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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 prograns 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 (OMB) 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 groups 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 uscd here differs from that used in the
three previous reports. In those, rural America was defined as all nommetro-
politan counties (using the 1970 OMB designation), plus metropolitan counties
with population densities of l2ss 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
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‘ fiscal year 1972. It does not include those classes of outlays which have only
a2 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:
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Metro outlays f Nonmetro outlays

Total : : :
Item . . % of © % of
outlays : Amount ‘ total ° Amount total

Mil. Mil. Mil.
Dols. Dols. Pet. Dols,  Pet.
Total outlaySe.eeveseessesseess 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
Exclude AEC & NASA.....;...: —5,69801

90,324.1 37,830.1
-4,914.0 784.2

f122,456.1  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 ccunties.

(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 ccunties 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
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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 rescurce outlays were heavily weighted toward
income maintenance outlays (welfare, social security, and so {orth). 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 innonmetro 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 conmparing individual human resource development programs with specific
target groups, it was found that:

(a) The distribution of Tictle 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. Lilkewise, 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 6. 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. Therefure, since a much smaller portion of nonmetro
poverty families are headed by females (23.2 percent compared with 39.8
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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 capitabasis,
they were 33 percent above the national average and 64 percent above the
average in counties with population declines of 5 percent or more.
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INTROCUCTION

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 for
fiscal year 1972 and represents a study of the distribution of these outlays
among rural and urban areas. Throughout this report, counties are the unit of
analysis. Metropolitan (SMSA) counties are referrad to as urban, and nonmetro
(non-SMSA) counties are referred to as more rural counties. For more detailed
rural-urban ‘comparisons, metro and nonmetro counties were further divided into
10 “urban influence" groups ranging from the highly urban counties of SMSA's 1/
of 1 million People or more to the st 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 cannot
be divided into only 2 categories of rural and urban populations or metro and
nonmetro populations without concealing meaningful internal differences. Urban
and rurzal, in the traditional sense, represent only extremes of the U.S. popu-~-
lation and its environment. The true picture of the American population today
is one of degrees along a rural-to-urban continuum. Here the OMB metro-nonmetro
classification of counties is used to suggest the basic urban-rural nature of
the population within a given county. This dichotomy is refined by further
dividing metro and nonmetro counties along a rural-to-urban continuum to gain
the 10 "urban influence" groups,

In the three previous reports on the availability of government services to
rural America, the 1970 OMB classification of SMSA counties and county popula-

SMSA/non-SMSA designation) plus metro counties with population densities of
under 100 people per square mile. Thus, the rural-urban county delineation
used in this report differs from the delineation of Past reports in two ways:

(1) By utilizing the 1973 SMSA/non-SMSA designation instead of
zhe 1970 designation, 150 additional counties are included
4s metro (urban) counties which, in previous reports, were
nonmetro 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 because
of their low population density.

Thus, relative to the Past reports, the population classed as rural, or
nonmetro, has declined because of the néw metro-nuonmetro delineation and the
adherence to the metro-nonmetro delineation without considering population den-
sity of metro counties. By the delineation of earlier reports, rural America
totaled 72.7 million people, or 35.7 percent of the population. By the current
delineation, the population of rural (nonmetro) America totaled 55.Z2 millior
People or 27.2 percent of the population.

1/ The SHMSA/non-SMsa county classification used here was specified by the
Office of Management and Budget, April 1973.
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Federal Qutlay 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 o’ 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 o. 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-
cation 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 housirg programs and mortgage
insurance programs, farm loans, and community development loans). Of the total
$249 billion, $192 billion (or 77 perceunt) was selected for further anmalysis.
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Tebdle 1--Distributlon of Fedecel jutleys by egeaty among netro 3ad nonwetro cousties, flscal ) -ecr 1972

f Metropoliten : Nonsetcopolitan

t U.S. H B t t t B B t  Thioly
Aency : Total toeas | Creeser yedtua’tessar’Tocat Urbaoized _lese urbaolzed, cpulated

: prote: Yrocal | Core 'frivze’ o 3 s tAdJe- :Konad-:Adje- tNonad~ :Adla- :Nomed-

Y : grotal , Core ,frisze, s : t cent t{scent: cent tlacast t cent tiecent

Den,

dols. Percent

e R A AT

:18,569.3 419 220 18,7

Depacteent uf Agriculture: totel. &.) 124 6.5 58.1 .6 5.8 138 18.3 3.4 10.2
aelected progcass 12,539.8 26.4 10.1 6.9 3.2 9.9 6.3 7.6 3.3 6.2 17,9 .9 4.4 13.7
D¢prrtment of Cowmecce: totel.. 1.425.6 87.2 700 454 24.6 9.8 7.6 12.8 2.0 2.2 1.8 4.6 0.6 1.7 &
selected PToR 286.7 43.) 26.2 2).8 2.4 146 7.4 517 6.6 8.0 8.7 196 2.6 6.3 3
ovsactment of Defense: tutel 1/..... :63,197.0 849 48.) 357 12.6 26.5 10.1 15.1 6.2 4.6 1.6 2.0 0.2 0.4 i
Departuent of Heelth, Educetic snd Lelface: tolal. 72.9 4)6 ) 9.3 2.2 8.:r 2.1 6.6 3.5 6.4 7.0 1.2 2.4
selected prograss. 7.0 422 331 9.1 209 8.0 29.0 6.9 3.6 722 7.6 1.3 .6 - 2‘ |
Depactoent of Nouslog end Urdan Tevelopwent: totel 114.905.9 892 515 M. 118 7.9 9.7 108 3.5 2.8 1.9 2.2 0.2 0.3 g |
eelected progreas 14.420.4 8%.0 51.2 .1 12.1 280 9.8 1.0 3.6 2.8 1.9 22 0.2 0.3 v
s X
Depactwent of the Iaterlor: totel........ow 0 51.2 29.6 20.3 9.3 15.0 6.8 4L3.8 6.3 10.0 6.2 15.0 1.2 10.0 -
eelcctad Proxcams. 9 363 153 129 2.4 16 4.3 3.6 7.2 127 9.2 1%.9 1.3 13.4 »
Departoeas cf Justice: otel.........ww 1.11%.4 87.2 459 &.6 1.3 2%9.0 12,3 12.8 5.6 4.6 0.9 11 0.5 0.4 ;
selected programs 610.3 86.7 MW.s 3.7 0.8 38,0 141 133 79 4.2 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.3 ¥
1
Depertaent 4,927.8 8.5 46.8 411 $.7 298 8.0 1535 5.9 2.8 2.3 3.8 0.3 0.9 2
4.503.7 834 437 W6 6.1 31,3 8.6 16.6 6.3 2.7 2.5 3.8 0.4 0.9 e
Depactuent 8,476.8 72.2 43.0 3.1 9.0 203 8.9 27.8 3.3 3.8 s.7 8.1 2.1 4.7
5.798.6 63.7 35.0 253 9.7 199 8.8 363 3.9 4.4 8.2 1.0.5 3.0 6.4
Atonic Energy Cowmisston 1/.. 2,62).1 2.2 N8 207 17.2 U4 9.9 279 6.6 8.0 5.3 25 6.6 0.8
Envitonmental Protection Ageacy: total... 1.129.8 85.8 S2.4 393 13.1 23.8 9.5 14.2 3.0 2.2 2.6 3.3 0.3 0.7
selected progcas. 825.0 82.4 47.2 32.6 146 23.6 6.6 17.6 5.8 2.6 3.2 4.6 0.4 0.9
Netlocal Aerossstice and Spece Administreties: ;
total M 2 T 3,075.0 93.3 733 61.0 12.2 1s5.1 %% 17 09 o0 o0 YV ¥ 0.6
Office of Lcouomic Oppocrtunity: totel t..uee.oe. €92.1 78.5 S1.2 46,3 4.9 191 8.3 21.3 4.6 3.9 4.0 s.0 1.0 3.0

