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Growing public discussion and controversy
concerning the implications of uneven pat-
terns of economic growth in different regions
of the United States, as well as allegations
that federal government taxing and spending
policies have contributed to such disparities,
prompted the Advisory Commission on Inter-
governmental Relations to undertake a series
of research studies on the subject. The results
of the ACIR investigations will be issued in a
three-volume study entitled Regional Growth.

The first volume of the study, Regional
Growth: Historic Perspective, examines the
economic growth of the various regions of the
United States and points out the importance
of the converging growth rates throughout the
nation. The third volume will examine the is-
sue of whether interstate tax competition has
brought about any significant differential re-
gional growth pattern.

This second volume, Regional Growth:
Flows of Federal Funds, 1952-76, focuses on
the impact of federal financial activities, both
spending and taxing, on states and regions. It

i

Preface

presents data covering five selected periods be-
tween 1952 and 1976, collected, adjusted, and
analyzed by a systematic methodology de-
veloped by the author. The most important
finding of this study is the convergence: inter-
state and interregional differences in the ratio
of federal expenditures to revenues were con-
siderably narrower in 1974-76 than they were
in 1952,

Both the data presented and the explana-
tion of the methodology make a substantial
contribution to the discussion of the actual
impact of federal activities on regional devel-
opment by substituting systematic research
and data analysis for the more impressionistic
analyses which have in the past fueled the
controversies concerning the impact of federal
expenditures and revenues on states and re-
glons.

Abraham D. Beame
Chairman



his report was prepared for the Advisory

Commission on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions by I. M. Labovitz. Throughout his ca-
reer, Mr. Labovitz has been an active partici-
pant in the study of intergovernmental affairs.
At the United States Bureau of the Budget
and the Congressional Research Service of the
Library of Congress—from which he retired in
June 1973—he contributed profound scholar-
ship and valuable insights into the operation
of our federal system.

The subject of flows of federal funds has
been a particular specialty of Mr. Labovitz.
This report builds upon a study by the late
Dr. Selma Mushkin, who pioneered in the
analysis of the impact of federal expenditures
and revenues on states and regions. Bringing
together compilations which Mr. Labovitz has
prepared over more than two decades, it pre-
sents data for selected periods and explains in
detail the methodology which he developed.
We believe that it will be the benchmark for
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Chapter 1
Introduction®*®

he magnitude and composition of federal
Texpenditures and revenues have changed
greatly over the last quarter century. The an-
nual volume of each is now about five times
the level of 1952. At that time we were in-
volved in a major conflict in Korea, so that
military outlays took 59% of the budget total.
By 1974-76, despite the war in Vietnam, na-
tional defense expenditures made up barely
26% of federal expenditures.

Trust funds, such as the social insurance
funds, were previously outside the budgetary
totals; now they are included. Transfer pay-
ments, especially Social Security benefits
and aids to state and local governments, have
become major categories of expenditure.

On the revenue side, payroll taxes and other
social insurance contributions are now a ma-
jor source, having increased from less than 7%
of the total in 1952 to 30% in 1974-76.

Understandably, these changes have affect-
ed state and regional shares in federal ex-
penditures and contributions to revenues.
Indeed, it appears that over the past 25 years
differences among states and regions have
narrowed steadily because of a faster-than-
average rise in personal incomes in some re-

*In tables throughout this study, because numbers are
rounded, the sum of amounts or percentages for states in
a region may not equal exactly the amount or percentage
for the region as a whole.



gions, particularly the Southeast and South-
west. -

Because government accounts and fiscal
reports do not routinely show state and re-
gional shares in federal government expendi-
tures and revenues,! this study undertakes to
measure and compare these shares for selected
fiscal years during 1952-76. It identifies some
of the shifts that have occurred in the geo-
graphic impacts of expenditures and the geo-
graphic origins of revenues. The data here
presented and discussed are:

1) sets of estimates of federal expenditures in
each state for payments to residents and
for goods produced and services rendered
in the state, and

2) estimates of federal revenues derived from
residents of each state.

The numbers are drawn from previously
published periodic compilations for 1952
through 1967, supplemented by compilations
for 1969-71 and 1974-76 for which details have
not been published before.?

The need for special compilations arises
from the fact that (1) geographic origins of
revenue are often different from the places
where taxes or other revenues are received, and
(2) the places where the government makes
disbursements often are not the states where
the particular expenditures have their impacts

upon individuals and the local economy. Taxes
borne by the people of one state may be remit-
ted to a government office in another state.
The effort here is to associate the taxes with
the state where the actual contributors reside.
Similarly, federal government expenditures
that take the form of payments to individuals
are assigned in the estimates to the state
where the recipient lives or works. Expendi-
tures in the form of payments to other recip-
ients (such as business firms) are assigned
generally to the state where goods are pro-
cessed or produced, services are rendered, im-
provements are located, or other relevant ac-
tivities are performed.

Most of the distributions shown in tables in
this report are composites of narrower esti-
mates, each based on particular assumptions
and procedures and a considerable measure of
subjective judgment.

A study of this kind involves a multitude of
assumptions and procedures on which ana-
lysts’ judgments are likely to differ. A later
section of the report gives examples of the par-
ticular choices that were made in the studies
summarized here.

For brevity, the District of Columbia is
treated as though it were a state. References
to 51 states or United States mean the 50
states and the District of Columbia.

The states composing each region are iden-
tified in Table 1 and other detailed tables.

FOOTNOTES

'An exception is a multivolume processed annual compila-
tion of expenditures, issued since 1967 by the Community
Services Administration (and its predecessor, the Office
of Economic Opportunity) under the title Federal Out-
lays (since 1977 entitled Geographic Distribution of Fed-
eral Funds Report), Washington, D.C. This is described
more fully in Chapter 9 of this report, in a footnote to
the subsection on ‘‘Military Outlays.” It covers expendi-
tures only.

2The initial study, for the fiscal year 1952, was prepared
by Selma Mushkin and issued in 1956 by the U.S. Public
Health Service. A compilation for FY 1958 (omitted from
this report) was prepared by Raymond E. Manning and
I. M. Labovitz of the Legislative Reference Service (now
the Congressional Research Service) of the Library of
Congress. Labovitz prepared similar compilations for the
three-year fiscal period 1959-61 and (with Harriet J.
Halper) for 1965-67; these reports also were issued by the
Legislative Reference Service. The study for 1965-67, ac-

companied by an analytical review by the Intergovern-
mental Relations Subcommittee of the House Committee
on Government Operations, was published as a Commit-
tee Print in 1968. For detailed citations to these sources,
see footnotes to T'able 12 in this report.

State ratios of expenditures to revenues for three peri-
ods (1974-76, 1965-67, and 1952) and summary percent-
ages, index numbers, and ratios for geographic regions
were published by ACIR in I. M. Labovitz, ‘‘Federal Ex-
penditures and Revenues in Regions and States,” Inter-
governmental Perspective, Washington, DC, U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office, Fall 1978, Vol. 4, No. 4, pp. 16-
23. The present report incorporates minor revisions and
adjustments of federal wages paid in the District of
Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia in 1974-76, described
in Chapter 9 of this report, section on ‘‘Special Adjust-
ment for Income Payments in National Capital Area.”

For a review of studies and compilations of federal gov-
ernment expenditures by regions and states before 1952,
and a list of references, see Mushkin, Illustrative Esti-
mates, pp. 84-94 (for a complete citation, see Table 12,
footnote 7). Additional references are listed in the 1968
Committee Print (mentioned above), p. 44.



Chapter 2
Findings

xamination of the statistical series yields
the following major generalizations:

e Interstate and interregional differences in
the ratio of federal government expendi-
tures to revenues were considerably nar-
rower in 1974-76 than they were in 1952.
(See pp. 16 and 23.)

* This convergence results primarily from a
trend toward equalization of tax yields
relative to population and personal in-
comes. (See pp. 17, 18, 26, and 27.)

® Convergence is much less evident on the
expenditure side, particularly when the
comparison is between regions, but it does
show up in the data for individual states.
Measured by federal expenditures relative
to population or to personal income, re-
gional differences were as large in 1974-76
as in 1952-—and larger in intermediate
periods. Interstate differences, however,
diminished appreciably. (See pp. 17, 18,
26, and 27.)

®* The tendency for revenue contributions
originating in each state to move nearer to
the average may be attributed to a long-
term trend toward a narrowing of inter-
state differences in levels of personal in-
come, coupled with the fact that the indi-
vidual income tax is the primary element
in the federal revenue system. The rela-
tionship is affected also by the growing im-



portance of payroll taxes in budgetary
receipts. (See pp. 19, 22, and 29.)

Over the whole period, 1952-76, federal rev-
enue origins in states were closely related
to the geographic distribution of personal
income. In fact, total federal revenues
from residents of each state were almost
proportionate to personal income in the
state. The statistical correlation was close.
That is to say, states with high average
personal income per capita generally
yielded high federal revenues per capita,
and states with low average personal in-
come per capita generally yielded low rev-
enues per capita. (See pp. 27-31.)

The geographic distribution of federal gov-
ernment expenditures also tended to follow
personal incomes, but the association—
though positive—was much weaker for ex-
penditures than for revenues. (See pp. 17,
and 27-31.)

& When states are listed in the order of their

percentage shares of federal expenditures,
those with the largest, middle, and smallest
shares (taken as separate groups) show no
marked change in their collective shares
over the years. (See pp. 24-25.)

® As a percentage of total federal revenues,
the collective contributions of the residents
of the five largest states declined over the
period; the share contributed by residents
of other states generally increased. (See
p. 25.)

® States with the largest percentages of total
federal expenditures were in almost every
case the states where the largest percent-
ages of federal revenue originated. In most
instances, their shares of revenues exceeded
their shares of expenditures. (See pp. 25-
26.)

These observations and other relationships
are elucidated in Chapter 6, Summary Tables
and What They Show. Additional inferences
from the tables are included in Chapter 9, De-
tails of the Distributions.



Chapter 3

A Cautionary Note

t this point, a cautionary note should be
injected to help forestall misinterpretation
of the data.

The statistics are intended to measure the
initial impacts of federal government fiscal
operations, not the ultimate economic effects.
Insofar as possible (subject to the validity of
the tax incidence assumptions and limitations
of available data), the revenue estimates en-
deavor to focus on the incidence of federal
taxes on persons residing in the several states.
The expenditure estimates aim to show the
sum of payments directly to individuals re-
siding in each state and, for payments to busi-
ness, the amounts paid for services rendered or
goods produced in each state. But this kind of
analysis leaves unresolved such questions as
the effects of federal fiscal operations on vari-
ous characteristics such as the following:

® the degree to which federal government
outlays provide services primarily of na-
tional, regional, or local interest or benefit
—in different combinations in different
states;

® the application of resources to the public
and private sectors in each state;

® the pattern of economic activities carried
on within a state by public and private ele-
ments;

¢ the amount and distribution of disposable
income within a state: or



® the composition of personal income and
gross product.

Each of these areas, taken separately, is a
worthy subject of extensive inquiry.!

Moreover, these statistics do not define goals
or policy objectives. Despite evidence of a re-
duction of geographic differences in the pattern
of overall federal expenditure-revenue relation-
ships, it does not follow—at least, it should not
be inferred without special analysis and evalu-
ation—that this tendency should be applauded
and fostered or should be condemned and op-
posed. It should, of course, be examined and
evaluated.

Uniformity in the geographic shares is not to
be expected—unless, perhaps, in a completely
egalitarian society. Indeed, such uniformity
might run counter to the dominant values of
our federal system of government, which al-
lows and adjusts for regional, state, and indi-
vidual differences in economic status, con-
sumption levels, resource availability, demand
for governmental services and activities, and
other characteristics. Interstate uniformity in
the ratios of federal expenditures to revenues,
if it appeared, might attest to some frustration

iIn the Mushkin study for 1952, mentioned earlier, some
of these issues were addressed. See, for instance, Illustra-
tive Estimates, op. cit., pp. 8-11, 13-19, and 59-66.

of national interests and standards. It might
signal a perfect equilibrium of logrolling, ef-
fected without regard to geographic variations
in fiscal needs and abilities.

Differences among states and regions of the
kinds shown in these statistics may be expected
to persist as long as there are:

® on the revenue side, differences in the
levels of personal incomes among states
and regions, with resulting differences in
tax contributions relative to personal in-
come; and

® on the expenditure side, differences in fed-
eral outlays relative to population and per-
sonal income, because the outlays must be
made where services or support are needed,
where entitlements have accumulated (as
in the case of Social Security benefits),
or where productive personnel, facilities,
and other resources are located.

Considering the diverse factors involved, it
seems likely that substantial interstate and
interregional differences in expenditures per
capita or as a percentage of personal income
will continue. In the case of revenues, however,
interstate and interregional differences in fed-
eral taxes as a percentage of personal income
were small in 1974-76. Even that narrow
spread may be reduced if personal income
averages continue to move closer together.



Chapter 4

Structure and
Content of the Series

stimates for each state and region are based
Eon particular assumptions. The assump-
tions and distribution procedures differ in
some details for the several periods (with the
greatest differences between 1952 and the
later yvears). The compilation for 1974-76 uses
more procedural shortcuts than the earlier
studies, as explained in later sections. Never-
theless, the resulting distributions are general-
ly comparable between periods.

Except for 1952, each compilation in the
series presents totals or averages for three fis-
cal years. This helps to reduce fluctuations
that might result from special transitory cir-
cumstances (such as construction projects).
Also, except for 1952, the expenditure esti-
mates combine some calendar year data with
fiscal year data; the use of three-year periods
reduces distortions that might result from this
combination.!

There are, however, differences in the scope
of the distributions, especially between the
revenue totals and expenditure totals. Very
nearly all the revenues in each fiscal period are
credited to the 51 states and very little to other
areas. Somewhat lesser percentages of expendi-
tures—as low as 87% of the total in two periods
—are allocated to the states; the remainder
represents either expenditures abroad or out-
lays not covered in the distributions. In effect,
the geographic distribution of most expendi-
tures 1s deemed to represent the distribution of
all expenditures.2



OBJECTIVES

In all the estimates, the objective is to show
the geographic origins of federal government
revenues and the geographic impacts of federal
government expenditures (in total for each
statc and the District of Columbia but not for
lesser areas).

The revenue origins are not necessarily the
same as the place where collections are made
or remittances are received by the government.
In fact, for several categories, such as corpora-
tion income taxes and for liquor, tobacco, gas-
oline, and other excises, the amount origi-
nating in a state usually differs substantially
from the amount collected in that state. In
the distribution by origins, these revenues are
attributed, insofar as possible, to the state of
residence of the ultimate payer. For the excises,
this is typically the consumer of the taxed
product or service. Chapter 9 and Appendix
B.

For the expenditure estimates, federal out-
lays are allocated generally to the state of resi-
dence of individual recipients (such as Social
Security beneficiaries and pensioners); and to
the state where goods are produced or services
are rendered in the case of contractors, sup-
pliers, and other corporate recipients. (Expen-
ditures shown as payments to personal
incomes include payments to nonprofit insti-
tutions.) Salaries and wages paid to federal
government employees are a special case.
Available data show these payments only by
state of employment, and these are the
amounts incorporated in the expenditure
series. In this instance, judged by salaries and
wages from all types of employers, the dif-
ference in total payments between the state of
residence and the state of employment appears
to be substantial only for the District of
Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia. For those
areas, a special adjustment is made in the
compilations for 1974-76.3

REGIONAL GROUPING OF STATES

To facilitate summary comparisons over
time and between sections of the country, sta-
tistics for individual states are presented in re-
gional groups, with subtotals for each region.
States within each region are identified in the
detailed tables. These regions follow the pat-

tern used by the Regional Economic Measure-
ment Division, Bureau of Economic Analysis,
Department of Commerce in its reports on
state personal income.*

BASIS FOR COMPARISONS

Because of differences in the scope of the
distributions, mentioned earlier, the absclute
amounts of expenditures and revenues esti-
mated for each region or state are not directly
comparable within fiscal periods or between
periods. Also, differing proportions of federal
expenditures were financed by borrowing, as
discussed below.

To overcome these complications, the share
of each state or region is reported in terms of
ratios, percentages, and index numbers.

The percentages measure the share of each
state or region in a nationwide total. For each
fiscal period, the total for all 51 states is 100%.

Because of rounding, percentages shown for
the several states or regions do not in all cases
coincide exactly with the totals. Differences are
small and not significant, since almost every
figure is an approximation with a margin of
uncertainty.

For each period, a pairing of the estimated
percentage share in all allocated expenditures
and the estimated percentage contribution to
all revenues yields a ratio which shows
whether federal expenditures in any state or
region were proportionately greater or less
than the share of federal revenues originating
there. The ratios assume a nationwide average
of 1% of allocated expenditures associated
with each 1% of revenues; i.e., on the average,
for all the states together, $1 is expended for
each $1 of revenue. Thus, the nationwide
average for any fiscal period is 1.00. A higher
ratio indicates that the share in federal ex-
penditures was above the the percentage of
revenues originating in the state—and the
deviation above 1.00 measures the extent of
the variance. A ratio below 1.00 signifies that
the state share in federal expenditures was less
than the percentage contribution to revenues
—and the differences from 1.00 similarly mea-
sures the degree of variance.

These ratios permit direct comparison of
states or regions in a given fiscal period and
between periods.



For each fiscal period, two pairs of index
numbers are presented—one relating federal
expenditures and revenues to population and
the other relating them to personal income.
For each set of index numbers, the nationwide
average is 100.0. An index number above 100.0
signifies that the amount per capita or the
amount per $1,000 of personal income is above
average. A number below 100.0 signifies that
the amount per capita or the amount per
$1,000 of personal income is below average.
The deviation from the base of 100.0 measures
the degree to which the estimates for a state
is above or below the nationwide average.

Index numbers for amounts per capita are
based on Bureau of the Census population esti-
mates, averaged to represent the mid-point of
each fiscal period. Index numbers for federal
expenditures and revenues in relation to per-
sonal income are based on total personal in-
come of residents in each state or region during
each fiscal period, as estimated by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis. Procedures and sources
of data are indicated in Appendix A. Popula-
tion and personal income data by states and
regions are set forth in three tables in this ap-
pendix.

BUDGETARY DEFICITS

Since aggregate federal expenditures ex-
ceeded revenues in each fiscal period,® it

might appear logical to build the deficit into
the ratios of expenditures to revenues. Thus,
the nationwide average ratio of expenditures
to revenue in 1974-76 might be set at 1.14 in-
stead of 1.00, because expenditures in that
period were 14% above revenues. The average
ratio for each earlier period would be a lesser
number, as the following tabulation shows:

Ratio of
Budget totals (millions) Expenditures
Expenditures Revenues to Revenues

Fiscal Period

1952 $67,721 $66,204 1.02
1959-61 282,122 266,130 1.06
1965-67 411,336 397,241 1.04
1969-71 592,561 569,919 1.04
1974-76 961,355 845,126 1.14

SOURCE: Office of Management and Budget, U.S. Budget in Brief,
Fiscal Year 1979, Washington, DC. U.S. Government
Printing Office, January 1978, p. 89, Table 9. These totals
conform to budgetary concepts current in 1978, which
may differ somewhat from the concepts in use when the
several geographic distributions were compiled.

Use of these shifting ratios to represent the
nationwide average would complicate com-
parisons between states or regions and be-
tween periods without improving their ac-
curacy. Accordingly, this report presents the
simpler ratios based on equating 1% of ex-
penditures with 1% of revenues to produce a
nationwide average ratio of 1.00 for each fiscal
period covered.

FOOTNOTES

'In the 1952 study, although the incidence illustration of
expenditures was ‘‘principally based on a single year's
operation, in some instances to prevent distortion of
amounts shown by the cut-off point of the fiscal year—
data readily permitting—the estimates were based on
operations over a period of years rather than on the ex-
perience of that year alone.” Expenditures of the Bureau
of Reclamation were cited as the clearest instance of this
procedure. ‘‘If state estimates were to be prepared an-
nually, these year-to-year differences in program opera-
tions would become part of the statistical series; presum-
ably annual information would be used specifically to
show the year-to-year differences.” Mushkin, [llustra-
tive Estimates, op. cit., p. 27.

2See Chapter 7, Budgetary Totals.

3The adjustment is described in Chapter 9 of this report.
41See U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Survey of Current Business, Washington, DC,
U.S. Government Printing Office, August 1977, p. 17.
This regional grouping differs from that employed by the

Bureau of the Census, Internal Revenue Service, and
some other federal agencies. It differs also from the
“Standard Federal Regions” promulgated by the Office
of Management and Budget and used by that office to
show the distribution of federal grants to state and local
governments (see, for example, Office of Management
and Budget, Special Analyses, Budget of the United
States Government, Fiscal Year 1977, Washington, DC,
U.S. Government Printing Office, January 1976, p. 263,
and ibid., Fiscal Year 1979, January 1978, p. 183). The
Internal Revenue Service reports tax data in terms of its
own regions and also for the Standard Federal Regions
(see, for example, U.S. Department of the Treasury,
Internal Revenue Service, Siatistics of Income, 1974,
Individual Income Tax Returns, Publication 79 (10-77),
Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977,
pp. 179, et seq.).

In this report, all statistics from IRS, Census, and
other sources have been restated in terms of the regions
used for reporting personal income.
5In the fiscal periods for which distributions are pre-
sented, the federal government had budgetary surpluses
in fiscal years 1960 and 1969 but deficits for each of the
three-year periods 1959-61 and 1969-71.
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Chapter 5

Interpreting the Numbers

learly the estimates are better indicators

of relative positions and magnitudes than
of absolute amounts. There is no dependable
method for testing the validity of the consoli-
dated distributions for each fiscal period.
Some credibility is gained from the fact that
the successive compilations exhibit a high
degree of consistency in the relative positions
of individual states and regions. Of course,
this consistency could conceivably be a func-
tion of the methods used in compiling the sta-
tistics. Yet the rankings and the magnitudes
appear to be supported by subjective impres-
sions, anecdotal evidence, and statistics for
individual states to an extent that bolsters
confidence in the general authenticity of the
numerical findings.

In any event, the uses and interpretations
of the data should be limited to broad com-
parisons and judgments—a qualification that
needs to be especially emphasized because the
distributions are based on selected assump-
tions about revenue origins and expenditure
impacts, and there is no assured agreement
on these assumptions. The quantitative ex-
pression of results gives them an appearance
of much greater precision than can reasonably
be claimed.



Summary Tables a;d
What They Show

ighlights of this report appear in maps
Hand in two groups of summary tables.
Tables 1-11 and 38-44.* These are reviewed in
this chapter.

Table 1 presents ratios of federal expendi-
ture shares to revenue contributions for each
of five fiscal periods during 1952-76. Table 2
summarizes these ratios in terms of a fre-
quency distribution. Maps 1 and 2 indicate
how the state ratios for 1974-76 compare with
those for 1952.

Tables 3 and 4 present percentages for each
of the five fiscal periods. These are summa-
rized in frequency distributions in Table 5.

Index numbers in Tables 6 and 7 show com-
parative shares of expenditures and revenues
per capita of the population, with frequency
distributions in Table 8. Index numbers in
Tables 9 and 10 represent expenditures and
revenues as proportions of personal income,
and Table 11 gives a frequency distribution
for these index numbers. Maps 3 and 4 show
for 1974-76 how the numbers for expenditures
relative to personal income compare with
those for revenues.

The state data in each of the major tables
(Tables 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, and 10) are arrayed in
rank order in Tables 38-44.

The next two sections review the ratios,
percentages, and index numbers (1) for the
regions and (2) for the individual states.

*Tables begin on page 55.
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Map Vi-1
RATIO OF ESTIMATED FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN EACH STATE
TO ESTIMATED FEDERAL REVENUES FROM RESIDENTS OF THE STATE,

FISCAL YEARS 1974-76
(Average ratio for all states equals 1 .‘00)
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Map VI-2
RATIO OF ESTIMATED FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN EACH STATE
TO ESTIMATED FEDERAL REVENUES FROM RESIDENTS OF THE STATE,
FISCAL YEAR 1952
(Average ratio for all states equals 1.00)
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Map VI-3

STATE INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN RELATION
TO PERSONAL INCOME FOR EACH STATE,

150.0 and over

110.0-149.9

90.0-109.9

under 90.0

SOURCE: Tables 9 and 43.
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Map VI-4 _
STATE INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES IN RELATION

TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH STATE,
FISCAL YEARS 1974-76
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REGIONAL COMPARISONS
Ratios of Expenditures to Revenues

Examination of the regional ratios in Table
1 (omitting Alaska and Hawaii, which are not
included within the eight geographic regions
defined in the table) brings out these main
points:

1. The spread between regions was consid-
erably less in 1974-76 than in any of the
preceding periods.

2. In general, the regions maintained their
relative positions throughout the quarter-
century, but there were some notable
shifts.

Apart from the Great Lakes, all regions had
ratios in 1974-76 within the very narrow limits
of 98 to 1.14, against a spread from .75 to
1.51 in 1952 and .75 to 1.37 in 1965-67. (These
ratios may be translated as representing, for
1974-76, a range from $0.98 to $1.14 of federal
expenditures for each $1 of revenue originated
in the region, and similarly for the other num-
bers.)

Among five regions which had expenditure
shares in excess of their revenue shares in
1952, four continued their above-average
ratios throughout the later periods. Among
three regions which had revenue shares in
excess of their expenditure shares in 1952, two
maintained this relationship through 1974-
76.

The Southeast, Southwest, Rocky Moun-
tain, and Far West were the four regions
which had expenditure shares exceeding their
revenue shares in all periods studied. For the
Great Lakes and Mideast regions, contribu-
tions to revenues exceeded their shares of ex-
penditures in all periods (though the Mideast
ratio was practically at the nationwide aver-
age in 1974-76). The Plains and New England
were mostly at, or near, the average.

Among the eight regions, the Southeast
group of 12 states held either first or second
rank in the ratio of federal expenditures to
revenue origins, although the regional ratio
declined sharply from 1.51 in 1952 to 1.14 in
1974-76. Before 1974-76, the Southwest region
{comprising four states, of which Texas 1is
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largest) was second highest when the South-
east was first, and first when the Southeast
was second. The Southwest ratio went from
1.46 in 1952 to 1.24 in 1959-61 (the same as
the adjacent Rocky Mountain region), 1.37
in 1965-76, and 1.32 in 1969-71. But in 1974-
76, the ratio for the Southwest was down to
1.05.

The Great Lakes region held the lowest
rank in every period except 1952. The regional
ratio of .87 in 1952 was higher than for New
England and the Mideast. But it dropped to
.74 in 1959-61 and .64 in 1969-71, then re-
covered to .68 in 1969-71 and .74 again in
1974-76.

The Plains states recorded approximately a
breakeven ratio in three of five periods—in
1959-61, 1969-71, and 1974-76. The ratios for
this region were above average for 1952 and
1965-67.

The Mideast was lowest in 1952 and next to
lowest in three other periods. Nevertheless, as
noted above, its ratio in 1974-76 was .99—
practically the national average.

New England was seventh in 1952 and
either fifth or sixth in each later period. Its
ratio rose from .78 for 1952 to 1.07 for 1959-
61, dropped to .95 for the next two periods,
and then stood at 1.01, approximately aver-
age, for 1974-76.

The Far West, dominated by California,
was fifth in 1952 in the ratio of expenditures
to revenues, fourth in each of the next three
periods, and second in 1974-76. Yet the ratio
for the Far West changed only a little, except
for 1965-67. From 1.12 in 1952, it advanced to
1.16 in 1959-61, jumped to 1.27 in 1965-67,
fell to 1.18 in 1969-71, and was back at 1.13
in 1974-76.

Percentages
of Expenditures and Revenues

The ratios just discussed are derived by
dividing the regional percentage of federal
government expenditures by the percentage of
federal revenues for the same period.! It may
be useful to separate the two elements.

As the ratios indicate, two regions consis-
tently contributed a larger share of revenues
than their shares of expenditures—the popu-
lous Mideast and Great Lakes regions. Lumped



together, these two regions supplied nearly
53% of revenues in 1952 and shared 38% of ex-
penditures. By 1974-76 they were much nearer
a balance. Their combined contributions to
revenues declined gradually to 42% in 1974-
76, while their combined shares of expendi-
tures rose to 41% (after a drop to 33% in 1965-
67).

In percentage of revenues, the Mideast was
first in every period. In percentage of expendi-
tures, this region was first in 1952, 1959-61,
and again in 1969-71. The Southeast was
first and the Mideast second in 1965-67 and
1974-76. The Great Lakes region was second
in percentage of revenues in every period; in
expenditures, it was in third or fourth place
but advancing.

At the other end of the scale, the more
sparsely populated Rocky Mountain region
had the smallest percentages of both expendi-
tures and revenues in all periods. The regional
share of revenues rose from 1.9% in 1952 to
2.5% in 1974-76. The share of expenditures
rose from 2.3% to 2.7%.

The Far West was fourth among the regions
in 1952 and again in 1974-76, and third in the
intervening periods, in the percentage of ex-
penditures. It was fourth in every period in
the percentage of revenues. As noted in re-
viewing the ratios, the spread between ex-
penditures and revenue percentages was about
the same in 1974-76 as in the other periods
studied, except for 1965-67, when the excess
of expenditures was considerably greater.

Index Numbers
Related to Population

In Tables 6 and 7, regional and state shares
of federal government expenditures and reve-
nues are measured in terms of amounts per
capita of the population, expressed as index
numbers for which the national average
serves as a base of 100.0.

When the highest and lowest regional index
numbers are compared, the following infer-
ences may be drawn:

1. Over the quarter-century 1952-76, federal
expenditures per capita in the Far West
were regularly from one-and-one-half to
two times the amount in the region with

the lowest average (the Southeast in 1952
and the Great Lakes in the other periods).
The successive differences, expressed as a
percentage of the amount for the lowest
ranking region, were as follows:?2

1952 58%
1959-61 74
1965-67 102
1969-71 75
1974-76 55

2. In the same period, federal revenues per
capita from the region with the highest
amount, the Mideast, declined from two-
and-one-half times to one-and-one-quar-
ter times the amount from the region
with the lowest average, the Southeast.
Regional differences in revenues per
capita were as follows (also expressed as a
percentage of the amount for the lowest
ranking region):?

1952 151%
1959-61 85
1965-67 67
1969-71 52
1974-76 25

3. Thus, interregional differences in the
amount of federal revenues per capita
were greatly reduced over the years. On
the expenditure side, the interregional dif-
ferences increased at first and then re-
ceded, without much net change from
1952 to 1976.

Only two regions had index numbers for ex-
penditures per capita above the average for all
five periods: the Far West and New England.
However, two others were above average for
four periods and practically average for the
fifth: the Rocky Mountain area and the
Southwest. The Mideast also was above aver-
age for four periods but not for 1965-67. Only
the Southeast and Great Lakes regions were
below average for all five periods—and the
Southeast was close to the average for 1974-
76 and 1965-67.

On the expenditure side, the Far West regu-
larly held first place, as noted above. The
regional index number rose from 131.0 in 1952
to 140.9 for 1965-67, then receded to 119.8 for
1974-76—still 20% above the national average.
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New England was second in three of the five
periods. Its regional index number of 108.3
for 1974-76 was lower than in earlier periods
other than 1952. Only the Great Lakes and
Southeast regions were below average for ex-
penditures per capita in all periods, but their
long-term trends diverged. The Great Lakes
index declined from 96.0 for 1952 to 69.9 for
1965-67, then recovered to 77.4 for 1974-76.
The Southeast index number rose from 83.0
for 1952 to 98.5 for 1965-67 and 99.1 for 1974-
76. The Southwest region was above average
for four periods, with an index above 111.0 for
1965-67 and 1969-71, but fell just below aver-
age for 1974-76. The Plains states as a group
were barely below average for 1952 and slightly
above for 1965-67, but below average in the
other three periods.

For revenues per capita, four regions had
index numbers above the national average for
all five periods. These were the Mideast, New
England, Far West, and Great Lakes. The
other four regions were below average for all
periods. The index number for the Mideast
declined from 138.0 for 1952 to 108.9 for 1974-
76. New England was second highest for all
periods except 1959-61; the index number for
this region was 133.0 for 1952, held at 116.0 to
118.0 for the next three periods, and then
dropped to 107.1 for 1974-76. The Southeast
regularly had the lowest index number for
revenues per capita, but this rose steadily from
55.0 in 1952 to 87.2 in 1974-76. The index num-
ber for the Far West declined from 117.0 to
106.0.

Index Numbers Related to
Personal Income

Tables 9 and 10 relate regional and state
shares of federal government expenditures and
revenues to personal income of the resident
population. Again, the comparative magni-
tudes are expressed as index numbers, with
the national average at 100.0.

When the highest and lowest regional index
numbers on this basis are compared, broad
relationships on the expenditure side appear
generally similar to those shown by the index
numbers for expenditures per capita, but the
revenue side presents a contrasting picture:
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1. Expressed as a proportion of personal in-
come for each of the selected periods
during 1952-76, federal expenditures in
the region with the highest index number
varied from one-and-one-half to two times
the amount in the region with the lowest
index number. The successive differences,
stated as a percentage of the index num-
ber for the lowest ranking region, were as
follows:*

1952 43%
1959-61 64
1965-67 104
1969-71 81
1974-76 55

In the comparison, the lowest ranking re-
gion was the Southwest for 1952, 1965-67,
and 1969-71, and the Southeast for 1959-
61 and 1974-76.

2. Over the same span of years, federal reve-

nues from the region providing the highest
average amount in relation to personal in-
come dropped from one-and-one-half
times the amount for the region with the
lowest index number to a level only slight-
ly above that of the low ranking region.
The differences in this case were as fol-
lows:

1952 57%
1959-61 15
1965-67 13
1969-71 15
1974-76 8

Regions involved in this comparison were
not consistently the same as for revenues
per capita. In this case, New England was
highest for 1952, 1969-71, and 1974-76,
and the Mideast for the other two periods.
The Southeast was lowest for 1952, 1959-
61, and 1965-67, joined by the Plains re-
gion with an equivalent index number for
1965-67. The Plains was lowest for 1969-
71 and 1974-76.

3. Interregional differences in the amount

of federal revenue as a proportion of per-
sonal income were comparatively small
after 1952, and about half as great for
1974-76 as for the three preceding periods.
For expenditures, however, the indicated



differences were somewhat greater in
1974-76 than they were in 1952, though
the spread was less than in intervening
periods.

In these index numbers for expenditures,
four regions were above average for all periods
studied—the Southwest, Southeast, Far West,
and Rocky Mountain regions. The Rocky
Mountain area, however, was barely above
average for 1952. The Southwest and South-
east, as already noted, ranked highest in suc-
cessive periods (except that the Southwest
dropped to fourth rank for 1974-76); and the
Great Lakes region ranked lowest in all peri-
ods. The index for the Southwest rose from
122.0 for 1952 to 131.3 for 1965-67, then re-
ceded to 107.4 for 1974-76. The Southeast
number rose from 119.6 for 1952 to 128.4 for
1965-67, then declined to 115.1 for 1974-76.
The Far West was in third or fourth place in
each period until 1974-76, with its index num-
ber moving up from 108.0 for 1952 to 122.5 for
1965-67, but advanced to second rank for
1974-76 despite a drop to 109.7. New England
was above average for all periods except 1952
—though by a narrow margin for 1965-67. The
Plains region was above average for 1952 and
1965-67 and below average for the other three
periods. Only the Great Lakes and Mideast
stood below average for all periods—and the
Mideast index number was practically at the
average for 1974-76.

The parallel index numbers for revenues
relative to personal income for each period
exhibit a much narrower dispersion than ex-
penditures. The highest index numbers were
registered for New England for 1952, 1969-71,
and 1974-76, and for the Mideast for 1959-61
and 1965-67. These two regions were, in fact,
the only ones above 100.0 for all periods—
and the Mideast was down to 100.1 for 1974-
76. The Southeast rose from 79.1 for 1952 to
101.2 for 1974-76, and the Southwest from
83.4 to 102.3. The Great Lakes area rose from
97.7 for 1952 to 101.9 for 1969-71, then receded
slightly- to 100.6. The Plains states, Rocky
Mountain states, and Far West were below
average for all periods, but the index number
for the Rocky Mountain area, at 99.1, was
practically average for 1974-76, and the other
two regions were close behind.

The regional index numbers gloss over inter-
state differences within regions, as well as
wider differences between individual states in
different regions. Nevertheless, they provide a
rough measure of major relationships. Thus,
comparison of the index numbers for revenues
per capita (Table 7) and personal income
per capita (Appendix Table A-2) makes it
evident that there is a close positive associa-
tion between the two series for all five fiscal
periods. In short, these regional indexes attest
that the federal government revenue system,
increasingly dominated by the combination of
individual income tax and payroll taxes, came
quite near to drawing revenues in proportion
to the personal income of the residents of the
several regions.

The relationship was close in 1952: it ap-
parently became even closer in subsequent
yvears. This i1s evident in the regional index
numbers in Table 10. For revenues in relation
to personal income, the highest index number
in 1952 was 124.4 (New England) and the
lowest, 79.1 (Southeast). By 1965-67 the range
was much narrower, with both extremes
nearer the center: the high, 107.1 (Mideast),
and the low, 94.6 (Plains and Southeast). In
1974-76, the highest regional number was
103.8 (New England), and the lowest, 96.0
(Plains).

During these years, regional disparities in
personal income diminished considerably, con-
tinuing a long-term trend shown graphically
for the period 1929 to 1977 in a Commerce De-
partment chart reproduced as Chart 1. In
1950 the region with the highest level of per-
sonal income per capita was the Far West, at
120.4 (20.4% above the 49-state average); and
the region with the lowest level was the
Southeast, at 68.3 (31.7% below the 49-state
average). The same regions continued in first
and last places, but by 1965-67 the range had
narrowed to 115.0 to 76.7; and by 1974-76 it
was still narrower, 109.2 to 86.1. (These index
numbers are from Appendix Table A-2. In the
map, the Far West includes Alaska and
Hawaii, whereas the regional index numbers

" in the table omit these states.) No doubt this

convergence of personal incomes was a major
force in the convergence of regional contribu-
tions to federal revenues.

A more tenuous relationship is observed
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Chart 1

PER CAPITA INCOME

AS A PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE
BY REGIONS: SELECTED YEARS, 1929-77

*Including Alaska and Hawaii.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis, Survey of Current

Business, October 1978, p. 27.
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when the index numbers for expenditures per
capita (Table 6) are compared with those
for personal income per capita. They show
some positive connection between the relative
levels of total federal expenditures in a region
and the level of personal income in that region
—that is, expenditures tended to be greatest
per capita in geographic regions with the
highest personal income per capita. But the
association is not a strong one.

For the Far West and New England, where
personal income per capita was above average
in all periods, federal expenditures per capita
also were above average in all periods. The
Far West ranked highest in personal income
per capita for all periods except 1969-71 and
highest in federal expenditures per capita for
all periods. New England was third or fourth
In personal income per capita and second or
fourth in expenditures per capita. The South-
east, with the lowest personal income level in
all periods, was lowest in federal expenditures
only in 1952. The Great Lakes region was
lowest in expenditures per capita in all peri-
ods but 1952; it ranked third highest in per-
sonal income in 1952 and 1974-76 and fourth
in the intervening periods. The Southwest re-
gion, which ranked seventh in personal in-
come in all periods, was second in expendi-
tures per capita 1n 1952, third in 1965-67 and
1969-71, and fifth in 1959-61 and 1974-76.

Composition of Expenditures
and Revenues

All the preceding regional comparisons re-
late to allocable expenditures for all purposes

. and revenues from all sources, without dif-

ferentiation. The tables in this report do not
provide details of federal expenditures and
revenues over the quarter-century, but they
do permit rough comparisons of major cate-
gories for 1974-76 and 1969-71.

On the expenditure side, the important
categories nationwide in both periods were
transfer payments to personal income, pay of
personnel, military outlays other than pay of
personnel, and aid to state and local govern-
ments. In both periods, payments to personal
incomes (including salaries and wages) were
well above half of all distributable expendi-
tures. In 1969-71, military outlays (excluding

pay of personnel) were about one-and-one-
half times as much as aid to state and local
governments. By 1974-76, as the Vietnam War
wound down, military outlays had declined
somewhat. Meanwhile, aid to state and local
governments had more than doubled in
amount, so that it was some 43% above mili-
tary outlays. Table 13.

