
Federal Grants to State and Local Governments, 
1971-72 

Aid to State and local governments in the form 
of Federal grants totaled $853 billion in fiscal year 
1971-72, about 20 percent more than the preced- 
ing vear’s total and four and a half times the 
figure 10 years earlier. In this series, these grants, 
grouped by purpose, are reviewed annually with 
special concentration on grants directed to social 
welfare functions and their relation to other 
grants. To measure the extent to which grants 
are used as a redistributive income tool and a 
means of equalizing fiscal resources among the 
States, the grants on a State-by-State basis are 
related to population, total personal income 
within the States, and State and local revenues. 

All but one of the grants groups contributed to 
the 1971-72 rise. Highway grants remained at 
their 1970-71 level but continued to represent a 
declining proportion of all grants. Total social 
welfare grants rose substantially, representing an 
increasing proportion of all grants. 

AID TO STATE and local governments in the 
form of Federal grants totaled $35.2 billion in 
the fiscal year 1971-72, an increase of 20 per- 
cent over the Federal grants of 1970-71. Ex- 
actly 75 percent of the grants-$26.4 billion- 
were for programs with a social welfare pur- 
pose. The $19.0 billion of grants by the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare ac- 
counted for 54 percent of all grants and ‘71 
percent of those for social welfare (table 1). 

The Federal grant-in-aid as a fiscal device 
for achieving program objectives through gov- 
ernment channels is almost as old as the Na- 
tion. The modern allocation-formula grant with 
matching requirements for the recipient State 
or local government, however, made its appear- 
ance only as recently as the World War I era 
with the Federal Aid Road Act of 1916 and the 
Smith-Hughes (vocational education) Act of 
1917. A newer development-the project grant, 
in which the money is channeled directly to the 
assisted activity with or without matching re- 

* Office of Research and Statistics, Division of Eco- 
nomic and Long-Range Studies. The author was aided 
by the Statistical Processing Unit in preparing the 
State statistical data for presentation. 
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quirements, but often with a ceiling for the 
federally borne proportion of total cost-has 
been receiving increased emphasis since the 
mid-fifties. Nonetheless, allocation-formula 
grants continue to dominate Federal grants by 
their sheer magnitude, most notably for public 
assistance, which accounted for 37 percent of 
all 1972 grants. 

Grants-in-aid are but one of several types of 
Federal fiscal aids to State and local govern- 
ments, although quantitatively they are the 
most significant. Federal grants are also made 
to other types of recipients (individuals and 
institutions), but these grants are not included 
here. 

The grants data in the accompanying tables 
are limited to grants for cooperative Federal- 
State or Federal-local programs administered 
at the State and/or local level, and to those 
programs in which the bulk of the funds is 
channeled through agencies of State and local 
governments. Emergency grants and the value 
of grants-in-kind, such as surplus foods distri- 
buted domestically or Braille materials for 
teaching the blind, are included when they con- 
form to these criteria. Shared revenues l and 
payments in lieu of taxes are excluded, as are 
programs in which the States or localities act 
solely as agents of the Federal Government. 
Loans, of course, are excluded by definition. 

In 1971-72, as in many preceding years, 
about 98 percent of all Federal aid to State and 
local governments took the form of grants as 
defined by these criteria. The proceeds of cer- 
tain special funds, certain income from public 
lands, and shared revenues form the bulk of 
the remainder. 

1 Shared revenues-not to be confused with revenue- 
sharing, a newly legislated program that went into 
effect in fiscal year 1972-73-denote State participation 
in income derived from Federal land within given 
States. The income is usually from grazing rights, for- 
est use, water rights or mine operation, and is often 
devoted to education in the affected States. 
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The Federal Government operated more than 
100 different grants programs in fiscal year 
1971-72 to assist the States and localities in 
financing specific activities. For presentation 
here, these grants programs have been con- 
solidated according to general purpose into 
nine groups (table 2) and, because of space 
limitations, further consolidated into seven 
groups (tables 1 and 3). As far as possible the 
classification is in conformity with the Social 
Security Administration statistical series on 
social welfare expenditures.2 Special variations 
are described in the annual article on Federal 
grants. 

GRANTS IN FISCAL YEAR 1971-72 

The $35.2 billion in 1971-72 represented a 
Federal outlay of about five times the grants 
total 10 years ago. The 1971-72 grants were 
about 20 percent higher than the ‘grants of 
1970-71 and about half again the 1969-70 total 
grants. 

All but one of the grants groups shared in 
the overall rise, although to varying degrees. 
Dollar increases ranged from 36 percent above 
the grants of 1970-71 for public assistance to 
less than l/2 of 1 percent more for highway 
grants. Agriculture and natural resources 
grants, however, were 4 percent less than their 
1970-71 counterparts following a year of tre- 
mendous increase due largely to the introduc- 
tion that year of a new program of construc- 
tion grants for environmental protection. 

The overall rise consists of two distinct 
parts : An increase in amounts dispensed under 
ongoing Federal grants programs and the in- 
troduction of new grants programs. Seven new 
programs appeared in the series in 1971-72 
affecting four grants groups. Grants for Indian 
health added $1 million to the health group; 
child development grants raised the education 
grants $202 million; and a massive ‘program 
of public employment under the Emergency 

2 See Alfred M. Skolnik’ and Sophie R. Dales, “Social 
Welfare Expenditures, 19’71-72,” Social Securitly Bulle- 
tin, December 1972. Social welfare is defined as cash 
benefits, services, and administrative costs of all pro- 
grams operating under public law that are of direct 
benefit to individuals and families. 

Employment Act of 1971 added $568 million 
to the economic opportunity and manpower 
group. The remaining four new programs, all 
classified with miscellaneous grants, included : 
U.S. Civil Service Commission grants for inter- 
governmental personnel asistance, $2.6 million ; 
Coast Guard boating safety assistance grants 
to States, $2.3 million ; Department of Trans- 
portation natural gas pipeline safety grants, 
$362,459; and Corporation for Public Broad- 
casting (CPB) grants, $35 million. 