Raflcoad Reticement Soerd: totsl l/.... 2.253.8 69.1 .7 26.8 8.0 23.4 1:0.2 3.9 8.0 .5 6.7 3.8 1.1 1.9

Swall Businees XMeialetretion: to%al....-
sslected program:

1.792.0 68.7 42.2 M.2 8.0 190 7.5 31.3 3.8

1,700.0 67.3 40.5 32.6 8.2 19.1 7.6 32.7 6.0 7.2 10:3 1.3 3.2

Veteraae Adalelstretica: ¢ vel
8¢ zctad progTees

7 6.2 0.5 1.0
o7 6.1 0.6 1.0
3 1.0

4

[}
4
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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 yez: 1972) and their influence on local economies. Other programs, such
as grants and loans for development of cormunity 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 /Z) defense, space, and atomic energy.

Selected -Federal

General program type programs outlays
Bil. Pct. of
dols. total
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 209 192.4 100.0

As a percent of total outlays, the 62 programs under human resource development
(education, welfare, social security, asnd 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 wvere
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-
nent of Interior funds for parks and forests. Coumunity 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 Tramsportation,
and (3) urban renewal funds from HUD, and Department of Health, Educatiomn, 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 nonmmetro 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 countles 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.

L -

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 E _
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 natfonal 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 $B,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, thise 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 werz 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 averaye 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 490 percent of these counties

lost population during the 1960's. Median family income was
$7,456, $2,134 less than the nationai average.
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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

ae«

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.

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
outlays accrued ¢

rth to nonmetro Counties (table 2),
Per capita outlays for the United States tota

3). 4/ In metro

defense, NASA, and AEC greatiy favored metro counties,
as large in metro counties as in nonmetro

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

Per capita outlays for

. United States .Metro counties -Nonmetro

——

countieg
Item : Per :Percent: Per :Percent: Per : Percent
tcapita : of tcapita : of scapita :  of
toutlays: total :outlays: total soutlays: total
¢ Dols., Pct. Dols. Pet., Dols, Pct.
Agriculture and natural :
resourceSOO.o.oo0000000000000. 43 4-5 12 1.2 127 1408
Community development.........: 63 6.7 58 5.9 77 9.0
Housing...........‘............ 109 1105 127 13.0 61 7.1
Human resource developmgnt....: 387 40.9 381 38.9 404 47.0
Defense, 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/ Nommetropolitan counties gained a s
Federal outlays (totaling $192 billion)
billion)--24.7 percent and 22.7
percentages were less than the nonmetro s
Thus, for both total and selected Federal
higher in metro counties than in nonmetro
Federal outlays favors metro cotnties,
tion of the selected outlays,
lays and high

lightly larger share of the selected
than of total outlays (totaling $249
respectively (table 1), Both nonmetro
hare of the population (27.2 percent)
outlays, per capita outlays were
counties. The distribution of total
relative to the metro-nonmetro distribu-

largely because of the influence of defense out-
technology outlays under NASA and AEC.
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL QUTLAYS 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
kaving 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-
i 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
threa times larger in the most rural, nonmetro counties--$142 compared with $50
in core counties of large metro areas. Per capita Federal outlays for human
resource development totaled $463 in the most r-ral, 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 tha relative
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magnitude of outlays for defense and agriculture and natural resourcas. 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 vas 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 iosses, low-income counties, and coun-
ties of the Norch Central regiocn, and (4) community development outlays, on a

per capita basis, tended to be high in low-income counties and-counties with
recent population losses.

v, e g ow e e e

Differences in per capita Fedsral outlays among metro and nonmetro counties
are most pronounced in counties with 1960-70 population losses of 5 percent or

pony PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY INCOME,
] POPULATION CHANGE, AND CENSUS REGION OF COUNTIES,
. FISCAL YEAR 1972
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more (fig. 5). Per capita Federal outlays in metro counties with population
losses 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 such

outlays i:.. declining nonmetro counties, differencas 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 counties
with similar population losses.

DOLLARS
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Figure 5

Agriculture and Natural Resource Outlays

Federal outlays for agriculture and ratural resources totaled $8.8 billion
in fiscal year 1972. These outlayrs consisted of $3.0 billion in direct pay-
ments to farmers, $3.6 billion in farm loans (including guaranteed and insured
loans), and $1.2 billion for natural resources and conservation. These pro-
grams were oriented to rural areas, with 79.6 percent of such outlays accruing
to nonmetro counties. On a per capita basis, these outlays totaled $43 for the
United 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 S).

[T —

For the more rural county groups, these outlays are the most im
ones as a component of total Federal outlays.
not adjacent to an SMSA, outlays for agriculture and natural resources comprised

30.6 percent of the total Federal spending package accruing to such counties,
in contrast to only 4.5 percent for all U.S. counties,

portant
In the thinly populated 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 couanty 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 siganificant part of these outlays (44.5 percent) accrue to metro
counties because of State personnel location (see table 2).

Armong nonmetro counties, pex 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).
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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
(nainly 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 nommetro 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 1372
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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 outlays
for 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 vast ;
majority of the Federal housing outlays was represented by HUD's mortgage "
insurance programs and VA's Guaranteed and Insured Loans. Combined outlays ;
from the major home mortgage insurance program of HUD and VA's guaranteed and
insured loan program accounted for over $16.2 billion of the $22.2 billion hous-
ing total,

- vt em——

In total, Federal outlays for housing greatly favored metro areas. Oa a
per capita basis, housing outlays in metro counties averaged $127 in contrast
to 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, f
fiscal year 1972 3

Dollars/ Percent of total

Item capita : - - o
P . Total Grants ' Loans A
: ¢
United States, total.........: 109 100.0 3.7 96.3 ;
Metropolitan, total........ : 127 100.0 4.3 95.7 ‘.
Large, total............. : 13c 100.0 5.7 94.3 p
Core....ocvvenninnnnnn. : 133 100.0 7.9 92.1 i
Fringe....vieveeeiennnns 122 100.0 0.0 100.0 ?
Medium....o.oveivennnnnnns 125 100.0 2.9 97.1 4
Small...civinneennnnns eeel 118 100.0 0.6 99.4 1
Nonmetropolitan, total.....: 61 100.0 0.3 99.7 §
| Urbanized: : f
Adjacent to SMSA....... : 63 100.0 0.3 99.7 3
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 82 100.0 0.4 99.6
Less urbanized: : .
Adjacent to SMSA....... : 55 100.0 0.2 99.8 M
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 59 100.0 0.2 99.8 "
Thinly 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. T
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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 houéing 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 non-
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

Housing outlays, : Housing units

Item : without complete
fiscal year 1972 . plumbing, 1970
Bil. dols. Million
United States................: 22.2 4.7

Percent of U.S. total

Metropolitan...veeeeevecosst 84.8 39.5
Large, tot8lieeecesonnssst 49.5 16.8
1000 o 35.5 12.0
Fringe..cveeeeeceosssnest 14,0 4.8
Mediume eesevoneensnnoonnst 26.0 14.8
Smalleeeseersvecsesnnnocnst 9.3 7.8
Nonmetropolitan..eeeesess oot 15.2 60.5
Urbanized: :
Adjacent to SMSA...s.o0? 4.0 8.0
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 2.8 5.4
Less urbanized: :
Adjacent to SMSA..eveee? 3.3 16.0
Not adjacent to SMSA...: 3.6 17.7
Thinly populated: :
Adjacent to SMSA.......: 0.6 4.6
1.0 8.7

Not adjacent to SMSA...:

Subgroups of percentages may not equal total because of rounding.
Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data.

