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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Local, state, and Federal officials operate the 
intergovernmental grant system. In conducting a 
study of that system, therefore, it was deemed 
essential to seek the perceptions of these officials 
on how the system is working. A primary source 
was the available literature, including most perti- 
nently the reports and statements of the national 
associations of state and local officials, reports of 
Congressional hearings and the U.S. Comptroller 
General, and research studies of scholars and prac- 
titioners. To round out this picture with percep- 
tions that are up-to-date, clearly focused on current 
issues in the intergovernmental grant system, and 
most directly reflect the woriring experience of 
local, state, and Federal officials, Commission staff 
relied on a series of surveys of city and county 
executives, state budget officers, a cross section of 
state administrators,, and Federal aid adminis- 
trators. 

City and county executives were canvassed by 
a mail questionnaire under a joint agreement 
between the ACIR and the Urban Data Service 
Center of the International City Management As- 
sociation (ICMA). 

ACIR undertook a similar survey of state budget 
officers with the endorsement of the Systems, 
Data, and Techniques Committee of the National 
Association of State Budget Officers (NASBO). 
It was felt that the budget officials were the single 
group best able to provide fiscal data and knowl- 
edgeable appraisals of how Federal grants affect 

state budgets and operations, how Federal 
money is passed through to local recipients, and 
the nature and effect of state grants-in-aid on 
state political subdivisions. 

Simultaneous with the survey of state budget 
officers, Commission staff obtained access to the 
results of a 1974 survey of a cross section of state 
administrators on a broad range of issues dealing 
with intergovernmental aid relationships. This 
survey was directed by Professor Deil Wright 
under a contract with the National Science 
Foundation. The scope of questions comple- 
mented that of the Commission's survey of state 
budget officials. 

Finally, ACIR staff prepared and circulated a 
questionnaire to the Federal administrators of 
grant-in-aid programs - those individuals who 
had programwide responsibility for day-to-day 
operations. 

The surveys of local officials and state budget 
officers covered both Federal and state aid systems. 
The grant-in-aid aspects of the other two surveys 
were confined to the Federal aid system. 

The three ACIR surveys directed to the Federal 
aid system focused primarily on categorical grants, 
although the surveys of local officials and Federal 
administrators touched on issues related to block 
grants and general revenue sharing as well. 
Categoricals were spotlighted because separate 
surveys were made of two block grants in other 



parts of the overall study (see Volumes IV and V on 
the Safe Streets (LEAA) and Partnership for Health 
block grants, respectively). 

In focusing on categorical grants in the three 
ACIR questionnaires, principal attention was di- 
rected to the administrative impact of such grants. 
The reason for this was twofold: so much of the 
criticism of categorical grants in the past decade 
has centered on the difficulties of administering 
these grants at all levels, in comparison with block 
grants or special or general revenue sharing; and 
the Federal administration has mounted concerted 
efforts to remedy those difficulties (these efforts are 
analyzed at length in Volume I1 of this study). A 
substantial portion of the three ACIR question- 
naires, therefore, sought to probe local, state, and 
Federal officials' views on the nature and intensity 
of the administrative problems and their views on 
the degree of success that has been achieved by 
Federal reform efforts. 

TO help provide perspective in interpreting re- 
sponses, similar earlier surveys were reviewed to 
see if questions they asked would be pertinent for 
current use. In the three ACIR surveys, a number of 
questions were used which repeated or paralleled 
those used in two surveys conducted by the Senate 
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations.' 
The survey of state administrators likewise posed 
questions used in comparable surveys of agency 
heads for various years, including 1928, 1948, 
1964, and 1968. 

The two ACIR surveys directed to local execu- 
tives and state budget officers also sought to elicit 
information on how state aid systems are operat- 
ing. Unlike the approach to the Federal aid system, 
however, this was not in response to great waves of 
criticism of the administration of state aid systems. 
Indeed, finding no such reading from published 

materials, ACIR staff was interested in obtaining 
some notion of the general level of administrative 
performance in those systems. The fact that re- 
sponses, particularly from the ACIR-ICMA survey, 
indicated relatively mild dissatisfaction with the 
state systems seems to confirm the presumption 
that the administration of state aids causes local 
officials considerably less difficulty than the ad- 
ministration of Federal categorical grants. 

The remaining chapters of this volume present 
the detailed results of the four surveys - one 
chapter per survey. The principal findings are 
summarized at the beginning of each chapter. The 
scope and technical details of each of the surveys 
are also described. Appendix A contains copies of 
three of the survey instruments and the pertinent 
parts of the questionnaire used in the survey of 
state administrators. 

While the findings of the surveys are presented 
here, this volume does not explore their broad 
policy implications. This is done in Volumes I and 
VIII, which assess Federal categorical grants and 
intergovernmental aids at the state level, respec- 
tively. In those two volumes, the survey results are 
presented in conjunction with other information 
and all the data are subject to analysis and apprais- 
al. The reader, therefore, is referred to those vol- 
umes for the policy "payoff" - applicable to con- 
temporary issues in the intergovernmental grant 
system - which the Commission sees in these 
surveys. 

Footnote 
'U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
The Federal System As Seen By State and Local Officials 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963); 
The Federal System As Seen By Federal Aid Officials 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1965). 



Chapter 11 

ACIR-ICMA SURVEY 
O F  CITY A N D  C O U N T Y  EXECUTIVES 

The ACIR-ICMA questionnaire survey of city 
and county executives used the standard mailing 
list of ICMA's Urban Data Service Center. Ques- 
tionnaires were mailed in the fall of 1975 to the 
chief executives of all cities over 10,000 popula- 
tion and all counties over 50,000 population. Two 
questionnaires were used: the first dealt with Fed- 
eral grants-in-aid and the second with state grants- 
in-aid. 

The questions ranged over a variety of current 
issues in the design and operation of the Federal 
and state intergovernmental grant systems. The 
Federal aid questionnaire contained about twice as 
many questions but generally both questionnaires 
focused on the fiscal and administrative effects of 
the two intergovernmental grant systems. While a 
number of questions dealt partly or entirely with 
block grants, the principal emphasis was on the 
categorical grant system at both the Federal and 
state levels. Separate studies have been conducted 
by the Commission on the operations and effects of 
the four major block grants. 

The questionnaire response rates were near 50 
percent or better for the population groupings of 
cities of 50,000 and over, and for the population 
groupings of counties of 500,000 and over. The low 
response rating for the smaller localities is not 
unusual in questionnaires of this kind. It might 
lead one to question whether the problems dealt 
with in the questionnaire are really as troubling as 
is commonly thought, inasmuch as the question- 
naire offered a reasonably convenient instrument 
by which dissatisfied local officials could express 

their views. Yet, there was clear indication among 
those localities that did respond, including the 
smaller jurisdictions, that, despite reform efforts, 
many friction points continue to exist in the Fed- 
eral and state aid systems. The responses have been 
analyzed and interpreted so as to distinguish, in  
most cases, those made by officials from cities over 
50,000 and counties over 500,000 from those made 
by the respondents as a whole. The principal find- 
ings and conclusions summarized below are based 
on the responses from the total group. With rare 
exceptions, the responses from the officials of the 
larger cities and counties were in accord with these 
findings. 

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL FINDINGS 

I. The Federal Grant System 

OVERALL IMPACT 

- For 199 responding cities that received Fed- 
eral grants in both FY 1969 and FY 1974, the 
average (mean) number of grants received in 1969 
was 4.1 and 8.8 in 1974, or an increase of 114.6 
percent in the five-year period. The comparable 
figures for 40 counties were 7.7 and 18.4 respec- 
tively, or an increase of 139.0 percent. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

-A substantial body of opinion exists among 
city and county officials, and particularly among 



those in larger jurisdictions, that Federal categori- 
cal grants have a pervasive, stimulative, and last- 
ing effect on local decision making. These officials 
have a similar perception of the impact of block 
grants, but there are differences in their appraisals 
of the effects of the two types of grants. Regard- 
ing the LEAA and Partnership for Health grants, 
the two on which special questions were asked, the 
local respondents felt that these grants tended to 
skew local budget priorities less than did the 
categorical grants. Local officials also indicated 
that in their view, block grants overall, and the 
LEAA grant in particular, had more of a lasting 
stimulative effect than the categoricals. 

