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SUMMARY

This is the fourth annual report to the Congress by the President on the

"availability of government and government-assisted services to rural areas" as

required by Section 901(e) of the Agricultural Act of 1970. This report first

delineates U.S. counties into 10 county groups representing an urban-to-rural

continuum. Then it divides 209 selected Federal programs into five broad pro-

gram categories. Finally, the report compares the distribution of outlays for

these program categories with the distribution of the total population, across

the 10 county groups. Such comparisons provide insights as to which county

group(s) benefits most from the total package of Federal programs. Also,

outlay distributions for individual programs across the urban-to-rural county

continuum are compared with the distribution of target groups for specific

programs. These outlay-target comparisons help pinpoint relative strengths and

weaknesses of the total Federal package in offering services to rural areas

compared with urban areas.

Counties were also grouped according to their population growth rate

during the 1960's and their 1969 per capita income so as to measure differences

in per capita Federal outlays among declining and fast-growing counties and

among low-income and high-income counties.

The April 1973 Office of Management and Budget (0MB) delineation of

counties into those in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's) and

those outside SMSA's forms the basis fcr the 10 county groups used here.

Metropolitan (SMSA) counties were divided into four groups, and nonmetropolitan

(non-SMSA) counties were divided into six groups. Although metro (SMSA)

counties are referred to in this report as urban counties and nonmetro as rural

counties, a majority of U.S. counties have both urban and rural components.

Thus, urban-rural delineation of U.S. counties into 10 grouRs illustrates that

urban and rural, in the traditional sense, represent only extremes of the U.S.

population and its environment. The county groups range from the most urban

counties, defined as core counties of SMSA's with over 1 million people, to the

most rural counties, which were defined as those with no urban population and

not adjacent to an SMSA.

The urban and rural definition used here differs from that used in the

three previous reports. In those, rural America was defined as all nonmetro-

politan counties (using the 1970 0MB designation), plus metropolitan counties

with population densities of less than 100 per square mile. Thus, "rural" in

this report differs from the definition used in previous reports by excluding

(1) counties designated metro counties as of April 1973 and (2) metro counties

with less than 100 persons per square mile.

This report includes analysis of 209 programs which accounted for $192

billion (or 77.3 percent) of the $249 billion in total Federal outlays for

1
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fiscal year 1972. It does not include those classes of outlays which have only
a minimal impact on rural development. For analytical purposes, the selected
program outlays were divided into five program categories:

(1) Agriculture and Natural Resources-- includes direct payments
to farmers, conservation programs, and farm loan programs of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA); the parks and
forest programs of the Interior Department; and related
programs;

(2) Community Development--includes programs in urban renewal,
health service facilities construction, development loans
and grants, and transportation;

(3) Housing--includes grant and loan programs of the Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and USDA and the
home mortgage insurance programs of HUD;

Human Resource Development--includes income maintenance
(such as social security and welfare), education, voca-
tional rehabilitation, health services, employment
opportunities, and manpower training and development
programs, and programs for American Indians; and

(5) Defense, space, and atomic energy--all programs of the
Department of Defense, the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA), and the Atomic Energy Commission
(AEC).

Over all selected programs, nonmetropolitan areas received 24.7 percent of
all outlays, though they accounted for 27.2 percent of the population.

Total outlays on a per capita basis favored fast-growing counties and
high-income counties. Among metropolitan counties with 1960-70 population
declines of 5 percent or more, per capita outlays were over twice as great as
among nonmetropolitan counties with similar declines in population.

When certain classes of Federal outlays are excluded, however, nonmetro-
politan areas appear to receive favored treatment compared with metropolitan
areas. Defense, AEC, and NASA outlays are clearly not the result of investment
decisions to assure an equitable distribution of economic benefits between
metro and nonmetro areas. They are designed instead to achieve certain quite
explicit objectives which frequently require input attributes which are found
only in larger urban centers. Another class of Federal outlays are distributed
on a per capita eligibility basis irrespective of location--social security and
other retirement benefits. The following table displays the relative share of
total Federal outlays for the 209 selected Federal programs for metro and non-
metro areas with exclusions of those classes of Federal outlays discussed above:

2
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Item
: Total
: outlays

Metro outlays Nonmetro outlays

:

: Amount :

total
: Amount

total

Mil.
Dols.

Mil:
Dols. Pct.

Mil.
Dols. Pct.

Total outlays 192,351.2 144,840.5 75.3 47,510.7 24.7

Exclude defense payroll -27,457.7 -22,185.8 -5,271.9

164,893.5 122,654.7 74.4 42,238.8 25.6

Exclude defense contracts..: -36,739.3 -32,330.6 -4,408.7

: 128,154.2 90,324.1 70.5 37,830.1 29.5

Exclude AEC & NASA -5,698.1 -4,914.0 784.2

122,456.1 85,410.1 69.8 37,045.9 30.3

Exclude Soc. Sec.& other
retirement benefits -57,211.1 -40,619.9 -16,591.2

: 65,245.0 44,790.2 68.7 20,454.7 31.4

Some examples of the metro-nonmetro differences in volume and mix of out-

lays are as follows:

(1) Outlays for agriculture and natural resources (which comprised 4.6
percent of all selected outlays at the U.S. level) were heavily concentrated in
nonmetro counties and highest on a per capita basis in the most rural of non-
metro counties, where they comprised almost one-third of all selected outlays.
Among nonmetro counties, outlays for agriculture and natural resources favored
those with large population losses during the 1960's.

(2) On a per capita basis, community development outlays were higher in
nonmetro counties than in metro counties and highest of all in totally rural
nonmetro counties not adjacent to an SMSA. But, these county differences in
community development outlays were largely a function of differences in outlays
for transportation (particularly highway construction), which were concentrated
in sparsely settled counties.

(3) Federal housing outlays favored metro counties, particularly fast-
growing metro counties. On a per capita basis, housing outlays in metro
counties were over twice those in nonmetro counties. In metro counties with
1960-70 population growth rates above the national average, per capita housing
outlays were almost 50 percent higher than the national average and over three
times as high as in nonmetro counties with 1960-70 population losses. This

metro-nonmetro distribution of housing outlays exists despite poorer quality
housing in nonmetro areas. Although nonmetro areas received only 15 percent of

3



the housing outlays in fiscal year 1972, they accounted for 60 percent of all
housing without complete plumbing in 1970.

(4) As a package, human resource outlays were heavily weighted toward

income maintenance outlays (welfare, social security, and so rorth). Therefore,
it was not surprising to find that these outlays were greatest, on a per capita
basis, in counties with large incidences of poor people and of aged people.
Per capita outlays for human resource development were :lightly higher in non-
metro than in metro counties. Across the urban-to-rural continuum, per capita
outlays for human resource development were largest in the most rural of non-
metro counties and smallest in the fringe counties of large SMSA's, but the
incidence of poverty was over four times greater in the most rural nonmetro
counties (27.2 percent) than in the fringe counties of large SMSA's (6.5 per-
cent). Also, the most rural nonmetro counties had a much larger percentage of
aged people.

Although across all counties, per capita outlays for human resource
development were slightly greater in nonmetro than in metro counties, these
outlays in metro counties with 1960-70 population declines of 5 percent or more
were twice as large as ininonmetro counties with similar population losses.
Grants-to-States for Welfare in declining metro counties were over four times
such per capita grants in declining nonmetro counties. And Federal medical
assistance accruing to declining metro counties was six times the level that
accrued to nonmetro counties with similar population declines.

By comparing individual human resource development programs with specific
target groups, it was found that:

(a) The distribution of Title I education funds (for disadvantaged
children) from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
across the urban-to-rural continuum of counties was similar to the dis-
tribution of school age children in poverty, suggesting equal access to
the services in urban and rural areas. Likewise, the distribution of
Head Start outlays closely resembled the distribution of the poverty
population of preschool age.

(b) With regard to individual income maintenance programs, outlays for
social security and old-age and survivor benefits under the social
security program appear to be equally accessible to aged people in
rural and urban areas. Nonmetro counties accounted for 31.4 percent of
the population over 6f years, and 29 percent of the old-age and survivor
benefits.

On the other hand, outlays for the package of public assistance
programs appear to favor poverty populations in the more urban counties
relative to their rural counterparts. Nonmetro counties contained 39.8
percent of the poverty population but obtained only 26 percent of Fed-
eral outlays for welfare programs. The metro-nonmetro distribution of.
welfare outlays is heavily weighted by the large benefits from the Aid-
to-Families with Dependent Children Program (AFDC). Despite recent
changes in some States, the AFDC program is geared to poverty families
with female heads. Therefore, since a much smaller portion of nonmetro
poverty families are headed by females (23.2 percent compared with 39.8



percent), a smaller share of the nonmetro poor are eligible for welfare
payments. Only 19.6 percent of Federal outlays for AFDC accrued to non-
metro counties, but almost 40 percent of the total poverty population

under 18 years of age were nonmetro residents.

(5) Eighty-five percent of all outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC pro-

grams accrued to metro counties, leaving them with a per capita figure over

twice that for nonmetro counties. Across all U.S. counties, such outlays were
heavily concentrated in fast-growing counties, where, on a per capita basis,

they were 33 percent above the national average and 64 percent above the

average in counties with population declines of 5 percent or more.

5
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INTRODUCTION

This fourth annual report on the availability of Government and Government-assisted services to rural areas has been prepared in response to Section 901(e)of the Agricultural Act of 1970. The report utilizes Federal outlay data forfiscal year 1972 and represents a study of the distribution of these outlaysamong rural and urban areas. Throughout this report, counties are the unit ofanalysis. Metropolitan (SMSA) counties are referred to as urban, and nonmetro(non-SMSA) counties are referred to as more rural counties. For more detailedrural -urban comparisons, metro and nonmetro counties were further divided into10 "urban influence"
groups ranging from the highly urban counties of SMSA's 1/of 1 million people or more to the mIst rural group of counties (nonmetro

counties with no urban residents, and not adjacent to ametro area). The delin-eating of counties into 10 groups illustrates that the U.S. population cannotbe divided into only 2 categories of rural and urban populations or metro andnonmetro populations without concealing meaningful internal differences. Urbanand rural, in the traditional sense, represent only extremes of the U.S. popu-lation and its environment. The true picture of the American population todayis one of degrees along a rural-to-urban continuum. Here the 0MB metro-nonmetroclassification of counties is used to suggest the basic urban-rural nature ofthe population within a given county. This dichotomy is refined by furtherdividing metro and nonmetro counties along a rural-to-urban continuum to gainthe 10 "urban influence" groups.

In the three previous reports on the availability of government services torural America, the 1970 0MB classification of SMSA counties and county popula-tion density was used to divide counties into rural and urban counties. Specif-ically, rural counties were defined as all nonmetro counties (using the 1970SMSA/non-SMSA designation) plus metro counties with population densities ofunder 100 people per square mile. Thus, the rural-urban county delineationused in this report differs from the delineation of past reports in two ways:

(1) By utilizing the 1973 SMSA/non-SMSA
designation instead ofthe 1970 designation, 150 additional counties are includedas metro (urban) counties which, in previous reports, werenonmetro counties, and

(2) By not considering the population density criterion of pre-vious reports, over 100 counties are classed as metro here
that previously were grouped with nonmetro counties becauseof their low population density.

Thus, relative to the past reports, the population classed as rural, ornonmetro, has declined because of the new metro-nonmetro delineation and theadherence to the metro-nonmetro delineation without considering population den-sity of metro counties By the delineation of earlier reports, rural Americatotaled 72.7 million people, or 35.7 percent of the population. By the currentdelineation, the population of rural (nonmetro) America totaled 55.2 millionpeople or 27.2 percent of the population.

1/ The SMSA/non-SMSA
county classification used here was specified by theOffice of Management and Budget, April 1973.

6
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Federal Outlay Data

Data compiled for the Executive Office of the President by the Office of
Economic Opportunity (OEO) provide the basis for this analysis. These data are
supplied by the various Federal agencies to OEO, which has responsibility for

the preparation of the Federal Outlays report. These outlay data are subject

to a number of limitations. Nevertheless, they represent the best comprehen-

sive set of data on a geographical basis for detailed Federal program outlays.
In using Federal outlay data, this report pertains only to that portion of
Government-assisted services provided directly through Federal programs. It

does not include that portion of programs which are supported by State and
local governments, nor does it include the matching contribution of State and
local units under the various Federal programs. Thus, the data in this
report do'not measure the total availability of Government-assisted services
but only that share provided through Federal programs.

