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FOREWORD

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

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

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

The statistics compiled here are not an end in themselves. They
speak objectively and compellingly to this vital goal of rejuvenatin
our Nation's heartland. If we are to make genuine progress in upgra
ing rural lifeif our commitment to its betterment and growth are
to be fulfilledthe cogent facts set forth in this study must be taken
into account.

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

JoInt L. MCCLELLAN,
Chairman, Coinnzittee on Government Operatio



REPORT HIGHLIGHTS

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

* FEDERAL SPENDMG ON HUMAN RESOUI10ES DEVELOP-
MENTPROGRAMS SUCH AS EDUCATION, HEALTH, WEL-
FARE, VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION, MANPOWER TRAIN-
ING AND DEVELOPMENTDISPROPORTIONATELY FAVORS
METROPOLITAN COUNTIES OVER NONMETROPOLITAN
AREAS.

per capita outlays under conditions of "pronounced popula-
tion decline for health services are 4 times greater
welfare payments 4 times greatermanpower ticdning and
development 3 times greater in metropolitan counties
than in nonmetropolitan ones;
nonmetropolitan counties account for 66% of all substand-
ard housing units but receive only 16% of all Federal
housing assistance;

nonmetropolitan counties account for 50% of all children
between the ages of 6 and 17 in poverty level families,
but receive only 20% of all Federal child welfare service
funds-24% of Federal aid to families with dependent
children-26% of Federal headstart and followthrough
assistance; and 41% of Federal outlaw for elementary
and secondary educational programs aimed at meeting
the specific needs of disadvantaged children in low income
areas.

* 8 OUT OF EVERY 10 FEDERAL DOLLARS SPENT ON DEFENSE,
NASA, AND AEC PROGRAMSTOTALLING $63.9 BILLION
GO TO METROPOLITAN AREAS

* IF RURAL REVITALIZATION IS TO BE ACHIEVED, A COMPRE-
HENSIVE FEDERAL POLICY MUST BE ESTABLISHED AND
IMPLEMENTED WHICH WOULD INSURE THAT AN EQUI-
TABLE SHARE OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS ARE MADE AVAILABLE
TO DISTRESSED NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS.

Chairman, Corn
JOHN L. MCCLELLAN,

on Government Operations.



LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

DEPARTMENT or AGniorruronx,
ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE,

TV asltington, D.C., December 20, 1971.

Hon. JOHN L. MCCLELLAN.
Chairman, Committee on GoveinnieDt Operations, U.S. Senate, W ash-

ing ton, D.C.
DEAR Mit. CHAIRMAN : Pursuant to your letter of March 18, 1971, to

Secretary Hardin requesting a series of analyses on rural development,
am hereby transmitting a ieport on the distribution of Federal

outlays.
In this, our second report of the series, we examine the relationship

between the distribution of Federal outlays and degree of urbaniza-
tion, per capita income, and trends in population and per capita income
over time. Beyond the findings reported here, we hope this analysis
st imulates further inquiry by other researchers.

I hope this report contributes to i he Committee's work on this im-
portant ssue.

Sincerely,
Ex LEY E. &ID-ERB,

Actinr Adm,inistrator.
VII
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
'This report is concerned with the distribution of Federal outlayswithin the United States in fiscal year 1070. 'The data used for thisanalysis were previously compiled for the Executive Office of thePresident by the Office of V,conomic Opportunity through its FederalInformation Exchange System. 'The information, representing out-lays at the county level for all major Federal proe.rams, offers a uniqueopportunity to study the creographic distribution of Federal outlaysand the effects of this dis-13-ibution on economic development. It pro-vides a good basis for making inferences concerning needed chan4=res inthe geographic distribution of Federal outlays to assure equal accessto government services and to promote future population redistribu-tion.
Selected Federal programs (242 programs comprisincr 74_7 percentof all Federal outlays) form the basis for the analysis. Ci `he 242 Fed-eral programs were divided into four program categories :(1) .77.9_,./m-a,n, Wesource De-velopmentconsisting of programs in in-come maintenance (social security, welfitre, etc.), education,

vocational rehabilitation, health services, employment oppor-tunities and manpower traininer and development, and pro-grams for American Indians ;
(2 ) Co-nvimwnity Dewelopmerttcomprised of programs in urbanrenewal, health service construction, development loans andgrants, housing loans, and transportation ;(3) Agriculture a:red- Natural _aesourcesconsistiilg of direct pay-ments to farmers, conservatioi... programs, and farm loan pro-rams of the Department of Agriculture and the parks andorest programs of the Interior Department ; and(4) Defe,nse NASA, an,cl AEGconsisting of all programs of theDeparIment of Defense, the National Aeronautical and SpaceAdministration and the Atomic Energy Commission.
Counties were dividecf accordintr, to metropolitan status, as definedby the Office of Managment and iiudget, and nrban orientation. 'T-he

latter classification divides counties into six categories on the basis ofpopulation density and the percent of the population living in urban
places (places over 2,500).