Inclusion of the CPB grants in the Treasury 
document marks a departure in that the CPB 
is not a Federal agency but a private nonprofit 
corporation incorporated under the laws of the 
District of Columbia? Authority for its forma- 
tion, operation, and functions are set forth in 
the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967 (P.L. 90- 
129, November 7, 1967), Part IV. All of the 
$35 million the Corporation disbursed in grants 
in fiscal year 1971-72 was Federal money ap- 
propriated by Congress from general funds : $5 
million was for matching of funds that CPB re- 
ceived from private foundations, corporations, 
and citizens; and $30 million had no matching 
requirement. 

The CPB grants program itself was not new in 
1972. According to CPB’s 1972 Annual Report 
(page 7): “From an initial seed appropriation 
of $5 million in 1969, Congress raised the level 
to $15 million in 1970, $23 million in 1971, $35 
million in 1972, and a proposed $45 million in 
1973.” The Report lists grants and awards for 
the fiscal years 1969 through 1972, financed 
largely by annual Federal appropriations.’ 

It is becoming increasingly difficult from the 
Treasury source to trace the rise or fall (or 
complete cessation) of individual grants pro- 

3 Until now the only private nonprofit institution 
listed has been the ‘American Printing House for the 
Blind in Louisville, Ky., which has received Federal aid 
since 1879 for education of blind children in public 
schools. As the grants are administered by the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, and the prod- 
uct goes to public schools only, the program has been 
listed as an HEW education grant. It is one of the few 
grants in kind. Pupils receive Brailled materials. 

4 In 1979-71. $23 million of CPB grants were listed 
by the Treasury source under th; Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare Office of Education. 
They were carried then, as now, in the miscellaneous 
grants group, but were added in with the HEW grants 
total. For 1971-72 they were still regarded as “mis- 
cellaneous” but were excluded from the HEW grants 
total. 
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TABLE l.-Federal grants: Total to State and local governments, by purpose, fiscal years 1929-30 to 1971-72 
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1 Promotion of welfare and hygiene of maternity and infancy, $9,552. 
Source: Annual Reports o/the Secretary of the Treasury: Combined Statement 

of Receipts, Ezpendituree and Balances oj the United State8 Government, and 
agency reports. Beginning with 1969 data: Department of the Treasury, 
Federal Azd to Statee, Fiscal Year . . , 

1 On checks issued basis, or adjusted to that basis, for most programs. In- 
cludes small amounts of adjustments and undistributed sums, and grants 
under &few programs to American Samoa, Canal Zone, Guam, and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. For the rograms in each grants group, see 
under “Composition of Grouped Grant 8 ategories,” page 26. 

sive health categories of the Treasury report. 
The 19’70-71< footnotes indicated that these two 
programs were in a “miscellaneous health” 
column. That column does not appear for 19’71- 
72. 

It is apparent that comparisons of year-to- 
year changes in the amount of grants can no 
longer be very meaningful below the arbitrary 
grants group level. Where individual programs 
continue to be reported separately, however, 
individual program changes will be noted inso- 
far as they contribute substantially to the rise 
or fall of the group total. 

Social welfare grants are subdivided into the 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

grams. For example, grants for colleges of agri- 
culture and the mechanic arts are among the 
oldest Federal grants programs, instituted by 
the Second Morrill Act of July 1862, the same 
year as the first land grant college legislation. 
In 1969-70 and 1970-71, $2.6 million a year 
was being granted. In 1971-72 the A & M 
college grants disappeared as a separately re- 
ported program, to be submerged in the grants 
for higher education activities. 

Similarly, in the health field, grants for con- 
trol of venereal disease and tuberculosis are no 
longer reported separately ; they are presum- 
ably also buried in one of the more comprehen- 
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following groups : Public assistance, health: 
education, economic opportunity and manpower, 
and miscellaneous social welfare. Within this 
broad category-which rose 25 percent above 
the $21 billion of 19’70-71-the range extended 
from a 36-percent increase for the public as- 
sistance group to the 8-percent increase in 
health services and construction grants. 

Grants for public assistance include the Fed- 
eral share of cash payments under the categor- 
ical assistance programs, medical assistance 
payments, and grants for administration, 
social services, training, research, and demon- 
stration projects. The $13.1 billion total for 
public assistance in 1971-72 was 36 percent 
more than was granted in the preceding year 
and 76 percent higher than in the 1969-70 fiscal 
year. Also in 1971-72, public assistance climbed 
to 50 percent of the social welfare grants and 
37 percent of all grants, after several years at 
the level of 45-46 percent of the former and 
32-33 percent of the latter. 

At $991 million, grants in the area of health 
services and construction were 8 percent above 
the 1970-71 group total. A 43-percent reduc- 
tion in health and hospital construction grants 
(to $229 million in 1972) was more than com- 
pensated for in the group total by sizable in- 
creases in two programs: Grants for maternal 
and child health activities increased by 166 per- 
cent to $312 million in 1972, and grants for 
mental health activities increased 63 percent to 
$291 million. Several programs are no longer 
listed separately; they may have been consoli- 
dated with still-listed programs. The not-listed 
grants as last listed separately-for fiscal year 
1970-7lwere as follows : regional medical 
programs, $46 million; chronic disease, $1 mil- 
lion ; and dental and nursing resources, dental 
health, and control programs for venereal 
disease and tuberculosis, less than $1 million all 
told. 

Since their start in 1965-66, grants under 
the Elementary and Secondary and the Higher 
Education Acts of 1965 have dominated the 
Federal education grants picture. These mas- 
sive Federal aids to education and educational 
opportunity for children of the poor have con- 
stituted more than half of all education grants, 
with a peak in 1968-69 of 65 percent of the 

education group. In 1970-71 the two programs 
(together $2,106 million) accounted for 60 per- 
cent of education grants; the following year 
their joint $2,098 million represented only 49 
percent of a 21-percent larger education total. 

The economic opportunity and manpower 
grants group-separated from the heterogene- 
ous miscellaneous social welfare group as it 
reached the $3 billion mark in 1970-71-+x- 
perienced an overall increase of 16 percent in 
1971-72. Among individually reported major 
programs that rose in 1971-72 were Neighbor- 
hood Youth Corps, up 73 percent to $490 mil- 
lion; work incentive grants, up 32 percent to 
$162 million; concentrated employment, up 27 
percent to $156 million ; and-of smaller mag- 
nitude-the public service careers grants, which 
rose 242 percent to $81 million. The Job Corps 
program, listed in 1970-71 at $111 million, does 
not appear at all for 1971-72 although the 
1973 U.S. Budget Appendix lists $200 million 
for the Job Corps for 1971-72. Programs that 
declined in 1971-72 included “Jobs Optional,” 
a Manpower Administration program, down 69 
percent from $120 million to $37 million ; the 
HEW-administered work experience grants, 
down 43 percent to $228 million; and man- 
power training activities, down 24 percent to 
$143 million. While community action program 
grants were only 1 percent below their $716 
million of 1970-71, at their relative size that 1 
percent represents more than $7 million. The 
new grants program to provide the unemployed 
with jobs in the public sector at State and local 
government levels disbursed $558 million in 
1971-72. 