27

Q 0033




PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HOUSING,
FISCAL YEAR 1972
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Human Resource Development Outlays

urce development totaled $78.7 billion, or

o Selected outlays
+8 billion), health

million).

As a package, thig group of programs is wei
maintenance, with such program outlays (welfare,
retirements, and medical assistance~-Medicaid and

$9 in $10 of al} human resource development outlays. Thus, it ig not surprising
that thege outlays were greatest, on a per capita basis, in Counties with a
large incidence of poor people and of aged people. Across the metro and non-

metro county groups, per capita outlays for human resource development were
largest in the most rural of nonmetro countieg (8463
counties of large SMSA's ($280).

rural nonmetro counties was over four times the pov

Counties of large SMSA's~~27.4 percent compared with only 6
centage of the population 65 years and over was 13,

?
nonmetro counties and 7.5 percent in the fringe counties,

ghted heavily toward income
social security and other
Medicare) comprising almost

Across all counties, metro-nonmetro differences in the magnitude of human
Tesource development outla

yS are slight, with such outlays in nonmetro counties
totaling $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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training and development Programs, whose outlays totaled $25 per capita in
metro areas and only $14 in nommetro areas,

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

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE
DEVELOPMENT, HiSCAL YEAR 1972
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Figure 9

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

ey

Metro Nonmetro
counties counties

:x.,“y\l o o ST ey > oy

Dollars per capita in counties
with 1960-7C population losses

of 5% or more %
Elementary and secondary education 15 19
Health 16 5
Welfare 282 62
Medical assistance ) le4 27 {
Social security and other retirements 375 332
Employment opportunities, manpower
training and development 70 . 11
Programs for American Indians Less than $§1 3
30

El{llC 0030




-—

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 closelv 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 nommetro poverty fami-
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
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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 in 3
nonmetro counties. Further, almost 40 percent of the total poverty population .
under 18 years of age were nonmetro residents (table 11). This disparity re- y

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 than
their more urbanized counteyrparts.

Lo 4 o wenanys

Grants to States for old-age assistance were distributed among metro and
nonmetro counties in approximately the same Proportion as the poor, aged pPopu-~
lations. Medical assistance and food stamp bonus coupons, although closely
tied administratively to the welfare Programs, offered a larger share of the k.
outlays to nonmetro counties than the total welfare package.

Employment Opportunities and Manpower Training and Development

1

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 were $25 in metro counties compared with $14 in nonmetro 2%

counties. This significant outlay in nonmetro counties was achieved degpite
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 in ?
many thinly populated rural areas. 2

Outlays for Defense, NASA, and AEC 3

These outiays included all speading 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, per :
capita 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 z low of $69 in the most rural, nonmetro
counties and were over twice as higa 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

Ltem :Dollars/ : Percent of total
¢ capita : Total ¢ Defense : Defense :NASA :AEC
: : :payrolls :contracts : :

United Statedieeveceecnes eenel  oud 100.0 39.3 52.6 3.8 4.4

Metropolitan....... eressceass 402 100.0 37.3 54 .4 3.2 5.1

Large, total...... sessceet 406 100.0 27.3 63.2 2.9 6.6

Fringeeeeceeccecescasees 428 100.0 23.8 66.7 2.1 7.4

COT@eveerncocssoiaannnset 354 100.0 37.2 53.5 5.0 4.2

Mediumeeeseooaane O T X 100.0 48.8 45.1 3.5 2.0

Small.ceerccecrensccsseaes 404 100.0 6.9 35.1 3.7 4.3

Nor.zetropolitan..e.c.ecees.s 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 adjacernt 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 160 because of rounding.

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data.

o PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR DEFENSE, NASA, AND AEC
. PROGRAMS, FISCAL YEAR 1972
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: F X T : B z A B T hialy !
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Insured energency loaas 12.8 .8 <3 -6 9.8 1.2 82.2 6.8 9.4 25.2 2.8 4.5 12.8 .1
Comodlty loas-gross 1.3 31 1.6 1.5 5.4 4.8 s6.7 6.6 6.1 22,7 289 6.5 18.0 !
Setoraze facility loaas. 1.2 2.0 .1 2.9 4.4 4.3 s8.3 5.9 4.6 20.2 0.4 5.2 20.0 ‘.
keseel lcan stocege paymeats p % J 3 .0 3 -6 2.8  96.3 1.4 5.8 8.9 3.9 6.9 4204 b !
thers, LSOA H !
PE3es Az. Stadllisatlon ard Consecvation, USIA 219.1 &.0 297 2.5 2.2 10.8 8.8 s51.0 4.5 4.8 12,0 18.7 3.8 10.4
. Extensicn Setvice. AgTicultuts 21 USDA 168.8 S1.7 2.4 20.2 &2 159 116 4 1003 5.6 10.8 128 3.2 5.9
i S- & E._ Facrers Hooe Alatalstration. TS0A 93.5 323 .S 132 1.6 13.0 10.7 61.5 6.6 6.8 14.7 20.5 3.5 9.¢
i S. 6 k., Rurel Elecesilication Adeln. usoa 4.6 90.8 5.2 2.3 .9 8.0 7.2 9.6 1.4 3.3 1.9 2.7 -1 .2 -
. Xesource Conservation and Levelonwent. SCS.. LS. .1 363 133 9.4 4.0 12,5 10.5 3.7 10.5 10.9 10.0 20.4 6.2 7.6 ’
' River Basta Surveye and Investigattions, SCS° CSOA 3.0 3.5 a1 0.8 1.3 22,7 130 19,8 13.0 4.8 .7 .7 .0 -6 =
t Estershed snd Flood Prevention OperattionSCs. USDA 48.0 472.7 2111 .x A3 158 107 s2.1 7.2 1 11.1 1s.8 2.1 5.0
' Ceeat Platas Conservation Program, S3S..... 0 L$DA 7.1 1:.9 S.1 4.2 1.0 1.5 8.3 8s.1 3.6 6.4 133 2.7 6. 27,0 -
' Forest Protection end Uetlizacton. FS Voo, USOA 3%.3 %9 182 137 4s 108 8.9 62.1 6.6 1.7 7.7 13 2.3 12,0 3
. Mizezal Resources and Consonnsg:_n
' Resource Conservazlon and Development LS0A 5.3 14.1 1.9 4 Lt 73 47 859 sa e 16.5 .2 5.0 23,1
' Plant Material for Conszevatlon 1SoA 2.0 8.7 129 7.2 3.7 3.7 4.1 51,3 0.1 6.3 14.4 10.6 3.9 5.9
. Forest Poads and Tretls.. (133718 155.0 25,60 114 1.9 3.5 &7 8.3 715.6 7.8 10.1 8.1 1.4 3.0 13.2 -
Fiood Preventlon Proxcas.. tsoa 11.1 1.9 6.5 5.0 1.5 6.1 3.3 8.1 .1 6 1.2 a7 -3 22.8 %
) River 3asla Surveys and lavestigatioa. rsda 7.4 %28 3. 230 8.6 5.5 15.8 17.2 3.2 6.8 1.9 4.9 <1 -3 i
. Saow Scrvey Progras end Yater Supply : )
FOCeCastInge. covie s covnte wnan v LSDA 1.0 59.2 2.9 2.6 -3 12,2 19,1 so0.8 2.1 10.8 2.5 186 2.0 6.8
Lizershed and Flood Preventlon Pecetlons. rsoA 7.8 N 1.0 2.9 4.1 114 130 68.6 6.7 5.8 22.2 0.8 4.9 8.5 E
Fatershed Planatog....nusven e s 1504 7.6 715 26.0 1s.8 7.2 30.2 15.3 28.% 3.3 131 2.2 8 .3 .6 P
Azriculivesl Consecvation Progcas. (X179 138.7 2. 3.2 1.1 2.6 9.7 7.2 7193 7.5 6.4 20.0 2.9 5.8 15.8 P
E~ezgesty Conservation Yeasures... usta 10.9 9.8 N3 -4 -2 1.6 7.5 90.2 4.3 6.6 347 256 6.4 12,58
. Azpalachian Pexlon Conservazion Prox LsoA 1.7 9.2 1.0 .0 1.0 1.3 9 %.8 20.7 3.9 20.6 2.9 S.1 19.5% d
’ Creat Platas Covservation Prograa rsA 10.6 3.7 -0 -0 0 1.3 2.4 953 2. 4.2 12.2 30 6.0 39,7 b
Censervation Techatcel Assistance USDA 128.2 3.0 10.) 5.9 44 135 10.2 es.0 7.8 7.3 1.7 a4 4.1 10.6 ¥
Sott Scevey Prozeaa.. ... eee tsoa 2.8 85,2 255 8.9 15.7 161 1.6 £3.8 8.3 6.2 8.5 1.2 2.0 4.0 -
d
Parks and Forests.. Ire. 182.5 27.5 35.8 32.1 3.2 9.7 &.1 %0.5 9.1 8.9 &3 159 9 11.4 b
Vater Resources 4/, Tat. £).. 132 9.0 5.0 3.9 2.3 49 6l.8 5.3 184 7.8 239 -3 6.1
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AMPaadix table t~=Ffederal outlavs by