As a proportion of personal income, federal
transfer payments were higher in the South-
east than in any other region in both 1974-76
and 1969-71. They increased faster than per-
sonal income during the interval, from an
index of 113.0 for 1969-71 to 118.3 five years
later. The only other region where these pay-
ments were above average relative to personal
income in both periods was New England,
where transfers were 1.7% above average in
1969-71 and 4.9% above average in 1974-76.
In the Southwest, the index number advanced
from 98.9 to 100.4—barely above average.
Transfer payments received in the Great
Lakes region were farthest below the national
average as a proportion of personal income;
here the index number declined from 90.5 for
1969-71 to 87.4 for 1974-76. For the Far West,
also, transfers declined slightly in relative im-
portance. In the Mideast region, they rose
slightly. Tables 27 and 36.°

Salary and wage payments to federal per-
sonnel, civilian and military, as a proportion
of personal income, were considerably above
average in four regions. They were consider-
ably below average in the other four regions
in 1969-71 and in three of them in 1974-76.%
There was no change in regional rankings be-
tween the two periods, but the difference be-
tween the highest and lowest narrowed some-
what. In both periods, the Rocky Mountain
region was highest, the Southeast second, and
the Southwest third—each with a substantial-
ly higher-than-average level of military pay
relative to personal income (at least for 1974-
76). In both periods, also, the Great Lakes re-
gion was lowest and New England next lowest
for total salaries and wages. These two regions
were far below average for military pay rela-
tive to personal income (although the Mid-
east fell below New England by this measure,
at least in 1974-76).

For military contract expenditures relative
to personal income, three regions were above

21



average and five below in both periods. For
this category, too, the Great Lakes region was
lowest in both periods, but there were changes
in the rankings of the other regions. The
Southwest moved from first to third place;
New England, from second to first; and the
Far West, from third to second. The difference
between the highest and lowest regional index
numbers was greater in 1974-76 than in 1969-
71. The index number for the Southwest, es-
pecially, registered a 30% decline from 159.5
to 112.3; that of the Great Lakes area dropped
20%, from 60.2 to 47.8.

Regional index numbers relating aid to state
and local governments to personal income in
each state showed considerable convergence
between 1969-71 and 1974-76. For 1969-71, the
highest regional number was more than double
the lowest (147.3 for the Rocky Mountain re-
gion, 69.3 for the Great Lakes). In 1974-76,
the highest was less than one-and-one-half
times the lowest (119.8 and 82.0 for the same
two areas). Regions above the national aver-
age in 1969-71 were the Rocky Mountain,
Southeast, Southwest, and Far West. Five
years later the regions above average were the
Rocky Mountain, Southeast, Mideast, and
New England. This was a period in which
General Revenue Sharing was introduced and
grants for income security, health and educa-
tion, training, employment, and social services
were increased; whereas grants for commerce
and transportation and for community and
regional development increased at a lesser
rate, so that they diminished in relative im-
portance as categories of federal fiscal as-
sistance to states and their subdivisions.

In summary, the following relationships
stand out in this comparison of index numbers
for expenditures in 1969-71 and 1974-76:

The Great Lakes region was not only
lowest in total federal expenditures rela-
tive to personal income in both periods
(and in the three earlier periods). It was
also lowest in each major category of fed-
eral expenditures in both periods.

In 1969-71, the Southwest had the
highest regional index number for total
federal expenditures relative to personal
income, but in 1974-76 this area was in
fourth place. It ranked highest in military
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procurement expenditures in 1969-71, but

third or lower in each of the other cate-:

gories in both periods.

The Southeast, highest in total ex-
penditures relative to personal income in
1974-76, was highest for transfer pay-
ments in both periods but sixth in military
contract expenditures. Within expendi-
tures for the pay of personnel, the South-
east ranked highest for military pay and
second for civilian pay in 1974-76. Except
for military contract outlays, the South-
east index numbers were all above the na-
tional average for both periods.

The Far West region advanced from
fourth rank to second in total expendi-
tures relative to personal income but was
fourth in total personnel payments in
both periods. For military contract ex-
penditures, this region moved from third
place to second, considerably above aver-
age in both periods; and for transfer pay-
ments, from sixth place to fifth, somewhat
below average in both periods. In aid to
state and local governments, the Far
West region dropped from fourth place to
fifth—and from above average to some-
what below average.

For revenues, similar comparisons between
1969-71 and 1974-76 may be made using re-
gional index numbers for the individual in-
come tax, employment taxes, and the corpora-
tion income tax relative to personal income.
Tables 21 and 31.

The range of regional differences for the
major revenue source, the individual income
tax, as a proportion of personal income nar-
rowed considerably between 1969-71 and
1974-76. In the earlier period, the highest re-
gional index number was 26% above the lowest
(New England, 109.9; Rocky Mountain, 87.4);
five years later the highest region was 14%
above the lowest (Great Lakes, 106.1; Plains,
93.4). There was also some shifting of regional
rankings, with only two regions retaining
their earlier positions—third for the Mideast,
sixth for the Southeast. Although New En-
gland had the highest regional index number
for total federal revenues in both periods
(Table 10), it was in second place in 1974-76
for the individual income tax.
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For employment taxes, the Southwest had
the lowest regional index number in 1969-71
and the highest in 1974-76. The Mideast, on
the other hand, was highest in 1969-71 and
lowest in 1974-76. The other regions shifted
about somewhat. The range of regional varia-
tions was about the same in both periods—
only about 13% difference between the highest
and the lowest regions.

The corporation income tax exhibited a
wider range of regional differences, with the
index number for the highest ranking region
about one-third above the lowest in both peri-
ods. New England was highest in 1969-71 and
1974-76; the Far West was lowest in 1969-71
and the Plains was lowest in 1974-76. In the
earlier period, only New England and the
Mideast had index numbers above the na-
tional average; in 1974-76, they were joined
by the Southeast. A change in the method of
estimating state origins of the corporate in-
come tax may have affected the rankings for
1974-76.7

STATE COMPARISONS

The foregoing section on regional com-
parisons provides a broad picture of geograph-
ic relationships and tendencies but, as has
been said, it unavoidably ignores differences
between states both within and across re-
gional boundaries. To observe these more
localized variations, it is necessary to inspect
data for individual states. Tables 38-44 facili-
tate this closer scrutiny.8

Ratios of Expenditures to
Revenues

Table 38 is a rank-order array of the state
ratios which appear in regional groups in
Table 1. The principal relationships evident
in this table parallel or modify those drawn
earlier from the regional data:

1. The spread between states was less in
1974-76 than in any preceding period in
this study.

2. There were noteworthy changes in the
rank-order positions of individual states,
but nine of them shifted no more than
five steps up or down between any two

consecutive periods. At least 20 states
held close to the same relative rankings
during most of 1952-76.

3. Six states each ranked among the top ten
and six states each ranked among the
lowest ten in at least four of the five
periods studied. In contrast, only one
state (California) was in the middle
quintile as many as four times.

The median state ratio was above the na-
tional average of 100.00 in all periods. The
1952 median was 1.10 (District of Columbia);
for 1959-61, it was 1.19 (North Carolina); and
for 1965-67, 1.24 (Washington). The median
then receded to 1.10 for 1969-71 (Wyoming);
and 1.07 for 1974-76 (Louisiana).

The highest ratios registered were for
Alaska and Hawaii in their first few years of
statehood and for the District of Columbia in
all periods except 1952. Excluding these three
areas which received special treatment in
federal expenditures, the spread between
states with the highest and lowest ratios nar-
rowed by more than half. For 1952, the highest
ranking state (New Mexico) had a ratio of
$2.99 of federal expenditures for each $1 of
revenue originating there; and the lowest,
Delaware, had $0.53 in expenditures for each
$1 of revenues. By 1974-76 the range was from
$1.65 (Mississippi) to $0.70 (Illinois) for each
$1 of revenue.

States which held rather closely to their
rank-order ratings during at least four periods
—and their successive rankings in chronologi-
cal sequence—are named on page 24.

The list includes the six states which were
among the top ten at least four times, name-
ly, Alaska, Hawaii, the District of Columbia,
Mississippi, New Mexico, and Virginia. Only
New Mexico and Mississippi ranked among
the ten highest states in all five periods.

The list includes also the six states with
ratios among the lowest ten at least four
times. These are Delaware, Illinois, Ohio,
Michigan, Wisconsin, and New York. Among
these states, Illinois, Delaware, and Wisconsin
ranked among the ten lowest in all five peri-
ods.

Like the high ratio states, those with the
lowest ratios tended to hold their positions.
Delaware was among the lowest five states in
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State

1952

No single shift of

more than five places:
Alaska 0
Hawaii 0
New Mexico 1
Mississippi 3
Oklahoma 12
Kentucky 13
Connecticut 38
lllinois 45
Delaware 49

Three shifts of four

places or less:
Tennessee 5
Alabama 6
Virginia 10
District of Columbia 25
North Carolina 27
Oregon 34
Ohio 35
New Jersey 36
Michigan 37
Wisconsin 40
New York 48

1959-61 1965-67 1969-71  1974-76
1 1 2 2
2 2 7 4
5 7 5 5
7 6 3 3
14 15 11 12
16 21 24 19
41 38 39 38
46 49 49 51
51 51 51 50
32 32 32 32
12 11 9 9

4 5 4 6

3 3 1 1
26 27 33 30
44 42 41 40
43 46 46 48
39 44 45 45
50 50 50 47
49 47 48 46
48 48 44 37

Successive Rankings

every period. Illinois and Michigan were
among the lowest five in four periods for each;
and New York and Wisconsin in three periods
for each. Delaware, Illinois, and Wisconsin
were among the lowest ten states In every
period; and Michigan, Ohio, and New York in
four periods for each. Over the years, the low
ratio states moved somewhat, though not
decisively, nearer the national average. Thus,
the Delaware ratio, always lowest prior to
1974, registered .53 in 1952, .56, .54, .60, and
.71 in subsequent periods. The minimum for
1974-76 was .70 for Illinois.

Among noteworthy shifts in individual
state rankings, the outstanding one may have
been that of the District of Columbia ratio,
from median position (25th) in 1952 to highest
in 1969-71 and 1974-76. The Maryland ratio
was 26th in 1952; it was tenth in the latest
two periods. Rhode Island moved up from
46th place to 17th, then dropped back near
the median position. Texas dropped to 33rd in
1974-76, from 12th in 1969-71, 16th in 1965-
67, 27th in 1959-61, and 21st in 1952. The
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North Dakota ratio fluctuated, going from
11th place in 1952 to 21st in 1959-61, then to
fourth, and finally to eighth rank in 1969-71
and 1974-76. Its neighbor, Minnesota, dropped
from 22nd in 1952 to 47th in 1959-61, moved
up to 37th and 38th in the next two periods,
and dropped back to 42nd in 1974-76. The
other neighbor, South Dakota, was among
the top ten states three times. Indiana ranked
20th in 1952 but dropped to 40th, 43rd, and
49th in later periods. New Hampshire was
47th 1in 1952, jumped to 23rd in 1959-61, then
dropped to 41st, 34th, and again 41st.

Percentages of
Expenditures and Revenues

Tables 39 and 40 show separately the per-
centages used to determine the ratios in Table
38. They exhibit considerable stability in both
the respective rankings and the percentage
shares of the several states.

The arrays of percentages permit easy cal-
culation of the relative shares of groups of



1974-76 1969-71
Top five states 35.79% 37.67%
Top ten states 53.67 54.93
Middle 11 states 14.79 13.96
Lowest ten states 3.01 2.79
Lowest five states 1.25 1.11

1965-67 1959-61 1952
36.53% 36.81% 36.42%
53.05 54.92 55.15
14.75 13.86 15.84
3.39 3.28 2.91
1.26 1.20 1.01

consecutive states, as shown above for federal
expenditures.

Evidently there were no marked changes in
the percentage shares of these groups of states
in federal expenditures.

The five top states drew slightly more than
one-third of all expenditures in each period,
and the top ten states collectively drew more
than one-half. Seven of the top ten states
were in this group in all five periods—namely,
California, New York, Pennsylvania, New
Jersey, Ohio, Illinois, and Texas; and Virginia
was in this bracket for four periods. Califor-
nia, New York, Pennsylvania, and Texas
were among the top five in every period.

The middle 11 states together drew from 14%
to 16% of all federal expenditures in each
period. Three states were in this group in all
five periods: Kentucky, Oklahoma, and South
Carolina. Seven others were in the group for
four periods; these were the District of Co-
lumbia, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Louisiana,
Colorado, Mississippi, and Kansas.

The five states with the least federal ex-
penditures shared about 1% of the total in
each period—barely 1.0% in 1952 and less
than 1.3% in 1965-67 and 1974-76. The next
five states, on an ascending scale, added 2%
or less, so that the ten lowest states together
had 2.91% of expenditures in 1952 and 3.01%
in 1974-76, with a peak of 3.39% in 1965-67.
Nine states were constant members of this
group: Wyoming, Vermont, Delaware, Ne-
vada, South Dakota, New Hampshire, Mon-
tana, North Dakota, and Idaho.

Summary percentages of revenues from
Table 40, comparable to those given above for
expenditures are shown below.

The revenue percentages indicate a definite
decline over the quarter-century in the per-
centage of federal revenues paid by residents
of states with the largest shares. Interestingly,
the decline was only in the top five states—
from 45.50% in 1952 to 37.20% in 1974-76. The
five states next in rank increased their con-
tributions somewhat, from 19.27% to 20.71%
of the total. Of the top-ranking five states,
four were in this group in every period: New
York, California, Illinois, and Pennsylvania.
These four states and five others—Texas,
Ohio, Michigan, New Jersey, and Massachu-
setts—were in the top ten throughout 1952-
76. Florida also was among the top ten in each
period after 1952.

The middle 11 states and the groups of five
or ten states with the lowest percentages all
show some rise in 1974-76, compared with
earlier periods, in their collective shares of
contributions to federal revenues.

Details in Table 40 show that in 1952, New
York State ranked highest in revenue origins,
at 15.85%, and California second at 9.00%.
New York held first place through 1969-71,
though 1its percentage of the revenue total
declined steadily. In 1974-76, California
moved ahead, originating 10.58% of federal
revenues in that period, and New York was
second, with 9.37%. Illinois held third rank
throughout, with its share declining from
7.56% to 6.11%.

Two points stand out in the expenditure
and revenue percentages on this page and the
details in Tables 39 and 40:

1. With a single exception, states that were
at, or near, the top of the list of high per-

1974-76 1969-71
Top five states 37.20% 40.09%
Top ten states 57.91 60.37
Middle 11 states 13.32 11.73
Lowest ten states 2.77 2.49
Lowest five states 1.09 .94

1965-67 1959-61 1952
41.47% 42.87% 45.50%
61.13 62.05 64.77
11.43 11.39 11.40
2.49 2.46 2.53
.95 .92 1.04
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centages of federal expenditures were also
high on the list of revenues.

2. Generally, the revenue contributions
from these larger states were greater than
their respective shares of expenditures,
but with at least one important departure.

The exception for the first point is Virginia,
which was among the ten states with the
highest expenditure percentages in all periods
after 1952 but was not among the top ten
states for revenues in any period.

As to the second point, among ten states
making the largest contributions to revenues,
six had smaller shares of expenditures in all
five fiscal periods. These were New York,
Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, and
New Jersey. One state—California—had a
greater share in expenditures than in revenues
In every period.

For Texas, the expenditure percentages con-
sistently exceeded the revenue percentages
until 1974-76. In that period, revenues sur-
passed expenditures for this state.

Massachusetts, which was among the top-
ranking ten states for revenues in all periods
and for expenditures in four periods, fluctu-
ated somewhat more. Its share of revenues
was more than its share of expenditures in
1952, 1965-67, and 1969-71, but was less than
its share of expenditures in 1959-61 and again
in 1974-76.

The numbers for Florida were mixed also.
For this state, the percentage of revenues was
higher in 1952 and 1974-76; the two percent-
ages were equal in 1959-61; and expenditures
were higher in 1965-67 and 1969-71.

Index Numbers
Related to Population

In Tables 41 and 42, federal expenditures
and revenues per capita of the population of
each state and region are expressed in index
numbers, based on a 51-state average of 100.0
and ranked from highest to lowest for each
period. The state index numbers indicate that:

1. The spread between federal expenditures
in the state with the highest amount per
capita and the state with the lowest di-
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minished appreciably during 1952-76,
especially after 1952—provided that ex-
penditures in the District of Columbia,
Alaska, and Hawaii are disregarded as
somewhat special cases. This convergence
is not evident in regional index numbers.

2. For federal revenues per capita, the 1952
divergence between the highest and lowest
states was much greater than for expendi-
tures. It diminished at a faster rate, so
that in 1974-76 the difference was about
the same as for expenditures.

With the District of Columbia and the out-
lying states omitted, the differences between
the highest and lowest ranking states, ex-
pressed as percentages of the lowest index
numbers, were as follows:?

Expenditures Revenues
1952 223% 721%
1959-61 163 340
1965-67 144 297
1969-71 134 180
1974-76 102 100

When the District of Columbia, Alaska, and
Hawaii are included in the calculations, the
convergence of the highest and lowest index
numbers for expenditures per capita disap-
pears. The percentage difference between the
top and bottom states for 1952 becomes 295
(instead of 223) and for 1974-76, 539 (instead
of 102). In fact, the relative spread was less in
1952 than in any later period. The convergence
of revenues still shows up, however, with the
percentage for 1952 unaffected and that for
1974-76 changed to 120 (instead of 100).

In the index numbers for expenditures per
capita (Table 41), the District of Columbia,
Alaska, and Hawaii were the top three areas
in all periods after 1952—and in 1952 (when
Alaska and Hawaii were still territories), the
District of Columbia outranked all the states.
Maryland was in seventh rank in 1952 and
steadily in fourth rank thereafter. California
fluctuated between fifth and seventh places.
Virginia moved up from 15th place in 1952 to
fifth in each later period except 1965-67, when
it was in sixth rank.

Only the District, Maryland, and California
were among the top ten states in all five peri-



ods. Alaska and Hawaii were in this group in
all periods after they became states. Virginia
and Connecticut also were among the top ten
states in four periods for each.

The median state index number for expendi-
tures per capita was slightly below the na-
tional average in all periods except 1965-67.
For 1952, the median index number was 98.0
for Colorado, and in 1959-61, 98.2 for New
York. For 1965-67, it was 103.6 for Massachu-
setts, reduced for 1969-71 to 95.4 for Montana,
and then advanced to 99.2, also for Montana.
There was, however, no pattern of adherence
to the middle ranks—only New York was
among the middle 11 as many as four times,
and only six other states were in the group in
as many as three periods for each state.

At the lower end of the scale of expendi-
tures per capita, no state was among the bot-
tom five in all five periods, and only Wisconsin
was among the lowest ten in every period.
Michigan was among the lowest five in all four
periods after 1952, though it had been 30th in
that year. Indiana, Iowa, North Carolina,
and Tennessee also were among the lowest ten
states in four of the five periods; and Illinois,
Arkansas, and West Virginia were each in this
group three times.

Index numbers for revenues per capita show
a stronger tendency for states to hold to their
relative rankings. Four states were among the
top five at least five times for each (District
of Columbia, Connecticut, Delaware, and
Nevada). Those states and New York, New
Jersey, and Illinois were among the highest
ranking ten in each of the five periods. Three
others were among the top ten in four periods
for each: Maryland, Massachusetts, and
California.

Five states were consistently among the
middle 11 for revenues per capita—Minnesota,
Wisconsin, Indiana, Nebraska, and Arizona.
Texas was in this group in four periods, and
Virginia and Vermont in three periods for
each.

Mississippi, Arkansas, and Alabama were
consistently among the lowest five states in
all periods for the index numbers for revenues.
In addition, Kentucky, South Carolina, and
South Dakota were regularly among the
lowest ten states. West Virginia was in this
quintile in all periods after 1952.

Index Numbers Related to
Personal Income

Tables 43 and 44 present index numbers in
which federal expenditures and revenues in
each state or region are related to personal in-
come of residents. Again, the 51-state average
is 100.0 and states are ranked from highest to
lowest for each fiscal period.

Comparisons of the numbers based on per-
sonal income show the following:

1. The spread between federal expenditures
in the state with the highest amount rela-
tive to personal income and the state with
the lowest amount was of about the same
proportions in 1952 as for index numbers
based on expenditures per capita. This
differential diminished appreciably in
later fiscal periods, especially in 1974-76
—though not quite as much as in the
index numbers related to population. The
diminution is much less pronounced when
the District, Alaska, and Hawaii are in-
cluded in the comparisons.

2. For federal revenues relative to personal
income, the difference between the highest
and lowest states in 1952 was somewhat
less than for expenditures. The spread
narrowed more rapidly than for expendi-
tures, so that by 1974-76 the difference
was considerably less than for expendi-
tures. This convergence for revenues is
evident whether or not the District, Alas-
ka, and Hawaii are included.

Omitting those three areas, the differences
between the highest and lowest ranking states,
expressed as percentages of the lowest index
numbers were as follows:!°

Expenditures Revenues
1952 224% 211%
1959-61 187 69
1965-67 201 96
1969-71 1587 59
1974-76 119 43

For federal expenditures relative to personal
income, the District of Columbia was the only
area which ranked among the top five states
in all five fiscal periods. It moved from third
place in 1952 to second in the next two fiscal
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periods and top rank in the last two periods.
Only the District and New Mexico were
among the top ten states in each of the five
periods. In all periods after 1952, Alaska was
in the top five and Hawaii in the top ten.

The median was appreciably above the 51-
state average in all fiscal periods. Indiana,
with an index of 105.2, was the middle state
in 1952. In 1959-61, the median state was
Massachusetts at 115.2, and in 1965-67 it was
Nebraska at 116.7. The median then declined,
to 106.6 for Louisiana in 1969-71 and 106.8
for Wyoming in 1974-76. For these index num-
bers, too, there was no pattern of adherence
to the middle ranks—no state was among the
middle 11 in more than three fiscal periods,
though six states—California, Montana,
Colorado, Missouri, Louisiana, and Connecti-
cut—were each among the middle 11 in three
different periods.

The lower ranks showed slightly more
stability, though Wisconsin alone was among
the bottom five states in all fiscal periods.
Illinois, Iowa, and Michigan were each in this
group four times. Illinois and Michigan, in
fact, were among the lowest ten states in all
five periods; and Iowa, New York, Delaware,
and Ohio were in this quintile four times for
each state.

The index numbers for revenues relative to
personal income, like those for revenues per
capita, show a stronger tendency for indi-
vidual states to hold to their relative rank-
order positions. In each of the five periods, the
District of Columbia, Delaware, and Con-
necticut were among the top-ranking five
states; and New Hampshire, and Nevada
joined them among the top ten. New York
was also among the top ten in all periods
before 1974-76 (when it dropped to the median
position), and Florida was among the top ten
in four periods, having moved from 13th
position in 1952 to top rank in 1974-76.

The median for the revenue series was below
the national average of 100.0 in all periods.
For 1952, the median was 85.3, for Texas; it
rose in 1959-61 to 96.5 for Texas and Oregon.
In 1965-67, it was at 95.6 for Montana; in
1969-71, 98.1 for West Virginia; and, in 1974-
76, 98.8 for New York. No state was in the
middle 11 group in all five periods; and only
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four states were in that group as many as four
times for each.

Similarly, no single state was among the
lowest five in all periods, but four were con-
sistently among the lowest ten: Mississippi,
South Dakota, Arkansas, and South Caro-
lina. Mississippi had the lowest index number
in 1952, was next to lowest in the next three
periods, and moved up to sixth lowest in
1974-76.

Index numbers for several states exhibit
considerable instability from one period to
another, especially for expenditures relative
to personal income. This is especially notice-
able for New England. New Hampshire ad-
vanced from 49th state in 1952 to 13th in
1959-61, then dropped back below the middle
ranks. Vermont ascended from 42nd in 1952
to 11th place in 1959-61, then dropped back
nearer the middle. Maine rose from 26th in
1952 to 14th in 1959-61 and tenth in 1974-76.
Connecticut was 20th in 1952, 37th in 1959-
61, and 24th in 1969-71. Massachusetts moved
within narrower limits, from 34th in 1952 to
26th in 1959-61 and 29th in 1974-76.

Among the Plains states, Minnesota
dropped from 16th in 1952 to 49th in 1959-61,
and finally to 44th in 1974-76. North Dakota
shifted from 13th in 1952 to 24th in 1959-61,
rose to fourth in 1965-67, and dropped to
26th place in 1974-76. South Dakota ad-
vanced from 23rd to tenth, dropped back to
30th, and rose again to 16th. Texas dropped
from 11th in 1969-71 to 33rd in 1974-76.
Florida stood 38th in 1952 but was 20th in
1965-67, and 17th in 1969-71. The state of
Washington was fifth in 1952, dropped to 30th
in 1965-67, and moved up again to 13th rank
in 1974-76. West Virginia advanced from 40th
place 1n 1959-61 to 15th in 1974-76.

There were few marked shifts in revenues
relative to personal income, and these were
chiefly single-period departures from usual
rankings. Thus, New York State stood 26th
in 1974-76 after ranking third to eighth in
each earlier period. Texas was eighth in
1974-76, after three periods in 25th and one
in 28th position. Michigan rose to ninth rank
in 1969-71 from 18th in earlier periods, then
fell back to 29th in 1974-76. Washington was
generally near the middle but dropped to 38th



in 1965-67. Arizona advanced from 31st in
1952 to 13th in 1959-61 and tenth in 1974-76.

Some other interesting relationships appear
in these rank-order tables relating federal ex-
penditures and revenues to personal incomes.
Delaware was among the ten top ranking
states for revenues in all five periods and New
York for four periods. These two states were
each among the ten lowest ranking states for
expenditures in four of the five periods. The
District of Columbia was among the ten
highest ranking states for both revenues and
expenditures in every period. Alaska was
among the top ten states for expenditures and
the bottom ten states for revenues in each of
the four periods after 1952.

Personal Income Trends

Interstate variations in personal income,
like interregional variations, were greatly
reduced ‘during 1950-76. Throughout the
period, Mississippi had the lowest average per-
sonal income per capita, but the Mississippi
amount advanced from 50.5% of the national
average in 1950 to 69.8% in 1973-76. Appendix
Table A-2. Alaska was highest in 1950, though
then a territory, and highest again in 1973-76
as a state, although it ranked lower in the
intervening years. Until 1973-76, the District
of Columbia stood higher than any state in
average personal income; its index number
declined from 148.5% of the national average
in 1950 to 128.1% in 1970 (and 125.0% in
1973-76). The Alaska number in 1973-76 was
145.8% of the national average. Omitting
Alaska, the percentage differences between
the highest and lowest ranking states were as
follows (expressed as a percentage of the
lowest index number):1!

1950 - 194%
1960 144
1965-67 126
1970 94
1973-76 79

With Alaska included, the difference for 1973-
76 was 109%. The other numbers are not
affected.

Undoubtedly, this lessening of interstate
differences in personal income, in conjunction
with the continued dominance of the indi-
vidual income tax and the rising volume of

payroll taxes in the federal revenue system,
was the major force in the decided reduction
of variations among states in their residents’
contributions to federal revenues. This reduc-
tion of differences is evident whether revenues
are measured in proportion to population or
in proportion to personal income.

The changing geographic distribution of
personal income apparently had a lesser
influence on the distribution of federal ex-
penditures during 1952-76—though it is quite
possibly a part of the reason for that reduc-
tion which was observed in the range of inter-
state differences in federal expenditures rela-
tive to population and personal income.

Linear Regression

In the review of regional index numbers
related to personal income, it was observed
that the federal government revenue system,
increasingly dominated by the individual in-
come tax and payroll taxes, came quite near
to drawing revenues in proportion to the per-
sonal income of the residents of. the several
regions.1? \

The data for individual states support this
generalization. They show, for revenues, a
consistently close—and very nearly a straight-
line—relationship between revenue origins
and personal income.

Even a casual inspection of the paired series
makes this evident. For 1974-76, for example,
38 states had index numbers for revenues per
capita which differed by no more than four
points from their index numbers for personal
income per capita. For the other 13 states, the
differences averaged 11.7 points. The dif-
ferences for these states were as follows:

INDEX NUMBER FOR PERSONAL INCOME
EXCEEDS INDEX NUMBER FOR
FEDERAL REVENUES

Difterence
North Dakota 20.0
Alaska 14.6
South Dakota 11.9
lowa 7.7
ldaho 6.2
Minnesota 5.8
Hawaii 55
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INDEX NUMBER FOR FEDERAL REVENUES
EXCEEDS INDEX NUMBER FOR
PERSONAL INCOME

District of Columbia 18.3
Delaware 15.0
Florida 14.9
Connecticut 14.0
New Hampshire 9.1
Nevada 8.9

The coefficient of correlation (r) for reve-
nues per capita and personal income per
capita is not only positive but high. This mea-
sure rose from .88 for 1952 and 1959-61 and
.90 for 1965-67 to .95 for 1969-71. It then
receded to .91 for 1974-76.13

Expenditures per capita in the several

states also are positively associated with per-
sonal income per capita, but a straight line
does not fit closely the paired data for any
period. The coefficient of correlation (r)} held
comparatively steady over the years. It was
highest in 1952, at .55, declined to .47 for
1959-61 and to .37 for 1965-67, and advanced
again to .47 for 1969-71 and .49 for 1974-76.14

In short, federal revenue origins in the
states during 1952-76 were closely related to
the geographic distribution of personal in-
come and were almost proportionate to the
relative levels of personal income. The geo-
graphic distribution of federal expenditures
likewise tended to follow personal incomes,
but the degree of association was much less
for expenditures than for revenues.

FOOTNOTES

In some instances, ratios calculated from percentages in
Tables 3 and 4 differ from those in Table I because the
numbers in Table 1 were calculated from percentages
carried to additional decimal places. Only a few dif-
ferences exceed 0.02 of 1%. The only sizeable cases are
for 1959-61, for which percentages in Tables 3 and 4
yield ratios of 7.20 for Alaska and 2.83 for Hawaii,
whereas Table 1 shows 7.563 and 2.75.

These percentages differences are derived by dividing for
each period the highest regional index number per
capita by the lowest such number, multiplying by 100,
and deducting 100. For expenditures, this is the Far
West index number for all periods compared with the
Southeast index number for 1952 and the Great Lakes
number for all later periods. The index numbers are
from Table 6.

The calculation is as described in the preceding foot-
note. The index numbers are from Table 7.

4The calculation is as described in footnote 2. The index
numbers are from Table 9 for expenditures, Table 10 for
revenues.

5The categories compared for the two periods differ
somewhat. The data for 1974-76 in Table 27 are limited
to transfer payments to persons. The data for 1969-71
in Table 36 include other payments to personal in-
comes, excluding only pay of personnel. However, most
of these expenditures were for transfer payments.

YThe 1974-76 index numbers in Table 27 are separate
for civilian and military personnel. Those for 1969-71
in Table 36 combine civilian and military pay. Com-
parable regional index numbers for pay of all personnel,
civilian and military, are as follows:
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Region 1974-76 1969-71
New England 64.8 69.1
Mideast 96.9 86.0
Great Lakes 49.0 46.2
Plains 77.8 75.5
Southeast 139.3 151.4
Southwest 133.9 149.4
Rocky Mountain 156.7 167.1
Far West 112.2 118.1

'See Appendix B.
8In the rank-order arrays in these tables, wherever two
or more states have the same number (ratio, percentage,
or index number) they are listed in the geographical
sequence used In the regional groupings. However, in
assessing changes in rank order, they are counted as
holding identical positions.

“Calculated by dividing for each period the highest state
index number per capita by the lowest such number,
multiplying by 100, and deducting 100. For expendi-
tures, this is the New Mexico number for 1952 and the
Maryland number for all later periods, compared with
North Carolina for 1952, West Virginia for 1959-61, and
Wisconsin for later periods. For revenues, it is Delaware
for 1952, 1959-61 and 1965-67, and Connecticut for
later periods, compared with Mississippi for all periods.
The index numbers are from Tables 41 and 42.

WWith the District, Alaska, and Hawaii omitted, the
highest ranking state for expenditures relative to per-
sonal income was New Mexico in 1952, Virginia in 1959-
61 and 1969-71, North Dakota in 1965-67, and Missis-
sippi in 1974-76. The lowest was New Hampshire in
1952, Michigan in 1959-61, 1965-67, and 1969-71, and
Illinois in 1974-76. For revenues Delaware was the high
state in each period except 1974-76, when Florida was



highest; and the low state was Mississippi in 1952, 1959- state for 1959-61 and 1965-67. Other rankings are not

61, and 1965-67, South Dakota in 1969-71, and North affected.

Dakota in 1974-76. The index numbers and rankings are from Tables 43
However, if all states are included, Alaska ranked and 44.

highest for expenditures relative to personal income in 11The index numbers of personal income per capita are

1959-61 and 1965-67, and the District for 1969-71 and listed in Appendix Table A-2.

1974-76. For revenues, Alaska was the lowest ranking 12Gee ‘“‘Regional Comparisons: Index Numbers Related

to Personal Income.”
13The calculations associated index numbers for federal revenues per capita (y) from Table 7 with index numbers for per-
sonal income per capita (x) from Appendix Table A-2. The following relationships were derived for revenues:

Arithmetic Coefficient Standard

Fiscal Equation of Mean of Correlation __Deviation
Period Linear Regression y x (r) sy 8x

1952 y=1.70 x - 68.85 92.02 94.63 .88 42.07 21.84
1959 y=1.31x -30.95 92.79 94.57 .88 28.44 19.14
1965-67 y=139x -37.73 93.69 94.34 .90 26.18 16.94
1969-71 y=1.39 x - 38.53 93.58 94.90 95 22.08 15.00
1974-76 y=108x - 837 96.85 97.27 91 16.48 13.83

In the calculations for the fiscal year 1952, the personal income data were for the ;:alendar year 1950 rather than for
1951-52.

In these calculations, index numbers for federal expenditures per capita in each state (y), from Table 6, were associated
with index numbers for personal income per capita (x) from Appendix Table A-2. The relationships for expenditures are
as follows:

Arithmetic Coefficient Standard
Fiscal Equation of Mean of Correlation _Deviation
Period Linear Regression y x () s Sy
1952 y= .75x+31.08 101.76 94.63 55 29.40 21.84
1959-61 y=198 x - 70.92 116.66 94.57 47 80.35 19.14
1965-67 y=136x -13.60 114.87 94.34 .37 62.28 16.94
1969-71 y= 1.86 x - 68.01 108.04 94.90 47 59.67 15.00
1974-76 y=1.99 x - 83.36 109.78 97.27 .49 56.67 13.93

In these calculations for 1952, as for revenues, the personal income data were for the calendar year 1950.
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Chapter 7

Budgetary Totals

n general, amounts distributed geographi-

cally in this study are based on—though
not always identical with—expenditure and
revenue totals and category subtotals drawn
from official budget tables. The sums to which
they relate are the actual (rather than esti-
mated) amounts for a given fiscal period, as
reported in the President’s budget for a later
fiscal year. Original and revised budgetary
totals and the amounts distributed geographi-
cally are summarized in Table 12.

The distributions have not been altered to
reflect changes in official budget concepts over
the quarter-century from 1952 through 1976.
Consequently, distributions for the earlier
years may not constitute the same proportions
of subsequently revised budget totals as they
did of the original (contemporaneous) budget
totals. For example, for 1965-67, the totals
were drawn from the first federal budget to
use the concept of a ‘“‘unified budget,” as
recommended in 1967 by a Presidential com-
mission. This was preceded (in the 1952 and
1959-61 compilations) by a ‘‘consolidated cash
statement,” which measured total ‘‘receipts
from, and payments to, the public’—a con-
cept not markedly different from the ‘‘unified
budget’”’ but not quite as inclusive. The *‘con-
solidated-cash’’ approach was used as a
means of adding trust fund transactions to
the traditional ‘‘administrative budget’’ with-
out including interagency transfers and other
intragovernmental transactions.! The ‘‘uni-
fied budget” itself has been modified in some
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details from time to time. For example, total
actual outlays in the fiscal year 1974 were
reported in the budget for 1976 as $268,392
million; three years later they were shown in
the historical table as $269,620 million because
of the addition of certain housing expendi-
tures which had been counted previously in
the outlays of “‘off-budget federal entities.”

As the final column of Table 12 attests, the
geographic distributions comprise from 87%
to 97% of federal expenditures and 99% of
federal revenues in the several fiscal periods.
The parts that are not distributed comprise
(a) expenditures in, and revenues from, areas
outside the 50 states and the District of
Columbia, and (b) items omitted from the
distributions because they cannot be allocated
geographically or are quantitatively unim-
portant.

Federal revenues derived from areas outside
the 50 states and D.C. are a negligible frac-
tion of all revenues. Nevertheless, it may be
that the revenue distributions (especially for
1965-67) attribute to states some revenues
which actually originated in Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, other territories, and
foreign countries.

A larger—but still comparatively small—
proportion of federal government expenditures
takes place in those other areas. Examples
are wage and subsistence payments to mili-
tary personnel and their dependents stationed
abroad; expenses of diplomatic missions; and
Social Security, veterans, and retirement
benefits paid to residents of other countries.
Other substantial expenditures for national
defense and international assistance also are
made outside the United States.

Some receipts and expenditures within the
United States also are omitted from the geo-
graphic distributions. Examples are various

proprietary receipts and the related expendi-
tures. In budget compilations for fiscal years
after 1966, proprietary receipts are offset
against related outlays, regardless of the
structure of the accounting funds involved,
whereas in earlier budgets such receipts were
deducted from expenditures only in selected
circumstances. The change forestalls distri-
bution for some items of both receipts and ex-
penditures. Government contributions to
cover the postal service deficit also are general-
ly omitted, although the compilation for
1965-67 included gross postal receipts and ex-
penditures in the adjusted budget totals and
the geographic distribution.? Similarly, out-
lays that represent net lending by the govern-
ment are not included in the allocated ex-
penditures.? Military assistance expendi-
tures, although they involve considerable
procurement within the United States, also
are wholly omitted from distribution; this
category, too, is subject to a netting process
in budget accounts and therefore poses special
difficulties for a geographic distribution.

The distributed portion of expenditures is
a composite built up from available series of
data—and the scope of the available series
varies from period to period, as do their
weights in the final distributions. Those
components which can be distributed geo-
graphically are such a large part of the total
that they are assumed to represent the propor-
tionate distribution of all expenditures made
in the 50 states and D.C.

Since there is no independent means of
ascertaining precisely the correct totals of
expenditures made and revenues originating
in the 50 states and D.C., the emphasis
throughout is on percentages, index numbers,
and ratios—that is, on relative magnitudes
rather than absolute dollar amounts.

FOOTNOTES

1Cf. Mushkin, Illustrative Estimates, op. cit., pp. 26 and
53.

?Wages of postal employees are included in federal pay-
ments to civilian personnel in all the fiscal periods, in-
cluding those since formation of the quasi-independent
Postal Service. On the distribution of Post Office De-
partment receipts and expenditures in the adjustment
of budget totals for 1965-67 and in the geographic alloca-
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tions for that period, see U.S. House of Representatives,
Committee on Government Operations, Intergovern-
mental Relations Subcommittee, Federal Revenue and
Expenditure Estimates for States and Regions, Fiscal
Years 1965-67, 90th Cong., 2nd Sess., Washington, DC,
U.S. Government Printing Office, October 1968, pp.
16-18, 21-22, 38, and 43.

3In the fiscal years 1969-71, net lending averaged $1,575
million a year, with the annual average of all outlays,
including net lending, at $197,520 million and the aver-
age excluding net lending at $195,945 million. During
the fiscal years 1974-76, the distinction between outlays
for net lending and those for all other purposes no longer



appeared in summary tables of the budget. Cf. Office of
Management and Budget, U.S. Budget in Brief, Fiscal
Year 1973, Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1972, pp. 76 and 87, and ibid., 1974, 1973, pp.

62 and 71.
In the compilation for 1952, net lending and negative

expenditures were distributed among states and regions.
Cf. Mushkin, Illustrative Estimates, op. cit., p. 26.
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Chapter 8

Major Elements in the Estimates

n increasing proportion of the expendi-

ture distribution is based on personal
income compilations for calendar years, pre-
pared by the Department of Commerce. This
is evident in Table 13. Federal payments to
personal incomes rose from 42% of all allo-
cated federal expenditures for 1952 to 51%
for 1965-67, 58% for 1969-71, and 67% for
1974-76. This results in large part from the
rising volume and proportion of Social Securi-
ty and other income-support payments direct-
ly to individuals. Payments directly to non-
profit institutions (counted as disbursements
to personal incomes) also rose considerably
during 1952-76. The calendar year amounts
are translated into fiscal year estimates in a
manner explained in Chapter 9.

Payments to state and local governments
are another growing segment. From 3.5% of
allocated federal expenditures in 1952, these
rose to 8% in 1959-61, 14% in 1969-71, and
nearly 17% in 1974-76. Federal payments for
public assistance administered by state and
local governments are included among grants
to them and not in federal personal income
disbursements to individuals. (The final pay-
ments to individuals are then counted in per-
sonal incomes, but as payments received from
state and local governments, not from the
federal government.)