Though comparisons of per capita Federal outlays among groupsof counties with similar characteristics were used extensively in thisreport, equal per capita Federal outlays among county groups doesnot necessarily mean_ that the people living in these counties receive
the same quality of service. Particularly in low income, low density,
rural counties per capita Federal outlays may need to be higher thanin high income, densely settled urban counties because of : (I) thelimited ability of low income counties to raise State and local moneysto finance government services, (2) the fl.ability of more sparsel
settled counties to aChLL e economies of scale (lower cost per person_

XX
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in providino- comparable government services7 and (3) the frequentneed for more capital investment, on a per capita basis, to compensatefor past inequities.
The results reported hare are from an exploratory analysis of thedata. Furthor studies now being planned will benefit from the experi-ence gained in makino- this analysis and the refinements suggested byit. Nonetheless, we have learned enough from this initial stndy todraw the followino- conclusions
(1) 2Vonmetropalitan residents do not share pro'portionately in thedistributzon of outlays of many Federal programs. Overall,nonmetropolitan areas receive about 27 percent of all outlays,though they account for 30 percent of the total population_But more important than the slight aggregate disparity, isthe extent to which nonmetropolitan areas fail to share pro-portionately in the benefits of specific programs.Federal spending for human. resources for example, haso- reatly favored metropolitan. counties_ 'This is illustratedby the following comparisons for counties experieneing pro-nounced population declines (a.) per capita Federal welfarepayments were roughly four times greater in metropolitanthan in nonmetropolitan counties, (b) per capita outlays forhealth services were four times greater iii. metropolitan coun-ties, and (c) per capita Federal outlays for manpower train-ing and development were three times o-reater in metropoli-tan counties. Despite a greater incidZnce of substandardhousino- in nonmetropolitan counties. Per capita Federalhousing outlays there were only half as laro.e as in metropoli-tan counties. While nonmetropolitan counties accounted fortwo-thirds of all substandard housing units in 1968, they re-ceived only 16 percent of all, housing assistance.The distribution of proorani funds for low income familieswith children is particurarly disparate. Though nonmetro-politan areas account for about ball of all children betweenthe ao-es of 6 to 17 years in families with income below thepoverty level, these areas received only 41 percent of the out-lays fo-1-- Title 1 of the IMlemeutary and Secondary 1Mducation_A_ct, 36 percent of Ileadstart arid Tieadstart Follow Through,24 percent of _Aid to Families With Dependent Children, arid20 percent of all Child Welfare Services funds.

(2) Federal outlays for Defense, .117ASA, and AEC: far overshadowoutlays for the other program categories and heavily favorthe larger, higher income urban areas. Ontlavs for these pro-grams account for nearly half (42 perceni;) of all outlaysexamined. Amd, over $8 of every $10 spent for these pro-o-rams werit to metropolitan areas, leavino- them with a percapita figure twice that of the nonmetropolitan counties. Inthe hio-hly urban areas, per capita defense outlays were high-est where population was declinino- fastest while in the lessurbanized places higher defense outlays were associated withhigher rates of population growth. Thono-h this analysis didnoi; seek to identify direct causal relationships between Fed-eral program outlays and regional development, the associa-
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tion of nonmetropolitan population growth with iigher de-
fense outlays is as suggestive of causation as ally found in the
study.fit the abse'nce of a 'unified 'national development policy, pro-
grams narro-iv in scope and limited in objective are faiUng
to effectively meet this cauntry's development needs_ Though
sparsely populated rural ar.as cleaily have pressing human
resource needs, as mentioned above, they receive a dispro-
portionately small share of the available assistance. However,these same areas have received a significant large share ofdevelopment loans (mainly for water and sewer systems,electrification, and telephones) . In the loncr-term interest ofboth metro and noilmetropolitan crrowth, a distribution thatprovides a more ecmitable input of human. resource assist-
ance mid development loans is suggested.(4) Federal outlays for agriculture and natural resources tend to
be concentrated iD. onmetrop o tan cogunties with, pronouncedpopulation declines but comparatively high per capita in-
comes. On a, per capita basis, such outlays were (a) twice asgreat ill high income nonmetropolitan counties as in their lowincome counterparts and b ) over four times as cr-reat in
counties with pronoullced population declines as in fast-grow-
infr counties.A_ serious reappraisal of the existinc.- distribution of Federal outlaysand the reasons for that distribution would seem llecessary if we areto insure the equitable distribution of governmellt services amonc.- allAmericans and, at the same time, effectively use these programs to

promote area and reuriollal development. Those programs which wouldappear to have particular promise for bringin.-'- about the desiredresalts are in the areas of : (a) housincr, (b) health services, (c) man-power training and development, arid (d) defense contracts and
payrolls.

10



INTIMODUMITON
The objective of this report is to describe the geographic distribu-

tion of Federal outlays within the United States and to examine the
implications this distribution has for future economic development.
Counties form the basis for this analysis. Connties were grouped withrespect to metropolitan status, degree of urbanization, per capita in-
come, income crrowth, and population growth.

rmt.ivrioicsiare nwrwEEN- '.FEDERAL 073TI.A-YS 11.1TD 1002.4,03,1EIO 19MAI.TrI4

Interpretations of the causal relationship between Federal outlays
and the economic health of a county cannot be made on the basis of this
evidence alone. Advanced stages of economic development may in factbe the cause of greater Federal outlays rather than the result. Like-
wise., one should remember that many programs are targeted for pop-
ulations that are not proportionately spread across the Nation. Thus,
one would notT expect outlays for poverty programs .or. for farm com-
modity programs, for example, to be distributed nationally in thesame proportion as the total population. And it is not surprising to
find large volumes of welfare payments accruing to low income coun-
ties and a large portion of -U.S. agriculture payments accruing to
sparsely settled rural counties.There are other Federal programs suet'. as national defense, space
exploration, and basic health research, for which the ultimate targetpopulation is the Nation. Thus, the distribution of outlays for these
programs is determined not by the location of the beneficiary, but by
the location of an intermediate producer of the final product (e.g. the
Boeing Aircraft Co. or Johns Tropkins University). Federal programs
also vary according to immediate or long-term impact. Some outlays
such as those for welfare purposes have their primary intended effect
soon after the funds leave the Federal Government. Other outlays silch
as those used to finance highways or community setvices,. yield their
benefits over an e3Etended period of time.