Proxvans and acpredriazion acerulny to retro ant nonaetro counties, {ircal yoar 21972«-Contiryed

b . Hetropolitan N Monzetropelitan
H HE H H : H H H : H Thialy
Iten TRgency. . - Creater N N . Urbenlzed ’fess urhanized, .
'= ;Totnl ;Totnl -—— T —;szlua;l.nwr;l’otll e 2 A ;Adj‘i::uh-“:t-
H H H :.h’“l H Cors =Frln2¢; H H $ cent :jecent: ceat 2laceat : cent facent
: I3
H dols. Perce:
COMANITY DEJCLUPMENT
Comunity Developrent Yoans :
Padlic FAci1Mty Toa®3uveenunn  anmnns ~ LD 18 6 5.0 5.0 2.5 2.% 2.9 4.0  64.0 8.7 1).0 2.9 1.7 2.5 7.2
fural Flecerification Loans S/einnin w 433.3 1.7 4.5 ) 4.2 6.6 6.6 82.) 5.8 6.1 18.9 2.9 7.5 19.3
Rural Telcphone Loans _§/~ 1337 18.2 .8 .0 s 1) 3o s1.8 5.8 4.6 19.3 225 10.0 19.7
Rural Telephore Bank Loans 3/ 910 1.4 16.% 4.2 12.3 10.8 4.2 68.6 6.5 3.0 2.5 18.7 5.0 1.9
*Uazer Svstes Loavs....... 179.9 22.0 4.8 2 4.5 9. 8.1 78.0 10.9 8.3 21.0 1259 4.2 T
*Sever Sveten LOaas.,. 82.6 23.) 2.5 .0 2.5 1% 6.7 75.7 18.8 3.4 2.7 12.6 2.7 9.4
*Fater acd Seser Systea Loans J3.2 19.8 2.1 -0 2.1 8.7 9.0 80.2 -4.5 8.9 236 2%.2 6.7 1)
Econoate Development-Loans Business and :
Develapzert Coopaites. wnnnswwennensns’ Comm, 43.2 465 251 23.0 1.1 0.4 10,7 535 12.2 4.2 135 19.0 2.5 2.2,
*Feononie Cevelopzent=Loans fusiness and *
Davelopaent Conpaales.” couuunu.. B TTTIY Comn. 2.6 68.2 63.6 63 6 .0 .3 &) .8 7.8 4.} 1.) 18.4 .0 <0
£eoromie Opportunity Loaas to Szall
Business..... SBA 56.9 82.7 S5).4  &7.6 5.9 .7 6.7 17.) %) N Y 3.1 5.1 .7 1.8
Losns to State a:
Ceapantes.... ceeruErcens e IIens SSA 52.2 43.6 138 15.8 3.1 3.2 11.6 s6.4 9.4 2.0 133 10.4 6.2 9.1
Sall Susiness Flasnzlsl Asaistance Program: S8A 65.4 81.5 4.9 18,2 6.7 2%.7 10.9 18.5 4.9 3.9 3 4.5 .6 1.4
Saall Business lavestment Coapany Profram..! SBA 42.6 93.5 77.3  50.5 26.A  16.% .7 $.5 .0 3.9 Y .5 .0 .7
Oisaiter Loans.. :oSBA 326.9 %7 67.4 61.2 8.2 1) 1.0 15.3 4.7 -9 3.6 5.3 -4 4
* Econoaic Opportent ans 10 Saal H
Susiness. oo e emerenn e e s on e o anne! SBA 24.6 8).0 5S56.0 &Y.4 6.6 21.) 5.6 17.0 2.7 o0 p Y 4.6 <6 2.7
‘loans ro Stvie and Local Development H
COBPABIet o e cveeire e e e en cen e s wenl SBA 2.2 Nk 178 4.7 131 7.1 6.5 ¢68.6 9.2 .3 1.5 223 4.5 157
*Sasll Business Floancial Assietance Progran: SSA 1.220.6 61.&4 31.6 2).% .9 0.4 9.4 38.6 6.6 5.9 8.5 12.5 1.) 3.8
*Oissater Loans S2A 6.5 47.8 6.3 5.4 9 197 .8 s52.2 19.6 6.6 9.5 9.5 2.0 4.9
Coomunlity Development Cre :
Yster 3w Sewer Crants....ccvevconans LSDA 4.2 3.5 -0 .0 .0 3.0 S5 96.5 -0 3.1 1.2 s 7.9 30.6
fural Witer and Wasts Disposal Crants Lsoa 2.1 .7 5.1 .0 5.1 1.2 164 65.3 1).2 3.2 2.8 129 4.1 9.2
Tater Svesen Pevelops-nt Criats. TSDA 18,7 2.2 2 .5 .3 4.6 1.4 22 4.8 5.3 2.4 289 6.3 11.9
Sever Svifem Develeppent Cranrs... tsca 15.3 16.% 2. -0 2.4 9.0 5.1 85 137 6.2 3.4 18.0 39 12.2
Ecoroalc evelopseit Wainistrative Crants.! USDA -2 -0 -0 -0 .0 .0 -0 100.0 -0 -0 -0 100.0 -0 -0
vater a=d Sever Development Crants.........! LSDA 5.2 15.% -0 .0 .0 9.0 6.5 84.5 8.4 7.9 169 2.5 10.2  16.6
ApPtlachlan Peglonal Derelogment ProzTams..: U'SDA 4 22,9 10.3 10.2 Jd 0 12.8 0 721 .0 0 6.7 1.9 43.5 .0
Appalazhien Regloral Development Programsb/ 7.0 s3.&4 16.) 10.6 5.7 3.3 108 &1.6 4.1 2.1 8.7 1. S.6  10.3
Creration snd ssainistration. EDA. 19.9162.0 85.1 8s5.1 0 15.9 .0 0 .0 .0 .0 . <0 0
Reglonal Develomeqt Programs... Comm. 1.6 93.7 99.7 99.7 .0 .0 .0 .3 3 0 .0 .0 .0 .0
Reglonal Action Planaing Comissiuns.-. Comm. 20.3 63.6 29.2 5.7 s 3.0 153 2.4 18.5 7.2 .5 1.9 e ) 2.0
Econonic levelopment-Crants and Loans
24511¢c »otks and Development Facilitles. Commn. 127.8 3.3 17.4 4.k 3.0 1S 6.9 61.2 3.3 1.6 9.2 2.9 3.5 8.7
Econoaic Development-Plaanizg Assistaace. Cozm. 6.5 28.2 .8 .8 £ K3 10 .8 104 21,7 0.2 20.2 1) 6.0
Eenaoale Develoyaent-Technicsl Asslstance. Coem. 12.2 85.2 65.0 $9.6 5.4 14.9 5.2 14.8 3] 2.8 2.5 4.6 <1 1.5
Eoronls Developaent-Pudlic torks Iapact.
Coma . 45.7 1.9 15.0 113 1.7 1).6 43 67,1 8.8 6.1 12.3 27.7. 2.9 9.2
Appalachian Yezlonal Develogment Prozram. 13.4 97.7 12.6 12.6 0 N9 na2 2.3 2.2 o1 .0 <0 <0 .0
Rezioral Develiyeent Prograns......vva. 4.9 63.1 23.6 2.6 0 8.5 O 369 7.8 1.7 2.) 7.6 .0 17.5
Appalachian Sepplemeats to Federsl Crant-
ta-Ald. 8.4 85.2 11.0 1.0 0 52,7 21,5 k.8 2.4 3.6 -0 4.1 .0 4.7
Continuad
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Appendix table 1--Federal ostlays by proarass and

