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ABSTRACT

The distribution of Federal outlays within the United
States in fiscal year 1970 is summarized in this report. Selected
Federal programs (242 programs comprising 74.4% of all Federal
ocutlays) were divided into 4 program categories: human resource
development; commuanity development; agriculture and natural
resources, and Defense, the National Aerconautical and Space
Administration {NASA), and the Atomic Energy Commission ({AEC). The
counties affected by these programs were divided into 6 categories on
tha basis of population density and the percentage of urban
population, Major conclusions of this initial study were that (1)
nonmetropolitan residents do not share proportionately in the
distribution of cutlays of many Federal programs; (2) Federal outlays
for Defense, NASA, and AEC far overshadow outlays for the other
program categories and heavily favor the larger, higher income urban
areas; {3) programs narrow in scope and limited in objective are
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FOREWORD

The Committee on Government Operations is pleased to present part
3 of its series on The Economic and Social Condition of Rural Amer-
ica in the 1970’s. This study was prepared by the Economic Research
Service of the Department of Agriculture in connection with the com-
mittee’s hearings on S. 10, a bill to revitalize rural and other econom-
ically distressed areas. 7 ,

This report is concerned with the distribution of Federal expendi-
tures within the United States during fiscal year 1970. It scrutinizes a
broad and extensive range of Federal programs—frorm social security
to atomic energy—to determine whether their funding a- * the serv-
ices they provide are equitably allocated amongst rural and urban
residents.

This examination has significant implications for promoting a more
balanced population distribution and for enhancing the economic de-
velopment of America—particularly rural America whose needs have
become one of our most important priorities. 7

The statistics compiled here are not an end in themselves. They
spealt objectively and compellingly to this vital goal of rejuvenatin
our Nation’s heartland. If we are to make genuine progress in upgrad-
ing rural life—if our commitment to its betterment and growth are
to be fulfilled—the cogent facts set forth in this study must be taken

into account.

The committee is indebted to the Department of Agriculture for
compiling this information, particularly to Dr. Freddy K. Hines
and Dr. Liynn M, Daft for their help.

, , Jouw I. McCrLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations.

I

bt 1 AR LT




REPORT HIGHLICHTS

% RURAL AMERICANS DO NOT SHARE PROPORTIONATELY IN
PROGRAMS FUNDED BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.

% FEDERAL SPENDING ON HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOP-
MENT—PROGRAMS SUCH AS EDUCATION, HEALTH, WEL-
FARE, VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION, MANPOWER TRAIN-
ING AND DEVELCPMENT—DISPROPORTIONATELY FAVORS
METRCPOLITAN COUNTIES OVER NONMETRCPOLITAN
AREAS.

—per cupita outlays under conditions of ‘pronounced popula-
tion decline for health services are 4 times greater—
welfare payments 4 times greater—manpower trcining and
development 3 times greater—in metropolitan counties
than in nonmetropolitan ones;

—nonmetropolitan counties account for 66, of all substand-
ard housing units but receive only 169 of all Federal
housing assistance;

—nonmetropolitan counties account for 509, of all children
between the ages of 6 and 17 in poverty level families,
but receive only 209, of all Federal child wellare service
funds—249, of Federal aid to families with dependent
children—26%, of Federal headstart and followthrough
assistance; and 419, of Federal outlays for elementary
and secondary educational programs aimed at meeting
the specific needs of disadvantaged children in low income
areas.

+ 8 OUT OF EVERY 10 FEDERAL DOLLARS SPENT ON DEFENSE,
NASA, AND AEC PROGRAMS —TOTALLING $63.9 BILLION—
GO TO METROPOLITAN AREAS ,

% IF RURAL REVITALIZATION IS TC BE ACHIEVED, A COMPRE-
HENSIVE FEDERAL POLICY MUST BE ESTABLISHED AND
IMPLEMENTED WHICH WOULD INSURE THAT AN EQUI-
TABLE SHARE OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS ARE MADE AVAILABLE

N ~ JorN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations.
|V/'V




LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
EcoNnomic REsEArRCH SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., December 20, 1971.

Hon. Jouw L. McCLELLAN,
C hairman, Committee on Government Operations, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, 12.0.

- DeEar Mr. Cuaarkman : Pursuant to your letter of March 18, 1971, to
Secretary Hardin requesting a series of analyses on rural development,
I a.lm hereby transmitting a ieport on the distribution of Federal
outlays.
 In }1;11’15, our second report of the series, we examine the relationship
between the distribution of Federal outlays and degree of urbaniza-
tion, per capita income, and trends in population and per capita income
over time. Beyond the findings reported here, we hope this analysis
stimulates further inquiry by other researchers. , ) )

I hope this report contributes to the Committee’s work on this im-
portant issue.
Sincerely,
. Laincey E. Jurrs,
Aecting Administrator.
v 1/ vII
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report is concerned with the distribution of Federal outlays
within the United States in fiscal year 1970. The data used for this
analysis were previously compiled for the FExecutive Office of the
President by the Office of IEconomic Opportunity through its Federal
Information Exchange System. The information, representing out-
lays at the county level for all major Federal programs, offers a unique
opportunity to study the geographic distribution of Federal ocutlays
and the effects of this distribution on economic development. It pro-
vides a good basis for making inferences concerning needed changes in
the geographic distribution of Federal outlays to assare equal access
to government services and to promote future population redistribu-
tion. B

Selected Federal programs (242 programs comprising 74.7 percent
of all Federal outlays) form ‘the basis for the analysis. The 242 Ted-
eral programs were divided into four program categories: )

(1) Hwman Resource Development—consisting of programs in in-

: come maintenance (social security, welfare, ete.), education,
vocational rehabilitation, health services, employment oppor-
tunities and manpower training and development, and pro-

, grams for American Indians:; B
(2) Community Development—comprised of programs in urban
: renewal, health service construction, development loans and
grants, housing loans, and transportation ;

(3) Agriculture and Natural Fesources—consisting of direct pay-
ments to farmers, conservatioi. programs, and farm loan pro-
grams of the Department of Agriculture and tke parics and
torest programs of the Interior Department: and o

(4) Defense, VASA, and AFE C—consisting of all programs of the

: . Department of Defense, the National Aeronautical and Space

Administration, and the Atomic Energy Commission. )

Counties were divided according to metropolitan status, as defined
by the Office of Management and Budget, and urban orientation. The
latter classification divides counties into six categories on the basis of
population density and thes percent of the population living in urban
places (places over 2,500). : R o