At $4.6 billion, grants for the miscellaneous 
group of social welfare programs were $583 
million (16 percent) higher than the 1970-71 
group total. A $326 million increase in food 
stamp grants (to $1.9 billion) plus a $273 mil- 
lion rise in grants for child nutrition (to $987 
million) more than accounted for the dollar 
increase. However, there are other pluses and 
minuses that enter the group computation: A 
rise of 19 percent in the 1971-72 vocational 
rehabilitation grants brought that program to 
$577 million. A $191 million increase in the 
annual contribution to public housing authori- 
ties raised that program 34 percent to $749 
million, The value of commodities distributed 
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TABLE 2.-Federal grants to State and local governments, 
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11.198 

1~$~58 

131:611 
64,628 

162.004 
172.935 

47.623 

46,836 
38.QQ6 
i5-E 

53:669 
127,532 

37,371 
117,539 

54,530 
13,518 

222,232 
10,052 
20,162 

140.064 
20.783 
18.809 
23,840 
40,633 
74,399 

101,402 

2 ii: 
81:018 

‘2E 
117:56e 

Middle-income group. ___.______________ 
-I Rhode Island ____ _ _________________________ 

Indiana...... __ _ __ ________ _______ ___ ___ . _ _ _ 
Colorado--..........---------------------- 
Minnesota... ______________________________ 
Nebraska............---------------------- 
Oregon.........-.-..-----------------.---- 
Iowa-.... _________________________________ 
Missouri- ____ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __ __ ___ _ _ _ __ _______ 
Wisconsin...........---------------.------ 
Florlda ____________________________________ 
wyom1ng __________________________________ 
Virginia. __ __ __ _ __ _ __ ___ ___________________ 
Arizona. ___________________________________ 
New Hampshire ___________________________ 
Texas ______________________________________ 
Vermont- ____.____________________________ 
hlontana....-...-...---------------------- 

Low-income group _______________________ 
Oeorgla ____________________________________ 
Oklahoma. ________________________________ 
Idaho _____________._______________________ . 
Utah................--------.---~-~------- 
North Carolina _.__________________________ 
Maine _____________________________________ 
North Dakota.....-..-.....-------.------- 
South Dakota. ___________________ _ ________ 
New Mexico. ______________________________ 
Kentucky.-..--.-.-..--.------------------ 
Tennessee _________________________________ 
Louisiana __________________________________ 
West Virginia _____________________________ 
South Carolina--...-...-..~--------------- 
Alabama.----..-..-......................- 
Arkansas ____________________________ ______ 
Mlsslsslppl_______________________ _ ________ 

Outlylng areas: 
Puerto Rico _____________________________ 
Virgin Islands ___________________________ 

1 For programs in each grants group, see under “Composltlon of Grouped 1 Includes (not listed 
merits to checks-Issued I 

parately), small amounts undistributed, sdjust- 
Grants Categories,” page 26. ;ls, and grants under a few programs to American 

under the surplus removal program dropped 
15 percent to $300 million, and the Commodity 
Credit Corporation price support donations did 
not appear in the Treasury source at all, leav- 

. ing no 1972 counterpart for its $221 million 
1971 program. Once more, as happened a few 
years ago, child welfare services are not separ- 
ately reported: this time they are apparently 

submerged with other welfare services in the 
States and localities provided from Social and 
Rehabilitation Service funds and are now indis- 
tinguishable from servi,ces to public assistance 
clients. 

The relative importance of highway grants 
has been falling steadily for a decade-from a 
post-World War II peak of 43 percent of all 
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amount and percent of total grants, by purpose,’ fiscal year 1971-72 

- 
Social welfare-wntlnued 

Highways 
Economic opportunity 

and manpower 
Agriculture 
and natural 

resources 

States ranked by 1969-71 average 
per capita personal income 

Miscellaneous 
social welfare 

Amount Percent 01 
all grants 

Total. 33,482.QO’J 9.9 34# 567,558 14,677,334 13.3 $2.274,633 $737,293 $1,104,490 

3.410,019 9.8 4,472,937 4,671.352 13.4 2.255,761 731.909 1.084,968 United States. 

High-Income group. 
District 01 Columbia. 
“N”,“,“$e~ku t . 

Alaska. ’ 
New Jersey. 
Nevada. 
Illinois. 
Hawaii. 
California. 
Delaware. 
Massachusetts. 
Maryland. 
Michigan. 
g&x;hington. 

Pw&s$anIa. 

Middle-Income group. 
Rhode Island. 
Indiana. 
Colorado. 
Mlnnesots. 
Nebraska. 
f;;y. 

hlissouri. 

%%?h* 
Wyomlilg. 

E%. 
N&H&npshite. 

Vermont. 
Montana. 

1,9;;3;; 

55: 753 
3;4$,;:; 

132:549 
14.302 

‘%?l 
417:265 

7,828 

“*“i% 
45:911 

347,231 
14,023 

122.556 
7,486 

“%E 
392: 965 

8,155 

z:tl 
151:571 

33,200 
213,406 
196,927 

27,033 

LO;;,;%; 

78: 055 
43,211 
72,356 

:?E 
46: 867 
94.150 
58,249 

13;,;2 

$4$ 

9: 769 
22pg 

14:318 

1,363,070 
141,520 
46,671 
11,401 
19.302 

125.841 
18,019 
13,632 
17.565 
48,014 

:x2 
166: 783 

75,669 
114,423 
122,479 

72,785 
116,002 

89,00( 
3,39: 

2,106.231 
33,667 
63.657 

220,608 
55,971 

132.909 
35,957 

241,261 
32,146 

498,624 
17.161 

EE 
193: 981 
115.320 
177,085 
187,579 
55,454 

1,436,318 
18,964 

107,031 
95,673 

‘%E 
lO$& 

130: 722 
b4,682 

1;;, 33: 

