TRAC NG FEDERAL DALLARS: EVI DENCE AND
| SSUES SURROUNDI NG THE REG ONAL DI STRI BUTI ON
G- EXPENDI TURES AND REVENUES

Staff Draft Analysis
MARCH 1980

Congr essi onal Budget Office

This draft was prepared for use of Congressional staff menbers
only and is subject to change. Permission to circulate the
paper to others or to cite it should be obtained fromDavid S.
Mundel, Assistant Director, Human Resources and Community
Devel opnent Division, CBO (225-4546). Questions regarding the
analysis nmay be addressed to Roberta Drews or Ken Thorpe
(225-9761).




* QONTENTS

PAGE
CHAPTER |. INTRODUCTION S 1
CHAPTER 1. REGQ ONAL PATTERNS CF
FEDERAL EXPENDI TURES = = S -3
Limtations of Data that Trace
Federal Expenditures. .~ . . . . 3
Principal Findings of Recent Studies . . . 8
CHAPTER I11. REGQ ONAL PATTERNS | N THE BALANCE
BETWEEN FEDERAL EXPENDI TURES
AND REVENUES =~ = S 37
Dat a Sources and Study Design |ssues .. 38
Principal Findings of Recent Studies o4
CHAPTER 1V.  CONCLUSI ON o o o .49
Data Linmtations. = . . = S 50
The |npact of Federal Expenditures
and Revenues = = . : o . .. 50
Policy Context of Federal Expenditure
and Revenue Activity = = . . . b1
APPENDI X. STATES | NCLUDED I N REG ONAL CLASSIFICATIONS. . 53

11



TABLES

TABLE 1. CHARACTERISTICS OF SELECTED STUDIES
OF THE REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES . . + . . .

TABLE 2. REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL
' GRANTSIN-AID TO STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS PER CAPITA AND PER $1,000
OF PERSONAL INCOME AS REPORTED BY _
CHARLES VEHORN, FISCAL YEAR 1975 . . . . . .

TABLE 3. PER-CAPITA REGIONAL DISTRIBUTION OF
- FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID TO STATE AND
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AS REPORTED BY THE
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, FISCAL YEARS
1969 AND 1975 . . . . . . e e e s

TABLE 4. PER-CAPITA REG CNAL D STR BUTIO\ICF

' SHECTED FEDERAL BEXPEND TURES AND GREDI'T
ACTIM TI ES AS REPCRTED BY ANTON, Fl SCAL
YEARS 1975 and 1978 . . . . e

TABLE 5. PER-CAPITA REG ONAL D STR BUTI ON CF
SH ECTED FEDERAL EXPEND TURES AND
CREDT ACTIMTIES AS REPCRTED BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF AGR QLTURE, Fl SCAL
YEAR 1976 « ¢ « o ¢« o o o L e e e e

TABLE 6. PER CAPl TA REGIONAL D STR BUTION OF SELECTED
FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AS REPCRTED BY
THE NATI ONAL JOURNAL, FI SCAL YEAR 1975.

TABLE 7. PER CAP TA REG ONAL DO STR BUTION CGF FEDERAL
BEXPEND TURES FCR SHLECTED PER OOS BETWEEN
FI SCAL YEARS 1952 AND 1976 AS REPCRTED BY
I.M. LABOMTZ .

TABLE 8. REA ONAL DI STR BUTI ON CF FEDERAL
EXPEND TURES PER $1,000 CF PERSONAL
I NCOME FCOR SH ECTED PER (DS BETWEEN
FI SCAL YEARS 1952 AND 1976
AS REPCRTED BY | .M LABOM TZ . :

111



TABLES '(Cbnt i nued)

TABLE 9.

TABLE 10..

TABLE 11,

TABLE 12..

TABLE 13..

AVERACE PER-CAPITA FEDERAL BEXPEND TURES
FCR GOUNTI ES | N DI FFERENT ECONOM C

A ROUMSTANCES AS REPCRTED BY THE
CONGRESSI ONAL BUDGET GFFI G, H SCAL
YEAR 1975

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TAX REVENLES BY
CRAN FISCAL YEAR 1979 . « &« « ¢ s &

RATI O GF GRANT-IN-AID PAYMENTS TO
PERSONAL | NOOME TAX CCLLECTI ONS AS
REPCRTED BY THE GENERAL AGCCOUNTI NG

“CFFI CE, FI SCAL YEARS 1969 AND 1975 .. .

- RATI O GF FEDERAL EXPENDI TURES TO

FEDERAL REVENUES AS REPCRTED BY THE
NATI CNAL JOURNAL, F SCAL YEAR 1975 .. .

RATI O CGF ESTI MATED FEDERAL EXPENDI TURES
TO FEDERAL REVENUES AS REPCRTED BY

I.M. LABOVITZ, SH ECTED PER (DS BETWEEN
FI SCAL YEARS 1952 AND 1976 .

. 32

39

47



Considerable interest has been focused recently on the
regional distribution of federal expenditures and revenues.
Studies in both popular and academ ¢ journals have attenpted to
trace federal spending patterns across regions and--in Sone
cases——have conpared federal expenditures nade in a region to
federal revenues drawn from the area. All such studies suffer,

however, from inherent |imtations.

FI NDNGS O STUD ES THAT TRACE EXPENDI TURES AND REVENUES

Studies that examne the geographic allocation of federal
fiscal activity vary in the data sources used, the proportion of
federal spending and taxing traced, and the time periods

examined.

Regi onal Spending Patterns

Al though studies that trace the regional allocation of
federal expenditures vary considerably, several findings energe
across studies. First, regardless of the expenditure groupings
or time periods exam ned, per-capita spending in the Far West

is always reported above the national average, while spending



in the Geat Lakes region consistently falls below the national

avetage.l

Second, when expenditures per dollar of personal incone are
obser ved, élightly different patterns energe. The South is
found to rank consistently first in spending per dollar of
personal incone; the \est also is recorded above the national
average. "i'he Great Lakes region cont.i nues to lag in

expenditures per dollar of personal incone.

Third, while most expenditure groups display Sone
per*capité differénceé acrlolss regions, defense contracts—-which
are concentrated in the West and South--are reported (0 vary
widely between regions. "As mich as 50 percent of Defense
Départment cont'r'acting is estimated to be subconcracted,.
however, and the geographic distribution of subcontractors may
or may not reflect the distribution of prime contractors.
Per-capita direct loans for housi ng and housing loan guarant ees
are also skewed--being heavily allocated in the Wst and
South--and reflect the patterns of popu’l'ation growth and

mgration.

1. Some regional classifications vary slightly from study to
study. The Appendix contains a list of states included
wi thin regions. '
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Regi onal Spending and Taxing Patterns

Few studies have attenpted to conpare. regional expenditure
patterns to regional revenue collection patterns. The ngjor
finding of such studies is that over .tima the ratios of federal
expenditures to revenues have becbma mre simlar across
regions. A study by the General Accountihg Ofice (G, which
compared grants—in-aid distributed in a region to the personal
i ncome taxes ICOIIected there, found for 196‘9 that the ratio of
grants to taxes ranged from 0.68 to 2.02, with only five out of
nine regions falling W thin 25 percent .of an equal bal anée. For
1975, the ratios Vere reported £o'range fromo0.78 to 1.43, with
eight out of nine regions falling bet'ween 0.75 and 125
Sirﬁla_rly, a forthcoming study by the Advisory Commission on
'Intergovernrrentai Relations (ACIR finds that the rati'o.of al |
federal expenditures to all revenues ranged ffom 0.75to 1.51 in
1952; the .range declined to 0.74 to 1.’14 by 'the 1974-76 peri od.
The' ACIR study attributed this convérgence primarily to the

growing equality of per-capita incone anong regions.

LI M TATI ONS CF STUDI ES CF FEDERAL EXPEND TURES AND REVENLES

The usefulness of studies that trace the regional
allocation of federal expenditures and revenues is limted in at
| east three ways. First, the data available to apportion
federal expenditures and revenues anong regions at best only
approximate the true distribution. Second, even if data

accurately described the origin and destination of federal
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funds, the .impact of f eder al spending and taxing varies wdely
both between and within regions. Finally, such studies ignore
the policy context in which federal expenditures and revenue

col | ections are nade.

Data used to' track federal 'expenditUres and revenues have
sever al s'hortcomings. Numerous asumptions nust be rrade't-o
assign federal dollars to geographic places; while éoma of these
assunptions  probably produce fairly alccurate desc;ip:ioné,
others are questionable. Available data do nmot consi stently
él_assify similar activities from year to year; in some cases,
prograins are inconsistently aggregated even within one year.
Finally, data sources that trace the same types of federal

fiscal behavior often disagree on the amounts of such actiVity.

“Even if data could accurately identify the regional

allocation of federal dollars, the inpact of expenditures and
revenues unddubtedly varies by program and by region. A dollar
of welfare spending in a region probably has a different effect
than a dollar of capital inprovenents in that region. The
effects of any single program may also vary across regions; for
exanple, capital spending in a region wll produce different
impacts depending on the structure of the area's econony.
Simlarly, the inpact of federal taxing probably varies across

tax types and regioms; for example, a dollar of incone tax
viii



collected in one region may reduce savings while a dollar taxed

elsewhere nay affect consunption.