Though comparisons of per capita Federal outlays among groups
of counties with similar characteristics were used extensively in this
report, equal per capita Federal outlays among county groups does
not necessarily mean that; the people living in these counties receive
the same quality of service. Particularly in low income, low_ density,
rural counties per capita Federal ocutlays may need to be higher than
in high income; densely. settled urban counties because of: (1) the
limited ability of low income counties to raise State.and local moneys
to finance government services, . (2) the inability of more sparse.lgf
settled counties to acluww.ve economies of scale (lower cost per person)
) : : : : b




XIT ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITION OF RURAL AMERICA
in providing comparable government services, and (3) the frequent
need for more capital investment, on a per capita basis, to compensate
for past inequities. =~ '

The results reported here are from an exploratory analysis of the
data. Furthoer studies now being planned will benefit from the experi-
ence gained in making this analysis and the rerinements suggested by
it. Nonetheless, we have learned enough from this initial study to
draw the following conclusions: )

(1) Nonmetropolitan residents do not share proporiionately in the
distribution of owtlays of many Federal programs. Cverall,
nonmetropolitan areas receive about 27 percent of all outlays,
though they account for 30 percent of the total populatian.
But more important than the slight aggregate disparity, is
the extent to which nonmetropolitan areas fail to share pro-
portionately in the benefits of specific programs.

Federal spending for human resources, for example, has
greatly favored metropolitan counties. This is illustrated
by the following comparisons for counties experiencing pro-
nounced population declines: (&) per capita Federal welfare
payments were roughly four times greater in metropolitan
than in nonmetropolitan counties, (&) per capita outlays for
health services were four times greater in metropolitan coun-
ties, and (¢) per eapita Federal cutlays for manpower train-
ing and development were three times greater in meiropoli-
tan counties. Despite a greater incidence of substandard
housing in monmetropolitan counties. Per capita Federal
housing outlays there were only half as large as in metropoli-
tan counties. While nonmetropolitan counties accounted for
two-thirds of all substandard housing units in 1968, they re-
ceived only 16 percent of all housing assistance.

The distribution of program funds for low income families
with children is particularly disparate. Though nonmetro-
politan areas account for about half of all children between
the ages of 6 to 17 years in families with income below the
poverty level, these areas received only 41 percent of the out-
lays for Title ¥ of the Wlementary and Secondary Tducation
Act, 36 percent of Headstart and Headstart Follow Through,

. 24 percent of Aid to Families With Dependent Children, and

) 20 percent of all Child Welfare Services funds. :

- (2) Federal outiays for Defense, NASA, and. AEC far overshadow
owtlays for the other program categories and heavily favor
the Larger, higher income urban areas. Outlays for these pro-
grams account for nearly half (42 percent) of all outlays

examined. ‘And, over $8 of every $10 spent for these pro-
grams went to metropolitan areas, leaving them with a’ per
capita ficure twice that of the nonmetropolitan counties. Im
the highly urban areas, per capita defense outlays were high-
est where population was declining fastest while in the less
urbanized places higher defense outlays were associated with.
higher rates of population growth. Though this analysis did
noy seek to identify direct causal relationships between Fed-
eral program outlays and regional development, the associa-

%ji g



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIOINS XI1X

tion of nonmetropolitan population growth with higher de-
fense outlays is as suggestive of causation as any found in the
studys-. o - i
(3) In the absence of a wnified national development policy, pro-
o grams narrow in scope and limited in objective are Ffailing
to effectively meet thes country’s developmend needs. Though
sparsely populated rural arcas clearly have pressing human
resource meeds, as mentioned above, they receive a dispro-
portionately small share of tlie available assistance. However,
these same areas have received a significant large share of
development loans (mainly for water and sewer systems,
electrification, and telephones). In the long-term interest of
both metro and nonmetropolitan growth, a distribution that
provides a more eausitable input of human resource assist-
ance and development loans is suggested. .
(4) Federal owutlays for agriculture and natural resowurces tend to
be concentrated in nonmetropolitan cowunties with pronounced
poprulation declines bui comparatively high per capita in-
comes. On a per capita basis, such outlays were (&) twice as
oreat in high income nonmetropolitan counties as in their low
income counterparts and (&) over four times as great in
counties with pronounced population declines as in fast-grow-
ing counties. 7 : B
A serious reappraisal of the existing distribution of IFederal outlays
and the reasons for that distribution would seem necessary if we are
to insure the equitable distribution of government services among all
Americans and, at the same time, effectively uze these programs to
promote area and regional development. Those programs which would
appear to have particular promise for bringing about the desired
resalts are in the areas of: («) housing, (6) health services, (¢) man-
power training and development, and (&) defense contracts and
payrolls. '
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INTRODUCTION

The objective of this report is to describe the geographic distribu-
tion of Federal outlays within the United States and to examine the
implications this distribution has for future economic development.
Counties form the basis for this analysis. Counties were grouped with
respect to metropolitan status, degree of urbanization, per capita in-

come, income growth, and pepulation growth.. :

RELATIONSHIP BEETWEEN SFEDERAT. OUTLAYS AND ECONOMIUC HEALTH

Interpretations of the causal relationship between Federal outlays
and the economic health of a county cannot be made on the basis of this
evidence alone. Advanced stages of economic development may in fact
be the cause of greater Federal outlays rather than the result. Like-
wise, one should remember that many programs are targeted for pop-
ulations that are not proportionately spread across the Nation. Thus,
one would not-expect outlays for poverty programs or. for farm com-
modity programs, for example, to be distributed nationally in the
same proportion as the total population. And it is not surprising to
find large volumes of welfare payments accruing to low income coun-
ties and a large portion of Ug agriculture payments accruing to
sparsely settled rural counties. . R P , R . :

There are other Federal programs, such as national defense, space
exploration, and basic health research, for which the ultimate target
population is the Nation. Thus, the distribution of outlays:for these
programs is determined not by the location of the beneficiary but by
the Iocation of an intermediate producer of the final product (e.g. the .
Boeing Aircraft Co. or Johns Hopkins University). Federal programs-
also vary according to immediate or long-term impact. Some outlays
such as those for welfare purposes have their primary intended effect
soon after the funds leave the Federal Government. Other outlays such
as those used to finance highways or community services, yield their -

benefits overan extended period of time.
DIFFERENCES  IN LOCAL :CAPACITY.