-About one-half of the responding localities 
that might have been expected to enjoy fiscal relief 
from Federal assumption of the cost of public assis- 
tance for the adult categories, felt that they had 
actually experienced such relief. Comments from 
some of the others, i.e., those reporting no fiscal 
relief, suggest that whether localities actually ben- 
efit fiscally from such shifting of fiscal or func- 
tional responsibility to the Federal government 
depends critically on what the state's response is in 
the way of adjusting state-local fiscal and adminis- 
trative responsibilities. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED 
WITH CATEGORICAL GRANTS 

-The complexity and volume of paper work 
involved in the project grant process - what is 
usually called "red tape" -stands as the most 
frequently identified administrative problem in 
the Federal categorical grant system by city and 
county officials. This problem, plus the other most 
vexing issues identified by these local respon- 
dents, indicates that the difficulties which have 
been the focus of the Federal government's grant 
administration reform efforts of the past decade 
still are viewed as the key sore spots. 
- Possible categorical grant problems listed in 

the questionnaire included matters of both grant 
design (a Congressional responsibility) and im- 
plementation (executive branch responsibility). 
The responses indicate that the most pressing 
problems are mainly matters of administrative im- 
plementation rather than Congressional design 
and responsibility. 

-The relatively low, "problem" rating given 
"the narrowness of scope and the number of pro- 
gram categories" is surprising in the light of state 

and local officials' clamor for more block grants. 
-Matters of fund allocation, performance stan- 
dards, and centralized decision making are mar- 
kedly less bothersome, in  the eyes of these local 
officials, than problems caused by the volume of 
paper work, processing delay, and specific finan- 
cial management requirements. 
- Both city and county officials responding be- 

lieve that the five worst grant administration prob- 
lems that each group identified have become worse 
rather than better in the past five years. 

-Overall, they also regard project grants as 
more serious generators of difficulties in the ad- 
ministration of categorical aids than formula- 
based grants. 
- When queried on whether they thought that 

the most critical problems in the administration of 
categorical grants related to direct Federal grants 
or grants channeled through the states, the local 
officials said that channeled grants created fewer 
problems. This suggests that states play a facilitat- 
ing rather than an obstructive or complicating role 
between the Federal agencies and local recipients, 
in the eyes of these local officials (however, see (5 )  
under General Observations below). 

FEDERAL EFFORTS T O  IMPROVE 
ADMINISTRATION 

-The key management circulars that aim to 
facilitate grant administration are viewed as hav- 
ing salutary effects by an overwhelming portion of 
both city and county officials. Yet, the continuing 
feeling among local officials that the grant system 
is beset with problems of administrative complex- 
ity and inefficiency indicates that these particular 
Federal efforts, while helpful, are but initial steps 
on the long, continuing road to improving the 
management of Federal grants-in-aid. 
- Survey responses indicate that Federal offi- 

cials need to expend more effort in informing the 
smaller suburban and non-metropolitan cities and 
the smaller non-metropolitan counties about the 
grants management circulars. 

-Considering the volume and consistency of 
the complaints about the Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance and generally about the Fed- 
eral government's efforts to provide grant informa- 
tion to potential recipients, local officials' re- 
sponses to the survey suggest that the Catalog is 
doing a better job than i t  is generally given credit 
for. 



THE IMPACT ON LOCAL 
MANAGEMENT 

-Federal grant requirements and the monitor- 
ing thereof by Federal officials help improve over- 
all administrative capability of local recipients and 
the levels of service they provide, despite the many 
difficulties that local officials continue to attribute 
to these requirements. The positive effect is greater 
on performance levels than on administrative 
capability, although city officials see a greater dif- 
ference than do  the county officials. 
- City chief executives tend to give more super- 

vision to Federal grant-aided activities than to 
other activities, especially in the smaller jurisdic- 
tions. Counties, overall, report that their chief ad- 
ministrators give the same amount of supervision 
to both kinds of activities, but among the smaller 
counties, more supervision is given to the Feder- 
ally aided functions. 

-In accord with the conventional wisdom, 
these local officials report that Federal categorical 
grants are the most difficult revenue to estimate, 
considering the dollar amount involved as well as  
the degree of uncertainty. Federal block grants and 
state grants are next in order of difficulty. 
- Thirty-nine percent of the cities and 69 per- 

cent of the counties reported that they had one or 
more full-time employees assigned the job of coor- 
dinating grants-in-aid. Both cities and counties 
tend to place the function in the office of the chief 
executive. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS O N  
THE FEDERAL GRANT SYSTEM 

In response to the invitation to make whatever 
comment they wished about the Federal grant sys- 
tem, over 130  city and 40 county officials submit- 
ted comments. The chief topics cited were the 
following, in general order of frequency: 

1) General and specific expressions of dis- 
satisfaction with the administration of cate- 
gorical grants and the Federal grant system 
as a whole; 

2) Preference for general revenue sharing 
over either block grants or categorical grants; 

3) Mixed reactions to the black grant ex- 
perience; 

4) The problems of small cities: lack of ad- 
ministrative capacity, and unfair discrimina- 
tion in funding; 

5)  Criticism of the state government as 
channeler of Federal grant funds; 

6) The role of Congress: such issues as in- 
adequate or irregular funding, and too much 
delegation of authority to administrators; 

7)  Rising local irritation with certain 
across-the-board grant requirements, such as 
environmental impact statements and equal 
opportunity requirements; and 

8) Favorable, or generally favorable, re- 
marks about the intergovernmental grant sys- 
tem. 

II. State Grants to Local Governments 

FISCAL IMPACT 

- Local officials view state grants as having a 
strong impact on local decision making. About 
one-half of the city respondents and almost three- 
fourths of the county officials indicated that they 
would use state aids differently if they were at 
liberty to do so. Over one-half of both city and 
county groups thought that state grants were af- 
fecting the spending of local funds, and two-thirds 
of these saw the effect as stimulative, rather than 
substitutive. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS 
O F  STATE AIDS 

- The most frequently cited problem in the ad- 
ministration of state aids in the view of both city 
and county officials is the uncertainty of flow of 
state grant funds as it affects localities' estimation 
of the coming year's revenues and expenditures. 
Next most frequent, but considerably less so, is the 
complexity of reporting, accounting, and auditing 
requirements; then the inequity of distribution 
formulas. Consistently low on the problems list of 
both city and county officials are the severity of 
performance standards attached to the grants and 
strictness of monitoring by state officials. 

-Except for the fairly high problem rating 
given to complexity of reporting, accounting, and 
auditing requirements, and time required for is- 
suance of regulations and guidelines, localities 
give high seriousness ratings to state aid problems 
which are not issues of day-to-day operating pro- 
cedures, but rather such matters as the uncertainty 
of flow of state funds and the fairness of fund 
distribution formulas. This suggests that local offi- 
cials need to look to state legislators as well as to 



state administrators for relief from their grant ad- 
ministration problems in this sector. 
- City officials thought that the identified prob- 

lems under general support grants were the most 
serious, but in terms of broad trends that the prob- 
lems with the formula grants had deteriorated the 
most over the past five years. County officials 
thought that the project grant problems were the 
most serious, and also that the formula grant prob- 
lems had gone downhill the farthest. 

STATE AID EFFECT O N  LOCAL MANAGEMENT 

- In the opinion of city officials, state grants had 
a moderate improvement effect on local adminis- 
trative capability and a more substantial effect on 
the improvement of service levels. County offi- 
cials' ratings overall were fairly comparable to city 
officials' on both counts, but slightly lower. 

-The average city chief executive gave the 
same amount of supervision to state aided ac- 
tivities as he gave to other activities. There was a 
general tendency for the chief administrator in 
smaller cities to give more attention to state aided 
activities. In the counties, the supervision required 
for state aided programs by the average chief ad- 
ministrator was less than that required for other 
programs, and, again, a general tendency for more 
supervision over the aided activities was reported 
in the smaller counties. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS O N  THE 
STATE GRANT SYSTEM 

About one-fourth of the local officials who 
answered the full questionnaire submitted general 
comments at the end. These fall under the follow- 
ing general headings, in order of frequency. 

1. Familiar, but by no means unanimous, 
are expressions of dissatisfaction with the ad- 
ministration of state aids. 

2. Project grants are particularly bother- 
some; conversely, general support grants are 
welcome. 

3. Perhaps as great as the concern over ad- 
ministration is the frustration with the level of 
state funding and the uncertainty of the flow of 
funds. 

4. Inevitably the state and Federal grant 
systems are compared, sometimes favorable to 
the states, sometimes not. 

5. Local officials object to states' mandating 
of local expenditures without providing rev- 
enue sources; they see such mandating as 
inherent in the state grant system. 

6. There is dissatisfaction among both 
smaller and larger jurisdictions over the in- 
equity of state aid distributions. 

PART I. 
FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID: 1975 

The questionnaire on Federal grants-in-aid de- 
fined such grants for purposes of the survey as 
including: ( I )  those grants that come directly from 
the Federal government to localities, and (2) those 
that pass through state governments to localities, 
with or without state money added to the Federal 
money. General revenue sharing was specifically 
excluded from this definition. 

Federal grants were defined to consist of two 
broad types: (1) block grants, consisting of grants 
under the Safe Streets, Partnership for Health, 
Comprehensive Employment and Training 
(CETA), and Housing and Community Develop- 
ment Acts, and (2) categorical grants, consisting of 
all the remaining grants. Categoricals in turn were 
defined as consisting of two general types: (a) 
formula-based grants, under which entitlement is 
according to a statutory or administratively de- 
veloped formula, and (b) project or discretionary 
grants, which are given in response to specific 
applications for Federal program funds. 

