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PROPOSALS FOR LIMITING FEDERAL EXPENDITURES FOR SOCIAL SERVICES

Over the past few years, a number of proposals have been made for

limiting the amount of Federal funding available to the States for

matching their expenditures for social services under the welfare

titles of the Social Security Act. The most recent action taken in

this respect is an amendment which the Committee on Finance included in

the version of the revenue sharing bill, H.R. 14370, which it reported

to the Senate on August 16, 1972. This amendment would, in general,

eliminate Federal matching for social services other than family plan-

ning and child care services and services supporting the WIN training-

employment program.

Although there have been some questions raised with respect to the

purposes for which social services funds have in certain instances been

used and their overall effect in reducing welfare dependency, the main

focus of debate in connection with proposed limitations has not been on

the validity of the services provided but rather on the funding mecha-

nism itself. This mechanism is so constructed that the Congress has

not been able to exercise any control over either the allocation or the

amount of the Federal funding involved with the result that the costs

of the program have grown in just a few years from less than half a

billion dollars in 1969 to a possible five billion dollars in 1973, with

about half or more of the total funds in each year going into only five

States.
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Meaning of social services

The term "social services" was apparently originally thought of

primarily in terms of counselling and similar activities performed by

trained social workers in the employ of State and local welfare agen-

cies. At present, however, the term is so broad in meaning as to defy

precise definition. The titles of the Social Security Act dealing with

assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled do not attempt to define

services, but speak in terms of services to attain or retain capability

for self-support or self-care and services likely to prevent or reduce

dependency. Title IV, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, pro-

vides, in various sections, for services to maintain and strengthen

family life, services to foster child development, services to prevent

or reduce the incidence of births out of wedlock, family services,

child welfare services, health, vocational rehabilitation, counselling,

child care, and other social and supportive services to enable individ-

uals to accept employment or receive training. In the definitions

section of the title, a definition is provided for the term "family

services": "services to a family or any member thereof for the purpose

of preserving, rehabilitating, reuniting, or strengthening the family,

and such other services as will assist members of a family to attain or

retain capability for the maximum self-support and personal independence."

The regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

contain further elaboration of the term "services." For example, in the
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regulations dealing with the programs of aid to the aged, blind, and

disabled (45CFR222), the Department requires States to make available

such services as information and referral services, protective serv-

ices, homemaker services, and community planning services and permits

the States to make available such services as services to improve

opportunities for social and community participation, services to

enhance the activities of daily living, and consultant services. In

addition, the regulations provide that services not specifically fall-

ing within any of the categories spelled out in the regulations may be

submitted for approval by the Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare.

Funding of social services under existing law

Under existing law, social services which States provide under

their public assistance programs approved under the welfare titles of

the Social Security Act qualify for 75 percent Federal matching. The

funding of these programs is on an open-ended basis. The Social

Security Act does not place any dollar limitation on the amount which

is authorized to be appropriated for social services, and the Congress

has consistently followed the practice of appropriating the full amount

necessary to meet the Federal 75 percent share of the costs of any social

service expenditures which the States incur under these programs.

Although the law authorizes the Secretary of Health, Education, and

Welfare to prescribe limitations with respect to certain categories of
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services -- primarily those purchased by the State welfare agency from

other agencies or organizations -- Federal control over social serv-

ices expenditures through administrative action has apparently also

been ineffective. As a result, the amount of Federal funding which a

State can qualify for has been essentially a function of its willing-

ness to raise the 25 percent non-Federal share and its ingenuity in

designing new programs or redesigning old programs which can qualify

as social services. Within the last couple of years, some HEW regional

offices have been particularly active in stimulating the States in

taking full advantage of the social services legislation. See "Welfare

Report/HEW program doubles in size as officials scramble to check its

growth" in the National Journal of June 17, 1972 (pages 1007-1014).
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Origin and development of social services under the Social Security Act

The original Social Security Act did not specifically recognize social

services as .a program for which Federal funding would be available. In

1956, however, the Act was amended to make clear that the concept of ad-

ministrative costs (for which Federal funding was available on a 50 per-

cent matching basis) included:

services which are provided by the staff of the State
agency (or of the local agency administering the State
plan in the political subdivision) to relatives with
whom such children (applying for or receiving such aid)
are living, in order to help such relatives attain
self-support or self-care, or which are provided to
maintain and strengthen family life for such children.
(Sec.403(a)(3) of theSocial Security Act as in effect
after 1956 Amendments.)