In addition to differénces in program purpose and differences in the,
geographic distribution of intended beneficiaries, there are also im-
portant differences in local capacity—capacity to raise State and local
matching moneys and capacity to realize the same benefit per dollar
spent. The former is a result of income; the latter of population dens-
jty. Both variables are important to many rural areas. Thus, for coun-
ties to have equal access to public service, Federal outlays for some
purposes may need to be substantially higher in: (1) low-income areas
where ability to provide services from State and local sources is lower
than in higher income areas, (2) areas of low population density which

1



2 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITION OF RURAL AMBERICA

have a more difficult time achieving economies of scale in providing
services, and (3) areas where the existing infrastructure (schools,
roads, hospitals, etc.) is inadequate.

Progranm SELECTION AND (CULASSIFICATION

Data compiled for the Executive Office of the President by the
Office of Economic Opportunity for fiscal year 1970 provide the basis
for this analysis. Data for all Federal programs are published in Fed-
eratl Outlays in Fiscal ¥Year 1970 by States and counties. Qutlays from
242 Federal programs acecruing to 2,970 counties within the 48 con-
terminous_ States are studied in this report. The Office of FEconomic
Opportunity compiles the data through its Federal Information Ex-
change System in cooperation with all Federal departments and
agencies. o ] '

Federal programs included in this analysis were selected on the basis
of: (1) their relevance to the subject of economic development, (2)
the program’s relative dollar importance, and (8) the reliability of the
outlay data to the county level. - ' .

OUTLAYS TOTALED $154 BILLION

Outlays under the included programs totaled $154 billion, the equiv-
alent of 84 of all fiscal yvear 1’,9‘1?30 Federal outlays compiled in the OEQO
report (see table 1). Of this $154 billion, 96 percent accrued within the
2,970 counties included in this study. The 242 selected programs were
grouped into four general program types: human resource develop-
ment, community development, agriculture and natural resources, and
defense, space, and atomic energy. FEach general program type was
divided into several specific program types. Each specific program
type was comprised of several individual programs (see appendix table
8 for the distribution of individual program outlays). For instance, of
the 105 Federal programs providing $55 billion for human resource de-
velopment, there were 14 specific programs financing $2.5 billion in
Federal outlays for elementary and secondary education. And of the
14 programs :Fcr elementary and secondary ecﬂ;cabign, outlays for de-
prived children (title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act) comprised $1.3 billion. ' S , , ’ o
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INTRODUCTION 5

Outlays for human resource development were comprised of funds
from programs for education, health services, welfare, social security
and other retirements, manpower training and development, and pro-
grams for American Indians. Community development outlays
consisted of urban renewal funds, funds for health service construction,
economic development grants and loans, housing loans, and trans-
portation outlays. Outlays for agriculture and natural resources in-
cluded TUSDA funds for direct payments to farmers and various con-
servation programs and IDepartment of the Interior funds for parks
and forests. Defense-related outlays, comprising all outlays from the
Department of Defense, the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, and the Atomic Energy Comrmission, totaled $64 billion
or 41.5 percent of all outlays examined. Outlays for human resource
development totaled $55 biﬁiar; or 35.6 percent of the total. Federal
outlays for community development and ag.iculture and natural re-
sources totaled $26 and %9 billion, respectively. . ) . )

Table 2 lists the outlays by Federal departments and agencies. Aside
from the Department of Defense, NASA, and ARC where all outlays
were included, the share of ountlays included in this analysis range from
a low of 18.7 percent for the Department of Commerce to a high of
98.0 percent for the Department of Housing and Urban Development.?

T PPepartment of Commerce Gﬁtls.ys included onl

v outlays for the Beonomic Development

Administration and Regional Commissions.
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INTRODUCTION 7

County CLASSIFICATION

Of the 3,149 counties within all 50 States, 94 percent were included
in the analysis of Federal outlays and economic development (table
3). Counties in Alaska and Hawaii were not included because of the
uniqueness of these States. Also, 2 small number of counties within
the 48 conterminous States were dropped from the analysis because
of the lack of 1967 income data. Federal outlays accruing to these
excluded counties represented only 4 percent of Federal cutlays funded
by programs included in this report. These counties were quite evenly
distributed among the major county groups of this study.
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10 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITION OF RUTRAL AMERICA

Two major groupings of counties were used: metropolitan status

and urban orientation (an index of population density and the share of
the population living in places of 2,500 or more). Within each of these
groupings, further comparisons were made by per capita income in
1967, per capita income growth in 1959—-67, population growth in
196070, and closeness to urbanized areas. : )
A word of caution concerning interpretation of these comparisons.
Per capita income is a good indicator of the existing level of economic
well-being for the residents of a given area. Rates of growth of both
per capita income and population, in contrast, reveal nothing about
the present level, only the degree of relative change that has occurred.
This can be illustrated by comparing the income growth of a county
having a per capita income of $3.,500 in 1959 and $4,200 in 1967 with
that of a county which had $1,800 per capita income in 1959 versus
$2,600 in 1967. Ience, the growth rate in per capita Income was greater
for the poorer county, although absolute growths in incomes were
exactly the same for both.

The majois division of counties by metropolitan status (figure 1)
and urban orientation (ficure 2) was based on the Censwus of FPopuia-
tZzon, 7970. The standard OMB definition of a metropolitan area was
used (e.z., a county containing at least one city of 50.0900 inhabitants
or more, or twin cities with a combined population of 50,000 or a
contiguous county that is essentially metropolitan in character and
is socially and economically integrated with the central city). Counties
by urban orientation are defined and discussed as follows:

(V) Highly wrban countics—counties having either («) 85 percent

or more urban population (i.e., persons living In places of
2,500 or more) and 100 or more persons per square mile, or
(6) 50 percent or more urban population and 500 or more
persons per square mile—were heavily concentrated in the
Northeast, had large population bases, high per capita in-
comes and generally high population growth rates. T'he North-
east contained over one-fourth of all ““highly urban counties’
in contrast to only 7 percent of all counties (table 3). Over 50
percent of these counties had per capita incomes in the top
10 percent of all TU.S8. counties and over 90 percent had 1970
populations of over 100,000 and principal cities of over 50,000
population. : o
(2) Urban counties—counties which were léss than 85 percent urban
' and with between 100 and 499.9 persons per square mile—
were contiguous to highly urban counties, suggesting that
the counties conld be called suburban counties. They were also
heavily concentrated in the Northeast. Over 80 percent of
“urban’’ counties ranked in the upper half of all U.S. coun-
ties with respect to 1967 per capita income. and the aggre-
gate population growth rate during the 1960°s of the “urban?®’
county group was the highest of all county groups (see table
4%. As would be expected. a major portion (86 percent) of
these counties had populations of over 50,000 people. T.ess
than 10 percent of these connties had principal cities of under