. Fnally, studies that examne only the per-capita or
per-income distribution of federal expenditures and revenues
écross regions inplicitly assume that these are appropriate
criteria for judging federal fiscal activity. But federal
expenditures and revenue collections are designed to further
policy and program objectives, and such objectives may not
necessarily be reflected in equal per-capita spending and

t axi ng.
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CHAPTER |. | NTRCDUCTI ON

Interest in the geographic origin and destination of
federal dollars has recently been spurred by a nunber of
studies—--reported in both the popular and academ c press-=that
have attenpted to docunent regional patterns of federal taxing
and spending behavior. Studies that trace the geographic
patterns of federal taxing and spending have several inherent
shor t com ngs. First, the data available to identify the
geographic location of expenditures and revenues at best only
approximate the actual sources and destinations of federal
f unds. Second, the effects of federal spending and taxing
between and wthin regions of the country vary considerably
across activities; even if data could accurately identify the
origin and destination of dollars, determning the inpact of
such activity would be nearly inpossible. Final ly, exam ning
where all federal dollars in the aggregate come from and go to
ignores the specific policy goals that individual spending and

taxing activities are designed to serve.

This paper sumarizes the available evidence on the
geographic distribution of federal expenditures and revenues and
di scusses the strengths and Ilimtations that wunderlie this

evi dence. Chapter Il describes Che data sources available to



track federal expenditures and the findings of studies that have
attenpted to do so. Chapter 1II adds the conclusions of studies
that have attenpted to conpare the origin of federal revenues
-and the destination of federal expenditures. Chapter 1V
di scusses some of the problens inherent in all studi eé t hat
attenpt to track federal expénditures or revenues and their

limtations in evaluating federal fiscal activity.



CHAPTEF‘QII. REG ONAL PATTERNS OF FEDERAL EXPEND TURES

. Several recent studies have _attenpted to docunent the
regional distribution of federal expenditures. The studies vary
in the'type of federal expenditures that they nonitor, in the
tine period and geographic 'l.Jnits of analysis selected, and in
t he conclusioné Ithat they reach. The findings of all such
studies are limted, however,. by the quality of available dat a,
whi ch only approximte the actual geographic distribution of

federal expenditures.

Thi s chapter firsf éxam{nes the data sources available to
track federal -ex'p.enditures and 'di scusses thei( inherent
lintations. Then presented 'are.the findi ngs of ‘studies that
examne the regional patterns of federél expenditures.

LI M TATI ONS CF DATA THAT TRACE FEDERAL EXPEND TURES

Several agencies within the federal government nonitor the

' )
geographi ¢ distribution of federal expenditures. Sone of these
monitoring prograns track only expenditures nade by one agency,

such as the Financial Assistance by Geographic Area series

mai ntai ned by the Department of Heal th, Education and Welfare.



Qhers track expenditures across the entire federal government
and document virtually all  federdl spendi ng. The two sources
most commonly used to trace federal expenditures are: t he

(eographi ¢ Distribution Of _Feder'al Funds (fornerly called

Federal Qutlays) devel oped by the Comunity Services Admnistra-

tion (C4, and Federal A d to States (PATS produced by the

Departnent of the Treasury.

A'though the CSA data base is the nost cofrprehensive sour ce
available to trace éxpendicures_——documenting'the | ocation of
virtually.all f eder al éxpe'nditures by state, county, and city
over 25,000_—-}.he data have several |imtations. Possibly the
nost serious of these weal;ﬁesseé are the assumptions made in
many cases to apportion 'f'ederal expendi tures by place. In '1975,
agency records could trace t6 t he courﬁy level less than
one-f~ourth of total expenditures reported by CSA  Mre than 20
different procedures were used to apportion the remaining 75
percent of federal expenditures. These procedures range from
| allocating funds on a per-capita basis,- to assigning themto the
state capital, to tracing themto a prinme contractor. Al though
many of theSe assunptions probably vyield fairly accurate
results, the GCongressional Budget Cfice (BJ) has estimted

that the reporting methodol Ogy for 31 percent of all federal



spending is open to serious question.l The Defense Department
alone estimates that aI'th'ough CSA assigned $60 billion of
contract work to the place of prinme contract, as much as 50
pércent of that total was subsequently subcontracted.2 In large
part because of this problem, defense spending conprised 40

percent of the unreliable data i dentified by GBQ

A second shortcomng of CSA data is that the basis for
reporting expenditures varies across programs.  Mst agencies
repbrt thei"r. obligations, which in the federal accounting system
mean 'fund.s'legally_ set asidé to be spent. However, because
obligations in any one year nay result.in spending over a period
of several following years, the'CSA data may not accurately
reflect actual federal speﬁdi ng in any one year. Further, not
al | agencies repbrt obligations; some use expenditures, 'costs,

or appropriations as their reporting basis. This means that the

1. The Congressional Budget Office, Troubled Local Econonies
and the Distribution of Federal Dollars, 1977, p. 53.

2. COted in 1.M. Labovitz, Federal Expenditures and Revenues in
Regions and States 1952-1976, forthcomng publication of the .
Advisory Commssion on Intergovernnental Relations, August
1979 drafe, pp. 105 106. Qiginal source is Roger F.
Riefler, "Regional and Industrial Inpact of Defense
Contracts"  (unpublished paper for Western Economc
Associ ation, Boul der, Colorado, August 24, 1967).




annual expenditures reported by CSA represent a conposite of

federal activity.3

Finally, CSA classifies federal spending as "grant fuhds,"
"o:hér funds," and "indirect support," but these categories may
be inconsistently used within énd bet vieen years. Gants are
meant to include all pr'oj ect and formula awards made by the
federal government and other funds to cdver contracts and direct
loans. Indirect s'upport .is meant to.incl ude the market val ue of
do.nat ed property and commodities, the face wvalue or contingent
liabilities for guarahteed and..insurec_l loans, and interest on
the public debt. Agénci es, when reporting to CSA are required
to classify all thei _r. expendi:ufes, but _various agenci es nay
treat simlar types of spendi ng differentl_y. Further, the
programs included in the naj' Of classifications vary fromyear to
year, Iim'ting_ the useful ness of. the CSA data for conparing

spending patterns over tine.

The Treasury data (FATS), im contrast to the CSA data,
records only grants-in-aid expenditures of the federal govern-

ment. Payments that are classified as gramts include direct

3. This report refers to CSA data as "expenditures,”" which
include records of costs, appropriatioms, obligations, and
out | ays. CSA does not explain in all cases how these
categories vary from one another.



cas-h grants to state and local governrrenis to assist in the
provision of services and the federal share of individual-assis-
tance prograns admnistered by state and |ocal governnents.
Treasury conpiles these data from records of checks issued by
federal agenci es, so only actual "outlays are counted. Treasury
groups these expenditures into nore than 90 program clusters and
reports the distribution of each category by state. In 1978,
(he most recent year for V\hi ch FATS data are avail abl e, grants;
in-aid totaled $77.9 billiom, or 17 percent of total federal

 outlays.

| f .t'\/\o studies were to use the CSA and FATS data to exanine
Che distribution of feder.al grants-in-aid--the only type Of
spending common to both-~they woul d likely arrive at di-ffering
concl usi ons because of differences in the data sourbes al one.
Iz fiscal year 1977, estimates Of grants-in-aid calculated from
@sa put the national total of such paynents at $91.4 billion
IV\hiIe the total reported in FATS was $66.1 billion.s Al t hough
the totals reported in FATS and CSA varied greatly, the percen-
cage of total grants-in-aid ;dllocated to each region was fairly

constant between the two sources.

&, Thonas J. Anton, Jerry P. cawley, and Kevin L, Kraner, Wo
Rnows Were the Mney (oes; A Conparison of Data Sources
for _Mnitoring Federal Expenditure (The University of
Mchigan, Ph.D Program in Uban and Regional P anning,
1979) Table 1.




PHI\OPAL FI NDINGS G- RECENT STUD ES

Several recent studies have attenpted to neasure the
regional distribution of federal expenditures.5 These Studies
differ in the data sources enpl dyed, t.he proportion bf all
outlays and federal economic activities consi déred, the defini-
.tion of regions, and the years covered. .All of these differen-
c'es'create serious problens when conparing findings. _

The principal recently-completed and forthconing studies=--
sunirarized in Table l--include the‘ fol | ow hg':

o The Regional Distribution Of Federal Grant;s-in—Aid, a

1977 Acadeny for Contenporary Problens study Dby Cnarles
Vehorn using Federal Aid to States data t0 examine the

. distribution of grants-in-ard to state and Iocal gover n-
- ments in fiscal years 1970 and 1975.

" ° Changing Patterns of Federal A d to State and Local-

' Governments: 1969-1975, a (eneral Accounting Ufice

study enploying the FAIS data and examning grants-in-

aid in fiscal years 1969 and 1975. In addition, this

. study analyzed regional differences in the balance
between expenditures and revenues.®

o Federal_ Spending in States _and Reglons Patterns of
Stabi[it{y and Change, a 1979 paper Dy Thonas Anton,
Jerry Cawey, and Kevin Kramer of the University of
Michigan. This study used CSA data to examne the
distribution of nost non-defense direct federal spend-
ing, direct loans, and |oan guarantees in fiscal years
1975 and 1978. ;

5. Sone studies have reported results by state. Data for trac-
ing federal expenditures-—and revenues--become |esS reli-
able, however, when snaller geographic units are exam ned,
and SO this paper presents only regional aggregations.

6. Al findings describing the regional distribution of revenue
collections are discussed in Chapter III.



TABLE 1.

CHARACTER STI CS OF SHLECTED STUDES OF THE REGQ ONAL D STR BUTION CF FEDERAL BEXPEND TURES AND REVENUES

Fiscal Years

St udy Cover ed Expendi tures Included Revenues |ncluded Data Sources

Vehor n 1970 and 1975 Grants-in-aid — Federal Aid to States
(FATS )

Cener al 1969 and 1975 Qants-in-aid Per sonal | ncone FATS, Internal

Accounting ' Tax Collections  Revenue Service

Ofice ' '

Uni versity of
M chi gan

Depart nent of
Agriculture

Nat i onal Jour nal

1975 and 1978

1976

1975

Al'l except Defense outlays,.
interest payments on the public
debt, and “non-domestic-

i nfluence" expenditures. Direct ’
| oans and | oan guarantees in- -
cluded and separately identified.