119:641 

721q’E 
246: 683 

Z:% 

123,302 
88.399 

XE 
71:966 

3;: 
32: 175 
31,412 
59,926 
69,755 

103,7ca 
108,873 
122,678 

39,331 
104,863 

45,431 
56,325 

6,03 

10.8 

1::: 

3z 
12:s 

% 
20:3 

:i:: 

1~~~ 
14:5 
18.5 
14.7 
11.6 
18.7 

1,457,7OQ 
143,220 

65,095 

“i%.i 
88:338 

765 

:% 
235: 356 

6,104 
133,927 

39,110 

‘Xi 
SO: 485 

1;;, ;;; 

477,153 
19,226 
8,661 

3:;: 
23:415 

2,175 

3,334 
63,767 

3,756 
18,594 
11,518 

2 K 
17:450 
3;4;: 

20,773 
24,346 
17.523 
40,993 
49,004 

7,115 

18.5 
10.7 
19.8 

E 
14:3 
27.9 

:z 
1o:a 
16.0 
34.6 
19.2 
24.9 
25.7 
15.0 

:::: 

436,196 
16,894 
;;*3$ 

46:336 
2.612 

25.560 
18.953 

183,485 
7,525 

13.660 
13.085 
13,315 

‘Eii 
14:939 

4.167 
3,218 

23”*;g 

4:731 

24:. f;; 

14: 073 
9,342 

16,511 
9.469 

11,122 
6,666 

10,391 
3,074 

?‘E 
4:636 

14.8 
10.6 

9.8 

iii*: 
10:2 
15.9 
25.9 
24.1 

%i 
15:1 
15.0 
27.5 

1::; 

5:: 

26,596 

x:3 
9: 658 
9,676 

l%z 
13:OQu 

9.673 
14,690 

21,856 
16.048 
32.678 

1.’ 14,304 2, a7t 16,55! 
_____ ____ 1,048 2,231 1,15! 

peTr-inawmo group. 

Oklahoma. 

‘u”t”,“h”. 
North Carolina. 
Maine. 
North Dakota. 
South Dakota. 
New Mexico. 
Kentucky. 
~kse~e;. 

West Virgmla. 
SoSo;hCro1hla* 

Arkansas: 
MIssisssIppi. 

Outlylng areas. 
Puerto Rico. 
Virgin Islands. 

Samoa the Canal Zone, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
s Includes small amounts undistributed and adjustments to checks-issued 

basis. 
Source: Department of the Treasury, Federal Aid to States, Fiscal Year 187.6. 

groups of urban affairs, agriculture and nat- 
ural resources, and miscellaneous grants. 

At $4.7 billion, grants in the highways cate- 
gory remained at their 1970-U level. Construc- 
tion grants from the highway trust fund form 
98 percent of the group total; they increased 
only $260,000 in 19’71-72. Forest and public 
land highway construction grants of $34 mil- 

1959-60 grants to 13 percent of the 1971-72 
total. Offsetting this drop has been the rise of 
the broad category of social welfare grants 
which has been more than holding its own with 
an irregular climb from 53 percent of the 
1959-60 grants (their post-World War II low) 
to 75 percent in 1971-72. The remaining 12 
percent was taken up by the three “all other” 
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TABLE 3 .-1971-72 Federal grants in relation to personal income, to State and local general revenuea and direct general 
revenues, and to population, by State 1 

T Per cap&a grants Total grants as percent of- 

States ranked by lQ6Q-71 
sverage per caprta per- 

sonal income 
‘EOE 

1971 

Total 
itate-loca 
general 

revenues 
1970-71 

t;fdeb$a1 
general 
revenues 
1970-71 

:conomic 

z%; 

tanpowel 

Miscel- 

‘EiY 
welfare 

All 
other 

Public 
ssistanct Total Health Educatlor Hghway 

Total __________________ __________. 8168.40 362.61 34.74 $20.48 $16.65 $21.86 

21.69 

18.88 
65.64 

ii% 
19:39 
14.62 
15.17 
21.31 
16.85 
24.12 
19.86 
10.68 
11.97 

18.64 
23.38 

EE 
18:64 
17.70 

$22.37 
-- 

22.66 

19.11 
46.30 

20.21 

:E: 
14:OQ 
21&l 

m 
15:79 
24.56 

:::i 

ix! 
26:29 
19 -07 

1X 

~~*~ 
18:64 
b3.92 
66.4@ 
14.49 

$19.69 

19.76 

21.16 

22: 
22:39 

i% 
17:60 

El 
21:79 
19.66 

15.b8 

:% 
18:OQ 
20.64 

2% 

::ti 
14:9x3 
16.67 
21.81 
26.84 

21.33 
18.79 

22.92 
18.18 

ifi:;: 