(Similar amendments were made in the titles providing for assistance to

the aged, blind, and disabled.) The Committee reports on the 1956

legislation indicate that this amendment was viewed not so much as a

change in the law but as an endorsement and encouragement of the existing

practice of claiming Federal matching for social services provided by the

staff of welfare agencies to welfare recipients.

The Public Welfare Amendments of 1962 increased the Federal matching

from-50 to 75 percent.for social services specified by the Secretary of

Health, Education, and Welfare as likely to prevent or reduce dependency
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or as necessary to help recipients strengthen family life or attain capa-

bility for self-care or self-support. (The matching for other services

and for administrative costs was left at 50 percent.) The amendments

also broadened the scope of what could be considered social services.

Under the 1962 amendments, Federal funding was made available not only for

social services to recipients but also for "preventive" services, i.e.,

services designed to keep past recipients from having to return to depen-

dency on welfare and services to keep potential recipients from becoming

dependent in the first place. In addition, the 1962 act authorized Federal

funding in cases in which the welfare agency entered into agreements with

other State or local agencies under which those other agencies would pro-

vide the services to recipients (including past and potential recipients).

The amendments specifically required such arrangements in the case of voca-

tional rehabilitation services and, "subject to limitations prescribed by

the Secretary," permitted them in other cases where the services could not

be "as economically or efficiently provided by the staff [of the welfare

agency]."

The report of the Committee on Ways and Means on the 1962 amendments,

while expressing the hope that the broadened social service provisions would
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be effective in reducing dependency on welfare, continued to view services

primarily as being provided to recipients of welfare and by the staff of

welfare agencies:

Your committee is convinced that much can be done
to relieve the undesirable effect on the community of
large and growing public welfare programs by way of
providing helpful and constructive services to persons
now on assistance. In many places in the country,
experiments have been conducted showing the results
of the introduction of social services as an integral
part of the program of public assistance. These
social services, usually provided by trained social
workers, or workers employed under the direction of
social workers, are designed to assist the individual
dependent person to make use of available community
resources and to use his own capabilities to resolve
the problems which have made him dependent. (House
Report No. 1414, 87th Congress, pp. 9-10)

The limited nature of the provision for funding services to past and

potential recipients, as it was viewed in 1962, can be seen from the

following statement of then Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

Abraham Ribicoff which was submitted to the Committee on Finance in

connection with the public hearings on the 1962 amendments:

It is not contemplated that "preventive services" would
be available to applicants who could purchase the type
of consultation and service which they need from available
community sources, who are not at present applicants or
eligible for assistance. Nor is it contemplated that
these services would be extended broadly to very many



people other than those already on the assistance
rolls. It is the objective of the provision to reach
people who are likely to become recipients of as-
sistance in some immediately foreseeable period
in the future. (pp. 63-64)

In 1967, the Congress amended the social services provisions applicable

to the program of Aid to Families with Dependent Children, making 75 per-

cent matching available for all services meeting a broad definition in the

law (rather than only those services specified by the Secretary) and

authorizing the State welfare departments to contract with sources other

than State and local government agencies to provide services. This

broadened contracting authority, however, was to be available only "to the

extent specified by the Secretary". The 1967 amendments also established

the Work Incentive (WIN) program for families in the AFDC category, and

the social services changes were viewed in the context of the requirements

imposed by the new WIN program as is indicated in the following excerpts

from the report of the Committee on Finance:

The Committee is well aware that the services which
the States will be required to furnish AFDC families
will impose an additional financial burden on the
States. Therefore, the provision of law relating to
Federal financial participation would be amended by

the Committee bill to provide 75 percent Federal
financial participation in the cost of all the ser-
vices provided under these new requirements upon
the States. In addition, as is provided under

CR S-8.
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present law, 75 percent Federal sharing would be
available for services for applicants and families
that are near dependency. Provision of such ser-
vices can help families to remain self-supporting.
As appropriate for this purpose, services may be
made available to those who need them in low-income
neighborhoods and among other groups that might
otherwise include more AFDC cases".(Senate Report No.
744, 90th Congress, p. 157)

The 1962 amendments relating to social services
provide that, with certain exceptions, the basic
services must be provided by the staff of the State
or local welfare agency. The Committee bill pro-
poses some changes in this provision to take into
account the need for a variety of services in State
implementation of the plan for each family. Thus,
an exception is permitted, to the extent specified
by the Secretary, to permit child welfare, family
planning, and other family services to be provided
from sources other than the staff of the State and
local agency. This will permit the purchase of
day-care services, which, as indicated above, the
committee anticipates will be needed in great
volume under the bill, and other specialized ser-
vices not now available or feasible to be provided
by the staff of the public welfare agency and which
are available elsewhere in the community. Services
may be provided by the staff of the State or local
agency in some part of the State and may be provided
in other parts of the State by purchase. The
Secretary, in his standards governing this aspect
of the program, may permit purchase from other
agencies and institutions. The basic reason for the
exception is the variety of existing arrangements
around the country in which some kinds of services
are now provided, usually institutional services by
other than the State or local public welfare agency.
(Senate Report No. 744, 90th Congress, p. 157)
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Growth in funding of social services

The following table shows the growth of Federal social services costs

over the past seven years:

Federal Share of Social Service Costs

Fiscal Year Amount

1967 $ 281,589,000

1968 346,654,000

1969 354,491,000

1970 522,005,000

1971 692,433,000

1/
1972 est.- 1,295,638,000

1973 est.!' 1,266,348,000

From the above table, it can be seen that Federal expenditures for

social services doubled between 1969 and 1971 and doubled again between

1971 and 1972. The fiscal 1973 estimate of $1.3 billion, although it

1/
~ Esimtates as of November 1971. See text below for later estimates.

SOURCE: Hearings on 1973 HEW budget before House Appropriations Committee.
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was the amount included in the appropriation bill for the Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare which was vetoed by the President on

August 16, 1971, was based on November 1971 State estimates. Revised

State estimates compiled by the Department of Health, Education and

Welfare as of May 1971 indicated a $2.2 billion level of Federal fund-

ing of social services for fiscal year 1973 (and an increase to $1.5

billion in the amount for fiscal year 1972). In July 1972, further

revised estimates were presented at a conference of Governors' repre'

sentatives and State social service administrators indicating a fiscal

year 1973 level of Federal funding of social service costs totalling

$4.7 billion which would be more than triple the 1972 level. (A table

showing the breakdown of this amount on a State-by-State basis to-

gether with similar breakdowns of prior years social service funding

and certain other items is reprinted in appendix A.)

In each year from 1970 to 1973, a single State (California in 1970-

71, New York in 1972-73) accounted for between 18 and 29 percent of all

Federal social service funds and five States accounted for 50 percent or

more (48 percent in the case of the most recent estimates for 1973) of

the total of those funds, as is shown in the table below:
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Federal funding for social services, fiscal years 1970-1973
(in millions)

19701/ 19712/ 1972j/ 19731/
(May 1972
estimate)

1973?/
(July 1972
estimate)

National Total $ 501.6 $ 746.4 $1,546.8 $2,158.3 $4,692.5

"Top Five" Total 257.7 396.9 971.9 1,252.1 2,268.9

California 142.9 210.8 252.7 273.0 273.0

Florida * * 95.0 112.6 *

Illinois 19.8 * 181.2 147.5 *

Maryland * * * * 417.7

Michigan 18.5 * * * *

Missippi * * * * 463.6

New Jersey * 30.0 * * *

New York 57.4 88.6 382.1 618.4 850.0

Pennsylvania * 36.3 60.9 100.6 264.6

Washington 19.1 31.2 * * *

1/ SOURCE: Senate Appropriations Committee hearings on HEW budget for fiscal
year 1972.