Al'l except interest payments on
public debt, civil service retire-
ment and disability payments, and

“non-domestic-policy-oriented" ex-
penditures. Direct loans and the
vol ume of |oan guarantees included
in aggregate figures but not
separatelyidentified.

Al'l except interest paynents on
publ i c debt.

—— - -

A e S Ll S S ey e ity e i

e . -

All

Community Services

Administration (C3
CsA
CSA, Tax Foundation

(conti nued)



TABLE 1. GHARACTER STICS GF SELECTED STUDES G- THE REG ONAL Dl STR BUTI ON G- FEDERAL EXPEND TURES AND REVENUES

St udy

Fi scal Years
Cover ed

Expenditures Included ' Revenues Included Data Sources '

Advi sory

Comm ssi on on

I nt er gover n-
mental Relations

Congressional
Budget Office

Fi ve peri ods
bet ween 1952
and 1976

1975

All | Al

Al'l except |oan guarantees and _ ———
surplus—commodity-distributions,

Anal ysi s repeat ed excl udi ng CSA

data considered questionable,

Expenditures from BEA (Transferst<
individual, civilianand mlitary
payroll, interest payments On pub-
lie debt), FATS (grants-in-aid),
Def ense Departnent (contract

- awards). Revenues from Internal

Revenue Service and agency records,
di stributed using various incidence
assunpti ons.
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Federal Qutlays in Fiscal 1976 A Conparison of

" Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Areas, a Department of’

Agriculture report using CoA data and examining a
still-wider range of expenditures and federal credit
activities. '

"Federal Spending: The North's L0SS is the Sunbelt's
Gin," by staff of The National Jourmal. This study
enployed CSA data to track nearly all fiscal year 1975
expenditures. The report also examned the regional
distribution of revenue collections.

Federal Expenditures and Revenues in Regions and States,

1952-1976, a _forthcoming AQVISOry Conmssion  on

Intergovernmental Relations sStudy by I.M. Labovitz,
enploying a variety of data sources to neasure the
distribution of virtually all federal expenditures and
revenues during five periods between fiscal years 1952

‘and 1976.

Troubled Local Economies and the Distribution of Federal

Dollars, a (ongressional Budget O fice study using 1975

ata to examne the distribution of nost federal
expendi tures across regions and between jurisdictions
with differing rates of growh and levels of personal
income. o I S

Vehorn and GAO Studies

The studies by Charles vehorn’7 and the General Accounti ng

Ofice (gcao)8are the nost limted in scope of recent analyses

of the regional di stribution of federal expenditures. Both

consider only grant-in-aid payments to state and |ocal

7.

Charles Vehorn, The Regional _D'stribution of Federal

Grants-in~Aid (Col unbus, ro.  Acadeny for Contenporary
Problens) 1977. - .

The General Accounting Office, Changing Patterns of Federal
Aid to State and Local CGovernnents; 1969-75 1977.
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governnents, wusing FATS data to examne changing expenditure
patterns during the 1970s. Because of the simlarity in the
dat a used and t he time peri ods cover ed, t he

two reports reach similar concl usions.

The Vehorn and GAO. studies both reported that average
per-capita grants-in-aid. anong regions varied across a fairly
narrow range in 1975 h a per-capita basis, Vehor n found
grant-in-aid expe—ﬁdit'ures in the four principal Oensus‘ regi ons.
ranging from 15 per-cent. bel bw the national average to 12 percent
above (see' Tablé 2. .T_he"range anong nine snaller regioms, as
re_ported'by GAQ V\as _frorﬁ 16 bercent above the nationél per
capita averag.e.:to 16 percent below (see Table 3). The pattern
differs, hOV\ever',' V\_hen' viewed in terns of federal grant-i.n-aid
dol l ars 'recéi .vebl.'f..er dol I ar of personal incone. Vehorn found
that--while only t'hé _l\brtheést and \West received per-cabita
grants above fhe national average--the South led in grants per
dol lar of incorre' and the Northeast and Vst were also above

average.
The Vehorn and GAO studies both report differing

distributional patterns for different types of grants-in-aid.

The largest single class of expenditures identified-~public

12
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TABLE 2. REGONAL DISTRIBUTION GF FEDERAL GRANTS- IN-AID TO STATE AND LOCAL CfNERNVENTS,
PER CAPITA AND PER $1,000 CF PERSONAL |INOOME AS REPCRTED BY CHARLES VEHORN
FI SCAL YEAR 1975, | N DOLLARS ”

A ' Sel ect ed Types Of Grants-in-Aid€
Expenditure Measure Grants-in-Aid Public  Revenue  H ghways and ' . Regi onal
by Region? Examined? Welfare Sharing Transportat ion Education Devel opnent
Aver age Grant s- '
in-Aid Per-Capita
Nort heast - 260 116,18 32.00 23.49 21. 66 19.79
North Central 198 76.8 - 26.67 23.27 . 17.93 11. 66
Sout h / 220 - 75.35. 27.86 26. 94 23.53 13.89
West o 246 85.91 20.3#4 - 34T 23.22 10.50
u.s, Average 233 87,99 28,76 2.64 . 210 14, 42
Aver age Grants-
in-Ad per $1,000
I'n Personal I'ncome
Northeast 44 19.74 5.43 3.9 3.68 3.36
North Central 35 13,78 478 4.16 3.22 2.09
South’ _ 46 1574 582 5.63 492 2.90
Vst a4 - 15.27 5.22 6.18 4.13 1.87
US Average 43 1628 53 4.9 4,09 2.67

SORCE  Charles vehorn, The Regional Distribution of Federal Grants-in-Aid. (Columbus,
Chi o: Acadeny for Contenporary Problems, 1977). :

a. North Central region is labeled Mdwest in Vehorn report but directly corresponds to
the Census North Central regional designation and has, therefore, been relabeled for
pur poses of comparability with other studies. See Appendix for 1listing of the states
included within each region.

b, Qants-in-aid data are derived from Treasury Federal Aid to States report,
c. Public welfare grants include public assistance payments such as Aid to Fanmilies with
Dependent Children. Regional Development grants include such progranms as the Commnity

Devel opnent Bl ock Grant program.Separately identified spending categories do not sum to
the total of all expenditures exam ned.




TABLE 3. PER~CAPITA REGONAL D STRBUITON CGF FEDERAL GRANTS I N
- AD TO STATE AND LCCAL GOVERNMENTS AS REPCRTED BY THE
CGENERAL ACCONTING CGHHI CGE, H SCAL YEARS 1969 AND 1975:

IN DALLARS

Average Grants-in-Aid Per Capita®  Percent

' . Hscal Year Fiscal Year Change
Region? 1969 1975 1969 - 1975
New Engl and | 100 246 . 146
Middle Atlantic % - 265 177
East North Gentral 75 T 156
Vést North Gentral o 2 s
South Atl antic @ 222 141
East South Gentral 125 | 237 90
Vst South Central 106 | 206 A
Muntain 137 ' | 256 87
Pacific . 114 #3113
US Average 98 228 132

SOURCE: General Accounting Office, Changing Patterns of Federal
" Aid to State and Local Govermments: 1969-~75, 19/7.

a. See Appendi x for 1listing of states included in each region.
b. Grants—-in-Aid data are derived from Treasury Federal Aid to
States reports. Average per-capita dollar amounts for

‘fiscal year 1975 are reported in the General Accounting
Ofice study, figures for fiscal year 1969 are derived,
based on information presented in the report.

14



assistance or public welfare payments--was also found to be
distributed most unevenl y with average per-capita payments, as
reported by the GAQ ranging from 40 percent bel ow the national
-nean in the Muntain states to 48 percent above the national
average in the Mddle Atlantic region. Cher expenditures found
to :vary widely among regi o_hs on a per-capita basie i ncl uded
hi ghway and transportation outlays--gemerally favoring the Vst
and, especially, the Muntain states--and regional devel opnent

spending, which was heavily weighted toward the Northeast.

'Both_ studi es 'réﬁorc ' _fhat ..diff_erences anong regions
di minished somewhat over the'.early 19705. Vehorn found that
during t_he. 1970-—1975 period, the range in per-capita
- grant-in-aid r.ec.eipts ar’rohg the".' four p'rinci pal Census regi ens
decreased from betv\een.26'abeve 'the national average and 26
percent below to between 15 percent below and 12 percent above
the national mean. mé "GAO reporfed a simlar pattern among
nine snaller regi'ons, with the range narrowing from between 23
percent below and 40 percenf above the natignal ~average to

between 16 percent bel ow and 16 percent above the national nean.

15



The Wniversity of Mchigan Study

A recently conpleted study by a team of researchers at the
University of Mich'igan? used CSA data to examne the regional
'diétribution of sonme 70 percent of all direct federal
expenditures in fiécal years 1975 and 1978 as well as the
distribution of di r.ect loans and | oan guarantees. Among di recf
spending prdgrams, t he s_tUdy excl udéd only Defense Depart nment
outlays, interest on the publi'.c’. débt, and certain expenditures
classified by the authors as "non-influence" (princi pal l'y
foreign péynents).' The incl usion of diréct | oans and loan
gu'arant eeé as well as outl ays noves this study beyond ..t he. S(;ope
of m.os.t.ot he:k efforﬁs but rénders sone of the aggregate findings
diffi_cu_lt to interpret ._ Iﬁe findi ngs sdrm‘ar_i zed below,
t her ef ore,_.describ,e ‘r.hle distributi on- of non-1oan Iexpendi t'u're_s,.

direct loams, and |oan guarant ees separatel y.