When evaluating individual Federal programs, and groups of closely related
programs, one should keep in mind that there are frequently good reasons for
program outlays being sharply at variance with the population distribution
between urban and rural areas. Program outlays should be assessed in terms of
the relevance of a particular program(s) to problems or deficiencies in rural

areas. Most USDA programs are intended to serve farm and rural people, while
many other Federal programs are targeted substantially toward the cities--for
example, Model Cities and urban housing programs. Location of defense contracts
should be related to the location of contractors best qualified to serve the

public interest. Social security, public assistance, and Veterans' Administra-
tion program outlays should be allocated geographically in relation to the lo-
catioa of eligible recipients of these programs. Such considerations make it
impossible to render a clear-cut judgment about the equity of the allocation of
most Federal program outlays between rural and urban areas on the basis of data
on outlays alone.

Nevertheless, some inequities in the rural-urban sharing in Federal pro-
gram services are evident from the outlay data presented in the report.

In assessing inequities, the rural-urban distribution of Federal outlays
is compared with the rural-urban distribution of the total population eligible
for specific programs. Such a comparison provides assessment of accessibility
of individual Federal programs or groups of programs to rural and urban

Americans. For instance, for individual Federal programs, a comparison of the
rural-urban distribution of program outlays with that of the program's eligible
population, provides insights into the ability of the program to reach its tar-
get population in rural and urban areas. And, if rural-urban differences in
program accessibility do exist, such comparisons may call attention to the need

for new program provisions or entirely new programs.

Selection of Programs

In fiscal year 1972, all Federal outlays (excluding those that accrued to

territories and trusts) totaled $225 billion (table 1). Additional outlays

amounting to $24 billion resulted from Federal influence in the form of guaran-

teed and insured loans (mainly for subsidized housing programs and mortgage

insurance programs, farm loans, and community development loans). Of the total

$249 billion, $192 billion (or 77 percent) was selected for further analysis.

7
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Table 1-Distribution of Federal outlays by agency among sad nonsetto castle,. fiscal )ar 1972

Agen4y

metropolitan Noneetropolltan

t t t

Creatort U.S. :
! Urbanised :Use utbanitod: Teh,111!/.t,,,

: Total t Total :

t :144dlua:L.2..f:T°141 'tAdja- :Monad-:Adja- taloa- atja:71-ou7e4-
t tv t

,Total : Coro :TrInie; t cent tiacentt cent tisoma t tea ascat

Mil.
dots. Percent

16.3 3.4 10.2Department of Agriculture: total. ...... :18.569.8 41.9 23.0 18.7 4.3 12.4 6.5 58.1 6.6 5.8 13.8

selected puttees.. _ :12.579.5 26.4 10.1 6.6 3.2 9.9 6.3 73.6 7.5 6.2 17.9 23.6 4.4 13.7

Deportment of Camera: total _ 1.444 6 87.2 70.0 45.4 24.6 9.5 7.6 12.8 2.0 2.2 1.8 4.6 0.6 1.7

selected programs 286.7 48.3 26.2 23.8 2.4 14.6 7.4 51.7 6.6 8.0 8.7 16.6 2.6 6.3

Deportment of Detente: total 1/ ....... ....... .....:64.197.0 84.9 48.3 35.7 12.6 26.5 10.1 15.1 6.2 4.6 1.6 2.0 0.2 0.4

Devaroant of Ralth, facatigo.and allare: total - 72.506.1 72.9 43.6 34.3 9.3 21.2 8.1 27.1 6.6 3.5 6.4 7.0 1.2 2.4
selected programs - 62.752.5 71.0 42.2 33.1 9.1 20.9 8.0 29.0 6.9 3.6 7.1 7.6 1.3 2.6

Department of Rooting and ban Development: total - '14.904.6 66.2 51.5 39.7 11.8 27.9 6.7 10.8 3.5 2.8 1.9 2.2 0.2 0.3

sauced P ..... 89.0 51.2 39.1 12.1 28.0 9.8 11.0 3.6 2.8 1.6 2.2 0.2 0.3

Deportment of the Interior: total -, 2.267.0 51.2 29.6 20.3 9.3 15.0 6.8 43.8 6.3 10.0 6.2 15.0 1.2 10.0

gametal Pfierue ... 1.081.9 36.3 15.3 12.9 2.4 16.7 4.3 63.6 7.2 12.7 9.2 19.9 1.3 13.4

Department a Justice: total 1.10.4 87.2 45.9 44.6 1.3 29.0 12.3 12.8 5.6 4.4 0.6 1.1 0.5 0.4
selected progress........... :. :.: 670.3 86.7 34.5 33.7 0.8 38.0 14.1 13.3 7.9 4.2 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.3

Department of Labor: total 4.927.6 64.5 46.6 41.1 5.7 29.8 8.0 15.5 5.6 2.5 2.3 3.5 0.3 0.6

gel.a44 4.502.7 83.4 43.7 77.6 6.1 31.3 8.4 16.6 6.3 2.7 2.5 3.8 0.4 OA

Deportment of Transportation: total 8.476.8 72.2 43.0 34.1 9.0 20.3 6.9 27.8 3.3 3.8 5.7 8.1 2.1 4.7
alerted ptostams.....o, . : 5.776.6 63.7 35.0 25.3 6.7 a., 8.8 36.3 3.9 4.4 8.2 10.5 3.0 6.4

*talc Energy Cogasslon ..... . : 2.623.1 72.1 37.6 20.7 17.2 24.4 9.9 27.6 6.6 8.0 5.3 2.5 4.6 0.8

Envitonmeetal Protectioe Agency: total- 1.129.6 85.8 52.4 39.3 13.1 27.8 9.5 14.2 3.0 2.2 2.6 3.5 0.3 0.7
alum/ program : 825.0 82.4 47.2 32.6 14.6 26.6 6.6 17.6 5.6 2.6 3.2 4.6 0.4 0.9

Natiocal Astmematics ad Sate Adel:misusage:
total 1/ 3.075.0 U.S 73.3 61.0 12.2 15.1 6.9 1.7 0.6 0.1 0.1 2/ 2/ 0.6

Office of fanoalc Opportunity: total 1/...o, .... Ma 78.5 51.2 46.3 4.6 16.1 8.3 21.5 4.6 3.6 4.0 5.0 1.0 3.0

Railroad Retirement Used: total . .. 2.25105 69.1 34.7 26.8 8.0 23.4 10.9 30.9 8.0 4.5 4.7 8.8 1.1 1.9

Small iluslass Adam( ..... ion: total - - 1.792.0 66.7 42.2 34.2 6.0 MO 7.5 31.3 5.8 4.6 6.8 6. 1.2 3.1
selected programs : 1.706.0 67.3 40.6 32.4 8.2 19.1 7.6 32.7 6.0 4.7 7.2 10.3 1.3 3.2

Veterans *dada toe. t.-al. .. 16.743.1 82.3 46.5 35.3 13.3 24.5 9.2 17.7 5.3 3.0 3.7 4.2 0.5 1.0
se'eeted programs 14.569.4 82.6 48.2 33.2 15.1 25.2 9.1 17.4 4.6 3.0 3.7 4.1 0.6 1.0

All other muscles: total -
. 26.230.0 65.2 60.6 47.4 13.3 19.5 5.0 14.8 4.9 1.6 3.3 3.2 0.4 1.0

selected program:B....L... .. 0.0 --

249.012.4 3/

77.3 46.5 35.7 10.8 22.4 8.4 22.7' 5.8 3.7 4.6 3.5 0.9 2.1

Total selected pregraa 192.351.2 3/

75.3 43.3 32.7 10.6 23.1 8.1 24.7 6.1 4.1 5.1 6.0 1.0 2.4

1/ 100 percent of the Agency's outlays vets alerted for the analysis.
I/ Less than 0.05 artent.
7/ Includes 824 billion .Rich are not direct Federal outlay' but represent federal Inflame* primarily la the fees of suaraste44 sod issued bastes.

and cc..unity facility Lars and hoes mortgage insurance.

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data.
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These selected outlays came from 209 Federal programs selected on the basis of
(1) their importance relative to total Federal outlays, (2) their relevance in
providing public services to the State and county level, and (3) the reliabili-
ty of the outlay data to the county level. For instance, all defense-related
outlays were included, largely because of their relative importance in the
Federal spending picture (accounting for about 36 percent of Federal outlays in
fiscal yea: 1972) and their influence on local economies. Other programs, such
as grants and loans for development of community water and sewer systems, were
included because of their obvious relevance to economic development. On the
other hand, some programs were excluded from the analysis because county-level
data had been derived by mechanical proration. Other programs were excluded
because outlays had been assigned to the county of the location of the State
agency administering the programs and thus did not approximate final distribu-
tion of the Federal outlays. 2/

Classification of Programs

Outlays for the selected programs totaled $192 billion. These 209 pro-
grams were classified into 5 general program types: (1) Agriculture and
natural resources, (2) community development, (3) housing, (4} human resource
development, and (5) defense, space, and atomic energy.

General program type
Selected
programs

-Federal
outlays

Pct. of
total

Bil.
dols.

Agriculture and natural resources 44 8.8 4.6

Community development 59 12.8 6.7

Housing 29 22,2 11.5

Human resource development 62 78.7 40.9

Defense, NASA, and AEC 15 69.9 36.3

Total 209 102.4 100.0

As a percent of total outlays, the 62 programs under human resource development
(education, welfare, social security, and so forth) comprised the largest share

2/ App. table 1 indicates the individual programs where outlays have been
prorated by various methods. In total, 43 percent of the selected outlays were
from programs where some method of proration was used. However, no serious
problems of proration existed in the selected programs. Major prorations among
selected programs include (1) welfare programs, where data were prorated on the
basis of number of recipients, (2) defense contracts, where outlays were allo-
cated to location of prime contractors, and (3) some where prorations were
based on the distribution of employees.
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of all selected outlays (40.9 percent) followed closely by combined outlays

from the Department of Defense, NASA, and AEC (36.3 percent). Outlays for com-

munity development (grants and loans for water and sewer systems, health facil-

ities construction, and small business and transportation funds) represented 6.7

percent of the total, while housing outlays from HUD, the Veterans' Administra-

tion (VA), and USDA totaled 11.5 percent of all selected outlays. Outlays for

agriculture and natural resources comprised the smallest proportion of selected

outlays (4.6 percent).

Each major program type was divided into several specific program types,

and each specific program type was comprised of several individual programs

having a common focus. For instance, of the 62 programs providing $78.7 billion

for human resource development, 9 programs provided $9.4 billion for welfare

(see table 2). Within the welfare program, grants to States for Old-Age

Assistance payments comprised $1.2 billion. 3/

Outlays for agriculture and natural resources were comprised of USDA funds

for direct payments to farmers, various farm conservation programs, and Depart-

ment of Interior funds for parks and forests. Community development outlays in-

clude (1) development loans and grants from the Small Business Administration and

the Departments of Commerce, Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture,

(2) highway and mass transportation funds from the Department of Transportation,

and (3) urban renewal funds from HUD, and Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare (HEW) funds for construction of health service facilities.

Housing outlays were divided into the grant programs of HUD and USDA and

the home mortgage insurance programs of HUD. Human resource development pro-

grams included those for elementary and secondary education, health, welfare,

medical assistance, social security, and employment, and programs exclusively

for American Indians. Department of Defense payrolls and contracts and all

outlays of NASA and AEC were grouped to form the last category of Federal out-

lays.

Rural-Urban Classification of Counties

All U.S. counties were grouped according to their official OMB 1973 metro-

politan-nonmetropolitan classification (New England areas were generalized to a

county basis). Metro (SMSA) counties are more urban than nonmetro counties.

Thus, metro counties are referred to as urban counties and nonmetro counties

are referred to as being rural. Metro counties were further divided by the

population size of the SMSA of which they were a part. Counties within metro

areas of 1 million people or more were classed as large metro and further

divided into core counties and suburban (fringe) counties. Counties within

metropolitan areas of 250,000 to 999,999 people were classed as medium metro,

and small metro counties were counties of metro areas of less than 250,000 pop-

ulation. Nonmetro counties were divided according to the absolute size of

their urban population and proximity to metro areas. Urbanized, less urbanized,

and thinly populated nonmetro counties were counties having at least 20,000

urban residents, 2,500 to 19,999 urban residents, and no urban residents, re-

spectively. Each of the three nonmetropolitan county groups was further divided

into those adjacent to an SMSA and those not adjacent to an SMSA.