On the revenue side, the individual income
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tax has stood consistently as the major source,
providing from 41% to 47% of federal bud-
getary revenues in all the periods tabulated.
In the geographic distribution by origins,
these revenues are attributed, insofar as possi-
ble, to the state of residence of the taxpayer.
Employment (payroll) taxes and other social
insurance contributions rose substantially—
from less than 8% of all allocable revenues for
1952 to 13% for 1959-61, 24% for 1969-71, and
30% for 1974-76. Included in employment
taxes and social insurance contributions are
payroll taxes (and contributions for state and

38

local government employees) for old-age, sur-
vivors, disability, and health insurance; simi-
lar taxes on the self-employed; federal un-
employment insurance taxes; and taxes for
railroad workers' retirement, disability, and
unemployment insurance. Prior to 1969-71,
the category did not include state-levied un-
employment insurance taxes, although these
were deposited in a trust fund in the federal
treasury and were counted among federal
receipts from the public; for the periods 1969-
71 and 1974-76, these state taxes are in the
distributions.



Chapter 9

Details of the Distributions

REVENUES: ASSUMPTIONS
AND PROCEDURES

or each period studied, the estimates are
based on a variety of assumptions and
procedures applying to particular segments
of each distribution. For example, the distri-
butions of employment taxes and other social
insurance contributions assume that taxes
levied on wage-earners and the self-employed
are borne by them in their states of residence,
and that payroll taxes levied on employers are
paid ultimately by consumers in the prices of
goods and services. For the corporation in-
come tax, the basic assumption is that half
the tax is borne by stockholders and half by
consumers.
For the fiscal periods 1959-61 through 1974-
76, assumptions made for various types of
taxes were as follows:

1. Individual income taxes are borne by the
individuals on whom they are initially
imposed.

2. Employment (payroll) taxes levied on em-
ployers are shifted to consumers. Employ-
ment taxes levied upon employees and the
self-employed are borne by them.

3. Corporation income taxes are borne one-
half by stockholders and one-half by con-
sumers.
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4. Estate and gift taxes are derived from the
state of residence of the decedent or donor.

5. Excise taxes levied upon businesses or
collected through business enterprises are
borne by consumers. Other excise taxes
are borne generally by the persons from
whom they are collected by the govern-
ment.

6. Customs duties are borne by consumers.

For each segment of the revenue distribu-
tion, these assumptions were applied by select-
ing as distribution factors various statistical
series that came reasonably close to expressing
the assumptions numerically. The distribu-
tors and their sources are identified in Appen-
dix B.

Nontax revenues were subdivided for the
geographic distribution in periods before 1974-
76. Certain charges were attributed to selected
population or business groups or to consumers
generally. A few items were prorated in pro-
portion to total population. For 1974-76, the
procedure was simplified: all the nontax reve-
nues were prorated in proportion to popula-
tion.

REVENUE “ORIGINS” COMPARED
WITH COLLECTIONS

Statistical distributors applied to the several
categories of revenue undoubtedly fail to
overcome all the interstate transfers that
complicate the measurement of geographic
origins. For example, liquor, tobacco, and
gasoline consumption statistics based on sales
In metropolitan centers may attribute to
those areas some federal excises that in fact
are borne by consumers and commuters from
other states. Some of the estimates might
appear implausible to persons familiar with
the social and economic structure of a par-
ticular state. There is no objective criterion
for gauging the validity of the results.

Nevertheless, marked differences between
tax origins, as estimated in this report, and
actual tax collections reported by the Internal
Revenue Service are evident in Tables 14 and
15 for the fiscal years 1974-76. They suggest
that collections in a state may be dispropor-
tionately high or low as an index of the con-
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tribution made by residents of that state to
federal revenues.

Table 14 shows (in percentages of the 51-
state totals) the estimated origins and actual
collections in each state and region for all
taxes and for individual income and employ-
ment taxes (which are reported together by
the IRS), corporation income taxes, and ex-
cise taxes.

Table 15 indicates the number of states
with specified differences between origins and
collections. The range of differences is less for
individual income and employment taxes than
for excise taxes. For half the states, the esti-
mate of excise taxes borne by residents is more
than double the amount collected in the state.
For three states, the estimate of excises borne
by residents is less than half the amount col-
lected (i.e., collections in the state exceed by
100% or more the estimate of excises paid by
residents of the state).

A similar count of the states, based on the
compilation for all taxes in 1965-67, shows a
somewhat greater concentration of collections
than in 1974-76. For 1965-67, the estimate of
taxes originated exceeded collections by 10%
or more in 36 states, compared with 30 states
in 1974-76. For eight states, the estimate of
taxes originated in each state in 1965-67 was
at least 10% below the amount of taxes col-
lected there; for 1974-76, nine states were in
this group. Table 16 shows the number of
states in each bracket in the two periods.

Because the tables are summary in form,
they mask great differences between origins
and collections for particular kinds of taxes,
such as excise taxes on tobacco, alcohol, and
gasoline. A few numerical examples may help
to clarify the distinction between ‘‘collec-
tions’’ and ‘‘geographic origins.”

In fiscal year 1976, more than 98% of all
federal tobacco tax collections (including
99.9% of all federal cigarette tax collections)
occurred in North Carolina, Virginia, and
Kentucky, where major factories are located.
Of all federal taxes on cigars, 27% were col-
lected in Puerto Rico, outside the 51 states.
Similar concentrations of collections were
registered in earlier years. Nevertheless, the
tax was surely borne in major part, if not
wholly, by smokers throughout the country
(or the world). The tax i1s an element in prices



paid by users of these products everywhere.
The distribution by origin attributes these
revenues to the states of residence of the
smokers, rather than the state of manufac-
ture. For 1974-76, the origins are estimated on
the basis of total retail sales; for earlier peri-
ods, on the basis of reported consumption of
tobacco products.

Similarly, the estimates of tax origins in-
clude a reallocation of alcoholic beverage
taxes collected largely through whisky distill-
eries or importers in Kentucky, California,
Illinois, and Michigan; breweries in Wiscon-
sin, Colorado, and Texas; and wineries in
California and New York.

For some taxes, the place of collection has
shifted markedly over the years. Close to one-
third of all federal gasoline tax collections in
1961 were in New York State, where several
oil companies remitted this manufacturers’
excise. In 1976, collections in New York were
only 1.7% of the 51-state total; by then nearly
one-third of the total was collected in Texas
and 40% more in four other states.

Two-thirds of all motor vehicle excise taxes
were collected in four states in 1976 (33.1% in
Michigan).

Much larger in amount, though somewhat
less concentrated in collections, are corporate
income taxes. Of the total received during
fiscal year 1976, 55% were remitted in seven
states—more than 40% in New York, Illinois,
California, and Texas. These taxes may be de-
rived ultimately from stockholders and cus-
tomers throughout the United States and
other countries.

In addition, many large corporations with-
hold large amounts of payroll taxes from em-
ployees, matching them with employers’
taxes. These taxes, like the excise taxes on the
products, may be remitted to a single collector
of internal revenue and therefore may show
up in the collection statistics as taxes received
in the headquarters state of the corporation.

REVENUE TOTALS AND
CATEGORIES: 1974-76

The revenue distributions by origin for
1974-76 are shown in detail in three pairs of

tables. Tables 17 to 22. In each case, the
second table is a frequency distribution of
states, based on the values listed in the pre-
ceding table.

In the first pair, Table 17 reports the per-
centage contribution made by residents of
each state for each major type of tax (and for
miscellaneous receipts). California is credited
with the largest total contribution, 10.58%.
New York State is second, with 9.37%. Table
18 shows the number of states with specified
percentage contributions.

The total revenue contribution from state
residents was 2% or more from one-third of
the states (17 states) and less than 0.6% from
another one-third (16 states). For the major
revenue source, the individual income tax, the
number of states contributing 2% or more was
smaller—15 states—but the number providing
less than 0.6% was again 16.

The second pair, Tables 19 and 20, presents
index numbers for per capita amounts of reve-
nues originating in each region or state. In
these tables, the final column combines estate
and gift taxes, excises and customs, and mis-
cellaneous receipts—categories shown sepa-
rately in Tables 17 and 18. All the index num-
bers are based on a nationwide (51-state)
average of 100 for the amount of revenue per
capita of the whole population. Total federal
revenues (as distributed in this study) for the
three years averaged $1,321 a year per capita
nationwide. Table 19. As the frequency dis-
tribution in Table 20 shows, for total federal
revenues the state index numbers all fell with-
in a range of 60% to 150% of the nationwide
average. The highest was 143.3 for the Dis-
trict of Columbia (with Alaska second at
131.2). The lowest was 65.2 for Mississippi.
For the individual income tax, taken separate-
ly, all states but one were also in the range
from 60 to 150; the exception was Mississippi,
at 54.2. For payroll taxes (employment taxes
and social insurance contributions), the range
again was from 60 to 150, except for two states
above 150 (Alaska at 162.0 and the District of
Columbia at 199.8!). The corporation income
tax per capita ranged from a low index num-
ber of 59.6 for Mississippt to 168.9 for Con-
necticut.

Tables 21 and 22, also in terms of index
numbers based on a nationwide average of
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100, relate revenue contributions to personal
income in each region or state. Here the states
cluster much closer to the average. Total fed-
eral revenues during 1974-76 (as distributed
in this study) averaged 23.3% of total per-
sonal income nationwide. Table 21. All in all,
deviations from this average were within a
comparatively narrow range. Total federal
revenues originating in 45 states were between
90% and 110% of that average. Four states
had slightly higher index numbers: Connecti-
cut, 112.0; Delaware, 113.4; District of Co-
lumbia, 114.6; and Florida, 115.4. Two states
had numbers below 90; North Dakota, 80.9,
and South Dakota, 86.4. Somewhat more
variation showed up for the individual income
tax—from a high in Connecticut, 117.9, to a
low in North Dakota, 76.8. For employment
taxes, the range was narrower (as should be
expected, since this type of tax is roughly pro-
portional to most individual incomes). The
District of Columbia produced an index num-
ber of 159.9,2 far above the next highest state,
which was Utah at 116.9; and the state with
the lowest index number was New Jersey, at
88.5. For the corporation income tax, more
states had comparatively low index numbers.
The range for this tax relative to personal
income was from a high index number of
154.1 for Florida (with the next highest state,
Connecticut, at 144.9) to a low index number
of 55.6 for Alaska (and second lowest, 61.0 for
North Dakota), with 19 states under 90.0.

EXPENDITURES: THE MAJOR
CATEGORIES

Just as the place of collection is disregarded
in estimating the origins of revenues, so the
place of disbursement is disregarded in the
geographic distribution of expenditures. Fed-
eral outlays are allocated insofar as possible
to the state of residence of individual recipi-
ents (such as Social Security and pension re-
cipients), and to the state where the activities
paid for are conducted, goods are produced,
or services are rendered by contractors, sup-
pliers, and other business recipients. Distribu-
tion procedures vary somewhat from period to
period, as is evident in the distribution of
military expenditures described in detail in
the subsection beginning on p. 43.
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This type of distribution is sometimes de-
signated an ‘‘incidence’’ analysis of expendi-
tures, although the concepts involved are not
strictly parallel to those employed in measur-
ing tax incidence; that is, the amount of tax
ultimately contributed by each individual,
after all price and other adjustments in eco-
nomic relationships affected by the taxes. The
expenditure distributions are related more to
initial impacts than to final incidence.

Payments to Personal Incomes

As noted in Chapter 8 and detailed in
Table 13, an increasing proportion of the
expenditure distribution is based on personal
income compilations by calendar years, pre-
pared by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of
the Department of Commerce. All the expla-
nations and qualifications which the bureau
attaches to its annual estimates, insofar as
they apply to personal income originating in
the federal government sector of the economy,
apply to this portion of the expenditure dis-
tribution.?

In this report, the calendar year estimates
from the Bureau of Economic Analysis are
used directly to represent the proportions of
federal government payments made to per-
sons in the several states.* Since federal fiscal
years through 1976 all ended on June 30, the
regional and state percentage shares in each
period of three fiscal years were derived by
averaging estimates for the four overlapping
calendar years, with the first and last years
given half the weight of the two middle years.
Thus, for the fiscal period 1969-71, which ran
from July 1, 1968, through June 30, 1971, the
sum of federal payments in each state was
estimated by adding one-half of the amounts
reported for calendar 1968 and 1971 to the
full amounts for calendar 1969 and 1970.

This treatment of the initial and final years
reduces substantially but cannot eliminate
the uncertain effects of differences between
calendar year and fiscal year data, particu-
larly in a period of rapid increase. The aggre-
gate of federal payments to personal incomes
was 40% greater in calendar 1971 than in
1968. If, in fact, there was considerable differ-
ence in the amount and rate of advance of
these outlays in the first and second halves



of calendar 1968 and again in 1971, a fiscal
period total derived from the four-calendar
year amounts probably understates actual
payments during the three fiscal years.? Also,
the rate and amount of change could, and
probably did, differ among states, so that any
deviations from actual payments may not be
distributed uniformly in the state estimates.
But more precise adjustments would require
detailed part-year data which are not avail-
able.

For 1974-76, information was less compre-
hensive, compelling a shortcut in which avail-
able components for the three calendar years
1974-76 were summed for each state.® In each
instance, the regional or state percentage of
the 51-state total for three years is used to
measure its share of each category of federal
expenditures included in the personal income
estimates.” However, the sum distributed
among the 51 states was reduced to the esti-
mated total for the three fiscal years for the
largest categories—that is, for federal payroll
expenditures and for transfer payments to
persons.? For other categories of federal pay-
ments to personal incomes, the calendar year
amounts for 1974-76 were used to represent
both the total amounts of federal payments in
the fiscal years 1974-76 and the proportionate
shares of the several states in those expendi-
tures.®

Payments to State and
Local Governments

Tabulations published annually by the
Department of the Treasury report, by states,
the amounts paid to state and local govern-
ment by way of grants and shared revenues
(including, since 1973, General Revenue Shar-
ing).1° Other than construction grants for pri-
vate nonprofit hospitals and health, educa-
tion, and research facilities, these payments
are not counted in income disbursed directly
to individuals. Accordingly, aids to state and
local governments, as shown in this report,
are derived from the Treasury reports, and
adjusted to eliminate construction aid to pri-
vate health facilities.!!

Military Outlays

As indicated in a preceding subsection, state

estimates of military outlays for pay of per-
sonnel are from national income estimates of
the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Depart-
ment of Commerce, and are reported with
other federal government payments to per-
sonal incomes in Tables 23-28. Amounts in-
cluded represent payments to personnel in
the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Payments outside these areas are omitted.

Other military outlays within the states
and D.C., also distributed in those tables, are
based on Department of Defense reports of
contracts for procurement; research, develop-
ment, testing, and evaluation; construction;
and other purposes. Omitted from the basic
distribution are contracts to be performed in
undisclosed or indeterminate locations.!? Also
omitted are contracts for the civil functions of
the department—that 1is, contracts of the
Corps of Engineers. The gross amounts doubt-
less include some expenditures for procure-
ment and services outside the 51 states, and
thus may overstate expenditures to some
uncertain degree; but the state proportions
are based wholly on contracts awarded for
performance within the states.

Distribution procedures differ somewhat for
the several fiscal periods covered in this re-
port. The discussion here describes the meth-
ods used for 1974-76; this is followed by com-
ments on the major differences for earlier
periods.

Budget reports indicate that aggregate De-
partment of Defense outlays were $255,105
million in the three fiscal years 1974-76, of
which $5,604 million were for civil functions.
Of the total, about 77% is allocated among
the 51 states in this study.!® Reports by the
Department of Defense to the Community
Services Administration allocate to the states
and D.C. more than 90% of the Department’s
total budgetary outlays in these three years.*

The distribution of military contract ex-
penditures among the states was estimated in
a series of steps, as follows:

a. For contracts of $10,000 or more {(about
87% of all contracts), payments in each
fiscal year were assumed to be spread over
contracts awarded in that year and the
three immediately preceding years. Thus,
contract expenditures during 1974-76 re-

43



lated to contracts awarded during 1971-
76. The sum of weighted contract awards
in each state was used to ascertain the
percentage share of the state in payments
for these contracts.!> The resulting per-
centages appear in the second column of
Table 29.

b. For contracts of less than $10,000, pay-
ments in each state in any fiscal year
were assumed to be proportionate to
awards of these contracts in the state
during that year.!¢

c. For family housing expenditures by the
armed services, expenditures in each state
were assumed to be proportionate to mili-
tary salaries and wages paid during the
calendar years 1974-76.

d. Using the sum of the three foregoing
categories for each state and for the 51
states, the composite share of each state
in all contracts was calculated. This is
the percentage which appears in the first
column of Table 29.

The distribution of contracts of $10,000 or
more (paragraph a, above) is based on several
simplifying assumptions, noted below. De-
partment of Defense publications reporting
prime contract awards by states and regions
emphasize that these data do not measure
directly the volume of actual production work
performed in these areas. Although construc-
tion contracts are assigned to the state where
the work is performed, and most manufactur-
ing contracts to the state where the product
will be finally processed and assembled, the
fact is that much of the production of raw
materials, components, and fixtures may take
place in other geographic areas, whether the
work is done by the same prime contractor or
by subcontractors and suppliers. Also, for
some prime contracts with large companies
that operate more than one plant, and for
contracts with service, wholesale, or other
distribution firms, the address of the contrac-
tor’s main office is often used as the location
of the contract. All these considerations affect
the geographic distribution. ‘

Simplifying assumptions and procedures
(applicable to the distribution for 1969-71 as
well as 1974-76) are as follows:
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1. In the absence of current comprehensive
or authoritative data on differences in the geo-
graphic distribution of subcontract and prime
contract performance, the estimates assume
that the distribution reported for prime con-
tracts may be applied to subcontracts. Sam-
ple studies for earlier fiscal periods (1965-67)
suggested that about half of the military pro-
curement expenditures were for subcontrac-
tors’ work and indicated the approximate
shares of the several states in subcontract
expenditures. But current data of this kind
were not available for the present study.!?

2. Outlays for all prime contracts of $10,000
or more are distributed as a single series, dis-
regarding possible differences between cate-
gories of procurement included within the
aggregate.

3. The weighting method assumes that the
average prime contract was placed in the
middle of the fiscal year for which it was re-
ported (i.e., January 1) and took 36 months
from award to completion.!®

Besides showing regional and state shares
in military prime contract expenditures dur-
ing 1974-76, Table 29 gives specific detail fc,
contract awards of $10,000 or more in 1976. It
indicates the net value of contracts in each
region and state, the percentage of all con-
tract awards for that year, and the category
of product that was financially most impor-
tant in the region or state. The final columns
report what percentage of the production pro-
gram was covered by contracts in a given area
and how much of the value of military con-
tracts in the area was represented by this
leading program.

To illustrate: Contractors in New England
were awarded approximately one-sixth (16.3%)
and those in Missouri nearly one-fifth (19.4%)
of the 51-state total of aircraft production
contracts. In New England, these aircraft
contracts were 35% of all contract awards in
the region; they were the leading type of mili-
tary contract in Connecticut but not in any
of the other five states. In Missouri, aircraft
production contracts were 81% of the state
total for all contracts. Michigan had 42.3%
of all 1976 contracts for tanks and autornotive



vehicles, and the Great Lakes region as a
whole had 64.3%. This was 72.7% of all mili-
tary procurement contracts for Michigan but
only 31.4% for the region.

Table 30 summarizes, in frequency distri-
butions, the state percentages shown in detail
in Table 29. It indicates that for the whole
three-year period, 1974-76, each of 11 states
drew 3% or more of all contract outlays,
whereas only nine states won this large a
share of contract awards in the single year
1976. For the full three years, each of 25
states had 1% or less of the contract outlays,
but 29 states each had 1% or less of the con-
tracts awarded in 1976.

The distributions of military outlays during
1959-61 and 1965-67 comprise separately dis-
tributed components for procurement, con-
struction, and operation and maintenance.
(For 1965-67, family housing was distributed
with operation and maintenance expendi-
tures.)!?

For 1965-67, the estimating procedures were
generally similar to those already described
for 1974-76 and 1969-71, except that allow-
ance for the effects of subcontracting was in-
cluded specifically in the calculations for
1965-67,2° and there were no adjustments for
time elapsing between contract awards and
the resulting expenditures.

Estimating procedures used for 1959-61 were
much more detailed than for later years and
involved intensive application of information
gleaned from the Census of Manufactures
about the shares of the several states in fabri-
cation of goods that might have a direct or
indirect part in national defense production.
A composite index was developed combining
prime contract awards with detailed data on
value added in manufacturing in each state
(with extra weight accorded to industries
which are most heavily defense related), and
this index was used to distribute military pro-
curement expenses by states. The state dis-
tribution of contracts was limited to awards
during the three fiscal years, without refer-
ence to earlier awards that may have been the
subject of expenditures during 1959-61. Also,
there was no direct adjustment for subcon-
tracting or for the lag between contracting
and expenditures.?! The extra weight given to
value added in manufacturing, particularly

for defense-related industries, was designed to
compensate for subcontracting and lags be-
tween awards and payments, as well as in-
adequacies of contract awards as a measure of
the place of production.??

In the study for 1952, other techniques were
used. Military expenditures in that fiscal year
(comprising major procurement and produc-
tion; operation and maintenance, excluding
civilian - payrolls; food, clothing, and subsis-
tence; military public works; and industrial
mobilization) were distributed among indus-
tries on the basis of estimates of industrial
impacts prepared for an earlier (wartime) year
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, Division of
Inter-Industry Economics. Industry wage
data for the several states, from the Bureau of

. Employment Security, were applied to the

estimated amounts of military procurement
for each industry. From these specific esti-
mates were developed composite estimates of
the share of each state in military expendi-
tures. The resulting estimated distribution of
purchases for military functions of the De-
partment of Defense in 1952 was compared
with the distribution of prime contract awards
for a longer period (July 1950, through March
1954), and the more general distribution was
adopted as an ‘‘incidence’” illustration of
military outlays.??

Interest on Debt

Aside from federal interest expenditures
included in direct payments to personal in-
comes, substantial amounts are paid to other
owners of federal securities—commercial and
savings banks, thrift institutions, insurance
companies, business corporations, state and
local governments, pension and investment
funds, and others. The geographic distribu-
tion of these payments was estimated from
statistics for each major category, using data
that Iindicate approximately the relative
amounts of federal government obligations
held by each group in each state. Some sim-
plifying assumptions were necessarily involved
in these distributions.

For the fiscal years 1974-76, the total of
interest paid in the 51 states (including pay-
ments to individuals and nonprofit institu-
tions, as tabulated by the Bureau of Economic
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Analysis??) was estimated at $59,681 million.
Table 27. Tables 23 and 25 show the state
distribution of the estimated $34,026 million
paid to businesses and state and local govern-
ments during the fiscal years 1974-76.

Other Distributed Expenditures

The expenditure allocations for each period
include, finally, a selection of miscellaneous
expenditure items for which geographic dis-
tributions were reported or could be estimated
from available data.

This category was proportionately largest
in the distributions for 1965-67 and for 1952—
more than 8% in each period. For other fiscal
periods, the amount was between 1% and 2%.
Table 13.

For the fiscal years 1974-76, the amount
involved is $11,515 million (Tables 23 and 25),
comprising National Aeronautics and Space
Administration research and development,
Department of Defense prime contracts for
civil functions, and Veterans Administration
hospital and domiciliary construction.? (In
Table 27, which uses different categories, the
*‘all other” column is based on a distribution
of $22,797 million, which comprises the same
$11,515 million plus $11,282 million of *‘other”
payments to personal incomes—that is, mili-
tary reserve pay, labor income other than
salaries and wages, and payments to farmers.)

SPECIAL ADJUSTMENT FOR
INCOME PAYMENTS IN
NATIONAL CAPITAL AREA

In the expenditure distributions for 1974-76,
a special adjustment was made in the esti-
mates for the District of Columbia, Maryland,
and Virginia to compensate for an evident
overstatement in the initial distributions of
salary and wage payments to residents of the
District.?®* Examination of the data for 1969-
71 indicated that a corresponding adjustment
for that period was not required.

About two-thirds of all government wages
paid in 1975 to civilian workers in the District
of Columbia were paid to commuters from the
bordering states.?’” Similarly, some of the
compensation for military personnel who
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worked in the District also went to com-
muters.?® An unspecified but smaller fraction
of salaries and wages paid by the federal gov-
ernment to employees who worked in Mary-
land and Virginia was received by residents of
the District.

For the three calendar years 1974-76 com-
bined, personal Income estimates for the
District of Columbia yield the following com-
parisons (in millions):2®

Net labor and proprietors income by

place of work (all industries) $24,622
Residence adjustment -14,716
Net labor and proprietors income by

place of residence (all industries) 9,906
Federal government salary and wage

payments to civilian and military

personnel, by place of work 11,644

Thus, the estimated aggregate income which
all District of Columbia residents received in
the form of labor and proprietors income
from all employers, public and private, was
considerably less than the amount paid by
the federal government alone for salaries and
wages of its employees working in the Dis-
trict. Separate data are not available to de-
termine the amounts of federal government
personnel payments by place of residence.

Corresponding totals for the two adjacent
states are as follows (in millions):3°

Maryland Virginia

Net labor and proprietors income,
by place of work (all
industries)

Residence adjustment

$52,288
+8,720

$60,486
+5,731

Net labor and proprietors income
by place of residence (all
industries)

Federal government salary and

wage payments to civilian
and military personnel, by
place of work

61,008 66,217

7,994 11,627

Residence adjustments in the personal in-
come data for 1974-76 were relatively larger
for the District of Columbia, Maryland, and
Virginia than for any other state (with partial
exceptions for Alaska and New Jersey).3!



Also, in no other state (except Hawaii) were
federal salaries and wages so large a propor-
tion of total wage and salary income by place
of work. For all 51 states, the average in 1976
was 7.2% of all salaries and wages. In the
District of Columbia, federal employees com-
pensation was 48.7% of all salaries and wages
by place of work. In Virginia, it was 20.4%,
and in Maryland, 16.2%.3> The average for
the District, Maryland, and Virginia together
for the three years 1974-76 was 24.8%.

Various adjustments were tested in an
effort to approximate the distribution of fed-
eral payrolls by place of residence in the capi-
tal area. The most plausible results (neces-
sarily evaluated on a subjective basis) were
derived by assuming that the areawide aver-
age of 24.8% applied in each of the three
areas, and there was no net spillover to other
states.

This assumption meant that residents of
the District were estimated to have received
a three-year total of $6,206 million of federal
salaries and wages; residents of Maryland,
$11,984 million; and Virginia, $13,722 mil-
lion.?®8 The adjustments allow for commut-
ers moving both in and out of each area to
their workplaces in other jurisdictions. The
net increase for Maryland was $3,935 million
over payments at federal workplaces within
the state, and for Virginia, $2,236 million.
The balancing net decrease for the District
was $6,171 million. These amounts were used
to adjust the D.C., Maryland, and Virginia
estimates of federal government payments to
personal incomes as derived from the basic
series on personal incomes during 1974-76.

The revisions affect the state percentages of
the 51-state total of federal salary and wage
payments as follows:

Unadjusted Adjusted

District of Columbia 6.59% 3.31%

Maryland 4.29 6.38

Virginia 6.12 7.31
Area total 17.00 17.00

Tables in this report that are affected by
this adjustment carry a footnote, ‘‘Revised
and adjusted (November 1978),” in which the
word ‘‘adjusted’”’ refers to the modified esti-
mates for the national capital area.3*

In the distribution of salaries and wages as
part of federal payments to personal incomes
during 1969-71, the area total for the District
of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia was
16.79% of the 51-state aggregate—not greatly
different from the 17.0% share for 1974-76.
The District of Columbia had 2.82% of all
federal salaries and wages; Maryland, 6.44%;
and Virginia, 7.53%.

In relation to all wages and salaries from
all types of employment in each state, the
data indicated that 44.7% of all salaries and
wages in the District during 1969-71 came
from the federal government; in Virginia,
26.6%; and in Maryland, 22.7%. For the Dis-
trict, Maryland, and Virginia together, the
average for 1969-71 was 26.6% of all salaries
and wages at the workplace. For all 51 states
together, the average was 8.1%, compared
with 7.2% for 1976.

Data for 1969-71 were drawn from a Com-
merce Department compilation which appears
to come nearer to showing federal employees’
compensation by place of residence than by
place of work, although the basis of the esti-
mates 1s not expressly stated. Amounts of
federal employees’ pay shown for 1970 and
1971 in the original source differ markedly
from those in a tabulation supplied in 1978, in
which the payments are expressly for the
place of employment. On the other hand, they
differ only slightly from amounts for the same
years in a 1973 compilation which is described
as “‘residence adjusted.”’ 3

In the light of these comparisons, the ori-
ginal distributions for 1969-71 were not al-
tered.

OTHER EXPENDITURE REVISIONS,
1974-76

Another kind of revision in the expenditure
distribution for 1974-76 affected the data for
nearly every state—though most of the
changes from an earlier publication were
negligible.? In the initial compilations, cal-
endar year totals of federal government pay-
ments to personal incomes were incorporated
directly, without proportionate adjustments
to actual budgetary outlays during the fiscal
years 1974-76. The result was an allocation
of slightly more than the actual total of fed-
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eral government expenditures during the
period (an excess of 0.8%) and—more impor-
tant—some overweighting of personal income
payments as components of government ex-
penditures.37

In this report, tables affected by this over-
statement have been revised to give appro-
priate modified weights to the personal income
payments and to bring the total distribution
within the budgetary totals in Table 12.
Tables affected by the recalculations carry a
footnote, ‘‘Revised and adjusted (November
1978),” in which the word ‘‘revised” refers to
these changes made in entries for 1974-76
since their initial publication.

DATA FOR 1969-71

Because the estimates for 1969-71 have not
been published previously, they are presented
in some detail in Tables 31-37 in this report.
These tables generally follow the same pattern
as those for 1974-76. However, they are ab-
breviated to save space. They omit some cate-
gories of revenues and index numbers based
on amounts per capita for both expenditures
and revenues. Table 31 also omits percentages
and index numbers for the total of allocated
revenues by the state of origin; these data
appear in the 1969-71 columns of Tables 4
and 10. Tables 34 and 36 differ from the com-
parable tables for 1974-76 (Tables 23 and 27)
because some of the categorical subdivisions
are presented differently for the two periods.

Frequency Distribution
of Percentages

Comparison of Table 35 with Table 24 in-
dicates that the frequency distribution of
states with specified percentages of all expen-
ditures was very nearly the same in the two
periods. In both periods, four states—Cali-
fornia, New York, Texas, and Pennsylvania—
each had 5% or more of allocated expendi-
tures; together they had about one-third of
the 51-state total (33.6% in 1969-71, and
31.5% in 1974-76). In 1974-76, there were 12
states with 2% to 5% of all allocated expendi-
tures, compared with ten states in 1969-71.

Conversely, seven states each had from 0.4%
to 0.8% of allocated expenditures in 1974-
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76, against nine states in 1969-71. The nine
states (in descending order of percentage
share) were Arkansas, West Virginia, Utah,
Hawaii, Nebraska, New Mexico, Rhode Is-
land, Maine, and Alaska, with a collective
share of 5.1% of all federal expenditures. By
1974-76, the first two of these states were each
above 0.8%, and the collective share of the
nine states was now 5.6% of all expenditures.
Table 39.

For nine other states, the respective shares
of expenditures were under 0.4% in both peri-
ods, and their collective share rose from 2.4%
to 2.6%. The nine (in descending order for
1969-71) were New Hampshire, Montana,
North Dakota, South Dakota, Idaho, Dela-
ware, Nevada, Vermont, and Wyoming. Shifts
in their rankings were negligible: Idaho moved
up a step ahead of South Dakota, and Nevada
a step ahead of Delaware.

Examination of the separate categories
shows some variations in patterns of change.
The distribution of federal payments to per-
sonal incomes was altered somewhat between
1969-71 and 1974-76, but not markedly. The
group with 2% to 3% of total federal payments
to personal incomes went from five to four
states; the group with 1% to 2% went from 14
to 18 states; and those with 0.6% to 1% went
from ten to six states. Nevertheless, the total
number with from 0.6% to 2% was 24 states in
each period. The number of states with very
small shares—under 0.4%—went from nine to
ten (as Alaska dropped from .44% to .37%).
The collective share of the ten states was 3.0%
in both periods.

Within payments to personal incomes, the
pay of federal personnel (civil and military
combined) held to practically the same dis-
tribution pattern in the two periods. The top
four states (in descending order) were Cali-
fornia, Virginia, Texas, and Maryland—each
above 5% of the national total. Their com-
bined shares were 34.0% in 1969-71 and 32.7%
in 1974-76. No other state had as much as 5%.
(The District of Columbia was at 2.82% in
1969-71 and 3.31% in 1974-76.) The bottom
ten states in 1969-71, each under 0.4%, were
(in descending order) North Dakota, Mon-
tana, Nevada, New Hampshire, West Vir-
ginia, South Dakota, Idaho, Delaware, Wyo-
ming, and Vermont. By 1974-76, North



Dakota and Montana had risen to 0.4% or
more but Rhode Island had slipped below.
The total for the nine states now in the group
was 2.7%, against 2.5% for the same states in
1969-71.

Military contract outlays were perhaps
slightly more diffused among the states in
1969-71 than in the later period. Three states
—CCalifornia, Texas, and New York—each had
5% or more of the total in 1969-71, with an
ageregate of 36.7% of the nationwide total. In
1974-76, these three states together had
34.4%, but Connecticut also was above 5%.
In both periods, 26 states each had less than
1% of the aggregate; their combined share rose
from 9.1% in 1969-71 to 10.3% in 1974-76.

Aid to state and local governments changed
more than other categories, except for the
smallest states. The same three large states
were at the top in both periods: California,
New York, and Pennsylvania, each with more
than 5% of the nationwide total and a collec-
tive share which dipped slightly from 27.7%
in 1969-71 to 27.2% in 1974-76. (California de-
clined from 12.0% to 10.2%; New York rose
from 10.6% to 11.5%; and Pennsylvania rose
from 5.1% to 5.4%.) The number of states
with 2% to 5% shares declined from 14 to ten;
the number with 1% to 2% rose from 16 to 20.
For six states, each with shares less than
0.4% in both periods, the collective share was
1.9% in each period. These six states (in de-
scending order for 1969-71) were North Dako-
ta, Wyoming, Vermont, New Hampshire,
Nevada, and Delaware. Except for Vermont
and Delaware, their rank orders changed be-
tween the two periods.

On the revenue side, comparison of Tables
18 and 32 suggests that between 1969-71 and
1974-76 there was considerable shifting in the
percentage of total federal revenues originat-
ing in individual states. Five large states, with
shares of over 5% each in 1969-71—New York,
California, Illinois, Pennsylvania, and Ohio—
were joined in 1974-76 by a sixth, Texas. The
collective percentage for the six states declined
from 44.8% in 1969-71 to 42.3% in 1974-76.
Table 40. New York ranked highest and Cali-
fornia second in 1969-71. Five years later,
they had traded positions, with the New York
share cut from 11.4% to 9.4% of the U.S. total
and California down from 10.8% to 10.6%.

The Texas share rose from 4.8% to 5.6%. For
each of the other three states, the percentage
of federal revenues declined somewhat in the
five-year interval. ,

In the middle range, 15 states each supplied
from 1% to 3% of all federal revenues in 1969-
71; the number rose to 21 states five years
later. There were 26 states each supplying
less than 1% of federal revenues in 1969-71;
in 1974-76, there were 21. Half of these pro-
vided under 0.4% each in 1969-71, and their
collective share was 3.7%. Five years later the
same 13 states provided 4.1% of federal reve-
nues.

For the dominant category, the individual
income tax, shifts in state percentages were
somewhat less numerous. Nevertheless, the
change in the middle range, in which each

-state supplied 1% to 3% of the 51-state total,

was about the same as for all revenues, from
15 states in 1969-71 to 20 states in 1974-76.
The number of states providing less than
0.6% each declined from 18 to 16.

For employment taxes and Social Security
insurance contributions, the number of states
credited with 1% to 3% of the total rose from
20 to 22. The number credited with less than
0.8% declined from 20 to 18; among these, the
number with less than 0.4% dropped from
13 to 9.

Despite a change in the series used to mea-
sure state origins, the corporate income tax
underwent roughly similar shifts of state
positions in the middle brackets. The 1% to
3% range rose from 15 to 20 states. The group
with 0.8% dropped from five states to two,
and the group with under 0.4% declined from
12 states to ten.

When the comparison is between the ex-

~penditure and revenue distributions in the

single period, 1969-71 (Tables 32 and 35), it
becomes evident that the federal system tends
to redistribute resources from the larger states
to the smaller ones. Thus, 26 states were each
credited with originating less than 1% of fed-
eral revenues and 25 states with 1% or more;
but 30 states had 1% or more of the expendi-
tures. The top five states for revenues origi-
nated 40.1% of all revenues and drew 35.5%
of all expenditures. Among them, only Cali-
fornia had a larger share of expenditures than
of revenues (13.3% against 10.8%). New York,
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Illinois, Pennsylvania, and Ohio together
supplied 29.3% of revenues and drew 22.2%
of expenditures. Texas (which ranked seventh
for revenues) contributed 4.8% of revenues
and drew 6.2% of expenditures.

In the middle range, 15 states each origi-
nated 1% to 3% of all revenues; 20 states each
drew 1% to 3% of all expenditures. Nine states
each had less than 0.4% of expenditures, but
13 states each supplied less than this percent-
age of revenues. The median share of expendi-
tures was 1.3% (Kentucky); the median share
of revenues was just under 1.0% (Oklahoma).
(State details are from Tables 3 and 4. See
also Tables 39 and 40.)

Index Numbers Related to
Personal Income

Tables 28 and 37 present frequency distri-
butions of states with specified index numbers
of federal expenditures relative to personal
income. For total expenditures relative to
personal income, the major difference between
1969-71 and 1974-76 was that fewer states
were substantially below average in the later
period. In 1969-71, 14 states had index num-
bers of 60 to 90; in 1974-76, this group had
lost four states, and the group with approxi-
mately average numbers (90 to 110) had
gained four states. The highest index number
had risen from 333.0 to 367.7 (District of Co-
lumbia), but the next highest had declined
from 240.1 to 164.9 (Alaska). The lowest in-
dex number had advanced from 63.0 (Michi-
gan) to 70.5 (Illinois). The index number for
the median state, at just below 107, was un-
changed—but Wyoming had replaced Louisi-
ana as the median. Louisiana had moved
nearer the national average, to 102.9. (Detail
for individual states is from Tables 27, 36,
and 43. See also Table 9.)

On the revenue side, frequency distributions
in Tables 22 and 33 show that many more
states were near the nationwide average in
both periods. The clustering was more pro-

nounced in 1974-76 than in 1969-71. For 1969-
71, 39 states had index numbers of 90 to 110
for total federal revenues relative to personal
income, eight states had lower index numbers,
and four had higher numbers. Five years
later, 45 states were in the 90-110 bracket,
only two were lower, and four were higher.
The four with the highest amounts of federal
revenue relative to personal income in 1969-71
were Delaware, Connecticut, the District of
Columbia, and Nevada. By 1974-76, Florida
was in top rank, and Nevada was down to
107.8. The lowest index number was 80.9 in
both years (South Dakota in 1969-71, and
North Dakota in 1974-76), but the highest fell
from 128.7 for Delaware in 1969-71 to 115.4
for Florida five years later. The median num-
ber was 98.1 (West Virginia) in 1969-71; it
was 98.8 (New York) in 1974-76. (Detail for
individual states is from Tables 10, 21, and
44.)

There were wider differences among states
in the separate major categories of revenues,
but these also were reduced somewhat in the
later period. Index numbers for individual
income tax relative to personal income ranged
from 66.2 (Mississippi) to 128.6 (Connecticut)
in 1969-71, compared with 76.8 (North Dako-
ta) to 117.9 (Connecticut) in 1974-76. The
median number in 1969-71 was 94.0 for West
Virginia; in 1974-76 it was 96.1 for Nebraska,
and the West Virginia number had declined
slightly, to 92.9. The top states—above 110.0
—1in 1969-71 were Connecticut, Nevada, Dela-
ware, Maryland, and Illinois (in descending
order). Five years later six states were in this
bracket—Connecticut, Delaware, Maryland,
Nevada, Illinois, and New Jersey. The Cali-
fornia and New York index numbers declined
slightly—California from 97.2 to 94.6; New
York from 104.1 to 102.1. (Detail for individ-
ual states is from Tables 21 and 31.)

For employment taxes and corporate in-
come taxes also the differences in state index
numbers narrowed perceptibly between 1969-
71 and 1974-76.

FOOTNOTES

'Employment taxes were attributed to each state one-
half in proportion to total retail sales and one-half in
proportion to personal contributions for federal pro-
grams of social insurance. The personal contributions
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are as tabulated for three calendar years, 1974-76, by
the Bureau of Economic Analysis in its series on per-
sonal income by states. The data for contributions to
federal programs only, as used here, are from a special
tabulation for 1974-76, September 1977. The estimates
apparently represent contributions at the place of work,



at least for employees as distinguished from the self-
employed. This may result in overstatement of contri-
butions from residents of the District of Columbia, for
which the part based on personal contributions (1.4%
of the 51-state total) is much higher than the part based
on retail sales (0.31%). For Alaska, also, the components
differ considerably (0.32% and 0.22% respectively). For
no other state is the difference as substantial.

2See the preceding footnote.