The University of Mchigan study reported that fiscal year
1978 per-capita'non-defense expenditures-—exclusive of direct
loans--ranged from 12 percent bel ow the national average in the

East North Central and Wst South Central regions to 20 percent

9. Thomas Anton, Jerry Caw ey, Kevia Kramer, Federal Spending
in States and Regions: Patterns of Stability and Change
"(Ann Arbor, Michigan: The University of Michigan, Ph.D.
Program in Whban and Regional Planning, 1979).
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above the national average in the Mountain states-—a slightly
W der range t han reported for 1975 (see Table 4). Expenditures
classified as direct payments to individuals-—-the largest single
;:ategory--wére found to be the nost evenly distributed in both
years. i-‘ormula-allocated grants and assi st ance payhents were
reported as nore unevenly distributed and weighted ‘somewhat
toward the .I\brtheast and V_‘ést' on a per—capicé basi s.
I\bn-fornul'a;all'ocatedl .grants Vere found to be still wmore
unevenly di st.ribute'd,' with fiscal yéar 197.8. pe.r.-capita expendi -
tures ranging from 20 pércent less than the national average in
the West ‘South Central region to 46'p.erc'ent .'greater than the
national aver_ége in New England St ét'es. The residual category
of "other assi étahcé"_ was fou.nd. to be the most  unevenl y
di stributed of aIII domestic\hon-loan expendifures and heavily
favored Mounfa.in states on a per-capita basis in both years

examined.

D rect |oan expenditurés vier e rep'orted to have grown rapid-
ly from 1975 to 1978 and to have been very Unevenly di stributed
in bothl peri ods. In.1975, direct loans Were estimated tO
average $8 pér person nationally; for 1978, the University of
Mchigan reported a national average of $45 per capita. As of
fiscal year 1978, per-capita direct-loan expenditures ranged

from less than one-fourth of the national average in the

17
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TABLE 4. PER~CAPITA REG ONAL DISTR BUTION COF SHECTED FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AND CGED'T

ACTIM TIES AS REPCRTED BY ANTON

FI SCAL YEARS 1975 AND 1978, | N DOLLARS

Al |l Non-Loan

Type of Non-Loan Expenditure®

Quar ant eed

Time Period Covered Expenditures  Direct = Formula Project D rect

and Regions? Examined® Paynents Gants Gants Qher Loans Loans
Fiscal Year 1975
New Engl and 997 433 238 84 242 5 62
Md-Atlantic 1,060 470 - 244 78 268 3 53
East North Central 905 . 401 203 60" 239 3 76
West North Central 993 478 206 56 252 10 149
South Atlantic 1,006 452 215 69 270 9 140
East South Central 1,040 448 246 53 193 11 130
West South Central 890 419 222 42 207 15 135
Mount ai n 1,171 416 272 - 73 410 12 217
Paci fic 1,097 439 250 68 340 8 130
US Average 1,004 439 228 65 272 8 110
Fiscal Year 1978
New Engl and 1,438 761 324 143 210 18 102
Md-Atlantic 1,475 798 . 333 . 105 240 11 102
East North Central 1, 259 665 256 100 238 22 145
West North Central 1,39 . 814 250 &4 248 217 323
South Atlantic 1, 465 758 266 89 352 39 252
East South Central 1,524 723 305 92 405 49 250
West South Central 1, 262 690 267 79 227 63 282
Mount ai n 1,720 728 329 111 553 59 541
Pacific 1,574 752 . 338 101 383 . 24 245
US Average 740 293 98 298 45

1,430
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TABLE 4. Conti nued

[ —

SOURCE Thomas Anton, Jerry Cawley, Kevin Kramer, Federal Spending in States and Regions:

Patterns Of Stability and cChange (An Arbor, Mchigan: The University of
M chigan, Ph.D Program in Urban and Reginal Planning, 1979). :

See Appendix for listing of states included wthin each région

Study includes all expenditures except Def ense Departnent outlays, interest payments on
the public debt, and outlays identified as not domestic-policy oriented.

Direct payments are funds paid to individuals, and non-governmental organizations,
including social security, incone assistance, nedicare, and unenploynment insurance
paynments. Fornula grants are those funds distributed anong jurisdictions in accordance
with fixed allocation formulae and include Gemeral Revenue Sharing and Medicaid.
Project grants include funds distributed to jurisdictions based on criteria defined in
law but interpreted through the discretion of federal managers. Qher domestic outlays
include all expenditures included in the study but not separately classified;, this
category is domnated by salaries and expenses paid to federal enployees.



Mid-Atlantic states to neérly five tines the national average in
the Wst North Central regi on.. The more than five-fol d reported
increase in such exp'enditures. between fiscal years 1975 and 1978
and the apparent inconsistencies in csa's recording of |oan
transactions for any one year, however, render these results

)

especi al |y suspect.

The University of Mchigan study also found | oan guar ant ees
to be very une\_/énly distributed. As of fiscal vyear 1978, the
per-capita dollar vol Uma of such guarantees was reported as
rangi ng 'fromlless_ than. dne-'_r:]alf the national average i_n the New
Engl and and Mid’-Atlantié st.at es to two and one-half tines the
national average in the Muntain region. This pattern—-similar
t‘o the 1975 .di'stfibu:ioz.x._-—likel»y reflect; in large part the
~ geographic d.i stributi .on ;).f' federal hone-loan insurance witten,

itself largely a function of the rate of new construction.

Departnent of Agriculture Study

A Departrment of Agriculture (USDA) studylO of fiscal year

1976 expenditures examned a somewhat |arger proportion of all

10. US Departnent of Agriculture, Federal Qutlays in Fiscal
1976: A Conparison of Metropolitan “and Non-Metropolitan
Areas, 19/c. '




outl ays and comsidered | oan guarantees and ofher non—-expenditure
items included in the CSA data as mell.: Améng direct
expendi tures, the USDA feport excluded only interest paynehts on
the bublic debt, civil service. retirenént. and disability
benefits, and certain.expehditures judged not to be'doﬁestic~
policy oriented. Because'nvst of the findings are reported only
for thé total of direct outlays and other federal activities
-togethér; the results are particularly difficult to intefpret 

;. ﬁhe 'LBGA study reported above-average Ievelé'_of federa
actfvify per-capita in the Wst and South and bel ow aver age
Iévéls of activity in the Northeast 'and North Central régions
_ (see Table Q; | Mich  of 'the_ interregional variation was
aftribUted to abové-averag; defense and space-felated spendi ng
in the Vst and defh;a pattern that Iikély reflects, in part,
theliocation of_priﬁé defense contractors and fhat may or nﬁy
not mirror the eventual distribution of payment s ‘through
subcontractors. Federal housing-related activity was al so found
to be heavily concentrated in the wesﬁ'and South. Most of that
activity, however, consisted of [|oan guafantees,‘ and it is
unlikely that the same uneven distribution would hold for direbt

housing-rel ated outlays al one. Human resource devel opnent
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TABLE 5. PER-CAPITA REQ ONAL DI STR BUTI ON CF SHLECTED FEDERAL EXPENDI TURES AND CREDI T ACTIM TI ES AS REPCRTED
BY THE DEPARTMENT CF AGRI CQULTURE: FI SCAL YEAR 1976, | N DOLLARS

Al Type of Activity® <
Feder al Human - Community/ - Agriculture
Regi on, by Activities Resource Defense . Industrial . Natura
Type of County? Examined® Devel opnent and Space Devel opnent Housing  Resources  ( her
Nor t heast 1,323 813 302 131 - 4 9 27
Metropolitan Counties 1,350 820\' 324 131 40 ) 7 29
Non- Met r opol i tan Count i es 1,162 773 175 132 47 22 12
North Central 1,192 734 23 116 67 35 19
Met ropol i tan Counti es 1,230 743 : 262 - 112 76 13 25
Non- Met r opol i t an Counti es 1,111 714 _ 140 124 47 81 5
South 1,599 771 - 463 63 14 51 46
Met ropol i tan Counti es 1,777 . 787 584 167 132 - 35 72
Non- Metropolitan Counties 1,306 745 . 264 157 58 79 4 -
\ést _ 1,887 - 788 ., 6718 135 176 79 32
Met ropol i tan Counti es 1, 956 792 ' 779 111 . 195 45' 36
Non- Met ropol i t an Counti es 1,624 773 - ' 293 227 - 103 210 18
US Average 1,476 774 39 138 92 42 - 32

(cont 1 nued)



TABLE 5. Continued

SORCE: us. Department of Agriculture, Federal Outlays in Fiscal 1976: A Comparison of
Metropolitan and Non-metropolitan Areas, 1978 ' :

a. See Appendix for a list of the states included within each region. Mtropolitan counties are
those that are part of Census Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas; all other counties are
cl assed as non-metropolitan.

b. Federal activities examned include all direct expenditures and obligations identified in the
CSA data except interest paynments on the public debt, civil service retirenment and disability
paynents, and certain other outlays classified as not domestic-policy oriented. Feder al
activities also include the dollar value of direct loans and the dollar value or contingent
l'iability of I|oan guarantees.

C. Human resource devel opment activities include public assistance paynents and health paynents and
services. Defense and space outlays include Defense contracts and Defense payroll. Conmunity
and industrial development activities include Economc Developrment Admnistration outlays,
physical disaster loans, comunity action prograns, and business and industrial devel opnent
| oans. Housing activities included veterans' guaranteed and insured loans, nortgage insurance
for hones and rental housing assistance. Agriculture and natural resource activities include
federal reclamation projects, commodity loans and forest protection and utilizaton.



activities--the largest single category identified--were found

to vary |east anong regions on a per-capita basis.