3/ The distribution of outlays from each of the 209 individual programs is

shown in app. table 1.
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In total, the 10 groups of counties (4 metro, 6 nonmetro) represent vary-
ing degrees of urban influence upon the county's population; that is, the group-
ings represent an urban-to-rural scale with the most urban (exhibiting the most
urban influence) being the core counties of large metro areas and the most rural
being nonmetro counties with no urban residents and not adjacent to an SMSA.

Metro and nonmetro counties by county groups are shown in figures 1 and 2.
Each county group is described as follows:

I. Metropolitan (SMSA) CoUnties (fig. 1)

Counties containing at least 1 city of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or
adjacent cities with a combined population of 50,000, plus contiguous
counties that are essentially metropolitan in character and integrated by
reason of their inhabitants commuting to the central city.

1. Large Metropolitan

Counties of SMSA's having at least 1 million population in 1970.
Examples of such SMSA's are New York City, Chicago, Los Angeles,
Houston, and Boston.

a. Core Counties

Examples of such counties (or the equivalent) are the District of
Columbia; the five counties of New York City; Orleans Parish, La.;
St. Louis City and County; and Cook County, Ill. Twenty-nine per-
cent of the U.S. population lived in core counties of large SMSA's
in 1970. The average population was over 1.2 million people /
(table 3). As a group these counties grew slower in population
during the 1960's than the U.S. population as a whole (11.3 per-
cent in contrast to 13.3 percent for the United States) but had a
median family income. of roughly $1,000 higher than the U.S. average.

b. Fringe Counties

Examples of fringe (suburban) counties of large SMSA's are Mont-
gomery County, Md., and Fairfax County, Va.; Cobb County, Ga., of
the Atlanta SMSA; and Bucks County, Pa., of the Philadelphia area.
Fringe counties had an average 1970 population of almost 200,000
and a 1969 median family income of $11,990, highest of any county
group and $1,400 more than in the core counties. These counties
as a group increased in population during the 1960's by one-third.
This population growth rate was almost three times that of the
neighboring core counties. Over 80 percent of the fringe counties
had population growth rates above the U.S. average of 13.3 percent.

2. Counties of Medium Metropolitan Areas

These counties comprise SMSA's with populations of 250,000 to 999,999.
Some SMSA's which fall into the class include Oklahoma City, Phoenix,
Birmingham, and Salt Lake City. As a group, counties of the medium
SMSA's averaged 179,000 persons in 1970 and had a 1960-70 population
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growth rate above the national average and a median family income of
$9,838, roughly $250 above the national average. Almost three-fourths
of these counties were in the South and North Central regions.

3. Counties of Small Metropolitan Areas

These counties comprise SMSA's of under 250,000 persons in 1970. Exam-
ples of lesser SMSA's are Lawton, Okla.; Lynchburg, Va.; Fargo-Moorhead,
N.D.-Minn.; Portland, Me.; and Eugene, Oreg. Average 1970 population
of the counties was 97.5 thousand. During the 1960's, the population
of these counties grew slightly faster than the U.S. population as a
whole. The counties had a median family income in 1969 of $8,976,
$614 below the national average of $9,590. As was the case with
medium metropolitan counties, a large majority (over 80 percent) of
these counties were located in the South and North Central region,
with over one-half located in the South.

II. Nonmetropolitan (non-SMSA) Counties (fig. 2)

All counties not qualifying as metropolitan.

4. Urbanized Counties--having 20,000 or more urban residents in 1970.

a. Counties Adjacent to an SMSA

The average 1970 population of such nonmetropolitan counties was
73,000, up 12.3 percent from 1960. In terms of population growth,
these counties fall slightly below the national average. Their
1969 median family income was $8,701, $889 below the national
average.

b. Counties Not Adjacent to an SMSA

These counties averaged 55.8 thousand in population in 1970, sub-
stantially below the population of urbanized nonmetropolitan
counties adjacent to an SMSA. Also, these counties had 1960-70
population growth rates substantially below those of counties
adjacent to an SMSA--7.8 in contrast to 12.3 percent. Over 40
percent of these counties were located in the South. Median
family income was $8,086, $1,504 less than the national average.

5. Less Urbanized Counties Having 2,500 to 19,999 Urban Residents in 1970

a. Counties Adjacent to an SMSA

The average 1970 county population in this group was 23.6 thousand,
representing a 4-percent increase over the 1960 population. Thus,
the population growth rate in this county group was less than one-
third the national average. Over 40 percent of these counties
lost population during the 1960's. Median family income was
$7,456, $2,134 less than the national average.
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b. Counties Not Adjacent to an SMSA

As was the case with the two urbanized county groups, the adjacent-
not adjacent to SMSA comparison within the less urbanized group
shows the positive effects in terms of population growth and in-
come of proximity to a metropolitan area. Here the county group
not adjacent to an SMSA lost population during the 1960's and the
adjacent group grew by 4 percent. Median family income in 1969
was $7,094, $362 less than for the "adjacent" group of counties,
and $2,496 below the national average.

6. Thinly Populated Counties Having No Urban Residents in 1970

a. Counties Adjacent to an SMSA

These counties averaged 9,453 people in 1970. Over all, the popu-
lation in these counties was fairly stable during the 1960's,
showing only a slight increase over the decade. Median family
income in 1969 was $6,412, over $3,000 below the national average.
Almost two-thirds of the counties were located in the South.

b. Counties Not Adjacent to an SMSA

The average 1970 population of counties within this group was less
than 7,000. As a group, these counties lost 4.4 percent of their
population during the 1960's. Median family income was the lowest
for any county group--$6,142, $3,448 below the national average.
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS

In Federal programs selected for this analysis, three-fourths of totaloutlays accrued to metro counties and one-fourth to nonmetro counties (table 2).Per capita outlays for the United States totaled $947 (fig. 3). 4/ In metrocounties, they were $980--14 percent higher than the $859 per capita outlays innonmetro counties. Metro-nonmetro differences in the composition of Federaloutlays are outlined in table 4. Whereas outlays for agriculture and naturalresources were of little significance in metro.counties
(comprising only 1.2percent of all, selected outlays), in nonmetro counties such outlays represented

a significant part (14.8 percent) of the total Federal outlay package. Percapita community development outlays were higher in nonmetro counties, but percapita outlays for housing in metro counties were over twice as large as in non-
metro counties. The metro-nonmetro

distribution of Federal outlays for humanresource development slightly favored nonmetro counties, but outlays fordefense, NASA, and AEC greatly favored metro counties. Per capita outlays forthese three areas were over twice as large in metro counties as in nonmetrocounties.

Table 4--Composition of Federal outlays in metro and nonmetro counties,fiscal year 1972

Item
United States Metro counties Nonmetro counties

: Per :Percent: Per :Percent: Per : Percent:capita : of :capita : of :capita : of:outlays: total':outlays: total :outlays: total

Agriculture and natural

: Dols. Pct. Dols. Pct. Dols. Pct.

resources
43 4.5 12 1.2 127 14.8Community development 63 6.7 58 5.9 77 9.0Housing

109 11.5 127 13.0 61 7.1Human resource development 387 40.9 381 38.9 404 47.0Defense, NASA, and AEC 344 36.3 402 41.0 190 22.1
Total...: 947 100.0 980 100.0 859 100.0

Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding.

Source: Office of Economic
Opportunity data.

4/ Nonmetropolitan counties gained a slightly larger share of the selectedFederal outlays (totaling $192 billion) than of total outlays (totaling $249billion)--24.7 percent and 22.7 percent, respectively (table 1). Both nonmetropercentages were less than the nonmetro share of the population (27.2 percent).Thus, for both total and selected Federal outlays, per capita outlays werehigher in metro counties than in nonmetro counties. The distribution of totalFederal outlays favors metro counties,
relative to the

metro-nonmetro distribu-tion of the selected outlays, largely because of the influence of defense out-lays and high technology outlays under NASA and AEC.
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY MAJOR PROGRAM TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1972
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Figure 3

Among the 10 metro and nonmetro groupings of counties in figure 3, the
core counties of the large metropolitan areas (1 million population or more)
had the largest per capita Federal outlay ($1,063), followed closely by a
$1,044 per capita outlay in the most rural of all nonmetro counties (counties
having no urban population and not adjacent to an SMSA). Thus, over all
selected programs, the most urban and the most rural county groups had the
highest Federal outlays on a per capita basis. However, little similarity
existed in the composition of Federal outlays accruing to these two groups of
counties. As expected, outlays for agriculture and natural resources were a
major element in the total Federal package accruing to the most rural counties
(comprising almost one-third of total outlays), but they were of little signif-
icance in the most urban counties. On the other hand, outlays for defense,
NASA, and AEC comprised 40 percent (totaling $428 per capita) of all outlays in
the urban, core counties, but represented only 6.6 percent (totaling $69 per
capita) in the most rural, nonmetro county group. Per capita outlays from all
housing programs were over twice as large in the core counties of large metro
areas as in the most rural, nonmetro counties ($133 and $50, respectively).
Conversely, per capita Federal outlays for community development were almost
three times larger in the most rural, nonmetro counties--$142 compared with $60
in core counties of large metro areas. Per capita Federal outlays for human
resource development totaled $463 in the most rlral, nonmetro counties and $436
in the highly urbanized, metro core counties.

Lowest per capita outlays were in the less urbanized nonmetro counties
(having 2,500-19,999 urban residents) which are adjacent to an SMSA ($732) and
in the fringe counties of large metro areas ($806). Major differences in the
composition of Federal outlays for these two county groups involve the relative
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magnitude of outlays for defense and agriculture and natural resources. Defense
outlays in the fringe (suburban) counties were four times larger than in the
less urbanized, nonmetro counties, while agriculture and natural resource out-
lays were substantially larger in the less urbanized nonmetro counties.

By grouping counties by their rate of population growth during the 1960's,
by 1969 per capita income, and by region, it v-as found that per capita Federal
outlays across all selected programs were: (1) highest in counties which expe-
rienced 1960-70 population losses of more than 5 percent but higher in the
fastest growing group (with growth rates above the national average of 13.3
percent) than in the two "middle" growth groups; (2) highest in counties with
per capita incomes in the top 10 percent of all counties; and (3) among census
regions, highest in the West and lowest in the North Central region (fig. 4).

Figure 4 shows that (1) high defense and housing outlays were associated
with fast-growing counties, high-income counties, and counties of the South and
West, (2) the highest per capita outlays for human resource development were in
counties that lost population during the 1960's and low-income counties, (3)
high per capita outlays for agriculture and natural resources tended to be
found in counties with recent population losses, low-income counties, and coun-
ties of the North Central region, and (4) community development outlays, on a
per capita basis, tended to be high in low-income counties and-counties with
recent population losses.

Differences in per capita Federal outlays among metro and nonmetro counties
are most pronounced in counties with 1960-70 population losses of 5 percent or
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more (fig. 5). Per capita Federal outlays in metro counties with populationlosses of 5 percent or more totaled $1,921, compared with $959 in nonmetro
counties which experienced similar population losses. While outlays for human
resource development in these declining metro counties far outstripped suchoutlays i.. declining nonmetro counties, differences in defense outlays contrib-uted even more to these metro-nonmetro differences. Per capita defense outlays
were over 10 times higher in declining

metro counties than in nonmetro countieswith similar population losses.
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Figure 5

Agriculture and Natural Resource Outlays

. Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources totaled $8.8 billionin fiscal year 1972. These outlays consisted of $3.0 billion in direct pay-ments to farmers, $3.6 billion in farm loans (including guaranteed and insuredloans), and $1.2 billion for natural resources and conservation. These pro-grams were oriented to rural areas, with 79.6 percent of such outlays accruingto nonmetro counties. On a per capita basis, these outlays totaled $43 for theUnited States as a whole, ranging from a low of $6 per capita in the largest
metro areas to $320 in the most rural, nonmetro county group (table 5).