United States ____________ 1 4.1 24.3 29.6 1'38.95 63.21 

27.1 
91.6 
23.4 

E 
24:1 
23.6 
26.0 
26.1 
27.2 
24.8 
30.4 
21.8 
23.9 

z*: 
2b:Q 
24.6 

176.13 

184.10 
156.79 

%~i: 
169:53 

:3*“2: 
148:47 
180.27 
111.74 
136.02 
131.35 

26.8 
34.2 
19.9 
31.9 

E 
32:4 
19.7 

E:i 

ii*: 
28:2 
26.6 
26.6 

% 
46:4 

42.6 
39.3 
42.0 

:E! 
102:72 
186.64 

::Ei 
177:76 
113.56 

%% 
117:10 

142.65 

:i% 
194&l 

%*:: 
171:Q0 
196.71 

%% 
192: b9 

%E 

76.68 
93.66 
45.09 

‘%i 
62:34 

xi 
b1:28 
98.74 

4.66 

4.64 
22.61 
4.71 
5.93 

20.46 

18.03 

:: %I 
20:73 

102.bl 
17.60 
22.07 
15.04 

14.63 
18.74 
lb.03 
14.66 
21.09 

36.67 
44.03 

~k;~ 
b2:04 

~*2 
3:04 
9.65 
4.21 
4.36 
6.25 

19.87 
20.42 
13.82 
21.37 
21.29 

b4.97 

18.40 
109.91 
24.93 

:z: 
19:ae 
21.95 
28.48 

27.91 
25.20 
25.89 

46.26 

2z 
6:27 
b.23 
6.16 

68.80 4.92 

17.74 
16.20 

8.82 18.99 
68.84 34.70 

16.63 

17.62 

':% 
18:76 
71.51 
18.16 

:E 
16:OO 
20.63 
14.03 
21.90 
11.12 
14.62 
23.20 
11.94 
12.91 
12.97 

13.12 
20.63 
10.06 
17.19 

::*ii 
20:40 

12.48 
12.20 
22.10 
26.64 

17.46 
12.90 
17.69 
20.40 
21.59 
12.46 
24.47 

16.b8 

High-income group ________ 
District of Columbia _________ 
Connecticut _________________ 
New York-.--.-..----...---- 
Alaska _______________________ 
New Jersey--.--....--------- 
Nevada ______________________ 
Illinois ___-_____-_-________--- 
Hawali _______________________ 
CalIfomia .___________________ 
Delaware ________.___________ 
Massachusetts _______________ 
Maryland ____________________ 
Mlchlgan ________.___________ 
Washington __________________ 
Ohio _________________________ 
Pennsylvania ________________ 
IklSaS _-----_-___._______-___ 

ii:! 
iti? 
E 
19:7 
21.7 
20.8 
21 .Q 
21.6 
25.3 
18.4 
20.2 

z*i 
17:2 
26.6 
21.2 
19.7 
24.4 
16.9 

E 
20:3 
32.1 

x 
21:Q 

33:3 ;;*i 

32.2 
30.8 

::*z 
28:6 
26.7 

2: 
27:0 
35.4 

Middle-income group....-. 
Rhode Island ________________ 
Indiana ______________________ 
Colorado _____________________ 
Minnesota.-.---.....-------- 
Nebraska--------._..-------- 
Oregon _______________________ 
Iowa _________________________ 
Mlssoud _____________________ 
Wisconsin ____________________ 
Florida ______________________ 
Wyoming ____________________ 
Virginia ______ _ _ _ __ ___ _ __ _____ 
Arizona ______________________ 
New Hampshire _____________ 
;;;ms--ni __*_-______ ________-- 

---_-__________-_____ 
Montana _____________________ 

Low-income group _________ 
Qeor is ______________________ 
Okla oma.....-.-----...-.-- it 
Idaho ________________________ 
Utah _________________________ 
F;&tl Carolina ______________ 

_-_ __________________ 
North Dakota _______________ 
South Dakota ________________ 
New Mexico _________________ 
Kentucky ____________________ 
Tennessee ____________________ 
Louisiana _____ _______________ 
West Virginia ________________ 
South Carolina _______________ 
Alabama _____________________ 
Arkansas. ___________________ 
Mississippi _-___-_____-__-__ 

Outlying areas: 
Puerto Rico ___.____________ - -__--__, 
Virgin Islands __.__________ __________, 

1 For 
Grant &egories ” page 26 

rograms in each grants group, see under “Composition of C+rouped 

s Revenues (exdept trust revenues) from all sources. 
s Revenues (except trust revenues) from own sources. 

Source: State and local revenues data from Ooaernmenl Finances fn f@X-71 
of the Bureau of the Census. Per capita data are based on estlmates of the 
Bureau of the Census for the total populatlon, excludlug the Armed Forces 
overseas, as of July 1,197l. 

lion were close to 50 percent higher than the 
1970-71 program. Grants for highway safety 
rose to $74 million, a 12-percent increase. 

Urban affairs grants increased 28 percent 
from 1970-71 as a result of rises in all major 
programs, but most significantly for model 
cities and mass transportation. Although many 
of the urban affairs programs have strong 

social welfare aspects, the grants data do not 
lend themselves to isolation of individual 
aspects of these multipurpose programs. Urban 
renewal, the largest program of the group, 
reached $1.2 billion in 1971-72, up about 20 
percent from the preceding year. Model cities 
grants, at $500 million, showed the largest in- 
crease-56 percent. Both the mass transpor- 
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tation and the open space land programs in- 
creased by one-third, the former to $206 mil- 
lion, the latter to $52 million. 

Table 2 shows the distribution of the 1971- 
72 Federal grants by State as well as by pur- 
pose. Only this table of the three presented 
each year shows the separate categories of 
urban affairs, agriculture and natural re- 
sources, and miscellaneous grants. 

RELATION TO OTHER INDICATORS 

Federal grants to States and localities in 
1971-72 amounted to $168.95 for each man, 
woman, and child in the United States (table 
3). This figure represents an increase of $27.05 
per person from the national average in 1970- 
71. The grants of 1961-62 averaged $41.73 per 
capita ; in 10 years they had increased 305 per- 
cent or $127.22. During the same period the 
average per capita personal income received in 
the country rose only 77 percent5 

Since income per capita varies considerably 
from one State to another, comparisons at 
levels below the nationwide level are often more 
meaningful. Therefore, as in table 2, for com- 
parison with other indicators the States are 
divided into three income groups by ranking 
them according to the average per capita per- 
sonal income received in each State. 

Within each income group the States vary 
widely in per capita receipt of Federal grants. 
States with low population density benefit from 
the minimum allotment provisions in certain of 
the grant formulas, particularly that for high- 
way construction, And States that spend a 
great deal from their own resources for fed- 
erally aided programs tend to receive more than 
the national average, whatever their income 
level. This phenomenon is particularly apparent 
for public assistance and other programs with 
formulas of Federal matching in relation to 
State or local expenditure. States that receive 
the largest per capita public assistance grants 
include some with the highest per capita in- 

s Personal income for 1969-U is compared with that 
for 1959-61, a 3-year average being used in many grant 
formulas to dampen single-year fluctuations. In these 
formulas, per capita personal income is often used as 
an indicator of both need and fiscal ability. 

come in the country as well as some with the 
lowest. Nevertheless, as a result of the equali- 
zation feature written into many of the statu- 
tory allocation formulas, grants per capita re- 
ceived 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 received larger grants per capita than 
has the high-income group. From the fiscal 
year 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 “bot- 
tom” grant receiver groups are no longer the 
low- and the high-income States but have be- 
come the low- and the middle-income States 
(see accompanying chart). 