Table 11-1 shows the degree of response by city 
and county executives to the Federal grant ques- 
tionnaire, broken down by the standard Urban Data 
Service Center breakdown: size of jurisdiction, re- 
gion, metropolitan or non-metropolitan location, 
and form of government. 

Overall, 32.3 percent of the cities and 22.6 per- 
cent of the counties responded. Among the cities, 
the population groupings above 50,000 responded 
at a rate near or above 50 percent. The smaller 
places were clearly less responsive, tailing off to 28 
percent for cities of 10,000-24,999 population. On 
a regional basis, cities in the northeast were least 
represented (19.1%) and those in the west most 
(50.1%). The response received from central cities 
was well above average (43.8%) and from inde- 
pendent (outside SMSAs) jurisdictions somewhat 
below average (26.3%). Finally, as could be pre- 
dicted considering the survey's auspices, council- 



manager cities responded at the highest rate 
(43.6%) and town meeting and representative 
town meetings at the lowest (7.6 and 16.7% re- 
spectively). Hence, in general, the answers to the 
questionnaire are most representative of the mid- 
dle-sized and larger central cities, the western 
region, and the council-manager form of govern- 
ment, and least representative of small jurisdic- 
tions outside metropolitan areas, the town form of 
government, and the northeast part of the country. 

Counties responded at a one-third lower overall 
rate than cities. Again, the smaller population 
units responded least frequently. Counties of the 
western region responded at a rate 65 percent 
higher than the average, while those in the north 
central states replied at about 25 percent below the 
nationwide average. Metropolitan counties were 
represented at about twice the rate of non- 
metropolitan counties, and counties with adminis- 
trators likewise responded at about double the rate 
of those without administrators. In general, the 
survey responses most adequately represent the 
larger counties, the western region, metropolitan 
areas, and governments with administrators. They 
least represent the smaller population units, north 
central states, non-metropolitan areas, and coun- 
ties without a chief administrative officer. 

Since cities over 50,000 population and counties 
over 500,000 responded at about a 50 percent rate, 
there is greater certainty about the representative- 
ness of their responses than those of the lower 
population jurisdictions, which responded at 
lower rates. The analysis of answers to the survey 
questions will, therefore, when feasible, differen- 
tiate between the responses of these larger cities 
and counties and those of the smaller jurisdictions. 
The terms "larger cities" and "larger counties" 
will be used to identify these two groups. 

Respondents were asked at the outset of the 
questionnaire to indicate whether their locality 
had received Federal grants in the fiscal years that 
included July 1,1969 and/or July 1,1974.  The five- 
year period was chosen as representing a span 
during which there had been substantial Federal 
effort to improve grant administration. If respon- 
dents answered "No" to the question, they did not 
have to answer the rest of the questionnaire. The 
purpose was twofold: to establish some facts on 
the extent to which Federal grants are received by 
local jurisdictions, and to assure that perception 
questions reflected recent experience. The right 
hand columns in Table 11-1 show the results. 

Overall, 73.3 percent of the cities responding 
and 80.6 percent of the counties said they received 
grants in one or both years. Examination of the 
returns indicated that for these "Yes" respondents, 
in all but a few cases grants were received in both 
the years specified or only in the fiscal year which 
included July 1, 1974. 

The survey consisted of an original mailing to all 
the cities and counties in the fall of 1975; a second 
mailing of the same material about six weeks later 
to those who had not responded; and a final mail- 
ing after another six weeks to those who had not 
responded among cities over 50,000 population 
and counties over 100,000. The relatively light 
return, especially from the smaller jurisdictions, 
may be subject to several interpretations. The ques- 
tionnaire may have been too complex or lengthy. 
There were some indications, for example, that the 
request for fiscal data discouraged some officials, 
even though, on the basis of a pre-test run by ICMA, 
these questions were considerably simplified from 
their initial form. Another possible cause of the 
light response may be that the problems of grants- 
in-aid - and particularly categorical grants, 
which are the principal focus of the question- 
naire - are not as acute as is commonly sup- 
posed. To the extent that this is true, it consti- 
tutes a significant finding from this survey. Offi- 
cials who are bothered by a problem could be 
expected to use a reasonably convenient opportun- 
ity, such as this questionnaire, to communicate 
their perceptions and express their concerns. Fi- 
nally, the non-respondents may reflect a resistance 
to questionnaires. A number returned the ques- 
tionnaires without completing it, saying they were 
over-burdened by such inquiries. 

The 15 questions in the Federal portion of the 
questionnaire addressed three general areas: fiscal 
impact, including information with respect to the 
magnitude of Federal aids received and the num- 
bers of grants as well as the effect on local decision 
making; the effects of various Federal efforts to 
help state and local administration; and the ad- 
ministrative impact of the grants, whether or not 
they were intended. The following analysis of 
these questionnaire returns is divided under these 
three general headings, with the replies from the 
cities separated from those of the counties. A 
summary of responses to two final questions on the 
use of grant-in-aid coordinators and general com- 
ments about the Federal grant system as a whole 
concludes this section. 



Total 

Population 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
1 00,000-249 ,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Surveyed 

2,309 

Number of Respondents that 
Received Federal Grants in 

FY 1969 andlor FY 1974 

Responding Yes No 
Number Percent Number Percent 

73.3% 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 

95.9 
92.5 
80.7 
59.1 

57.7 
62.1 
79.8 
90.9 

98.1 
62.8 
76.4 

Number 

199 

0 
0 
0 
2 
9 

32 
I56 

58 
83 
41 
17 

3 
157 
39 

Table 11-1 

Number of Cities and Counties Responding to ACIR-ICMA Questionnaire 
on Federal Grants-in-Aid; and Number Receiving Federal Crants 

in FY 1969 andlor FY 1974, 
Winter 1975-76 

A. Cities 

Percent 

26.7% 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
4.1 
7.5 

19.3 
40.9 

42.3 
37.9 
20.2 

9.1 

1.9 
37.2 
23.6 



Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 929 
Council-Manager 1,140 
Commission 119 
Town Meeting 79 
Representative Town Meeting 42 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

0. Counties 



Fiscal Impact 

AMOUNTS AND TYPES O F  GRANTS RECEIVED 

The survey sought to obtain a general picture of 
the composition of Federal grants received by 
localities, according to types of grants. A question- 
naire pre-test indicated little likelihood of garner- 

ing of a detailed fiscal breakdown, SO the 
final questionnaire simply asked cities and coun- 
ties t~ report the dollar amounts of grants received 
by block and categorical grants, with the latter 
subdivided further according to Model Cities,' 
Economic Opportunity, and all other categorical 
grants. Model Cities and Economic Opportunity 
grants were singled out because of their fiscal 
importance among direct Federal-local grants, at 
least in the earlier year, 1969. The figures were 
requested for the localities' two fiscal years that 
included July 1, 1969 and July 1, 1974. The five- 
year spread was chosen as representing a period 
during which the Federal government had ex- 
pended considerable effort to consolidate, simplify, 
and standardize grant design and administration. 
Unfortunately, fewer than half of the responding 
cities and counties provided fiscal data for 1969, 
so no trend data are presented here. Table 11-2 
summarizes the data report for 1974 by 490 cities 
and 100 counties, which constituted 89.6 percent 
and 86.2 percent, respectively, of the responding 
jurisdictions that reported receiving grants in that 
year. 

Overall, for the cities, 31.4 percent of the grant 
dollars were for block grants (Partnership for 
Health, Safe Streets (LEAA), CETA, Community 
Development) and 68.6 percent for categoricals. Of 
the latter 10.3 percent was for Model Cities, 5.1 
percent for Economic Opportunity, and 53.2 per- 
cent for all other formula-based and discretionary 
grants. This breakdown by type of grant seemed to 
bear no discernible relationship to size of city. 

Overall, counties relied less than cities on block, 
Model Cities, and Economic Opportunity grants 
(22.7, 2.4, and 1.9% respectively). Conversely, a 
much larger portion of their grant dollars consisted 
of "all other" categorical grants - 73.0 percent 
compared to 53.2 percent for the cities. There ap- 
peared to be some clear differences between the 
larger and smaller counties. The larger drew a 
much bigger share of their grant moneys in the form 
of categorical grants, particularly other than Model 
Cities and Economic Opportunity grants. Probably 

this reflected heavy county involvement in public 
assistance administration. 

Table 11-3 gives a picture of how many indi- 
vidual Federal grants were received by cities and 
counties in the fiscal year that included July 1, 
1974. The mean number of grants received by 437 
responding cities was 9.3, and by 94 responding 
counties was 20.6, more than twice as many. The 
"larger" cities received an average of 15.3 grants; 
the "larger" counties 35.0. The higher county fig- 
ures undoubtedly reflect the exclusion of coun- 
ties below 50,000 population. They may also mir- 
ror the lower, county response rate (many of the 
respondents did not answer this question because 
they did not receive any grants for FY 1974-75). 