10,000 people in 1960. :
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12 FECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITION OF RURAL AMERICA

(3) Semi-isolated wrban counties—counties which were 50 to 100
- percent urban with less than 100 persons per square mile—
were the most heterogenecous of all county groups (see table
3). The group ranged in 1970 population from 684,072 persons
in San Bernardino County, Calif., to only 3,885 persons in
Crockett County,. Tex. Although more than 10 percent of these
counties had principal cities with over 50,000 people in 1960,
a few counties within the group had principal cities of under
2.500. Table 3 also shows that semi-isolated urban counties
vere widely dispersed with respect to both per capita income
and population growth rates. Almost one-fourth of all semi-
isolated urban counties were located in the Western Region

with many of the larger California counties, such as San
DBernardino, Riverside, Fresno, Santa Barbara, Monterey, and
Tulare, dominating this group in terms of population and
pPopulation growth rates. At the other extreme ~within the
semi-isolated urban group were smaller counties, in terms of
__both population avd land area, generally located in the South.
(4) Densely settled rwral counties—counties which were less than
50 percent urban with 50 to 99.9 persouns per square mile—
were dispersed throughout the FEastern United States, but
were almost nonexistent in the West. This group was not
homogeneous with regard to per capita income, 1970 popula-
tion, or population growth. Hlowever, the majority of these
counties had per capita income which ranked in the lower
half of all U.S. counties, and only 27.4 percent had popula-
tion growth rates above the national average of 13.8 percent.
(5) Sparsely setitled rural cowuntiecs with wurban population—coun-
ties which were less than 50 percent urban with less than 50
persons per sqguare mile—were generally, characterized by
1970 populations from 10,000 to 25,000 people, principai
cities 1n 1960 of under 10,000 people, low per capita incomes
and lower than average rates. of population growth. These
counties were -dispersed throughout the North-Central,
Southern, and Western Regions with only a smail number in

the Northeast Region. o
(6) Sparsely settled rwural counties with no wurban population—
counties with no urban population and having less than 50
persons per square mile—were characterized Ey,very small
population bases (over 75 percent had 1970 pocpulations of
under 10,000 people). with generally negative population
growth rates during the 1960°s (almost 70 percent had neg-

i ative growth rates) and low per capita incomes. i

The two major  classifications of metropolitan status.and urban
orientation are meant to supplement one another in studying the dis-
tribution of Federal outlays within the UUnited States. Whereas metro-
politan status (a SMSA-Non SMSA. division) provides a more con-
ventional classification, classification by urban orientation provides a
practical framework for further study of Federal outlays among coun-
ties grouped by the selected characteristics. According to the subclas-
sification of table 8, meétropolitan counties had substantially higher
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INTRODUCTION 13

incomes, slower per capita income growth during 1959-67, and much
higher population growth during the 1960’s than did nonmetropolitan
counties. Also, more highly 'urﬁan—crrientgd counties had higher in-
comes and population grovrth rates than did the more rural counties.

A few of the metropolitan counties (54 of 450 total) were classi-
fied as rural counties under the urban-orientation classification and
175 of the 184 counties that were classified as highly urban according
to urban orientation, were SMSA counties. On the other hand, of the
2,520 nonSMSA counties, 670 were classified as urban counties under
the alternative classification. The classification of counties by metro-
politan status and urban orientation and further by per capita income
and population growth provide the basis for relating Federal outlays
to economic development. Generally, a metropelitan county is viewed
as more developed than nonmetropolitan counties and counties of high
urban orientution are viewed as more developed than more rural,
sparsely settled counties. Thus, in a general sense, these ecuntg classi-
fications can be employed to relate Federal outlays to areas differing
in economic development. - S e EE :




DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS

In this section Federal outlays are related separately to land area,
personal income, and population. Although each measure has merit in
studying the distribution of Federal outlays, per capita Federal out-
lays are used most extensively in this report. Total outlays give an
overall view of the distribution of Federal outlays across county groups
whereas outlays per square mile and per $1,000 personal income pro-
vide good insights into the relationship between the volume of out-
lays and land area and general wealth among county groups. Per
capita Federal outlays compare the distribution of IFederal outlays
and population distribution. The distribution of per capita Federal
outlays is also presented for counties of different per capita incomes,
per capita income growth rates and population growch rates for met-
ropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties and for counties within each
urban orientation group. : :

Federal outlays in fiscal year 1970, for the 242 programs accruing
within the 2,970 counties included in this study, totaled $147.7 billion
(see tables 2 and 3). Nonmetropolitan counties accounted for 27.2 per-
cent of the total dollar outlays (figure 3). Per capita Federal outlays

DISTRIBUTION OF U.S. POPULATION, INCOME,
LAND AREA AND FEDERAL OUTLAYS
{(Metropolitan Status of County, 1970)
% OF vo317AL -
| -
- : _ 232 % of U.5,
80 = - — EEE —_— ! Federal ocutlays
= B §§§ - @‘ﬁ of U.S. population
o) o] 7% f U.S.
éc) - - . EEE: i;éfas'ér?i:ls incomae
[ o e -
= §§§ - % of U.S. land aroa
40 —— " N
_ N E
] o -
20 | - _ ] «.\EESE _ DATA FROM THE BUREAU
= :\::;:;;; OF THE CENSUT AND OFFICE
- “\\‘;‘:’éi OF ECONOMIC GRPOGRTUNITY:
- 33y %‘:;‘-: N
o L N AN

~ METROPOLITAN NONMETROPOLITAN
COUNTIES COUNTIES .