3The state estimates for calendar years are published
annually, usually in the August issue of the Survey of
Current Business (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bu-
reau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business,
Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office).
{In 1978, however, only summary tables were in the
August Survey; detailed estimates for 1975-77 were pub-
lished in the October issue.) The estimates are prepared
by the Regional Economic Measurement Division of the
Bureau of Economic Analysis.

In the annual series, Tables 4-63 show for each region
and state the calendar-year amount of personal income
by industry sources, with adjustments to bridge the
differences between personal income from all sources by
place of work and personal income from all sources by
place of residence. The only federal government compo-
nents identified in the tables are for wage and salary
income designated ‘‘federal, civilian,” and ‘‘federal,
military.” These are shown for the state of employment,
not the state of residence. In earlier periods (before
1974-76) the Survey tables regularly included Table 69
on ‘“‘broad industrial sources of personal income,”
which reported, among other items, the latest yearly
aggregate of federal government income disbursements
directly to persons (including nonprofit institutions) in
each state or region. This aggregate comprised wages
and salaries (net of employee contributions for social
insurance), other labor income, interest, and transfer
payments. (See, for example, Survey of Current Busi-
ness, August 1973, p. 49.) These yearly totals of federal
income disbursements directly to persons in each state
were available for each calendar year from 1948 through
1971 (tabulations supplied December 4, 1972).

For the geographic distributions of federal expendi-
tures in this report, federal wage payments to civilian
and military personnel were deducted from the aggre-
gate of federal payments to personal income in each
state. The remainder represented all federal nonwage
payments in the state. For 1974-76, however, this meth-
od was no longer available. Federal nonwage payments
in each state were therefore approximated from special
tabulations of unpublished data supplied by the Re-
gional Economic Measurement Division. See below in
this section.
4Subject to an adjustment for the District of Columbia,
Maryland, and Virginia for 1974-76, explained in a
later section.

SFor all federal government payments to personal in-
comes, a straight four-calendar year average for 1968-71
is only 0.6% higher than the average giving half-weight
to the first and last years.

SAs indicated in footnote 3, for the period 1974-76 the
total amount of federal payments directly to personal
incomes was no longer published by the Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis. Calendar-year totals derived from spe-
cial tabulations supplied by the BEA (October 1977)
comprised the following series:

Salaries and wages;
Transfer payments financed from federal funds

only (including state unemployment insurance
but omitting other items that may have been fi-
nanced from combined federal-state-local govern-
ment funds);
Military reserve pay (from combined federal-state-
local government funds, but primarily federal);
“QOther”” labor income originating from federal
funds only (other labor income, as used here,
comprises federal compensation to prisoners, judi-
cial fees, and employer contributions to pension,
health, and welfare funds);
Monetary interest paid to individuals (including
interest accrued on unredeemed E and H bonds);
U.S. Department of Agriculture payments to farm-
ers (including corporate farmers).
“Amounts for each category of payments in each state in
calendar years 1974-76 are as tabulated by the Bureau
of Economic Analysis in June and October 1977. The
amounts shown for federal payrolls (civilian and mili-
tary) differ from those shown in the Survey of Current
Business, op. cit., August 1977, where it is noted that
state estimates of personal income for 1971-76 had been
revised ‘‘to achieve conceptual and statistical conformi-
ty with the benchmark revisions of the national income
and product accounts and to incorporate new and im-
proved data sources” (p. 17, footnote). In that issue of
the Survey, estimates by industry sources for 1974 are
based on the 1967 Standard Industrial Classification
and those for 1975 and 1976 are based on the 1972 SIC.
(Presumably the June 1977, tabulations of payrolls are
all based on the 1967 SIC, though this was not spe-
cified.) Further minor revisions of the estimates for
1975 and 1976 appear in data published in the Survey of
Current Business, October 1978. These recur in a spe-
cial tabulation supplied by the BEA. in October 1978,
in which the 1974 totals for the 51 states are the same
as in the Survey of August 1977.
For the three calendar years, 1974-76, the sum of the
reported amounts for the 51 states varies as follows (in
millions):

Total
Federal Civilian Military
Source Payroll Pay Pay

Special tabulation,

June 1977 $187,746 $126,401 $61,345

SCB, August 1977 178,878 124,918 53,960
SCB, October 1978,

and special tabula-

tion, October 1978 178,934 125,034 53,900

Revisions are largely in the amounts shown for military
pay.

8Federal compensation of employees is estimated quar-
terly in the national income and product accounts (for
the nation as a whole, but not for state areas). These
payments were at an annual average rate of $56.9 bil-
lion during the fiscal years 1974-76. (Amounts for 11
quarters from the fourth quarter of 1973 through the
second quarter of 1976 are from the Survey of Current
Business, op. cit., July 1977, p. 33, Table 3.7. The third
quarter of 1973 was added from ibid., January 1976,
p. 63, Table 1.7, federal sector of gross national prod-
uct.) This yields an estimate of $170.8 billion for federal
payrolls in the three fiscal years (three times $56.9 bil-
lion). This was rounded to $170.0 billion for the distri-
bution among regions and states and distributed in
proportion to the share of each region or state in the
aggregate of $187,746 million of federal payrolls shown
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in the detailed state estimates for the calendar years
1974-76.

The sum of transfer payments, $419,273 million for
the three calendar years in the Bureau of Economic
Analysis distribution, was reduced to $385,650 million
for the three fiscal years. The budget reports ‘‘domestic
transfers to persons’ in these three years as follows:

Fiscal Year Amount (billions)

1974 $101.7
1975 131.1
1976 153.9

Three-year total $386.7

(Special Analyses, Budget of the U.S. Government,
1979, op. cit., January 1978, p. 68, Table B-11.) Pay-
ments outside the 51 states were assumed to be slightly
above $1 billion.

For the period 1969-71, the sum of all federal pay-
ments to personal incomes, as included in the distribu-
tions, was $306.0 billion, comprising $126.4 billion for
pay of personnel, military and civilian, and $179.6 bil-
lion for transfers and ‘“‘all other.” Transfer payments
were not separated from ‘‘all other.”

‘Payments to personal incomes, included in the $890,171
million of federal expenditures shown in Table 13 for
the fiscal years 1974-76, are as follows (in millions):

Civilian and military pay $170,000
Transfers to persons 385,650
Military reserve pay 4,941
“Other’’ labor income 4,270
Interest to individuals 25,655
Payments to farmers 2,071

Total payments to personal incomes  $592,587

The same items are included in Tables 23-28, but in
different combinations of categories.

The remainder of the $890,171 million consists of
military outlays, other than pay of personnel ($103,436
million), aid to state and local governments ($148,607
million), interest to other than personal incomes
($34,026 million), and all other expenditures distrib-
uted by states ($11,515 million for National Aeronautics
and Space Administration research and development,
Department of Defense civil functions, and Veterans
Administration construction). These items are discussed
below.

1The data are published by the U.S. Department of the
Treasury, Fiscal Service, Bureau of Government Finan-
cial Operations, Division of Government Accounts and
Reports in a series of pamphlets entitled, Federal Aid
to States, Fiscal Year..., Washington, DC, U.S. Gov-
ernment Printing Office. Prior to 1969, the pamphlets
were reprints of tables included in annual reports of the
Secretary of the Treasury.

"Amounts deducted for private nonprofit health facilities
are from unpublished worksheets of the Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis, Department of Commerce. This ad-
justment was not made for 1974-76; the amount in-
volved was a fraction of 1% of total payments to state
and local governments.

2Omitted from the calculations are contract awards in
classified (i.e., secret) locations; contracts for which a
location cannot be ascertained for the plant where the
greater part of the work is done or management respon-
sibility is centered; and contracts for the civilian health
and medical program of the uniformed services (CHAM-
PUS). Awards of contracts of $10,000 or more during
the fiscal years 1974-76 amounted to $125.7 billion; of
this sum, $16.8 billion, or 13.4%, were omitted from the
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state distributions. The amounts are net of contract
cancellations.

The principal publication used as a source for the
state distributions is a volume issued annually by the
U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), Directorate for In-
formation Operations and Control, Military Prime Con-
tract Awards by Region and State, processed. Each
edition customarily covers three fiscal years—e.g., the
1977 publication reported for the fiscal years 1974-76;
the volume issued in 1978 dropped 1974 and added 1977.
On the omissions and on the criteria for assigning con-
tracts to particular states, see the volume for 1974-76,
pp. 1t and ii.

13This estimate assumes that civilian employees of the
Department of Defense drew 32.5% of the pay of all
federal civilian personnel. The personal income reports
of the Bureau of Economic Analysis do not separate
payrolls of civilian employees of the Department of De-
fense from those of other departments and agencies.
Annual compilations by the Community Services Ad-
ministration, based on reports by the departments and
agencies, distribute the following Defense Department
expenditures to states (and their subdivisions) during
the fiscal years 1974-76:

Percent of
Department Total
Amount In CSA
Category (millions) Report In Budget
Military pay, in-
cluding reserves,
National Guard,
and retirement
pay $ 67,104 29.0% 26.3%
Civilian pay 37,192 16.1 14.6
Contracts, military
and civil 127,098 54.9 49.8
Total $231,394 100.0% 90.7%

The $37,192 million of outlays for pay of civilians equals
32.5% of the $114,450 million of all federal civilian pay-
rolls reported by the BEA and distributed in Table 27.
The Community Services Administration reports are

annual multivelume processed tabulations (oné or more
volumes for each state, plus a national summary vol-
ume), compiled for the Executive Office of the President
by the Federal Information Exchange of the Commu-
nity Services Administration under the title Federal
Outlays, with each volume for a designated year sub-
titled either ‘'‘Summary’’ or with a state name—e.g.,
Federal Outlays—Summary, 1977, or Federal Outlays—
California, 1977. Similar compilations were issued by
the Office of Economic Opportunity while it existed.
The OEO and CSA reports were not used as a prin-
cipal source for state distributions in this study because
the compilations for some important departments and
agencies have been incomplete or erratic and often not
in terms of the residence of the recipients or the place
where goods are produced or services provided.

14See the table in the preceding footnote.

bSelection of weights was somewhat arbitrary. E.g., of
payments in 1976, about 5% were attributed to 1973
contract awards, 9% for 1974 awards, 51% for 1975
awards, and 35% for 1976 awards. A similar sequence
was applied to payments in 1974 and 1975. For all pay-
ments during 1974-76, the weights finally used (after
rounding) were: 1971 contract awards, 0%; 1972, 5%:
1973, 22%; 1974, 32%; 1975, 28%; and 1976, 13%.

8Contract awards of less than $10,000 are as reported by



states in Community Services Administration, Federal
Outlays—Summary, 1974, 1975, and 1976, op. cit. The
51-state totals for the three years were (in thousands):
1974, $3,991,980; 1975, $4,431,818; 1976, $4,528,744;
three-year total, $12,952,542. The annual Federal Out-
lays compilations assign military contracts of less than
$10,000 to the state of location of the purchasing office
(thus 13.2% of these contracts for 1969-71 were assigned
to the District of Columbia, 12.0% to California, and
10.2% to New York State).

17]t was not feasible to undertake for the compilations for
1969-71 and 1974-76 an adequate evaluation of the ef-
fects of subcontracting. The report for 1965-67 in this
series notes (at p. 20) that in the estimates for that
period half of defense procurement expenditures were
assumed to be for subcontractors’ work and were at-
tributed to states in proportion to percentages derived
from a subcontract award study by the Department of
Defense for 1965 and 1966, as reported by Dr. Roger F.
Riefler, ‘‘Regional and Industrial Impact of Defense
Contracts” (unpublished paper for Western Economic
Association, Boulder, CO, August 24, 1967), Table 2.

A later paper by Roger F. Riefler and Paul B. Down-
ing states:

It has often been suggested that even though
prime contract awards are regionally concen-
trated, subcontracting disperses defense
work. . .. [Based on a sample study by the De-
partment of Defense], a comparison of the
concentrations of the subcontract percent with
the concentrations of prime contract employ-
ment casts some doubt on the hypothesis that
subcontracting tends to reduce the regional
concentration of defense-generated employment
at the state level. (Roger F. Riefler, and Paul B.
Downing, ‘‘Regional Effect of Defense Effort
on Employment,” Monthly Labor Review, Vol.
91, No. 7, U.S. Department of Labor, Washing-
ton, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office,
July 1968, pp. 1-8, at pp. 1, 6.)

An adequate evaluation of the effects of subcontract-
ing should draw upon the analyses by Dr. Riefler and
associates and on other related studies and reports.
Some help may be derived from a series of reports issued
annually by the Industry Division of the Bureau of the
Census, Current Industrial Reports: Shipments of De-
fense-Oriented Industries (series MA-175). Like data
reported in the Census of Manufacturers, the statistics
in this series are obscured in many instances (even at
the state level) by the necessity of avoiding disclosures
of specific information about particular establishments
or companies.

¥The assumptions and weights, as applied for 1969-71,
were guided largely by data reported in the following
(and other) studies:

Maw Lin Lee, ‘‘Impact, Pattern, and Duration of
New Orders for Defense Products,” working paper
6805, NASA Economic Research Program, St.
Louis, MO, Washington University, Department of
Economics, April 1968.

Kenneth L. Lay, and Kent L. Jones, ‘“Economic
Impact of Defense Procurement,” Survey of Cur-
rent Business, op. cit., September 1971, pp. 21-26,
and 31.

Time was not available for an intensive search for
more recent studies in connection with the distributions
for 1974-76 and the preparation of this report.

The weights applied to defense contract awards of

1972-76 in estimating contract payments during 1974-
76 differ (for reasons of convenience) from those applied
to contract awards of 1967-71 in estimating payments
during 1969-71.
¥The procedures are described in detail in the original
reports:

1959-61—1. M. Labovitz, Federal Revenues and
Expenditures in the Several States: Averages for
the Fiscal Years 1959-61, Washington, DC, Library
of Congress, Legislative Reference Service, Septem-
ber 19, 1962, multilith, pp. 65-75, 97.

1965-67—U.S. House of Representatives, Commit-
tee on Government Operations, Intergovernmental
Relations Subcommittee, Federal Revenue and
Expenditure Estimates for States and Regions,
Fiscal Years 1965-67, op. cit., 90th Cong., 2nd Sess.,
October 1969, pp. 20-21, 36-37.
20See footnote 17.
21The distribution for 1959-61 overstated operation and
maintenance expenditures, through an inadvertent
duplication of the pay of civilian employees of the De-
partment of Defense. These were included in the oper-
ation and maintenance amount and were also counted
among federal payments to personal incomes. The like-
lihood of duplication was noted, but it was not elimi-
nated because data were lacking. See the report for
1959-61, p. 74.
22A detailed estimating procedure similar to that de-
scribed for 1959-61 had been employed in an earlier
Library of Congress study for the fiscal year 1958 (not
included in this report). See Federal Taxation and Ex-
penditures in the Several States and Selected Economic
Data for New York State and the United States, Wash-
ington, DC, The Library of Congress, Legislative Refer-
ence Service, July 29, 1959, multilith, p. 31, Table XI,
and pp. 35-41, describing procedures and showing re-
sults for each state. That distribution, also prepared by
I. M. Labovitz, used the following weights (total, 100):
military prime contract awards, 40; value added, all
manufactures, 20; value added, selected major indus-
tries, 10; and value added, industries most heavily de-
fense related, 30.

For 1959-61, the weights were modified to 25 for mili-
tary prime contract awards and a total of 75 for 12
separate series on value added. The combined weights
of the series for the most heavily defense-related indus-
tries was more than 1.5 times the weight given the series
on prime contract awards. (See the report for 1959-61,
p.71.)

ZCf. Mushkin, Statistical Materials, op. cit., pp. 22-3;

and Illustrative Estimates, op. cit., pp. 75-80.

2#The BEA special tabulation (October 1977) showed

monetary interest paid to individuals and nonprofit
organizations in the 51 states by the federal government
as follows (in millions, for calendar years):

1974 $ 6,733
1975 8,761
1976 10,161

3-year total $25,655

These amounts include accruals on unredeemed E and
H bonds.

The calendar-year amounts were used for the fiscal
years 1974-76 without adjustment. In Tables 23 and 25,
they are the largest part of the $36,937 million shown
for ‘‘all other payments’’ to personal incomes. In Table
27, they are part of the $59,681 million shown for all
interest expense in the 51 states.
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%8tate distribution of NASA research and develop-
ment outlays ($7,398.2 million) and DOD civil con-
tract outlays ($3,688.2 million) are from Community
Services Administration, Federal Outlays, 1974, 1975,
and 1976, op. cit. State distributions of Veterans Ad-
ministration construction outlays ($428.4 million) are
from annual reports of the Veterans Administration
for the same fiscal years.

26The initial distribution, without this adjustment, was
published in I. M. Labovitz, ‘““Federal Expenditures
and Revenues in Regions and States,”’ Intergovernmen-
tal Perspective, op. cit., pp. 16-23.

2See District of Columbia Tax Revision Commission,
Final Report: Financing an Urban Government, Wash-
ington, DC, 1978, p. 7, Table 1-VI, which gives the
following totals for government employment (federal
civilian and District government, combined) in 1975:

Total employment 250,100
Average wage $17,918
Resident employment 68,200
Average wage $16,778
Incommuter employment 181,900
Average wage $18,346

Corresponding data are not supplied for commuters
from the District to employment in Maryland and Vir-
ginia.

2Military employment in the District in 1975 was re-
ported as 19,100. (Ibid., p. 5, Table 1-1V, total of
270,000 government employees, minus 250,100 shown at
p. 7, Table 1-VL.)

YSurvey of Current Business, op. cit., August 1977, p. 20,
lines 64, 65, and 69-71.

30Ihid., pp. 20 and 27. Amounts shown here differ some-
what from those in the Bureau of Economic Analysis
tapes of June 1977, which were used as the source for
federal payments to personal incomes in the detailed
distributions for 1974-76. Thus, federal salary and wage
payments (civilian and military) compared as follows
in the two tabulations (in millions):

BEA Tape SCB
June 1977 August 1977
District of Columbia $12,377 $11,644
Maryland 8,049 7,994
Virginia 11,486 11,627
Area total $31,912 $31,265

See footnote 7 on BEA revisions of the state estimates
of personal income.
31As a percentage of net labor and proprietors income
from all industries, by place of work, the residence ad-
justments for 1976 were as follows:

District of Columbia —61.0%
Maryland +17.0
Virginia +9.9
Alaska —21.7
New Jersey +12.1

Ibid., pp. 20 and 27.

Comparable regional adjustments for 1976 were as
follows:

New England + 5.3%
Mideast — 1.6
Great Lakes + 0.3
Plains — 0.9
Southeast + 1.2
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Southwest + 0.3
Rocky Mountain + 0.1
Far West + 0.3

On the residence adjustment as a factor in reconciling
income at the place of work and income at the place of
residence, see Appendix A.

32Survey of Current Business, op. cit.,, August 1977, pp.
18-31. Other states with ratios of 10% or more were as
follows:

Hawaii 23.4%
New Mexico 15.4
Alaska 13.9
North Dakota 13.8
South Dakota 12.6
Colorado 11.4
Alabama 11.2
Arizona 10.1
Washington 10.0

The residence adjustment for Hawaii was negligible.

33The sum of these estimates, $31,912 million, corresponds
to the three-state total shown for the BEA tape in foot-
note 30.

34The use of the word ‘‘revised’’ is explained on p. 48.

3The year 1969 is omitted from this comparison because
it is not included in the 1978 and 1973 compilations.
The distribution for 1969-71 is from a special tabulation
by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Dec. 4, 1972. The
comparisons are with (a) another special tabulation,
October 19, 1978, for 1970-77, showing employee com-
pensation by place of work; and (b) the Survey of Cur-
rent Business, op. cit., August 1973, pp. 39-52, giving
residence-adjusted estimates for 1970-72.

In the 1978 tabulation, the residence adjustments for
1971, as a percentage of net labor and proprietors in-
come by place of work, were as follows: D.C., -53.8%;
Maryland, +17.2%; and Virginia, +9.1%.

The amount of the residence adjustment is not re-
ported in the tabulations of December 4, 1972, and
August, 1973.

Comparative amounts of federal payments for civilian
and military personnel during the two years are as fol-

lows:
SCB, BEA Tape
August October
BEA Tape 1973: 1978:
December Residence- Place of
1972 Adjusted Work
District of
Columbia $ 2,546 $ 2,607 $ 5,487
Maryland 5,893 5,889 3,908
Virginia 6,820 6,825 5,636
Area total,
two years $15,259 $15,221 $15,031

Percentages reported in the text above are from the
tabulation of December 4, 1972, using four calendar
years, 1968 through 1971, with weights of 1-2-2-1.

3¢The earlier publication was in I. M. Labovitz, ‘‘Federal
Expenditures and Revenues in Regions and States,”
Intergovernmental Perspective, op. cit., pp. 16-23. In
Table I in this report, the ratios for ten states were not
affected and those for 21 states were changed by only
.01 plus or minus. In Table 3, percentages for 14 states
were not affected.

7Compare the total amounts of allocated expenditures
and of payments to personal incomes, as shown in ibid.,
p. 21, Table 9, with the corresponding entries in Table
23 in this report.



Table 1

RATIO OF ESTIMATED FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN
EACH REGION AND STATE TO ESTIMATED FEDERAL REVENUES FROM
RESIDENTS OF THAT AREA, SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974- 1969- 1965- 1959-
Region or State 762 7 67 61 1952 Region or State 768 71 67 61 1952
51 States 1.00
New England 1.01 .95 .95 1.07 .78 Southeast 1.14 1.24 1.36 1.29 1.51
Connecticut .92 .88 .92 .83 .86 Alabama 1.31 149 152 1.41 2.03
Maine 1.19 1.04 1.14 1.37 .96 Arkansas 1.19 1.20 1.29 1.30 2.15
Massachusetts 1.04 .95 .90 1.13 .74 Florida 96 1.09 1.15 1.00 .82
New Hampshire .90 .97 .83 1.24 .64 Georgia 1.08 129 152 1.41 1.41
Rhode Island 1.07 1.14 1.17 1.33 .68 Kentucky 117 114 1.32 1.34 1.55
Vermont 1.16 1.02 1.1 .94 .74 Louisiana 1.07 119 1.33 .95 1.50
Mississippi 165 1.73 1.68 1.64 2.16
Mideast .99 89 75 83 75 North Carolina 1.00 99 1.21 1.19 1.07
Delaware 71 60 54 56 53 South Carolina  1.22 1.25 1.58 1.67 2.20
District of Columbia 3.23  2.99 216 2.04  1.10 Tennessee 98 1.01 112 1.03 215
Maryland 1.31 139 134 151 109 Vlrg:ma- N 146 168 1.73 1.97 1.57
New Jersey 79 75 71 87 20 West Virginia 121 1.09 1.02 .90 1.15
New York 93 .78 62 .70 61 Southwest 1.05 1.32 137 124  1.46
Pennsylvania .95 .85 71 .75 .86
Arizona 118 1.19 1.33 1.22 1.39
New Mexico 1.47 167 1.68 1.75 2.99
Great Lakes 7488 64 T4 87 Oklahoma 123 135 136 139 156
linois .70 .63 .59 .75 .69 Texas 96 1.31 135 117 1.34
Indiana .74 .81 .75 .85 1.34
Michigan 78 61 58 65 87 Rocky Mountain 110 1.23 1.34 1.24 1.20
Ohio .76 75 .70 .79 .95 Colorado 105 124 1.33 1.26 .98
Wisconsin .76 .71 67 .69 .85 Idaho 1.03 96 1.15 1.07 1.55
Montana 117 118  1.53 1.20 1.04
Plains 98 1.01 1.15 1.00 1.20 Utah 1.28 153 1.32 1.30 1.67
lowa 81 83 1.00 81 1.05 Wyoming 1.00 1.10 1.50 1.33 1.35
Kansas 96 114 144 162 1.73 Far West 1.13  1.18  1.27 116 1.12
Minnesota 87 .89 93 .74 126 California 115 124 132 114 1.06
oS SIS (N I A
' ' ' ' ' Oregon .91 .84 .80 77 .96
North Dakota 1.32 1.51 2.04 1.29 1.56 Washington 120 110 1.04 1.53 158
South Dakota 1.33 1.26 1.67 1.60 1.82
Alaska 1.82 276 454  7.53 b
Hawaii 156 153 227 275 b

Note: The ratios are derived by dividing tor each state or region its estimated percentage ot all allocated federal government expenditures by the estimated per-

centage of federal government revenues contributed by its residents
8Revised and adjusted {November 1978)

bOrmls Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).
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Table 2

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED RATIOS OF
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES TO FEDERAL REVENUES,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Ratio 1974-762 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952
1.25 and Above 11b 150 25b 220b 20b
1.10-1.24 12 12 8 7 3

.90-1.09 18 10 6 9 A
Under .90 10 14 12 13 13

3Revised and adjusted (November 1978).

Bincludes District of Columbia. Alaska and Hawaii are in the top bracket in all periods after 1952 but are omitted from the count for 1952

because they were territories at that time.
SOURCE: Tables 1 and 38.
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Table 3
REGIONAL AND STATE PERCENTAGES OF

TOTAL FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES ALLOCATED BY

RESIDENCE OF RECIPIENT OR LOCATION OF ACTIVITY,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974- 1969- 1965- 1959-

Region or State 762 71 67 61  t952b Region or State 762 7 67 61 1952b

51 States 100.00%

New England 6.21 6.54 6.36 7.24 6.28 Southeast 2213 2774 21.45 18.90 18.60
Connecticut 1.74 1.98 1.95 1.67 1.92 Alabama 1.70 1.68 1.67> 1.51 1.65
Maine .50 42 .49 .59 .50 Arkansas .86 72 .75 .70 .95
Massachusetts 2.94 3.07 2.85 3.74 3.03 Florida 4.12 3.55 3.38 2.68 1.46
New Hamsphire .35 .34 .30 42 .22 Georgia 2.18 237 256 2.01 1.73
Rhode Island .46 .53 .56 .65 .48 Kentucky 1.48 130 145 146 1.70
Vermont .22 .20 .21 A7 .15 Louisiana 1.50 1.49 163 1.25 1.70

Mississippi 1.19 1.02 .96 .87 .88

Mideast 2175 2214 19.46 22.31 23.03 North Carolina 2.09 193 214 1.87 1.51
Delaware 24 24 27 27 27 South Carolina 1.22 1.07 1.23 1.17 1.38
District of Columbia 155 1.70 1.38 145 1.17 Tennessee 166 152 158 132 236
Maryland 2.81 298 282 279 203 Virginia 3.34 339 344 342 238
New Jersey 316 3.20 3.03 362 3.62 West Virginia -81 .70 .66 64 -90
New York 8.74 8.89 7.60 9.19 9.66
Pennsylvania 5.24 513 436 499 6.28 Southwest 850 906 9.00 8.17 822

Arizona 1.15 .94 .93 .79 .56

Great Lakes 1493 14.48 13.80 1588 19.33 New Mexico 63 57 64 70 85
Hlinois 426 411 404 509 521 Oklahoma 134 132 135 136 140
Indiana 185 198 1.84 200 287 Texas 538 623 6.08 532 541
Michigan 3.36 2.90 2.76 293 4.00
Ohio 3.90 4.05 3.82 4.40 551 Rocky Mountain 2.74 2.57 2.81 2.71 2.32
Wisconsin 1.55 1.44 1.35 1.46 1.74 Colorado 1.28 1.20 1.26 1.21 .89

ldaho .33 .26 .31 32 .37

Plains 7.20 7.22 8.44 7.59 9.08 Montana 35 33 46 42 .35
lowa 1.00 99 123 104 129 Utah -59 60 .54 .52 .48
Kansas 1.03 107 140 1684 1.62 Wyoming 19 18 24 24 .23
Minnesota 1.50 1.54 1.56 1.27 2.12
Missouri 2.39 2.43 2.56 218 256 Far West 1547 16.25 17.34 1563 13.14
Nebraska .63 .59 .83 .75 77 California 1217 13.31 14.45 1222 9.56
North Dakota .33 .32 .47 .31 .36 Nevada 08 23 24 21 14
South Dakota .32 .28 40 .40 .36 Oregon 96 82 78 75 96

Washington 2.06 1.89 1.87 245 2.48
Alaska .40 A1 .59 72 b
Hawaii 67 .60 .75 .85 b

2Revised and adjusted {November 1978).

bOrhi!s Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952)
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REGIONAL AND STATE PERCENTAGES OF

Table 4

TOTAL FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES FROM

RESIDENTS OF EACH REGION AND STATE,

SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974-  1969- 1965- 1959-

Region or State 76 71 67 61 19522 Region or State 76 71 67 61 19522

51 States 100.00%

New England 6.15 6.87 6.73 6.78 8.08 Southeast 19.47 16.78 15.82 14.68 12.31
Connecticut 190 224 211 201 2.23 Alabama 1.30 1.13 1.10 1.07 .82
Maine 42 40 43 .44 .52 Arkansas 72 .60 .58 .54 44
Massachusetts 282 3.21 3.16 332 4.10 Florida 4.31 3.26 2.95 2.68 1.77
New Hampshire .39 .35 .36 .34 .34 Georgia 2.01 1.83 1.69 1.43 1.23
Rhode Isiand 43 47 .48 .49 .68 Kentucky 1.26 1.14 1.10 1.09 1.10
Vermont .19 .20 .19 .18 .21 Louisiana 1.40 1.26 1.23 1.32 1.13

Mississippi 72 .59 .57 .54 41

Mideast 21.90 24.75 2580 26.92 30.58 North Carolina 2.10 1.95 1.77 1.57 1.41
Delaware 34 .39 50 48 52 South Carolina 1.00 .86 .78 .70 .60
District of Columbia 48 57 .85 .71 1.07 Tennessee 170 150 141 1.28 1.0
Maryland 215 215 210 1.85 1.86 Virginia 228 202 199 175 1.52
New Jersey 4.02 4.26 425 4.15 4.00 West Virginia 67 &4 &5 7178
New York 9.37 11.37 12.18 13.05 15.85
Pennsylvania 554 601 6.12 6.68 7.28 Southwest 810 687 657 656 5.62

Arizona .98 .79 .70 .65 41

Great Lakes 20.19 21.21 2150 21.40 22.16 New Mexico 43 .34 .38 .40 .28
llinois 6.11 653 6.81 6.81 7.56 Oklahoma 1.09 98 .99 .98 .89
{ndiana 249 246 244 236 2.15 Texas 560 476 450 453 4.04
Michigan 442 479 480 450 4.59
Ohio 514 541 544 561 581 Rocky Mountain 2.49 2.07 2.09 2.19 1.94
Wisconsin 2.03 202 201 212 205 Colorado 1.22 .97 .95 .96 .90

Idaho .32 .27 .27 .30 .24

Plains 736 7.14 735 756 755 Montana .30 .28 .30 .35 .34
lowa 124 119 123 128 122 Utah 46 39 41 40 29
Kansas 1.07 .94 97 102 .94 Wyoming 19 16 16 18 A7
Minnesota 1.72 172 167 1.71 169
Missouri 214 2921 935 237 254 Far West 13.69 13.76 13.68 13.51 11.76
Nebraska .69 .65 .66 .69 .69 California 10.58 10.77 10.92 10.72 9.00
North Dakota .25 21 .23 .24 .23 Nevada .33 .31 .28 .22 .19
South Dakota .24 .22 .24 .25 .24 Oregon 1.06 .97 .97 .97 1.00

Washington 1.72 1.71 1.51 1.60 1.57
Alaska .22 .15 13 .10 a
Hawaii .43 .39 .33 .30 &

aOmlts Alaska and Hawaii (which were territories in 1952).
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Table 5

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED PERCENTAGES OF
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1952

Percentage 1974-762 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61

Expenditures
5.0% and Over 4 4 3 4

© 3.0%-4.99% 6 6 6 5

2.0%-2.99% 6 4 6 7
1.0%-1.99% 16 16 15 14
0.8%-0.99% 3 3 3 2
0.6%-0.79% 3 4 5 8
0.4%-0.59% 4 5 7 5
Under 0.4% 9 9 6 6

Revenues
5.0% and Over 6 5 5 5
3.0%-4.99% 3 ] 4 4
2.0%-2.99% 8 6 6 5
1.0%-1.99% 13 9 10 12
0.8%-0.99% 1 5 4 3
0.6%-0.79% 4 4 5 5
0.4%-0.59% 6 4 6 7
Under 0.4% 10 13 11 10

—_
O b -2 0O W ~NWwWwo

-
[N IR R EE )]

—

E‘Expendilures revised and adjusted (November 1978).

bOmits Alaska and Hawaii {(which were territories in 1952).
SOURCE: Tables 3. 4. 39. and 40.
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Table 6
INDEX NUMBERS FOR ESTIMATED
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA
ALLOCATED BY REGION OR STATE OF RESIDENCE OF RECIPIENT OR
LOCATION OF ACTIVITY, SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76
1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974- 1969- 1965- 1959-
Region or State 762 71 67 61 1952°  Region or State 762 7 67 61 1952P
51 States Average:
Annual Amount
Per Capita $1,398 $863 $590 $456 $430
Index Number 100.0
New England 108.3 112.2 110.8 123.6 103 Southeast 99 .1 96.1 98.5 87.5 83
Connecticut 119.6 1329 132.7 118.4 143 Alabama 100.3 98.7 92.9 82.9 83
Maine 1011 84.7 98 .1 110.7 86 Arkansas 87.2 75.8 751 70.4 78
Massachusetts 107.3 1094 103.6 130.2 99 Florida 106.7 106.6 112.7 97.8 74
New Hampshire 92.0 94.2 86.6 121.9 63 Georgia 94 .1 104.9 113.1 91.2 77
Rhode island 104.3 115.0 122.2 135.3 89 Kentucky 93.0 81.9 88.7 85.9 90
Vermont 97.9 93.3 98.5 79.1 64 Louisiana 841 83.2 88.5 69.1 95
Mississippi 107.9 93.3 80.2 7.7 63
Mideast 108.2 106.0 91.4 103.9 104 North Carolina 82.1 77.3 84.4 73.7 56
Delaware 89.3 87.2 102.1 106.1 125 South Carolina 92.3 84.0 93.6 88.3 99
District of Columbia 459.6 455.0 334.6 339.1 221 Tennessee 845 786 797 662 111
Maryland 1455 154.7 153.9 161.8 126 Virginia 143.3  148.2 150.4 154.3 106
New Jersey 915 90.8 86.2 107.0 111 West Virginia 96.1 81.0 711 61.6 70
New York 102.6 99.1 81.6 98.2 100
Pennsylvania 93.8 88.2 73.3 78.9 92 Southwest 99.4 1114 111.6 103.5 107
Arizona 1121 107.8 113.7 1085 104
Great Lakes 77.4 731 69.9 78.5 96 New Mexico 118.5 113.7 1246 1329 181
- 808 750 734 903 90 Oklahoma 1051 1046 106.5 104.4 96
Indiana 740 776 727 769 108 Texas 941 1133 1113 995 103
Michigan 78.3 66.5 64.1 67.1 93
Ohio 77 1 772 79.0 81.1 104 Rocky Mountain 103.3 103.7 117.0 1128 99
Wisconsin 71.9 66.2 63.2 66.2 7 Colorado 107.8 110.4 125.9 124.3 98
ldaho 87.5 73.9 87.7 84.8 97
Plains 91.6 89.7 103.4 88.3 99 Moritana 99.2 95.4 127.7 1111 92
lowa 745 709 87.1 67.3 76 Utah 104.8 1139 104.0 1050 103
Kansas 96.0 97.2 120.3 1355 128 Wyoming 110.6 1078 1427 133.0 116
Minnesota 81.2 82.2 85.2 66.6 109
Missouri 106.1 105.7 1101 90.3 99 Far West 119.8 127.8 140.9 136.3 131
Nebraska 86.3 80.4 110.9 95.4 88 California 122.8 136.0 151.4 1401 131
North Dakota 110.9 103.6 141.7 89.0 93 Nevada 102.7 96.8 110.1 133.5 125
South Dakota 101.4 84.1 1126 102.8 103 Oregon 90.0 79.7 78.4 75.9 94
Washington 123.7 113.4 120.4 153.9 157
Alaska 240.3 2798 4354 5763 e
Hawaii 164.8 159.1 201.3 238.3 o
2Revised and adjusted (November 1978).
bOmits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).
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Table 7

INDEX NUMBERS FOR ESTIMATED FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES PER
CAPITA FROM RESIDENTS OF EACH REGION OR STATE, SELECTED FISCAL
PERIODS, 1952-76

1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974- 1969- 1965- 1959-
Region or State 76 71 67 61 19523 Region or State 76 4 67 61 19522
51 States Average:
Annual Amount
Per Capita $1.321 $929 $683 $494 $435
Index Number 100.0
New England 1071 1179 117.2 1158 133  |Southeast 87.2 77.7 726 67.9 55
Connecticut 130.6 150.4 1440 1425 167 Alabama 76.7 66.2 61.5 58.5 41
Maine 81.4 81.6 84.5 81.2 90 Arkansas 72.9 63.2 577 53.6 37
Massachusetts 103.0 114.5 1147 11586 134 Florida 111.7 98.1 98.4 97.6 91
New Hampshire 102.2 98.7 103.0 100.2 99 Georgia 870 809 743 650 54
Rhode Island 97.2 100.6 104.5 103.0 131 Kentucky 790 718 6874 644 58
Vermont 846 900 924 828 87 Louisiana 784 700 66.9 725 64
Mississippi 65.2 53.8 48.0 44 .1 29
Mideast 108.9 118.4 121.2 1254 138 North Carolina 826 780 698 619 52
Delaware 126.3 1435 1906 1941 238 South Carolina 766 67.0 59.0 52.8 43
District of Columbia  143.3 152.4 156.4 166.2 201 Tennessee 86.6 772 713 644 52
Maryland 1111 111.8 114.7 106.9 116 Virginia 97.8 885 870 790 67
New Jersey 1163 120.8 121.0 1229 123 West Virginia 79.7 740 703 678 61
New York 110.0 126.6 130.8 139.5 163
Pennsylvania 99.1 103.2 103.0 1055 107 |Southwest 94.7 846 814 8.2 73
Arizona 95.4 90.8 859 90.1 75
Great Lakes 104.8 107.0 108.9 1059 110 New Mexico 80.1 683 74.0 761 61
linois 116.0 119.4 1238 1210 131 Oklahoma 858 77.7 778 757 62
(ndiana 994 963 966 90.9 81 Texas 97.9 866 824 848 77
Michigan 103.0 109.8 111.4 103.0 107
Ohio 1016 103.1 102.9 103.4 110 Rocky Mountain 93.7 840 87.1 90.9 83
Wisconsin 94 .2 92.7 94.4 96.2 91 Colorado 102.8 89.8 951 98.2 100
Idaho 834 769 755 808 63
Plains 93.7 889 901 881 82 Montana 872 80.7 835 923 88
lowa 92.1 856 870 834 72 Utah 814 748 793 808 62
Kansas 100.0 854 838 83.6 74 Wyoming 1072 974 974 986 86
Minnesota 934 920 916 89.9 87
Missouri 953 962 1008 982 g |Far West 106.0 108.2 111.0 117.7 117
Nebraska 952 89.0 88.7 87.0 79 California 106.7 110.1 114.4 122.7 123
North Dakota 84.7 68.3 68.0 69.0 60 Nevada 121.6 128.7 127.1 136.2 163
South Dakota 756 656 67.8 66.2 56 Oregon 995 949 968 982 98
Washington 103.4 1029 97.7 100.4 100
Alaska 131.2 1044 933 76.8 a
Hawaii 106.8 102.6 90.1 86.6 a

20mits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952)
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Table 8

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES PER CAPITA,

SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Index Number 1974-762 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952
Expenditures
200.0 and Over 2 2 3 3 1
150.0-199.9 1 2 3 3 2
110.0-149.9 9 g 17 12
90.0-109.9 25 17 8 13 23
60.0- 89.9 . 14 21 20 20 13
Under 60.0 0 0 0 0 1
Revenues
200.0 and Over 0 0 0 0 2
150.0-199.9 0 2 2 2 3
110.0-149.9 10 8 9 7 7
90.0-109.9 22 17 16 16 10
60.0- 89.9 19 23 21 22 18
Under 60.0 0 1 3 4 9

8Expenditures revised and adjusted (November 1978).

bOmits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).
SOURCE: Tables 6. 7. 41, and 42.
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Table 9

INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES
IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH REGION OR STATE,

SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974- 1969- 1965- 1959-
Region or State 762 11 67 61 1952  Region or State 762 71 67 61  1952°
51 States Average:
Percentage 24 .68% 22.67% 20.6% 21.0% 25.4%
Index Number 100.0
New England 105.0 103.1 101.2 1114 96.8 Southeast 1151 118.7 128.4 1‘21.0 119.6
Connecticut 102.6 107.0 106.7 919 111.2 Alabama 1276 136.6 133.5 125.7 135.9
Maine 1224 1031 1176 131.0 1047 Arkansas 1126  105.7 111.4 1171 1383
Massachusetts 103.6 99.1 93.2 115.2 93.2 Florida 110.2 1159 127.4 1086 88.5
New Hampshire 98.8 102.2 91.7 1324 70.7 Georgia 108.2 123.4 1426 126.7 105.6
Rhode Island 106.9 115.0 119.2 134.8 857 Kentucky 112.2 104.8 118.4 1224 1277
Vermont 116.0 1057 114.2 94.8 82.9 Louisiana 102.9 106.6 115.7 93.8 127.2
Mississippi 1546 1436 1352 136.2 1243
Mideast 99.4 934 809 89.1 904 North Carolina ~ 96.6 95.2 111.8 1057 826
Delaware 80.2 78.0 84.9 77.6 942 South Carolina 115.3 112.8 1375 1424 1494
District of Columbia 367.7 333.0 249.5 251.0 157.2 Tennessee 101.3 100.0 106.9 948 1656
Maryland 134.2 142.7 1409 150.5 117.4 Virginia 145.6 161.7 170.8 1862 125.6
New Jersey 79.0 77.5 73.6 89.0 896 West Virginia 116.0 107.0 96.6 81.0 97.2
New York 92.2 81.5 68.5 78.1 82.3
Pennsylvania 940 886 73.2 771 90.3 Southwest 107.4 126.2 131.3 119.2 122.0
Arizona 120.9 1185 131.8 1210 1122
Great Lakes 744 696 643 736 853 New Mexico 145.8 1432 1545 1614 228.8
1linois 70.5 65.2 61.6 76.2 75.0 Oklahoma 118.2 124.7 128.2 1252 1234
Indiana 76.5 79.3 70.4 79.0 105.2 Texas 99.7 126.0 129.8 113.8 .114.2
Michigan 74.7 63.0 58.4 64.8 829
Ohio 77.4 75.8 70.2 77.1 93.4 Rocky Mountain 109.3 116.7 127.7 118.8 100.9
Wisconsin 75.4 70.0 63.4 67.6 76.4 Colorado 106.6 114.1 127.8 120.0 96.4
ldaho 97.6 90.8 103.9 1029 109.1
Plains 93.9 952 1087 947 1068 Montana 108.1 1123 1452 120.5 86.3
{owa 74.7 75.3 88.3 73.3 79.5 Utah 126.7 140.1 1221 1214 1154
Kansas 944 996 1249 1448 1286 Wyoming 106.8 119.4 1534 1281 106.9
Minnesota 81.8 84.6 87.8 719 117.2
Missouri 1138 111.9 115.1 91.0 104.4 Far West 109.7 115.0 1225 114.8 108.0
Nebraska 87.8 84.6 116.7 1014 947 California 110.6  119.4 1285 113.8 104.2
North Dakota 1059 130.8 175.7 117.1 124.2 Nevada 91.2 82.8 92.1 106.2 91.4
South Dakota 115.8 103.5 142.1 1329 1058 Oregon 92.3 83.7 79.1 74.8 87.6
Washington 117.7 108.8 112.6 147.6 1423
Alaska 164.9 2401 373.5 477.8 b
Hawaii 146.7 1423 19486 241.4 b

3Revised and adjusted (November 1978).

bOmlts Alaska and Hawali (which were territories in 1952).
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Table 10

INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES IN RELATION
TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH REGION OR STATE,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974- 1969- 1965- 1959- 1974- 1969- 1965- 1959-
Region or State 76 71 67 61 19522  Region or State 76 7 67 61 19522
51 States Average:
Percentage 23.32% 24.39% 23.9% 22.8% 25.7%
Index Number 100.0
New England 103.8 108.5 106.7 104.0 124.4 Southeast 101.2 959 946 934 791
Connecticut 112.0 121.2 1155 110.1 1291 Alabama 976 91.8 88.3 88.6 67.0
Maine 101.6 99.5 101.3 956 109.1 Arkansas 94.2 88.3 85.4 89.0 64.4
Massachusetts 99.3 103.8 102.9 101.8 126.0 Florida 1154 1066 110.9 1079 1075
New Hampshire 109.8 107.4 108.8 108.8 109.5 Georgia 100.0 95.2 93.7 89.9 75.1
Rhode island 99.5 100.7 101.7 102.2 1258 Kentucky 954 921 90.0 91.7 82.4
Vermont 100.2 102.2 106.7 g99.1 1113 Louisiana 96.0 89.8 87.4 98.2 84.8
Mississippi 93.4 83.0 80.8 83.8 57.7
Mideast 100.1 1043 107.1 1075 120.0 North Carolina 97.2 96.1 920 886 77.4
Delaware 113.4 128.7 158.2 141.7 179.4 South Carolina 94.5 90.1 86.6 85.1 64.8
District of Columbia 1146 111.7 116.3 122.8 1429 Tennessee 103.9 98.6 95.4 91.7 77.2
Maryland 102.5 103.3 105.0 99.1 107.7 Virginia 99.3 96.6 98.7 95.2 80.0
New Jersey 100.4 103.6 1029 102.2 99.1 West Virginia 96.2 98.1 95.4 89.0 84 .F
New York 988 1043 1096 111.0 135.1
Pennsylvania 99.3 103.6 102.5 103.1 104.7 Southwest 102.3  95.8 95.8 95.6 83.4
Arizona 102.9 1001 99.6 1004 80.7
Great Lakes 100.6 101.9 100.0 99.1 97.7 New Mexico 98.5 86.3 91.6 921 76.5
litinois 101.2 103.5 103.8 101.8 108.9 Oklahoma 96.5 92.7 93.7 90.3 79.0
Indiana 102.7 98.6 93.3 93.0 78.7 Texas 103.7 96.6 95.8 96.5 85.3
Michigan 98.3 103.9 101.3 99.1 95.1
Ohio 101.9 101.3 100.0 98.2 98.6 Rocky Mountain 991 944 95.0 95.6 84.3
Wisconsin 98.7 984 946 982 898  Colorado 101.7 931 962 947 98.4
idaho 93.1 947 89.1 97.8 70.2
Plains 96.0 943 946 943 879 Montana 949 951 956 996 82.7
lowa 923 90.9 87.9 90.8 75.5 Utah 98.2 921 92.9 93.0 69.1
Kansas 98.2 87.4 86.6 89.0 74.3 Wyoming 103.5 108.0 104.2 94.7 78.9
Minnesota 94.2 94.9 94 .1 96.9 93.3
Missouri 102.2 1019 1054 982 103.5 | Far West 97.0 974 962 991 966
Nebraska 969 93.7 933 925 850 California 96.1 96.6 97.1 99.6  98.1
North Dakota 80.9 86.4 84.1 90.4 79.6 Nevada 107.8 110.5 106.3 1079 118.8
South Dakota 86.4 809 854 855 6938 Qregon 102.0 998 975 965 91.1
Washington 98.3 98.8 91.2 96.0 90.1
Alaska 90.0 89.8 79.9 63.6 a
Hawaii 95.1 91.8 87.0 87.3 a

aOmils Alaska and Hawaii (which were territories in 1952).
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Table 11
NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Index Number 1974-762 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952b
Expenditures
200.0 and Over 1 2 2 3 1
150.0-199.9 2 1 5 3 2
110.0-149.9 19 19 25 22 17
90.0-109.9 19 15 7 10 16
60.0- 89.9 10 14 11 13 13
Under 60.0 0 0 1 0 0
Revenues
150.0-199.9 0 0 1 0 1
110.0-149.9 4 4 3 4 7
90.0-109.9 45 39 35 36 15
60.0- 89.9 2 8 12 11 25
Under 60.0 0 0 0 0 1

aExpend\tures revised and adjusted (November 1978).

Pomits Alaska and Hawaii (which were territories in 1952).
SOURCE: Tables 9. 10. 43, and 44.
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Table 12

BUDGETARY BASIS FOR GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTIONS,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-762
{(amounts in millions)

Budget Total Total in Distribution
Budget Total Originally Original Geographic to States as
Using “Unified Reported Budget Total, Distribution % of Adjusted
Fiscal Period ; Budget” Conceptb (actual) ¢ Adiustedd to 51 States  Original Total
Expenditures
19522 $ 67.721 $ 68.735° $ 67.968 $ 65,7129 96.7%
1959-61 282,122 288,633h 280,317 244 353/ 87.2
1965-67 411,336 400,693 395.121K 344.761" 87.3
1969-71 592,561 582,264‘ 582,264 524,775 90.1
1974-76 961,355 962,191M 962,191 890,171 92.5
Revenues
19522 66.204 68.022° 68.022° 67.274 98.9
1959-61 266,130 273.980h 267.123" 264.591! 991
1965-67 397.241 397,347k 399.842k 398,848k 99.8
1969-71 569,919 569,919 569.919 564,610 99.1
1974-76 845.126 845.934™M 845.126 840,765 99.5

aamounts for 1952 are for one fiscal year. All others are three-year totals.

bFrom Office of Management and Budget. U.S. Budget in Brief. 1979. Washington. DC. U.S. Government Printing Office, January 1978,
p. 89, Table 9.

®These are “actual” amounts as shown in the President's budget for the second following year.

dAdjustmems made for the geographic distribution, as explained in footnotes below.

eUnadjusted “cash budget” total. From Selma Mushkin, Statistical Materials on the Distribution of Federal Expenditures among the
States. Washington, DC, U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service, Division of Public Health Methods,
1956, p. 9, Table A-2, and p. 31, Table A-3, for expenditures; and p. 32, Tables A-4 and A-5, and p. 47. Table C-1. for receipts. See also
ibid., pp. 53-4, Table C-1, reconciling budget receipts and cash receipts. In Office of Management and Budget, U.S. Budget in Brief,
1974, op. cit., p. 70, the 1952 “consolidated cash” totat of expenditures for 1952 is shown as $67,962 million, and receipts, $68,011
million. The geographic distribution omits Alaska and Hawaii.

f“Cash budget” total, adjusted to Daily Treasury Statement basis. Expenditures: Mushkin, Statistical Materials, op. cit.. p. 9, Table A-2,
and p.32, Tables A-4 and A-5.

IMushkin, Hlustrative Estimates of Federal Expenditures and Revenues. by States. Washington, DC, U.S. Department of Health. Education,
and Welfare, Public Health Service, Division of Public Healith Methods. 1956, p. 52, Table 3. expenditure incidence, Illustration 1I; and
Mushkin, Statistical Materials, op. cit., p. 62, Table D-2, expenditure incidence. The amount represents cash expenditures to the public,
distributed in the continental United States and is comparable to the adjusted budget total of $67,968 million. However, in expenditure
incidence illustration | in Mushkin, llustrative Estimates, p. 36, Table 1, and in Mushkin, Statistical Materials, p. 8, Table A-1, the distribu-
tion for continental U.S. is shown as $66,454 million; the comparabie cash budget total is not specified. The total of $66.454 million was
used in deriving the estimate of $430 per capita (ibid., and Table 6 in this report). The distribution is to 48 states and D.C., omitting
Alaska and Hawaii.

h“Consolidated Cash Statement” total (also designated “Receipts from, and Payments to, the Public’'). From |. M. Labovitz, Federal
Revenues and Expenditures in the Several States: Averages for the Fiscal Years 1959-61, Washington, DC. The Library of Congress,
Legislative Reference Service, September 19, 1962, processed, p. 2, sum of yearly amounts for “Consolidated Cash Statement.”

ilbid., pp. 19 and 58 (annual averages multiplied by 3).

jlbid” p. 14, Table 2, “Total U.S." minus "Other Areas” (annual averages multiplied by three). Expenditures for "Other Areas’ are here ad-
justed to $111 (instead of $120 million) for the three years because of a revision in the distribution of interest payments.

kU.S. House of Representatives, Committee on Government Operations, Intergovernmental Relations Subcommittee, Federal Revenue
and Expenditure Estimates for States and Regions, Fiscal Years 1965-67. 90th Cong., 2nd Sess., Washington, DC, U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, October, 1968, pp. 28 and 30, Tables 4 and 5 (annual totals for 50 states and D.C., multiplied by three).

lExcludes net lending. Office of Management and Budget, U.S. Budget for 1973, Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office, Janu-
ary 1972, p. 543

MErom Office of Management and Budget, Fiscal Year 1978 Budget Revisions. Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office, Febru-
ary 1977, pp. 93, 98. This was the earliest budget tabulation with actual amounts for the fiscal year 1976. in the U.S. Budget in Brief,
1979, op. cit., p. 89, the yearly totals were revised to include housing for the elderly and handicapped in the unified budget instead of in
off-budget entities. The revised amounts yield the three-year sum shown for the unified budget., and this sum is used here for the ad-
justed original total.
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Table 13

MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES
AS PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL AMOUNTS DISTRIBUTED BY REGIONS AND STATES,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Category 1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952
Expenditures
Payments to Personal Income:

Sataries and Wages 19.1% 24.1% 24.9% 16.7% 19.4%

Transfers and Other Payments 47.5 34.2 26.4 32.3 22.1

Tota! to Personal Incomes 66.6 58.3 51.3 49.0 41.5

Aid to State and Local Governments 16.7 13.9 10.9 8.2 3.5
Military Qutlays, Except Pay of Personnel 11.6 211 261 356 42.5
Interest on Debt. Except to Personal Incomes 3.8 5.0 3.3 5.7 4.1
Other Distributed Expenditures 1.3 1.7 8.3 1.5 8.4,a
Total Amount of Expenditures Distributed

(millions) b $890,171 $524.775 $344,761 $244 353 $65,712
Revenues
Individual Income Tax 44.2% 46.6% 41.5% 44 8% 457%C
Employment Taxes and Social Insurance

Contributions 30.0 23.5 17.0 13.1 7.5
Corporate Income Tax 14.3 17.0 22.4 22.5 31.9
Estate and Gift Taxes 1.8 1.9 2.2 1.8 ¢
Excise Taxes and Customs 7.3 9.7 11.6 14.3 14.0
Other Receipts Distributed by Origin 2.4 1.2 5.3 3.5 0.98
Total Amount of Receipts distributed

{millions) b $840,765 $564,610 $398.848 $264,591 $67,274

aNot stated separately by Mushkin. The percentage shown here is a residual derived by deducting the preceding items from 100%. Other
items shown here are derived from amounts in Mushkin, Statistical Materials, op. cit., pp. 52-55, 71, and 81, and Mushkin, /llustrative

Estimates. op. cit.. pp. 22-24, and 29.

bAmounts shown are all three-year totals except for 1952.

CEstate and gift taxes are presumably included in the 45.7% here designated “individual income tax" but shown in Mushkin, Statistical

Materials. op. cit., p. 53. as "direct taxes on individuals.”
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Table 14
REGIONAL AND STATE PERCENTAGES OF FEDERAL REVENUES BY STATE OF ORIGIN COMPARED
WITH PERCENTAGES BY STATE OF COLLECTION, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76
Individual Income and
All Taxes@ Employment Taxes Corporate income Tax Excise Taxes
IRS Col- IRS Col- IRS Col- IRS Col-
Region or State Origin lections Origin lections Origin lections Origin lections
51 States 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
New England 6.15 5.67 6.02 5.81 6.91 5.49 5.84 4.31
Connecticut 1.90 2.07 1.83 2.01 2.46 2.28 1.561 2.12
Maine 42 .24 .39 .26 51 .20 .48 .06
Massachusetts 2.82 2.61 2.81 2.73 2.89 2.36 2.76 1.86
New Hampshire .39 .23 .38 .25 .43 .18 .44 14
Rhode Island 43 41 43 .44 .40 .39 42 1
Vermont .19 11 .18 12 22 .08 .23 .02
Mideast 21.90 26.90 21.95 27.01 23.20 30.45 19.02 18.84
Delaware .34 .55 .34 .49 .37 .94 .32 .36
District of Columbia — — — — — — — —
Marylandb 2.63 2.76 2.74 3.03 2.29 1.51 2.27 2.68
New Jersey 4.02 3.79 4.06 3.73 4.28 4.57 3.47 2.75
New York 9.37 13.79 9.27 13.49 10.53 18.40 7.61 7.18
Pennsylvania 5.54 6.02 5.54 6.27 5.72 5.03 5.36 5.87
Great Lakes 20.19 23.24 20.65 23.54 18.69 23.40 19.50 21.45
Htinois 6.11 7.68 6.29 7.66 5.52 8.37 5.62 6.91
Indiana 2.49 2.39 2.55 2.56 2.16 1.63 2.56 2.31
Michigan 4.42 5.32 4.62 5.57 3.71 5.16 4.25 3.95
Ohio 5.14 5.99 517 5.94 5.22 6.15 4.94 6.44
Wisconsin 2.03 1.86 2.02 1.81 2.09 2.09 2.13 1.84
Plains 7.36 7.66 7.43 7.81 6.77 7.75 7.53 5.38
lowa 1.24 .95 1.27 97 1.05 1.02 1.23 .26
Kansas 1.07 .86 1.08 .88 1.04 .87 1.07 45
Minnesota 1.72 2.08 1.74 2.18 1.52 2.14 1.80 .98
Missouri 2.14 2.71 2.12 2.68 2.19 2.79 2.20 2.99
Nebraska .69 72 .71 73 .56 71 .70 .58
North Dakota .25 .18 .26 .20 .19 11 27 .07
South Dakota .24 .16 .25 a7 .21 11 .26 .05
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Southeast 19.47 14.37
Alabama 1.30 .89
Arkansas 72 41
Florida 4.31 2.66
Georgia 2.01 1.60
Kentucky 1.26 1.37
Louisiana 1.40 1.07
Mississippi .72 .38
North Carolina 2.10 2.13
South Carolina 1.00 .61
Tennessee 1.70 117
Virginia 2.28 1.69
West Virginia .67 .38

Southwest 8.10 7.40
Arizona .98 .57
New Mexico .43 .23
Oklahoma 1.09 1.12
Texas 5.60 5.48

Rocky Mountain 2.49 2.47
Colorado 1.22 1.61
Idaho .32 .29
Montana .30 .16
Utah .46 .29
Wyoming .19 .11

Far West 13.69 11.79
California 10.58 9.29
Nevada .33 23
Oregon 1.06 .87
Washington 1.72 1.40

Alaska 22 17

Hawaii ' .43 .32

19.18

1.30

.71
3.97
2.01
1.26
1.38

.70
2.11
1.01
1.71
2.34

.68

7.99

.95
41
1.08
5.55

2.48

1.22
.31
.30
.46
19

13.61
10.42
.34
1.09
1.76

.24
.45

13.47
.90
42

2.80

.85

.39

.65

.20

.53
.37

- -

6.94
.65
.26
.93

5.10

2.73

.81
31
.18
.32
1

12.15
9.53
.24
91
1.47

.20
.34

19.77

1.16
.67
5.75
1.91
1.19
1.35
.66
1.99
.87
1.54
2.08
.61

7.88

1.07

45
1.00
5.36

2.39

1.22
.29
.30
.39
19

13.85
11.06
.30
.96
1.563

14
40

12.99

.82
.39
2.16
1.50
1.10
1.14
.39
2.00
.61
1.15
1.24
.49

8.06
.38
.14

1.52

6.02

.78
.27
10
.28
.09

9.88
7.59
.20
.92
1.17

.09
.37

21.47

1.582

.89
4.65
2.28
1.37
1.58

.82
2.28
1.13
1.92
2.21

72

9.16
1.13

.53
1.28
6.22

2.77

1.33
.36
.34
.56
.18

14.05
10.87
.35
1.11
1.73

.22
.44

26.38

.86
.32
1.28
1.91
7.80
47
13
8.09
.15
.79
4.43
.14

10.33

.09
.08
2.28
7.93

1.85

1.52
.04
.04
.09
.16

11.30
9.75
.06
.35
1.14

.06
.09

3Totai includes estate and gift taxes. not shown in other columns.

bDistrict of Columbia and Maryland are combined in IRS reports: therefore they are combined here




Table 15

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED RATIOS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TAXES
ORIGINATING IN THE STATE TO FEDERAL TAXES COLLECTED THERE, BY TYPE OF TAX,
FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Individual
Income and Corporate

Ratio All Taxes? Employment Taxes Income Tax Excise Taxes
Taxes Originating in State Exceed

Collections in State by:

100% or More 0 0 8 25

50.0%-99.9% 15 11 8 2

10.0%-49.9% 15 20 14 8
Ditference is Less Than 10% ot

Collections in State 11 9 10 3
Collections in State Exceed Taxes

Originating in State by:

10.0%-49.9% 8 10 9 8

50.0%-99.9% 1 0 0 1

100.0% or More 0 0 1 3

3This column includes estate and gift taxes, which are not shown separately in the table.

Note: In this table, Marytand and the District of Columbia are counted as a single state because collections are reported only for the two
areas together. The percentage differences between estimated tax origins and collections are based in all cases on collections in
the state.

SOURCE: Table 14.
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Table 16

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED RATIOS OF TOTAL FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
TAXES ORIGINATING IN THE STATE TO TOTAL FEDERAL TAXES COLLECTED THERE,

FISCAL PERIODS 1974-76 AND 1965-67

Ratio 1974-76 1965-67
Taxes Originating in State Exceed

Collections in State by:

100% or More 0 5

50.0%-99.9% 15 15

10.0%-49.9% 15 16
Difference is Less Than 10% of

Collections in State 11 6
Taxes Collected in State Exceed Taxes

Originating in State by:

10.0%-49.9% 8 7

50.0%-99.9%

Note: See note for Table 15.
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Table 17

REGIONAL AND STATE PERCENTAGES FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
REVENUES BY STATE OF ORIGIN, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Employment
Taxes and

Total of Insurance Corporate Excise Miscel-

Allocated Individual Contri- Income Estate and Taxes and laneous

Region or State Revenues Income Tax butions Tax Gift Taxes Customs Receipts

51 States 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
New England 6.15 6.22 5.73 6.91 6.66 5.84 5.74
Connecticut 1.90 2.00 1.58 2.46 2.59 1.51 1.46
Maine 42 .36 .44 .51 .38 .48 .50
Massachusetts 2.82 2.91 2.67 2.89 2.74 2.76 2.74
New Hampshire .39 .36 41 .43 .34 .44 .38
Rhode Istand .43 .43 .43 .40 .46 .42 .44
Vermont .19 .16 .20 .22 .15 .23 .22
Mideast 21.90 22.81 20.69 23.20 23.41 19.02 20.10
Delaware .34 .35 .33 .37 .51 .32 .27
District of Columbia .48 .40 .67 45 382 .31 .34
Maryland 2.15 2.39 2.00 1.84 2.22% 1.96 1.94
New Jersey 4.02 4.40 3.54 4.28 3.19 3.47 3.45
New York 9.37 9.69 8.67 10.53 12.57 7.61 8.52
Pennsylvania 5.54 5.58 5.48 5.72 4.54 5.36 5.58
Great Lakes 20.19 21.31 19.69 18.69 17.48 19.50 18.29
Hlinois 6.11 6.69 5.70 5.52 6.65 5.62 5.27
Indiana 2.49 2.55 2.55 2.16 2.22 2.56 2.50
Michigan 4.42 4.80 4.36 3.7 2.85 4.25 4.30
Ohio 5.14 5.32 4.95 5.22 4.23 4.94 5.06
Wisconsin 2.03 1.95 2.13 2.09 1.53 2.13 2.16
Plains 7.36 7.16 7.80 6.77 8.56 7.53 7.86
lowa 1.24 1.26 1.28 1.05 1.52 1.23 1.35
Kansas 1.07 1.05 1.1 1.04 1.16 1.07 1.07
Minnesota 1.72 1.64 1.89 1.52 2.19 1.80 1.84
Missouri 2.14 2.06 2.22 219 2.19 2.20 2.25
Nebraska .69 .69 .74 .56 .99 .70 .73
North Dakota .25 .24 .29 .19 .28 .27 .30
South Dakota .24 .22 .28 .21 .23 .26 .32
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Southeast 19.47 18.28 20.48 19.77 17.14 21.47 22.32
Alabama 1.30 1.17 1.50 1.16 .92 1.52 1.69
Arkansas .72 .63 .82 .67 47 .89 .98
Florida 4.31 3.96 3.98 5.75 6.25 4.65 3.86
Georgia 2.01 1.88 219 1.91 1.47 2.28 2.31
Kentucky 1.26 1.19 1.36 1.19 .88 1.37 1.59
Louisiana 1.40 1.32 1.47 1.35 1.16 1.58 1.78
Mississippi 72 .60 .86 .66 .55 .92 1.10
North Carolina 2.10 1.96 2.33 1.99 1.55 2.28 2.55
South Carolina 1.00 .93 1.12 .87 .61 1.13 1.32
Tennessee 1.70 1.59 1.88 1.54 1.21 1.92 1.96
Virginia 2.28 2.40 2.25 2.08 1.63 2.21 2.33
West Virginia .67 .65 .72 .61 44 72 .84
Southwest 8.10 7.64 8.53 7.88 9.07 9.16 8.55
Arizona .98 .91 1.01 1.07 .89 1.13 1.03
New Mexico 43 .37 .48 .45 .30 .58 .53
Oklahoma 1.09 1.00 1.21 1.00 1.13 1.28 1.27
Texas 5.60 5.36 5.83 5.36 6.75 6.22 5.72
Rocky Mountain 2.49 2.37 2.65 2.39 1.90 2.77 2.65
Colorado 1.22 1.22 1.23 1.22 .94 1.33 1.19
ldaho .32 .28 .36 .29 .26 .36 .38
Montana .30 .28 .33 .30 .29 .34 .35
Utah .46 41 .54 .39 .22 .56 .56
Wyoming .19 .18 .19 .19 .19 .18 17
Far West 13.69 13.54 13.70 13.85 15.52 14.05 12.92
California 10.58 10.42 10.43 11.06 12.78 10.87 9.91
Nevada .33 .34 .33 .30 .43 .35 .27
Oregon 1.06 1.04 1.15 .96 91 1.11 1.07
Washington 1.72 1.74 1.79 1.53 1.40 1.73 1.66
Alaska .22 .22 .27 .14 .03 .22 17
Hawaii .43 45 .45 .40 .24 44 .41
51 States:
Three-Year Total (millions) $840,765 $371,756 $252,000 $120,225 $14.809 $61,446 $20,529
Percent in Each Category 100.0% 44.2% 30.0% 14.3% 1.8% 7.3% 2.4%

3n Internal Revenue Service reports of coilections. the District of Columbia and Maryland are combined. In these estimates of origins. estate and gift taxes are attributed to states in
proportion to IRS collections: their division between the District and Maryland is proportionate to population, January 1. 1975




Table 18

NUMBER OF STATES PROVIDING SPECIFIED PERCENTAGES OF FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT REVENUES, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Total Employment

Revenues ' Taxes and Corporate Excise Miscel-

Allocated Individual Insurance Income Estate and Taxes and laneous

Percentages by Origin Tax Contributions Tax Gift Taxes Customs Receipts
5.0% and Over 6 6 5 7 5 5 6
3.0%-4.99% 3 3 4 2 3 4 3
2.0%-2.99% 8 6 8 6 7 7 7
1.0%-1.99% 13 14 14 14 10 15 16
0.8%-0.99% 1 2 2 2 6 2 2
0.6%-0.79% 4 4 3 3 1 2 1
0.4%-0.59% 6 4 6 7 6 6 5
Under 0.4% 10 12 9 10 13 10 11

SOURCE: Table 17.
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Table 19

INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES PER CAPITA
FROM RESIDENTS OF EACH REGION OR STATE, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Employment

Taxes and Other Taxes
All Individual Insurance Corporate and Other
Region or State Revenues Income Tax Contributions income Tax Revenue
51 States 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New England 107.1 108.6 100.0 120.5 103.5
Connecticut 130.6 137.4 108.8 168.9 114.0
Maine 83.9 72.4 88.2 101.8 94.1
Massachusetts 103.0 106.5 97 .4 105.7 100.6
New Hampshire 102.2 93.3 107.8 113.5 107.6
Rhode Island 97.2 98.1 98.6 91.2 96.9
Vermont 84.6 72.6 90.3 98.8 98.0
Mideast 108.9 113.5 102.9 115.4 99.1
Delaware 126.3 127.8 120.2 136.8 123.7
District of Columbia 143.3 120.0 199.8 133.4 97.8
Maryland 1111 123.5 103.4 95.3 103.0
New Jersey 116.3 127.6 102.6 124 1 99.1
New York 110.0 113.6 101.7 123.5 100.4
Pennsylvania 99.1 99.9 98.1 102.5 94.5
Great Lakes 104.7 110.4 102.1 96.9 99.3
Illinois 116.0 127.0 108.3 104.6 108.3
Indiana 99.4 101.8 102.0 86.1 99.5
Michigan 103.0 111.7 101.5 86.5 94.3
Ohio 101.6 105.0 97.9 103.1 96.0
Wisconsin 94.2 90.2 98.7 96.7 94.7
Plains 93.7 91.2 99.2 86.1 98.7
lowa 92.1 93.8 947 77.6 96.5
Kansas 100.0 98.2 103.2 97.4 101.1
Minnesota 93.4 88.9 102.3 82.6 101.3
Missouri 95.3 91.6 98.6 97.4 98.2
Nebraska 95.2 94.4 102.1 77.6 102.8
North Dakota 84.7 80.4 97.9 63.9 93.2
South Dakota 75.6 69.8 86.1 64.6 84.4
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Southeast 87.2 81.9
Alabama 76.7 69.0
Arkansas 72.9 64.1
Florida 111.7 102.5
Georgia 87.0 81.5
Kentucky 79.0 74.7
Louisiana 78.4 74.2
Mississippi 65.2 54.2
North Carolina 82.6 76.9
South Carolina 75.6 70.9
Tennessee 86.6 81.2
Virginia 97.8 103.0
West Virginia 79.7 77.0

Southwest 94.7 89.3
Arizona 95.4 88.4
New Mexico 80.1 69.2
Oklahoma 85.8 78.5
Texas 97.9 93.8

Rocky Mountain 93.7 89.4
Colorado 102.8 102.4
Idaho 83.4 75.2
Montana 87.2 79.8
Utah 81.4 72.3
Wyoming 107.2 105.2

Far West 106.0 104.8
California 106.7 1056.1
Nevada 121.6 125.5
Oregon 99.5 97.3
Washington 103.4 104.7

Alaska 131.2 132.3

Hawaii 106.8 109.6

51 States:

Three-Year Per Capita Average $3,962 $1,752
Annual Per Capita Average $1,321 $584
Three-Year Total (millions) $840,765 $371,756
Percent in Each Category 100.0% 44.2%

91.7

88.3
83.2
103.3
94.7
85.4
82.4
77.7
91.5
84.6
96.0
96.7
85.9

99.7

98.4
89.1
95.2
102.0

100.0

103.2
94.6
94.7
96.8

111.2

106.0

105.2
119.9
107.2
108.0

162.0
110.1

$1.188

$396
$252,000

30.0%

88.6

68.6
68.1
1491
82.4
74.8
75.9
59.6
78.0
65.6
78.5
89.1
72.4

92.1

104.3
84.5
78.4
93.7

90.0

102.0
77.6
87.0
69.4

107.1

107.3

111.5
109.8
89.5
92.3

81.0
97.8

$567
$189
$120.225
14.3%

941

86.6
86.2
122.6
93.6
84.6
87.5
81.8
87.3
82.7
93.0
92.1
83.5

105.5

103.9
92.7
98.7

108.3

98.7

104.2
92.7
96.0
91.0

105.2

108.5

110.5
125.4
100.0
100.0

109.4
98.4

$456
$152
$96.784
11.5%




Table 20

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES
OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES PER CAPITA,
FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Employment
Total Revenues Taxes and Other Taxes

Allocated by Individual Insurance Corporate and Other

Index Number Origin income Tax Contributions Income Tax Revenues
150.0-199.9 0 0 2 1 0
110.0-149.9 10 10 4 7 5
90.0-109.9 22 20 35 18 37
60.0- 89.9 19 20 10 24 9
Under 60.0 0 1 0 1 0

SOURCE: Table 19.
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Table 21

INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES FROM RESIDENTS
OF EACH REGION OR STATE IN RELATION TO THEIR PERSONAL INCOME, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Employment
Taxes and Other Taxes
All Individual Insurance Corporate and Other
Region or State Revenues Income Tax Contributions Income Tax Revenue
51 States 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New England 103.8 105.2 97.0 116.9 100.4
Connecticut 112.0 117.9 93.4 144.9 97.9
Maine 101.6 87.7 106.9 123.4 113.9
Massachusetts 99.3 102.7 94.0 102.0 97.1
New Hampshire 109.8 100.3 115.8 122.0 115.6
Rhode island 99.5 100.5 101.0 93.5 99.2
Vermont 100.2 86.0 107.0 117.2 116.1
Mideast 100.1 104.3 94.6 106.1 91.0
Delaware 113.4 114.8 108.0 122.9 111.2
District of Columbia 1146 96.0 159.9 106.8 78.3
Maryland 102.5 114.0 95.4 87.9 95.0
New Jersey 100.4 110.0 88.5 107.1 85.6
New York 98.8 102.1 91.4 111.0 90.2
Pennsylvania 99.3 100.2 98.4 102.8 94.8
Great Lakes 100.6 106.1 98.1 93.1 95.4
Ilinois 101.2 110.7 94 .4 91.2 94 .4
Indiana 102.7 105.3 105.5 89.1 103.0
Michigan 98.3 106.6 96.8 82.6 90.1
Ohio 101.9 105.3 98.1 103.4 96.3
Wisconsin 98.7 94.5 103.4 101.3 99.2
Plains 96.0 93.4 101.6 88.2 101.1
lowa 92.3 94 .1 94.9 77.8 96.6
Kansas 98.2 96.5 101.4 95.7 99.2
Minnesota 94.2 89.6 103.1 83.3 102.1
Missouri 102.2 98.2 105.7 104.5 105.3
Nebraska 96.9 96.1 103.9 79.0 104.6
North Dakota 80.9 76.8 93.4 61.0 88.9
South Dakota 86.4 79.7 98.4 73.8 96.4
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Southeast
Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
Virginia
West Virginia

Southwest

Arizona

New Mexico
Oklahoma
Texas

Rocky Mountain
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Utah
Wyoming

Far West

California
Nevada
Oregon
Washington

Alaska

Hawaii

51 State Annual Average:
Federal Revenues as

Percent of Personal Income

101.2
97.6
94.2

115.4

100.0
95.4
96.0
93.4
97.2
94.5

103.9
99.3
96.2

102.3

102.9
98.5
96.5

103.7

99.1

101.7
93.1
94.9
98.2

103.5

97.0

96.1
107.8
102.0

98.3

90.0
95.1

23.29%

95.1 106.5 102.9 109.2
87.7 112.3 87.4 110.2
82.8 107.5 88.0 111.3
105.9 106.8 154.1 126.7
93.7 108.9 94.8 107.7
90.1 103.0 90.3 102.1
90.8 100.8 92.9 1071
77.6 1113 85.6 117.1
90.5 107.6 91.8 102.7
88.6 105.8 82.1 103.5
97.3 115.1 94.2 111.5
104.6 98.2 90.5 93.5
92.9 103.7 87.4 100.9
96.5 107.7 99.5 113.9
953 106.1 112.5 112.2
85.1 109.6 104.0 114.1
88.3 107.1 88.1 110.9
99.4 108.0 99.3 114.8
94.6 105.8 95.2 104.3
101.2 102.1 100.9 103.0
84.0 105.5 86.7 103.5
86.9 103.1 94.7 104.6
87.4 116.9 83.8 109.9
101.6 107.3 103.4 101.6
96.0 97 .1 98.3 99.4
94.6 94.7 100.5 99.5
111.4 106.4 97.5 111.3
99.8 109.9 91.8 102.5
99.6 102.7 87.8 95.1
90.7 111.2 55.6 75.0
97.7 98.0 87.1 87.7
10.30% 6.98% 3.33% 2.68%




Table 22

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES FROM RESIDENTS IN RELATION TO THEIR
PERSONAL INCOME, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Employment
Total Revenues Taxes and Other Taxes

Allocated by Individual Insurance Corporate and Other

Index Number Origin Income Tax Contributions Income Tax Revenues
150.0-199.9 0 0 1 1 0
110.0-149.9 4 6 6 9 14
90.0-109.9 45 31 43 22 32
60.0- 89.9 2 14 1 18 5
Under 60.0 0 0 0 1 0

SOURCE: Table 21.
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REGIONAL AND STATE PERCENTAGES OF MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Table 23

EXPENDITURES, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Federal Payments to Personal Incomes Military Interest on
Pay of Outlays, Aid to Debt, Other
All Personnel Except State and Than to
Expenditures (civil and Transfer All Pay of Locai Personal All
Region or State Allocated Total military) a Payments Otherb Personnel Governments Incomes Other
51 States 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
New England 6.21 5.49 3.83 6.20 5.68 10.83 6.31 5.39 2.81
Connecticut 1.74 1.26 .78 1.44 1.61 5.16 1.37 1.62 .86
Maine .50 .53 .51 .54 .43 .29 .63 .32 .04
Massachusetts 2.94 2.67 1.78 3.07 2.62 4.52 3.09 2.51 1.76
New Hampshire .35 .35 .26 .38 .35 .40 .36 .34 .09
Rhode island .46 .49 .37 .55 44 .25 .54 .36 .02
Vermont .22 .19 12 .22 .23 .21 .32 .24 .04
Mideast 21.75 21.36 20.83a 21.48 22.62 21.02 23.60 25.57 12.78
Delaware .24 .25 .23 .25 .29 .14 .27 .43 .07
District of Columbia 1.55 1.43 3.31 a .60 1.44 2.93 1.38 51 77
Maryland 2.81 3.15 6.38a 1.84 2.02 2.39 1.87 1.60 4.99
New Jersey 3.16 3.26 2.38 3.61 3.64 2.74 3.10 3.58 1.42
New York 8.74 7.91 4.90 9.08 9.52 8.57 11.54 13.58 2.69
Pennsylvania 5.24 5.36 3.63 6.10 5.71 4.25 5.44 5.87 2.84
Great Lakes 14.93 15.40 9.84 17.54 18.84 9.59 16.46 19.33 5.46
Illinois 4.26 4.50 3.26 4.91 5.83 1.58 4.79 6.86 1.48
Indiana 1.85 1.86 1.25 2.10 2.22 2.02 1.67 2.32 .85
Michigan 3.36 3.37 1.70 4.05 4.07 2.08 4.35 3.68 .60
Ohio 3.90 4.07 2.89 4.54 4.62 3.22 3.71 4.48 2.18
Wisconsin 1.55 1.60 .74 1.93 2.10 .69 1.94 1.99 .35
Plains 7.20 7.24 5.96 7.48 10.57 7.15 7.22 7.54 4.46
lowa 1.00 1.07 .51 1.24 1.92 44 1.11 1.23 .61
Kansas 1.03 1.07 1.09 1.02 1.44 1.05 .90 1.02 .55
Minnesota 1.50 1.45 .84 1.66 2.00 1.16 1.91 1.89 .53
Missouri 2.39 2.28 2.09 2.34 2.55 3.85 1.85 2.16 2.26
Nebraska .63 .70 .64 .67 1.26 .22 .67 .58 .25
North Dakota .33 .33 .43 .26 .58 .36 .35 .28 .18
South Dakota 32 .34 .36 .29 .82 .07 43 .38 .08
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Southeast 22.13 23.59 26.77a 22.74 17.81 16.20 21.30 18.88 20.41
Alabama 1.70 1.78 2.07 1.70 1.31 1.22 1.74 1.01 3.12
Arkansas .86 .93 .65 1.07 .80 .28 1.03 .50 1.11
Florida 412 4.68 3.61 5.24 3.85 2.65 2.61 5.35 3.89
Georgia 2.18 2.25 2.76 2.08 1.69 1.67 2.46 1.54 1.01
Kentucky 1.48 1.56 1.59 1.59 1.16 .55 1.74 1.77 1.24
Louisiana 1.50 1.42 1.25 1.51 1.20 1.03 1.90 1.48 4.81
Mississippi 1.19 1.01 .97 1.04 .86 2.16 1.36 .56 1.31
North Carolina 2.09 2.28 2.66 217 1.62 1.25 2.18 1.51 57
South Carolina 1.22 1.36 1.85 1.18 .95 .65 1.17 .96 .25
Tennessee 1.66 1.77 1.66 1.84 1.53 .99 1.86 1.15 .55
Virginia 3.34 3.74 7.318 2.32 2.15 3.57 2.05 1.87 1.86
West Virginia .81 .81 .39 1.00 .69 .18 1.20 1.18 .69
Southwest 8.50 8.73 10.60 7.95 8.24 8.89 7.55 7.77 7.81
Arizona " 1.15 117 1.29 1.14 1.01 1.51 .94 .93 48
New Mexico 63 .65 .92 .54 57 .39 .76 .54 .44
Oklahoma 1.34 1.44 1.72 1.33 1.36 .81 1.33 1.20 .87
Texas 5.38 5.46 6.67 4.94 5.30 6.18 4.52 5.10 6.02
Rocky Mountain 2.74 2.82 3.93 2.32 2.94 1.81 3.01 2.21 5.22
Colorado 1.28 1.34 1.98 1.06 1.21 .98 1.18 1.05 3.41
Idaho .33 .35 .37 .34 .40 .06 44 .22 .60
Montana .35 .36 .40 .33 .51 .05 .49 .34 .53
Utah .59 .60 .94 .45 .58 .56 .62 .35 .64
Wyoming .19 A7 .24 14 .24 16 .28 .25 .04
Far West 15.47 14.28 15.82 13.76 12.54 23.25 13.48 12.86 40.55
California 12.17 10.96 12.33 10.50 9.46 19.74 10.18 10.50 37.19
Nevada .28 .31 .38 .28 .28 12 .31 .27 .07
Oregon .96 1.03 .76 1.15 1.06 16 1.30 .65 1.16
Washington 2.06 1.98 2.35 1.83 1.73 3.23 1.69 1.44 2.13
Alaska .40 .37 .88 .15 .21 47 .54 .18 37
Hawaii .67 .72 1.52 .38 .55 .79 .53 .27 13
51 States:

Three-Year Total (millions) $890,171 $592,587 $170,000 $385,650 $36,937 $103,436 $148,607 $34,026 $11.515

Percent in Each Category 100.0% 66.6% 19.1% 43.3% 4.2% 11.6% 16.7% 3.8% 1.3%

@District of Columbia. Maryland. and Virginia data have been adjusted to approximate the place of residence for wages and salaries. For other states. the underlying amounts are for
the state of employment.

t)Compn‘ses (in millions) pay of military reserves (partly from state and local governments), $4.941; labor income other than salaries and wages. $4.269: Department of Agriculture pay-
ments to farmers (including some corporate farms). $2.071; and interest to personal incomes, $25.655.