As expected, the average number of grants re- 
ceived by both types of jurisdictions varied di- 
rectly with population size group. Regionally, 
cities in the northeast and south received the same 
average number (7.6), which was substantially 
lower than the average received by their counter- 
parts of the north central and western regions. 
Counties of the west and south were clearly the 
most active, with those of the traditionally weak- 
county northeast at the other end of the scale. With 
regard to metropolitan status, almost twice as 
many grants on the average went to the central 
cities as to the suburbs, which in turn received 
more than twice as many as "independent" cities. 
The difference between metropolitan and non- 
metropolitan counties was not nearly as great: 21.5 
for metropolitan and 16.9 for non-metropolitan. 
This narrower gap may indicate that counties as a 
group are the recipients of more formula-type 
grants, via the state, than are the cities. As the local 
units that blanket the entire state, counties fre- 
quently share in such grants. This fact may also 
account for the larger average number of grants 
received by counties than cities, in addition to the 
factors already mentioned. 

To get some notion of the trend in average 
number of grants received, respondents were 
asked to indicate the number of grants received for 
the fiscal year including 1969 as well as 1974. Far 
fewer provided the information for 1969 than pro- 
vided it for 1974, and in many cases it was not 
certain whether those who did not submit a figure 
for 1969 had not received any grants that year or 
just failed to respond. Some idea of the trend can be 
obtained from comparing, for those who received 
at least one grant in both years, the numbers of 
grants received for both years. This comparison 



Table 11-2 

Percentage Distribution of Dollar Amount of Federal Grants Received 
by Cities and Counties: by Type of Grant and Size of Jurisdiction, 

Fiscal Year that Included July 1, 1974 

Population 

Number Responding 

Block 
Categorical 

Model Cities 
Economic 

Opportunities 
All Other 

Subtotal 

Total Grants 

Population 

Number Responding 

Block 
Categorical 

Model Cities 
Economic 

Opportunities 
All Other 

Subtotal 

Total Grants 

l,~,oOO 
and over 

3 

42.7% 

11.4 

8.6 
37.3 

57.3 

100.0% 

1 , ~ , O O o  
and over 

8 

15.0% 

1.9 

0.9 
82.2 

85 .O 

100.0% 

490 Cities 
500,ooo- 250,000- 100,000- 
999,999 499,999 249,999 

8 13 41 

18.2% 36.5% 31.8% 

100 Counties 

500,000- 250,000- 100,000- 
999,999 499,999 249,999 

13 17 39 

18.5% 41.4% 36.8% 

50,000- 25,OtW 10,Wtb 
99,999 49,999 24,999 Total 

50,000- 
99,999 Total 



Table 11-3 

Number of Separate Federal Grants Received by Cities and Counties: 
Fiscal Year that Included July 1, 1974 

Cities Counties 

Number Mean Number Number Mean Number 
Responding of Grants Responding of Grants 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
100 ,OO&249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Metro 
Non-Metro 

shows that, for the 199 cities in this group, the 
average (mean) number received in 1969 was 4.1, 
and in 1974 it was 8.8, or an increase of 114.6 
percent. For the 40 counties in this group, the 
averages were 7.7 and 18.4, respectively, or an 
increase of 139.0 percent. Considering that many 
of the cities and counties receiving grants in 1974 
did not receive any in 1969, and are therefore 
excluded from this comparison, these percentage 
increases probably are an understatement of what 
actually happened to the average city and county 
in terms of the change in volume of separate grants 
received. The increase in grants to counties is 
particularly worth noting, underscoring the grow- 
ing involvement of that unit of local government in 
the Federal grant system. 

EFFECT O N  LOCAL DECISION MAKING 

A series of questions addressed the issues of 
whether, and to what extent, categorical grants 
affected local determination of budget priorities, 
and whether such grants stimulated local expendi- 
tures or were substituted for local moneys. Similar 
questions were posed about block grants. 

Categorical Grants. Table 1 1 4  summarizes the 
responses to the question: "If you were permitted 
to allocate the Federal categorical grant funds 
freely among programs, would you allocate them 
differently from the way they are now allocated?" 
It also shows the degree to which the localities 
answering "Yes" would have made different allo- 



Table 11-4 

City and County Officials' Attitudes Toward Federal Categorical Programs' Budget Priorities, 
Winter 1975-76 

Question: (A) "If you were permitted to allocate Federal categorical grant funds freely among programs, would 
you allocate them differently from the way they are now allocated? (B) If Yes, how different?" 

Cities 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,OW 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative Town Meeting 

Number (A) "Yes" 
Responding Number Percenf Slight 

11.4% 

0.0 
10.0 
0.0 
7.7 

12.3 
18.1 
9.9 

11 .o 
16.7 

6.6 

7.9 
12.7 

0.0 
0.0 

33.3 

(B) Percent of (A) who said their 
reallocations would be: 

Sub- 
Moderate stantial Complete NA 
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era1 categorical grants to substitute for local 
moneys that otherwise would have been spent for 
those recreation services. 

A tabulation of all the responses - not just those 
related to the five most frequently named pro- 
grams - reveals that city officials marked "in- 
creases" 397 times and "decreases" 99 times, or a 
ratio of four to one. County officials marked "in- 
creases" 95 times and "decreases" 35 times, or a 
ratio of almost three to one. Clearly, considering all 
the program areas in which local officials saw 
Federal categorical programs affecting the spend- 
ing of local funds, that effect was seen as over- 
whelmingly stimulative, and more so by the city 
than the county officials. 

The next question in the survey sought to ap- 
proach the issues of local priorities and 
stimulation-substitution from a somewhat differ- 
ent angle. It asked: "If the Federal government 
suddenly cut off categorical grants, for which you 
now provide local matching funds, (a) Would your 
municipalitylcounty shift some of those local 
matching funds to other programs? (b) Would you 
fund with 100 percent local funds any of the pro- 
grams formerly receiving Federal money?" The 
responses are summarized in Table 11-7. 

Among the cities, over two-thirds of the officials 
(69.5%) would have used some of their local 
matching funds for purposes other than those 
specified in the discontinued grants. Over three- 
fourths of the "larger" cities (over 50,000) were of 
this view. Central cities officials were much more 
strongly inclined this way (83.6%) than their sub- 
urban counterparts (57.9%). 

Less than one half the city officials (43.3%) 
thought that their cities would have used all local 
moneys to replace suddenly terminated Federal 
categorical grant funds. However, 50.5 percent of 
the officials in the "larger" cities group believed 
that their cities would have reacted in that way. 

Among county officials there were higher over- 
all "Yes" answers on both questions. On the first 
question, 77.2 percent of the officials thought that 
their governments would have shifted local funds 
to other efforts if they were suddenly faced with a 
termination of Federal categoricals; on the second, 
50.5 percent thought that their counties would 
have funded the terminated programs with 100 
percent local funds. Among the "larger" counties 
(over 500,000) the positive views were even 
stronger: 83.3 and 76.0 percent, respectively. 



Table 11-5 

The Influence of Federal Categorical Grants on Spending of 
Local Money, as Seen by City and County Officials: Part I, 

Winter 1975-76 

Question: "Do you think your receipt of Federal categorical grants has 
had any effect on the amount of local money (not counting any 
required matching funds) spent in your municipality on the 
programs affected?" 

Cities Counties 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" Responding "Yes" 

Total 491 60.1 % 105 64.8% 

Population Group 
1,1)00,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,00W99,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Metro 
Non-Metro 

One would interpret a positive answer to the first 
question to mean that the Federal grant involved 
was geared to changing local priorities, hence the 
locality would have preferred to use the local 
matching funds for some other purpose. Consistent 
with that position, the same locality would tend to 
answer "No" to the second question, since its own 
priorities are different from those imposed by the 
Federal grant, and would not lead to a supplanting 
of the terminated Federal grant with 100 percent of 
its own funds. Hence, one would expect that a high 
percentage "Yes" on the first question would be 
accompanied by a low percentage "Yes" on the 
second for the answers to be consistent. These 
general expectations must be modified, however, 
because of the language used: the question spoke 
in terms of shifting "some" and not necessarily all 
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of the local matching funds; and providing 100 
percent local funding of "any" rather than all of the 
programs formerly receiving Federal money. Thus 
one would not expect that a reply of, say, 7 5  per- 
cent on the first question would be exactly com- 
plemented by a reply of 25 percent on the second. 
The most one would expect, without getting more 
information about the magnitudes involved in 
"some" and "any" modifiers in each respondent's 
case, is two percentages that add up to somewhere 
near 100. The city officials' responses, for both the 
group as a whole and the "larger" cities, came out 
more nearly this way than did the responses of the 
county officials, indicating a greater degree of con- 
sistency among city officials on the issue of Federal 
grant impact on local priorities as revealed by these 
questions. 