331-MREIsTOES IN T,OCAI...

In addition to differences in program purpose and differences in the
geographic distribution of intended beneficiaries, there are also im-
portant differences in local capacitycapacity to raise State and local
matching moneys and capacity to realize the same benefit per dollar
spent. The former is a result of income ; the latter of population dens-
ity. Both variables are important to many rural areas. Thus, for ace:al-
-ties to have equal access to public service, Federal outla:ys for some
purposes may neec1 to be substantially higher in : (1) low-income areas
where ability to provide services from State and local sources is lower
than in higher income areas, (2) areas of low population density which

1



2 EcONOMIC AND SOCIAL colvDrriow OF RURAL, AM-MR.1CA

have a more difficult time achieving economies of scale in providingservices, and (3) areas where the existing infrastructnre schools,roads, hospitals, etc. is inadequate.
PnoonA/vr Sr.._wrioisT- AND CLASSIFICATION-

IData compiled for the Executive Office of the President by theOffice of Economic Opportunity for fiscal year 1970 provide the basisfor this analysis. Data for all Federal programs are published in Fed-eral Outlays iTz. Fiscal Year 1970 by States and counties. Outlays from
242 Federal programs accruinE to 2,970 counties within the 48 con-terminous States are studied in this report. The Office of Economic
Opportunity comyiles the data through its Federal Information Ex-change System in cooperation with all Federal departments andagencies.

Federal programs included in this analysis were selected on the basisof : (1) their relevance to the subject of economic development, (2)
the program's relative dollar importance, and (3) the reliability of theoutlay data to the county level.

0-13 AL,A1CS TOTALED $ 5 4 BrE,AAIDN-

Outlays under the included programs totaled $154 billior!, the equiv-
alent of 3/4 of all fiscal year 19 0 Federal outlays compiled in the 0E0report (see table 1) . Of this $154 billion 96 percent accrued within the
2,970 counties included in this study. The 242 selected programs weregrouped into four general program types : human resource develop-ment, community development, agriculture and natural resources, anddefense space, and atomic energy. Each general program type wasdivided into several specific program types. Each specific programtype was comprised of several individual programs (see appendix table
8 for the distribution of individual program outlays) . For instance, ofthe 105 Federal programs providing $55 billion for human resource de-velopment, there were 14 specific programs financing $2.5 billion in
Federal outlays for elementary and secondary education. And of the
14 programs for elementary and secondary education outlays for de-prived children (title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act ) comprised $1.3 billion.
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INPRODUCTION- 5
Outlays for human resource development were comprised of funds

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

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

2-Department or Commerce Outlays included only outlays for the Economic DevelopmentAdmintstrallon and Regional Commissions.
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Of the 3,149 counties within all 50 States, 94 ,percent were included
in the analysis of F'ederal outlays and economic development (table3). Counties in Adaska and 1-lawaii were not included because of the
uniqueness of these States. .Also, a small number of counties within
the 48 conterminous States were dropped from the analysis becauseof the lack of 1967 income data_ Federal outlays accruing to these
excluded counties represented only 4 percent of Federal outlays funded
by programs included in this report. These counties were quite evenly
distributed among the major county groups of this study.
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Two major gronpings of counties were -used : metropolitan statusand urban orientation (an indem of population density and the share of
the population_ living in places of 2,500 or more) . VVithiii each of thesecrroupinors, further eomparisons were made by per capita income in1967, per capita, income .-rowth in 1959-67, population growth in
1960-70, and closeness to urbanized areas.A_ word of caution concerning interpretation of these comparisons.
Per capita, income is a crood indicator of the existinc, level of economicwell-being for the residents of a given area_ Rates of ..-rowth of bothper capita income and population, in contrast, revealnothing aboutthe present level, only the decrree of relative chancre that has occurred_This can be illnstrated by comparing the income orrowth of a county
havinci- a per capita income of $3,500 in 1959 and $4,200 iu 1967 wit11that of a connty which had $1,800 per capita income in 1959 versus
$2,500 in 1967 ifence, the crrowth rate in per capita income was crreaterfor the poorer county, although absolute growths in. incomes were
exactly the same for both.The majo._- divisicui of counties by metropolitan_ status (figure 1)and urban orientation (figure 2) was based on. the Cewsus of opula -
tiols 1970_ The standard 011/113 dethaition. of a, metropolitan area was
used (e_cr., a county containing at least one city of 50.000 inhabitantsor more, or twin_ eities with a combined population of 50,000 or a.contiguous county that is essentially metropolitan in character andis socially and economically inte(3-rated with the central city). Counties
by urban_ orientation are defined and discussed as follows :(v) ./YigiaZy urban countiescounties having either (a) 85 percentOr more -urban population (i.e., persons livimv in places of2,500 or more) and. 100 or more persons per square mile, or(b) 50 percent or more urban population and 500 or morepersons per square mile were heavily concentrated in. theNortheast, had large population bases, high per capita in-comes and generally high population growth rates. The North-east contained over one-fourth of all "highly nrban counties"in. contrast to only 7 percent of all counties (table 3). Oyer 50percent of these counties had per capita incomes ill the top10 percent of all 118. counties and over 90 percent had 1970populations of over 100,000 and principal cities of over 50,000

population_
(2) 7bam counties--counties which -were less than 85 percent urbanand with between 100 and 499.9 persons per square mile--were contiguous to highly nrban counties, suggesting that

the counties could be called suburban_ counties_ They were alsoheavily concentrated in. the Northeast. Oyer 80 percent of"urban. counties ranked in -t-he upper half of all -U.S. coma-ties with respect to 1967 per capita income, and the 11,,-.-gre-gate population crrowth rate durincr the 1960's of the "urban"county group was the hi.7rhest of all county ..-roups (see table4). A_s wonld he expected a major portion (86 percent) ofthese counties had popnlations of over 50,009 people. T4essthan 10 percent of these counties had principal cities of under10,000 people in 1960.