Table 24

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED PERCENTAGES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
EXPENDITURES, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Federal Payments to Mili- Aid to

Personal Incomes tary, State- Interest,

All Pay of Transfer Except Local Except
Expendi- Person- Pay- Person- Govern- to Indi- Al

Percentage tures Total nel ments Other nel ments viduals Other

5.0% and Over 4 4 4 4 5 4 3 6 2
3.0%-4.99% 6 7 5 5 4 6 6 3 5
2.0%-2.99% 6 4 7 6 7 7 4 3 5
1.0%-1.99% 16 18 12 19 16 8 20 17 9
0.8%-0.99% 3 2 5 0 4 3 2 2 3
0.6%-0.79% 3 4 5 2 1 3 4 2 6
0.4%-0.59% 4 2 4 4 8 5 6 10 7
Under 0.4% 9 10 9 11 6 15 6 8 14

SOURCE: Table 23.
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Table 25

INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

PER CAPITA, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Federal Payments to

Interest

Personal Incomes Military ~ Aid to on Debt,
Pay of Trans- Outlays, State Other
All Ex- Personnel fer Except and Local Than to

penditures (civil and Pay- All Pay of Govern- Personal All

Region or State Allocated Total military)a ments Other Personnel ments Incomes Olherb
51 States 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New England 108.3 95.8 A 66.9 108.2 99.1 188.7 110.0 94.0 49.0
Connecticut 119.6 86.7 53.6 99.1 110.7 353.8 94.3 111.4 58.9
Maine 101.1 105.9 103.1 109.0 87.1 58.2 127.4 63.8 7.3
Massachusetts 107.3 97.6 65.2 112.1 95.5 165.2 112.8 91.7 64.3
New Hampshire 92.0 90.9 69.2 100.4 90.9 104 .1 94.1 88.5 23.9
Rhode Island 104.3 111.3 84.1 124.3 100.8 57.6 121.9 82.3 5.1
Vermont 97.9 88.0 55.3 100.7 106.0 93.1 144.6 107.2 19.6
Mideast 108.2 106.2 103.Ga 106.8 112.5 104.6 117.4 127.2 63.6
Delaware 89.3 91.0 85.8 91.8 106.9 50.1 98.6 158.3 25.8
District of Columbia 459.6 422.7 979.7a 176.9 425.7 869.1 410.2 151.3 228.0
Maryland 145.5 163.0 329.Qa 95.1 104.2 123.4 96.4 82.8 258.0
New Jersey 91.5 94.3 68.8 104.6 105.3 79.3 89.8 103.8 41.0
New York 102.6 92.8 57.5 106.5 101.7 100.6 135.4 159.3 31.5
Pennsylvania 93.8 96.1 65.0 109.2 102.2 76.2 97.5 105.0 51.0
Great Lakes 77.4 75.9 51.0 90.9 97.7 49.7 85.3 100.3 28.3
lilinois 80.8 85.4 61.9 93.3 110.7 30.0 90.9 130.2 28.1
Indiana 74.0 74 .4 49.8 83.9 88.6 80.6 66.5 92.7 33.9
Michigan 78.3 78.6 39.5 94.2 94.8 " 48.5 101.3 85.6 14.1
Ohio 77.1 80.5 57 .1 89.8 91.2 63.6 73.2 88.6 43.2
Wisconsin 71.9 74.3 34.4 89.7 97.5 32.1 89.9 92.4 16.1
Plains 91.6 92.1 75.9 95.2 134.6 91.0 91.9 96.1 56.7
lowa 74.5 79.5 37.8 91.8 142.4 33.0 82.0 91.4 451
Kansas 96.0 99.5 102.1 95.1 134.3 98.0 843 95.7 51.6
Minnesota 81.2 78.6 45.6 90.3 108.4 62.7 103.3 102.6 28.6
Missouri 106.1 101.5 93.1 104.0 113.6 1711 82.2 96.2 100.6
Nebraska 86.3 96.0 88.2 91.9 174.0 30.3 92.3 79.4 34.3
North Dakota 110.9 109.5 142.9 86.9 192.0 120.6 117.6 94.6 59.1
South Dakota 101.4 107.3 111.9 90.9 256.8 221 135.3 1171 24.9
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Table 26

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Aid to

Federal Payments to State and Interest,

All Personal Incomes Military, Local Except
Expendi- Pay of Transfer Except Govern- to Indi- Al

Index Number tures Total Personnel Payments Other Personnel ments viduals Other

200.0 and Over 2 2 5 0 2 3 2 0 6
150.0-199.9 1 3 3 1 2 7 1 2 3
110.0-149.9 9 9 13 6 9 3 16 8 4
90.0-109.9 25 26 7 31 26 7 20 18 4
60.0- 89.9 14 11 13 13 12 11 12 17 6
Under 60.0 0 0 10 0 0 20 0 6 28

SOURCE: Table 25.
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Table 27

INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN RELATION
TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH REGION OR STATE, FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Aid to Military
Transfer State and Outlays,
Pay- Local Except All Other
ments to Govern- Pay of Military Civilian Interest Allocated
Region or State Total Persons ments Personnel Personnel Personnel on Debt Expenditures
51 States 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New Engtand 105.0 104.9 106.6 182.9 57.0 68.6 97.0 61.6
Connecticut 102.6 85.0 80.9 303.5 50.5 43.8 103.0 52.4
Maine 122.4 132.0 1543 70.5 135.2 119.8 84.2 70.6
Massachusetts 103.6° 108.1 108.8 159.4 42.0 73.1 94.9 64.4
New Hampshire 98.8 107.9 101.0 111.9 89.2 67.2 95.8 63.0
Rhode Istand 106.9 127.3 124.8 59.0 83.4 87.4 93.6 51.0
Vermont 116.0 119.3 171.4 110.2 48.2 73.9 113.0 110.3
Mideast 99.4 98.2 107.9 96.1 46.7 118.7 115.3 69.5
Delaware 80.2 82.5 88.6 45.0 110.5 61.1 123.3 56.4
District of Columbia 367.7 141.6 328.2 695.4 142.6 1,095.1 145.4 444.2
Maryland 134.2 87.7 89.0 113.9 152.4 378.1 78.8 183.9
New Jersey 79.0 90.3 77.5 68.5 45.2 66.3 96.1 47.3
New York 92.2 95.7 121.7 90.4 27.8 63.2 133.0 42.4
Pennsylvania 94.0 109.5 97.8 76.3 29.6 82.5 110.0 61.0
Great Lakes 74.4 87.4 82.0 47.8 34.9 55.9 100.6 46.3
IHinois 70.5 81.3 79.3 26.2 42.4 59.6 113.1 42.0
Indiana 76.5 86.8 68.8 83.3 43.3 55.5 96.7 56.2
Michigan 747 89.9 96.7 46.3 28.6 421 92.1 34.5
Ohio 77.4 90.0 73.4 63.8 32.6 69.2 94.3 55.9
Wisconsin 75.4 93.9 94.2 33.6 22.2 42.7 102.8 49.6
Plains 93.9 97.5 94 .1 93.2 773 78.0 108.4 115.6
iowa 747 92.0 82.2 33.1 20.8 46.2 114.7 90.1
Kansas 94 .4 93.4 82.8 96.3 150.2 76.0 101.3 1146
Minnesota 81.8 91.0 104.1 63.2 24.8 56.2 102.8 76.7
Missouri 113.8 111.5 88.2 183.4 77.7 110.6 109.1 120.3
Nebraska 87.8 93.5 93.9 30.9 115.2 77.3 111.0 134.5
North Dakota 105.9 82.9 1123 115.2 2259 93.0 102.5 191.4
South Dakota 115.8 103.8 154.5 25.1 141.0 121.3 139.0 326.3




€6

Southeast
Alabama
Arkansas
Florida-
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Mississippi
North Carolina
South Carolina
Tennessee
Virginia
West Virginia

Southwest
Arizona
New Mexico
Oklahoma
Texas

Rocky Mountain
Colorado
Idaho
Montana
Utah
Wyoming

Far West
California
Nevada
Oregon
Washington

Alaska
Hawaii

51 States:

Three-Year Total (millions)
Percent in Each Category
Annual Per Capita Average
Percent of Personal

Income

1151
127.6
112.6
110.2
108.2
112.2
102.9
154.6

96.6
115.3
101.3
145.6
116.0

107.4
120.9
145.8
118.2

99.7

109.3
106.6

97.6
108.1
126.7
106.8

109.7
110.6
91.2
92.3
17.7

164.9
146.7

$890.171
100.0%
$1.398.28

24.7%

118.3
128.0
139.9
140.2
103.4
120.6
103.7
134.9
100.3
112.2
112.7
100.9
143.1

100.4
118.9
124.5
118.0
91.5

92.3
88.2
99.9
101.7
96.7
77.9

97.6
95.4
89.5
110.7
105.0

63.1
83.1

$385.650
43.3%
$605.78

10.7%

110.8
130.6
135.9

69.9
122.5
132.0
130.6
177.4
100.9
110.9
113.7

89.2
170.9

95.4
98.5
174.5
118.0
83.8

119.8

97.7
130.6
151.9
133.3
155.4

95.6
92.5
99.7
124 .1
97.0

223.7
116.3

$148.607
16.7%
$233.43

4.1%

84.3
91.6
36.2
71.0
83.2
417
70.7
281.1
57.7
61.8
60.7
155.5
26.0

112.3
158.3
89.4
71.9
114.5

72.5
81.5
17.7
16.0
121.3
90.7

164.8
179.4
39.7
15.1
184.8

192.6
172.6

$103,436
11.6%
$162.48

2.9%

174.3
136.7

98.5
135.9
146.6
177.2
112.8
172.3
238.1
322.4

64.8
339.1

32.2

172.6
166.1
212.6
159.4
173.3

1567.3
212.8
110.3
120.0

77.9
146.9

131.9
135.3
162.6

35.6
162.8

526.4
540.2

$55,550

6.2%

$87.26

1.5%

122.2
164.6
79.6
77.7
132.8
93.0
72.5
104.4
67.1
103.8
119.8
308.5
66.6

115.2
120.2
213.2
147.9

99.6

156.5
141.1
108.6
129.0
262.2
125.6

102.6
100.8
105.8

90.5
120.9

284.3
232.9

$114.450

12.9%

$179.78

3.2%

91.0
71.2
71.9
132.2
73.9
111.9
88.1
67.5
68.3
81.2
71.0
79.9
139.4

93.2
98.8
107.8
101.2
89.3

88.6
86.5
70.1
113.2
78.6
120.9

91.8
93.6
86.2
78.1
89.6

62.5
73.2

$59,681

6.7%

$93.75

1.7%

112.0
203.9
152.5
87.3
82.7
98.0
220.9
199.6
59.8
82.0
87.5
105.3
97.2

121.2

83.1
173.0
127.3
122.6

193.8
208.3
192.5
200.8
178.5
121.8

185.0
207.4

63.9
108.9
111.0

168.2
106.9

$22,797
2.6%
$35.81

0.6%

Note: Several categories in this table differ from Tables 23-26. In this table. “all other™ payments to personal income are included in part in the column for “interest” and in part in the

column for “ali other allocated expenditures.” “Pay of personnel” is subdivided into two columns in this table.




Table 28

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME,

FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76

Aid to
Transfer  State and
All Pay- Local Military,

Expendi- ments to Govern- Except Military Civilian Interest  All

Index Number tures Persons ments Personnel Personnel Personnel on Debt Other
200.0 and Over 1 0 2 3 8 7 0 7
150.0-199.9 2 0 8 8 9 1 0 8
110.0-149.9 19 17 15 6 13 11 14 8
90.0-109.9 19 23 13 4 1 9 17 6
60.0- 89.9 10 11 13 14 5 16 20 11
Under 60.0 0 0 0 16 15 7 0 11

SOURCE: Table 27. See the note on that table regarding the categories used here.
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Outlays

Table 29

MILITARY PROCUREMENT OUTLAYS IN FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76 AND CONTRACT AWARDS IN
FISCAL YEAR 1976, BY REGION AND STATE

Prime Contracts Awards of $10,000 or More During

Fiscal Year 1976 ¢

During 1974-76:

Largest Procurement Program in Region or State

Percent Estimated Percent of

in this Study Net Percent  Regional

Con- Value of 51-State or State

tracts of of Con- Percent of Total for  Total for

All Con- $10,000 tracts 51-State this all Con-

Region or State tracts? or More? {millions) Total Program Program tracts
51 States 100.0% 100.0% $38,949 100.0% Aircraftd 100.0% 24.7%

New England 1 12.3 $ 4,524 11.6 Aircraft 16.3 34.7
Connecticut 53 6.0 1,913 4.9 Aircraft 11.8 25.0
Maine .3 .3 284 7 Ships 5.9 88.9
Massachusetts 4.6 5.1 1,956 5.0 Missile and space systems 12.4 35.8
New Hampshire 4 4 147 4 Electronics & communications equipment 1.9 62.9
Rhode Island 3 .3 94 2 Electronics & communications equipment 9 47.9
Vermont 2 2 129 .3 Weapons 12.8 57.5
Mideast 21.4 19.9 6,962 17.9 Aircraft 15.0 20.7
Delaware .1 A 37 1 Petroleum 7 36.0
District of Columbia 3.0 13 412 1.1 Ships 3.8 10.6
Maryland 2.4 2.3 982 2.5 Electronics & communications equipment 5.6 28.7
New Jersey 2.8 2.9 975 2.5 Electronics & communications equipment 5.5 28.2
New York 8.8 9.7 3.304 8.5 Aircraft 12.3 359
Pennsylvania 4.3 3.5 1,252 3.2 Tanks and automotive vehiclese 12.6 16.7
Great Lakes 9.7 9.5 3,397 8.7 Tanks and automotive vehicles 64.3 31.4
lllinois 1.6 1.4 474 1.2 Electronics & communications equipment 1.8 18.9
Indiana 2.0 2.2 785 2.0 Aircraft 2.2 26.5
Michigan 2.1 2.2 965 2.5 Tanks and automotive vehicles 423 72.7
Ohio 3.3 2.9 921 2.4 Aircraft 3.6 38.1
Wisconsin 7 .8 251 6 Ships 1.4 23.8
Plains 7.2 7.7 3,735 9.6 Aircraft 21.4 55.3
lowa 4 5 230 6 Electronics & communications equipment 1.8 38.8
Kansas 1.0 1.1 307 .8 Aircraft 1.9 58.6
Minnesota 1.2 1.3 691 1.8 Missile and space systems 3.5 28.6
Missouri 3.9 4.3 2,295 59 Aircraft 19.4 81.2
Nebraska .2 2 44 .1 Electronics & communications equipment 2 23.5
North Dakota 4 3 155 4 Missile and space systems 2.0 72.2
South Dakota A .0 14 —9  Tanks and automotive vehicles 4 43.0

3sum of federal government outlays in fiscal years 1974, 1975 and 1976, for
military supply contracts {$66,426 million). research. development. testing.
and evaluation contracts ($29.428 million): and construction contracts
{$4.245 million). The distribution by regions and states is proportionate to
a composite distribution derived from data for construction awards for
which a location was reported. See text of this report for details

The distribution is proportionate to a weighted distribution for contracts of
$10.000 or more awarded in each state during the fiscal years 1972-76. See
text of this report for details.

CSuppty contracts of $10,000 or more (including contracts for construction
and for research. development, testing, and evaiuation) awarded during the
fiscal year 1976, net of cancellations. In general, regional and state amounts
are pased on the location of the plant where the product will be finally
processed or assembled, or where the greater part of the work is to be done

or where management responsibility is centered. State distributions of
contract awards do not necessarily measure the total amount of defense work
done in a state because (1) the series does not reflect interstate tiows that
result from subcontracting and (2) some contracts are omitted from the dis-
tribution. About haif the amount of prime contracts for major hard goods
and unknown proportions of the other types of procurement are subcon-
tracted by the prime contractor. Amounts not distributed by state total
$5.7 biilion for the fiscal year. These are (a) principally contracts and
purchases below $10.000 each. but include also (b) contracts for which the
location is not reported for security reasons, and (c) contracts for the civilian
health and medical program of the uniformed services (CHAMPUS)
SOURCE: Directorate for Information Operations and Control, Office of
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comptroller). Department of Defense,
Miiitary Prime Contract Awards by Region and State. Fiscal Years 1974.
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Table 29—continued

MILITARY PROCUREMENT OUTLAYS IN FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76 AND CONTRACT AWARDS IN
FISCAL YEAR 1976, BY REGION AND STATE

Prime Contracts Awards of $10,000 or More During

Outlays Fiscal Year 1976 €
During 1974-76: Largest Procurement Program in Region or State
Percent Estimated Percent of

in this Study Net Percent  Regional

Con- Value of 51-State or State

tracts of of Con- Percent of Total for  Total for

All Con- $10,000 tracts 51-State this all Con-

Region or State tracts? or More® {millions) Total Program Program tracts

Southeast 15.7 14.9 5,909 15.2 Ships 40.2 29.1
Alabama 1.2 1.1 418 1.1 Textiles, clothing, equipage 12.4 17.1
Arkansas 3 .2 77 2 Constructionf 1.0 27.3
Florida 2.6 26 972 2.5 Missile and space systems 5.0 29.0
Georgia 1.6 1.4 477 1.2 Aircraft 2.2 45.3
Kentucky 5 4 188 5 Constructionf a3 38.3
Louisiana 1.0 9 303 .8 Petroleum 5.8 35.0
Mississippi 2.2 2.3 935 2.4 Ships 18.6 85.1
North Carolina 1.1 1.1 347 9 Construction' 3.6 22.6
South Carolina .6 4 157 4 Textiles, clothing, equipage 7.9 29.2
Tennessee 1.0 1.1 342 .9 Services 2.2 24.4
Virginia 34 3.2 1,608 4.1 Ships 19.2 51.2
West Virginia 2 2 85 2 Gonstructionf 1.1 28.1
Southwest 8.7 8.4 3,089 7.9 Aircraft 8.5 26.6
Arizona 1.5 1.5 614 1.6 Missile and space systems 6.3 57.7
New Mexico 4 K] 125 3 Services 1.0 29.4
Oklahoma 8 & 255 7 Construction' 2.8 24.4
Texas 6.1 6.0 2,095 5.4 Aircraft 9.1 34.1
Rocky Mountain 1.8 1.4 517 1.3 Missile and space systems 3.0 32.8
Colorado 9 .8 311 '8 Missile and space systems 2.0 36.3
ldaho A -9 17 —9 Construction 4 50.0
Montana —9g —9 23 A Services * 3 51.4
Utah 6 .5 145 4 Missile and space systems 1.0 38.8
Wyoming 2 A 21 A Petroleum 7 57.2
Far West 23.4 249 10,309 26.5 Missile and space systems 47.0 25.8
California 19.9 21.2 8,949 23.0 Missile and space systems 42.4 26.8
Nevada 1 A 19 —9 Constructionf 4 45.5
Oregon 2 2 52 1 Ships .4 32.5
Washington 3.2 34 1,289 3.3 Electronics & communications equipment 9.3 35.9
Alaska 4 4 145 4 Services 1.6 41.5
Hawaii 7 7 363 .9 Construction® 6.7 40.8

Total, 51 States {(millions) $100,099 $88,870h $38,949

1975, 1976 (n.d.. 19777 Hawaii—Petroleum 7.8 38.8
dThe aircraft program comprises airframes and related assemblies and Kentucky—"All other" supplies

spares. aircraft engines and related spares. and other aircraft equipment and equipment 2.4 13.6
and supplies. Each of these subcategories is reported separately in the siate Nevada—Services 2 30.8
tables in the Department of Defense compilation. North Carolina—Electronics and
©The “tank-automotive” program comprises combat vehicies and noncombat communication equipment 1.6 22.5
vehicles. which are reported separately in the Department of Defense tables Oklahoma—Petroleum 2.9 21.0
for states West Virginia—Missile and space

Aside from construction contracts. the largest program in this state and the systems 4 24.5

applicable percentages were as follows g
Percent of This Percent of Ali Con- Less than 0.05%

Program tracts in State Estimated outlays during 1974-76 for contracts of $10.000 or more using
Arkansas—Textiles. clothing. weighted contract awards of the period 1972-76. (On this basis, contracts
equipage 2.0% 15.1% of $10.000 or more comprised 868.7% of the net value of all contracts.)
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Table 30

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED PERCENTAGES OF MILITARY
CONTRACT OUTLAYS IN THE FISCAL PERIOD 1974-76 AND CONTRACT AWARDS

IN FISCAL YEAR 1976

Outlays for
Procurement Net Value of

Contracts, Prime Contract
Percentage 1974-76 Awards, 1976
6.0% and Over 3 2
3.0%-5.99% 8 S 7
1.0%-2.99% 15 13
0.5%-0.99% 7 11
Under 0.5% 18 18

SOURCE: Table 29.
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Table 31

REGIONAL AND STATE DISTRIBUTIONS (PERCENTAGES AND INDEX NUMBERS) OF MAJOR
CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES BY STATE OF ORIGIN,
FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71

Index Numbers,

Percentage Distribution? Relative to Personal incomeP
Employment Taxes Employment Taxes
individual and Insurance , Corporate Individual and Insurance Corporate
Region or State Income Tax Contributions ¢ Income Tax Income Tax Contributions © Income Tax
51 States 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
New England 6.96 6.21 7.89 109.9 98.1 124.5
Connecticut 2.38 1.79 2.79 128.6 96.7 150.5
Maine .36 .38 .49 89.4 94.9 120.3
Massachusetts 3.27 2.98 3.55 105.8 96.4 114.9
New Hampshire .33 .35 .37 99.1 106.0 112.6
Rhode Island .45 .52 .45 96.9 111.2 96.9
Vermont 17 19 .24 88.4 100.6 124.8
Mideast 24.96 24.88 26.10 105.3 105.0 110.1
Delaware .34 .31 .60 113.9 102.0 201.7
District of Columbia 44 .80 .57 86.2 156.1 111.6
Maryland 2.36 2.00 1.97 113.1 96.1 94.5
New Jersey 4.50 4.10 4.28 109.4 99.8 103.9
New York 11.34 11.35 12.51 104.0 104 1 114.8
Pennsylvania 5.98 6.32 6.17 103.2 109.0 106.4
Great Lakes 22.33 21.02 19.77 107.3 101.0 95.0
Iliinois 7.07 6.05 6.24 112.0 95.9 98.9
Indiana 2.51 2.66 2.15 100.6 106.6 86.2
Michigan 5.03 4.95 4.37 109.1 107.2 94.8
Ohio 5.75 5.23 5.07 107.7 98.0 94.9
Wisconsin 1.97 2.13 1.94 96.2 104.2 94.8
Plains 6.82 7.49 7.08 90.0 98.8 93.4
lowa 1.14 1.29 1.12 86.9 98.1 85.8
Kansas .92 .98 .89 85.2 91.0 82.0
Minnesota 1.65 1.82 1.70 91.0 100.6 94 .1
Missouri 2.13 2.27 2.27 98.1 104.4 104.4
Nebraska 61 .66 .69 87.5 94.9 98.2
North Dakota .18 .24 .20 74.3 99.5 82.5
South Dakota 19 23 .21 71.0 86.0 80.5




TO1

Southeast 15.74 17.27 16.99 90.1 98.8
Alabama 1.04 1.34 .97 84.6 109.3
Arkansas .52 .69 .56 76.9 101.2
Florida 3.05 2.61 4.40 99.7 85.1
Georgia 1.78 1.88 1.71 92.7 97.9
Kentucky 1.08 1.20 1.08 87.0 96.4
Louisiana 1.21 1.27 1.17 86.6 90.5
Mississippi 47 .70 .58 66.2 99.2
North Carolina 1.73 2.14 1.94 85.4 105.3
South Carolina .76 1.00 .76 80.0 105.6
Tennessee 1.41 1.73 1.35 92.9 113.9
Virginia 2.08 1.97 1.90 99.4 94.3
West Virginia .61 .74 .57 94.0 113.3

Southwest 6.76 6.67 6.63 94.3 93.0
Arizona 72 77 .92 91.2 97.8
New Mexico .32 34 31 80.8 85.6
Oklahoma .93 1.00 .92 88.3 94.8
Texas 4.79 4.56 4.48 97.2 92.4

Rocky Mountain 1.92 2.16 2.186 87.4 98.8
Colorado .96 .89 1.04 91.7 85.4
ldaho .22 .34 .28 77.0 119.4
Montana .25 .30 .28 85.4 101.7
Utah .35 .48 .37 82.3 113.8
Wyoming 14 15 .19 94.8 104.7

Far West 13.92 13.71 12.96 98.5 97.1
California 10.84 10.64 10.33 97.2 95.5
Nevada .35 .23 .24 1253 83.7
Oregon .95 1.06 .90 97.2 108.4
Washington 1.78 1.78 1.49 103.0 103.1

Alaska a7 .18 .08 100.7 107.5

Hawaii .40 .39 .36 96.0 92.2

51 States:

Three-Year Total (millions)  $263,231 $132,869 $96,069
Annual Average Percent
of Personal Income 11.37% 5.74%

97.1
78.9
82.5
143.8
89.4
86.6
83.3
81.7
95.6
78.5
89.0
90.6
87.5

92.3
116.5
77.1
87.0
90.8

98.3
99.3
98.1
94.0
87.1
131.9

91.7
92.7
87.8
93.9
86.4

46.5
85.8

4.15%

Aror regional and state percentages of all revenues. see Table 4. This tabie omits estate and gift taxes, excises. customs duties. and miscelianeous revenues
bFor regional and state index numbers for ali revenues. see Table 10. As noted above. this table omits certain revenues

CCombines taxes and social insurance contributions collected by the {nternat Revenue Service and those collected by other agencies.




Table 32

NUMBER OF STATES PROVIDING SPECIFIED PERCENTAGES OF FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT REVENUES, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES, FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71

All Revenues Individual Employment Taxes Corporate
Percentage Allocated @ Income Tax and Contributions Income Tax
5.0% and Over 5 6 5 5
3.0%-4.99% 5 4 3 5
2.0%-2.99% 6 5 7 3
1.0%-1.99% 9 10 13 12
0.8%-0.99% 5 4 3 5
0.6%-0.79% 4 4 5 3
0.4%-0.59% 4 5 5 6
Under 0.4% 13 13 13 12

aF’ercemages counted in this column include revenues from estate and gift taxes. excises. customs duties. and miscellaneous revenues.
as well as the sources shown separately in the other columns. ’
SOURCE: Tables 5 and 37.
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Table 33

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES
OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES PROVIDED IN RELATION TO PERSONAL
INCOME, FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71

Employment Taxes

All Revenues Individual and Insurance Corporate

Index Number Allocated? Income Tax Contributions Income Tax
200.0 and Over 0 0 0 1
150.0-199.9 0 0 1 1
110.0-149.9 4 5 5 9
90.0-109.9 39 26 40 19
60.0- 89.9 8 20 5 20
Under 60.0 0 0 0 1

2Index numbers counted in this column include revenues from estate and gift taxes. excises. customs duties. and miscellaneous revenues.
as well as the sources shown separately in the other columns.
SOURCE: Tables 117 and 371.
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Table 34

REGIONAL AND STATE PERCENTAGES OF MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
EXPENDITURES, FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71

Interest

Payments to Personal Incomes Aid to on Debt,
Al Pay of State Other

Expen- Personnel Transfers and Local Than to

ditures (civil and and All Military NASA Govern- Personal

Region or State AHocated Total military) Other Contracts Contracts ments Incomes

51 States 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%  100.00%
New England 6.54 5.59 4.38 6.44 9.59 5.54 5.93 6.87
Connecticut 1.98 1.19 .68 1.55 4.54 1.42 1.32 2.46
Maine 42 .49 42 .54 17 .21 .51 42
Massachusetts 3.07 2.74 2.10 3.20 3.99 3.69 2.93 3.06
New Hampshire .34 .36 .34 .37 .34 14 .31 .32
Rhode Island .53 .63 .75 .55 .35 .03 .52 .39
Vermont .20 .18 .09 .24 .20 .05 .34 .22
Mideast 22.14 21.85 20.39 22.90 21.62 21.81 21.91 28.43
Delaware .24 .24 .23 .25 13 .33 .22 .58
District of Columbia 1.70 1.63 2.82 .80 2.13 1.42 1.74 .73
Maryland 2.98 3.64 6.44 1.67 2.25 4.52 1.57 1.78
New Jersey 3.20 3.29 2.74 3.68 3.15 3.28 2.67 3.84
New York 8.89 7.86 4.66 10.12 9.02 9.09 10.59 15.59
Pennsylvania 5.13 5.19 3.50 6.38 4.94 3.17 512 5.91
Great Lakes 14.48 15.02 9.61 18.82 12.52 3.38 14.41 20.55
lHlinois 4.11 4.49 3.35 5.29 2.54 .36 4.26 7.13
Indiana 1.98 1.85 1.13 2.36 2.75 .19 1.52 2.24
Michigan 2.90 3.09 1.55 4.16 1.90 .93 3.42 4.24
Ohio 4.05 4.06 2.94 4.85 4.30 1.02 3.70 4.90
Wisconsin 1.44 1.53 .63 2.16 1.03 .88 1.52 2.04
Plains 7.22 7.32 5.72 8.44 7.03 3.04 7.31 7.91
lowa .99 1.10 .52 1.51 .60 .23 1.06 1.34
Kansas 1.07 1.21 1.21 1.20 .87 .03 .94 1.12
Minnesota 1.54 1.39 .75 1.84 1.72 1.06 1.80 1.92
Missouri 2.43 2.25 1.97 2.44 3.22 1.68 213 2.30
Nebraska .59 .71 .58 .79 .30 .03 .57 .68
North Dakota .32 .34 .38 .31 .26 —a .38 .26

South Dakota .28 .33 .30 .35 .06 —a .43 .29




o1

Southeast 20.74 22.54 26.46 19.75 15.51 22.01 22.63 16.39

Alabama 1.68 1.71 2.07 1.46 1.16 497 2.19 .95
Arkansas .72 .81 .55 .99 .30 .01 1.15 .46
Florida 3.55 3.89 3.37 4.25 2.69 10.81 2.18 4.43
Georgia 2.37 2.34 3.25 1.70 2.81 13 2.39 1.59
Kentucky 1.30 1.54 1.57 1.52 .29 .02 2.01 1.28
Louisiana 1.49 1.35 1.24 1.42 1.18 4.60 2.25 1.34
Mississippi 1.02 .92 .87 .94 1.04 17 1.73 .54
North Carolina 1.93 2.14 2.54 1.86 1.41 .08 2.19 1.60
South Carolina 1.07 1.31 1.79 .98 .53 .01 1.20 .58
Tennessee 1.52 1.56 1.36 1.69 1.27 .07 2.06 1.14
Virginia 3.39 4.23 7.53 1.90 2.62 1.12 1.94 1.71
West Virginia .70 .74 .32 1.04 .21 .02 1.34 77
Southwest 9.06 8.58 10.72 7.10 11.44 9.15 8.35 6.32
Arizona .94 .98 1.13 .88 .91 .48 .94 .74
New Mexico 57 .60 .84 44 .33 .35 .92 .27
Oklahoma 1.32 152 1.90 1.26 .64 .05 1.70 1.17
Texas 6.23 548 6.85 4.52 9.56 8.27 4.79 4.14
Rocky Mountain 2.57 2.81 3.67 2.21 1.49 2.45 3.24 2.25
Colorado 1.20 1.32 1.87 .94 .76 2.36 1.24 1.00
Idaho .26 .31 .28 .33 .05 —4 .40 .26
Montana .33 .36 .37 .36 .10 —a .57 .37
Utah .60 .65 .96 42 .52 .08 .68 .31
Wyoming .18 A7 19 .16 .06 .01 .35 .32
Far West 16.25 15.10 16.68 13.98 26.10 32.48 15.21 10.67
California 13.31 11.75 13.21 10.72 18.12 32.03 11.96 8.53
Nevada .23 .28 .36 21 .08 .02 .30 .23
Oregon .82 .94 .65 1.15 .28 .02 1.26 .68
Washington 1.89 2.13 2.46 1.90 1.62 .41 1.69 1.23
Alaska 41 .44 .94 .09 .33 .02 .52 .32
Hawaii .60 .74 1.42 .27 .39 12 .48 .29
51 States:
Three-Year Total (millions) $524,775 $306,008 $126.365 $179,643 $110.556 $9,173 $72,731 $26.306
Percent in Each Category 100.0% 58.3% 24.1% 34.2% 21.1% 1.7% 13.9% 5.0%

4L ess than .005%.




Table 35
NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED PERCENTAGES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
EXPENDITURES, BY MAJOR CATEGORIES, FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71
Federal Payments to Aid to Interest,
Personal Incomes State Other

All Expen- Trans- and Local Than to

ditures Pay of fers and Military NASA Govern- Personal

Percentage Allocated  Total Personnel All Other Contracts Contracts ments  Incomes
5.0% and Over 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4
3.0%-4.99% 6 7 5 6 6 6 4 6
2.0%-2.99% 4 5 7 3 7 1 10 4
1.0%-1.99% 16 14 12 16 9 6 16 13
0.8%-0.99% 3 4 4 6 2 2 3 1
0.6%-0.79% 4 6 5 1 3 0 1 5
0.4%-0.59% 5 2 4 4 2 2 8 5
Under 0.4% 9 9 10 11 19 30 6 13

SOURCE: Tables 5 and 34.
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Table 36

INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN
RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH REGION OR STATE, FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71

Transfers
Pay of and Other Aid to
All Personnel Payments State
Expenditures (civil and to Personal Military and Local

Region or State Allocated @ military) Incomes Contracts Governments
51 States 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
New England 103.1 69.1 101.7 151.3 93.6
Connecticut 107.0 36.5 83.9 2452 71.5
Maine 103.1 104.2 133.3 41.9 126.6
Massachusetts 99.1 68.0 103.4 129.2 94.8
New Hampshire 102.2 103.1 110.6 100.9 93.2
Rhode lsland 115.0 160.6 118.8 75.4 111.2
Vermont 105.7 46.7 122.6 103.4 178.0
Mideast 93.4 86.0 96.6 91.1 92.4
Delaware 78.0 77.9 84.2 42.1 73.0
District of Columbia 333.0 551.7 80.3 416.4 340.7
Maryland 142.7 308.7 156.8 107.7 75.3
New Jersey 77.5 66.6 89.4 76.6 65.0
New York 81.5 42.8 92.8 82.7 96.7
Pennsylvania 88.6 60.4 1101 85.3 88.4
Great Lakes 69.6 46.2 90.5 60.2 69.3
Itinois 65.2 53.1 83.9 40.3 67.5
Indiana 79.3 45.4 94.4 110.3 60.8
Michigan 63.0 33.7 90.3 41.2 74.1
Ohio 75.8 55.0 90.8 80.6 69.3
Wisconsin 70.0 30.9 105.7 50.4 74.2
Plains 95.2 75.5 111.4 92.7 96.4
lowa 75.3 39.8 115.5 45.6 80.7
Kansas 99.6 112.2 111.5 80.7 86.8
Minnesota 84.6 41.6 101.5 94.8 99.1
Missouri 111.9 90.8 112.3 148.5 98.3
Nebraska 84.6 83.8 113.5 43.2 82.1
North Dakota 130.8 156.5 126.9 108.6 157.2
South Dakota 103.5 111.7 130.7 20.4 161.0
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Southeast 118.7 151.4 113.0
Alabama 136.6 168.4 111.6
Arkansas 105.7 81.2 145.6
Florida 115.9 110.2 138.8
Georgia 123.4 169.1 88.3
Kentucky 104.8 126.6 119.6
Louisiana 106.6 89.0 101.7
Mississippi 143.6 123.0 118.8
North Carolina 95.2 125.2 92.0
South Carolina 112.8 188.2 103.5
Tennessee 100.0 89.9 122.7
Virginia 161.7 359.9 90.7
West Virginia 107.0 48.6 159.2

Southwest 126.2 149 4 98.9
Arizona 118.5 142.8 110.7
New Mexico 143.2 212.9 110.4
Oklahoma 124.7 179.8 119.2
Texas 126.0 138.9 91.7

Rocky Mountain 116.7 167.1 100.7
Colorado 1141 178.5 90.3
ldaho 90.8 99.7 114.8
Montana 112.3 125.2 122.9
Utah 140.1 226.7 99.0
Wyoming 119.4 127.6 108.1

Far West 115.0 1181 98.9
California 119.4 118.6 96.2
Nevada 82.8 130.2 75.9
Oregon 83.7 66.8 117.4
Washington 108.0 142.0 109.6

Alaska 240.1 545.7 50.2

Hawaii 142.3 338.1 63.4

51 States:

Three-Year Total (millions) $524.7754 $126.364 $179.643
Annual Average Percent of
Personal income 22.7%4 5.5% 7.8%

88.7
94.3
44 .5
87.9
146.3
23.1
84.1
146.0
69.4
55.4
84.0
1251
32.0

159.5
115.2
83.0
60.6
193.9

67.6
72.9
17.5
32.8
122.3
37.5

142.3
162.6
30.1
28.9
93.9

190.9
92.5

$110,556

4.8%

129.5
177.8
170.2

71.3
124.7
162.1
160.7
243.6
107.7
126.4
135.6

92.4
205.4

116.5
119.4
231.4
161.1

97.2

147.3
118.6
139.2
195.0
159.5
236.0

107.7
107.3
108.5
129.4

97.5

305.6
114.3

$72.731

3.1%

8Total inciudes NASA contracts and interest on debt (other than to personal incomes). These are not shown separately in this table.




Table 37

FISCAL PERIOD 1969-71

NUMBER OF STATES WITH SPECIFIED INDEX NUMBERS FOR MAJOR CATEGORIES
OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME,

Transfers
Pay of and Other Aid to
All Personnel Payments State
Expenditures (civil and to Personal Military and Local
Index Number Allocated @ military) Incomes Contracts Governments

200.0 and Over 2 7 0 2 6
150.0-199.9 1 7 3 3 10
110.0-149.9 19 13 22 8 10
90.0-109.9 15 4 17 8 11
60.0- 89.9 14 9 8 13 14
Under 60.0 0 11 1 17 0

SOURCE: Tables 17 and 36.