Yet, this view must also be modified, because the 
replies to the question on use of 100 percent local 
funds are susceptible to an additional interpreta- 
tion. It can be argued that localities which would 
provide such funding are demonstrating that the 
terminated Federal program had had a sustained 
stimulative effect. Thus, localities responding 
"Yes" to the second question may not necessarily 
be indicating that the Federal grant had little skew- 
ing effect on their budget. On the contrary, they 
may be suggesting a lasting stimulative or distort- 
ing effect. 

The Fiscal Impact of Categorical Grants: A Sum- 
mary. Looking at these local officials' responses to 
the total cluster of questions on the fiscal impact of 
Federal categorical programs, there is little ques- 
tion that they see a powerful effect. Two-thirds of 
the city officials and four-fifths of the county re- 
spondents believe they would allocate Federal 
grant funds differently if they had the chance. 
More than three-fourths of both groups think the 
reallocation would be moderate or substantial. In 
addition, over two-thirds of the city respondents 
and over three-fourths of their county counterparts 

Table 11-6 

Five Federal Categorical Grant Program Areas that Most Affected Spending of 
Local Funds, as Seen by City and County Officials, 

Program Area 

Urban community 
development - construc- 
tion, renewal, opera- 
tions (other than 
transportation) 

Water pollution control 

Recreation - acquisition, 
development and planning 

Employment, labor, 
manpower 

Community development - 
planning, research, 
training 

Income security and 
social services 

Mental health 

Water pollution control 

Recreation - acquisition, 
development, and planning 

General health services 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

Number of Respondents 
Who Listed 

Program Area 

140 

65 

38 

29 

26 

Counties 

17 

15 

10 

11 

9 

Respondents Who Said Use of 
Local Funds Was Increased: 

Number Percent 



Table 11-7 

The Influence of Federal Categorical Grants on Spending of Local 
Money, as Seen by City and County Officials: Part II, 

Winter 1975-76 

Question: "If the Federal government suddenly cut off categoricalgrants, forwhich 
you now provide local matching funds, (a) Would your municipality1 
county shift some of these local matching funds to other programs? (b) 
Would you fund with 100 percent local funds any of the programs 
formerly receiving Federal money?" 

Cities 

(a) Would Shift Local 
Funds 

(b) Would Fund With Local 
Funds 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Responding "Yesr' Responding *'Yesrr 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,00&999,999 
250,000-499,999 
1 OO,O0(1-249,999 
50,00& 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,00& 24,999 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town meeting 
Representative 

Town Meeting 



say that they would shift some of the local match- 
ing funds to other programs if the Federal grants 
were suddenly terminated. In all cases, officials of 
the "larger" cities and counties indicated that they 
felt more inclined than their colleagues in smaller 
places to reallocate Federal grants and shift local 
matching funds. Clearly, as seen by the officials 
surveyed, Federal grants tend to skew local deci- 
sion making, both in the use of the Federal funds 
and the local match. 

Well over a majority of these local officials also 
believe that these Federal grant programs have an 
effect on the spending of non-matching local 
money; four-fifths of the city officials and three- 
fourths of their county counterparts believe it is a 
stimulative effect. The stimulation is seen to occur 
in program areas that one would expect: commu- 
nity development, sewage treatment, recreation 
and manpower for the cities and income security 
and social services, mental and general health and 
sewage treatment for the counties. Only in the case 
of recreation did either of the groups of officials 
believe that Federal categorical funds tended more 
to decrease the spending of local money than in- 
crease it, thus indicating that Federal recreation 
grants were substituting for local money. 

Answers to the final two questions, as explained 
above, lend themselves to a mixed interpretation. 
The answers to the first question indicate rather 
clearly that, again, local officials see Federal grants 
as causing a distortion of local priorities. The 
answers to the second question, particularly for the 
counties, are more ambiguous on the distorting 
effect by indicating a lasting stimulative impact. In 
any case, the replies to these two final questions 
support the general conclusion that local officials 
view Federal grants as tending to have a pervasive, 
stimulative impact on local fiscal and program 
decision making. 

Block Grants. The questionnaire also probed local 
officials with regard to the impact of Federal block 
grants on their decision-making process. Except 
for the question on reallocation of Federal moneys, 
the questions were essentially the same as those 
covering the influence of categorical grants. 

The officials first were asked whether any of the 
Federal block grants had any effect on the amount 
of non-matching local money that their govern- 
ment spent on the programs affected. The results 
are shown in Table 11-8. 

Over three-fourths of both the city and county 
groups thought that spending of non-matching 



Table 1 / 4 3  

The Influence of Federal Block Grants on Spending of Local 
Money, as Seen by City and County Officials: Part I, 

Winter 1975-76 

Question: "Do you think any of the Federal block grants have had any 
effect on the amount of local money (not counting any re- 
quired matching funds) spent in your municipality/county 
on the programs affected?" 

Cities Counties 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" Responding "Yes" 

Total 506 77.3% 108 78.7% 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 

50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Metro 
Non-Metro 

local funds had been influenced by Federal blo;k 
grants. Among the "larger" cities and counties the 
percentages were higher than the average: 81.8 and 
95.4 percent, respectively. Metropolitan or non- 
metropolitan location makes no difference for 
"Yes" answers among counties; among the cities, 
proportionately more central cities saw the impact 
of block grants than suburban and independent 
cities. 

The questionnaire then asked the respondents to 
focus on each of three block grants and indicate 
what effects, if any, each of them had had on the 
spending of local non-matching funds. They were 
asked to indicate the effect only if they had actually 
received that particular kind of grant. Table 11-9 
presents the results. 

The number of city officials reporting that the 
block grants had affected local non-matching 
funds varied from 304 for CETA to 218 for Com- 

munity Development (CD). The noticeably smaller 
number who reported receiving CD grants com- 
pared to LEAA and CETA grants may reflect the 
relative newness of the program as well, perhaps, 
as its limited reach in the first year of operation. 
A fairly uniformly high percentage of these offi- 
cials (85 plus) felt the LEAA, CETA, and CD block 
grants had affected local funding. 

About two-thirds of the responding city officials 
thought that all three of the block grants had 
tended to increase the amount of local spending of 
non-matching funds. The CETA program has the 
lowest stimulative effect, in the opinion of these 
officials. 

The pattern of responses from the county offi- 
cials is somewhat similar to that of the city respon- 
dents, although proportionately fewer had experi- 
ence with the CD grant. The reasons seem self- 
evident. The percentage reporting that CD had an 



effect was about 20 points lower than that of the 
city officials. With the county officials as with 
their city counterparts, around two-thirds or more 
of those reporting an impact on local non-match- 
ing funds said it tended to increase spending of 
those funds. 

Paralleling the questions on categorical grants, 
the questionnaire then asked: "If the Federal gov- 
ernment suddenly cut off LEAA and Partnership 
for Health block grants for which you now pro- 
vide local matching funds, (a) would your 
municipalitylcounty shift some of those local 
matching funds to other programs; (b) would you 
fund with 100 percent local funds any of the pro- 
grams formerly receiving Federal money?" The 
question was confined to the LEAA and health 
grants because at that point in the ACIR's grant 
study, those two grants were being analyzed in 
greater detail. The responses to the question are 
summarized in Table 11-1 O .  

Among the cities, slightly over one-half the re- 
spondents (56.2%) said that they would shift local 

matching funds to other purposes should LEAA 
grants be terminated; less than one-half (44.6%) 
said they would make such a shift with a cut off of 
Partnership for Health funds. Respondents from 
suburban cities were substantially less inclined to 
make the shift (25.0%) than those from central 
(66.7%) or independent (50.0%) cities. A bare 
majority of the city respondents (51.4%) would 
fund with 100 percent local funds the terminated 
LEAA programs, whereas only a little more than a 
third (38.7%) would so fund a terminated health 
program. In this case there was no essential differ- 
ence among the cities on the basis of metro status 
as far as the LEAA grant was concerned, but with 
respect to the Partnership for Health grant, the in- 
dependent cities would do far less than the central 
and suburban cities to replace the terminated 
Federal grant with 100 percent local funds. 

County officials were more inclined than their 
city counterparts to believe that their governments 
would shift local matching funds to other pro- 
grams in case either the Federal LEAA or health 

Table 11-9 

The Influence of Federal Block Grants on Spending of 
Local Money, as Seen by City and County Officials: Part 11, 

Winter 197576 

Question: " I f  you received the specified block grant, (a) did it have 
an effect, (b) and if so, did it increase or decrease local 
non-matching funds?" 