FIGMOD

STANDARD METROPOLITAN STA
AREAS DEFINED BY OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND I

TULUTH.SUPERIOR

MINNEAPOLIS.
ST. PAUL

ROCHEST

LOUT CI
WA1ERLOO

DES TAQINES

A A

LINCOLN

T JOSePH

TOPES A

PUEBLO

WICHITA

SPRINGFIE

FORT SMITH-

Wes°, " ERMAN-
atre

S

TE A KAN

ATILENE DALLAS

FORT WOHTH TYLER

BRYAN -CLLTOE STATION.--

AUSTIN H USTO

$.,r1 ANTON!

COHPUU CHRISTI

AttALLEN-PHARR-RDINRU

GALVESTON YE

0

BROWNS _MARLI .SAN RE IT

Li R. DEPARTMENT DP COMMERCE



FIGURE 1

1RD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS
FINED BY OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, FEBRUARY 1971
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FIGURE .2.--URBAN ORIENTATION
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FIGURE - URBAN ORIENTATION OF COUNTIES, 1970
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Semi-isolated qz2-7am connties counties which were 50 to 100percent urban with less than 100 persons per sqnare mile
were the most heterorreneous of all county groups (see table
3) . The crronp rancred in 1970 population from 684,072 person,,in San 73ernardino County, Calif., to only 3,885 persons in
Crockett Connty, 'Tem_ Althouc.-E more than 10 percent of these
connties had principal cities with over 50,000 people in 1960,few counties within the group had principal cities of under2,500. Table 3 also shows that semi-isolated urban counties
were widely dispersed with respect to both per capita income
and popnlation .-rowth rates. _Almost one-fourth of all semi-
isolated urban counties were located in the Western Re,-rionwith many of the larcrer California counties such as SanBernardino, Riverside F'resno, Santa Barbara, konterey, and

c.-Tulare, dominatin tflis ca.'roup in terms of popnlation andpopulation crrowth rates. A_t the other exTtreme within the
semi-isolatecT nrban crroup were smaller counties, in terms of
both population a-nd land area, generally located iii the South_(4) Densely settled rural countiescounties which were less than50 percent urban with 50 to 99.9 persons per sqnare milewere dispersed throughout the astern. -United States, butwere almost none-vistent in the West. This crroup was not
homogeneous with regard to per capita income, 1970 popula-tion, or popillation growth_ Tiowever, the majority of theseconnties had per capita income which ranked in the lowerhalf of all U.S. counties, and only 27.4 percent had popula-tion crrowth rates above the national average of 13.3 percent.(5) Sparsely settled rural counties with -urban, populationcoun-
ties which were less than 50 percenb nrban with less than 50persons per square mile were gelierally, characterized by1970 populations from 10,000 to 25,000 people, principalcities in 1960 of under 10,000 people, low per capita incomesand lower than average rates of population growth. Thesecounties were dispersed throughout the North-Central,Sonthern, and Western Regions with only a. small number iuthe Northeast Recrion.parsely settled rural counties with, no urban populationcourrties with no urban population and having less than 50persons per sqnare milewere characterized by very small
population bases (over 75 percent had 1970 populations ofunder 10,000 people). with crenerally negative populationgrowth rates during the 1960's (almost 70 percent had neg-ative growth rates) and low per capita incomes.The two major classifications of metropolitan status and urbanorientation are meant to supplement one another in. stndyincr the dis-tribution of Federal outlays within the -United States. Whereas metro-politan status (a SMSA.-Non SMSA_ division) provides a more con-ventional classification, classification by nrban orientation provides apractical framework for further study. of F'ederal outlays among email--ties crrouped by the selected characteristics. A_ccordin,o- to the subclas-sification of table 3, metropolitan counties had snbstantially higher
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incomes, slower per capita income growth durincr 1959-67, and much
hi her population growth during the 1960's than did nonmetropolitancounties. Also, more highly urban-oriented counties had higher in-
comes and population growth rates than did the more rural counties.

A_ few of the metropolitan counties (54 of 450 total) were classi-fied as rural counties under the urban-orientation classification and
175 of the 184 counties that were classified as highly urban accordin
to urban orientation, were SMSA_ counties. On the other hand, of th.e
2,520 nonSMSA_ counties, 670 were classified as urban counties under
the alternative classification. The classification of uk,unties by metro-politan status and urban orientation and further by per capita incomeand population growth provide the basis for relating Federal outlays
to economic development. Generally, a metropolitan county is viewed
as more deveroped than nonmetropolitan counties arid counties of highurban orientv_tion are viewed as more developed than more rural,
sparsely settled counties. Thus, in a general sense, these county classi-
fications can be employed to relate Federal outlays to areas di ffering
in economic development.



DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS
In this section Federal outlays are related separately to land area,

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

TA:11E11AL 013Th&-YLS TOTALED $ 14 7. 7 BITO

Federal outlays in. fiscal year 1970, for the 242 programs accruing
within the 2,970 counties included in this study, totaled $147.7 billion
(see tables 2 and 3). Nonmetropolitan counties accounted for 27.2 per-
cent of the total dollar outlays (figure 3). Per capita Federal outlays
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DISTRIBUTION OF THE U.S. POPULATION, INCOME,
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were 14 percent lower ii non_metropolitan coimties than in metropoli-
tan counties $688 as opposed to $779 (figure 5) _ On the other hand,
Federal outlays per $1,000 personal income were higher in nonmetro-
politan counties than in metropolitan counties ($278 as compared to
$223 per $1,000 personal income). _As would be expected, because of the
large metropolitan-nonmetropolitan differential in population density,
Federal outlays per square mile were much higher in metropolitan
counties.When viewed by urban orientation, over one-half of Federal out-
lays (58.5 percent) accrued to highly urban counties as opposed to
only 3.3 percent of the national total accruing to sparsely settled ruralcounties having no urban population (figure 4). Figure 5 shows that
per capita Federal outlays were highest in the semi-isolated urbancounties ($835 per capita) and lc .vest in the densely settled rural
counties ($449 per capita). Federal ontlays per $1,000 personal incomewere highest in the sparsely settled rural counties with no urban
population ($418 per $1,000 personal income), and lowest, as were per
capita outlays, in the densely settled rural counties ($191 per $1,000
personal income). Federal outlays per square mile, as expected, were
lowest in the sparsely settled rural counties having no urban residents
and hi hest in the hi hly urban counties figure 4)

r,-Ess SE.1{VICES I 17 ivoisTmEmorol,rrAiv AREAS

The lower per capita Federal outla s in nonmetropolitan countics,relative to those accruing to metropolitan counties, sucrgest a lower

60-297 0-72-- 3-5
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volume of federally provided services in nonmetropolitan areas. Italso suggests that the economic force represented by Federal spendinfris not as strong in nonmetropolitan as in metropolitan areas. Whetherthe greater per capita Federal outlays in metropolitan counties area cause or an efrect of the prevailing higher incomes and growth rates
in these counties is, of course, in question.

The distribution of per capita Federal outlays among counties by
urban orientation was uneven, and, in creneral, favored the more urban-
oriented counties. For instance, per capita Federal outlays from all
selected programs in the densely settled rural counties and sparselysettled rural counties with nrban population were 40 and 18 percentbelow per capita Federal outlays over all U.S. counties, respectively
(figure 5). Although per capita. Federal outlays in sparsely settledrural counties with no urban population were above the nationalaverage, the population in these counties comprised only 3.1 percent
of the U.S. population in 1970, whereas the population of the remain-ing two rural county classifications, havincr low per capita Federaloutlays, represented 13.6 percent of the U.S. population in 1970.

SOME comgrrEs LESS F.A.voRED
Of all county urban orientation fr roups the densely settled rural

counties along with the sparsely settle'-'d rural counties with some urbanresidents were least favored by Federal spending. Not only are per
capita Federal outlays low in these two rural co unty groups, popula,-
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tion densities are low, relative to the riatiorial average, and a large per-
centage of these comities are not contiguous to more urban-oriented
counties with higher per capita Federal outlays. Lower population
density suggests a need for greater per capita Federal outlays to pro-
vide equal access to public services. Also the lack of contiguity to high
urban counties, where over one-half of all Federal outlays accrue, sug-
gests a minimal spillover of government services from other counties
to these rural counties.

1171TMArEIV IDISThIBU=011" OF IMR C.A.P=A OrlThA.TirS
Per capita Federal outlays by general program types among metro-

politan and nonmetropolitan counties and by urban orientation of coun-
ties (depicted in figure 5) provide additional insights into the uneven
distribution of total per capita outlays across county groups. A large
share of the differences among county groups in per capita Federal out-
lays can be attributed to outlays for defense, NASA and AEC and out-
lays for agricniture and natu ral resources. Although Federal outlays
for human resource and community development were not evenly dis-
tributed on a per capita basis across courty groups, they were far moreequally distributed than total per capita Federal outlays. Per capita
outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC were over twice as great inmetropolitan counties as in nonmetropolitan counties and over six
times as great in highly urban counties as in densely settled rural coun-
ties. On the other hand, outlays for agricniture and natural resources
tended to compensate nonmetropolitan and more rural-oriented coun-
ties, for the lack of defense outlays. 33ut the offset was only partial. The
densely settled rural counties were least favored by this trade-off be-
tween defense outlays and outlays for agriculture and natural resources.
Per capita Federal outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC in densely
settled rural counties wa_R only 17_1 percent of such outlays in highly
urban connties; on the other hand, per capita Federal outlays for agri-
culture and natural resources accruing to these densely settled rural
counties were only 18.5 percent of snch outlays accruing to sparsely
settled rural counties with no urban population.