U.5 DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE HEG. ERS B4%2=F1 (11} ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAIL OUTLAYS 15

DISTRIBUTION OF THE U.S. POPULATION, INCOME,
- LAND-AREA AND FEDERAL OUTLAYS
(Urban Orientation of County, 1270)
% OF TOTAL — ' - ]
60 -y —— - — —
. F‘\\\ sf U.5. Federal cutlays
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were 14 percent lower ii: nonmetropolitan counties than in metropoli-
tan counties—$688 as opposed to $779 (dAgure 5). On the other hand,
Federal outlays per $1,000 personal income were higher in nonmetro-
" politan counties than in metropolitan counties ($278 as compared to
£223 per $1,000 personal income). As would be’expected, because of the
large metropolitan-nonmetropolitan differential in population density,
Federal Qtﬁgays per square mile were much higher in metropolitan
counties. o ‘ ' ' B o ' e
" When viewed by urban orientation, over one-half of Federal out-
lays (58.5 percent) accrued to highly urban counties as opposed to
only 3.3 percent of the national total aceruing to sparsely settled rural
counties having no urban population (figure 4). Figure 5 shows that
per capita Federal outlays were highest in the semi-isolated urban
counties ($835 per capita) and 1 vest in the demnsely settled rural
counties ($449 per capita). Federal outlays per $1,000 personal income
were highest in the sparsely settled rural counties with no urban
population ($418 per $1,000 personal income), and lowest, as were per
capita outlays, in the densely settled rural: counties ($191 per_$1,000
personal income). Federal outlays per square mile, as expected, were
Iowest in the sparsely settled rural counties having no urban residents

and highest in the highly urban counties (figure 4). R
LESS FEDERAL ' SERVICES IN NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS
The lower per capita Federal outlays in nonmetropolitan countics,

relative to those aceruing to metropolitan counties, suggest a lower

Q
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volume of federally provided services in nonmetropolitan areas. It
also suggests that the economic force represented by Federal spending
1s not as strong in nonmetropolitan as in metropolitan areas. Whether
the greater per capita Federal outlays in metropolitan counties are
a cause or an effect of the prevailing higher incomes and growth rates
in these counties is, of course, in question. )
- The distribution of per capita Federal outlays among counties-by
urban orientation was uneven and, in general, favored the more urban-
oriented counties. For instance, per capita Federal outlays from all
selected programs in the densely settled rural counties and sparsely
settled rural counties with urban population were 40 and 18 percent
below per capita Federal outlays over all U.S. counties, respectively
(figure 5). Although per capita Federal outlays in sparsely settled
rural counties with no urban population were above the national
average, the population in these counties comprised only 3.1 percent
of the U.S. population in 1970, whereas the population of the remain-
ing two rural county classifications, having Jow per capita Federal
outlays, represented 13.6 percent of the U.S. population in 1970.

. SOME COUNTIES LESS FAVORED : ’

Of all county urban orientation groups; the densely settled rural
counties along with the sparsely settled rural counties with some urban
residents were least favored by Federal spending. Not only are per
capita Federal outlays low in these two rural county groups, popula-

ERIC - B0
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS 17

tion densities are low, relative to the national average, and a large per-
centage of these counties are not contiguous to more urban-oriented
counties with higher per capita Federal outlays. Lower population
density suggests a need for greater per capita Federal outlays to pro-
vide equal access to public services. Also, the lack of contiguity to high
urban counties, where over one-half of all Federal outlays accrue, sug-
gests a minimal spillover ¢f government services from other counties
to these rural counties.

UNEVEN DISTRIBUTION OF PER CAPITA OUTLAYXS

Per capita Federal outlays by general program types among metro-
politan and nonmetropolitan counties and by urban orientation of coun-
ties (depicted in figure §) provide additional insights into the uneven
distribution of total per capita outlays across county groups. A large
share of the differences among county groups in per capita Federal out-
lays can be attributed to outlays for defense, NASA and AEC and out-
lays for agriculture and natural resources. Although Federal outlays
for human resource and community development were not evenly dis-
tributed on a per capita basis across county groups, they were far more
equally distributed than total per capita Federal outlays. Per capita
outlays for defense, NASA, and AXC were over twice as great in
metropolitan counties as in nonmetropolitan counties and over six
times as great in highly urban counties as in densely settled rural coun-
ties. On the other hand, outlays for agriculture and natural resources
tended to compensate nonmetropolitan and more rural-oriented coun-
ties for the lack of defense outlays. But the offset was only partial. The
densely settled rural counties were least favored by this trade-off be-
tween defense outlays and outlays for agriculture and natural resources.
Per capita Federal outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC in densely
settled rural counties was only 17.4 percent of such outlays in highly
urban counties ; on the other hand, per capita Federal outlays for agri-
culture and natural resources accruing to these densely settled rural
counties were only 18.5 percent of such outlays aceruing to sparsely
settied rural counties with no urban population. CL e e st

FEDERAL OUTLAYS ASSOCIATED WITH HIGH INCOME COUNTIES - ..

Over all U.S. counties, high per capita Federal outlays were asso-
ciated with high income counties and, to a lesser extent, with counties
having greater than average population growth rates (figure 6). Per
capita Federal outlays in counties with 1967 per capita incomes in the
lowest decile (bottom 10 percent) represented only 62.4 percent of out-
lays in the highest income counties. Counties with rates of population
growth during the 1960’s greater than the national average of 13.3
percent, had per capita Federal outlays 9.9 percent above the national
average of $745.2 However, counties with population declines of over
5 percent had per capita Federal outlays greater than the. fastest

2 High per eapita incomes were associated with .high population growth rates resulting
in a significant correlation between counties classified as high income counties and those
classified as fast-growlng counties. OF those countles with per capita incomes in the highest
income declle, 45 . percent had population growth rates above .the national average. And. of
those counties with growth rates above the national average, 20- percent had per capita
incomes ranking in the top 10 percent oi all U.S. countles. )
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growing group of counties. These counties with rapidly declining
population were, for the most part, sparsely settled rural counties
with high incomes.? - - ) .

Figure 7 contrasts per capita Federal outlays accruing to counties
with rapidly declining population (greater than 5 percent decline
during the 1960’s) with outlays for counties with growth rates above
the national average of 18.8 percent. These comparisons are made for
each urban orientation group. Within urban orientation groups, the
“urban’ ard semi-isolated urban counties were the only county groups
where those counties with rapidly declining populations had per capita,
Federal outlays below counties with growth rates above the national
average. In highly nrban counties and all rural counties, the fast-grow-
ing counties had per capita Federal outlays considerably below those

with rapidly declining populations.t

FUnllke TJ.5. counties Iin general, many of the sparsely settled rural counties with high
per capiia incomes had rapidly declining populations during the 1960's. OF those sparsely
getiled rural counties with and without urban populations having incomes in the top
decile of all T.S. counties, over 60 percent had population declines of over 5 percent during
the 1960°’s. For the the sparsely settled rural counties with no urban population within the
top decile of all T0.8. counties with respect to per capita Income, over 70 percent had rapidly
%?:liinlng propulations during the 1960°s. Most of these counties were located in the Great
aAins. R .- . -