Ippropristion accrulng o retro and numetro counites, fiscal yeal 1972--Cont taued

Metropolitan Nonmettopolitan
I ;Aamcy: LU - Ceeater : : - :
e R . . R : . . .
- Total -Total :‘_-_—'_.“cdlun:(.uur_'!o!ll
: . . ;'!oul Core _Fringe. . .
: M.
: dols. Percent:
COMUNITY DeVELOPMENT-—Continued H
€omuatty Develooreat Crants--Covtinued :
Sastc vazer and seuer factltctes. ., :OHCD 190.3 74,5 7.9 11.9 16.0 35.9 10.6 25.5 5.2 6.} 6.2 6.5 .9 .0
Lrants for lav enforcement asststance......:Justice 570.3 86.7 %.5 337 8380 1.1 133 7.9 4.2 4 .3 -0 -3
Alr Pollutton Control Progras Grants.. 2 EPA 4.4 91.3 388 32,8 6.0 41.3 11.2 8.7 3.2 2.0 -6 -2 -0 .7
Solid Waste Planntng Crants., .. I EPA .7 17.8 7.4 25.2 2.2 3.6 138 22.2 3.3 36 5.4 4.3 3.6 -0
Construczion Grant for Vaste wate :
ueat Works..u. :EPA 780.8 82.0 47.8 327 15 27.9 6.3 18.0 3.9 2.6 3. 4.9 .3 .9
Concentrated Comunicy Deselopaent. : OE0 218.9 86.1 61.6 55,0 6.6 16.5 8.1 139 3.6 30 2.8 1.9 .2 1.7
Comuntty Actton. ... OE0 297.7 7.0 39.8 353 4.5 2.3 9.9 26.0 3.9 & 3.9 7.4 6 1.3
Transpoztation
Highvay Planatnz and Constructtion. ... 4.909.3 61.1 30.4 20.1 10.3 1. 9.6 38,9 3.9 4.5 9.3 1.4 2.6 7.2
Development Highway System-appalachian
Rerton . v 206.3 26.0 4.4 .6 3.8 7.8 13.7 7.0 10.0 9.3 5.9 21.1 21.7 6.0
Higway Stulte 73.4 82.1 1.1 128 ¥ 48.1 208 179 9.4 3.3 -6 1.8 .0 .7
Highvay Besutificatton. 36.3 47.5 15.8 7.4 8.2 22.% 9.4 52.5 16.3 4.8 9.9 129 2.3 6.3
Ledan Mass Transporation Fu 575.9 93.5 89.5 81.2 8.3 8.3 8 1.5 .1 1.3 .0 .0 .0 .0
Lrbin rearysl :
Lrban Reneval Programs. ...y, ... RCD 1.026.8 85.0 41.3 33.2 8.0 29.2 15.5 1i5.0 5.) 3.0 2.0 3.9 .1 0
Ledaa Beaut!fication and Improvesen KO -9100.0 30.9 .2 3.6 69.1 0 -0 .0 .0 .0 0 -0 .0
Opea-Soace Developed Land-txdan Parks 6.1 92.6 60.7 1.9 8.8 24.8 7.1 7.4 3.9 1.4 .3 1.9 0 0
Netgdorhood Factilities 35.8 70.0 338 8.4 5.4 30.9 5.4 30.0 2.7 4.4 " 10.2 7.4 1.3 4.0
Cpen-Space Laod-Indeveloped. 76.4 86.1 439 .5 154 35.2 7.1 139 3.6 4.1 2.8 2.7 ) .3
“odel Cltles.. . 582.9 9).3 59.5 $7.4 2.2 7.9 6.1 6.3 1.2 29 1.0 1.3° -0 0
Health Factlity Constructton
T Fedtial Factlity Coastruction... .. 8.2 33.5 18.2 9.4 8.8 17.6 2.7 61,3 9.4 9.1 13.7 27.7 .3 1.4
Coastruction Long=-ters Care Facilitle: 5.1 351.6 28.) 2.4 3.9 18.8 4.6 8.4 3.3 2.7 29.4 6.7 Y 3.7
forstruction Facilictss e e s emamend WFU L8 93,0 W2 .1 12.1  2%.7 V.0 f.1 1.8 o, 1.8 1.7 N o
health Care Facilities H
::dunluuon..-.. T FEW 2.8 67.1 20.1 19.5 -6 35.1 119 329 5.3 n.3 8.4 7.4 .0 -3
Health Care Factlt : HEYW 4.8 349 2.1 2.1 00 394 13.4 482 112, 4.6 263 .3 .9
HOLSTSG :
Houstnz Geants : ’
o‘r‘:r: ubo: Toustng Grants. ... .. .est USDA 6.7 66.4 .0 .0 0 4.0 22.3 336 23.7 -0 .3 1.8 .0 1.7
1 S~1£-Help Houstngx. Techatcal :
R:::ls::nct. Y ous * 2 LsDA 1.7 1.4 .0 .0 0 20.6 50.8 28.6 11.4 .0 3.8 11.4 .0 -0
Self-Velp Houstng Crants. LSDA 6.7 1.8 1.7 % 1.} 7.8 3.0 8s.3 8.9 8.3 2.8 224 3.3 21.8 .
¥ 0 ] -0
Low-Rent Public Houslng..vun vuw . s uven H'D 7197.0 99.3 77.8 17.8 .0 20.7 1.3 .2 .0 .2 .0 . o
Howlax for the Elderly or Handicapped.. HLD 3.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 -0 .0 .0 .0 .0 +0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .
Continued
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Appeadix table 1--Federal outlavs bv proyrars and aporopriation accrulng to metro and nonmetro cownties, flseal yeat 1972--Continued