FEDER.A.X. ouTiat-r-s ASBOCI_AThD WITh MGEL ITTCOWEE comwr-LE

Over all U.S. counties, high per capita Federal outlays were asso-
ciated with high income counties and, to a lesser extent, with counties
having greater than average population growth rates (figure 6). Per
capita Federal outlays in counties with 1967 per capita incomes in the
lowest decile (bottom 10 percent) represented only 62.4 percent of out-
lays in the highest income counties. Counties with rates of population
growth during the 1960's greater than the national average of 13.3
percent, had per capita Federal outlays 9.9 percent above the national
average of $745.2 however, counties with population declines of over5 percent had per capita Federal outlays frreater than the fastest

2 laigh per capita incomes were associated vidth high population growth rates resultingin a significant correlation between counties classified as high income counties and thoseclassified as fast-growing counties. Of those counties with per capita incomes in the highestincome decile, 45 .Percent had population growth rates above -the national average. And ofthose counties with growth rates above the national average. 20 percent had per capitaincomes ranking in the top 10 percent oi all U.S. counties.
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crrowiner group of counties. These counties with rapidly decliningpopulation were, for the most part, sparsely settled rural counties
with high incomes.3

Figure 7 contrasts per capita Federal outlays accruing to countieswith rapidly declining population (greater than 5 percent decline
during the 1960's) with outlays for counties with growth rates abovethe national average of 13.3 percent. These comparisons are made foreach urban orientation group. Within urban orientation groups, the"urban" and semi-isolated urban counties were the only county groups
where those counties with rapidly declining populations had per capitaFederal outlays below counties with growth rates above the national
average. In highly urban counties and all rural counties, the fast-grow-
ing counties had per capita Federal outlays considerably below thosewith rapidly dechning populations.4

'3 Unlike TI_S counties in general, many of the sparsely settled rural counties with highper capita incomes had rapidly declining populations during the 1960's. Of those sparselysettled rural counties with and without urban populations having incomes in the topdecile of all 13.S. counties, over 60 percent had population declines of over 5 percent duringthe 1960's_ For the tile sparsely settled rural counties with no urban population within thetop decile of all U.S_ counties with respect to per capita income, over 70 percent had rapidlydeclining populations during the 1960'a Most of these counties were located in the GreatPlains.4 Although there were only G highly urban counties with rapidly declining populations .these counties comprised a substantial portion er the total population within the countygroup and illustrate the emphasis of Federal spending on declining urban areas. Theserapidly declining, highly urban county units were : Orleans County. rm., Suffolk County.Mass., New York County, N.Y.. Potter County, Tex., Ohio County, W. Va_ and the inde-pendent city of St_ Louis, Mo. Four of these units had per capita incomes in the topdecile of all U.S. counties and comprised at least a large portion of four major U.S. citiesNew Orleans, Boston, New York City, and S t_ Louis
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS ACCRUING TO RAPIDLY DECLINING
AND FAST GROWING COUNTIES
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RM1AL COUNTIES warm POPULATION DECLINES LESS FAVORED

It should be noted that per capita Federal outlays in densely settled
rural 'counties which experienced rapidly declinincr populations dur-
ing the 1960's were only 36 percent of outlays in highly urban coun-
ties which also experienced population declines of over 5 percent dur-
in the 1960's.

uch comparisons of Federal outlays accruing to counties with
rapidly declining populations across urban-orientation groups have
significant implications for development. -Mille Federal spending
within highly urban areas has stro:agly favored those experiencing
declines, in relation to average Fede-ml spending, such has not been
the case for the other classifications.

IltrmAiv RESOURCE DEV-ELOPMENT OUTLA-YS

Outlays from the 106 programs for human resource development
totaled $55,bil1ion or 35.6 percent of outlays from all selected programs
in fiscal year 1970 and..most human resource outlays were for income
maintenance programs. Social security and other retirement benefits
along with welfare payments comprised 83 percent of human resource
outlays with social security and other retirement benefits comprising
over two-thirds of all human resource development outlays included
in this analysis (see appendix tables 6 and 7 for mix of programs
within specific program types). Outlays for elementary and secondary
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education comprised only 4.6 percent of outlays for human resource
development.

Per capita human resource outlays from all programs ranged from
a high of 118.7 percent of the U.S. average in sparsely settled rural
counties with no urban population to 92.5 percent in "urban" counties,
and 98.9 percent of the U.S. average in metropolitan counties con-
trasted to 103.0 percent in nonmetropolitan counties (figure 8). Among
counties grouped by metropolitan status and population growth rates
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figure 9), per capita Federal outla -s for human resource develop-
ment were highest in metropolitan counties with population declines
in the 1960's of over 5 percent ($610) and lowest in metropolitan coun-
ties with population growth rates above the national average ($233).
Whereas per capita Federal outlays were fairly equal between metro-
politan and nonmetropolitan counties having growth rates above the
national average, nomnetropolitan counties with population declinesof over 5 percent obtained only 52 percent of the outlays accruing to
metropolitan counties with declining population (see appendix table 7
Specific human resource outlays under the general program types of
elementary and secondary education, social security and other retire-
ments, welfare and manpower development, were roughly equal in
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT,
SY RATE OF POPULATION CHANGE, 1960-70

DOLLARS

600

400

200

Metropolitan counties
Nenmetrapelitan counties

LESS THAN -51J
PERCENT

.5.0 TO 0 01 TO 13.3
PERcENT pERCENT

riscAL YEAR 1970. DATA FROM OFFICE OF Ecomo,Arc OPPORTuNITY.

U.5. DEPARTMENT GE AGRICULTURE

GREATER THAN 13.3
PERCENT

P1EQ ERs 3-711 II) ECQN0641c RESEARcm -SERVICE

FIGURE 9

rapidly growing metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties. But per
capita Federal weare payments in metropolitan counties with rapi ly
declining populations were roughly 4 times as great as in declinin
nonmetropolitan counties.5 Also, per capita Federal outlays for healt
services in declining metropolitan counties were over 4 times as great
as such outlays in nonmetropolitan counties with rapidly declining
population. At the same time, Federal funds, on a per .,ita basis,
for manpower development in rapidly declining nonmetropc-itan coun-
ties were only one-third of manpower development outlays accruing
to declining metropolitan counties. Federal funds for elementary and
secondary education were roughly equal to rapidly declininu metro-
politan and nonm-tropolitan counties (see appendix table IT.