L Although there were only 8 highly urban counties with rapidly declining populations,
these counties comprised a substantial portion of the total population within the county
gronp and illustrate the emphasis of Federal apending on declining urban areas. These
rapldly declining, highly urban county units were: Orleans County, La., Suffolk County,
Mass., New York County, N.Y., Potter County, Tex., Ohlo County, W. Va. : and the inde-
pendent city of St. Louis, Mo. Four of these units had per caplta incomes in the top
decile of all U.S. countles and comprised at least a large portion of four major U.5. citiesa—
New Orleans, Boston, New York Clty, nnd St. Louis. - : ) : o :
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RURAL COUNTIES WITH POPULATION DECLINES LESS FAVORED

It shcmuld be noted that per ea,plta. Federal outlays in densely settled
rural ‘counties ‘which experienced rapidly declining populations dur-
ing the 1960’s were only 36 percent of outlays in hlglﬂy urban coun-
ties which also experienced population declines of over.5 percent. dur-
in the 1960°s.

comparisons of Federal ‘outlays accruing to counties with
rap1dly declining populations across urban-orientation groups have
significant 1mp11c-atlens for. develcoprnent., ‘While Federal spending
within highly urban areas has stroagiy favored those experiencing
declines, in relation.to average Fedeval spendmg, such has not been
the case :Eer the other elaselﬁeatlens - :

HTJ’MAE RESQ?RGE DEVEmEmﬁT QU‘TLAYS :

Out.la‘vs from the 106 ngrems fer human resource. develﬂpment
totelecl $55 billion or 35.6 percent of Out.leys from all selected programs
“in fiscal year 1970 and’ mcet human resource outlays were for income
maintenance programs. Social security and other retirement: benefits
along with welfare Payrnents comprised 83 percent of humen resource
outlays with social security and other retirement benefits comprising
over two-thirds of all human resource development outlays included-
in this analysis (see appendix tables 6 and 7 for mix of programs
within specific program types). Outlays for elementary and secondary
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education comprised only 4.6 percent of ountlays for human resource
development. 7 7 o
Per capita human resource outlays from all programs ranged from
a high of 118.7 percent of the U.S. average in sparsely settled rural
counties with no urban population to 92.5 percent in “urban’ counties,
and 98.9 percent of the U.S. average in metropolitan counties con-
trasted to 103.0 percent in nonmetropolitan counties (figure 8). Among
counties grouped by metropolitan status and population growth rates

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE
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FIGURE 8

(figure 9), per capita Federal outlays for human resource develop-
ment were highest in metropolitan counties with pornulation declines
in the 1960’s of over 5 percent ($610) and lowest in metropolitan coun-
ties with population growth rates above the national average ($233).
Whereas per capita Federal outlays were fairly equal between metro-
politan and nonmetropolitan counties having growth rates above the
national average, nonmetropolitan counties with population declines
of over 5 percent obtained only 52 percent of the outlays accruing to
metropolitan counties with declining population (see appendix table 7 ).

Specific human resource outlays under the general program types of

elementary and secondary education, social security and other retire-
ments, welfare and manpower development, were roughly equal in

&Y 34
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PEkK CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAR RESOURCE DEVELQPHENT;
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rapidly growing metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties. But_ger
capita Federal wel*are payments in metropolitau counties with rapidly
declining populations were roughly 4 times as great as 1n deelinm%
nonmetropolitan counties.® Also, per capita Federal cutlays for health
services 1n declining metropolitan counties were over 4 times as great

as such outlays in nonmetropolitan counties with rapidly declining
population. At the same time, Federal funds, on a per “nita basis,
for manpower development in rapidly declining nonmetropc.itan coun-
ties were only one-third of manpower development outlays accruing
to declining metropolitan counties. Federal funds for elementary and
secondary education were roughly equal to rapidly declining metro-
politan and nonm~tropolitan counties (see appendix table 7).

IMBALANCE IN FEDERAL IHUMAN RESOURCE OUTLAYS

Figure 10 suggests much the same imbalance in terms of Iederal

human resource outlays with respect to urkan orientation of counties.
Highly urban counties with rapidly declining population obtained
substantially more per capita human resource outlays than any other
urban orientation-growth group. The great difference between per
capita Federal outlays accruing to metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
counties with declining populations as well as declining counties of

E Again, this group of counties was dominating {n terms of population and Federal spend-
ing by counties containing at least a large portion to the ciities of New York, Boston,
New Orleans, and St. Louis.
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Frgure 10

different urban orientations suggests the need for more Federal invest-

ment in declining nonmetropolitan and rural areas to provide not only
more equal public services to the U.S. population, but aid in future
development of these nonmetropolitan, rural areas.

CommuniTy DEVELOPMENT OUTLAYS

Per capita outlays for community development were much higher -
in metropolitan than in nonmetropolitan counties—$136 in metropaoli-
tan counties in contrast to $98 in nonmetropolitan counties. In general,
higher per capita community development . outlays were associated

- with highly urban-orienied counties. But sparsely settled rural coun-

ties with no urban population also had per capita community develop-
ment outlays greater than the national average (figure 11).° As was
the case with per capita Federal outlays for human resource develop-
ment, per capita Federal outlays for community development was
lowest i the densely settled rural counties (only 62 percent of the
national average). Metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties with
rapidly declining population showed little differences in per capita

. ® However, the m’x of community development outlays (see appendix table @, p. 38) in
highly urban counties and in sparsely settled rural counties with no urban population was
quite different. In the highly urban counties, 66 percent of outlays for community devel-
opment were outlays for housing loans in contrast with only 22 percent in sparsely settled
rural counties with no urban population. On the other hand, trensportation outlays com-
prised 18 and 18 percent of community development outiays in highly urban and sparsely
settled rural coanties with no urban population, respectively. ) . -
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outlays for community development (figure 12). But for the cther
three growth groups, metropolitan counties had substantially higher
per capita outlays for community development than nonmetropolitan
countics with similar growth rates. Among counties by urban orienta-
tion, per capita community development outlays favored the fast-
growing, more urban-oriented counties. The rapidly declining, densely
settled rural counties obtained the smallest volume of community
development outlays which represented only 55 percent of the volume
obtained in the fast-growing, highly urban counties (figure 13).
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FIGURE 13 "

HOUSING LOANS

Housing loans were the largest specifi¢c program type with the com-
munity development category (see table 1) and exhibited the greatest
differential between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties—$86
per capita in metropolitan counties as contrasted with $38 per capita
in nonmetropolitan counties (see appendix table 6). For counties with
population growth rates above the national average, per capita hous-
ing loans totaled $106 in metropolitan counties versus only $50 in fast-
growing nonmetropolitan counties (see appendix table 7). Among
counties by urban orientation, per capita Federal housing loans in
highly urban counties were almost three times as great as in densely
settled rural counties—$91 compared to only $31 (figure 14). :
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL HOUSING LOANS
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FER CAFITA DEVELOFPMENT LOANS FAVORED RURAL-ORIENTED COUNTIES

Unlike loans for housing, per capita development loans favored the
more rural-oriented counties. Such loans in sparsely settled rural coun-
ties with no urban population were 4 times the national average (fig-
ure 15). In these counties, development loans comprised 23 percent of
all community development outlays as compared to 6 percent for the
Nation as a whole. On the other hand, housing loans in these counties
comprised only 22 percent of all community development outlays as
compared to 58 percent for the Nation as & whole. Per capita transpor-
tation outlays were over twice as large as in highly urban counties (see
appendix table 6).

AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL REsourcE OurLAYs

Per capita Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources
totaled $45 for the United States in fiscal year 1970. They averaged $14
per capita in metropolitan counties and %'118 per capita in nonmetro-
politan counties (figure 16). By urban orientation groups, they were
substantially higher in the two sparsely settled rural céuni?* groups
than in any other group. But, such outlays aceruing to densely settled
rural counties were only slightly above the national average and less
than one-half of outlays in semi-isolated.urban counties. Although
semi-isolated urban counties were termed urban, many were rural in

. &89
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many important respects, explaining their high ranking in per capita
Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources.

OUTLAYS THREE TIMES A8 HIGH
Such outlays accruing to nonmetropolitan counties were almost 3

times as high in counties with per eai;lplt»a incomes in the highest decile
as in lowest income decile counties (figure 17). By population growth

" PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND
NATURAL RESOURCES ACCRUING TO NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES
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groups for nonmetropolitan counties, per capita outlays were almost
b times as great in counties with population declines of greater than 5
percent in the 1960%s as in counties growing faster than the national °
average. These relationships suggest that in areas with high agricul-
ture payments, a high outmigration of poor, unskilled people has re-
sulted ‘n declining populations and high per capita incomes.

Drerexnse QOUTLAYS

Although not generally thought of as outlays for economic develop-
ment, defense outlays (outlays from the Department of Defense,
NASA, and ATEC) were included here because of their relative magni-
tude. In fiscal year 1970, they totaled $63.9 billion, almost one-half of
all outlays included in this report. U.S. counties experiencing greater
than average defense outlays tended to be metropolitan counties and
highly urban-oriented counties. Per capita defense outlays, as a per-
cent of the U.S. average of $307, were 118.6 and 57.7 percent for metro-
politan counties and nonmetropolitan counties, respectively (figure
18). By urban orientation, per capita defense outlays ranged g‘ﬁm
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS ’ 29

Defense Department payrolls, on a per capita basis, were $44 in coun-
ties with population declines of over 5 percent in contrast to $160 for
counties with population growth-rates above the national average (ap-
pendix table 6). Defense contracts ranged from $147 per capita in
rapidly declining counties to $215 per capita in fast-growing counties.
Both NASA and AEC outlays also greatly favored fast-growing
counties. " '

DEFENSE SPENDING FAVORED METRO COUNTIES

Per capita defense spending heavily favored metropolitan coun-
ties across all growth groups with per capita outlays in metropolitan
counties with rapidly declining populations being over 11 times greater
than in nonmetropolitan counties having rapidly declining populations
(figure 19). Afso, per capita defense spending strongly favored rapidly
declining, highly urban counties. and fast-growing urban and semi-
isolated urban counties (figure 20). As was the case with community
development outlays, per capita defense outlays were lowest in rapidly
declining, densely settled rural counties (appendix table 7). The
smallest metropolitan-nonmetropolitan difference in per capita defense
outlays was in counties which experienced population growth in the
1960’s. '

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR DEFENSE, NASA AND AEC
BY RATE OF POPULATION CHANGE , 1960-70

DOLLARS — -
| — Metropolitan counties
Nonmetropolitan counties ]
600 |— |
400 |- S I .
200 |— — - .
O — - — — i

01 701 GREATER THAN 13.3
PERCENT PERCENT

"LESS THAN -50
PERCENT

FISTAL VEAR 1970, DATA FROM OFFICE OF ECGNOMIC DPPORTUNITY.

U.5. DEPARTMEHT OF AGRICULTURE MEG. ER58533-71 {11} ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE
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30 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITION OF RURAL AMERICA

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR
ACCRUING TO RAPIDLY DECLINING AND FAST-GROWING COUNTIES

DEFENSE, NASA AND AEC

DOLLARS

600 |—
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Rapidly declining populations
_— ~ . {Greater than 5% daclins, 19260-70) =

400 —

200 —

MM
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APPRAISAL OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS

This section goes into the effectiveness of selected programs having
well-defined target groups, in_distributing Federal outlays between
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. Tt also underscores some of
the problems inherent in such appraisals.

To more adequately appraise program equitability with respect to
geographic areas, not only must the specific objective of each program
be Imown, but also data to measure the target groups of each program
must be available. Equity in the distribution of funds among metro-
politan and nonmetropolitan areas is defined here as equal funds per
individual or unit within the target group. This definition does not
consider metropolitan-nonmetropolitan differences in State and local
revenues and population density (i.e., the difference in both the ability
-and effort to finance publiec services of State and local governments as
well as the differences in the quantity of public outlays from all sources
(local, State, and Federal) to provide equal services). ,

However, it does offer a more precise measure than equal per capita
outlays by program types, as considered in the last section. For in-
stance, school-age children from poverty families are the target group
for title I funds from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, which has as its objective improving and expanding educa-
tional programs to meet the specific needs of disadvantaged children
in low-income areas. Thus, an equitable distribution of title I funds
among metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties is defined as one
equal to the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan distribution of poor, school-
age children. ' _ B - T

Another example is pertinent. The target group for funds from
Manpower Development and Training-Institutional Training of the
Department of Labor, which has the objective of providing classroom
occupational training and related supportive services for unemployed
and underemployed. persons who cannot obtain appropriate full-time
employment, is the number of unemployed and underemployed per-
sons. Funds from the manpower programs should logically be distrib-
uted to metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas on the basis of the
number of unemployed and underemnployed persons residing in each
area. L : : , - ; ‘

" In this section, the percentage of swmacific groups of persons in pov-
erty, employment categories, and educaticnal attainment groups resid-
ing in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas is used as a “proxy’’ for
target groups for selected programs in human resource develocpment
(table 5). The percentage distribution of substandard housing units
in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas in 1968 is used to provide
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32 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL. CONDITION OF RURAL AMERICA

rough insights into equity in providing housing funds between the
two broad categories. Target groups are not available from the Census
of Population, 1970, for counties by urban orientation, precluding

analysis of specific programs by county urban orientation.