Wthin each region, the average level of federal activity
per-capita in netropolitan counties was found to exceed the
level for non-metropolitam count i es, with defense and
space-related outlays accounting for’ the bulk of | t he

intraregional differences.

National Journal Study o
The National Journmal studyll of fiscal year 1975

expenditures considered all csa outlay data except interest

paynments on the federal 'debt. Examining t hat .aggrega'te for

“eight geographic are_as,“ thé.'.Na'cionai Journal.reported per-capita
spendi ng rangi hg frdm 25 pércent bel ow the natiohal éverage in
“the @ eat Lakeé sf ates to 24'percenc above the national average
inthe Pacific region (see Table 6). Per-capita spending in all
ot her regions was found 'to.be within 14 percent of the national

average.

Among specific types of expenditures, payments to prine

defense contractors were shown to be nost unevenly distributed,

11. "Federal Spending: The North's LOSS is the Sunbelt's Gain,"
National Journal, vol. 8, no. 26 (July 26, 1976).
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" TABLE 6. PER-CAPITA REQ ONAL D STR BUTI ON CF SELECTED FEDERAL BEXPEND TURES AS REPCRTED BY

THE NATI ONAL JOURNAL; Kl SCAL YEAR 1975, | N DOLLARS

Al | Federal | Selected Expenditures®
Expenditures Retirenent  Defense  Defense  Welfare  Highway/
Region? Examined? Prograns  Contracts Salaries Programs Sewers
New England 1,470 | 402 W - 10 118 48
Md-Atlantic ~ 1,3% .48 175 55 143 36
Qeat Lakes 1,064 359 % 5 0 54
Geat Plains 1,287 o403 ATT a1 83 60
South Atlantic 1,454 426 . 161 . 228 102 57
South Central 1,327 %68 - 168 16l 124 46
Mount ai n : 1,615 3/ 174 - 214 . & 95
Paci fi c 1,745 .38 . 3w 200 @ 132 57
US Average 1,412 - 3% 200 132 115 54
SORCE " Feder al Spendl ng: The North's Loss 1Is the Gunbelt s Gin," The Natlonal Journal ,
vol. 8, no. 26 (June 26, 1976).
a. See Appendix for a list of the states included within each regi on.
b. Al direct federal expenditures identified in the cSA data base are inctuded in the

National Journal study except for interest payments on the public debt.

Retirenment prograns include the Social Security trust fund,  Welfare prograns include
Medicaid and Ald to Fanilies Wth Dependent Children anong other direct assistance

prograns. Separately identified categories do not sumto the total of all expenditures
examined,



réngi ng fromless than one-half the national average per capita
in the Geat Lakes region to 90 percent greater than the
natiomal average in the New England and Pacific states.
Per-capita paynents for defense salaries were also reported to
vary wi del y,' from 60 perce'r'x.t bel ow the nati onal avefége—-again
in the Geat Lakes .r_eg'ic.m--:o more than 70 percent above the
national nean in the So_uth A_tlanti C states. Payments made under
federally-funded retirenent prograns varied least, wth
per—-capité expenditures in evety_ region within 9 percenst of

national average.

AQR Study |

-.A fOrthcom ng Advi sory cémréission _bh | nt er gover nient al
Rel ati ons (AR _repﬂort by . M. .I.,;bovitzlz examnes the
distribution of virtually all federal outlays gor five periods
- bet ween f.i scal yeérs 1§52 and 1976.' Expenditure figures in the
AOR study are derived from several sources and only mininal
~reliance is placed oh CSA data. State and local grant-in-aid
figures are taken fromFATS, paynents to individ{xals are derived

fromthe Survey of Qurrent Business and from special tabulations

cohpl eted by the Bureau of Economc Analysis (BEA); expenditures

2 1. M Labovitz, Regional Gowh: Hows of Federal Funds,
1952-1976, forthcomng report by the Advisory Commssion on
I'ntergover nnental Rel ations.
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for defense contracts are based prinarily on the Defense

Depart nent report, M'Iitary Prine Contract Awards by _Regi ons and
Eg_ﬁ. Thé ACIR study also includes interest paynents on the
.public debt, allocating them arrbng states on the basis of BEA
tabul ati ons. The scope of the forthcomng ACR report exceeds
that of all recently-conpleted studies, but the unique data
so.urces and analytic techniques enpl oyéd in apportioning
expenditures make its results the |east conparable.vvith those of

ot her analyses.

The.ACIR study concludes that during the 1974-1976 period,
p_ef-capita federal expenditures were great est in the. Far V\ést.,
New Engl and, and Mldeast regions. and lowest in the G eat Lakes
and Pains regions (see 'T.a.Sle : . P'er-capita. f eder al
Iexpen'ditures' are reported és consi stentl.y above the natiohal
average in the Far West and New England for the; five beriods
between 1952 and 1976, Per~-capita federal expenditures are
found to exceed the nat!.ional average for all but one period in
the Rocky Muntain and M deast 'regi ons. Consi stently
beI'Qwaverage per-capita expenditures are reported in/the Q eat

Lakes and Southeast regions.

The ACR study reveals a somewhat different pattern in -the

regional distribution of federal expenditures per dollar of

27



TABLE 7. PER-CAPITA REQ ONAL DI STR BUTION CF FEDERAL EXPEND -
TURES FOR SHECTED PER (DS BETWEEN Fl SCAL YEARS 1952
AND 1976 AS REPCRTED BY |.M LABOVITZ (in Dollars)2@

_ Fi scal Years -
1959- 1965- 1969- 1974~

RegionP _ 1952 1961¢ 1967¢  1971¢  1976€
New Engl and ‘ 443 564 654 968 1,514
M deast o 447 474 539 915 1,513
Great Lakes 413 358 412 631  I,082
Plains 426 403 610 774 1,281
Southeast 357 399 581 829 1,385
Sout hwest | 460 472 658 9%l 1,390
Rocky Mountain 426 514 - 690 < 895 1,444
Far Westd ' 563 622 831 1,103 1,675
US Average - 430 456 500 83 1,398
SORCE [.M Labovitz, Regional @& o\M h: Flows of Feder al

Funds, 1952-1976, forthcomng report by the Advisory
Commssion on [ntergovernnental Rel ations.

a. Federal expenditure estimates include all outlays and
obligations including interest paynents on the public
debt. Several different procedures are used to allocate
expenditures anong jurisdictions, and the allocation
procedures differ somewhat for the different periods of
tine examined.

b. See Appendix for list of states included in each region.

c. To account for differences in calendar and fiscal year data
sources, Labovitz examned average expenditures over four
cal endar years.

d. Because Al aska and Hawaii were not states in sone periods,
they are omitted fromregional totals.

28



personal incone. | The areas fou_‘nd to have received the
least amount of federal funds per dollar of personal inconme
.during the 1974-1_976 period were the same ones that fared [east
well on a per-cap;:a basis--the Great Lakes and Pl ains regi ons.
Hovever, the area reported as receiving the great est amount of
federal funds per dollar of personal income--the Southeast--was
found to have received slightly below the average amount of
funds on a per-capita basis (see Table 9. Four areas--the
Southeast, Sout h\Aest, _Fbcky. Mount ai n and Far st regions--were
found :'o.have'_'ré.céi-v'ed' consi stently _I above-'average amounts  of
fed'e.rall funds i:e.r 'dol.ll..ér of pe_rsonal' incone over the five
| peri ods exam nedﬁ betwéén 1952 and 1976, The Mdeast and G eat
Lakes regi ohé Qet;é 'reporzt-edﬂ as having received consistently less
t han the_ n:at'i onéll. 'a'v.er".ége amouﬁc of funds. per"dol lar of per sonal

i ncone.

The 1977 CBO Study |

A recent study by the Oongre‘ssi onal Budger Cffice (036)13
IUSed 1975 CSA d_afa to examine the distribution of federal
expendi tures anong r_egi ons and between counties wth different
.grovxt'h rates and levels of personal incone. The CBO study

traced all CSA expenditures except those made through surplus

13. The Congressional Budget O fice, Troubled Local Econom es
and the D stribution of_ Federal Dollars, 1977.
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TABLE 8. REQONAL DISTRBUTION CF FEDERAL EXPEND TURES PER
$1,000 OF PERSONAL | NOOVE FCR SHLECTED PER CDS BETWEEN .
FISCAL YEARS 1952 AND 1976 AS REPCRTED BY 1I.M.
LABOVITZ (in Dollars)?

' Fiscal Years
_ - 1959- 1965-  1969- 1974-
RegionP . 1952 1961¢ 1967  1971¢  1976¢
New Engl and 246 24 2090 2% 259
M deast . - 230 | 187 167 212 245
Geat Lakes a7 1 13 18 184
Mans S 269 199 24 26 232
Sout heast 3w 2k 265 210 285
* Sout huest a0 _25b 271 286 265 -
Rocky Mbunt ai n 2% 250 263 265 270
Far westd - 214 o4 252 261 2

us Total _ 24 210 206 227 247

SORCE  I.M. Labovitz, Regional Growth: Fows of Federal
: Funds, 1952-1976, — Torthcomng report by the Advisory
comm ssion on 1ntergovernmental Rel ations -

a. Federal expenditure estimates include all outlays and
obligations including interest payments on the public
debt. Several different procedures are used to allocate
expenditures anong jurisdictions, and the allocation
procedures differ somewhat for the different periods of
time examined. ' : '

b. See Appendix for list of states included in each region.
C. To account for differences in calendar and fiscal year data
sources, Labovitz examned average expenditures over four

cal endar years.

d. Because Al aska and Hawaii were not states in sone periods,
they are omtted fromregional totals.
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property distribution prograns and guaranteed or insured |oan
p.rograrrs, whi ch were consi dered ihcorrpati ble with other types of
expenditures and obligations. Because of the questionablé
nature of some CSA data, the CBO study conducted its analysis

with and without the less reliable CSA data.