2/ SOURCE: see table in Appendix A.

*Indicates that State was not among "top five" for the year.

mw 
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Attempts to limit social services expenditures in appropriations process

In 1970, the Administration proposed a budget limitation on expenditures

for social services. Under this proposal, each State could receive no more

in aggregate Federal matching funds for social services, State and local

administrative costs, and the costs of training welfare personnel than 110

percent of the amount of such Federal funds it received in fiscal 1970.

In testifying before the Senate Committee on Appropriations in support of

this limitation, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Elliot L.

Richardson cited the inability of the Federal government to assure that

the funds were being employed to the best advantage and the uneven distri-

bution of the funds among the States:

...we have no good way to this point of ascertaining
the effectiveness of the expenditures of the $1.3 billion
for social services.
We are convinced in a vague sort of way it is a good

thing but we have no clear-cut way of determining whether
or not and to what extent we are getting our money's worth.

We have a spigot here running not in a uniform manner,
watering the entire country, but in a way which funnels a
greatly disproportionate amount into a few States. (Senate
Appropriations Committee Hearings on 1971 HEW Budget, p. 1942)

The limitation on social services funding requested by the Administration

for the fiscal 1971 HEW appropriations bill was not adopted. (A limit of

115 percent was included in the bill as reported to the Senate by the

Committee on Appropriations, but this provision was deleted by a floor

amendment.) One of the objections to such a limitation was noted in the

report on the bill by the House Committee on Appropriations:
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The committee has not included it in the bill, because
by fixing a rigid ceiling on each State based on a percentage
of 1970 expenditures it appears to discriminate unfairly
against those States which have been slow in developing their
programs but are now ready to expand them. (p. 34)

Again, in 1971, the Administration requested that the HEW appropriations

act for fiscal year 1972 include a limitation under which each State's 1972

Federal funding for social services, administration, and training could

not exceed 110 percent of the prior year levels. As in the preceeding year,

this limitation was not adopted. (Also, as in the preceding year, the Senate

Appropriations Committee approved a 115 percent limitation which was defeated

on the Senate floor.) The Administration did not include a request for

limiting social services expenditures in its budget proposals for fiscal year

1973. The Budget stated:

The Federal share of total expenditures for 1973
is estimated to be $1,266 million, a decrease of
$30 million from the amount for 1972. This decrease
is expected to result from the Federal management
iniatives offset in part by the expansion of services.
Approximately 1,050,000 adults and 6,670,000 families,
including 16,200,000 children are expected to benefit
from services provided.
(App'ndix, p. 453)

The Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, however, did adopt a limita-

tion in the 1973 HEW appropriations bill (H.R. 15417). Rather than the

percentage increase limit proposed with respect to fiscal years 1971 and

1972, the Senate bill for fiscal 1973 placed an absolute dollar limit

of $2.5 billion on Federal funding for social services. (Although the
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bill actually only included appropriations with respect to a $1.2 billion

level of social services, the report of the Appropriations Committee took

note of the fact that revised State estimates submitted to the Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare as of May 1972 indicated that Federal

funding in excess of $2 billion would be requested for the year.)