. . Metropolitan : Hovzetropolitan
H : U.S. H f H : H Thinly
Iten =A3mcy: Total Cceater : . : . Ucbanized Lesl urbanired® culated

H H =Mzdlum=l.ener=‘l‘oul :‘;djn* :Nonad~:. Mjl- Norad- :Adgv =Lonad-
H H H H H I cent :jacent: cent :jacent cent azent
: %11,
H dols. Percent-

HOUSING--Continied :

Houstng toara :

“lov-to-roderate lncome Housing Loans. 2 USDA 1,508 22.9 4.8 £ 4.0 1.1 7.0 77 10,0 6.7 2.5 22.8 5.6 9.5
‘Rural Reats! Housing Loans, USDA 40.1 21} 38 .1 3.7 11 5.8 78.7 6.7 6.8 17,9 2.8 3.1 188
Fara Lador Housing Loans. .. UspA 2.7 25.) 1.2 .0 1.2 1.1 6.0 74.7 331 10,9 17 10.% .8 S.7

*Very Low lncome Housinz Loans. LSDA 5.2 9.9 2.3 ] 2.0 3.0 4.5 90.1 4.7 3.2 .2 7.6 7.4 9

*Rural Housin: Site Loans..... USDA 8 9.9 .0 .0 .0 1.6 2.3 90.1 5.2 00 3.2 n.2 5.6 11.8

*Veterans Cuaranteed and Insuted Loans.. VA 8,081.3 89.7 4.3 %7 126 2.2 9.2 10.3 3.5 2.3 1.8 2.2 -2 .3

JMortzaze lnsurance Rental Pousing....ciavw.i HUD 260.9 94.3  70.6 46.7 23,9 18.7 5.0 S.7 2.5 1.6 1.0 -6 0 -0
'hrtma- insucance for Cocperative Housing,: KUD 1.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 .a .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
*Mortrage Iasucance for !,'rban Reneval o
Hossing.. HUD 64.3 100.0 £9.2 83.5 7 0.8 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0
“.on,-nge {rs.cance for tov-to-mdcute

‘atcye HOUSINZ at Kycket Interest
L T D PR HLD 837.1 90.1 4.3 X.0 22.2 29.1 6.8 9.9 3.8 1.7 2.2 1.6 .0 .6

*Horegage (nsucance for Low-to-rodecate
Income tousing at Below Market Interest
Raze.. B TR ey "1/ 56.9 100.0 94.9 81.4 13.§ 5.1 .0 .0 .0 0 .0 -0 .0 .0

“Mortaage ueance for Housing Project
17 Pecli™ing Areas..cviveennnnniimae it} 2.1 97.2 88.5 83.5 .0 8.7 .0 2.8 .0 2.8 .0 .0 .0 .0

*Mortrage lncurance for Elderly Housing. HUD 2.7 100.0 100.0 .0 100.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

*Mortgage lnsurance for Nucsing Homes. D 93.2 76.4 $3.9 2.3 275 2.} 1.5 23.6 2.7 6.9 7.8 2.9 1.9 1.4

*Moretage Insuranes for Experisental Housing: HUD 30 99.7 12.1 12.1 0 69.2 18.4 ) .3 .0 .0 .0 .0 .0

*Mortzage Insurance for Condominium Housing.: HUD 60.9 92.7 $7.)  40.7 16.6 ¥%.3 6.1 2] ) .0 R 2.0 .0 0

* Moctpage lacirance !or thabuln:lve :

Sales HousInRu.uvwewus suwwnenssvnnnsns HUD 3.9 90.0 631 61.8 1.6 5.0 219 10.0 4.2 1.4 1.5 2.9 .0 -0

* Insacance for Pnp:nv lnproveunt l.oan HUD $97.1 18.0 47.3 N4 189 21.1 9.6 22.0 6.1 4.1 4.4 5.0° .7 1.5
llou Horeiage Iravcance . ve e esrcvenn HUD 8.171.6 89.5 48.5 36,0 2.5 29.7 11.2 0.3 3.4 2.8 8 2.1 . .2
Hortx;ge Insucrance !or Rznul Houslng
ASHIBEARCR ccr it i nan s e e 1.322.7 861  54.6 40.9 137 22.3 9.2 139 5.8 3.1 2.1 2.4 *) .2

“Nortgage Insutance !or auxu-h.uy
Supplednt LoanS.cvnmviuo s H 1.4 100.0 959 S51.83 &4.l 41 .0 .0 0 0 .0 .0 0 K

'Hongaz) lasurante for “on-prof{t Hospitals. KLD 114.0 93.1 3.9 289 1.9 $S.0 7.2 6.9 .0 6.9 .0 0 .0 .0
*Martyae~ lasuca.ce for Urban Land :

Cevel opeent s, trvrreda v s s n s rrru s s e a et WD 2.7 S2.7 .0 .0 .0 17.9 14.8 47.) .0 .0 0 47.) 0 K]
*Hortxaze Insucance for Ctouwp Prsctice
Fatilitles.unnon

2.8 100.0 -0 .0 00 723 .9 -0 0 -0 .0 .0 0 .0
HUMANY RESOLICT DLVELOPMENT

Eleseatasy and Secondacy Fducation

Elicattonallv Depeived Childcen-acA. .. HEW 1.363.1 619 38.2 N4 5.7 171 6.7 Bl 6.2 &1 %7 11,2 2.3 4.7
Educatlorallv De=prived Childeen-Migeant HEW 61.6 91.6 8.4 8.4 0 619 214 8.4 6.0 2.2 .1 .0 .0 .0
Urogout Prevention (ssu VI1). .o HEW 6.2 86.3 67.1 59.9 7.2 1.6 4.6 137 4.4 0 1.6 7.6 K .0
Follos=Theough (OEO) HEW 25.3 842 513 497 LS 19.9 13.0 1S58 4.4 2.2 34 2.0 1.0 2.8
Headstact Craats. ... N2.3 639 288 4.0 &8 245 10.6 361 7.3 6.0 8.0 9.7 1.0 3.9
Educationslly peprived a\udrcn-ngh

Concentration of Poot...... 3.4 948 128 12.8 O 645 17.4 5.2 &.S .5 .0 .2 .0 .0
Edwrattonally Deprived cmdz n

Ceants. v vauuas 7.3 8.5  30.3 0.3 .0 510 .2 185 7.1 8.6 KX ] .0 .0
Bilinzual Eiwation (ESEA vu) .0 76,9 45.7 42.8 3.0 221 9.0 221 6.2 3.3 33 St S 4.8

Continued
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Graats 2o States-Ald to Families with

Oepecdent Children 1/.. . v cvue wven .

Grants to States-Child wellare Services 1/.

. Crants to States for Public Assiszance-
Emergency Assistasce 1/.