TABLE 5—PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED POPULATIONS, SUBSTANDARD HOUSING, AND FEDERAL
OUTLAYS FOR SELECTED PROGRAMS AMONG METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS

[In percent]

. Non-
ttem Agency  Metropolitan metropolitan
Total populafion ¢ __________________ et anaa e mmmmmmaaes - 64.9 35.1
Poverty population:
Total . ______ ____ . _.___ ED.7 49.3
Less than 6 yearls in age 53.6 46.4
6 1o 17 yearsin age.  ______ - 50.0 50.0
65 years inage anS osder. ___.___ _ i . 48.7 51. 3
_ Under 18 years in age in female headed housah 63.7 36.3
Unemployed persons, 16 years and over_ __ ____ 65.2 34.8
Ad with less than 8 years of schooling_. . 54.7 453
idard housin 33.9 66.1
an resource development: ]
Deprived children education (title 1>________ .. . .. ________.______# 59 41
Headstart and Headsta: . iollow-through. e eeean 64 36
asic adult edweation_____ _________ .. ____________________ 80 10
Higher education opportunity grants. 67 33
Neighborhood heslth centers__. B9 11
Old age assistance. _________ _ 23 47
Aid to families with dependent children_ 76 24
Child welfare services. cmmmmme——ano 80 20
MDTA—Iinstitutional training. _ __ 63 a7z
Neighbarhoed Youth Corps_ .. ____...____ 69 31
Comm y development: .
water and sewer facility loans_ %% %g
Grants and loans for development fa ies 15 85
Small business financial assistance prograi 59 41
Low to moderate income housing loans_ ____ - 18 84
Mgﬁ%ggé insurance for [ow to moderate income hou o
ket rate of interest________ T, &9 31
Mortgage insurance for low to moderate income hot
market rate of interest______ __________________ 93 7

! Populaticr data from U.S. Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports, series P-23, No. 37, *'Social and Economic
Characteri of the Population in Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas: 1970 and 1960, U.5. Government Printing
Office, Washisgton, D.C., 1971. _ o _ . o o B

2 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, A ricultural Economic Repcrt No. 193, Rural Housing:
Trends and Prospects, U.5. Government Frinting Office, September 1970. In the report standard housing was defined as not

dilapidated with alt plumbing facilities.

School-age children (6-17 years of age) from poverty families are
more heavily concentrated in nonmetropolitan areas than are funds
under the 1965 education act. The same is true of the number of pre-
school poor children relative to outlays for Headstart and Headstart
Follow Through. With regard to outlays for adult basic education,
these funds were far more heavily concentrated in metropolitan areas
than were adults with 8 years of schooling or less. In general, if these
poverty groups are reasonable indicators of target groups, nonmetro-
politan areas should be getting a larger share from these education

Much the same can be said for welfare programs. Target groups
were more heavily concentrated in nonmetropolitan areas than outlrys
accruing to nonmetropolitan areas. For instance, 36 percent of chil-
dren in poverty households with a female head resided in nonmetro-
politan areas, but only 24 percent of outlays for the AFDC program
went to nonmetropolitan areas, and funds fov child welfare services

L
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APPRAISAL OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS 33

nceruing to nonmetropolitan areas composed only 20 percent of the
T.S. total. Old-age assistance payments appeared to be more equitably

a
distributed between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas than

were outlays for AFDC and child welfare services.

A erude indicator of the cquitability of housing outlays is provided
by comparing the rercentage distribution between metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas of substandard housing units with outlays from
selected housing programs. Of the three housing programs selected,
the USDA program favored nonmetropolitan areas, but the two HUD
programs heavily favored metropolitan areas. In total, as can be seen

in figure 14, housing outlays were heavily concentrated in metropolitan
arcas despite the larger number of substandard housing units in non-
metropolitan areas. :
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42 APPENDIX TAEBLES

APPENDIX TABLE 7.—A COMPARISON OF PER CAFITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS, BY SPECIFIC PROGRAM TYPE. ACCRUING
TO RAPIDLY DECLINING AND FAST-GROWING METROPOLITAN, NONMETROPOLITAN, HIGHLY URBAN, AND
DENSELY SETTLED RURAL COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1970

Rapidly declining ing Rapidly declining Fast-growing
counties s - counties counties
- - o , i WDetjsely - Densely
o o Non- Non- Highly settled Highly zettied
Specific program lype SMBA SEMSA EMSA EMSA urban rural urban rural
Human resources: .
Elementary and second- . . ~ N
ary education_ . 24 1 11 12 24 30 11 9
Health services_ . _______ 31 7 1z L] 35 [:1 13 4
Social security and other . N o
retirement___ __ .- 250 221 156 - -179 260 216 157 163
Welfare._ . 214 55 33 30 248 61 33 27
Employment oppartunity . . :
and manpewnr de- _
velopment an training 24 2 7 5 24 18 7
Total'l._....____.... €0 320 233 ° 252 668 338 234 215
Community development: ) : - i - o l
Urban renewal__________ 19 4] 8 g 21 2 5
Development grants_ N 8 3 5 5 . 8 5 3
Development loans_ - 11 2z 4 .14 11 12 .3 11
Housing loans_ .. ... ___._ 45 31 1086 50 46 2 112 40
Transportation__________ 3z 52 28 22 27 1] 27 29
Totaltoo........... 17 ile. 3 104 us  se 187 39
Agriculture and natural R o - -
resolL:rces; )
Direct payments and con- ) _
servation 13 8 23 9 38 6 24
2 2 14 a 37 1 1z
L 3 20 1 1 2 5
16 ] 13 58 11 7 .. 9 41
Defense, NASA, and AEC: - ] ,, - o S
Defense payrolls. 96 23 i58 165 101 9 152 18
Defense contra 455 25, 235 133 527 16 269 42
52 1’ 29 21 62 10 38. 2
B8 3 $13: 19 i0 (4] 20 o
611 52 a3 338 700 35 478 63
1,354 762 . 835 752 1,494 535 879 408

Specific program types do not sum to total because of exclusion of minor program types.

1=
2 Because of rounding, specific program iypes may not equal total.
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