IMBALANCE.]: IN FEDERAL TIUMAN RESOURCE OUTLAYS

Figure 10 suggests much the same imbalance in terms of Federal
human resource outlays with respect to urban orientation of counties.
Highly urban counties with rapidly declining population obtained
substantially more per capita human resource outlays than any other
urban orientation-growth group. The great difference between per
capita Federal outlays accruing to metropolitan and nonmetropolitan
counties with declining populatinns as well as declininw counties of

5 Again, this group of counties was dominating in terms of population_and Federal spend-ing by counties containing at least a large portion to the cities ef New York, Boston,New Orleans, and St. Louis.

(7)
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different urban orientations suggests the need for more Federal invest-
ment in declining nonmetropolitan and rural areas to provide not only
more equal public services to the U.S. population, but aid in future
development of these nonmetropolitan, rural areas.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT OUTLAYS

Per capita outlays for community development were much higheriu metropolitan than in nonmetropolitan counties--$136 in metropoli-
tan counties in contrast to $98 in nonmetropolitan counties. In general,higher per capita community development outlays were associatedwith highly urban-oriented counties. But sparsely settled rural coun-ties with no urban population also had per capita community develop-ment outlays greater than the national average (figure 11).° As wasthe case with per capita Federal outlays for human resource develop-ment, per capita Federal outlays for community development waslowest in the zlensely settled rural counties (only 62 percent of thenational average). Metropolitan and nonmetropolitan counties withrapidly declinincr population showed little differences in per capita

However, the mfx of community development outlays (see appendix table 6, P. 38) inhighly urban counties and In sparsely settled rural counties with no urban population wasquite different. In the highly urban counties, 66 percent of outlays for community devel-opment were outlays for housing loans in contrast with only 22 percent in sparsely settledrural counticq with no urban population. On the other hand, trensportation outlays com-prised 18 and 48 percent of community development outlays in highly urban and sparselYsettled rural counties with no urban population, respecrvely_
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outlays for community development figure 12) z But for the other
three growth groups, metropolitan counties had substantially higher
per capita outlays for community development than nonmetropolitan
counties with similar growth rates. Among counties by urban orienta-
tion, per capita community development outlays favored the fast-
growing, more urban-oriented counties. The rapidly declining, densely
settled rural counties obtained the smallest volume of community
development outlays which represented only 55 percent of the volume
obtained in the fast-cerowing, highly urban counties (figure 13
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HoususTG LoAws

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

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

AGRICULTURE AND NATURAL RESOURCE OUTI.AY

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

Ou ,LLAYS TM= TIMES AS LuGH
Such outlays accruing to nonmetropolitan counties were, almost 3

times as high in counties with per capita incomes in the highest decile
as in lowest income decile counties (figure 17). By population growth

PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND
NATURAL RESOURCES ACCRUING TO NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES

BY INCOME AND POPULATION CHANGE
DOLLARS

200

100

RANK OF COUNTY'S
PER CAPITA INCOME, 1967

RATE OF POPULATION
CHANGE IN

COUNTY, 1960-70

LO EST 10

FUCA L YEAR 1970.

11-50 51-90 HIGHEST 10 LESS THAN 0 TO 0 0 TO 13.3 GREATER
THAN 13.3

PERCENTILE PERCENT

DATA FROM OFFICE _OF ECONOMIC OPP RTUNITY.

NEG. ERS 0531 - 71 1 I 1 ) ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICES.OERARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

FIGURE 17

groups for nonmetropolitan counties, per capita outlays were almost
5 times as great in counties with population declines of greater than 5
percent in the 1960's as in counties growing faster than the national
average. These relationships suggest that in areas with high agricul-
ture payments, a high outmigrhtion of poor, unskilled people has re-
sulted .n declining populations and high per capita incomes.

DEk'ElYSE OrrrLArB
Although not generally thought of as outlays for economic develop-

ment, defense outlays (outlays from the Department of Defense
NASA, and AEC) were included here because of their relative magni-
tude.. In fiscal year 1970, they totaled $63.9 billion, almost one-half of
all outlays included in this report. U.S. counties experiencing greater
than average defense outlays tended to be metropolitan counties and
highly urban-oriented counties. Per capita defense outlays, as a per-
cent of the U.S. average of $307, were 118.6 and 57_7 percent for metro-
politan counties and nonmetropolitan comities, respectively (fi ure
18). By urban orientation, per capita defense outlays ranged om
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS 29
Defense Department payrolls on a per capita basis, were n coun-

ties with population declines of over 5 percent in contrast to 160 for
counties with population growth-rates above the national average (ap-
pendix table 6) . Defense contracts ranged from $147 per capita m
rapidly declining counties to $215 per capita in fast-growing counties.
Both NASA and AEC outlays also greatly favored fast crrowing
counties.