Although the long-range trend in grants per 
capita5 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 
smaller than it was a decade ago (in 1971-72 
it was 28 percent of the United States average; 
1961-62, 33 percent). 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 
very, small year-to-year differences, but here 
too the trend is upward. In table 3, 1971-72 
grants are compared with revenues of the pre- 
ceding fiscal year, the most recent revenues 
data available. The comparison of fiscal year 
1972 grants with 1971 revenues yields a ratio 
of 29.6. The ratio will undoubtedly be somewhat 
smaller when the 1972 State-local general reve- 
nues from their own sources become the divi- 
sor. The historical ratio of grants to general 
revenues raised in the States and localities in 
the same years is as follows: 1950, Jl.5 per- 

8 In 1961-62 the difference between the low- and the 
high-income groups was $13.73 per capita. In 19’70-71 
the gap had widened to almost $49 per capita between 
the low- and the middle-income groups-more than $20 
of this increase occurred from 1969-70 to 1970-71. And 
in 1971-72, a slight narrowing brought the difference 
down to $47.83, still between the low- and the middle- 
income groups. 
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CHART l.-Grants per capita: National average and 
average of high-, middle-, and low-income States, fiscal 
years 1959-60 through 1971-72 

PfR ClPllA I , s200 I I I I I I 

NICN INCOMf STATtS 

01 I I I I I I 
I990 61 94 66 99 10 12 

cent; 1960, 15.7 percent; 1965, 16.9 percent; 
1970, 21.4 percent; and 1971, 24.6 percent. 

The shift toward greater Federal grants con- 
tributions to State and local revenues is clear. 
In 1950, for every‘ dollar that the States and 
their localities raised from their own general 
revenue sources the Federal Government added 
grants of 11.5 cents. For every State and local 
dollar raised during 1960 an additional 15.7 
cents came from Federal grants. In 1971, the 
State and local revenue dollar was supple- 
mented by 24.6 cents of Federal grants. These 
figures reflect not only the proliferation of 
Federal grants programs since World War II, 
but also population growth and urbanization 
that have created a demand for more “old” 
services and the need for new ones. 

The level of governmental services dispensed 
under many of the federally assisted programs 

varies widely among the States-usually in 
direct relationship to the average personal in- 
come within the State. 

Much more Federal grant money is required 
to maintain a lower level of services in the low- 
income States than is required for the higher 
level of services in the high-income States. The 
ratios of Federal grants to States and local 
general revenues for the United States and for 
the income groups of States in ‘1971 and 1972 
are shown below. Despite the year-to-year fluc- 