Cities 
B. Local Money 

Increased or 
A. Had an Effect? Decreased 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Block Grant Responding "Yes" Responding Increased 

LEAA 283 86.6% 247 70.4% 
CETA 304 85.5 262 61 .I 
Community 

Development 21 8 89.0 203 70.9 

Counties 
LEA A 75 100.0 76 82.9 
CETA 73 83.6 61 67.2 
Community 

Development 33 69.7 25 68.0 



Table 11-70 

The Influence of Federal Block Grants on Spending of Local Money, as 
Seen by City and County Officials: Part Ill, 

Winter 197576 

Question: "if the Federal government suddenly cut off LEAA and Partnership for 
Health block grants for which you now provide local matching funds, (a) 
would your municipality/county shift some of those local matching funds 
to other programs; (b) would you fund with 100 percent local funds any 
of the programs formerly receiving Federal money?" 

LE AA 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
independent 

Cities 
(a) Would Shift Local 

Funds 

Number 
Responding 

Partnership for Health 

Total 65 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 2 

500,000-999,999 2 
250,000-499,999 2 
100,000-249,999 7 

Percent 
"Yes" 

56.2% 

100.0 
50.0 
64.3 
76.2 
66.3 
44.9 
50.0 

64.7 
47.7 
57.8 

44.6% 

100.0 
50.0 
50.0 
71.4 

(b) Would Fund With 
Local Funds 

Number 
Responding 

381 

3 
10 
14 
41 
84 
88 

141 

134 
I56 

91 

62 

2 
2 
2 
6 

Percent 
"Yes" 

51.4% 

66.7 
70.0 
50.0 
46.3 
54.8 
46.6 
52.5 

50.7 
51.3 
52.7 

38.7% 

100.0 
50.0 

0.0 
50.0 



Table 11-10 Con't. 