For the more rural county groups, these outlays are the most important
ones as a component of total Federal outlays. In the thinly populated countiesnot adjacent to an SMSA, outlays for agriculture and natural resources comprised30.6 percent of the total Federal spending package accruing to such counties,
in contrast to only 4.5 percent for all U.S. counties.
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The mix of agriculture and natural resource outlays differed substantially
across types of counties. Staff salaries and expenses of the Farmers Home
Administration, Forest Service, and Soil Conservation Service accounted for a
substantial share of these relatively small outlays in metro counties (as high
as 50 percent in core counties of large metro areas) but were small, in relation

to direct payments and farm loans, in the more rural county groups. The farm
population is the target of direct agriculture payments and farm loans and
although the primary concerns of the included USDA appropriations are rural
matters, a significant part of these outlays (44.5 percent) accrue to metro
counties because of State personnel location (see table 2).

Aiiong nonmetro counties, per capita outlays for agriculture and natural
resources were inversely related to recent population growth. Such per capita

outlays in nonmetro counties with 1960-70 population losses of over 5 percent
were over four times per capita outlays in nonmetro counties growing faster

than the U.S. average (fig. 6).

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND

NATURAL RESOURCES ACCRUING TO NONMETROPOLITAN

COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1972
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Figure 6

Community Development Outlays

Federal outlays in fiscal year 1972 for this group of programs totaled
$12.8 billion--$1.3 billion in direct loans from USDA, the Department of
Commerce, and the Small Business Administration; $1.5 billion in insured loans
and $2.5 billion. in grants to communities and businesses; $5.8 billion in trans-

portation outlays; $1.7 billion for urban renewal; and $47.6 million for con-

struction of health care facilities.
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As a group, per capita outlays for community development programs were
substantially higher in nonmetro counties ($77) than in metro counties ($58)

and much higher in the most rural, nonmetro counties ($142) than in the coun-

ties of large metro areas ($55). But differences in transportation outlays
(mainly for highway construction) explain much of the total differences

(table 6). In turn, intercounty group differences in per capita transportation
outlays are largely a function of the differences in population density. Almost

39 percent of outlays from the major highway planning and construction program,
totaling $4.9 billion, went to nonmetro counties and 7.2 percent went to the

most rural, nonmetro counties (see app. table 1). Community development loans

as a group were approximately equally divided between metro and nonmetro coun-

ties, with the USDA loans for communities (rural electrification and telephone

loans and water and sewer loans) being concentrated in nonmetro counties and

loans to business and development companies, from Commerce and the Small

Business Administration, being concentrated in metro counties. Community

grants, as a group, favored metro counties, where per capita outlays totaled

$13 in contrast to $10 in nonmetro counties.

As with community loans, the nonmetro-oriente., programs of the Department

of Agriculture (comprised largely of grants for water and sewer system develop-

ment) were outweighted by the more metro-oriented grants of HUD, the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency, and the law enforcement programs of the Department of

Justice. For example, the nonmetro-oriented outlays from the five USDA grant

programs for water and sewer development totaled $45 million and were far out-

weighted by the $780 million outlays of EPA programs for construction of waste

water treatment works. Over 80 percent of EPA outlays for this program accrued

to metro counties.

Community development outlays favored both metro and nonmetro counties

with population losses of over 5 percent (fig. 7). The greatest metro-nonmetro

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1972
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Figure 7
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difference in community development outlays was in counties with population
growth rates above the national average of 13.3 percent, where nonmetro outlays
were 41 percent higher than in fast-growing metro counties.

Housing Outlays

Federal housing outlays in fiscal year 1972 totaled $22.2 billion and rep-resented expenditures from USDA, HUD, and the Veterans' Administration (VA).
Only a small part (3.7 percent, or $816 million) of the housing outlays repre-
sented direct Federal spending. Such direct housing outlays included outlaysfor USDA farm labor housing programs and self-help housing grants and HUD's
low-rent public housing and housing for the handicapped and elderly. The vastmajority of the Federal housing outlays was represented by HUD's mortgage
insurance programs and VA's Guaranteed and Insured Loans. Combined outlaysfrom the major home mortgage insurance program of HUD and VA's guaranteed andinsured loan program accounted for over $16.2 billion of the $22.2 billion hous-
ing.total.

In total, Federal outlays for housing greatly favored metro areas. On a
per capita basis, housing outlays in metro counties averaged $127 in contrastto an average of $61 in nonmetro counties and only $50 in the most rural of
nonmetro counties (table 7). Almost $9 in $10 of outlays from the two major

Table 7--Federal outlays for housing accruing to metro and nonmetro counties,
fiscal year 1972

Item
: Dollars/ Percent of total

capita
Total Grants Loans

United States, total 109 100.0 3.7 96.3

Metropolitan, total 127 100.0 4.3 95.7Large, total 130 100.0 5.7 94.3Core 133 100.0 7.9 92.1Fringe 122 100.0 0.0 100.0Medium 125 100.0 2.9 97.1Small 118 100.0 0.6 99.4

Nonmetropolitan, total 61 100.0 0.3 99.7Urbanized: :

Adjacent to SMSA 63 100.0 0.3 99.7
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 82 100.0 0.4 99.6Less urbanized: :

Adjacent to SMSA 55 100.0 0.2 99.8
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 59 100.0 0.2 99.8Thinly populated: .

Adjacent to SMSA 57 100.0 0.2 99.8
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 50 100.0 0.9 99.1

Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding.

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data.
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housing programs (HUD's home mortgage and VA's guaranteed and insured loans)
accrued to metro counties (app. table 1). Housing grants, while comprising
only 3.7 percent of housing outlays for the United States as a whole, were most
important in the core counties of large metro areas (comprising 7.9 percent of
total housing outlays there) and least important in nonmetro counties. Low-
rent public housing grants, which were almost exclusively in metro counties,
comprised over 97 percent of all housing grants across all county groups.

Figure 8 clearly shows that the influence of Federal funds on the Nation's
housing is greatest in fast-growing counties, particularly fast-growing metro
counties. The strong orientation of total Federal housing outlays toward metro
areas existed despite the inferior quality of nonmetro housing. Whereas non7
metro counties gained only 15 percent of all Federal housing outlays, 60 percent
of the U.S. housing units without complete plumbing in 1969 were in nonmetro
counties (table 8).

Table 8--Distribution of Federal housing outlays and quality of housing among
metro and nonmetro counties

Item Housing outlays,
fiscal year 1972

Housing units
without complete
plumbing, 1970

Bil. dols. Million

United States 22.7

Percent of U.S. total

4.7

Metropolitan 84.8 39.5
Large, total 49.5 16.8

Core 35.5 12.0
Fringe 14.0 4.8

Medium 26.0 14.8
Small 9.3 7.8

Nonmetropolitan 15.2 60.5
Urbanized:

Adjacent to SMSA 4.0 8.0
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 2.8 5.4

Less urbanized:
Adjacent to SMSA 3.3 16.0
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 3.6 17.7

Thinly populated:
Adjacent to SMSA 0.6 4.6
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 1.0 8.7

Subgroups of percentages may not equal total because of rounding.

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data.
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HOUSING,

FISCAL YEAR 1972
6163

0.0'0'0.0
lb 0

0 0 0
0.6.0.0'000 0 000 00 0
00.0.0.0.0
0 0 0 0

O.0.0.0.0

LESS THAN -5.0
PERCENT

)00

0.1 TO 13.3
PERCENT

GREATER THAN
U.S. AVERAGECHANGE IN COUNTY

POPULATION, 1960-70
METROPOLITAN COUNTIES MI

NONMETROPOL I TAN COUNTIES
SOURCE. APP. TABLE 2. DATA FROM OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY.U,S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

NEG. ROS 45-74 (3) RURAL DEVELOPMENT SERVICE
Figure 8

Human Resource Development Outlays

Federal outlays for human resource development totaled $78.7 billion, or
40.9 percent of all selected

outlays in fiscal year 1972. Selected outlaysinclude those for elementary and secondary education ($1.8 billion), health($0.96 billion), welfare ($9.4 billion), medical assistance ($4.2 billion),social security and other retirements ($57.2 billion), employment
opportunities

and manpower training ($4.5 billion), and programs for American
Indians ($483million).

As a package, this group of programs is weighted heavily toward incomemaintenance, with such program outlays (welfare, social security and otherretirements, and medical assistance-- Medicaid and
Medicare) comprising almost

$9 in $10 of all human resource development outlays. Thus, it is not surprising
that these outlays were greatest, on a per capita basis, in counties with alarge incidence of poor people and of aged people. Across the metro and non-
metro county groups, per capita outlays for human resource development werelargest in the most rural of nonmetro counties ($463)and smallest in the fringe
counties of large SMSA's ($280). The incidence of poverty in 1969 in the most
rural nonmetro counties was over four times the

poverty incidence in the fringecounties of large SMSA's--27.4 percent compared with only 6.5 percent. The per-centage of the population 65 years and over was 13.5 percent in the most rural,nonmetro counties and 7.5 percent in the fringe counties.

Across all counties, metro-nonmetro differences in the magnitude of humanresource development
outlays are slight, with such outlays

in nonmetro countiestotaling $404 per capita compared with $381 in metro counties (table 9). Also,
the only major differences in the composition of the package of programs between
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metro and nonmetro counties was in the employment opportunities and manpowertraining and development programs, whose outlays totaled $25 per capita inmetro areas and only $14 in nonmetro areas.

Human resource development outlays were highest in counties that experi-enced large rates of population loss during the 1960's (fig. 9). This, of

S922:

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE

DEVELOPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1972

Iry

)00

GREATER THAN
U.S. AVERAGE

CHANGE IN COUNTY POPULAT.JN, 1960-70

METROPOLITAN COUNTIES EM NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES

SOURCE- APP. TABLE 2 DATA FROM OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NEG. R DS 46-74 (3) RURAL DEVELOPMENT SERVICE

Figure 9

course, resulted from the preponderance of poverty and/or aged people in suchcounties. However, among counties with 1960-70 population losses of 5 percentor more, these outlays greatly favored metro counties, where per capita humanresource development outlays ($922) were twice as large asin nonmetro countieswith large population losses ($459). The composition of human resource develop-ment outlays in metro and nonmetro counties with heavy population losses was asfollows (figures exclude all other counties):

Metro Nonmetro
counties counties

Dollars per capita in counties
with 1960-70 population losses

of 5% or more

Elementary and secondary education
Health
Welfare

Medical assistance

Social security and other retirements
Employment opportunities, manpower
training and development

Programs for American Indians

30

00 36

15 19
16 5

282 62
164 27
375 332

70
, 11

Less than $1 3



Welfare and medical assistance outlays strongly favored declining metro
counties relative to their nonmetro counterparts. Per capita welfare outlays

in declining metro counties were over four times as large as in nonmetro coun-

ties with large population declines. Medicaid outlays were over six times as

large in declining metro counties as in declining nonmetro counties. This

reflects differences in the availability of medical services, utilization rates,

and level of charges. Among counties with large population declines, the

employment-related outlays also strongly favored the metro counties, reflecting

the relatively greater employment base on which to build and the greater avail-

ability of service delivery mechanisms.

Elementary and Secondary Education

The selected education programs are weighted heavily toward outlays tar-

geted for low-income populations, with Title I funds from the Elementary and

Secondary Education Act of 1965 comprising 74 percent of the total package of

education outlays across all counties. Metro-nonmetro distribution of Title I

outlays was quite similar to the distribution of children in poverty (a proxy

for the target group) (table 10). Likewise, the distribution of Head Start

outlays followed closely that of the poverty population of preschool age. Such

outlay-target group comparisons strongly suggest that these programs are fairly

distributed across all types of counties.

Income Maintenance

Federal income maintenance programs include social security and other

retirements, grants-to-States for public assistance (welfare) payments, the

Medicaid program (medical assistance), and the Food Stamp program. Whereas

social security and other retirement programs are means-tested, the other in-

come maintenance programs are needs - tested. Thus, outlays for social security

and other retirements are targeted primarily to retired people who have partic-

ipated in the program. Persons at or near poverty are the targets of the needs-

tested welfare and medical assistance programs.

Table 11 shows that social security old-age and survivor benefits were

distributed among the metro and nonmetro county groups in approximately the

same portions as the aged population. The aged population represents a proxy

for the target population of old-age and survivor benefits. Whereas 31.4 per-

cent of the population 65 years and over lived in nonmetro counties, a slightly

smaller portion (29 percent) of old-age and survivor benefits under social

security accrue to nonmetro counties.