Income group of States 

Federal grant8 a8 
percent of direct 
general revenue 

1970-71 I 1971-72 

United States. __________________._________________ 26.6 

I I 

24.3 
High ________________________________________------ 23.5 22.5 
~~~dle-_--...------------------------------------ 

:::: 
22.1 

----_--_____--__------------------------------ 32.2 

tuations, it is clear that the widest part of the 
spread is between the middle- and low-income 
group of States. 

Use of the Federal grant as a fiscal device 
for achieving program objectives is especially 
notable in the social welfare area. The upward 
trend in the social welfare role of Federal 
grants continued in 1971-72. Grants for social 
welfare purposes were 14 percent of that year’s 
total social welfare expenditures by all levels 
of government; they were 13 percent in 1970- 
71 and 12 percent in 1969-70. These grants 
accounted for 25 percent of all Federal social 
welfare expenditures (23 percent and 21 per- 
cent, respectively, for the two preceding years) 
and added 33 percent to the total disbursed for 
that purpose by the States and localities from 
their own sources (29 percent and 26 percent 
in fiscal years 1970-71 and 1969-70). 

The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (HEW) administers a large propor- 
tion of the Federal grants to State and local 
governments. In the past decade the HEW 
grants have nearly quintupled in dollar 
amount, and have grown from two-fifths to 
well over one-half of all Federal grants. And 
this expansion occurred during a period when 
a very large number of economic opportunity 
grants-administered largely outside the De- 
partment-were also being funded. 
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The following tabulation shows the rise in 
all HEW grants and in HEW grants for social 
welfare purposes 7 from 1963-64 to the present. 

[In millions] 

All IIE W grants IIEW social welfare grants 

Fleeal year 
Amount ps?t 

grants 
Amount 

Percent of 
all social 
welfare 
grants 

1964. _ ___________ 
IQ65 _.---.____*--- 
1966v _ ___________ 
lQ67-. -------_--__ 
196L. ________-__ 
1969 __-- _ -__-_---_ 
1970 __----__-----_ 
1971------ * __----_ 
1972 _-----_-_ _ - - _ _ 

y&.f 
5:756:2 
7.325.1 
9.369.1 

10.194.2 
l&287.3 
15,088.8 
18,963.7 

:z 
46:0 
49.4 
61.6 
51.6 
62.1 
51.6 
53.9 

$,“.g.; 
6:599:5 
7gy;.; 

10:126:4 
12,186.6 
14,920.Q 
18,831.7 

Fiscal year 1964 was chosen as a base because 
it immediately precedes the entry into the series 
of both the economic opportunity grants and 
the HEW grants for elementary, secondary, 
and higher’education. 

Technical Note 

Reconciliation of Grant Sources 

The basic source of Federal grants data by 
State is the Department of the Treasury pub- 
lication, Federal Aid to States (formerly a mul- 
tipage table in the Department of the Treasury 
Annual Report. . , on the State of the Finances). 
Federal Aid to States attempts no classification 
other than by agency of the executive branch 
of the Federal Government responsible for ad- 
ministering the program. For analytical social 
science research, however, it is desirable to 
have a consistent grouping of the grants by 
function over time. 

Perhaps the most useful regrouping of the 
grants is by the social welfare functions of 
health, education, public assistance, economic 
opportunity and manpower, and other social 

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

welfare programs. Such a classification permits 
historical analysis of the relative amounts and 
proportions of all grants devoted to these func- 
tions, and a comparison of these grants with 
those devoted to such “non-social-welfare” cate- 
gories as highways, agriculture and natural 
resources, and urban ‘affairs. On a State-by- 
States basis the relation of grants to popula- 
tion, to total personal income in each State, 
and to State and local government revenues 
measures the extent to which grants are used 
as a redistributive income tool and means of 
equalizing fiscal resources among the States. 

Historically, the development of the Federal 
grant-in-aid as a device to finance the income- 
maintenance and medical-care provisions of the 
categorical public assistance programs has been 
of special interest to the Social Security Ad- 
ministration. Until January 1963, these grants 
(initiated by the Social Security Act as a Fed- 
eral-state program) were administered by the 
Social Security Administration. They were then 
transferred by a Departmental reorganization 
to the Welfare Administration (later the Social 
and Rehabilitation Service). Beginning January 
1974 the adult public assistance programs will 
again be administered by the Social Security 
Administration, but as an all-Federal program 
of supplemental security income (SSI) under 
Public Law 92-603. 

Another source of grants data is the Special 
Analysis on Federal Aid prepared by the Office 
of Management and Budget (and its predeces- 
sor, the Bureau of the Budget) in connection 
with the annual Budget of the United States 
Government. That analysis, however, does not 
present State-by-State distributions but deals 
mainly with national aggregates and occasion- 
ally with regional or urban area subtotals. Con- 
structing a time series from these data is diffi- 
cult because the program groupings have varied 
from Budget to Budget, as have the years for 
which data are presented. To assist legislators 
who pass on the Federal Budget, the groupings 
of national aggregate grants have, for the most 
part, followed agency or legislative committee 
breakdowns, thus limiting the usefulness of the 
data for social science research. 

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

[In millionsl 

Fiscal year 
Gocial Security 

Adminlstratlon 
DerthTeent 

Treasury 1 

office of 
Management 
and Budget 8 

lsBo________-__________-___ 
f*t!E 

$7.011 
1961_-______--_-________--- 

;:;g 
7,102 

1962 ______---_--____ ____--- 
1963 _______-_---_____-_---- 

9:774 
x2:: 

yis%~ ___--_---.______-_--- lo:060 
----------_____--_-__ 10,630 10,964 

1966-. ----_--_- - __ __ _- --- -- 12,619 12,833 
1967. _ ----------- _-. .- - _ - - - 14,820 15,193 
;9g ---:: --:-‘-----‘------- 18,173 18,601 

___ __ ____.__.__-___- 19,771 20,287 
;;;m:-: -~~~----~~- 24,211 

_- _- _.__-___________ ~%: 
1972 _______________________ 35:208 i!i:% 

- 

I 

_- 

- 

s:%t 
7:893 
8,634 

10,141 
10,904 

3z 
18: 599 
29,255 
Es;; 

35:no 

1 Series: “Federal Grants to State and Local Oovemments.” Checks Issued 
or adjusted to that basis. 

1 Series: “Federal Ald Pa 
was “Federal Qrants-in-ai d 

ments to States and Local Units.” In 19&s, series 
Payments to State and Local Governments,” 

thereafter, “Federal Aid to States” with various subtitles. Checks issued or 
adjusted to that basis. 

8 Series: “Special Analyses. Federal Aid to Btate and Local Covem- 
merits.” Outlays. 

The yearly totals in the Social Security Ad- 
ministration grants series are always smaller 
than the totals of the Treasury series. The 
former can be reconciled with the latter by the 
addition of the amounts listed by the Treasury 
for the several programs of payments in lieu 
of taxes, the proceeds of public land funds and 
other shared revenues, such “aid” programs as 
the National Guard (in which States are re- 
garded as acting as agents of the Federal Gov- 
ernment), and such miscellaneous “aids” as ex- 
penditures in Hawaii for the Department of 
State Center for Cultural and Technical Ex- 
change between East and West. The Social 
Security Administration series usually encom- 
passes about 98 percent of the ,Treasury series 
total, as stated above. “ 

Although the Treasury and Budget series are 
not far apart, the Budget serieq8 which in- 
cludes loans, has usually been the larger of the 
two. In fiscal year 1969-70, however, the Treas- 
ury series was larger-primarily because it in- 
cluded $13 million for adult basic education 
and $223 million for the Commodity Credit 
CorporationP 

sSpecia1 Analyses, Budget of the U.S. Government, 
Fiscal Year 1978, Special Analysis N, page 209. 

9 Federal Aid to States, 1970, footnote 64, page 22. 

26 SOCIAL SECURITY 

COMPOSITION OF GROUPED GRANT CATEGORIES 

The names of the individual grants programs 
as listed below are those used by the Treasury 
Department source. All references to years for 
the programs in this section are for Federal 
fiscal years ending June 30. 

Public assistance.-All Federal-State assistance pro- 
grams of income maintenance, medical and social serv- 