50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

LEAA 

Total 

Population Croup 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
~~~~~249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Partnership for Health 

Total 

Population Croup 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

(a) Would Shift Local 
Funds 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

66.7 
25.0 
50.0 

Counties 

(b) Would Fund With 
Local Funds 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 



block grants terminated. They also were more in- 
clined to think that counties would use local funds 
for programs formerly funded by LEAA grants, but 
less inclined than the city respondents to think that 
their jurisdictions would make such a shift if the 
health block grant program were suddenly ended. 
As with the categorical grants, the county respon- 
dents tended to show more inconsistency than city 
officials in their responses to these two com- 
plementary questions on reallocation of priorities 
and supplanting of Federal funds. 

In all cases, the percentage of respondents from 
the "larger" cities and counties answering "Yes" 
on the questions of shifting matching funds or re- 
placing with all local moneys were clearly greater 
than the percentages registered by the totality of 
respondents. 

The Fiscal Impact of Block Grants: A Summary. 
Taken together, the responses to the questions on 
block grants indicate that local officials see these 
grants as having a significant impact on local deci- 
sions. Over three-fourths of both city and county 
officials responding thought these grants as a 
group affected the spending of non-matching local 
moneys. About two-thirds of these thought the 
effect was to increase local spending. 

The respondents had differing views on the du- 
ration of the stimulative effect of the LEAA and 
health block grants. About one half the city offi- 
cials and over 60 percent of the county officials 
thought that their localities would continue to use 
local funds to replace terminated LEAA funds, but 
only a little over one-third of both groups thought 
that they would do that in case the health block 
grant suddenly came to an end. 

Finally, there was also some variation in the 
officials' views on the impact of the two block 
grants on local priority-setting. Over 50 percent of 
the city respondents and two-thirds of those from 
the counties said that termination of the LEAA 
block grant would result in a shift of local match- 
ing funds to other purposes, suggesting a fairly 
high impact on local priority setting. A substan- 
tially smaller percentage of each group (44.6 and 
53.6%, respectively) thought such a shift would 
occur with termination of the health block grant. 

Categorical and Block Grants: Differences in Im- 
pact? The responses to the slightly different but 
essentially similar sets of questions indicates that 

while local officials regard both categorical and 
block grants of the Federal government as having 
significant impacts on local decision making, there 
are differences. 

The city officials responding to the survey 
seemed to feel that categoricals tend to skew local 
priorities more than the LEAA and health block 
grants do. This conclusion is drawn from the dif- 
ferential "Yes" percentages they registered on the 
question about shifting local matching funds if the 
programs were discontinued. The response on the 
issue of reallocation of Federal categorical money 
confirmed this conclusion. County officials also 
saw a difference in the skewing effect of categorical 
and the two block grants, but the difference was as 
great as that seen by city officials only with refer- 
ence to the health block grant. 

Both city and county officials also seemed to say 
that block grants overall, and the LEAA grant in 
particular, had more of a lasting stimulative effect 
than the categoricals. This conclusion is drawn 
from the responses to the questions on the effects of 
the Federal grants on funding with local moneys. 

FEDERAL ASSUMPTION O F  THE 
"ADULT CATEGORIES" 

Another kind of fiscal impact probed in the sur- 
vey was the impact of a major policy change - 
Federal assumption of the cost of the adult 
categories of public assistance (the aged, blind, 
and disabled) through enactment in 1972 of the 
supplemental security income (SSI) program. The 
act, which was intended to provide fiscal relief to 
states and localities and constitute a significant 
step toward federalization of public assistance 
funding, went into effect on January 1, 1974. 

With a view to finding out whether any fiscal 
relief had permeated to the local level, and if 
not, why not, the survey asked: "Does y o u  
municipalitylcounty share in the non-Federal cost 
of AFDC (Aid to Families with Dependent Chil- 
dren)?" Since responsibility for the adult cate- 
gories before their federalization generally rested 
with the same local jurisdiction as the respon- 
sibility for AFDC, this question sought to establish 
which responding localities formerly were respon- 
sible for the adult categories. If the answer was 
"Yes," respondents were asked to indicate 
whether Federal assumption of the adult 
categories had led to any discernible fiscal relief 
for their governments. If they then answered "No," 



they were requested to explain. The results from 
the two questions were as follows: 

Does locality share 
in AFDC cost? 

Cities 
Counties 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

If "Yes," has SSI 
brought fiscal relief? 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

Cities 39 56.4% 
Counties 5 1 59.6 

From the answer to the first question, it can be 
assumed that about one-twelfth of the cities re- 
sponding and one-half of the counties had shared 
in the non-Federal portion of the cost of the former 
adult categories programs. The disparity between 
the two types of jurisdiction reflects the fact that 
public assistance by and large is administered at 
the local level by counties rather than cities. That 
not more than 5 0  percent of the counties answered 
"Yes" probably is because in some states public 
assistance is state administered and in still others, 
where county administered, it is totally state- 
financed. 

Approximately the same proportion - about 
one-half - of both cities and counties that re- 
ported sharing in the non-Federal part of the AFDC 
said that they h2d experienced fiscal relief from the 
initiation of the SSI program. Such relief was to be 
expected, and indeed is the reason such transfers of 
fiscal burdens to other governmental levels is 
sought. The question is: Why did the other juris- 
dictions not enjoy some fiscal relief? 

Few of them provided explanations in this sur- 
vey. Those that did stated that: 

The state requires a property tax contribution 
greater than the tax required if the program had 
continued under local administration. 

Pending Federal assumption of SSI cases, the 
city provides assistance to individuals. Once a 
case is accepted, the city must seek reimburse- 
ment from the client, if assistance is provided in 

the interim period. Previous to Federal assump- 
tion the city was able to bill the state directly for 
costs incurred pending a client's acceptance for 
assistance. 

Growth in other welfare program costs offset the 
reduction. 

State supplements to the SSI programs are 
funded 50-50 with the state and have increased 
both staff and costs. 

County has had to create a general assistance 
fund to aid those not eligible under SSI. 

Decreases consumed by increases in other man- 
dated social services areas (food stamps, etc.). 

AFDC caseload and average payment increases 
have outstripped any anticipated savings* 

The lack of fiscal relief is in some cases ascribed 
to expanding costs of other programs, which might 
have happened whether or not the SSI enactment 
had occurred. In other cases, however, relief was 
short-lived or non-existent because of provisions 
of the SSI program and failure of the state to fully 
meet the expense of coping with those provisions 
(e.g., failure of SSI to pay assistance pending eligi- 
bility certification which the local government 
rather than the state had to fill, or state supple- 
ments to SSI payments which the state requires 
localities to help fund). These latter cases under- 
score the fact that whether localities actually enjoy 
fiscal relief in such shifting of responsibility to the 
Federal government depends critically on what the 
state's response is in the way of adjusting state- 
local fiscal and administrative responsibilities. 

Federal Efforts to Improve 
Grants Management 

In the past decade the Federal government has 
moved along a number of fronts to simplify and 
improve the administration of its grant-in-aid 
programs. To a great extent this effort was a re- 
sponse to mounting complaints from state and 
local governments about the complexity and pro- 
fusion of administrative requirements. The ACIR- 
ICMA survey sought to ascertain to what degree 
local officials were aware of some of the major 
efforts at improvement, and, if so, whether they 
thought these initiatives had done any good. 



Table 11-11 

City and County Officials' Awareness of Four Federal Management Circulars (FMCs), 
Winter 197576 

Key: (1) FMC 74-7 - uniform administrative requirements for grants-in-aid to state and local governments. 
(2) FMC 74-4 - cost principles applicable t o  grants and contracts with state and local governments. 
(3) FMC 73-2 - audit o f  Federal operations and programs by executive branch agencies. 
(4) OMB A-95 - evaluation, review, and coordination o f  Federal and Federally assisted programs and projects. 

Cities 

(2) 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
1 00,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Number 
Responding 

471 

4 
10 
15 
45 
96 

117 
184 

71 
lo7 
143 
1 50 

141 
223 
lo7 

Percent 
Aware 

64.3% 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
86.7 
80.2 
55.6 
50.5 

56.3 
59.8 
72.0 
64.0 

86.5% 
54.7 
55.1 

Number 
Responding 

420 

4 
10 
13 
42 
86 

102 
I63 

63 
95 

127 
135 

130 
197 

93 

Percent 
Aware 

56.2% 

100.0 
100.0 
100.0 
90.5 
70.0 
46.7 
41.7 

49.2 
48.4 
66.9 
54.8 

84.6% 
42.6 
43.3 

Number Percent 
Responding Aware 

Number 
Responding 

403 

4 
9 

13 
39 
76 

1 02 
1 60 

61 
93 

121 
I28 

118 
194 
91 

Percent 
Aware 

63.5% 

100.0 
100.0 
92.3 
89.7 
73.7 
48.0 
56.9 

59.0 
57.0 
73.6 
60.9 

81.4 
52.6 
63.7 



Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative 

Town Meeting 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 
500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,00CL249,999 
50,OCKL 99,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

Counties 



MANAGEMENT CIRCULARS 

The principal question in this part of the survey 
focused on Federal management circulars issued 
hy the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
and the General Services Administration (GSA) to 
standardize, simplify, and improve Federal grant 
administration. The questionnaire identified each 
of the circulars and the basic change or changes 
they were designed to achieve. It then asked the 
respondents to indicate whether they were aware 
of each circular, whether they thought that the 
listed changes had actually occurred, and if so, 
whether the changes had improved grant ad- 
ministration. 

Table 11-1 1 recapitulates the responses relating 
to respondents' awareness of the four circulars. 
Clearly, both the city and county officials were 
most aware of FMC 74-7, the circular requiring 
standardization and simplification of 15 types of 
administrative requirements, and OMB A-95, pre- 
scribing procedures for review and comment on 
applications for certain kinds of grants. The least 
familiar to both groups was the circular prescrib- 
ing audit procedures (FMC 73-2). The county offi- 
cials' awareness of the cost principles circular 
(FMC 74-4) was noticeably high, relative to their 
awareness of the other circulars as well as to the 
awareness mark on this circular registered by the 
city officials. 

With both groups of officials, there is a clear 
tendency for awareness to decline with the size of 
jurisdiction. This is understandable in light of the 
smaller places' lesser involvement in grant pro- 
grams. On a regional basis the one point that stands 
out is the noticeably higher degree of awareness 
among officials from southern cities. The audit 
circular is the exception to that generalization; yet, 
even here, southern city officials register the high- 
est percentage of familiarity. Why the cities in the 
south should be more conscious of these adminis- 
trative circulars is not immediately apparent. 
Perhaps it has something to do with the efforts of 
Federal regional and area offices that serve that 
part of the country, 

The level of familiarity with all four circulars is 
patently higher among central city officials and 
metropolitan county officials than among their col- 
leagues from suburban or rural areas. In the degree 
of awareness registered by city officials represent- 
ing the two major forms of city government - 
mayor-council and council-manager - the latter 

has a slight edge. Officials from counties with ad- 
ministrators indicated a substantially greater 
familiarity with the circulars than their colleagues 
from counties without administrators. 

These figures suggest overall that Federal offi- 
cials need to target more of their communications 
efforts on management circulars toward cities 
under 50,000 population and those in suburban 
and non-metropolitan areas, and toward counties 
under 100,000 population and those in non- 
metropolitan areas. 

The survey next sought to determine how the 
city and county officials viewed the effects of the 
circulars or certain parts of them. Under FMC 74-7, 
which purported to standardize and simplify a 
range of administrative procedures and require- 
ments, the questionnaire focused on the five gen- 
eral provisions or groups of provisions that: 

Relieved recipients of the requirement of keep- 
ing separate bank accounts for individual grants; 

Minimized the time between Federal disburse- 
ment and grantee use of funds; 

Standardized pre-application procedures for 
project grants; 

Standardized forms for application, review, and 
approval of project grants; and 

Standardized procedures for payments, deter- 
mining matching shares, budget revisions, re- 
porting grants close out, and record retention. 

On FMC 74-4 (cost principles) and FMC 73-2 
(auditing), the questionnaire asked simply for reac- 
tions to the overall circulars. On OMB A-95, it 
requested opinions on the provision for referring to 
general purpose local governments of grant appli- 
cations from special districts. This part of the cir- 
cular was singled out, because it is one part that 
requires involvement of cities and counties, a con- 
dition that does not necessarily apply to other parts 