The $2.5 billion limit for 1973 proposed by the Senate Committee on

Appropriations was agreed to by the full Senate but was eliminated from

the appropriations bill by the House-Senate Conference Committee. The

Conference Committee's report on H.R. 15417, however, states that "the

conferees agreed with the basic premises of the Senate amendment: (1) to

insure fiscal control over a program which is presently increasing at an

alarming rate and (2) to insure that funds are disbursed prudently and

effectively." The Conference report further instructed the Department

of Health, Education, and Welfare to devise and submit to the two Appro-

priations Committees by October 1, 1972 a comprehensive plan for controlling

social service costs:

Such a program is expected to include a system of allotment
of social services funds among States with proper considera-
tion to population, per capita income, welfare consolidation,
and past experience in social services program delivery. It
is anticipated that such a plan could become effective no
later than January 1, 1973. (House Report 92-1280)
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On August 16, 1972, the President vetoed the 1973 HEW appropriations

bill, H.R. 15417, and the House of Representatives sustained the veto.

In his veto message, the President included a reference to the increasing

costs of social services:

Elementary fiscal responsibility demands that this
loophole for unlimited Federal funds for undefined
services must be closed now. The Congress must
harness this multi-billion-dollar runaway program
by enacting a social services spending ceiling.
(House Document 92-343)

Proposals to limit social service costs through substantive legislation

In June of 1970, the Administration submitted to the Senate Finance

Committee a revised version of its proposed Family Assistance Plan

(H.R. 16311) which was at that time being considered by the Committee.

This "June Revision" included a new Title XX of the Social Security Act

which would have restructured social services programs and placed the

funding of those programs on a closed-end basis with a formula for allocat-

ing any social services appropriations among the States. However, in

October 1970, the Administration sent the Finance Committee a further

revised version of the Family Assistance legislation which, among other

changes, deleted the social services title which had been included in

the June version.
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In the 92d Congress, a formula somewhat similar to that of the June

1970 Administration proposal was included in H.R. 1, the welfare social

security bill as reported by the Committee on Ways and Means and as

passed by the House of Representatives on June 22, 1971. Under this bill,

Federal funding for social services would be limited to $800 million for

fiscal year 1973 and to such amounts as the Congress would appropriate

in subsequent years. (Child care and family planning services, however,

would be left on an open-ended basis.) The amount appropriated for

services other than child care and family planning would be allocated

among the States under a three part formula. Under the first part each

State would be allocated Federal funds equal to the amount of Federal funds

for services which it received in the prior year (or its proportionate

share of that amount if the total appropriation is insufficient to pro-

vide the full amount to all States). Any appropriations remaining after

the allocations under the first part of the formula would be allocated as

follows: The first $50 million would be allocated in such a way as to

increase social service funding in those States having a disproportionately

small share of such funding over the first part of the formula and any

additional appropriations over that $50 million would be allocated among

the States in proportion to the number of welfare recipients.

The House version of H.R. 1 also provided a more detailed definition

than is in existing law of what constitutes social services for which

Federal matching funds may be provided.
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Although H.R. 1 has not yet been reported to the Senate by the Com-

mittee on Finance, a print issued by the Committee on June 13, 1972

announced that the Committee had adopted the general approach of the

House bill with respect to services by placing services other than child

care and family planning on a closed-end basis. The Finance Committee

bill, however, would limit the authorization for the closed-end services

to $1 billion per year with the amount appropriated under that authoriza-

tion to be allocated among the States on the basis of population. The

Finance Committee version of H.R. 1, as described in the June print, would

also change the Federal matching for social services from the present 75

percent to a variable 50 to 75 percent depending on State per capita

income (except that for 1973 the matching rate would be at least 65

percent). The Finance Committee bill would also adopt a definition of

social services generally similar to that in the House bill.

Subsequent to its action on H.R. 1 as announced in the June 1972

Committee print, the Committee on Finance adopted somewhat different

limitations on social services as an amendment to the revenue sharing

bill, H.R. 14370, which the Committee reported to the Senate on August 16,

1972 (Senate Report 92-1050). Under H.R. 14370, there would be no Federal

matching funds for social services other than child care and family

planning services. (Federal matching for child care and family planning

services would remain on an open-ended basis with 75 percent Federal



CRS-19

matching as under existing law. However, the bill limits the total

amount of Federal funds which any State may receive for these purposes

to no more than 12 and 1/2 percent of the total Federal funding for all

States.) This elimination of matching for other services applies only

to those now provided under the general social service provisions of the

welfare titles of the Social Security Act and does not affect the special

provisions for supportive services to participants in the Work Incentive

(WIN) program or for child welfare services under Title IV B of the Act.