The €BO report found that in 1975 per-capita federal
) éxpehditures in'co:unties varied little between regions of the
cbuntry; cdunties in the P ains states were reported to receive
about 10 percent Iess..t:han the average per-capita couhty
paynment, while co.x.z_ntie's"'i n the. st recei véd above 8 percent of
the US per-capita average (see Table 9. The CBO study al so
exam ned.spendi ng patter.n's across counties of different econoni ¢
circumstance., cl aésifyi ng countie_é by; the growh rates and
income levels. Spendi n;g"'i'h I.owgrovuh counties-—which are
concentfated in the ﬁorth-—was found to exceed spending in
hi gh- gr owt h count_ieé within each region.  But federal
expendi t ures vvere'repor-ted to be less targeted by incorre_;
spending in |owincone counties--which are concentrat ed in the
South--was estirrate‘d to fall below .spendi ng in h.i gh-incone
counties across all r.e.gi ons. Wen only the |ess questionable of
the CSA data were considered, spendi ng in lowgrowh counties

still exceeded spending in high-growth counties but by a snaller
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TABLE 9. AVERAGE PER CAPI TA FEDERAL EXPEND TURES FCR OOUNTIES IN
D FFERENT ECONCM C CIRCUMSTANCES BY REA ON AS REPORTED
BY THE OONGRESSI ONAL BUWDGET OFFI CE: FCR FI SCAL YEAR
1975, | N DOLLARS®

County County
Type of Sgendi ng, All Qowh Rate  Income Leveld
by Region Counties | Low. Hgh Low ~ Hgh
Spending in all y
Federal Prograns | _ |
Nort h 1,420 1666 84 1,311 1,557
Plains States 1,338 1,606 1,309 1,085 1,476
Sout h 1, 606 2,165 1,307 997 2,244
Sout hwest 1,435 1,587 1,017 1,173 1,336
\ést 1, 623 1,578 1,350 1,085 1,705
v, Average 1,494 1,665 1,259 1,059 1,665
Spending in
Devel opnent Prograns | _
Nor t h 204 228 150 175 227
Plains States 270 318 277 232 291
Sout h 268 355 205 182 367
Sout hwest 243 232 217 295 198
st ' 275 196 365 370 261
US Average Y 230 237 216 256
SOURCE: Troubl ed Local Economies and the Distribution of Federal

Dol I ars (Congressional Budget Office, GPO), 1977.
a. This study included all CSA expenditures except |oan

guarantee and surplus commodity distribution prograns.
(conti nued)
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TABLE 9. Continued

b. The Appendix contains a list of the states included in each
regi on.

C. A low-growth county was one in which earnings increased by
less than 39 percent, or per-capita incone increased by |ess
than 41 percent, or population decreased by wmore than 1

- percent from 1969 to 1974, placing it in the bottom 40
percent of US counties: A high-growth county was one in
which per-capita incone increased by at least 56 percent,
earnings by at |least 62 percent, and population by 6.5
percent from 1969 to 1974, placing it in the top 40 percent
of counti es. _

d. A low-income county was in the bottom 20 percent of US

.--counties. A high income county was in the top 20 percent of
US  counties. o :
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~amount . Simlarly, the spread between spending in high-incone
and low-income counties was found to be snmaller when only the

more reliable data were exam ned.

The (BO study also examned federal spending patterns in
prograns intended to devel op the economc strength of a county.
-~ Per-capita developmemlz éXpenditures, In counties throughout the

 country ranged from 15 percent below the national per-capita
average in the I\Ibr't.h fo 15.percent above the nati onai average in
the Vést. Devel opnent spending was hi gher. in Iowgromh than in
hi gh.-grovxth counties in all regi ons" 'of the couhtry except the
West, Wwhere spending was nearly twice as.hi gh in hi gh-grov&n.h
counties as it was in lowgrowth ones. Wen classed by incone
‘levels, iow-income counti es in'_the North, Plains, and South
received less .per'-capita than high-income counties, whi | e
low-income counties iNn the \West and Southwest received nore
per-capita 't_han high-income counties. As with federal expending
In general, examning only the devel opment spending for which
CSA data could be considered reliable did ‘not change the
“relative anounts spent N counties--classed by incone! or
growth--but did“reduce the size Oof the per-capita difference

between high- and lowgrowh and high- and |owincone counties.



Conclusion

Al though these studies vary in the data sour.ces used, the
types of federal expenditures traced, and the time periods
éxam'ned, sone common findings emerge. " First, per-capita
expendi'tures in the Wst were consistently reported above the
national average while spending in the North Central region was
consistently reported .beI OwW aver age. Vhen studies use more
di saggregated regional classifications, s.tates' 'i_n thé_ Far \ést
led and those in the Geat Lakes '_regi on Iaggéd the national

average.

Second; when regi onal ~ spendi ng per doilér of income is
examned, the QGeat Lakes regi bn_ continued to fall below the
national average, vhile thé"South was consistently recorded as
receiving eXpe'nd:Iitures. per dollar of ‘income above the nati onal
average. The Wst was al S0 found tO receive expendi.tures above-
the national average but usually _tr.a.iled the South in federal

spendi ng per dollar of incone.

Third, of direct expenditures, defense spending is anong
the categories that vary nost greatly anong regions. \Met her
accurate reports of subcontracting would change these findings

I's uncertain. Drect 1loans and lo0an guarantees are also
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unevenly distributed, in large part because of housing finance
activities, which respond to patterns of population growh and

~mgration.
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GHAPTER III. REQ ONAL PATTERNS IN THE BALANCE BETWEEN FEDERAL
EXPE\DT[RES AND REVENUES

“Mwving a step beyohd tracing :he. distribution of federal
expendi t ures, Sone resear_cher's have attenpted to conpare the
pattern of regional :expéﬁditures to the pattern of federal
revenue gol lections. Suéh studies ask whether the federal
expendi tﬂur’es' ‘made in a.regi on are less than, equal, or exceed
federal revenues coIIected in that region--that is, whether the
ratlo of expendltures to revenues is less than, jequal. to, or

ar eat er K han one.

S:t.u'd'i es 'ihaf .. g::émﬁ: to trace the di stri.bution of federal
revenues in addltlon to expendltures are I|mted by all of the
constraln:s pI agm ng analyses of expend|tures alone as well as
ot her data—avallablllty and study-design problens. This chapter'
discusses the data and study-design limtations 'that are
iﬁherent\in any effort to conpare federal revenues to federal
expenditu.res.“\énd presents the findings of three studies that

have attenpted to do so.
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DATA SOURCES AND STUDY DES| GN ISSUES

Findings of studies chat conpare revenues and expenditures
may be qualified both by the data used to docunent the nmovenent

E)f funds and by the design of the anal yses..

Data Sources

Data requir.enents for  such .studies are  enornous.
Re'searchers.atterr'pt to account for the geographic origin and
destination of .t he entire federal budget--$494 billion in
outl ays and 66 billion in recei. pts for fiscal ;}gai 1979. As
di scussed in On.apt_er “11', expenditure data sources vary in their

coverage of federal spending activities and--when they do cover

the same components--often disagree on the amount of federal

spéndi hg.

Probl ens associated with tracing federal revenues to their

origins arise principally in determining who actually pays each

of several _different types of taxes. ad total 1979 tax

réCéi pts, 47 pércent cane from per.sonal i ncome taxes, 30 percent
from social insurance taxés, 14 percent from corporate income
taxes, and 4 percent from excise taxes (see Table 10).  The
origin of at least 20 I'percent of all federal tax
re?enue--particularly.Cor.poration income and excise taxes--is

di sput ed.



TABLE 10. FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TAX REVENUES BY ORIGIN, FISCAL

YEAR 1979 -
Vol une

+Tax Source (Dollars in MIIlions) Percent Of Tota
Individual Income ' :

Taxes _ 217,841 47
Soci al | nsurance ' _ _

Taxes ' - -141,591 _ : 30
Cor poration | ncome N : o '

" Taxes - - 65,677 S 14
Exci se Taxes o 18745 | : b
Estate, Gft, and - : .
‘Customs _ o - 12,850 | ' 3
Miscellaneous ' " 9, 237 | a | 2

Total 46590 100

SORE The Budget of the United States, Fiscal Year 1981.

Sbveral.techniquqs are available for ascribing revenues to
sources but no procedﬁre seens fully satisfactory,'and differing
assunptions about tax incidence affegt the conclusions of
studi es that attenpf to identify fedéral revehue sources. For
exanple, the Internal Revenue sService reports the geographic
origin of corporate incbne :axes—-which account for a large
share of the debated taxes--as the location from which the tax
paynent was nade, generally the cofporate headquarters. But
such tax paynents often represent corporate activities in ot her

parts of the country, and the full burden of such taxes has
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varyingly argued to be bdrne by consuners, owners of corporate
capital, owner s 6f capital in general, or enployees. The
incidence of excise taxes is also uncertain. Sone researchers
claim that the burden falls on consuners of taxed products,
while others argue that the tax is actually borne by those'mho

produce taxed products--the enpl oyees and the owners of capital.

Structufé of Studies.

Studies that examne the balance between 'reyehues' and
expenditures ‘are also limted by t he type of. analysié t hey
conduct, whi ch usualfy mat ches one year's revenues to that

_year's expenditﬁres for. épecific geographié units, such as,
regions or states. | Whet her fedefal expenditﬁres shoul d equal
revenues on a national basis each year is hotly débatéd,'.ahd
s even |less agreenent exists 0N the appropfiatehesé of such

bal ance for smaller geographic units.