Relative to the distribution of the poverty population, the distribution

of public assistance grants strongly favored metro counties. Nonmetro counties

contained 39.8 percent of the poverty population but obtained only 26 percent

of Federal outlays for welfare programs. The difference in the distribution of

welfare outlays and welfare target groups stems almost entirely, if not entirely,

from the distribution of benefits from the Aid-to-Families with Dependent

Children program (AFDC). While some States have elected to provide benefits to

intact families, the AFDC program is geared primarily to poverty families with

female heads. Therefore, since much smaller portions of nonmetro poverty fami-

i

;
lies are headed by females (23.2 percent vs. 39.8 percent for metro families),

a smaller share of the nonmetro poor are eligible for welfare payment. Whereas

0 013 i
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only 19.6 percent of Federal outlays for AFDC accrued to nonmetro counties, 27
percent of the population under 18 in female-headed poverty families resided innonmetro counties. Further, almost 40 percent of the total poverty population
under 18 years of age were nonmetro residents (table 11). This disparity re-
flects the fact that the level of benefits, as well as the eligibility criteria,
are set by each State and rural States generally have lower benefit levels thantheir more urbanized counterparts.

Grants to States for old-age assistance were distributed among metro and
nonmetro counties in approximately the same proportion as the poor, aged popu-lations. Medical assistance and food stamp bonus coupons, although closelytied administratively to the welfare programs, offered a larger share of the
outlays to nonmetro counties than the total welfare package.

Employment Opportunities and Manpower Training and Development

A substantial majority (83.4 percent) of outlays relating to employment
opportunities and job training accrued to metro counties. On a per capita
basis, such outlays :,ere $25 in metro counties compared with $14 in nonmetro
counties. This significant outlay in nonmetro counties was achieved despite
the relatively greater availability of an employment base upon which to build
in metro counties and the absence of a delivery mechanism for these services inmany thinly populated rural areas.

Outlays for Defense, NASA, and AEC

These outlays included all spending of the Department of Defense ($64 bil-lion), the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, ($3.1 billion) and
the Atomic Energy Commission ($2.6 billion). As shown earlier in figure 3, percapita outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC were substantially higher in metro
than in nonmetro counties. Further, it was shown that such outlays, on a per
capita basis at the county level, were associated with high rates of population
growth within a county and with counties with high per capita income (fig. 4).
Per capita outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC ranged from $428 in the fringe
counties of large metro areas to low of $69 in the most rural, nonmetro
counties and were over twice as high across all metro counties ($402 per capita)as the $190 per capita average in nonmetro counties (table 12).

Among metro and nonmetro counties grouped by population growth, per capita
defense, NASA, and AEC outlays were greatest in metro counties which experi-
enced population declines of 5 percent or more in 1960-70. In such counties
they totaled $809, compared with only $75 in nonmetro counties with similar
recent growth patterns (fig. 10).
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Table 12--Per capita Federal outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC programs
accruing to metro and nonmetro counties, fiscal year 1972

:Dollars/
Item

: capita
:

Percent of total

: : Defense : Defense
Total

:payrolls :contracts
:NASA :AEC
:

United Stated .J.t4 100.0 39.3 52.6 3.8 4.4

Metropolitan 402 100.0 37.3 54.4 3.2 5.1
Large, total 406 100.0 27.3 63.2 2.9 6.6

Fringe 428 100.0 23.8 66.7 2.1 7.4
Core 354 100.0 37.2 53.5 5.0 4.2

Medium 393 100.0 48.8 45.1 3.5 2.6
Small 404 100.0 56.9 35.1 3.7 4.3

Nor.aetropolitan 190 100.0 50.3 42.2 7.0 0.5
Urbanized:
Adjacent to SMSA 301 100.0 50.4 44.9 4.1 0.6
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 416 100.0 62.7, 30.6 6.6 0.1

Less urbanized:
Adjacent to SMSA 89 100.0 40.6 47.4 11.7 0.2
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 98 100.0 35.6 59.3 5.0 0.1

Thinly populated:
Adjacent to SMSA 115 100.0 27.8 26.5 45.5 0.1
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 69 100.0 40.1 47.4 6.8 5.7

Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding.

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data.
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0.

Appendls rear L.-Federal. 0.C:Ats by
p[1:pralt a.2 spor4ptiorton aztrutne to retro and

no:sr:err° CU.:nett,. ilscil year 1972

Item

Metropolitan
Nonnetropolitso

V.4. : :
. . . :

- 11.lnly.: Utbanizod :Lesa orb:lotted:
:14*"7. lore . . .

.
-. V:1,1DSV-

:Toce1 :
..edina'Lesseetotal ': : :

:M30- :Nonad-:M3a- :Nonx4- :Adjs. :Nonad-:Total : Core .Frinre
r . I cent .forent: cent :ifens! : Coot 1144t3.

C0.114CIAL ACR1C4tI0RE AND 1441tRAL PESOtICIS :

Pir*"II.O.F.ZIASEllial2fe!,.. -

Mil.
dole.

Percent

rte.! groin direct payerncs .., .. : USDA 1.051.1 15.6 1.4 .2 3.1 6.5 5.9 84.2 7.4 4.4 23.9 29.7 4.4 14.4
Cotton direct parterre r.,.. _-:- .' CADA 524.0 22.2 2.0 .4 1.6 12.6 7.7 77.8 10.4 9.7 19.2 28.2 5.9 4.5
41sat direct pa/soot. .... ,, . ,..,..,:: ,-.: CODA 978.2 11.2 2.3 .2 2.0 4.5 4.4 48.5 4.5 5.5 14.0 27.2 4.5 31.0
Sugar Act Pr40/r.sm < , :__ __- ' 4SDA 61.9 3).9 1.0 .6 .4 23.8 9.1 66.1 10.7 17.8 11.3 16.3 3.2 6.7
Cool Mc 'sopa. --- - LS04 109.4 13.7 2.2 .3 1.5 6.1 5.6 86.3 5.4 8.4 10.0 31.6 6.3 24.6
1rdemnity worsts do Jett. farmere..-...,,,... : CSDA 3.0 12.8 1.4 .9 .6 16.6 12.5 67.2 15.4 14.0 13.3 16.1 1.0 5.3
Crop insuranc* 1nde0ed17 payment* 1/...,,,,..: COLA

20.3 15.5 2.4 1.4 1.0 6.0 8.1 83.5 7.8 7.7 18.3 30.7 4.3 14.6Cropland Olverslol
-Cdoploal Adjustnent Prolaaa . LSD% 64.8 17.9 4.6 .5 4.1 7.6 5.6 82.1 6.9 3.0 22.0 26.9 6.3 14.9
Croplaid Conversion Prowls. 1 ---- - - USDA .1 18.8 .0 .0 .0 1.2 17.6 81.2 4.8 .0 21.5 17.5 .4 36.7.
C..:.Srfratlan R03ery. reOli..

. .,, .: LSD*

far. Loa..
.1 22.4 3.9 1.2 2.6 10.9 7.6 77.6 16.3 21.5 6.7 24.4 3.3 3.3

. .1,,,,,xgA emorgenty loans--
...... .......: CSDA 79.4 13.1 1.6 .2 1.4 4.9 6.6 86.9 9.4 1.9 21.0 31.8 2.6 13.0

' Irrigation loons -: r _ .-, . r - LSDA 7.3 16.3 4.3 .0 4.1 .0 12.3 63.5 1.5 4.7 5.9 15.4 2.4 33.6
-Soil 4n1 voter loans ........ . ...... ......: 'SDA 3.4 7.7 1.4 .8 .5 4.2 2.1 92.3 3.6 7.3 20.0 31.7 3.3 26.3
/arm ovnership loan. r a:- ,-,-..t.., . U. w4 145.2 10.0 1.2 .1 1.1 4.6 4.2 90.0 7.0 3.0 19.9 39.8 6.1 21.3
Fars op ..... eg loans

: _r t_. ... LSDA 334.4 12.2 2.1 .2 1.9 3.2 4.9 87.8 7.3 7.2 19.8 28.5 3.9 19.0
Insured emergence 1o0ns r-,, . ::.,,,I, . USDA 29.2 17.8 .6 .3 .6 9.6 7.2 82.2 6.6 9.4 23.2 21.5 4.5 12.4
Commodity loans-gross.,............ .......: LSDA 2.674.0 11.3 1.1 1.4 1.5 5.4 4.6 56.7 6.6 6.1 22.7 28.9 4.3 16.0
Storage facility loans

.: r :::,- CSDA 120.3 11.7 3.0 .1 2.9 4.4 4.3 63.3 3.9 4.6 20.2 32.4 5.2 20.0
Reseal 1400 stores* payments .. ,.... ..,..,-..: LSDA 48.2 3.7 .3 .0 .3 .6 2.8 96.3 1.4 5.8 8.9 32.9 4.9 42.4::hrrs. LSDA

-175Wirerh. Ste:titration sod Conserv&rlon: CSDA 210.1 49.n 29.7 27.5 2.2 10.3 8.5 31.0 4.3 4.3 12.0 15.7 3.9 10.4
Extension Service. Agrlcultore 11 ..--,,,>,.: USDA 168.3 51.7 24.4 20.2 4.2 15.9 11.4 44.1 10.1 5.6 10.8 12.3 3.2 3.9
S. 4 E.. faroars 11,0, 61m1nIstrarlon.,:a.

,.. : CSDA 90.3 33.5 14.8 1).2 1.6 13.0 10.7 61.5 6.4 6.6 14.7 20.3 3.5 9.6
S. 4 E.. Rural Electrification Admin.

- -- USDA 14.6 90.4 75.2 74.3 .9 8.0 7.2 9.6 1.4 3.3 2.9 2.7 .1 .2
Resource Conservation and bevel...moat. SCS. MIA 11.1 36.3 13.3 9.4 4.0 12.5 10.5 63.7 10.5 10.9 10.0 20.4 4.2 7.6
41,41 Male Surveys and Investlgattoes. ICS! 05114 3.0 80.5 44.1 32.8 11.3 22.7 13.7 19.5 13.0 4.8 .7 .7 .0 .4
Watershed and Flood Preventioo Operatloq5CS: CSDA 48.0 47.7 21.1 14.4 6.1 14.4 14.7 32.9 7.7 4.1 11.1 13.5 2.1 5.0
Creat PlaIns Conservation Program.

SZS .. ... . : LSD* 7.1 14.9 5.1 4.2 1.0 1.5 8.1 85.1 3.6 6.4 13.3 28.7 6.1 27.0
Forest Protection and Utilization. FS 1/.,.: USDA

hstuto1 attOurCOS Oba COMerV2tiln
.