' Crants to Statea for Public Assistance~
Scctal Services M uweeisivinaas
worx Inceative Prograa-Chile (are.-

HEw  3.597.4 BO.4 540 46.5
HEW 4.7 63.0 3.1 28.0

9
b 5.0 .9
0

3 6
7.5 19.7 6.8 19.6 3.0 2.8 4 1
6.1 9 10.9 2.0 4.

20.2 8.7 WN.0 6.4 4.6

.
.
)
Pppecdix table 1--Federal outlavs by prustans and aprropriation accruirk to reiro and normetro counties, £iscal year 1972--Continued
Hetropolitan : Nonaetropolican
Itea :A‘ency; :o:u Creater M R . . Urbanized [Lesa urbmlndf Thialy
N . —e—————————e————-"Med {un _Le#ser [Total . :, ulated
: B . : s 3 B : tAdja~ :iMonsd-:Adja- :Monad- :AdJs- :honad-
. . .sotal Cora _Frinze .
H H . H H H : $ cent -jacent: cent :facent : ceat tiacent
: Mil.
: dole. Per
HLMAN RLSOURCE DEVELOPMENT=--Continued :
i
Health 3
Coeprenasive Health Planning anl Services.® HEW 1.2 99.2 85.9 2-.9 21.0 2.7 -3 .8 .2 .1 .1 .2 .1 .2
Appalachian Demonstrarion Health Projects..: HEW 432 49.0 6.5 6.0 6 319 &6 SI.0 12,9 10.7 1.1 9.1 3.5 3.6
CHP Partaership for Health Planninz Crants.® HEW 2%.0 83.8 40.0 37,3 2.2 32.0 115 16.5 5.7 6.0 1.9 2.3 .2 -
CHP S:amhrd-ntung and Resource :
Development. .. e nna e : HEW .5 98.0 89.s 77.3  12.2 4.4 4.0 2.0 .3 1.5 .3 .0 .0 .0
CHP Partnership lor Hnlth l‘ornuh Cnn: T HEW §2.1 8.2 3.6 27.8 3.8 40.9 9.5 1:3.0 10.7 2.9 .3 3.9 .0 .0
Crippled (hildren Servlces..ounnvvenun 102.2 6.2 335 .6 49 205 13 338 7.0 38 7.6 1044 1.5 3.6
Materral and Child Health Family Planning. 78.5 84,7 455 39.4 6.2 32.8 6.3 15.3 8.6 1.8 8 39 .1 .2
CHF Partnership for Health Project Crants HEW 1:2.4 90,0 346 52.% 2.2 28.8 6.5 10.0 1.9 1.0 3.5 2.5 .0 1.2
Fleld Realth Services for Indians...- HEW 139 2 35.3 50 .7 5.3 18.0  12.4  6&.? 4.4 7.0 10.1 21.1 1.7 20.4
Tndian Sanftatfon Facflities... . 28.2 2.8 3.0 2.4 6 16.4 5.1 75.% 3.2 4.7 3.6 137 5.9 44,5
Maternal and (bild Health Service 9.5 17.5 41.8 43S 4.4 2223 7.6 22,5 7.1 2.7 3. 5.8 -8 2.y
Maternal and Child Health Projec: Crants 92.9 92.3 670 42,9 4.1 22,9 2.3 7.7 4.1 1.2 .6 1.9 -1 .0
Nigrant Health Crants.. 17.5 631 23.2 21.1 2.1 21.6 13.8 36.3 19.3 6.0 3.9 5.1 1.7 .2
Comprehensive Heslth Services. 0E0 104.4 870  69.5 67.0 1.8 129 4.6 13.0 3.0 1.3 1.2 1.3 3.8 2.4
Health Family Planning.. . v OEO0 23.9 63.5 351 21.7 6.4 19.8 15.6 0.5 7.6 7.0 6.3 7.1 -6 1.9
Health Alcoholic Counseling..... 0t0 5.2 75.9 30.6 29.% 1.1 36.4 9.0 24.1 5.7 6.5 2.7 7.5 0 1.7
Health Drug Rehsbilitation.... OEO0 20.8 97.7 85.2 134 1.9 115 1.0 2.3 .0 .0 .0 2.3 .0 -0
: Veltate :
\ Grants to Sta for Public Au(stanc :
Old Age 1/ - e e e H 1,:35.3 56.9 3.0 26.3 4.7 17.1 8.7 4&3.1 6.4 4.7 12.1 12.6 2.6 4.6
Grants to States for Public Mshtance- :
: Atd-to-Blind 1/..vevuunn 2 60.2 65.5 37.4  32.0 5.4 19.5 8.7 3.t 7.1 4.2 8.4 9.4 1.8 3.5
) Crants to Statas for Publ H
' Pernanently and Totally Disabled 1/ eveunaay REV 757.9 70.3  36.3 Q2 6. 17.4 6.5 29.7 5.5 4.0 . 8.3 1.6 3
3
1

HEW 23.5 B7.«  69.1 S2.4 167 14.6 3.7 126 3.4 1.0 2.2 4.6 .5 .9

1,432.3 81.0 39.1 5.5

7 3 s.a2 8 1.
HEw 733 1.3 48.0 39.7 8. 1 2

7.9 1.4

Food SEaTP Bonue COupons. s .sesssssssnns usoa  1.735.6 67.5  39.6 335 6.1 212 6.7 325 6.0 4.2 7.5 9.4 1.7 37

Medical ASSISLABCE L uunun wmmn n o wrmen w o

4.236.6 70.3  41.3  40.1 7.2 16.6 6.5 29.7 6.0 3.3 7.6 8.1 1.5 3.0

Soctal Security and Other Retirements
. Special Benefits for Disablel Cual Hiners.
Eenefit Paveents Federal jospital
Insuraate Trust Fund.uuucvainnnnwnnas
Beaelit Payrents Federsl Swple:enul
Medical lnsurance Trest Fund...uwuuss s
Benefit Payments Federal Disabiliey
Inscrance Trwt Fundesevweeenns, &
Berefit Pavrent Federal Old-Axe .md
Swvivors Trust Fund.e.. s on s

320 45.3 103 5.2 5.2 26.4 8.6 5.7 13.¢ 4.8 11.4  19.0 2.} 3.6

65,676.0 71.0 42.3 335 9.4 20.4 7.7 29.0 7.0 3.3 7.4 7.5 1.3 2.6

2.910.5 72.2 4.0 347 9.3 203 7.9 27.8 6.8 3.2 7.0 7.1 1.2 2.4

4,006.8 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
3..162.0 71.0 40.9 30.8 10.1 21.8 8.4 29.0 7.2 3.6 7.1 7.4 1.2 2.5

Social Insurance Program for Ratlrosd
worvers }/

2,253.8 69.1 3+.7  26.7 8.0 23.4 10.9 0.9 8.0 4.5 6.7 8.8 1.1 1.9

Veterans Disabilicy Penstion 8/..