DEFENSE SPENDING FAVORED MEIRO COUNTLES

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

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

DOLLARS
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR DEFENSE, NASA AND AEC
ACCRUING TO RAPIDLY DECLINING AND FAST-GROWING COUNTIES
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APPRAISAL OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS
This section goes into the effectiveness of selected programs h. vingwell-defined target groups, in distributing Federal outlays betweenmetropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas. It also underscores some of

the problems inherent in such appraisals.
To more adequately appraise program equitability with respect to

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

However, it does offer a more precise measure than equal per capita
outlays by program types, as considered in the last section. For in-
stance, school-age children from poverty families are the target group
for title I funds from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965, which has as its objective improving and expanding educa-
tional programs to meet the specific needs of disadvantaged children
in low-income areas. Thus, an equitable distribution of title I funds
among metropolitan an# nonmetropolitan counties is defined as one
equal to the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan distribution of poor, school-
a cre children.

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

In this section, the percentage of :-Tiacific groups of persons in pov-
erty, employment categories, and educational attainment groups resid-
ing in metropolitan and nonmetropolit an areas is used as a 'proxy" for
target groups for selected programs in human resource development

table 5). The percentage distribution of substandard housing units
in metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas in 1968 is used to provide

31



32 ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONDITION OF RURAL AMERICA

rough insights into equity in providing housing funds between thetwo broad categories. Target groups are not available from the Census
of Population, 1970, for counties by urban orientation, precludinganalysis of specific programs by county urban orientation.
TABLE S.PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SELECTED POPULATIONS, SUBSTANDARD HOUSING. AND FEDERAL

OUTLAYS FOR SELECTED PROGRAMS AMONG METROPOLITAN AND NONMETROPOLITAN AREAS
In perceral

Item Agency Metropolitan
Non-

metropolitan

Total population 64. 9 35.1Poverty population:
Total . 7 49. 3Less than 6 years in age 53. 6 46.46 to 17 years in age 50 0 50 065 years in age anz wrier 48.7 51. 3Under le years in age in female headed househoids 63.7 36.3Unemployed persons, 16 years and over 65_ 2 34. 8Adults with less than 8 years of schooling 54. 7 45. 3Substandard housing units, 1968 2 33.9 66_ 1Human resource development:
Deprived children education (title 1) HEW 59 41Headstart and Headstal L lollow-through HEW 64 36Basic: adult education HEW 90 10Higher education opportunity grants HEW 67 33Neighborhood health centers 89 11Old age assistance HEW 53 47Aid to families with dependent children 76 24Child welfare services HEW 80 20MDTAInstitutional training._ = Labor 63 37Neighborhood Youth Corps do 69 31Community development:
Basic water and sewer facility loans HUD 72 28Public facility loans HUD 26 74Grants and loans for development facilities= Comm 15 85Small business financial assistance program SBA 59 41Low to moderate income housing loans_ USDA 16 84Mortgage insurance for low to moderate income housing loans mar-

ket rate of interest_ HUD 69 31Mortgage insurance for low to moderate income housing loans, below
market rate of interest HUD 93 7

Populaticr, data from U.S. Bureau of Census, Current Population Reports. series P-23. No. 37, "Social and Economic
Characterist=:r, of the population In Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas: 1970 a nd 1960,. U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, D.C., 1971.

2 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Agricultural Economic Report No. 193, Rural Housing:
Trends and Prospects, U.S_ Government Printing Office, September 1970_ In the report standard housing was defined as notdilapidated with all plumbing facilities.

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

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



APPRAISAL OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS

accruing to nonmetropolitan areas composed only 20 percent of the
U.S. total. Old-age assistance payments appeared to be more equitably
distributed between metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas than
were outlays for AFDC and child welfare services.

A crude indicator of the equitability of housing outlays is provided
by comparing the percentage distribution between metropolitan and
nonmetropolitan areas of substandard housing units with outlays from
selected housing programs. Of the three housing programs selected,
the USDA proo-ram favored nonmetropolitan areas, but the two HUD
proo-rams heavTly favored metropolitan areas. In total, as can be seen
in .figure 14, housing outlays were heavily concentrated in metropolitan
areas despite the larger number of substandard housing units in non-
met ropolit an areas.
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42 APPENDIX TABLES

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

Rapidly declining
counties

Fast-growing
counties

Rapidly declining
counties

Fast-growing
counties

Specific program type SMSA
Non-

SMSA SMSA
Non-

SMSA
Highly
urban

Densely
settled

rural
Highly
urban

Densely
settled

rural

Hunlan resources:
Elementary and second-

ary education 24 21 11 12 24 30 11 9Health services
social security end other

retirement_ _ _ _,._
31

250

7

221

12

156

9

-179
35

260

6

216

13

157

4

163Welfare_ , _ __ __. 214 56 33 30 248 61 33 27Employment opportunity
and manpowor de-
velopment aril training 24 4 7 24 18 7 4
Total 610 320 252 234 215

Community development:
Urban renewal 19 6 8 a 21 9 8Development grants 8 3 5 8 2 5 3Development loans _ 11 22 4 14 11 12 3 11Housing loans 45 31 106 -50 46 24 112 40Transportation 32 52 28 28 27 36 27 29

Total I 17 116 153 104 86 157
Agriculture and natural

resources:
Direct Payments and con-

servation 1 3 143 8 23 9 38 6 24Loans 2 117 2 14 a 37 1 12Natural resources__ __ 14 3 20 1 1 2 5

Total 2 16 274 13 5 11 75 9 41

Defense, NASA, and AEC:
Defense payrolls. 96 23 158 165 101 9 152 18Defense contract., _ 455 25 235 133 527 16 269 42NASA 52 1 29 21 . 62 10 38 2AEC a 19 10 20

Total 2 611 52 43 700 35 47 63
Total 2 1, 354 7 835 752 1.494 535 879 408

t Specific program types do not sum to total because of exclusion of minor program types.
2 Because of rounding, specific program types may not equal total.
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