316.3 31.11 19.2 13.7 4.3 10.6 8.9 62.1 6.6 11.7 7.7 21.3 2.8 12.0
Resource Cons.-ea:len and Development..,,,,: LSDA 5.3 14.1 1.9 .6 1.4 7.5 4.7 85 9 5.1 6.0 16.5 30.2 3.0 23.1
Plant 114 ..... 1 for Conservotion....,..,,,..:

tSDA 2.0 44.7 12.4 7.2 5.7 31.7 4.1 51.3 10.1 4.3 14.4 10.6 3.9 5.9
Forest leads ana Trans

,-.-_ 1 -., :USDA 155.0 2..4 11.4 7.9 3.3 4.7 8.3 73.6 7.8 10.1 1.1 33.4 3.0 13.2
Flood Prevention Proxrom............. ..: CSDA 11.1 17.1 6.5 5.0 1.5 6.1 3.3 82.1 .1 .0 17.2 41.7 .3 22.5
Rivet lisle Surveys and Investigation....,.s.s: VSDA 7.4 92.8 31.4 23.0 8.4 11.5 15.8 17.2 3.2 6.8 1.9 4.9 .1 .3
Snov Son-op Program and Wslet. Supply
For:maul.*

--:- MA 1.0 59.2 27.9 27.6 .3 12.2 19.1 40.8 2.1 10.8 2.5 16.4 2.0 6.6
4:tershed and Hood Prevention Operarlons..: USDA 71.4 31.4 7.0 2.9 4.1 11.4 13.0 68.6 6.7 5.8 22.2 20.5 4.9 8.5
watershed Planning/ r-- ,... .: 1SDA 7.6 71.5 26.0 18.8 7.2 10.2 13.3 25.5 3.3 13.1 2.5 8.5 .3 .6
atricul:vral Conservation Program .. ... LSDA 136.7 8I.7 3.7 1.1 2.6 9.7 7.2 79.3 7.5 6.4 20.0 23.9 3.6 13.8
Ever:teary Conservetion

._ : USDA 10.9 1.8 .6 .4 .2 1.6 7.5 90.2 4.3 6.6 34.7 25.6 6.4 12.5
Arpolochlan Felton Conservo:lon Program..a,: LSDA 1.7 9.2 1.0 .0 1.0 7.3 .9 90.6 20.7 1.9 20.6 20.9 3.1 19.5
Crest Ploans Conservation Trots m..,....,,,a: 1538 10.6 3.7 .0 .0 .0 1.3 2.4 99.3 2. 4.2 12.2 32.1 6.0 39.7
Conservation Technical Assistance...-.:,,,,,: CODA 123.4 1..0 10.1 5.9 4.4 13.5 10.2 66.0 7.8 7.3 14.7 21.4 4.1 10.6
loll Survey Prograe.... .............. CSDA 24.8 54.2 25.6 6.9 16.7 16.1 14.6 43.6 5.3 6.2 8.5 14.7 2.0 4.0Perks .17.2 7°14,9[1 . :,- ,, . , _,-. ! Ire. 163.5 41.5 35.6 32.1 3.7 9.7 6.1 50.3 9.1 6.9 6.3 15.9 .9 11.4
slue: Resources 41

..; int. 4)9.4 33.2 9.0 5.0 3.9 26.3 4.4 61.8 5.3 18.4 7.8 23.9 .3 4.1

Continued
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6,Psadin table 1.---fecivr.1 °ratios% by meow.a and acpsunrlation accruing
to retro ant nonmetro counties. fiscal year. 1912-.contlrued

Item

Me
:

tropolitan Nonmetropolltsn: :

: U.S. : . : :
ThinlyGreater

: Urbanized less urhanitee:46fl4Y: Total
: :_posulaced:Total : :Medium;L ;Total

;Adj.- :Nonad.sdja- :Nonad- :Adja- :Ndaad:-
:

:Total ; Core :fringe;
: 7 cent : acent: cent jj.vent : cent : acent

)S45 ITY DE:cloPMENT

Comunity twin:went Loans

MEI.
dols. Ptrcent

Public F3Cility 10,1. : SILD 18 6 36.0 5.0 2.5 2.5 26.9 4.0 64.0 6.7 13.0 20.9 11.7 2.5 7.2

Rural Ebrotrificattau Loans 5/ . USDA 433.3 17.7 4.5 .3 4.2 6.6 6.6 82.3 5.8 6.1 18.9 24.9 7.5 19.3Rural Telephone Leans 5/ . L5DA 133.3 19.2 3.8 .0 La 11.3 3.0 81.8 5.8 4.6 19.3 22.5 10.0 19.7Rural Tel.phore Rani Loans 1, : LSDA 91 0 31.4 16.4 4.2 12.3 10.8 4.2 68.6 6.5 3.0 22.5 18.7 5.0 12.9Water System Loans , -: USDA 177.9 22.0 4.8 .2 4.5 9.1 8.1 78.0 10.9 8.3 21.0 MI 4.2 7.7*Sewer Sespeo Loans : : USDA 80.6 24.3 2.5 .0 2.5 15.1 6.7 75.7 18.8 5.4 21.7 17.6 2.7 9.4Water sedi Sever Systvo Loans -- ' USDA 33.2 19.8 2.1 .0 2.1 8.7 9.0 80.2 .4.5 8.9 23.6 22.2 6.7 7.1
Economic Development-Loans Business and :

DeVelNtiri t COO7111 is 9 , Comm. 43.2 46.5 25.1 24.0 1.1 :0.6 10.9 53.5 12.2 4.2 13.5 19.0 2.5 2.2.Economic Development-Loans Coolness and
Devolopment Companies ' : Comm. 2.6 68.2 6).6 6) 6 .0 .3 4.) 31.8 7.8 4.) 1.3 18.4 .0 .0

Ecenonlc Opportunity Loans to Small
Susi:less -- - SSA 56.9 85.7 53.4 47.4 5.9 22.7 6.7 17.) 3.) 3.4 3.1 5.1 .7 1.8Loans to State an. Local Development
Companies --------- SSA 52.2 43.6 13.9 15.6 3.1 11.2 11.6 56.4 9.4 8.0 13.3 10.4 6.2 9.1Snail Susiness financial Millstone. Program: S8A 65.4 51.5 44.9 38.2 6.7 25.7 10.9 18.5 4.9 3.9 3.) 4.5 .6 1.4Small Susiness Investment Company Erogr : SDA 42.6 94.5 77.) 50.5 26.8 16.5 .7 5.5 .0 3.9 .4 .5 .0 .7Disaster Loans - - ' SSA 314.9 34.7 69.4 61.: 8.2 14.) 1.0 15.3 4.7 .9 3.6 5.3 .4 .4.Evanomic Opportunity Loans co Small '

team.,. -- SBA 24.6 83.0 56.0 49.4 6.6 21.) 5.6 17.0 2.7 3.0 3.4 4.6 .6 2.7Loans so Stele :m1 Local Development !

componles
5111 24.2 01.4 17.9 4.7 13.1 7.1 6.5 68.6 9.2 2.) 14.5 22.) 4.5 15.7*Small Dasiness financial Assistance trograsu SSA

Dissiter
1.120.6 61.4

17.8
31.6 23.6 2.9 20.4 9.4 38.6 6.6 5.9 8.5 12.5 1.) 3.8Losnm StA-

Coemunito Developmeot Grst-ts

6.6 6.) 5.4 .9 19.7 21.8 52.2 19.6 6.6 9.5 9.5 2.0 4.9

Water and Sewer Grants ' LSDA 4.2 3.5 .0 .0 .0 3.0 .5 96.5 .0 3.1 11.2 43.7 7.9 10.6aura water and Waste Disposal Grants USDA 2.1 14.7 5.1 .0 5.1 13.2 16.4 65.3 13.2 3.2 22.8 12.9 4.1 9.2:ate: Sve:en revelopm-nt Grits = __ : CSDA 19.7 72.11 P .9 .1 4.6 7.4 87.2 4.8 5.3 29.4 23.9 6.9 11.9Sew: 5ssrem beerlepme,t Grants - : CSDA 15.1 16.5 2.4 .0 2.4 9.0 5.1 83.5 13.7 6.2 29.4 18.0 3.9 12.2Ecotosic Development Administrative CrAnts.: LSDA .1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 100.0 .0 .0water and Sewer Development Grant...-. .- .-. .1. LSDA 5.2 15.5 .0 .0 .0 9.0 6.5 84.5 8.4 7.9 16.9 24.5 10.2 16.6App.:Ischia:1 regional De-relopment Programs : USDA .4 27.9 10.) 10.2 .1 17.6 .0 72.1 .0 .0 6.7 21.9 43.5 .0

Appalachian Regional Development hogrmiss6/: comm. 7.0 59.4 16.3 10.6 5.7 31.1 10.8 41.6 4.1 2.1 8.7 11.1 5.4 10.3Dperation and AlainEstration. ECIA.,,,..,..,.4 Comm. 19.9 109.0 85.1 85.1 .0 14.9 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0Regional Developmant ?room.. . 5o. 1.6 97.7 99.7 99.7 .0 .0 .0 .3 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0Regional. Action 7lann1n. Comnissions.,,,,.. : Comm. 20.3 67.6 29.2 25.7 3.5 24.0 16.) )0.4 18.5 7.2 .5 1.9 .3 2.0Economic Develop:mot-Grants and Loans
7b511c :orbs and Development facilities..,: Comm. 127.8 13.9 17.4 14.4 3.0 14.5 6.9 61.2 3.3 11.6 9.2 24.9 3.5 8.7Economic Development-Planning Assistance : Comm. 6.5 20.2 .8 .8 .0 14.3 13.0 71.8 10.4 21.7 10.2 20.2 3.3 6.0Econonlc Development-Technic.: As.astance : Comm. 12.2 85.2 65.0 59.6 5.4 14.9 5.2 14.8 3.3 2.8 2.5 4.6 .1 1.5Ecorontt Developsent-Puhlin Corks Imput :

Projects .: : : Comm. 45.7 32.9 15.0 13.3 1.7 13.6 4.3 67.1 8.8 6.1 12.3 27.7. 2.9 9.2

Appalachian Pvglonal Development Program-% NW 13.4 97.7 12.6 12.6 .0 71.9 13.2 2.3 2.2 .1 .0 .0 .0Regioral DtvisInpment Programs ' HEW 4.9 63.1 71.6 24.6 .0 38.5 .0 36.9 7.8 1.7 2.3 7.6 17.:Appalachian Supplement. to federal Grant- u

MEW 8.4 85.2 11.0 11.0 .0 52.7 21.5 14.8 2.4 3.6 .0 4.1 .0 4.7
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Apptndia table 1-- Federal outlays by programs and opproprtatton
accrutne to oetro and nonmetro coun:tes. fiscal yea 1972--Continued

Item

wetropolitsn
Nonmettopolitan

:Agency: Urbanised :Less urbanised' ThialY
ency:

Total
'Total :

Greeter

9a2141.!ed
:T.

. IPecltun't 'Total .----
:Adja- :honsd-A :Gonad- :Adjs- :Nonad-

'
:Total : Core :Fringe:

: cent :Want cent :1acemt : cent :foment. .

4tl.

dole.
Patten..

CO t Y14121 DOELOPNENT--Lontinued

Co-nwnity Develoorent Crants--fontinued
bolt water and sewer factlttles.,,,...,,: HID

140.1 74.5 27.9 11.9 16.0 15.9 10.6 25.5 5.7 6.3 6.2 6.5 .9 .0
taints for law enforcement assistance

.. , .. 670./ 86.7 14.5 33.7 38.0 14.1 13.3 7.9 4.2 .4 .5 .0 .3
Alt Pollution Control Program Grants EPA 41.4 91.3 36.8 12.8 6.0 41.3 11.2 8.7 5.2 2.0 .6 .2 .0 .7
Solid Waste Planning Grants -- EPA 2.7 77.8 27.4 25.2 2.2 36.6 11.6 22.2 5.3 3.6 5.* 4.3 3.6 .0
Construction Cramt for Waste Water Treat- :

meat Works 1 :: . :_. , : .,, ,: EPA 780.8 62.0 47.6 12.7 15.1 27.9 6.3 16.0 5.9 2.6 3.3 4,9 .5 .9
Concentrated Community De/elopeent.,,,p.,,.: OTO 218.9 66.1 61.6 55.0 6.6 16.5 6.1 13.9 3.6 3.7 2.8 1.9 .2 1.7
Community Action 0E0 297.7 74.0 39.8 35.3 4.5 24.3 9.9 26.0 5.9 4.7 5.9 7.4 .6 1.5Transportation
Highway Planning and Construction.,,,,,,... : Trans. 4.409.8 61.1 30.4 20.1 103 21.3 9.4 38.9 3.9 4.5 9.3 11.4 2.6 7.2
Development Highway System-Appalachian

:

26.0 4.4 .6 3.8 7.8 13.7 74.0 10.0 9.3 5.9 21.1 21.7 6.0
Highway Studies-- . -. ::::: : 1.77,, . _ ... : Trans. 73.4 32.1 13.1 12.8 .1 48.1 20.8 17.9 9.4 3.5 .6 1.3 .0 2.7
Highway Seautificatton

, :_,,,, Trans. 36.3 47.5 15.6 7.4 8.2 22.5 9.4 52.5 16.3 4.6 9.9 12.9 2.3 6.3
Lrban Mass Tranaporation Fund,v...,,,,,...>: Trans. 574.9 98.5 89.5 81.2 8.3 8.3 .8 1.5 .1 1.3 .0 .0 .0 .0

!-rlii9.13=3!
:

Lrban Renewal Programs...:,- RID 1.026.8 85.0 41.3 33.2 8.0 29.2 14.5 15.0 5.3 3.7 2.0 3.9 .1 .0
Ethan 3eautification and improvement.,, ..... , HUD .9 100.0 30.9 27.2 3.6 69.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Opel -Soace Deyelopml Land-Urban Parks HLD 6.1 92.6 60.7 51.9 8.8 24.8 7.1 7.4 3.9 1.4 .3 1.9 .0 .0
Neighborhood Facilities --- - - HUD 35.8 70.0 33.8 16.4 5.4 50.9 5.4 30.0 2.7 4.4 10.2 7.4 1.3 4.0
Open -Space Land-lxvieveloped HUD 74.4. 86.1 43.9 27.5 16.4 35.2 7.1 13.9 3.6 4.1 2.8 2.7 .1 .5
`0dal Cttiel.,e,e, : . ,,::. :: : ::::.: HUD 562.9 91.5 50.5 57.4 2.2 27.9 6.1 6.3 1.2 2.9 1.0 1.3 .0 .0Health Facility Constructiom

38.5 18.2 9.4 8.8 17.6 2.7 61.3 9.4 9.1 13.7 27.7 .3 1.4

redi.al Facility Construction HEW 8.2
Construction Long-term Care faculties HEW S.1 51.6 26.3 24.4 3.9 16.6 4.6 48.4 3.3 2.7 29.6 6.7 .4 3.7enevcruction ',militia, - WW ad.'

resit`. Care Facilities Strytce

.odernitation . PEW 24.8

01.0

67.1

84.2

20.1

74.1

19.5

12.1

.6

24.7

35.1

17.n

11.9

4.1

32.9

1.8

5.3

.8

11.3

1.6

8.4

1.7

7.4

.0

.0

.0

.5Wealth Care Facilities erytce, ,..,..,, : HEW 4.8 54.9 2.1 2.1 .0 19.4 13.4 45.1 .1 12.8 4.6 26.3 .3 .9
RDLS1h1

"".1..1-SLIn!
Farm Labor Housing Grants

: USDA 6.7 66.4 .0 .0 .0 44.0 22.1 33.6 23.7 .0 .3 1.6 .0 7.7Rural Self-Help HoNotnO. Technical
Assistance-, MA 1.7 71.4 .0 .0 .0 20.6 50.6 26.6 11.4 .0 5.8 11.4 .0 .0Self-Pelp Housima Grants : bSDA 6.7 14.5 1.7 .4 1.3 7.8 5.0 85.5 8.9 8.3 20.8 22.4 3.3 21.8

Low -gent Public Housing --, , - HUD 797.0 99.8 77.6 77.8 .0 20.7 1.3 .2 .0 .2 .0 .0 .0
::

Noustna for the Elderly of Handicapped BLO 1.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

Contimued
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Appendix table 1-Federal nuclei, by program and appropriation accruing to metro and nonnetro counties, fiscal yeai 1972-Continued

Vonaetropolitan

Thin!),

Metropolitan

Urbanised :Less urbanised'
Item Creator

,-.Pc...2Sld
:A4e"Yt Total :Tot., .

:Medium:Lesser:Total :

:Adja- :Nonad-:Adja- :Forad- :Adja- :boned-Total : Core :Fringe.
: .

.
.
. : cent :,Leone: cent : sceauLJLJILILAacent

HOUSING-Continued

Housku tom

Mil.
dole. Percent

'Low-to-cnderate Income Housing Loans USDA 1,540.8 22.9 4.8 .8 4.0 11.1 7.0 77.1 10.0 6.7 22.5 22.8 5.6 9.5'Rural Rental Housing Loans
: USDA 40.1 21.3 3.8 .1 3.7 11.7 5.8 78.7 6.7 6.8 17.9 27.8 3.1 16.5Farm Labor Housing Loans _- USDA 2.7 25.3 1.2 .0 1.2 18.1 6.0 74.7 33.1 10.9 13.7 10.5 .6 5.7'Very Low income Housing Loans.,,..... .-.-.-.,-.' ISM 5.2 9.9 2.1 .3 2.0 1.0 4.5 90.1 4.7 3.2 21.2 27.6 7.4 :1.9'Rural Housing Slte Loans USDA .8 9.9 .0 .0 .0 7.6 2.3 90.1 5.2 .0 36.2 31.2 5.6 11.8

'Veterans Guaranteed and insured Loans.,,,,: VA 8,011.3 89.7 54.3 35.7 17 6 26.2 9.2 10.3 3.5 2.3 1.8 2.2 .2 .3

"Mortgoge insurance Rental Housing --- HUD 260.9 94.3 70.6 46.7 23.9 18.7 5.0 5.7 2.5 1.6 1.0 .6 .0 .0'Mortgoge insurance for Coeperative Housing.: HUD 1.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 .n .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0'Mortgage Insurance for Urban Renewal
Hosing -- HUD 64.3 100.0 89.2 88.5 .7 10.8 .0 .0 .0'Mortgage irs6rance for tow -to- moderate :

'occse HoLsing at Market Interest
late

'r"Mortgage insure-ea for Low -co- moderate : H°
887.1 90.1 54.3 32.0 22.2 29.1 6.8 9.9 3.8 1.7 2.2 1.6 .6

Intone Mousing at Below Market Interest
Rate 56.9 100.0 94.9 81.4 11.5 5.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0'Mortgage Insurance for Housing Project

:

ln Fecli^ing Areas - -, :,, BUD:: 2.1 97.2 88.5 88.5 .0 8.7 .0 2.8 .0 2.8 .0 .0 .0 .0'Mortgage Insurence for Elderly Mousing...,.: HUD 2.7 100.0 100.0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0"Mortgage Insurance for Nursing Hanes..- : POD 93.2 76.4 53.9 26.3 27 S 21.1 1.5 23.6 2.7 6.9 7.6 2.9 1.9 1.4'Mortgage insurance for Experimental Housing: HUD 33.0 99.7 12.1 12.1 .0 69.2 18.4 .3 .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0'Mortgage insurance for Condominium HoLeing.: HUD 60.9 97.7 57.3 40.7 16.6 34.3 6.1 2.3 .3 .0 .0 2.0 .0 .0"Mortgage Insurance for Rehabilitative
Sales Housing ---- -- -- -, HUD 3.9 90.0 63.1 61.5 1.6 5.0 21.9 10.0 4.2 1.4 1.5 :.9 .0 .0' Insurance for Property Improvement Loans., HUD 597.1 78.0 47.3 11.4 15.9 21.1 9.6 22.0 6.1 4.1 6.4 9.0' .7 1.9Hose Mortgage Treerance --- :, : HUD 8,171.6 89.5 48.5 36.0 12.5 29.7 11.2 10.5 3.4 2.8 1.6 2.1 .2*Mortgage Insurahco for Rental Housing
As sistance 1,322.7 86.1 54.6 40.9 13.7 22.3 9.2 13.9 5.6 3.1 2.1 2.4 .3 .2'Mortgage Insurance for Multi-family .

Supplement Loans - 1.4 100.0 95.9 51.6 44.1 4.1 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
'Mortgsga losurbnee for %on-profit Hospitals. HLD 114.0 93.1 10.9 28.9 1.9 55.0 7.2 6.9 .0 6.9 .0 .0 .0 .0'Martxseo inoura-ce for Urban Land

Development . ,-- ,. Run 2.7 52.7 .0 .0 . .1 17.9 14.6 47.1 .0 .0 .0 47.1 .0 .0"Mortgage insurance for Croup Practice .

Fasilities, :.-: : 7:- .7-77 : HUD 2.8 100.0 .0 .0 .0 72.3 27.7 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

HE'L'D RES0L7C7 DIVELOPMENT
:

Elepentory and Secondary Education

GheatIonallv Deprived Children-LCA ... .....,,: HEW 1,363.1 61.9 38.2 12.4 5.7 17.1 6.7 36.1 6.2 4.1 8.7 11.2 2.3 4.7Educational's, Deprived Children-Migrant.,,,: HEW 61.6 91.6 8.4 8.4 .0 61.9 21.4 8.4 6.0 2.2 .1 .0 .0 .0Dropout Prevention (ESEA VTI)..-..........,,,-.: HEW 6.2 86.3 67.1 59.9 7.2 14.6 4.6 13.7 6.4 .0 1.6 7.6 .0 .0Follow-Through (0E0) .7_ _ 7,...: ...,.., HEW 25.3 84.2 51.3 49.7 1.5 19.9 13.0 11.8 4.4 2.2 3.4 2.0 1.0 2.8Headstart errICI - - 322.3 63.9 28.8 24.0 4.8 24.5 10.6 36.1 7.3 6.0 8.0 9.7 1.0 3.9Educationally Deprived Children-High
Concentration of Poor 23.4 94.8 12.8 12.8 .0 64.5 17.4 5.2 4.5 .5 .0 .2 .0 .0Educationally Deprived Children-Incenelve-
Grants -- HEW 7.3 81.5 30.3 30.3 .0 51.0 .2 18.5 7.1 8.6 .0 2.9 .0 .0611ingunl Uscotion (ESEA VII) HEW 23.0 76.9 45.7 42.8 3.0 22.1 9.0 23.1 6.2 3.3 3.3 5.1 .5 4.8

Continued
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tpormils table 1--Tederal outlays by prottans and apa:optlation arcruirg to retro and nereetto coanties, fiscal year 1972--Continued

Item

blnAN Pt- SOURCE DEVELOPMIT-Continued

Metropolitan Yonmetropolitan

U.S. : . .
C ! Urbanised :Less urbanised' MinlY

:--IL?Aed
y; Total

:Total :
.

;Medium:J. :Total
:Adja- :Nonsd-aAdja- :honed- :Adj.- :Nonad-.

:Total : Core :Frinse.
: cent &cent. cent :latent : cent :latent: . :

Mil.
dole. Percent

Health
Corprencasive Health Planning and Services.: HEW 41.2
Appalachian Demonstration Health Projects..: HEW GS 2

CHP Partnership for Health Planning Crants.: HEW 24.0
CHP Standard-setting and Resource
Development - --- - - 4.5

CHF 4artnershlp for Health Formula Crants..7 HEW 52.1
Crippled Children Service HEW 103.2
Matorral and Child Health Fanny Planning..: HEW 78.5
CEP Partnership for Health Project Crants..: HEW 142.4
Field Health Services for Indians HEW 139 2
Indian Sanitation Facilities... ...:,... ,, : HEW 23.2
Maternal and Child Health Services - PEW 9.5
maternal and Child Health Project Crants., : pu 92.9
Migrant Health Crants .- . :,,, -,. , ...... . : HEW 17.5

Comprehensive Health Services, . ,.... -... nnn.: OW 104.4
Healt9 Family Planning .. .-.......-: ... ... -..: OW 23.9
Health Alcoholic Counseling 0E0 5.2
Health Drug Rehabilitation 0E0 20.8

WellIgl
Grants to States for Public Assistance-
Old Age 1/ ---- HEW 1,233.3

Grants to States for Public Assistance -
Aid -to -Blind 1/ -.- --- - '.. HEW 60.7

Crants to States for Public Assistance-
Permanently and Totally Disabled 1/ . - .. : HEW 757.9

Grants to -Aid to Families ylth
Dependent Children 1/ -- -- -- - - a HEW 3,597.4

Grants to S -Child Welfare Services 1/.: HEW 44.7

Grants to States for Public Assistance-
Emergency Assistance 1/. -. .. -,..., ... . ',.- HEW 23.5

Crants to States for Palle Assistance-
Social Services I/ HEW 1..03.5

hock Incentive Ptograa-Chile tare HEW 73.3

Food Stem Bonus Coupons USDA 1,785.5

ljedicalAssistance - NEV 4,235.6

Social Security and Other Retirements
Special Benefits for Disabled Cval Miners NEV 4). 0
Benefit Pavyents Federal lospital
Insurance Trust Fund : HEW 5,6'6.0

Benefit Payments Federal Supplemental
Medical Insurance Trust Fund HEW 2,910.5
Benefit Payment Federal Disability
Inv.:ance Trust Fnd _. _ : HEW 4,016.8
8erefit Lament Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Trust Fund....,,..., ..,,...,.: HEW 34,162.0

Social Insurance Program for Railroad
horbers 2/ -- _, RIB 2.253.8

Veterans Disability Pension 6/ -..., .... ,. . VA 1.440.3
Dependency and Indemnity and Death
Compensation 6/ --- VA 658.4

Veterans Peach -Pensions 8/ VA 1,041.5
Veterans Disability Compensation 6/ i VA 2,736.9
itterans 1:1111.171111Ce and Indenstties 81 ,-, : 44 910 9