8 = 1,540.3 7.3 3.7 26,5 11.2  24.0 9.6 28.7 6.8 4.5 6.6 7.4 1.2 2.2
Uepanlency and Indemnity snd Death
Compensazion 8/..cvvwrns 653.4 74.0 40.3  23.7 11.6 244 "9.}  26.0 6.5 4.0 6.1 6.5 1.1 1.9
Veterans Peath Penstons 8/. 1,045 123.7 40.7  23.2 12.5 2.0 9.0 26.3 6.8 3.9 6.2 6.5 1.0 1.9
Veterans Disability Compensation 8 2,736.9 15.0 4&1.6 29.5 12.2 244 9.0 25.0 6.6 3.7 5.7 6.2 1.0 1.8
veterans lasursnce and Indemities 9109 76 7 45.2 32,1 131 2.1 8.4 233 6.5 3.4 S.4 5.6 - 1.6
Continued
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Adpendix takle l--tedery! outlavs by progrars and

ApPEOPTiation acrruing to vetro and nonretro counties, fiacal ylar 1972--Coatinued

Iten Agensy,

Metropolitan Nonmetropolitan
Creater Ltbanized El.en urbunlndf ?::::d
Total e o ediym Leeser Totel . Eg—z———-———

uil.
dols. Percent
BIMAN RESALZOE DEVELOPYMINT-=Cont fnuad
Ztngower_Tratning

On-the-JoR Teatntngeee.snus. Lador $2.5 96.9 16.8 76.3 .5 4.8 5.3 3.1 1.5 .6 .2 .7 .0 -1
MITA-Institutional Tra niag . Labor 319.6 8.1 373 333 4.0 32,1 1t.7 189 6.3 41, 2.7 5.3 .2 .5
Plasevent Services-Alaintstratton Labor 316 2 33.0 41 37.6 4.2 1.8 94 11.0 6.0 3.9 2.4 4.3 -1 .3
Concenirated tmployneat Prograa.. Labor 1358 956 52, 4R.0 45 3. 3.8 9.4 1.9 .9 1.7 &.1 .0 .8
Job O, ortunities fn Private Bistness :

Sector .. 32.9 18.9 1.5 4l 5.8  22.4 8.9 211 6.1 3.0 .6 5.9 1.0 1.3
¥e{ghborhood Youth Corps. 530.7 741 430 5.8 12 224 8.6 25,9 2.4 4.3 6.0 1.0 1.1 2.2
work I~centive Progran. . 108.4 93,9 389 377 1.2 46.8 8.2 6.1 3.6 1.6 .5 .3 .0 -1
HOTA 2Wh11c Service Careers 32.3 11.9 46,6 433 313 2600 5.2 221 5.8 .7 .3 9.0 .0 4.3
Cpesation Mainstrean,, 84.8 51,7 29.7 219 1.8 14.0 8.0 48.) 6.7 4.6 9.7 12.2 2.3 2.8
Lnexplov=ent Iasurance...... . 9.t 19.6 38,1 302 8.0 132.1 9.4 20.4 6.7 3.3 3.8 5.0 -6 1.1
Federal Eaployee Injury Corpensation 1/, 189.5 73.3  13.7  22.6  11.2  26.1 9.6 20.7 s.2 3.1 4.0 4.9 .9 2.0
Job Corps...iuive s e 146.5 42,1 4u.5  39.2 7.3 425 30 1.9 7.0 .0 .0 .0 .0 .9
Public Eeployment Proaras. . 936.7 90,7 54.6 48.2 6.4 27.0 9.0 9.3 6.3 1.6 -4 7 .1 .3
Extended Lnecployment Compensation Account . 593.1 87.3 37.0 32.¢ 46 44l 6.2 12.7 8.4 i.6 1.1 1.6 .0 .1

Aaerican Indtans
Prograss {5r American Ind{ans..... Int. 462.0 25.4 13.4 12.9 5 12.2 3.8 10.6 8.7 8.9 12.% 11.6 2.4 Ity
lndian Programs....ovecvn. o 0EQ 21.2 6.8 5.1 4.0 11 5.9 3.9  8s%.2 5.4 6.2 5.3 20.6 1.6 46.0
Defense Pavroll
T Civilian Pay 1/.... Defensell,241.1 83.4 39.0 2.2 8 35.6 10.9 146 7.2 35 LS 1.6 .S .2
Military Active Duty Pay 2, Defense11,644.1 5.2  27.6 17.2 10.3 29.1  18.6 24.8 9.3 12.1 1.8 l.0 .0 .6
Ntticary Reserse nnd v, Pefense  995.5 15,6  18.8 28.64 10.4 292 11.0 2.0 5.8 &.6 3.9 S.7 ) .8
Hilieary Retired Pay 1. Defense 3,977.1 85,1 38.5 28.5 100 3.2 5.9 4.7 4.3 1.8 3.2 .4 .6
Defense Contracts
Military Prime Supply Contracts 9/ 336.2 901 6.1 4h.T 4.l 23.4 5.5 9.9 4.9 1.6 1.5 1.5 .2 .2
Militacy Prise RDTZ Contracta s 756.7 95.1 4.1 7.6 16.5 19.2 2.1 4.6 3.4 .4 .? 4 .0 .2
Milieary Prime Service Contcacts 98/, 637.2 85.1 $6.8 45.7 11.0 17.9 10.4 1.9 5.9 S.6 1.9 1.1 .1 .3
Yititary Prime Construction Contracts 9/. 186.4 59.8  23.8 14.7 9.1 22,6 13.4 40.7 8.8 9.4 1.8 12.6 .2 2.4
Ctvidtan Funceion Priae Contracts 9/.... 009.1 $9.6 25.4 20.3 52 22.3 11.8 40.% S.7 3.2 10.2 139 2.8 4.6
Peice Contracts of Less Than $10,000 10/...; $83.6 86.6 4x.1 A1) 6.8 27.2 113 134 6.4 4.8 9 1 .2 .0
Atoatc tnecev Cormtssion
Operatinz Fxpenses.....,. . AEC 2,269.2 7.6  37.2 218 15.% 25.6 8.5 28.4 6.9 8.2 4.8 2.8 4.8 -9
Plant axd Capttal Equipment : AEC 373.9 25,3 416 146.0 27,5 17.4 16.2 2.7 &8 6.2 8.6 .9 3.2 .0
Nasa :
kesearch and Program Minagewent.. : NASA 671.9 93.0 53.8 39.7 141 31,3 13.0 2.0 4 -0 -0 -0 .1 1.5
Constriction of Facilities, NASA. NASA 331 91.0 45.4  4l.s 3.6 28.0 17.6 9.0 3.6 1.9 .0 .0 .0 3.5
Research and Development, NASA.. 0 93.5 719.2 674 11.8 104 8.9 1.5 1.0 ) .1 .0 .0 5

1 MSA 2,370,

1/ Prorated on the basts of

recipients to county and city levels.

2/ Peorated by zeographic diatribution of employees to atate. countv ad city levels.
3/ prorated by estimated oblikations to state, county and city levels.

4/ Prorated t

location.

O state, county and city levels based on Fayroll costs, except in cases of lacge expendltyres, the entire amount 13 allocated to that

5/ proraied to cownty level on the basts of the June 30, 1966 survey (ypdated annually) of consumers and aubscribers by cownty.

&/ Allocated cqually to counties within each ted.
counties each.
17 State totals based on stattstical tabuls

evelopment districe. Pedevelopment ¢istricts are located in 13 Appalachian states and fnclude 2 to 16

tlons dertved from monthlv accounting totals; city and county totals projected from December 1971 paysenta

€o arrive at full year totals; records of city and county pavment dlstribucion raintained on 21p Code baais.
8/ Prorated on the basts of apecial groups (Welfare recipients, field stations, state ezployees, veterans) to county and city levela.

9/ Allocazed by location of prlee coatractor's offices. The location s generally the contractor’a final asseably pofnt of & manufactured articlas,
<construction site or place vhere a service 1s performed.

10/ Allocailon based on the location (ctty, county and state) of the purchealng of fce.

* loflsence of Federal activit fes.
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