent in the 
health and education areas and therefore in the 
totality of social welfare expenditures. Federal 
grants have formed half or more of all public 
assistance expenditures for a great many years. 
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