99.2 95.9 7'..9 21.0 2.7 .5 .8 .2 .1 .1 .2 .1 .2
49.1 6.5 6.0 .6 37.9 4.6 51.0 12.9 10.7 11.1 9.1 3.5 3.6
83.5 40.0 3'.9 2.2 32.0 11 5 16.5 5.7 6.0 1.9 2.3 .2

98.0 69.5 77.3 12.2 4.4 4.0 2.0 .3 1.5 .3 .0 .0 .0
82.0 31.6 27.8 3.8 40.9 9.5 18.0 10.7 2.9 .5 3.9 .0 .0
06.2 33.5 25.6 4.9 20.5 12.1 33.8 7.0 3 8 7.4 10.4 1.5 3.6
34.7 45 6 39.4 6.2 12.8 6.3 15.3 8.6 1.8 .8 3.9 .1 .2
90.0 54 6 52.4 2.2 28.6 6.5 10.0 1.9 1.0 3.5 '2.5 .0 1.2
35.3 5 0 .7 4.3 18.0 12.4 64.7 4.4 7.0 10.1 21.1 1.7 20.4
24.5 3.0 2.4 .6 16.4 5.1 75.5 3.2 4.7 3.6 13.7 5.9 44.5
77.5 47.8 43.5 4.4 22.3 7.4 22.5 7.1 2.7 3.3 5.6 .8 2.1
92.3 67 0 52.9 4.1 22.9 2.3 7.7 4.1 1.2 .6 1.9 .1 .0
63 7 23.2 21.1 2.1 21.6 13.8 16.3 19.3 6.0 3.9 5.1 1.7 .2

87 0 69.5 67.; 1.8 12.9 4.6 13.0 3.0 1.3 1.2 1.3 3.8 2.4
69.5 34.1 27.7 6.4 19.8 15.6 30.5 7.6 7.0 6.3 7.1 .6 1.9
75.9 30.6 29.4 1.1 36.4 9.0 24.1 5.7 6.5 2.7 7.5 .0 1.7
97.7 85.2 73 4 11.9 11.5 1.0 2.3 .0 .0 .0 2.3 .0 .0

56.9 31.0 26.3 4.7 17.1 8.2 43.1 6.4 4.7 12.1 12.6 2.6 4.6

65.5 37.4 12.0 5.4 19.5 8.7 14.4 7.1 4.2 8.4 9.4 1.8 3.5

70.3 46.5 .0 2 6.3 17.4 6.5 29.7 5.5 4.0 6.9 8.5 1.6 3.1

80.4 54.0 46.5 7.5 19.7 6.8 19.6 5.0 2.8 4.3 5.0 .9 1.7
63.0 34.1 28.0 6.1 20.2 8.7 37.0 6.4 4.6 9.0 10.9 2.0 4.1

87.0 69.1 52.4 16 7 14.6 3.7 12.6 3.4 1.0 2.2 4.6 .5 .9

81.0 59.1 51.5 7.5 16.0 5.9 19.0 4.8 2.4 4.3 5.2 .8 1.5
74.3 48.0 39.7 8.3 19.5 7.3 25.2 4.9 3.2 5.1 7.9 1.4 2.8

67.5 39.6 33.5 6.1 21.2 6.7 32.5 6.0 4.2 7.5 9.4 1.7 3.7

70.3 47.3 40.1 7.2 16.6 6.5 29.7 6.0 3.3 7.6 8.1 1.5 3.0

45.3 10.3 5.2 5.2 26.4 8.6 54.7 13.4 4.8 11.4 19.0 2.3 3.6

71.0 42.3 33 5 9.4 20.4 7.7 29.0 7.0 3.3 7.4 7.5 1.3 2.6

72.2 44.0 34.7 9.3 20.3 7.9 27.8 6.8 3.2 7.0 7.1 1.2 2.4

63.0 36.8 27.8 9.0 22.3 8.9 32.0 7.4 4.2 7.8 8.4 1.5 2.7

21.0 40.9 30.8 10.1 21.8 8.4 29.0 7.2 3.6 7.1 7.4 1.2 2.5

69.1 3..7 26.7 8.0 23.4 10.9 30.9 8.0 4.5 6.7 8.8 1.1 1.9

71.3 37,1 26.5 11.2 24.0 9.6 28.7 6.8 4.5 6.6 7.4 1.2 2.2

74.0 40.3 28.7 11.6 24.4 .9.3 26.0 6.5 4.0 6.1 6.5 1.1 1.9
73.7 40.7 28.2 12.5 24.0 9.0 26.3 6.9 3.9 6.2 6.5 1.0 1.9
75.0 41.6 29.5 12.2 24.4 9.0 25.0 6.6 3.7 5.7 6.2 1.0 1.8
76 7 45.2 32.1 13.1 23.1 8.4 23.3 6.5 3.4 5.4 5.6 . .9 1.6

--ftmmenrm . `' e- 14.0.74..1.-
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Aapeodix table 1--/ederli outlays by progrars and appropriation
acrruing to metro and nonretro countlea, fiscal year 1912--Contlnued

d

--

Metropolitan
Nonsetropolitan

:Agency; iO:al
:

.

'Total :

t
. . .

: populated

Item
Creator

.

:r.diu.:1' eeeee .jotel !AZIle:::4-il'A:::-":48:15:Adj:1:::nad-;Total : Core ,.singe;: :
: : : cent tjecent: cent :Jacent : cent :aacenr

WYK: 845,17a VEalLOMNT-vContInoed

IN17:411.,-PtrilaSZAtU,..n.P4Y*SIPPli^g
and 21.Y.F122!!'"1.

Mil.
dole.

Percent

On-t1....10h Training Labor 52.5 96.9 76.8 16.3 .5 14.8 5.3 3.1 1.5 .6 .2 .7 .0 .1MDTA1a,titutional Training Labor 314.6 81.1 37 1 33.3 4.0 32.1 11.1 18.9 6.1 4 1. 2.1 5.1 .2 .LPlacement Services-Administration Labor 370 2 83.0 41.1 37.6 4.2 31.8 9 4 17.0 6.0 3.9 2.4 4.3 .1 .3Cwnceateated terploynent Program Labor 144 8 99 6 52.9 46.0 4 S 14.4 1.8 9.4 1.9 .9 1.1 4.1 .0 .8Job 07,ortunities in Private BiSile$S
Soccer ---- -- Labor 82.5 78.9 41.5 41.1 5.8 22.4 8.9 21 1 6.1 1.0 3.6 5.9 1.0 1.54Ighborhood Youth Corps - Labor 502.7 741 430 35.4 72 224 8.6 25.9 $.4 4.3 6.0 7.0 1.1 2.2

book I-centavo Program
Labor 108.4 91.9 1R.9 1; 1 1.2 46.6 8.2 6.1 3.6 1.6 .5 .3 .0 .1

MDTA Public Service C
Operation Mainatreaa

Labor
Labor

32.8
84.8

77.9

81.1
45.6
24.1

43.3
21.9

1 l

1.8
26.0
14.0

8.2
8.0

22.1

48.3
5.8

6.7
2.7

4.6
.3

9.7
9.0

17.2
.0

2.3
4.3
7.8inespiay.ent Insurance Labor

federal Employee Injury Ccepeneatlon 1/ , Labor
442.1
189.9

79.6
19.3

38.1

:1.7
30 2

32.6
8.0

11.2
32.1

26.1
9.4
9.6

20.4
20.7

6.7

5.8
3.3

3.1

3.8
4.0

5.0

4.9
.6

.9

1.1

2.0
Job Corps - --

! Labor 146.5 92.1 40.5 39.2 1.3 42.6 3 0 1.9 1.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .9
Public Ermloynent Program tabor 934.7 90,1 54.6 46.2 6.4 27.0 9.0 9.3 6.3 1.6 .4 .7 .1 .3Extended Inexployment Conpensation Account.: Labor 593.1 67.3 37.0 32.4 4 6 44.1 6.2 12.7 8.4 1.6 1.1 1.6 .0 .1

American Indians

Progress for American Indians
Int. 462.0 29.4 13.4 12.9 5 12.2 3.8 70.6 8.7 8.9 17.1 17.6 2.4 71.1

lndien Prograes OED 21.2 14.4 5.1 4.0 1 1 5.9 3.9 85.2 5.4 6.2 3.3 20.6 1.6 46.0
Defense Payroll

:Civilian Pay 1/ -. Defense11,241.1 83.4 39.0 24.2 14.8 35.6 10.9 14.6 7.2 3.5 1.5 1.6 .5 .2Military Active Duty Pay 2/ Defensell,644.1 75.2 27.6 17.2 10.3 29.1 16.6 24.8 9.3 12.1 1.8 1.0 .0 .6Military Reserre and .arlonal rums' wa ?/. Pefonse 995.5 MO 38.8 28.4 10.4 20.2 11.0 21.0 5.8 4.6 3.9 $.1 .3 .8Military Retired Pay 1/ .
_ *Defense 3,577.1 85.1 38.5 28.S 10 0 32.2 14.4 14.9 4.7 4.3 1.8 3.2 .4 .6

Defenao Contracts

Military Prime Supply Contracts 9/e.,.. 'Defense 19.346.2 90.1 61.1 46.7 14.4 23.4 5.5 9.9 4.9 1.6 1.5 1.5 .2 .2Military Prise RDTE Contracts 9/ ---. :Defense 5,756.7 95.4 74.1 57.6 16.5 19.2 7.1 4.6 3.4 .4 .7 .4 .0 .2Military Prime Service Contrac:a 9/ - Defense 5,857.2 85.1 56.8 45.1 11.0 17.9 10.4 14.9 5.9 5.6 1.9 1.1 .1 .3Militate Prime Construction Contracts 2/ ;Defense 1.186.4 59.4 21.4 14.7 9.1 22.6 13.4 40.7 8.8 9.4 1.8 17.6 .2 2.4Civilian Function Prise Contracts 9/
1,009.1 59.6 25.4 20.3 5 2 22.3 11.8 40.4 5.1 3.2 10.2 13.9 2.8 4.6

,.Defense
Prime Contracts of Less Than 110,000 IN-:Defense

3.543.6 86.6 48.1 41,3 6.8 27.2 11 1 13.4 6.4 4.5 .9 1.4 .2 .0
Atonic intro Commission
Operating Expenses

AEC 2,249.2 11.6 11.2 21.8 15.5 25.6 E.4 28.4 6.9 8.2 4.8 2.8 4.8 .9
Plant and Capital Equipment AEC 373.9 73.3 41.6 14.0 27.5 17.4 16.2 24.7 4.8 6.7 8.6 .9 3.7 .0NASA

Research and Program Management....,.,_ .... : VASA 611.9 99.0 51.8 39.1 14.1 31.3 13.0 2.0 .4 .0 .0 .0 .1 1.5
Construction of Facilities, NASA NASA 33.1 91.0 45.4 41.8 3.6 28.0 17.6 9.0 3.6 1.9 .0 .0 .0 3.5
Research and Developrent, NASA NASA 2.310.0 98.5 19.2 67 4 11.4 10.4 8.9 1.5 1.0 .1 .1 .0 .0 .3

1/ Prorated on the basis of recipients to county and city levels.
2/ Prorated by geographic distribution of employees

to It3t., county and city levels.3/ Prorated by estimated obligations
to state, county and city levels.

4/ Prorated to state, county and city levels
based on payroll costs, except in cases of large

expenditures, the entire amount is allocated to thatlocation.

5/ Prorated to county level on the bests of the June 30, 1966 survey (updated annually) of
consumers and aubscribers by county.6/ Allocated ecually to counties within each redevelopment district.

Pedevelopment districts are located in 13 Appalachian
states and include 2 to 16

counties each.

// State totals based on statistical tabulations
derived from monthly accounting totals; city and

county totals projected from December 1911 paymentsto arrive at full year totals; records of city and
county pavnent distribution maintained on Zip Code beats.8/ Prorated on the basis of special

groups (4alfare recipients, field stations. State
employee., veterans) to county and city level..9/ Allocated by location of prime contractor's offices. The location Is generally tie contractor's final

bly point of a manufactured article,construction site or place where a service is performed.
10! Allocation based on the location (city,

county and state) of the purchesIng office.

loflaeuce or Federal activities.
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