ices, demonstration projects, and administration; re- 
ported by aid category through 1968, and thereafter in 
various summary forms: Old-age assistance, aid to 
families with dependent children, and aid to the blind, 
1936 to date; aid to the permanently and totally dis- 
abled, 1951 to date; medical assistance for the aged, 
1961-70; aid to the aged, blind, or disabled, 1964 to 
date: and medical assistance, 1966 to date. 

Health,Promotion of welfare and hygiene of mater- 
nity and infancy, 1930; maternal and child health serv- 
ices, services for crippled children, and public health 
services, 1936 to date ; venereal disease control, 1941-71; 
emergency. maternity and infant care, 1943-49 and 
1951; construction of .community (health) facilities, 
1945 and 1954-56; tuberculosis control, 1945-71; cancer 
control, 1948-71; mental health activities, and hospital 
survey and construction, 1948 to date; heart disease 
control, 1950-64 ; construction of heart disease research 
facilities, and industrial waste studies, 1950-53; con- 
struction of cancer research facilities, 1950-54; emer- 
gency poliomyelitis vaccination, 1956-61; water pollu- 
tion control (sanitary engineering, environmental health 
activities), 1957-66; health research construction, 1957 
to date; chronic diseases and health of the aged, 
1962-71; radiological, urban, and industrial health, 
1963-69; vaccination assistance, 1964; dental health, 
1965-71; air ,pollution control, 1965-70; nursing serv- 
ices, 1966-71; medical care services, 1967; comprehen- 
sive health planning and services, 1968 to date; regional 
medical services, 1968-71; child welfare services, 1969- 
70; environmental control and special health services, 
1970; patient care, 1970 and 1972; and Indian health, 
1972. 

Education.-Colleges for agriculture and mechanic 
arts, 1930-71; vocational education and education of 
the blind, 1930 to date; cooperative State research 
(agricultural experiment stations), 1936-67; agricul- 
tural extension work, 1930 to date; State marine 
schools, 1936-69 and 1971 to date; education emergency 
grants, 1936-41; training defense workers, 1941-46; 
maintenance and operation of schools (in federally 
affected areas), 1951 to 1970; White House Conference 
on Education, 1955; defense education, 1959-70; educa- 
tion of handicapped, 1960 to date; higher education 
facilities construction, 1965-70; adult education, 1965- 
67; elementary, secondary, and higher education activi- 
ties, and equal education opportunity, 1966 to date; 
Teacher Corps, ‘1968-70; health manpower education 
and utilization, 1968 to date; manpower development 
classroom instruction, 1969 to date; emergency school 
assistance, 1971 to date; and child development, 1972. 

Economic opportunity and manpower.-Employment 
security administration, 1963 to date; manpower devel- 
opment activities and related programs, 1963 to date; 
work experience, community action, and Neighborhood 



Youth Corps, 1965 to date; adult training and develop- 
ment, 196’7-70 (supplemental training and employment, 
1971); work incentive activities, 1969 to date; and 
public employment, 1972. 

Miscellaneous social welfare.-Vocational rehabilita- 
tion and State homes for disabled soldiers and sailors, 
1930 to date; employment service administration, 1934- 
43 and 1947-62: child welfare services. 1936-68 and 
1971; unemploy&ent insurance administration, and re- 
moval of surplus agricultural commodities, 1936 to date; 
school lunch, 1940-68; Federal annual contributions to 
public housing authorities, 1940 to date; community 
war-service day care, 1943 ; veterans’ re-use housing, 
1947-61; administration of veterans’ unemployment and 
self-employment allowances, 1948-53 ; veterans’ on-the- 
job training supervision, 1948-6’7; value of commodities 
furnished bv Commoditv Credit Cornoration. 1950-71: 
defense pubiic housing,“1954; school and spkcial milk; 
1955-68; distribution of certain tax collections to State 
accounts, unemployment trust fund, 1956-58; White 
House Conference on Atinn. 1960-61: Federal share of 
food stamps redeemed,‘l9& to date; housing demon- 
stration, 1964-65; veterans’ nursing homes, 1967; child 
nutrition, 1969 to date; and mental retardation, 1969-70. 

Highways.-Cooperative construction of rural post 
roads. 1930-40: Federal-aid hiehwavs (regular and 
emergency, prewar and postwar)-and trust f;nd activi- 
ties, restoration of roads and bridges, flood relief, sec- 
ondary and feeder roads, grade-crossing elimination, 
1931 to date; National Industrial Recovery Act highway 
activities, 1934-44, 1947-49, and 1951; emergency relief 
activities, 1936-44 and 1952; access roads, flight strips, 
and strategic highway network, 1942-57 and 1959; public 
land highways, 1943 -to date; payment of claims, 1946- 
52: war damage in Hawaii. 1948-56: reimbursement of 
D.C. highway-fund, 1955-58; forest’highways, 1958 to 
date; Appalachia highways, 1966-67; and beautification 
and control of outdoor advertising, highway safety, and 
landscaping and scenic enhancement, 1967 to date. 

Urban Aflairs-Community facilities, 1945-49; slum 
clearance and urban renewal, 1953 to date; defense 
community facilities and services, 1953 and 1955-60; 
urban planning assistance, 1956 to date; open space 
land, 1964 to date; mass transporation, 1965 to date; 
neighborhood facilities, and water and sewer facilities, 
1967 to date; model cities, and advance land acquisition, 
1968 to date; and metropolitan development, and urban 
transportation, 1969 to date. 

Agriculture and natural resources.-Forest fire co- 
operation, 1936-51; cooperative distribution of forest 
planting stock, 1930-44; reclamation, 1936; wildlife 

(and fish) restoration (and management), 1939 to date; 
supply and distribution of farm labor, 1943-49; State 
and private forestry cooperation, 1945-64; cooperative 
projects in marketing, 1948 to date; flood and forest 
fire control, 1949-53; watershed protection and flood 
control and prevention, 1954 to date; drought relief, 
1954-57; basic (agriculture) scientific research, I 1965- 
68: forest nrotection. utilization. and restoration, 1965 
to ‘date; land and water conservation, 1965-66; water 
resources research, 1966 to date; commercial fisheries 
research and development, 1967-70; Water Resources 
Council, 1967 to date; cooperative State research service 
(formerly agricultural experiment stations) ) and meat 
and poultry inspection, 1968 to date; domestic farm 
labor, 1968-69; cropland adjustment, 1969 to date; and 
environmental protection construction, operations, re- 
search, and facilities, and mineral resources conserva- 
tion and development, 1971 to date. 

Miscellaneous.-Civil Works Administration advances, 
1934; Federal Emergency Relief Administration, 1934- 
38; Federal Emergency Administration of Public 
Works, 1934-41; Public Works Administration, 1942- 
44; war public works (including liquidation), 1942-49; 
public works advance planning, 1947-49; Federal air- 
ports, 1948 to date; disaster and emergency relief and 
State preparedness, 1949-51 and 1953 to date; indus- 
trial waste studies, and defense public works, 1950; 
Federal contributions to civil defense, 1952 to date; 
library (and community) services, 1957 to date; waste 
treatment works construction. 1957-70: civil defense 
research and development, 1959-61; National Science 
Foundation facilities, 1958; small business research and 
management counseling (including liquidation), 1959- 
66; area redevelopment assistance and public facilities, 
1963-67; accelerated public work, 1963 to date; educa- 
tional television, 1965-66 and 1968-69; rural water and 
waste disposal, 1966 to date; arts and humanities activi- 
ties, 1966-68; Department of Commerce State technical 
services, 1966-70; Appalachian assistance and regional 
development, and law enforcement assistance, 1966 to 
date; economic development.facilities, economic develop- 
ment technical and community assistance, and National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities. 1967 to 
date; economic development planning and research, 
1968-71; atomic energy community disposal and assist- 
ance, 1968 to date; oceanic and atmospheric research, 
develoument. and facilities. Cornoration for Public 
Broadcasting, and preservation oi historic properties, 
1971 to date; and intergovernmental personnel assist- 
ance, State boating safety assistance, and natural gas 
pipeline safety, 1972. 
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