Both of these types of services have been and remain under a closed-end

type of appropriation process.

The elimination of Federal matching for social services generally,

under the Finance Committee version of H.R. 14370, would be fully effective

starting in January of 1973. Starting at the same time each State would

receive, in addition to the other revenue sharing funds provided by the

bill, its share of a supplementary grant for which annual appropriations

of $1 billion are authorized. These grants would be allocated among the

States on the basis of "urbanized population"; and within the States the

allocation between the States and local governments would follow the for-

mula applicable to the general revenue sharing grants. For the period

between June 30, 1972 and January 1, 1973, States would receive, in

addition to any Federal matching funds attributable to child care or
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family planning services, the larger of their share of $500 million dis-

tributed by urbanized population (i.e., one-half year's worth of the $1

billion annual supplementary grant) or the Federal matching funds deter-

mined under present law for services other than child care and family

planning. In making this determination, however, no matching would be

available with respect to any expansion of the level of services provided

by the State taking place after August 9, 1972 (the date the Finance Commit-

tee's decision with respect to social services was announced).
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APPENDIX A

CURRENT OR PROPOSED FEDERAL FUNDING -OR SOCIAL SERVICES, CAS Il 'UI3LIC ASSISTANCE, AND I.VI NFI. ;IlARItlG OM(;()PARLD WITH
EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

[Dollars In thousands

Federal share of social services
Direct general

Percentage Federal share Federal re-vr-nue expenditures of
increase, of cash assistance sharing ,ir't'r State govern-

1971 to 1973 fiscal year H.R. 143/0 ments (fiscal

Fiscal year [increase between 1973 " (first year)' year 1970)'
Fiscal year Fiscal year Fiscal year 1973 (Governor's col. (1) and

1971' 1972 , 1973 (HEW)I $ Conference)'1 col. (4)]

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Total............. $746,381 $1,546,756 $2,158,270 $4,692,516 529 $7,104,378 $5,300,000 $35,459,300

Alabama . .............. .6,802 11,667 41,250 144,489 2,024 155,308 80,100 643,500
Alaska..................1,865 3,990 18,906 19,724 958 6,067 6,600 186,500
Arizona................. 2,830 4,696 6,304 6,700 137 48,775 46,100 303,700
Arkansas............... 2,003 3,533 4,725 18,450 821 98,873 38,400 325,700
California.............. 210,823 252,749 272,999 273,000 29 1,024,925 610,800 3,868,200

Colorado..............
Connecticut..........
Delaware..... ....
District of Columbia....
Florida.................

Georgia...............
Hawaii.................
Idaho...................
Illinois.................
Indiana.................

Iowa...................
Kansas.................
Kentucky........ .
Louisiana..............
Maine................

Maryland.............
Massachusetts.........
M ichigan...............
Minnesota...........
Mississippi.............

Missouri...............
Montana...............
Nebraska...............
Nevada...........
New Hampshire........

New Jersey.............
New Mexico............
New York .. ...........
North Carolina .........
North Dakota...........

O hio...................
Oklahoma..............
O regon .................
Pennsylvania......
Rhode Island...........

South Carolina.........
South Dakota......
Tennessee.............
Texas..................
Utah............ ......

Vermont..............
V irginia ..... . ..... ....
Washington............
West Virginia......
Wisconsin..............
Wyoming...............