Firsi, if federal revenues and expenditurés dre to balahce
on a geographic basis, it is not clear at which level such
equilibrium should exist. Should the flow of money into a
region match the revenues collected there? Should residents of
a state expect their contribution to equal their receipts? If

wealthy regions can expect federal expenditures to match their



federal paynents, can wealthy individuals nake simlar denands?
No sinple neans exists to translate fedet.'.al.taxi ng and spending
policy into uniform geographic bo-undaries..

Second, even if agreeﬁent “could be reached on a geographic
level on which to chus, difficulties wou.ld still exist in
- determning an ép.propriate time frane. | In .ge"neral, studies
nﬁtch the revenues collected in one year—-or at nost four
years--to ekpenditures_ ﬁade_ in the sane period. But differences
exist in tfae tirﬁng of at .least so_nie fédera_l expenditures. and
_ revenues.. For exanpl e, people nay pay soci .aI security taxes for
y;arSf-_c6§£ributiﬁg to revehue | c_ollec.t.z.'.ons fr'(‘)m a state--and
then'nﬁy retire, thus increasing federal ‘expenditures. St udi es
that hatch shorf-tef‘m éxpéndifureé and reVénu_eS caﬁnot account

for these long-run patterns.

PRUNC PAL FI NDINGS 07 REGENT STUDIES
The three ng or s;[ udies that attenpt to compare federal
expenditures and revenues var'y both in the share of all
' expehditures an.d revenues examined and in the time frame
considered. A study completed by the CGeneral Accounti ng‘O‘fi ce
(G, which tr_acked patterns between 1969 and 1975, exam ned
only the relationship between federal grants-in-aid and personal

incone tax collections. A second study, prepared by staff of
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the National Journal, matched all federal expendifures except
interest paid on the national debt to federal tax collections i.n
1975, The third study, forthcomng by I.M. Labovitz for the
’Advi sory Commission 0N Ilntergovernrrent'al Rel ations  (ACIR),
traces all expenditures and Ireve'nues over selected years from

1952 to 1976.

© GAO Study

Exam ni ng Federal Aid to States data from Treasury and

personal incone tax collections from the Internal Revenue
Servi ce, cﬁe C.-AO.found rha'c. from. 1§69 'to 1975 '.:he di ff erences
bet ween region§ di.r.n' ni shed. In_ .1969,._:.girénts-in-ai.d recei ved
were estimaie_d to vary from 75 to 125 perc.ent of pefsonal I ncone )
t axes paid. in ff_iv'e of nine regions. States in the East North
Cencfal régi 6n" V\eré. reported to receivé 68 percent as nuch in
grant-in-aid eitpend.itures as they paid .i n personal incone taxes,
while those inm the East South Central region were estimated to
receive over twice as much in grants-in-aid as they paid in
. personal incone taxes. By 1975, this variation became- | ess
narked.' States in all regions were est_i mated, on average, to
receive grants that totaled at least 75 percent of their
personal incone taxes. -Only; in the East South Central
region--which recei ved 143 percent of its personal incone taxes
in grants-—did grant receipts exceed pérsonal income taxes by
more than 25 percent. States in four regions were shown to

receive, on average, 75 to 100 percent of their taxes in grants,
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“while, in the remaining four regions, grants were estimated to
range from 100 to 125 percent of personal income tax payments

(see Table 11).

National Journal Study

The National Journal study focused on a wi der definition of

'expenditures and revenues but examned regional patterns ia 1975
onl y.' As deseribed in Chapter II, 'Ithe study used CSA date to
track all federal expenditures except interest payments oh t he
federal debt. Re\_/en_ue estimates came from the Tax Foundation,
whi eh "allocates half of '.eo.r pbrate income tax col| ections “anong
states based oh their personal incones and half among st af es
based on their property income and which assigns excise taxes to

~consuners of the taxed commodities. The National Journal st udy

ailocated the federal deficit anong states based on their
~popul ati ons. The study found that, on average, revenues
.exceeded expenditures in the New England, Md-Atlantic, Geat
Lakes, and Geat Pains states, while expendi'tures exceeded

revenues in the remaining regions (see Table 12).

ACIR Study _
The third study, forthcoming from AQR is the nost

comprehensive both in the expendi tures and revenues traced and
in the time period exam ned. As described in Chapter II,
expenditure data for this project were collected froma variety

~of sources. Revenue estimates were made by adjusting Internal



TABLE 11. RATIO CF GRANT-IN-AID PAYMENTS TO PERSONAL | NOOME TAX
QOLECTIONS AS REPORTED BY THE CGENERAL ACCOUNTING
CFFI CE, F SCAL YEARS 1969 AND 1975

Ratio of Qants-in-Ad to
Personal Income Tax Col | ections

Regiond . TR | 1975
New Engl and o0& _ : 1.03
Mid-Atlantic | 0.82 D 107
East North Oent'ral | 0.68. o o _ .0.78 |
Vest North Central L o 09
‘South Atlantic R 18 L 106
East South Central = 202 o am
Vést South Gentral - 138 o
Mountain o 1 o R 1.24
Pacific e 0.97

SORCE The US General Accounti ng O fice, Changing Patterns
- of Federal Aid to State and Local _Governments :
1969- /5, 197/, Appendix [I, p. 47.

a. The Appendix lists the states included in each region.



TABLE 12. RATIO CF FEDERAL EXPENDITURES TO FEDERAL REVENUES AS
REPCRTED BY THE NATI ONAL JOURNAL. FI SCAL YEAR 1975

Rati 0 of Expendituresb

Region? t 0 Revenues®
New .England ' o | .96
Md-Atlantic .83
Great Lakes ) L .70
Great P.lains. _ | : 94
South Atlantic o - 112
South Central o : 1.17 :
Mbuntain o 130

Paci fi ¢ - c Ll

SORE "Federal Spendi ng: The North's Loss |s the Sunbelt's
Gin," National Journal. Vol. 8, No. 26 (June 26,
1976), p. 88l . _

a. The Appendix lists the states included in each region.

b. Expenditures traced in this st udy included all expenditures
listed by the Comunity Services Adm nistration, except
~interst paynents made on the federal debt.

C. Revenue €Stimates were made by the Tax Foundation, which
divides corporate tax incidence equally between personal
-and property income and assigns excise taxes to consuners

of the taxed good. The deficit was divided among States on

the basis of population. '



Revenue Servr ce and federal agency collections data to
approxi mte the actual incidence of tax collections. Half of
'corporate incone collections from 1952 to 1972 were divided
among regions on the basis of their retail sales and half were
divided on the basis of dividends received by individuals. From
1974 to 1976, half of all corporate incone taxes was distributed
.on the basis of tet‘ail sel eS' one-—quar:er' was al | ocat ed based. on
the val ue of cor porate st ock owned by 1nd1v1duals wth nore than
$60,000 in gross assets, and the baI ance was apportioned on the
basrs of d| vi dends recelved by |nd| Vi duals Al exci se t axes

were assi gned to consumers

'_'._The p.rinc'i:pal' finding of' the ACIR s£udy Is that, on
'av'e_r;g;,' ratros of expendltures to revenues are beconing more
srml er across regr ons. 1Ia 1952 states in the Mldeast region
received federal ex.pendl,tures equal to 75 percent of their
revenues, while states in the .Sout heast and Sout hwest received
expenditures anounting to over 125 percent of their taxes. In
two regi ons'lthe ratio of expenditures to revenues was between
0.75 and 1.00; three “regi ons had ra.:ios between 1.01 and 1.25.
By 1976, tlhe ratios of expendit'ures to revenues in all regions
ranged from 0.74 to 1.'14 (see Table 13). The study concl udes
that the maj or force novi ng these ratios toward each other has
been the equalization of. i ncone between states. Wth per-capita
revenue collections becorring more equal, the disparity in
expendi ture-to-revenue ratios has been correspondingly reduced.
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TABLE 13. RATI O GF ESTI MATED FEDERAL EXPEND TURES RECEIVED? TO FEDERAL
REVENUESP AS REPCRTED BY I.M. LABOITZ, SELECTED PERIODS
BETWEEN FI SCAL YEARS 1952 AND 1976

Region® 1952 1959-614  1965-67d  1969-714  1974-76d
New Engl and .78 Lot % % 1.01
M deast .15 _ 83 7500 .8 .99
Qeat Lakes .87 - 74 64 .68 .74
Plains 10 1w 115 1ol B
Sout heast L5t 129 1% | 124 1
Southwest 146 | o :'1 24. 1 37 12 105
Rocky Mbunt ain 120 1 24 o 1# 13 1.10
Far West® 12 nie . nz o 118 1.13
SORCE .M .Lab-bva.tz-,' "ggglbnal‘ Gonth: Fows of Federal Funds,

1952-1976, forthcomng report by the Advisory Oonm55| on on
" Intergovernmental Rel ations. . e

a. Al federal expenditures were traced in this study, including
payments on the federal debt.

b. Al federal tax revenues were included. Excise taxes in all vyears
were assigned to consuners of taxed goods. For years 1952-72,
corporate incone taxes Were divided equally between retail sales
and total dividends. From 1974 to 1976, one-half of corporate
taxes were assigned to consuners, one-quarter to corporate stock,
and one-quarter to dividends.

C. The Appendix lists the st ates included in each region,

d. To account for differences in calendar and fiscal year data
sources, Labovitz examned average expenditures over four cal endar
years.

e. Snce Aaska and Hawaii were not states throughout the period,
they are not part of Far West totals.