3|ndex numbers counted in this column include payments for NASA contracts and interest on debt (other than to personal incomes).
These are not shown separately in this table.
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Table 38

RANK ORDER OF STATE RATIOS OF ESTIMATED FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES
IN EACH STATE TO ESTIMATED FEDERAL REVENUES FROM RESIDENTS OF THE STATE,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS,1952-76

Rank
Order 1974-76 1969-61 1965-67 1959-61 19522
1 D.C. 3.23 D.C. 2.99 Alaska 4.54 Alaska 7.53 N.M. 2.99
2 Alaska 1.82 Alaska 2.76 Hawaii 2.27 Hawaii 2.75 S.C 2.30
3 Miss. 1.65 Miss. 1.73 D.C. 2.16 D.C. 2.04 Miss. 2.16
4 Hawaii 1.56 Va. 1.68 N.D. 2.04 Va. 1.97 Ark. 2.15
5 N.M. 1.47 N.M. 1.67 Va. 1.73 N.M. 1.75 Tenn. 2.15
6 Va. 1.46 Utah 1.53 Miss. 1.68 S.C. 1.67 Ala. 2.03
7 S.D. 1.33 Hawaii 1.53 N.M. 1.68 Miss. 1.64 Kan. 1.73
8 N.D. 1.32 N.D. 1.51 S.D. 1.67 Kan. 1.62 Utah 1.67
9 Ala. 1.31 Ala. 1.49 S.C. 1.58 S.D. 1.60 Wash. 1.58
10 Md. 1.31 Md. 1.39 Mont. 1.53 Wash. 1.53 Va. 1.57
11 Utah 1.28 Okla. 1.35 Ala. 1.52 Md. 1.51 N.D. 1.56
12 Okla. 1.23 Texas 1.31 Ga. 1.52 Ala. 1.41 Okla. 1.56
13 S.C. 1.22 Ga. 1.29 Wyo. 1.50 Ga. 1.41 Ky. 1.55
14 W.va. 1.21 S.D. 1.26 Kan. 1.44 Okla. 1.39 Idaho 1.55
15 Wash. 1.20 S.C. 1.25 Okla. 1.36 Maine 1.37 S.D. 1.52
16 Maine 1.18 Colo. 1.24 Texas 1.35 Ky. 1.34 La. 1.50
17 Ark. 1.19 Calif. 1.24 Md. 1.34 R.I. 1.33 Ga. 1.41
18 Ariz. 1.18 Ark. 1.20 La. 1.33 Wyo. 1.33 Ariz. 1.39
19 Ky. 1.17 La. 1.19 Ariz. 1.33 Ark. 1.30 Wyo. 1.35
20 Mont. 1.17 Ariz. 1.19 Colo. 1.33 Utah 1.30 Ind. 1.34
21 Vt. 1.16 Mont. 1.18 Ky. 1.32 N.D. 1.29 Texas 1.34
22 Calif. 1.15 R.I. 1.14 Utah 1.32 Colo. 1.26 Minn. 1.26
23 Mo. 1.12 Kan. 1.14 Calif. 1.32 N.H. 1.24 W.Va. 1.15
24 Ga. 1.08 Ky. 1.14 Ark. 1.29 Ariz. 1.22 Neb. 1.12
25 R.I. 1.070 Mo. 1.10P Neb. 1.26 Mont. 1.20 D.C. 1.10®
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26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43
44
45

46
47
48
49
50
51

La.
Colo.
Mass.
Idaho
N.C.

Wyo.
Tenn.
Texas
Fla.
Kan.

Pa
N.Y.
Conn.
Neb.
Oregon

N.H.
Minn
Nevada
lowa
N.J.

Wis.
Mich.
Ohio
Ind.
Del.
1.

1.07P
1.05
1.04
1.03
1.00

1.00
.98
.96
.96
.86

.95
.93
.92
.91
.91

.90
.87
.85
.81
.79

.76
.76
.76
.74
71
.70

Wyo.
Wash.
Fla.
W.Va.
Maine

Vt.
Tenn
N.C.
N.H.
Idaho

Mass.
Neb.
Minn
Conn.
Pa.

Oregon
lowa
Ind.
N.Y.
N.J.

Ohio
Nevada
Wis.

Hi.
Mich
Det.

1.10P
1.10
1.00
1.09
1.04

1.02
1.01
.99
.97
.96

.95
91
.89
.88
.85

.84
.83
.81
.78
.75

.75
.75
.71
.63
.61
.60

Wash
N.C.
R.1.
Fla.
tdaho

Maine
Tenn
Vt.
Mo.
W.Va.

lowa
Minn
Conn.
Mass.
Nevada

N.H.
Oregon
Ind.
N.J.
Pa

Ohio
Wis.
N.Y.
HE.
Mich
Del.

1,240
1.21
117
1.15
1.15

1.14
1.12
1.11
1.09
1.02

.93
.92
.90
.86

.83
.80
.75
71
.71

.70
.67
.62
.59
.58
.54

N.C.
Texas
Calif.
Mass.
Neb.

ldaho
Tenn.
Fla.
La.
Nevada

Vt.
Mo.
W.Va.
N.J.
Ind.

Caonn.
lowa
Ohio
Oregon
Pa.

1l
Minn
N.Y.
Wis.
Mich
Del.

- = A

190
A7

14

A3
.09

.07
.03
.00
.95
.95

.94
.92
.90
.87
.85

.83
.81
.79
77
.75

.75
.74
.70
.69
.65
.56

Md.
N.C.
Calif.
lowa
Mont.

Mo.
Colo.
Maine
Oregon
Ohio

N.J.
Mich.
Conn
Pa.
Wis.

Fla.
Nevada
Mass.
Vt.

[N

R.1.

N.H.
N.Y.
Del.

1.09
1.07
1.06
1.05
1.04

1.01
.98
.96
.96
.95

.90
.87
.86
.86
.85

.82
77
.74
.74
.69

.68
.64
.61
.53

30mits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).

lJMedian ratio.

SOURCE: Table 7.
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Table 39

RANK ORDER OF STATE PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES
ALLOCATED BY RESIDENCE OF RECIPIENT OR LOCATION OF ACTIVITY,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Rank
Order
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1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952°
Calif. 12.17% Calif. 13.31% Calif. 14.45% Calif. 12.22% N.Y. 9.66%
N.Y. 8.74 N.Y. 8.89 N.Y. 7.60 N.Y. 9.19 Calif. 9.56
Texas 5.38 Texas 6.23 Texas 6.08 Texas 5.32 Pa. 6.28
Pa. 5.24 Pa. 513 Pa. 4.36 . 5.09 Ohio 5.51
. 4.26 118 4.11 1 4.04 Pa. 4.99 Texas 5.41
Fla. 4.12 Ohio 4.05 Ohio 3.82 Ohio 4.40 1. 5.21
Ohio 3.90 Fla. 3.55 Va. 3.44 Mass. 3.74 Mich. 4.00
Mich. 3.36 Va. 3.39 Fla. 3.38 N.J. 3.62 N.J. 3.62
Va. 3.34 N.J. 3.20 N.J. 3.03 Va. 3.24 Mass. 3.03
N.J. 3.16 Mass. 3.07 Mass. 2.85 Mich. 2.93 ind. 2.87
Mass. 2.94 Md. 2.98 Md. 2.82 Md. 2.79 Mo. 2.56
Md. 2.81 Mich. 2.90 Mich. 2.76 Fla. 2.68 Wash. 2.48
Mo. 2.39 Mo. 2.43 Mo. 2.56 Wash. 2.45 Va. 2.38
Ga. 2.18 Ga. 2.37 Ga. 2.56 Mo. 2.18 Tenn. 2.36
N.C. 2.09 Conn. 1.98 N.C. 2.14 Ga. 2.01 Minn. 2.12
Wash. 2.06 Ind. 1.98 Conn. 1.95 Ind. 2.00 Md. 2.03
Ind. 1.85 N.C. 1.93 Wash. 1.87 N.C. 1.87 Conn. 1.92
Conn. 1.74 Wash 1.89 Ind. 1.84 Conn. 1.67 Wis. 1.74
Ala. 1.70 D.C. 1.70 Ala. 1.67 Kansas 1.64 Ga. 1.73
Tenn. 1.66 Ala 1.68 La. 1.63 Ala. 1.51 Ky. 1.70
D.C. 1.55 Minn. 1.54 Tenn. 1.58 Wis. 1.46 La. 1.70
Wis. 1.55 Tenn. 1.52 Minn. 1.56 Ky. 1.46 Ala. 1.65
Minn. 1.50 La. 1.49 Ky. 1.45 D.C. 1.45 Kansas 1.62
La. 1.50 Wis. 1.44 Kansas 1.40 Okla. 1.36 N.C. 1.51
Ky. 1.48 Okla. 1.32 D.C. 1.38 Tenn. 1.32 Fla. 1.46b




STI

26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40

1
42
43
44
45

46
47
48
49
50
51

Okla.
Colo.
S.C.
Miss
Ariz.

Kansas
lowa
Oregon
Ark.
W.Va.

Hawaii
Neb.
N.M.
Utah
Maine

R.1.
Alaska
N.H.
Mont.
N.D.

Idaho
S.D.
Nevada
Del.
Vt.
Wyo.

1.340
1.
1.
1.
1.

1

28
22
19
15

.03
.00
.96
.86
.81

.67
.83
.63
.59
.50

.46
.40
.35
.35
.33

.33
.32
.28
.24
.22
19

Ky.
Coilo.
Kansas
S.C.
Miss

fowa
Ariz.
Oregon
Ark.
W.Va.

Utah
Hawaii
Neb.
N.M.
R.l

Maine
Alaska
N.H.
Mont.
N.D.

S.D.
Idaho
Del.
Nevada
Vt.
Wyo.

1.30P
1.20
1.07
1.07
1.02

.99
.94
.82
72
.70

.60
.60
.59
.57
.53

42
41
.34
.33
.32

.28
.26
.24
.23
.20
.18

Wis.
Okla.
Colo.
lowa
S.C.

Miss
Ariz.
Neb.
Oregon
Ark.

Hawaii
W.Va.
N.M.
Alaska
R.I.

Utah
Maine
N.D.
Mont.
S.D.

Idaho
N.H.
Del.
Wyo.
Nevada
Vt.

1.350
1.35
1.26
1.23
1.23

.96
.93
.83
.78
.75

.75
.66
.64
.59
.56

.54
.49
47
.46
.40

.31
.30
.27
.24
.24
.21

Minn
La.
Colo
S.C.
lowa

Miss
Hawaii
Ariz.
Neb.
Oregon

Alaska
Ark.
N.M.
R.I.
W.Va.

Maine
Utah
N.H.
Mont.
S.D.

Idaho
N.D.
Del.
Wyo.
Nevada
Vi.

1.27P
1.25
1.21
117
1.04

.87
.85
.79
.75
.75

.72
.70
.70
.65
.64

.59
.52
42
42
.40

.32
.31
.27
.24
.21
a7

¥

Okla.
S.C.
lowa
D.C.
Oregon

Ark.
W.Va.
Colo.
Miss.
N.M.

Neb.
Ariz.
Maine
Utah
R.1.

ldaho
N.D.
S.D.
Mont.
Del.

Wyo.
N.H.
Vt.
Nevada

1.40
1.38
1.29
1.17
.96

.95
.90
.89
.88
.85

77
.56
.50
.48
.46

.37
.36
.36
.35
.27

.23
.22
15
14

aOmits Alaska and Hawaii (which were territories in 1952).

bMed\an percentage.
SOURCE: Table 3.
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Table 40

RANK ORDER OF STATE PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES
FROM RESIDENTS OF EACH STATE, SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 19522
Calif. 10.58% N.Y. 11.37% N.Y. 12.18% N.Y. 13.05% N.Y. 15.85%
N.Y. 9.37 Calif. 10.77 Calif. 10.92 Calif. 10.72 Calif. 9.00
IR 6.11 1. 6.53 1. 6.81 1. 6.81 IR 7.56
Texas 5.60 Pa. 6.01 Pa. 6.12 Pa. 6.68 Pa. 7.28
Pa. 5.54 Ohio 5.41 Ohio 5.44 Ohio 5.61 Ohio 5.81
Ohio 5.14 Mich. 4.79 Mich. 4.80 Texas 4.53 Mich. 4.59
Mich. 4.42 Texas 4.76 Texas 4.50 Mich. 4.50 Mass. 4.10
Fla. 4.31 N.J. 4.26 N.J. 4.25 N.J. 4.15 Texas 4.04
N.J. 4.02 Fla. 3.26 Mass. 3.16 Mass. 3.32 N.J. 4.00
Mass. 2.82 Mass. 3.21 Fla. 2.95 Fla. 2.68 Mo. 2.54
Ind. 2.49 Ind. 2.46 ind. 2.44 Mo. 2.37 Conn. 2.23
Va. 2.28 Conn. 2.24 Mo. 2.35 Ind. 2.36 Ind. 2.15
Md. 2.15 Mo. 2.21 Conn. 2.1 Wis. 212 Wis. 2.05
Mo. 2.14 Md. 2.15 Md. 2.10 Conn. 2.01 Md. 1.86
N.C. 2.10 Wis. 2.02 Wis. 2.01 Md. 1.85 Fla. 1.77
Wis. 2.03 Va. 2.02 Va. 1.99 Va. 1.75 Minn. 1.69
Ga. 2.01 N.C. 1.95 N.C. 1.77 Minn. 1.71 Wash. 1.57
Conn. 1.90 Ga. 1.83 Ga. 1.69 Wash. 1.60 Va. 1.52
Minn. 1.72 Minn. 1.72 Minn. 1.67 N.C. 1.57 N.C. 1.41
Wash. 1.72 Wash. 1.71 Wash. 1.51 Ga. 1.43 Ga. 1.23
Tenn. 1.70 Tenn. 1.50 Tenn. 1.41 La. 1.32 lowa 1.22
La. 1.40 La. 1.26 lowa 1.23 lowa 1.28 La. 1.13
Ala. 1.30 lowa 1.19 La. 1.23 Tenn. 1.28 Ky. 1.10
Ky. 1.26 Ky. 1.14 Ala. 1.10 Ky. 1.09 Tenn. 1.10
fowa 1.24 Ala. 1.13 Ky. 1.10 Ala. 1.07 D.C. 1.07P




LTT

26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43
44
45

46
47
48
49
50
51

Colo.
Okla.
Kansas
Oregon
S.C.

Ariz.
Ark.
Miss.
Neb.
W.Va.

D.C.
Utah
R.I.
N.M.
Hawaii

Maine
N.H.
Del.
Nevada
Idaho

Mont.
N.D.
S.D.
Alaska
Vit.
Wyo.

1.22
1.09
1.07
1.06
1.00

.98
.72
.72
.69
.67

.48
.46
.43
.43
.43

42
.39
.34
.33
.32

.30
.25
.24
22
19
.19

Okla.
Colo.
Oregon
Kansas
S.C.

Ariz.
Neb.
W.Va.
Ark.
Miss.

D.C.
R.1.
Maine
Del.
Utah

Hawaii
N.H.
N.M.
Nevada
Mont.

tdaho
S.D.
N.D.
Vt.
Wyo.
Alaska

.97
97
.94
.86

.79
.65
.64
.60
.59

.57
.47
40
.39
.39

.39
.35
.34
.31
.28

.27
.22
.21
.20
.16
.15

Okla.
Kansas
Oregon
Colo.
S.C.

Ariz.
Neb.
D.C.
W.Va.
Ark.

Miss
Del.
R.I.
Maine
Utah

N.M.
N.H.
Hawaii
Mont.
Nevada

ldaho
S.D.
N.D.
Vt.
Wyo.
Alaska

.97
.97
.95
.78

.70
.66
.65
.65
.58

.57
.50
.48
.43
41

.38
.36
.33
.30
.28

.27
.24
.23
19
.16
13

Kansas
Okla.
Oregon
Colo.
D.C.

W.Va.
S.C.
Neb.
Ariz.
Ark.

Miss
R.I.
Del.
Maine
N.M.

Utah
Mont.
N.H.
{daho
Hawaii

S.D.
N.D.
Nevada
Vt.
Wyo.
Alaska

1.02°
98
97
96
71

A
.70
.69
.65
.54

.54
.49
.48
44
40

.40
.35
.34
.30
.30

.25
.24
.22
.18
.18
.10

)

Oregon
Kansas
Colo.
Okla.
Ala.

W.Va.
Neb.
R.1.
S.C.
Maine

Del.
Ark.
Miss
Ariz.
N.H.

Mont.
Utah
N.M.
S.D.
Idaho

N.D.
Vt.
Nevada
Wyo.

1.00
.94
.90
.89
.82

.78
.69
.68
.60
.52

.52
44
.41
.41
.34

.34
.29
.28
.24
.24

.23
.21
.19
7

40mits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).

PMedian percentage

SOURCE Table 4.
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Table 41

RANK ORDER OF STATE INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Rank
Order

WA -

0 ~N

11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23
24
25

PER CAPITA, SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952§
D.C. 459.6 D.C. 455.0 Alaska 435.4 Alaska 576.3 D.C. 221
Alaska 240.3 Alaska 279.8 D.C. 334.6 D.C. 339.1 N.M. ‘181
Hawaii 164.8 Hawaii 159.1 Hawaii 201.3 Hawaii 238.3 Wash. 157
Md. 145.5 Md. 164.7 Md. 153.9 Md. 161.8 Conn. 143
Va. 143.3 Va. 148.2 Calif. 151.4 Va. 154.3 Calif. 131
Wash. 123.7 Calif. 136.0 Va. 150.4 Wash. 153.9 Kansas 128
Calif. 122.8 Conn. 132.9 Wyo. 142.7 Calif. 140.1 Md. 126
Conn. 119.6 R.l. 115.0 N.D. 141.7 Kansas 135.5 Del. 125
N.M. 118.5 Utah 113.9 Conn. 132.7 R.I. 135.3 Nevada 125
Ariz. 1121 N.M. 113.7 Mont. 127.7 Nevada 133.5 Wyo. 116
N.D. 110.9 Wash. 113.4 Colo. 125.9 Wyo. 133.0 N.J. 111
Wyo. 110.6 Texas 113.3 N.M. 124.6 N.M. 132.9 Tenn. 111
Miss. 107.9 Colo. 110.4 R.I. 122.2 Mass. 130.2 Minn. 109
Colo. 107.8 Mass. 109.4 Wash. 120.4 Colo. 124.3 Ind. 108
Mass. 107.3 Ariz. 107.8 Kansas 120.3 N.H. 121.9 Va. 106
Fla. 106.7 Wyo. 107.8 Ariz. 113.7 Conn. 118.4 Ohio 104
Mo. 106.1 Fla. 106.6 Ga. 1131 Mont. 111.1 Ariz. 104
Okla. 1056.1 Mo. 105.7 Fla. 112.7 Maine 110.7 S.D. 103
Utah 104.8 Ga. 104.9 S.D. 1126 Ariz. 108.5 Texas 103
R.I. 104.3 Okla. 104.6 Texas 111.3 N.J. 107.0 Utah 103
Nevada 102.7 N.D. 103.6 Neb. 110.9 Del. 106.1 N.Y. 100
N.Y. 102.6 N.Y. 99.1 Mo. 110.1 Utah 105.0 Mass. 99
S.D. 101.4 Ala. 98.7 Nevada 110.1 Okla. 104.4 Mo. 99
Maine 1011 Kansas 97.2 Okla. 106.5 S.D. 102.8 S.C. 99
Ala. 100.3 Nevada 96.8 Utah 104.0 Texas 99.5 Colo. 9g°
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26 Mont. 99.2° Mont. 95.4P Mass.  103.6 N.Y. 98.2P Idaho 97
27 Vt. 97.9 N.H. 94.2 Del. 102.1 Fla. 97.8 Okla. 96
28 W.Va. 96.1 Vt. 93.3 Vt. 98.5 Neb. 95.4 La. 95
29 Kansas 96.0 Miss. 93.3 Maine 98.1 Ga. 91.2 Oregon 94
30 Ga. 94 1 N.J. 90.8 S.C. 93.6 HI. 90.3 Mich. 93
31 Texas 94 1 Pa. 88.2 Ala. 92.9 Mo. 90.3 N.D. 93
32 Pa. 93.8 Del. 87.2 Ky. 88.7 N.D. 89.0 Pa. 92
33 Ky. 93.0 Maine 84.7 La. 88.5 S.C. 88.3 Mont. 92
34 S.C. 92.3 S.D. 84.1 Idaho 87.7 Ky. 85.9 1R 90
35 N.H. 92.0 S.C. 84.0 lowa 87.1 Idaho 84.8 Ky. 90
36 N.J. 91.5 La. 83.2 N.H. 86.6 Ala. 82.9 R.1. 89
37 Oregon 90.0 Minn. 82.2 N.J. 86.2 Ohio 81.1 Neb. 88
38 Del. 89.3 Ky. 81.9 Minn. 85.2 Vt. 791 Maine 86
39 ldaho 87.5 W.Va. 81.0 N.C. 84 .4 Pa. 78.9 Ala. 83
40 Ark. 87.2 Neb. 80.4 N.Y. 81.6 Ind. 76.9 Ark. 78
41 Neb. 86.3 Oregon 79.7 Miss. 80.2 Oregon 75.9 Wis. 77
42 Tenn. 84.5 Tenn. 78.6 Tenn. 79.7 N.C. 73.7 Ga. 77
43 La. 841 Ind. 77.6 Oregon 78.4 Miss. 71.7 lowa 76
44 N.C. 82.1 N.C. 77.3 Ark. 751 Ark. 70.4 Fla. 74
45 Minn. 81.2 Ohio 77.2 1. 73.4 La. 69.1 W.Va. 70
46 I, 80.8 Ark. 75.8 Pa. 73.3 lowa 67.3 Vt. 64
47 Mich. 78.3 1. 75.0 Ind. 72.7 Mich. 67.1 N.H. 63
48 Ohio 77.1 Idaho 73.9 Ohio 72.2 Minn. 66.6 Miss. 63
49 lowa 74.5 lowa 70.9 W.Va. 71.1 Wis. 66.2 N.C. 56
50 Ind. 74.0 Mich. 66.5 Mich. 64.1 Tenn. 66.2 —

51 Wis. 71.9 Wis. 66.2 Wis. 63.2 W.Va. 61.6 —

30mits Alaska and Hawaii (which were territories in 1952).

bMeduan index number. (Index number for national total is 100.0. Arithmetic mean of index numbers is 109 8 for 1974-76. 108.0 for 1969-71. 114.9 for 1965-67. 116 7

for 1959-61. and 102 for 1952)

SOURCE: Table 6
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Table 42

RANK ORDER OF STATE INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES PER CAPITA
FROM RESIDENTS OF EACH STATE, SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Rank
Order
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1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 19523
D.C. 143.3 D.C. 152.4 Del. 190.6 Del. 194 .1 Del. 238
Alaska 131.2 Conn. 150.4 D.C. 156.4 D.C. 166.2 D.C. 201
Conn. 130.6 Del. 143.5 Conn. 144.0 Conn. 142.5 Conn. 167
Del. 126.3 Nevada 128.7 N.Y. 130.8 N.Y. 139.5 N.Y. 163
Nevada 121.6 N.Y. 126.6 Nevada 127.1 Nevada 136.2 Nevada 163
N.J. 116.3 N.J. 120.8 . 123.8 N.J. 122.9 Mass. 134
1. 116.0 1. 119.4 N.J. 121.0 Calif. 122.7 R.I. 131
Fla. 111.7 Mass. 114.5 Mass. 114.7 1. 121.0 1. 131
Md. 111.1 Md. 111.8 Md. 114.7 Mass. 115.6 N.J. 123
N.Y. 110.0 Calif. 110.1 Calif. 114.4 Md. 106.9 Calif. 123
Wyo. 107.2 Mich. 109.8 Mich. 111.4 Pa. 105.5 Md. 116
Hawaii 106.8 Alaska 104.4 R.l. 104.5 Ohio 103.4 Ohio 110
Calif. 106.7 Pa. 103.2 N.H. 103.0 R.I. 103.0 Pa. 107
Wash. 103.4 Ohio 103.1 Pa. 103.0 Mich. 103.0 Mich. 107
Mass. 103.0 Wash. 102.9 Ohio 120.9 Wash. 100.4 Colo. 100
Mich. 103.0 Hawaii 102.6 Mo. 100.8 N.H. 100.2 Wash. 100
Colo. 102.8 R.1. 100.6 Fla. 98.4 Wyo. 98.6 N.H. 99
N.H. 102.2 N.H. 98.7 Wash. 97.7 Mo. 98.2 Mo. 98
Ohio 101.6 Fla. 98.1 Wyo. 97.4 Colo. 98.2 Oregon 98
Kansas 100.0 Wyo. 97.4 Oregon 96.8 Oregon 98.2 Wis. 91
Oregon 99.5 Ind. 96.3 Ind. 96.6 Fla. 97.6 Fla. 91
Ind. 994 Mo. 96.2 Colo. 95.1 Wis. 96.2 Maine 90
Pa. 99.1 Oregon 94.9 Wis. 94.4 Mont. 92.3 Mont. 88
Texas 97.9 Wis. 92.7 Alaska 93.3 Ind. 90.9 Vit. g7P
Va. 97.8 Minn. 92.0 Vt. 92.4 Ariz. 90.1 Minn. 87b
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26 R.I. 97.2° Ariz. 90.80 Minn. 91.6° Minn. 89.9° Wyo.
27 Ariz. 95.4 Vt. 90.0 Hawaii 90.1 Neb. 87.0 Ind.

28 Mo. 95.3 Colo. 89.8 Neb. 88.7 Hawaii 86.6 Neb.
29 Neb. 95.2 Neb. 89.0 lowa 87.0 Texas 84.8 Texas
30 Wis. 94.2 Va. 88.5 Va. 87.0 Kansas 83.6 Ariz.
31 Minn. 93.4 Texas 86.6 Ariz. 85.9 lowa 83.4 Kansas
32 lowa 92.1 lowa 85.6 Maine 84.5 Vi. 82.8 lowa
33 Mont. 87.2 Kansas 85.4 Kansas 83.8 Maine 81.2 Va.

34 Ga. 87.0 Maine 81.6 Mont. 83.5 Idaho 80.8 La.

35 Tenn. 86.6 Ga. 80.9 Texas 82.4 Utah 80.8 Idaho
36 Okla. 85.8 Mont. 80.7 Utah 79.3 Va. 79.0 Okla.
37 N.D. 84.7 N.C. 78.0 Okla. 77.8 Alaska 76.8 Utah
38 Vt. 84.6 Okla. 77.7 Idaho 75.5 N.M. 76.1 W.Va.
39 idaho 83.4 Tenn. 77.2 Ga. 74.3 Okla. 75.7 N.M.
40 N.C. 82.6 Idaho 76.9 N.M. 74.0 La. 72.5 N.D.
41 Maine 81.4 Utah 74.8 Tenn. 71.3 N.D. 69.0 Ky.

42 Utah 81.4 W.Va. 74.0 W.Va. 70.3 W.Va. 67.8 S.D.
43 N.M. 80.1 Ky. 71.8 N.C. 69.8 S.D. 66.2 Ga.

44 W.Va. 79.7 La. 70.0 N.D. 68.0 Ga. 65.0 N.C.
45 Ky. 79.0 S.C. 67.0 S.D. 67.8 Ky. 64.4 Tenn.
46 La. 78.4 N.D. 68.3 Ky. 67.4 Tenn. 64.4 S.C.
47 Ala. 76.7 N.M. 68.3 La. 66.9 N.C. 61.9 Ala.

48 S.D. 75.6 Ala. 66.2 Ala. 61.5 Ala. 58.5 Ark.

49 S.C. 75.6 S.D. 65.6 S.C. 59.0 Ark. 53.6 Miss.
50 Ark. 72.9 Ark. 63.2 Ark. 57.7 S.C. 52.8 —
51 Miss. 65.2 Miss. 53.8 Miss. 48.0 Miss. 44 1 —

86
81
79
77
75

74
72
67
64
63

62
62
61
61
60

58
56
54
52
52

43
41
37
29

aOmits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).

bMedian index number. (Index number for national total is 100.0. Arithmetic mean of index numbers is 96.8 for 1974-76. 93.¢ for 1969-71, 93.7 for 1965-67. 92.8
for 1959-61. and 92 for 1952.)
SOURCE: Table 7.




44!

RANK ORDER OF STATE INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

Rank
Order
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Table 43

IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH STATE,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 19522
D.C. 367.7 D.C. 333.0 Alaska 373.5 Alaska 477.8 N.M. 228.8
Alaska 164.9 Alaska 240.1 D.C. 249.5 D.C. 251.0 Tenn. 165.6
Miss. 154.6 Va. 161.7 Hawaii 194.6 Hawaii 241.4 D.C. 157.2
Hawaii 146.7 Miss. 143.6 N.D. 175.7 Va. 186.2 S.C. 149.4
N.M. 145.8 N.M. 143.2 Va. 170.8 N.M. 161.4 Wash. 142.3
Va. 145.6 Md. 142.7 N.M. 154.5 Md. 150.5 Ark. 138.3
Md. 134.2 Hawaii 142.3 Wyo. 153.4 Wash. 147.6 Ala. 135.9
Ala. 127.6 Utah 140.1 Mont. 145.2 Kansas 144.8 Kansas 128.6
Utah 126.7 Ala. 136.6 Ga. 142.6 S.C. 142.4 Ky. 127.7
Maine 122.4 N.D. 130.8 S.D. 1421 Miss. 136.2 La. 127.2
Ariz. 120.9 Texas 126.0 Md. 140.9 R.I. 134.8 Va. 125.6
Okla. 118.2 Okla. 124.7 S.C. 137.5 S.D. 132.9 Miss. 124.3
Wash. 117.7 Ga. 123.4 Miss. 135.2 N.H. 132.4 N.D. 124.2
Vi, 116.0 Wyo. 119.4 Ala. 133.5 Maine 131.0 Okla. 123.4
W.Va. 116.0 Calif. 119.4 Ariz. 131.8 Wyo. 128.1 Md. 117.4
S.D. 115.8 Ariz. 118.5 Texas 129.8 Ga. 126.7 Minn. 117.2
S.C. 115.3 Fla. 115.9 Calif. 128.5 Ala. 125.7 Utah 115.4
Mo. 113.8 R.I. 115.0 Okla. 128.2 Okla. 125.2 Texas 114.2
Ark. 112.6 Coio. 114 .1 Colo. 127.8 Ky. 122.4 Ariz. 112.2
Ky. 112.2 S.C. 112.8 Fla. 127.4 Utah 121.4 Conn. 111.2
Calif. 110.6 Mont. 112.3 Kansas 124.9 Ariz. 121.0 Idaho 109.1
Fla. 110.2 Mo. 111.9 Utah 122.1 Mont. 120.5 Wyo. 106.9
Ga. 108.2 Wash. 108.8 R.i. 119.2 Colo. 120.0 S.D. 105.8
Mont. 108.1 Conn. 107.0 Ky. 118.4 N.D. 117.1 Ga. 105.6
R.I. 106.9 W.Va. 107.0 Maine 117.6 Ark. 1171 Ind. 105.2b
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26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43
44
45

46
47
48
49
50
51

Wyo.
Colo.
N.D.
Mass.
La.

Conn.
Tenn.
Texas
N.H.

Idaho

N.C.
Kansas
Pa
Oregon
N.Y.

Nevada
Neb.
Minn.
Del.
N.J.

Ohio
Ind.
Wis.
Mich
lowa
1.

106.8P
106.6
105.9
103.6
102.9

102.6
101.3
99.7
98.8
97.6

96.6
94.4
94.0
92.3
92.2

91.2
87.8
81.8
80.2
79.0

77.4
76.5
75.4
74.7
74.7
70.5

La.
Vt.
Ark.
Ky.
S.D.

Maine
N.H.
Tenn
Kansas
Mass.

N.C.
fdaho
Pa
Minn
Neb.

Oregon
Nevada
N.Y.
Ind.
Del.

N.J.
Ohio
lowa
Wis.
1.
Mich.

106.6°
105.7
105.7
104.8
103.5

1031
102.2
100.0
99.6
99.1

95.2
90.8
88.6
84.6
84.6

83.7
82.8
81.5
79.3
78.0

775
75.8
75.3
70.0
65.2
63.0

Neb.
La.
Mo.
Vt.
Wash

N.C.
Ark.
Tenn.
Conn.
Idaho

W.Va.
Mass.
Nevada
N.H.
lowa

Minn.
Del.
Oregon
N.J.
Pa.

Ind.
Ohio
N.Y.
Wis.
1.
Mich

116,70
115.7
115.1
114.2
112.6

111.8
111.4
106.9
106.7
103.9

96.6
93.2
92.1
91.7
88.3

87.8
84.9
79.1
73.6
73.2

70.4
70.2
68.5
63.4
61.6
58.4

Mass.
Texas
Calif.
Fla.
Nevada

N.C.
Idaho
Neb.
Vi
Tenn

La.
Conn.
Mo.
N.J.
W.Va.

Ind.
N.Y.
Del.
Pa
Ohio

.
Oregon
lowa
Minn
Wis.
Mich

115 2P
113.8
113.8
108.6
106.2

105.7
102.9
101.4
94.8
94.8

93.8
91.9
91.0
89.0
81.0

79.0
78.1
77.6
771
77.1

76.2
74.8
733
71.9
67.6
64.8

Maine

Calif.
W.Va.
Colo.

Neb.
Del.
Ohio
Mass.
Nevada

Pa
N.J.
Fla.
Oregon

- Mont.

R.L
Vit.
Mich.
N.C.
N.Y.

lowa
Wis.
1.
N.H.

104.7
104.4
104.2
97.2
96.4

94.7
94.2
93.4
93.2
91.4

90.3
89.6
88.5
87.6
86.3

85.7
82.9
82.9
82.6
82.3

79.5
76.4
75.0
70.7

20mits Alaska and Hawaii {(which were territories in 1952)

PMedian index number. Index number for national total is 100.0. Arithmetic mean of index numbers is 112.0 for 1974-76. 112.9 for 1969-71. 121.4 for 1965-67
122.3 for 1859-61. and 113.3 for 1952.
SOURCE: Table 9.
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Table 44

RANK ORDER OF STATE INDEX NUMBERS FOR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES
IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME IN EACH STATE,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-76

Rank
Order 1974-76 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 19522
1 Fla. 115.4 Del. 128.7 Del. 158.2 Del. 141.7 Del. 179.4
2 D.C. 114.6 Conn. 121.2 D.C. 116.3 D.C. 122.8 D.C. 142.9
3 Del. 113.4 D.C. 11.7 Conn. 115.5 N.Y. 111.0 N.Y. 135.1
4 Conn. 112.0 Nevada 110.5 Fla. 110.9 Conn. 110.1 Conn. 129.1
5 N.H. 109.8 Wyo. 108.0 N.Y. 109.6 N.H. 108.8 Mass. 126.0
6 Nevada 107.8 N.H. 107.4 N.H. 108.8 Fla. 107.9 R.1. 125.8
7 Tenn. 103.9 Fla. 106.6 Vit 106.7 Nevada 107.9 Nevada 118.8
8 Texas 103.7 N.Y. 104.3 Nevada 106.3 Pa. 103.1 Vt. 111.3
9 Wyo. 103.5 Mich. 103.9 Mo. 105.4 R.I. 102.2 N.H. 109.5
10 Ariz. 102.9 Mass. 103.8 Md. 105.0 N.J. 102.2 Maine 1091
11 {nd. 102.7 N.J. 103.6 Wyo. 104.2 Mass. 101.8 . 108.9
12 Md. 102.5 Pa. 103.6 1. 103.8 1. 101.8 Md. 107.7
13 Mo. 102.2 1. 103.5 Mass. 102.9 Ariz. 100.4 Fla. 107.5
14 Oregon 102.0 Md. 103.3 N.J. 102.9 Mont. 99.6 Pa. 104.7
15 Ohio 101.9 Vit 102.2 Pa. 102.5 Calif. 99.6 Mo. 103.5
16 Colo. 101.7 Mo. 101.9 R.I. 101.7 Vt. 99.1 N.J. 99.1
17 Maine 101.6 Ohio 101.3 Maine 101.3 Md. 99.1 Ohio 98.6
18 1. 101.2 R.I. 100.7 Mich. 101.3 Mich. 99.1 Colo. 98.4
19 N.J. 100.4 Ariz. 100.1 Ohio 100.0 Ohio 98.2 Calif. 98.1
20 Vit. 100.2 Oregon 99.8 Ariz. 99.6 Wis. 98.2 Mich. 95.1
21 Ga. 100.0 Maine 99.5 Va. 98.7 Mo. 98.2 Minn. 93.3
22 R.I. 99.5 Wash. 98.8 Oregon 97.5 la. 98.2 Oregon 91.1
23 Mass. 99.3 Ind. 98.6 Calif. 97.1 Idaho 97.8 Wash. 90.1
24 Pa. 99.3 Tenn. 98.6 Colo. 96.2 Minn. 96.9 Wis. 89.8
25 Va. 99.3 Wis. 98.4 Texas 95.8 Texas 96.5b Texas 85.30
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26
27
28
29
30

31
32
33
34
35

36
37
38
39
40

41
42
43
44
45

46
47
48
49
50
51

N.Y.
Wis.
N.M.
Mich.
Wash

Kansas
Utah
Ala.
N.C.
Neb.

Okta.
W.Va.
Calif.
La
Ky.

Hawaii
Mont.
S.C.
Minn
Ark.

Miss
Idaho
lowa
Alaska
S.D.
N.D.

98.8°
98.7
98.5
98.3
98.3

98.2
98.2
97.6
97.2
96.9

96.5
96.2
96.1
96.0
95.4

951
94.9
94.5
94.2
94.2

93.4
93.1
92.3
90.0
86.4
80.9

W.Va.
Va.
Texas
Calif.
N.C.

Ga.
Mont.
Minn
Idaho
Neb.

Colo.
Okla.
Ky.
Utah
Ala.

Hawaii
lowa
S.C.
La
Alaska

Ark.
Kansas
N.D.
N.M.
Miss
S.D.

98.1
96.6
96.6
96.6
96.1

95.2
951
949
94.7
93.7

93.1
92.7
92.1
92.1
91.8

91.8
90.9
90.1
89.8
89.8

88.3
87.4
86.4
86.3
83.0
80.9

Mont.
Tenn.
W.Va.
Wis.
Minn

Ga.
Okla.
Ind.
Neb.
Utah

N.C.
N.M.
Wash.
Ky.
ldaho

Ala.
lowa
La
Hawaii
Kansas

S.C.
S.D.
Ark.
N.D.
Miss
Alaska

95.6°
95.4
95.4
94.6
94 .1

93.7
93.7
93.3
93.3
92.9

92.0
91.6
91.2
90.0
89.1

88.3
87.9
87.4
87.0
86.6

86.6
85.4
85.4
84 1
80.8
79.9

Oregon
Wash.
Maine
Va.
Colo.

Wyo.
Ind.

Utah
Neb.
N.M.

Ky.
Tenn.
lowa
N.D.
Okla.

Ga.
Kansas
Ark.
W.Va.
Ala.

N.C.
Hawaii
S.D.
S.C.
Miss
Alaska

96.50
96.0
95.6
95.2
94.7

94.7
93.0
93.0
92.5
92.1

91.7
91.7
90.8
90.4
90.3

89.9
89.0
89.0
89.0
88.6

88.6
87.3
85.5
85.1
83.8
63.6

Neb.
La.
W.Va.
Mont.
Ky.

Ariz.
Va.
N.D.
Okla.
Wyo.

Ind.
N.C.
Tenn
N.M.
lowa

Ga.
Kansas
ldaho
S.D.
Utah

Ala.
S.C.
Ark.
Miss.

85.0
84.8
84.5
82.7
82.4

80.7
80.0
79.6
79.0
78.9

78.7
77.4
77.2
76.5
75.5

75.1
74.3
70.2
69.8
69.1

67.0
64.8
64.4
57.7

20mits Alaska and Hawaii {which were territories in 1952).

bMedlan index numbers. Index number for national total is 100.0
1959-61, and 93.3 for 1952,

SOURCE: Table 10.

Arithmetic mean of index numbers is 99.4 for 1974-76. 98.1 for 1969-71. 97.7 for 1965-67. 96.9 tor







Appendix A

Derivation of Index Numbers

EXPENDITURES AND
REVENUES PER CAPITA

Table A-1 supplies comparative estimates
of resident population in the states and
regions over the period 1950-76 and identifies
sources of the data. The table shows also for
each state or region its percentage of total
population in the 51 states at each reported
date and its rank order in 1975 and 1950.

The mid-point of the three fiscal years 1974-
76 was January 1, 1975, and the population
estimates for that date were used in calculat-
ing federal expenditures and revenues per
capita. For earlier fiscal periods, contempora-
neous population estimates were used for the
calculations. Those estimates appear in Table
A-3 for 1969-71, 1965-67, and 1959-61. Esti-
mates for 1952 are omitted for reasons speci-
fied in the source note.

EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES
IN RELATION TO PERSONAL INCOME

Table A-2 reports comparative personal
income estimates over the period 1950-1976
and notes the sources of these statistics.

For four calendar years, 1973-76, the table
reports aggregate personal income as esti-
mated by the Bureau of Economic Analysis
by place of employment and by place of resi-
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dence. The table shows also for each region
and state the average amount of income per
capita of the resident population and trans-
lates these per capita amounts into index
numbers for which the 51-state average is 100.
The index number for any state or region
measures the degree to which its income per
capita exceeded or fell short of the 51-state
average.

For periods earlier than 1973-76, Table A-2
shows the nationwide average amount per
capita and index numbers based on that aver-
age. The amounts per capita are for income
by place of residence, averaged over the resi-
dent population. For years after 1959 they in-
clude estimates of the effects of interstate
commuting patterns developed from the 1970
census of population. Data for 1950 apparent-
ly were not adjusted for interstate commuting
patterns.!

Rank-order standings in 1973-76 and in
1950 are shown in Table A-2.