11,741 18,993 22,655 29,800
7,590 8,169 15,829 18,829
2,844 20,000 35,000 46,750
7,042 9,057 10,056 32,000

13,128 94,958 112,611 112,610

12,083 31,311 58,025 222,597
519 1,590 2,059 2,378

1,218 1,633 2,287 3,900
28,276 181,156 147,458 172,500
2,516 5,835 6,685 15,000

6,810 9,789 12,809 13,500
5,879 7,414 7,414 8,415
6,394 12,337 19,361 30,024
9,296 12,856 16,308 34,875
3,563 6,570 7,182 20,000

15,096 18,771 21,820 417,713
8,375 16,670 19,701 60,000

17,621 41,600 85,838 85,900
15,402 20,092 24,111 96,500

1,098 1,775 14,238 463,572

11,948 12,965 16,335 16,335
2,115 3,000 3,300 1,028
5,809 7,246 12,564 12,600
1,004 1,800 1,980 2,000
2,050 2,833 3,033 6,000

29,958
3,826

88,627
12,819
2,465

11,079
7,520

24,271
36,337

4,388

3,592
2,049
9,949

12,963
3,123

1,646
10,186
31,178
7,911

18,026
728

30,362
3,655

382,076
19,816
3,236

18,261
10,446
20,816
60,884

5,686

6,890
2,559

21,900
15,196
4,264

2,356
16,206
49,460

6,578
40,475

579

38,320 58,300
6,396 47,000

618,443 850,000
47,100 50,388
3,957 4,957

22,515 60,015
11,609 54,004
24,907 30,736

100,627 264,600
6,248 15,800

14,138 214,138
2,929 l2,929

43,500 230,212
42,402 178,621

5,250 7,214

2,599 2,600
19,604 31,954
57,924 74,154

7,871 15,400
58,500 113,500

608 '608

154 72,443 59,400 429,000
148 66,662 72,700 686,100

1,544 12,615 17,300 169,800
354 84,194 26,000 636,000
758 207,922 150,000 886,300

1,742 204,342 103,400 777,400
358 23,419 25,900 430,500
220 17,582 15,400 140,500
510 471,158 301,700 1,808,600
496 101,626 113,800 690,800

98 60,868 67,800 499,300
43 60,299 47,800 338,700

370 98,242 71,800 629,200
275 201,897 83,200 778,500
461 46,595 19,800 228,300

2,667 88,481 117,500 663,000
616 253,512 179,000 1,432,600
387 303,927 243,700 1,749,300
527 132,559 114,100 577,900

42,118 97,158 46,000 373,000

37 145,575 107,500 766,6d0
-51 12,672 16,800 140,300
117 33,678 34,500 195,600
99 9,763 12,200 108,600

193 15,427 13,500 -132,5b0
95 201,740 179,700 856,900

1,128 34,815 22,500 267,900
859 836,123 649,600 2,746.900
293 107,843 113,100 685,500
101 14,103 12,000 152100

442 218,700 227,300 1,292,300
618 105,949 52,800 624,700

27 50,395 60,000 502,700
628 381,011 300,900 2,208,000
260 29,440 25,800 251,400

5,862 50,712 57,800 432,800
43 18,158 13,500 142,000

2,214 117,801 79,300 564,700
1,278 392,593 248,200 1,607,900

131 33,000 29,000 245,100

58 21,307 11,000 147,400
214 109,816 115,600 689,600
138 83,432 79,100 833,700
95 53,725 36,400 -364,800

530 81,569 137,000 795,200
-16 5,582 6,100 87,800

Source: Department of HEW. 'Source: H. Rept. 92-1018, p. 3.
teased on May 1572 estimates received from the States. * Source: Bureau of the Census. Amounts are rounded and exclude capital outlays. pay.

' Revised State estimates presented at July 17. 1972 conference of Governors' repre- ments made to local governments, and insurance trust expenditures.
sentatives and State social service administrators. ' State did not report new estimate. May estimate (col. 3) used.

$ Source: HEW budget justifications.

SOURCE: Senate Committee on Finance, Hearings on Revenue Sharing, July 20, 1972.
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