47



- Conclusion

Depending on when and how the balance of federal
expenditures and revenues is examned, regions appear to be
‘féring differently. | .This is not surprising for at least two
reasons. First, the studies have traced different cohponents of
federal expeditures and revenues, have exam néd different tine
peribds, and_ have applied different techniques to determne the '.
origin and destination of federal funds. Thus at Ieast sone of
the differences beu}een regions are Sinply a function of _the
,'differ_ing. data soﬁiceé and study st.ruct ures used to trace the
'pact_'ern's of federa|n..'expe.nditures and revenues. .Second, as
Chapt'er v di scusses',' the policy choices made by 'th_e f ederal
goVer_n’mant mean that the balance of expenditures and revenues

will necessarily vary between regions and over tine.



GHAPTER |V.  CGONQLUSI ONS

As noted at the outset of this paper, although studies have
attenptéd tb trace the regional patterns of federal expenditures
and revenues, all sgéh anal yses are of only linited value in
eVaIUating federal fiscalupolicy. First,_:he data available to
g tracé federal  revenues and expenditures have  serious

“shortcomngs and, at best, are only a proxy for the geographic
:0rigfn and destinatron of federal dol | ars. ‘Second,'eveh i f the
~data accuracély reflected the geogr aphi ¢ di stribution df feder al
funds, studies employing such aégreg#te data could not describe
the distribution of actual ”beneffts acconpanying federa
activities becaﬁse éuCh benefitg yary_mftﬁ fhe nature of t he
acfivity and differ acr 0ss politicdl boUndéries. Third, because:
the distribution of Qll .fedéral eipenditures and revenués
reflects poliéy chofces made iN desighing and funding particUIar
'progransl studies that consider broad spending and taxing
aggrégate;\‘dannot measure the success or failure of 'specific
poficiés. : Further, the objeciives served by federal fisca
-.éoli;y may Of may nOt ‘be reflected in equal per-capita or

per-income spending and taxing across regions.
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DATA LI M TATI ONS

As noted throughout this paper, data that track federal
“expenditures and revenues are seriously deficient. The data are
based on nunerous unavoidable, but often questionable,
assunptions ascribing the source and déstinatio_n of federal
dollars.  These assunptions necessarily render the data suspect
and, thus, the conclusions based on the déta possi bl'y
msleading. Second, the data'.ar.e OfItén'aggregat ed in ways that
blur i npor t ant distinctibns bet\/\een federal activities. Third,
avai | abl e. .data sources are f..requér'.ltl.y not consistent from year
to.'year, éohfoundi ng 'effbrts to trace accurately the changi ng'

patterns of federal _expehditures and revenues.

THE IMPACT a FEDERAL EXPENDITURES AND REVEI\LES

Even if data were available that accurately tracked f ederal
funds from their collection to their expenditure, such data
woul d not descr_i.be the inpacts of such flows. The effects of
dollars rai sed and sp-ent.' by the federal government vary across
political units depending on the .vxay in which the funds are

collected Or use'd.

Dollars spent in different federal programs will have
different impacts. Athough little firmevidence on the size of
such inp.acts exists, researchers have concluded that "different
governnent prograns will have significantly different effects on

the demand for regional products and hence upon regional
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development.™l A dollar spent extending capital infrastructure
in a region will have a different ef\fect than a dollar
t'ransferred to a retiree irt the sane area. Smlarly, a dollar
spent on infrastructure in one area may have a different effect
than a dollar spent for the same purpose in another region, if
one region produces all materials and labor needed for the
proj ect V\hile the ot her irrports such goods. Thus, to treat all
~ federal expenditure actrvrtres as havr ng equal wei ght within and
betvreen regi ons undoubtedly results in over- and under-estimates

of the 1mpacts of such activiti es

The taxes | evi ed t.o?:r'ai se. federal. funds .al so may have
1mpacts that vary from pl ace to pl ace. .An.'additional dol I ar of
personal |ncorre tax rai sed in one area rray lessen savings, while
“an additronal tax dollar collected some place else nay lead to
reduced consunpt i on. S_tudl.es that inplicitly assume that the

inpact of federal revenue collection is constant across regions

undoubt edl y niss important variations in actual effects.

PQLI CY OONTEXT O FEDERAL EXPENDl TURE AND_REVENUE ACTI M TY

Finally, the patterns of federal expenditure and revenue
activity are not fully meaningful unless viewed in the context

of specific policy choices. Federal expenditure and revenue

1. Wlliam H CQakland, "Aternative Mdels for Assessing
Regional Public Policy Inpacts", in WC Wheaton, (ed.)
Interregional Myvenents and Regional Gowh, Paper on
Public Economcs, Vol. 2 (Washington, DC: The Uban
Institute, 19/9), p. 1da
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~decisions -are made to fulfill parti'cul ar policy goals, and such
‘goals may or nmay not lead to simlar expenditure patterns or
simlar balances between expenditures and revenue collections

across regions.

~ Federal taxes have general |y been designed to place heavier
'.'burdens' on those with more resources. Regions of the country
vary both in terms of their per-capita income and accunul ated
veal th. | Thus, the taxes col | ected may be expected to vary
across r'egi o.ns a_s' the .r.eso;t-rce.s available vary. To exam ne the
taxes paid w'.'thin a r'égi on'w'ithout. examning the tax base and
abili'ty td pay. of peopl e ;n& busi nesseé within the area provides

an incoﬁpl ete _undersca:iding of federal taxing activity.

Sim'larly, expendit'ure': activity mst be Viewad in the
context of the specific policy goals that federal programs are
~designed to servé. For éxanpl e, spendi ng in prograns designed
to alleviate poverty will vary across regions as the incidence
of poverty varies. Expenditures for programs tb i nprove capital
infrastructure will be distributed in accordance with the
geographic distribution of decaying infrastructure. Gven the
nuner ous goal s served by federal programs, there is no reason to
expect that federal spending in a region will equal--either .in
per-capita or personal incone measures--the spending in any

ot her region.
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APPEND X STATES | NCLUDED | N REG ONAL CLASSIFICATIONS

Studies that trace federal expenditures and/or federal
revenues Usually aggregate state findings into regional
patterns. The regional classification schene varies by study,

however .

The classification used by Vehorn and the US Departnent
of Agriculture is: '

Northeast:  Maine, Vernont, New Hanpshire, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, Pennsylvania,
New Jersey

M dwest or North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas,

North Mnnesota, lowa, Mssouri, Wsconsin, Illinois,

Central : Indiana, Mchigan, Chio

Sout h: District of Col unbi a,- West  Virginia, Mryland,

Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia,
Al abama, M ssissippi, Florida, Louisiana, Texas,
Ckl ahoma, Arkansas, Tennessee, Kentucky, Delaware

West: Véshington, Qegon, California, Idaho, Nevada,
"X Mntana, Wonmng, Colorado, Uah, Arizona, New
' Mexi co, Hawaii, Al aska

The classification used by the National Journal is:

New Engl and: Maine, New Hanpshire, Vernont, Massachusetts,
Rhode |sland, Connecticut

Md-Atlantic: New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania

Qeat. Lakes: Chio, Indiana, Illinois, Mchigan, Wsconsin

Geat Plains: Mnnesota, lowa, Mssouri, Kansas, Nebraska, South
Dakota, North Dakota
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S. Alantic: Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, Wst Virginia, North
' Carolina, South Carolina, Ceorgia, Forida

S. Central: Kentucky, Tennessee, Al abans, Mississippi,
Loui si ana, Arkan_sas,‘ k|l ahona, Texas

Mount ai n: Montana, |daho, Woning, Colorado, U ah, Nevada,
Arizona, New Mexi co

Paci fic: California, Oegon,. Véshi ngton, Al aska, Hawaii

The classification used by the Uhi verS|ty of Mchigan and
the General Accounting Cffice is:

- New England: Miine, New Harrpshi're, Vernont, Massachusetts,
Rhode | sl and, Connecti cut

Md-Atlantic: New York, New Jersey, Pénnsyl vani a

East North _ '

Central : Chio, Indiana, Illinois, Mchigan, Wsconsin

West North - ' } ' _
Central: Mnnesota, 1lowa, Mssouri, North Dakota, South

Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas

S. Atlantic: Delaware, Maryl and, Virginia, West Virginia, North
_ Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida

East South : . _ - _

Central : Kent ucky, Tennessee, Al abama, M ssissippi

West South |

Central : Arkansas, Louisiana, Ckl ahonm, Texas

Mount ai n: Montana, |daho, Woning, Colorado, New Mexico,
: Arizona, Wah, Nevada

Paci fic: Véshington, Qegon, California, A aska, Hawaii

54



The Labovitz classification is:

New Engl and:
Mideast:

d eat Lakes;ﬁ

Plains:

Southeast:

Sout hwest :

Rocky
Mount ai n:

Far \ést:

Connecticut, Mai ne, Massachusetts, New Hanpshire,
Rhode |sland, Vernont

Del anare, District of Colunbia, Mryland, New
Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania

Illinois, Indiana, M chigan, Chio, W sconsi n

lowa, Kansas, M nnesota, Mssouri, Nebraska, North
Dakota, South Dakota

A abama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mssissippi, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, st Virginia

‘Arizona, New Mexico, Cklahonma, Texas

(ol orado, ldaho, Montana, Wah, Wyoming

California, Nevada,' QO egon, Véshi ngton

The CBO classification is:

Nor t h:

Plains:

Southwest:

Sout h:

\\ést :

Maine, New Hanpshire, Vernont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio,
Wsconsi n

Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North
Dakot a, South Dakot a

&kl ahona, Texas, New Mexico, Arizona

Delaware, District of Colunbia, Florida, Georgia,
Maryl and, North  Carolina, South  Carolina,
virignia, West \Mirginia, Alamaba, Kentucky,
M ssi ssi ppi, Tennessee, Arkansas, Louisiana

(ol orado, |daho, Montana, Nevada, Wah, Wom ng,
A aska, California, Hawaii, (regon, Washington
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