Index numbers relating federal expenditures
and revenues to personal incomes were de-
rived by dividing average yearly expenditures
or revenues for a fiscal period by average
annual income in the relevant calendar year
or years and expressing the result as an index
number based on the 51-state average of 100.
The 1973-76 estimates in Table A-2 were used
in deriving such index numbers for the fiscal
years 1974-76. For the fiscal periods 1969-71,
1965-67, and 1959-61, similar index number
calculations were based on contemporaneous
estimates of personal income. These estimates
are reported in Table A-3. For 1952, the cal-
culations were based on revised personal in-
come estimates supplied by the Bureau of
Economic Analysis in 1972. These also appear
in Table A-3.

'\Survey of Current Business, op. cit.,, August 1973, p.
39. This source includes (at pp. 42 and 43) data for 1952
as well as 1950 and notes that estimates for 1951 appear
in Survey of Current Business, ibid, April 1969, pp. 22
and 26.

128

PERSONAL INCOME BY PLACE OF
WORK AND PLACE OF RESIDENCE

Total personal income by place of work and
place of residence is shown in the first two
columns of Table A-2 for the four calendar
years 1973-76. The differences between the
two series are primarily for income received as
dividends, interest, rent, and transfer pay-
ments, and for deductions for personal con-
tributions for social insurance. Total income
shown for the place of work is the total for
labor and proprietors income.

Reconciliation of the four-year amounts is
illustrated below for the United States total
and the state of California (amounts in mil-
lions):

United States California

Total labor and proprietors

income by place of work $3,729,868 $410.763
Less: Personal
contributions for social
insurance by place of
work 194,292 22,499
Net labor and proprietors
income by place of work 3.535,576 388.264
Plus: Residence
adjustment ~1.0792 298
Net labor and proprietors
income by place of
residence 3,534,497 388,562
Plus: Dividends, interest,
and rent 648,493 70.312
Plus: transfer payments 629.377 71,741
Rounding adjustment 0 -3
Personal income by place
of residence 4,812,367 530,612

dadjustment for income of U.S. residents working across U.S.
borders less income of foreign residents working in the U.S.

SOURCE: Survey of Current Business. op. cit.. August 1977, pp. 18
and 30.
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Table A-1
RESIDENT POPULATION OF REGIONS AND STATES, SELECTED DATES, 1950-76

Population (in thousands) Rank Order,
1970, 1960, 1950, Percentage of Total Highest
1976, 1975, April 1 April 1 April 1 1975, to Lowest
Region or State July 1 January 1 Census Census Census January 1 1970 1960 1950 1975 1950

51 States 214,659 212,206 203,305 179,323 151,326 100.000 100.00 100.00 100.00 — —

New England 12.221 12,167 11,848 10,509 9,315 5.734 5.83 5.86 6.15 74 72
Connecticut 3,117 3,093 3,032 2,535 2,007 1.458 1.49 1.41 1.33 24 28
Maine 1,070 1,054 994 969 914 496 A9 .54 .60 38 35
Massachusetts 5,809 5,806 5,689 5,149 4,691 2.736 2.80 2.87 3.10 10 9
New Hampshire 822 810 738 607 533 .382 .36 .34 .35 41 45
Rhode Island 927 934 950 859 792 440 47 .48 .52 39 37
Vermont 476 470 445 390 378 221 .22 22 .25 49 47

Mideast 42,710 42,665 42,442 38,479 33,626 20.105 20.88 21.46 22.23 o4 2a
Delaware 582 578 548 446 318 272 .27 .25 .21 48 48
District of Columbia 702 716 757 764 802 .338 .37 43 .53 44 36
Maryland 4,144 4,106 3,924 3.101 2,343 1.935 1.93 1.73 1.55 18 24
New Jersey 7,336 7.327 7,171 6,067 4,835 3.453 3.53 3.38 3.20 9 8
New York 18,084 18,088 18.241 16,782 14,830 8.524 8.97 9.36 9.80 2 1
Pennsylvania 11,862 11,850 11,801 11,319 10,498 5.584 5.80 6.31 6.94 4 3

Great Lakes 40,934 40,923 40,266 36,224 30,400 19.285 19.81 20.20 20.09 3a 32
lilinois 11,229 11,178 11,113 10,081 8,712 5.268 5.47 5.62 5.76 5 4
Indiana 5,302 5313 5,196 4,662 3,934 2.504 2.56 2.60 2.60 12 12
Michigan 9,104 9,114 8,882 7,823 6,372 4.295 4.37 4.36 4.21 7 7
Ohio 10,690 10,740 10,657 9,706 7,947 5.061 5.24 5.41 5.25 6 5
Wisconsin 4,609 4,578 4,418 3,952 3,435 2.157 217 2.20 2.27 16 14

Plains 16.805 16,674 16,327 15,395 14,062 7.858 8.03 8.58 9.29 62 58
lowa 2.870 2.859 2,825 2,758 2,621 1.347 1.39 1.54 1.73 25 22
Kansas 2,310 2,273 2,249 2,179 1,905 1.071 1.1 1.22 1.26 30 31
Minnesota 3,965 3.913 3.806 3,414 2,982 1.844 1.87 1.90 1.97 19 18
Missouri 4,778 4,770 4,678 4,320 3,955 2.248 2.30 2.41 2.61 15 11
Nebraska 1,553 1,542 1,485 1,411 1,326 727 .73 .79 .88 35 33
North Dakota 643 636 618 632 620 .300 .30 .35 41 46 42
South Dakota 686 681 666 681 653 .321 .33 .38 .43 45 41

L] [
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Southeast 48,172 47,371 43,825 38,754 33,792 22.323 21.55 21.62 22.32 18 18
Alabama 3.665 3,595 3,444 3,267 3,062 1.694 1.69 1.82 2.02 21 17
Arkansas 2,109 2,089 1,923 1.786 1,910 .984 .95 1.00 1.26 33 30
Florida 8,421 8,188 6,791 4,952 2,771 3.859 3.34 2.76 1.83 8 20
Georgia 4,970 4,904 4,588 3,943 3,445 2.311 2.26 2.20 2.28 14 13
Kentucky 3,428 3.370 3,221 3,038 2,945 1.588 1.58 1.69 1.95 23 19
Louisiana 3,841 3,784 3,645 3,257 2.684 1.783 1.79 1.82 1.77 20 21
Mississippi 2,354 2,338 2,217 2.178 2,179 1.102 1.08 1.22 1.44 29 26
North Carolina 5,469 5,408 5,084 4,556 4,062 2.548 2.50 2.54 2.68 11 10
South Carolina 2,848 2,796 2.591 2,383 2,117 1.317 1.27 1.33 1.40 26 27
Tennessee 4,214 4,161 3,926 3,567 3.292 1.961 1.93 1.99 217 17 16
Virginia 5,032 4,946 4,651 3,967 3,319 2.331 2.29 2.21 2.19 13 18
West Virginia 1,821 1.792 1,744 1,860 2,006 .844 .86 1.04 1.33 34 29
Southwest 18,691 18,143 16,551 14,161 11,375 8.550 8.14 7.90 7.52 58 68
Arizona 2,270 2,186 1,775 1,302 750 1.030 .87 .73 .50 32 38
New Mexico 1.168 1,132 1.017 951 681 .533 .50 .53 .45 37 40
Oklahoma 2,766 2,698 2,560 2,328 2,233 1.271 1.26 1.30 1.48 27 25
Texas 12,487 12,127 11,199 9,580 7,711 5.715 5.51 5.34 5.09 3 6
Rocky Mountain 5,785 5,634 5,008 4,317 3.485 2.655 2.46 2.41 2.31 8a 8a
Colorado 2,583 2,528 2,210 1.754 1,325 1.191 1.09 .98 .88 28 34
idaho 831 804 713 667 589 379 .35 37 .39 42 44
Montana 753 742 694 675 591 .350 .34 .38 .39 43 43
Utah 1,228 1,191 1,059 891 689 .561 .52 .50 .46 36 39
Wyoming 390 369 332 330 291 174 16 .18 .19 50 49
Far West 28,071 27.415 25,965 20.624 14,646 12.919 12.77 11.50 9.68 48 4a
California 21,520 21,037 19,971 15,717 10,586 9.913 9.82 8.76 7.00 1 2
Nevada 610 582 489 285 160 274 .24 .16 1 47 50
Oregon 2,329 2,270 2,092 1,769 1,521 1.069 1.03 .99 1.00 31 32
Washington 3.612 3.526 3.413 2,853 2.379 1.662 1.68 1.59 1.57 22 23
Alaska 382 353 303 226 129 .166 15 .13 .08 51 51
Hawaii 887 861 770 633 500 .406 .38 .35 .33 40 46
aReguonal rank order.
SOURCE. 1976 and 1970 from U.S. Department ot Commerce. Bureau .of the Census. Population Estimates and Projections. series P-25. no. 642, Washington. DC. U.S. Government
Printing Office. December 1976. p. 3. The 1970 figures include officially recognized changes in census counts through November 1976. Estimates for January 1. 1975 (mid-

point of fiscal years 1974-1976). are arithmetic means of Census Bureau estimates for July 1 1974, and July 1 1975 The July 1 estimates tor 1975 are from series P-25 no
642. cited above. Those for 1974 are from U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Current Population Reports. Popufation Chardcteristics. series P-20. no. 292

Washington. DC. U.S. Government Printing Office. March 1976. p. 25. Census data for 1960 and 1950 are from Bureau of the Census, Srinusio s Ars o - e
1972 Washington. DC. U.S Government Printing Office. 1972 p 12
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Table A-2
PERSONAL INCOMES IN REGIONS AND STATES, SELECTED PERIODS, 1950-76

Four Calendar Years, 1973-76

Average Index of Average Annual Amount Per Capita
Annual (Average of 50 States and D.C. Equals 100.0)
Total Personal Income Amount Four Years

{millions) Per Capita, 1973-76, Rank Order,

By Place By Place of By Place of Place of Calendar Calendar Calendar Highest to Lowest

Region or State of Work Residence Residence  Residence 1970 1965-67 1960 1950 1973-76 1950
51 States $3,729,868 $4,812.367 $5,665 $5,665 $3.966 $2.862 $2,222 $1,496 — —
Index Number — — — 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 — —

New England 211,313 284,777 5,845 103.2 108.4 109.5 109.6 107.0 42 48
Connecticut 59.671 81,789 6,603 116.6 124.0 124.3 127.7 125.3 3 5
Maine 14,750 19,740 4,677 82,6 83.3 83.4 83.8 79.3 45 38
Massachusetts 103,110 136,371 5,871 103.6 109.4 111.2 110.8 109.2 15 13
New Hampshire 11.876 17,086 5,272 931 94 .2 94 4 96.1 88.4 32 31
Rhode Island 15.119 20,793 5,530 97.6 99.8 102.6 99.8 107.3 25 17
Vermont 6,788 8,998 4,780 84.4 87.4 86.3 83.1 74.9 40 41

Mideast 816.487 1,052,947 6,164 108.8 112.7 112.9 115.8 117.4 o8 22
Delaware 11,909 14,586 6,305 111.3 114.1 120.1 125.3 142.5 9 3
District of Columbia 33,467 20,287 7,080 125.0 128.1 1341 134.2 148.5 2 2
Maryland 71,451 100,929 6,140 108.4 108.6 109.2 105.4 1071 11 18
New Jersey 135.790 192,383 6,562 115.8 118.5 117.2 122.7 122.6 4 8
New York 355,856 456,818 6,305 111.3 118.8 1191 123.3 125.2 8 6
Pennsylvania 208.017 267,945 5,651 99.8 100.1 100.2 102.1 103.0 20 19

Great Lakes 765,153 964,711 5,896 104.1 104.3 108.6 107.7 111.4 3@ 3@
linois 228,243 290,965 6,499 114.7 113.6 119.2 1191 122.0 5 9
Indiana 93,730 116,286 5,478 96.7 95.1 103.3 98.0 101.1 28 20
Michigan 172,567 216.079 5,935 104.8 105.4 109.7 106.1 113.7 13 10
Ohio 193,956 242,369 5,649 99.7 101.4 102.9 105.5 108.3 21 15
Wisconsin 76,656 99,012 5,407 95.4 96.1 99.8 98.5 98.7 29 24

Plains 285,574 369,398 5,530 97.6 94.6 95.2 92.5 95.5 598 64
lowa 48,565 64,717 5,652 99.8 94.6 98.6 89.2 99.3 19 23
Kansas 37.744 52,651 5,767 101.8 97.2 96.3 97.2 96.5 17 25
Minnesota 69,952 88,170 5.620 99.2 97.3 97.0 93.4 94.3 22 27
Missouri 80,963 100,840 5,284 93.3 95.3 95.6 95.0 95.7 31 26
Nebraska 26.395 34,363 5,568 98.3 95.5 95.0 95.0 99.6 24 21
North Dakota 11,845 15,127 5,934 104.7 77.8 80.7 76.7 84.4 14 35
South Dakota 10,111 13,530 4,959 87.5 78.7 79.3 80.3 83.0 37 36

r .
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Southeast 13 924,314 4,879 86.1 82.1 76.7 73.3 68.3 82 g2
Alabama 50,048 64,179 4,452 78.6 74.3 69.6 68.4 58.8 49 49
Arkansas 27.136 36,536 4,386 77.4 72.6 67.3 62.6 55.1 50 50
Florida 123,554 178,810 5,482 96.8 94.3 88.5 87.6 85.6 27 34
Georgia 78,009 96,623 4,926 87.0 84.6 79.3 74.3 69.1 38 45
Kentucky 48,888 63,405 4,694 82.9 78.5 74.9 71.4 65.6 42 47
Louisiana 54,648 70,245 4,630 81.7 77.9 76.4 75.1 74.9 46 42
Mississippi 28,578 36,976 3,954 69.8 66.2 59.3 55.0 50.5 51 51
North Carolina 84,225 104,039 4,813 85.0 82.0 75.5 71.6 69.3 39 44
South Carolina 40,173 50,674 4,532 80.0 75.4 68.0 62.9 59.7 48 48
Tennessee 63,124 78,625 4,724 83.4 78.6 74.6 70.9 66.4 41 46
Virginia 81,980 110,439 5,578 98.5 93.6 88.1 83.9 82.1 23 37
West Virginia 25,849 33,763 4,693 82.8 77.2 73.6 73.0 71.2 43 43
Southwest 293,832 381,808 5,244 92.6 89.4 85.0 86.7 86.7 78 72
Arizona 34,623 45,916 5,252 92.7 92.4 86.3 90.5 88.9 33 30
New Mexico 15,979 20,907 4,604 81.3 77.6 80.6 82.9 78.7 47 39
Oklahoma 40,274 54,583 5.037 88.9 85.4 83.1 84.4 76.4 36 40
Texas 202,956 260,400 5,349 94.4 90.9 85.7 87.1 90.2 30 29
Rocky Mountain 95,559 120,927 5,356 94.6 90.5 91.6 94.5 97.4 62 5@
Colorado 46,129 58,048 5,729 101.1 97.2 93.5 101.4 99.4 18 22
Idaho 12,885 16,341 5,076 89.6 83.0 84.4 83.3 86.6 35 33
Montana 11,760 15,432 5,202 91.8 88.2 88.0 91.6 108.4 34 14
Utah 17,950 22,385 4,689 82.8 81.4 85.1 89.1 87.5 44 32
Wyoming 6,832 8,721 5,868 103.6 96.2 93.1 101.1 111.5 16 12
Far West 525,857 679.934 6,185 109.2 110.3 115.0 117.8 120.4 18 12
California 410,763 530,612 6,289 111.0 113.3 117.8 121.8 123.8 10 7
Nevada 12,232 14,888 6,382 112.7 115.1 119.6 126.0 134.9 6 4
Oregon 39,199 50,293 5,524 97.5 93.8 99.1 99.9 108.3 26 16
Washington 63,664 84,140 5,954 105.1 102.2 107.0 106.2 111.9 12 11
Alaska 12,566 11,857 8,258 145.8 1171 116.6 126.4 159.4 1 1
Hawaii 17.314 21,692 6,360 112.3 116.6 103.4 106.6 92.6 7 28

aRegional rank order.

Note: Aiaska and Hawaii are not included in the national average for 1950.

SOQURCE Survey of Current Business. op. cit. as follows: 1973-76—August 1977, pp. 18-31: 1970 and 1960—August 1976. p. 17: 1950—August 1973. p. 43: 1965-67—April 1968. p.
11. as compiled in Federal Revenue and Expenditure Estimates for States and Regions. Fiscal Years 1965-67, op. cit.. p. 32.
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Table A-3

POPULATION AND PERSONAL INCOME AMOUNTS USED IN CALCULATING INDEX NUMBERS,
SELECTED FISCAL PERIODS, 1952-71

Population Personal Income, Annual Total
(thousands)a (millions)
Region or State 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1969-71 1965-67 1959-61 1952
51 States 202,670 194,746 178,554 $771,704 $557.354 $387,810 $261,501b
New England 11,817 11,178 10,463 48,874 35,027 25,224 16,989
Connecticut 3,021 2,856 2,522 14,279 10,161 7,070 4,522
Maine 996 980 966 3,110 2.340 1,775 1,240
Massachusetts 5,681 5,368 5,125 23,845 17,078 12,597 8,510
New Hampshire 734 674 606 2,571 1,820 1,212 813
Rhode Island 941 893 856 3,584 2,622 1,867 1,415
Vermont 443 408 388 1,484 1,006 703 489
Mideast 42,354 41,438 38,334 182,957 133,947 97.068 66,655
Delaware 546 509 444 2,316 1,749 1,318 756
District of Columbia 758 803 764 3.940 3.083 2,242 1,950
Maryland 3,905 3,566 3,084 16,088 11,145 7,193 4,520
New Jersey 7,149 6,844 6,030 31,747 22,959 15,717 10,543
New York 18,202 18,136 16,723 84,151 61,800 45,558 30,703
Pennsylvania 11,794 11,580 11,289 44,715 33,210 25,040 18,184
Great Lakes 40,160 38,467 - 36,106 160,549 119,605 83,638 59,287
Illinois 11,092 10,714 10,044 48,699 36.560 25,837 18,159
Indiana 5,180 4,919 4,646 19.258 14,541 9.817 7,132
Michigan 8.844 8,384 7,800 35,589 26,320 17.549 12,613
Ohio 10,636 10,300 9,676 41,201 30,335 22,068 15,418
Wisconsin 4,408 4,150 3,940 15,801 11,849 8,367 5,965
Plains 16.291 15,893 15,351 58,511 43,297 31,091 22,464
towa 2,822 2,759 2,753 10.121 7,786 5,477 4,232
Kansas 2,240 2,259 2,170 8,336 6,228 4,405 3.301
Minnesota 3,791 3,560 3,402 13,987 9.888 6,834 4,742
Missouri 4,662 4,533 4,308 16,753 12,403 9,317 6,410
Nebraska 1,486 1.451 1,408 5,382 3,946 2,873 2,127
North Dakota 621 646 630 1,868 1,490 1,042 767
South Dakota 668 685 680 2,064 1,555 1,143 885
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Southeast 43,739 42,409 35,590 134,893 93.050 60,646 40,665
Alabama 3,454 3,493 3,256 9,492 6,958 4,652 3,182
Arkansas 1,921 1,952 1,784 5,239 3,762 2,329 1,793
Florida 6,740 5,834 4,895 23,614 14,770 9.595 4,301
Georgia 4,575 4,413 3,926 14,812 10,019 6.140 4,284
Kentucky 3,225 3,177 3,030 9,576 6.811 4,612 3,474
Louisiana 3,637 3,582 3,238 10,792 7,833 5,190 3,486
Mississippi 2,220 2,328 2,171 5,483 3,948 2,481 1,852
North Carolina 5,068 4,950 4,532 15,667 10.696 6,854 4,771
South Carolina 2,588 2,568 2,380 7,326 4,999 3,201 2,424
Tennessee 3,924 3,850 3,560 11,710 8,219 5,399 3,728
Virginia 4,635 4,450 3,954 16,153 11,217 7,118 4,956
Waest Virginia 1,752 1,812 1,864 5,029 3,818 3,075 2,414
Southwest 16,477 15,709 14,081 55,362 38,229 26,552 17,622
Arizona 1,765 1,590 1,286 6,094 3,926 2,503 1,315
New Mexico 1,013 1,008 943 3,055 2,323 1,686 970
Oklahoma 2,555 2,472 2,317 8,159 5,876 4,196 2,962
Texas 11,144 10,641 9,535 38.054 26,104 18,167 12,375
Rocky Mountain 5,004 4,676 4,292 16,962 12,254 8,848 5,995
Colorado 2,198 1,954 1,742 8.079 5,507 3,910 2,405
tdaho 713 694 664 2,204 1,677 1,188 891
Montana 700 702 672 2,259 1,767 © 1,348 1,062
Utah 1,061 1,000 886 3,280 2,435 1,663 1,085
Wyoming 332 326 328 1,140 868 739 552
Far West 25,767 23,989 20,482 109,030 78,924 52,803 31,824
California 19,830 18,590 15,592 85,983 62,679 41,699 23,985
Nevada 486 432 284 2.156 1,476 775 409
Oregon 2,082 1,949 1,764 7.538 5,529 3,888 2.875
Washington 3,369 3,018 2,842 13,353 9,240 6.441 4,555
Alaska 300 265 224 1,327 884 587 471¢
Hawaii 762 722 631 3,240 2,138 1,353 829°

2 952 estimates are omitted for reasons indicated in the source note below
Omits Alaska and Hawaii (which were territories in 1952),
Not used in calculating index numbers or in other computations in this report
SOURCE' Population:

1969-71—Arithmetic means of totat resident popuiation (including armed forces personnel stationed in area) as estimated by the Bureau of the Census for Juiy 1. 1968. 1969
1970, and 1971. U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Revorts Population Estimatss series P-25. no. 460. June 1971. p. 8. and no. 468
October 1971, p. 2

1965-67—Arithmetic means of estimates for July 1. 1964. 1965. 1966. and 1967. from ibid.. no. 380. November 1967, pp. 12. 16

1959-61 —Arithmetic means of estimates for July 1. 1959 and 1960. from U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Statistical Abstract of the United States. 1961.
Washington. DC. U.S. Government Printing Office. 1961. p. 10.

1952—Not shown in the original report. which used arithmetic means of estimates for July 1. 1951 and 1952. from U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the Census
Current Population Reports. Population Estimates series P-25. no. 70. March 1953 (see Mushkin, Statistical Materiais. op cit.. pp. 8 and 9). Per-capita amounts used in this
report are as shown by Mushkin. They indicate that the estimated 49-state population total was between 154.454.000 and 154.701.000. The original Census Bureau publication
was not at hand when Appendix Table A-3 was compiled
Personal Income:

1969-71—Arithmetic means of quarterly estimates (seasonally adjusted annua! rates) for 12 quarters, July 1968. through June. 1971, from Survev of Current Business. on
cit.. October 1971, p. 18. and April 1972, p. 12

1965-67 —Arithmetic means of estimates for July 1. 1964 1965 1966 ana 1967 from ibid.. no. 380 November 1967 pp 12 16

1959-61—Arithmetic means of fiscal year estimates derived for 1959 by averaging calendar years 1958 and 1959: for 1960. by averaging calendar years 1959 and 1960:
and for 1961 by taking two-thirds of the sum of calendar year 1960 and the first six months of the calendar year 1961. Estimates for calendar years 1958, 1959. and 1960 from
Survey of Current Business. op. cit.. August 1961. p. 13. Table 1. for the first six months of 1961. from Business Wrek. New York. NY. McGraw-Hill. Inc.. August 26. 1961

1952—Arithmetic means of estimates for calendar years 1951 and 1952, tfrom U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of Economic Analysis, December 4. 1972.







Appendix B

Factors Used to
Distribute Revenues
by “Origins”

Numerous statistical series were used to
estimate the amounts of federal revenues
which originated in each state. The proce-
dures and factors were generally similar for
all the fiscal periods reviewed in this report,
but some distributions were carried out in
greater detail than others. The distribution
for 1974-76 was fragmented less than those for
earlier periods, but even for this period the
major categories of revenue were subdivided
into numerous subcategories to which dif-
ferent distribution factors were applied.

The following notes identify factors used
and sources from which they were derived.
The distributions for 1952 are not covered
here; they are described extensively in the
original publications by Selma Mushkin
cited in Chapter 1 of this report and in foot-
notes to Table 12. For 1965-67 and 1959-61,
the statements are limited to page references
to the original Library of Congress reports,
also cited in footnotes to Table 12.

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX

Amounts of Internal Revenue Service col-
lections (as distinguished from estimates by
‘“‘origins’’) are from Annual Reports of the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, total col-
lections in each state, net of refunds. These
reports combine individual income tax and
employment taxes as a single category (since
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the withholding system of collection results
in combined remittances from employers).

1974-76. Budget receipts of $371,756 million
(44.2% of the distributed total of revenue)
were attributed to states in proportion to the
two-year sum of total income tax by address
shown on individual returns for 1973 and
1974, as reported in U.S. Department of the
Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Statis-
tics of Income, Individual Income Tax Re-
turns, 1973, Publication 79, Washington, DC,
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976, p. 145,
Table 5.1, column 40, and ibid., 1974, p. 185,
Table 5.1, col. 42. ““Total income tax’’ is de-
fined as “income tax after credits plus addi-
tional tax for tax preferences (minimum
tax).” (Ibid., 1974, p. 233.)

1965-67. Similar procedures, using 1965
tax liability after credits. See the report for
1965-67, U.S. House of Representatives, Com-
mittee on Government Operations, Intergov-
ernmental Relations Subcommittee, 90th
Cong., 2nd Sess., Federal Revenue and Ex-
penditure Estimates for States and Regions,
Fiscal Years 1965-67, Washington, DC, U.S.
Government Printing Office, October 1968,
p. 40.

1959-61. Similar procedures, using 1959
tax liability after credits. See the report for
1959-61: I. M. Labovitz, Federal Revenues
and Expenditures in the Several States:
Averages for the Fiscal Years 1959-61, Wash-
ington, DC, The Library of Congress, Legis-
lative Reference Service, September 19, 1962,
processed, p. 23.

EMPLOYMENT TAXES AND SOCIAL
INSURANCE CONTRIBUTIONS

1974-76. A sum of $252,000 million (30% of
the distributed total) was attributed as fol-
lows:

a. Half in proportion to retail sales in 1975
and 1976, as estimated in Sales and Mar-
keting Managéement: 1976 Survey of Buy-
ing Power, New York, NY, July 25, 1977,
p. B-7, and for 1975 in the 1975 Survey,
July 26, 1976, p. B-7. Sales amounts in
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the two years were combined for each
state to derive state percentages of the
51-state total.

b. Half in proportion to the three-year sum
of personal contributions for federal social
insurance programs, calendar years 1974-
76, from U.S. Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Economic Analysis, special
tabulation by states, September 28, 1977.

1969-71. The final distribution of $132,870
million (23.5% of the distributed total) rep-
resents the sum of (a) separate distributions
of Internal Revenue Service collections under
the Federal Insurance Contributions Act, the
Self-Employed Tax Act, Federal Unemploy-
ment Tax Act, and Railroad Retirement Act,
plus (b) contributions not collected by the
Internal Revenue Service, namely, the rail-
road unemployment tax; deposits by federal,
state, and local governments for old-age, sur-
vivors, disability, and health insurance; sup-
plemental Medicare insurance premiums;
state unemployment taxes deposited in the
federal treasury; federal employees retirement
contributions; and veterans life insurance
premiums.

For $106,093 million collected by the IRS
and $26,776 million collected by other agen-
cies, distributions were as follows:

FICA—In proportion to 1969 wage and
salary contributions, excluding state and
local government contributions. Data from
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Social Security Administration, Of-
fice of Research and Statistics, Social Secur-
ity Bulletin, Annual Statistical Supplement,
1969, Washington, DC, U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1970, p. 60, Table 45, ‘‘Con-
tributions, Wage and Salary Employment.”’
IRS collections include federal government
employer contributions for old-age, survivors,
disability, and health insurance trust funds
but these intrabudgetary transactions are
not specified separately in the annual reports
of the IRS Commissioner.

SETA—In proportion to self-employment
contributions in 1969. Ibid., '‘Contributions,
Self-Employment.”’

FUTA—In proportion to total retail sales,
1970, from Sales Management: 1970 Survey of
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Buying Power, op. cit., July 10, 1971, p. B-6.

Railroad Retirement Act taxes collected by

the IRS, plus railroad unemployment tax col-
lected by other agencies, and a sum credited
to the health insurance funds—In proportion
to the three-year sum of wages and salaries
in railroad transportation, calendar years
1968-70, from Survey of Current Business,
op. ~it. August 1971, pp. 32-36.
" State unemployment insurance tax deposits
—In proportion to state deposits in 1969 and
1970, reported in U.S. Department of Com-
merce, Bureau of the Census, Statistical Ab-
stract of the United States, 1970, Washing-
ton, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office,
1970, p. 293, and ibid., 1971, p. 287.

OASDHI deposits by state and local gov-
ernments—In proportion to their 1969 depos-
its, as reported in Social Security Bulletin,
Annual Statistical Supplement, 1969, op. cit.
p. 60, Table 45.

Supplemental medical insurance premiums
—In proportion to enrollments as reported in
Social Security Administration, Division of
Research and Statistics, Health Insurance
Statistics, Washington, DC, U.S. Government
Printing Office, October 19, 1971, pp. 16-17.

Federal employees retirement contributions
—In proportion to total federal civilian wages
and salaries in each state in the three calen-
dar .years, 1968-70, as reported in Survey of
Current Business, op. cit., August 1971, pp.
32-36.

Veterans life insurance premiums—In pro-
portion to.the number of living veterans,
June 30, 1970, from Statistical Abstract of
the United States, 1971, op. cit., p. 260.

Other retirement contributions ($90 mil-
lion)—Attributed entirely to the District of
Columbia on the assumption that they com-
prise employer and employee contributions
for covered employees of government-spon-
sored, privately owned enterprises and the
D.C. government. (Cf. U.S. Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, Budget of the U.S. Gov-
ernment, 1973, op. cit., p. 509, fn. 2.)

1965-67. Similar procedure. See Federal
Revenue and Expenditure Estimates for
States and Regions, Fiscal Years 1965-67,
op. cit., pp. 40-41.

1959-61. Similar procedure. See Federal
Revenues and Expenditures in the Several
States: Averages for the Fiscal Years 1959-
61, op. cit., pp. 23-26.

CORPORATION INCOME TAX

1974-76. A total of $120,225 million (14.3%
of the distributed total) was attributed as
follows:

a. Half in proportion to total retail sales
during 1975 and 1976, as estimated in
Sales and Marketing Management: 1976
Survey of Buying Power, op. cit., p. B-7,
and 1975 Survey, ibid, p. B-7.

b. One-fourth in proportion to the value of
corporate stock owned by top wealth
holders in 1972, as indicated in U.S. De-
partment of the Treasury, Internal Rev-
enue Service, Supplemental Statistics of
Income, 1972: Personal Wealth Estimated
from Estate Tax Returns, Washington,
DC, U.S. Government Printing Office,
1976 (IRS pub. 482 (3-76)), pp. 51-2,
Table 33. “Top wealth holders’” were
individuals with more than $60,000 gross
assets in 1972—about 6.1% of the total
population. (Ibid., p. 1.)

¢. One-fourth in proportion to total divi-
dends received by individuals in 1974,
reported in U.S. Department of the
Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Sta-
tistics of Income, Individual Income Tax
Returns, 1974, op. cit., p. 182, col. 16.

1969-71. A total of $96,069 million (17.0%
of the distributed total of federal government
revenues) was distributed as follows:

a. Half in proportion to total retail sales in
1969 and 1970, as estimated in Sales
Management, 1969 Survey of Buying
Power, op. cit., June 10, 1970, p. B-4, and
1970 Survey, ibid, July 10, 1971, p. B-6.

b. Half in proportion to total dividends re-
ceived by individuals in 1969, reported in
U.S. Department of the Treasury, Inter-
nal Revenue Service, Statistics of In-
come, Individual Income Tax Returns,
1969, op. cit., p. 185, col. 14.
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1965-67. Similar to 1969-71. See Federal
Revenue and Expenditure Estimates for
States and Regions, Fiscal Years 1965-67, op.
cit., p. 41.

1959-61. Similar to 1969-71. See Federal
Revenues and Expenditures in the Several
States: Averages for the Fiscal Years 1959-61,
op. cit., p. 27.

ESTATE AND GIFT TAXES

1974-76. Of budget receipts of $14,862 mil-
lion (net of refunds), $14,809 million was at-
tributed to the 51 states (1.8% of the distrib-
uted total of federal revenues). This sum was
distributed in proportion to IRS collections
of $15,046 million in the 51 states, as reported
in U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal
Revenue Service, Annual Report of the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, Washing-
ton, D.C., U.S. Government Printing Office,
various years—1974, p. 87; 1975, p. 121; and
1976, p. 131. The division between the District
of Columbia and Maryland is proportionate
to population January 1, 1975.

1969-71. Similar to 1974-76. The 51-state
total (net of refunds) was $10,825 million
(1.9% of distributed total of federal revenues).
IRS collections by states are shown in Annual
Report of the Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue, ibid. The division between the District
and Maryland is proportionate to adjusted
gross income on individual income tax returns
for 1969, as derived from U.S. Department of
the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Sta-
tistics of Income, Individual Income Tax,
1969, op. cit., p. 250. (The amount of estate
and gift tax liabilities shown on tax returns,
which was stated separately for D.C. and
Maryland in earlier years, was no longer
reported in this manner.)

1965-67. Similar procedure. See Federal
Revenue and Expenditure Estimates for
States and Regions, Fiscal Years 1965-67,
op. cit., p. 41. The division between D.C. and
Maryland 1is proportionate to estate tax
amounts on returns filed in 1962.
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1959-61. Similar procedure. See Federal
Revenues and Expenditures in the Several
States: Averages for the Fiscal Years 1959-
61, op. cit., p. 27. The division between the
D.C. and Maryland is proportionate to estate
tax amounts on returns filed in 1959.

EXCISE TAXES AND
CUSTOMS DUTIES

1974-76. The sum of excise taxes and cus-
toms duties attributed to the 51 states was
$61,446 million (7.3% of all distributed federal
revenues). This comprises $11,084 million in
customs duties and $50,362 million in excises.
The excises were $29,760 million in general
funds, $2,740 million in the airports-airway
trust fund, and $17,862 million in the high-
way trust fund. The whole amount was dis-
tributed in proportion to total retail sales
during 1975 and 1976, as estimated in Sales
and Marketing Management: 1976 Survey of
Buying Power, op. cit., p. B-7, and for 1975 in
the 1975 Survey, ibid, p. B-7.

1969-71. The total amount distributed was
$54,614 million, comprising $7,341 million of
customs duties and $47,273 million of excise
taxes. This sum (9.7% of the distributed total
of federal revenues) was subdivided for the
estimates by origin.

Customs duties were distributed in propor-
tion to total retail sales during 1970, as esti-
mated in Sales Management, 1970 Survey of
Buying Power, op. cit., July 10, 1971, p. B-6.

Excise taxes were distributed as follows:

Highway Trust Funds—In proportion to
estimates of origin, 1970, from U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation, Federal Highway
Administration, Highway Statistics, 1970,
Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing
Office, 1971. Taxes included are on gasoline,
automobiles and motorcycles, trucks and
busses, tires and tubes, lubricating oils, and
parts and accessories. The three-year total of
highway taxes was $19,713 million.

Telephone Taxes—Half in proportion to the
total number of telephones, 1969, as reported
in U.S. Federal Communications Commis-
sion, Statistics of Communications Common
Carriers, 1969, Washington, DC, U.S. Gov-



ernment Printing Office, 1971, p. 9; and half
in proportion to total retail sales in 1970.

Alcoholic Beverage Taxes (including related
occupational taxes)—Distributed on the basis
of statistics indicating consumption or sales
in each state. Separate calculations were
made for (a) distilled spirits, using data from
the Distilled Spirits Industry Annual Statis-
tical Review, 1970, Washington, DC, Dis-
tilled Spirits Institute, 1971, pp. 44-5, Table
50; (b) beer and other malt beverages, from
U.S. Brewers Association, Inc., Brewers Al-
manac, 1970, Washington, DC, U.S. Brewers
Association, 1970, p. 56, Table 42; and (c)
wine, using 1970 consumption data from the
Wine Institute Bulletin, San Francisco, CA,
The Wine Institute.

Tobacco Taxes—Distributed in proportion
to cigarette consumption during 1968-70, as
reported by the Federation of T'ax Adminis-
trators, Comparative Cigarette Tax Collec-
tions, Per Capita Cigarette Tax Collections,
Per Capita Cigarette Consumption by States,
1969 and 1968, Chicago, IL, Federation of Tax
Administrators, processed, 1970, p. 15, Table
IV: and Federation of Tax Administrators,
Tax Administrators News, Chicago, IL,
August 1971, p. 1.

Other Retailers Excises, Admissions and
Documentary Taxes, and Selected Miscel-
laneous Excises—In proportion to IRS col-
lections of these taxes during the three years.

Other Excises—In proportion to total retail
sales, 1970.

1965-67. Procedures similar to those for
1969-71 but with separate calculations for
more subcategories. See Federal Revenue and
Expenditure Estimates for States and Re-
gions, Fiscal Years 1965-'67, op. cit., pp. 41-3.

1959-61. Procedures similar to those for

1965-67. See Federal Revenues and Expendi-
tures in the Several States: Averages for the
Fiscal Years 1959-61, op. cit., pp. 27-34.

MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS

1974-76. The total amount distributed was
$20,524 million for the three years (2.4% of
the distributed total of federal revenues).
This was distributed in proportion to popula-
tion January 1, 1975.

1969-71. The total amount distributed was
$7,002 million (1.2% of the distributed total
of federal revenues). Half was distributed in
proportion to average population July 1,
1968-1971, and half in proportion to total re-
tail sales in 1970.

1965-67. Similar to 1969-71. See Federal
Revenue and Expenditure FEstimates for
States and Regions, Fiscal Years 1965-67,
op. cit., p. 43.

1959-61. The distribution was a summation
of several separate distributions each based
on population, total retail sales, veterans
population, or farm housing loans. See Fed-
eral Revenues and Expenditures in the Sev-
eral States: Averages for the Fiscal Years
1959-61, op. cit., pp. 34-6 and 48-9, Table 9.
(Federal Reserve System earnings and mis-
cellaneous dividends and earnings of $2,383
million, which were distributed in proportion
to earnings of insured commercial banks,
should have been omitted from the distribu-
tion, as should expenditures for interest pay-
ments to the Federal Reserve System. These
items cause an overstatement of distributed
expenditures and revenues by about 0.9%.)
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What is ACIR?

The Advisury Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations (ACIR) was crealed by the Congress in 1959 1o
monitor the operation ot the American federal sys-
tem and 1o recommend improvements. ACIR is a per-
manen! nalional bipartisan body representing the ex-
ccutive and legislative branches of Federal, state, and
lncal government and the public.

The Commission 15 composed of 26 members - nine
representing the Federal government, 14 representing
state and focal %m-ernment. and three representing
the public, The President appoints 20 three private
citizens and three Federal executive officials directly
and four governars, three state legislators, four may-
ors, and three elected county officials from slates
nominated by the Mational Governory' Conference
the Council of Stale Governments, the National
League ol Cities/LS. Conference nf Mayors, and the
Mational Association of Counties. The three Senators
are chosen by the President of the Senate and the
three Congressmen by the Speaker of the House.

Each Commission member serves a twao year term and
may be reappointed.

As a cantinuing body, the Commission approaches its
work by addressing nself 1o specific issues and prob-
lems, the resolution of which would produce im-
proved cooperation among the levels of government
and more effective functioning of the federal system.
In addition to dealing with the all impartant functional
and structural relationships among the various gov-

ernments, the Commission has also extensively stud-
led critical stresses currently being placed on tradi-
tional governmental taxing practices. One of the long
range ettorts of the Commission has been to seek ways
1o Improve Federal, state, and local governmental tax-
ing practices and policies to achieve equitable alloca-
tion of resources, increased eflficiency In collection
and administration, and reduced compliance burdens
upon the taxpayers.

Studies undertaken by the Commission have dealt
with subjects as diverse as transportation and as spe-
vific as state taxation of out-of-state depositories; as
wide ranging as substate regionalism to the more spe-
cialized issue of local revenue diversitication, In select-
ing items for the work program, the Commission con-
siders the relative importance and urgency of the
Fmblem, its manageability trom the point of view of
inances and staff available to ACIR and the extent to
whirh the Commission can make a fruittul contribu-
tion toward the solution of the prablem.

After selecting :.i.vm.]ﬁL intergovernmental issues tor
investigation, ACIR tollows a mulustep procedure that
assures review and comment by representatives of all
points of view, all atfected levels of government, tech-
nical Exgerl:s, and interested groups. The Commission
then debates each issue and formulates its policy po-

sitfion, Commission findings and recommendalions
are published and draft bills and esecutive orders de-
veloped 1o assist in implementing ACIR policies.
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