of the project notification and review system under 
Title I of the circular. 

On each of the eight above items the survey 
asked local officials' views on whether they 
thought a change had occurred in the administra- 
tion of the subject area covered by the circular or 
the specified part of the circular. Respondents to 
this question were not limited to those who had 



indicated earlier that they were aware of the circu- 
lar. They could be familiar with a particular grants 
management subject without being aware that it 
was covered by a Federal management circular. If 
the official said that a change had occurred, he was 
then asked to indicate whether it did or did not 
constitute an improvement in administration. 
Table 11-12 summarizes the responses for all 
eight items. 

Among city officials responding, about two- 
thirds saw change in all the items except the stan- 
dardization of procedures for payments, etc., 
under FMC 74-7 and the two circulars on cost prin- 
ciples and audits. Here the recognition of change 
was somewhat less. Over 85 percent indicated that 
improved administration resulted from these cir- 
culars, except for the referral procedure under 
A-95 (65.2%) and to a lesser extent (76.0%) for the 
minimizing of the idle time in use of Federal grant 
funds. The breakdown of responses by population 
(not shown here) reveals that the 250,000-999,999 
group was noticeably less certain than the other 
groups that standardization of the pre-application 
process caused change; and the 250,000-499,999 
group was likewise less certain of changes having 
come from the standardization of forms, etc. There 
is no ready explanation for these deviations. 

The participating county officials saw .generally 
less change issuing from FMC 74-7 than the city 
officials, but a higher percentage of them saw 
change resulting from the cost ~r incip les  than did 
the city respondents.3 County officials' ranking of 
improvements was generally high, as was city offi- 
cials'. The one possible exception was the clearly 
lower percentage of county officials who saw im- 
provement from the specific A-95 process listed. 
But on that item, both city and county officials saw 
less improvement produced than they ~e rce ived  in 
the other seven items. 

Overall, it seems fair to conclude that there are 
some problems regarding city and county officials' 
awareness of these key Federal efforts to improve 
grants management, particularly among the 
smaller jurisdictions. Yet, the circulars are viewed 
as having salutary effects by an overwhelming por- 
tion of both groups of local officials. In light of the 
continuing feeling among local officials that the 
grant system is beset with problems of administra- 
tive complexity and inefficiency (see section 
below on "Problems"), one still must conclude 
that these particular Federal efforts while helpful, 

are but initial small steps on the long road to im- 
proving the management of Federal grants-in-aid. 

Catalog of Federal 
Domestic Assistance 

The multiplicity and diversity of Federal grants 
and the complexities and variations in procedures 
required to obtain them has created a communica- 
tions gap between Federal grantor and state and 
local grantee. This gap has been a key source of 
dissatisfaction with the way the grant system is 
working. One of the principal Federal efforts to 
close the gap has been the development and re- 
finement of the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assis- 
tance, now prepared and published annually (with 
semi-annual updates) by OMB. The questionnaire 
survey sought to ascertain how useful the Catalog 
is, in the opinion of city and county officials. 

The questionnaire first asked whether the offi- 
cials were aware of the Catalog. If so, they were 
asked whether they found it an adequate aid in 
identifying and obtaining Federal assistance. If 
their answer was "No," their suggestions for im- 
provement were sought. Table 11-13 summarizes 
the responses to the first two questions. 

Clearly a high degree of awareness of the Catalog 
exists among both city and county officials. In the 
various cross-classifications displayed in the table, 
the percentage expressing awareness drops sub- 
stantially below 90 percent only among cities with 
the commission (71.4%) and representative town 
meeting forms of government (33.3OI0) and among 
counties under 50,000 population (76.9%), in non- 
metropolitan areas (81.0%), or without an adminis- 
trator (81.8%). This pattern of awareness of the 
Catalog parallels that found earlier with regard to 
the management circulars, with the smaller, non- 
metropolitan places having the greatest difficul- 
ties. 

On the question of the Catalog's usefulness as an 
information aid, 72.1 percent of the responding 
city officials and 68.9 percent of their county coun- 
terparts rated it adequate. Considering the volume 
and consistency of the complaints about the 
Catalog and generally about the Federal govern- 
ment's efforts to provide grant information to PO- 

tential recipients, this seems to be a remarkably 
high rating. It suggests that the Catalog is doing a 
better job than it is generally given credit for. 

Among the respondents who thought the 
Catalog is inadequate, the most frequent complaint 
voiced was that it needs more frequent updating 



Table 11-12 

City and County Officials' Views on Effects of Four Federal Management Circulars 
or Selected Provisions Thereof, 

Circular and/or Provisions 

FMC 74-7 
a. Recipients n o  longer required 

t o  have separate bank accounts 
for grant funds 

b. Minimizing o f  time between 
Federal disbursement and 
grantee use o f  funds 

c. Standardization o f  pre- 
application procedures 

d. Standardized forms for project 
grant application, review, 
and approval 

e. Standardized procedures for 
payments, determining matching 
shares, budget revisions, 
reporting grants close out, 
record retention 

FMC 74-4 
Uniform cost principles 

FMC 73-2 
lmproved audit practices 

0 M B A-95 
Referral t o  general purpose 
local governments o f  grant 
applications from special 
districts 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 
Improved Grant 

Change Occurred? Administration? 

Number Percent Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" Responding "Yes" 



Table 11-12 Cont'd. 

City and County Officials' Views on Effects of Four Federal Management Circulars 
or Selected Provisions Thereof, 

Winter 1975-76 

FMC 74-7 
a. Recipients no longer required 

to have separate bank accounts 
for grant funds 

b. Minimizing of time between 
Federal disbursement and 
grantee use of funds 

c. Standardization of pre- 
application procedures 

d. Standardized forms for project 
grant application, review, 
and approval 

e. Standardized procedures for 
payments, determining matching 
shares, budget revisions, 
reporting grants close out, 
record retention 

FMC 74-4 
Uniform cost principles 

FMC 73-2 
lmproved audit practices 

OMB A-95 
Referral to general purpose 
local governments of grant 
applications from special 
districts 

Change Occurred? 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

Counties 

Improved Grant 
Administration? 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 



Table 11-73 

City and County Officials' Views on the Catalog of 
Federal Domestic Assistance, 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 

50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative Town 

Meeting 

Total 
Population Group 

1,000,000 and over 
500,000-999,999 
250,0001199,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

Are you 
aware of Catalog? 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

528 89.2% 

Counties 

113 91.2% 

If "Yes," i s  it 
an adequate aid? 

Number 
Responding 

459 

4 
I1 
14 
46 
93 

11 3 
I78 

66 
117 
135 
141 

142 
21 9 

98 

93 
348 

14 
3 
1 

lo3 

9 
16 
22 
36 
20 

Percent 
"Yes" 

72.1 % 

75.0 
54.5 
71.4 
76.1 
68.8 
62.3 
74.2 

74.2 
66.1 
74.8 
68.8 

78.2 
67.1 
74.5 

75.3 
70.7 
78.6 

100.0 
100.0 

68.9% 

77.8 
62.5 
68.2 
63.9 
80.0 



Table 11-13 Cont'd. 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without 

Administrator 
With Administrator 

Are You 
aware of Catalog? 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

I f  "Yes," i s  it 
an adequate aid? 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

(36). Other common complaints were that it should 
give information on the status of funds actually 
available (26), provide more detail ( I  I ) ,  and should 
be less cumbersome (9). Other criticisms that were 
made by more than one person were that the 
Catalog is fine for identifying but not for obtaining 
assistance (8); it lists many programs that are not 
funded (6); it should provide more information 
about the timing of applications (2);  and, contrary 
to the complaints of others, contains too much de- 
tail (2). 

The Administrative Impact of 
Federal Grants 

Having determined from the replies to the ques- 
tions summarized in the preceding section the de- 
gree of success that local officials ascribed to Fed- 
eral efforts at improvement, the survey sought to 
establish how those officials currently viewed the 
administrative effects of -Federal categorical grant 
programs. 

PROBLEM AREAS 

The questionnaire contained a list of what are 
"frequently identified as problem areas in the de- 
sign and administration of Federal categorical 
grants (not block grants)." The list contained 24 

"problem areas." Respondents were asked to iden- 
tify the five most serious problems for their 
localities. Then, on a scale of 1 to 5, they were to 
indicate the problem's degree of seriousness (5 = 

most serious). Next, they were to note whether the 
problem had improved or become worse in the past 
five years. Five years was chosen as approximating 
the period during which the Federal government 
has made a concerted effort to improve grant ad- 
ministration. Then, respondents were requested to 
indicate whether each problem pertains more to 
formula grants, project grants, or equally to both. 
Finally, they were asked whether each of the prob- 
lems applies more to grants received directly from 
the Federal government, more to those that can 
come through the state, or equally to those that 
come through either route. 

Table 11-1 4 ranks the problems by the number of 
times they were checked by the 459 city and 104 
county officials who responded to this question. 

The complexity and volume of paper work in- 
volved in the project grant process stands as the 
most frequently identified problem by both city 
and county officials, marked by 71.5 percent of the 
former and 64.4 percent of the latter. This problem 
probably approximates what many people would 
identify a i  "red tape." The top eight items were the 
same for both groups of respondents, and in only 
one case among these eight did one group's rating 



Table 11-14 

Most Serious Problem Areas in Design and Administration of 
Federal Categorical Grants, as Seen by City and County Officials, 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

Problem Area 

I .  The complexity and volume of paper work in- 
volved in application, review and approval pro- 
cess for project grants. 

2. The time involved in application, review and 
approval p;ocess for project grants. 

3. Getting clear and prompt policy interpretations 
from Federal grant administrators. 

4. The complexity of  reporting, accounting and 
auditing requirements. 

5. lnadequate provision for consultation with state 
and local officials in development of regulations 
and guidelines. 

6. Frequency and timing of changes in program 
priorities. 

7. Variations in reporting, accounting and auditing 
requirements. 

8. The narrowness of scope and the number of 
program categories. 

9. Time required for issuance of implementing 
regulations and guidelines. 

10. Limitations on eligible grant recipients. 

11. Number of conditional grants to local units that 
must channel through the states. 

12. Cost and procedure for obtaining information on 
grants available and requirements for eligibility 
and performance. 

13. Bypassing of general purpose local governments 
in funding public and private nonprofit organi- 
zations, special districts, and public 
authorities operating in areas similar to local 
government. 

14. lnadequate provision for consultation with state 
and local officials in development of legisla- 
tive proposals. 

Number of Cities 
Checked 

Percent of 
Total Responding 



Table 11-14 Cont'd. 

Number of Cities 
Checked 

Percent of 
Total Responding Problem Area 

15. Centralization in Washington of decisions re- 
garding application, review and approval of pro- 
ject grants. 

16. Cost and procedure for obtaining information on 
how much and what kinds of Federal money i s  
flowing into local communities. 

17. Consistency of planning requirements among 
programs. 

18. Centralization in Washington of policy 
interpretations. 

19. Other. 

20. The detail of performance standards. 

21. Variations in fund distribution formulas. 

22. Variations in fund allocation formulas (i.e., 
allocation among projects within states). 

23. Variations in matching fund provisions. 

24. Strictness of performance standards. 

25. Strictness of Federal officials in monitoring 
performance. 

Counties 

1. The complexity and volume of paper work 
involved in application, review and 
approval process for project grants. 

2. Getting clear and prompt policy inter- 
pretations from Federal grant administrators. 

3. Time involved in application, review and 
approval process for project grants. 

4. Complexity of reporting, accounting and 
auditing requirements. 

5. Inadequate provision for consultation with 
state and local officials in development of 
regulations and guidelines. 

6 .  Variations in reporting, accounting 
and auditing requirements. 

7. Narrowness of scope and number of program 
categories. 



I Table 11-14 Cont'd. 

Problem Area 

8. Frequency and timing of changes in 
program priorities. 

9. Number of conditional grants to local units 
that must channel through the states. 

10. Bypassing of general purpose local governments 
in funding public and private non-profit 
organizations, special districts, and public 
authorities operating in areas similar to 
local government. 

11. Time required for issuance of implementing 
regulations and guidelines. 

12. Limitations on eligible grant recipients. 

13. Centralization in Washington of decisions 
regarding application, review and approval 
of project grants. 

14. Inadequate provision for consultation with 
state and local officials in development 
of legislative proposals. 

15. Cost and procedure for obtaining information 
on grants available and requirements for 
eligibility and performance. 

16. Consistency of planning requirements 
among programs. 

17. Other. 

18. Cost and procedure for obtaining information 
on how much and what kinds of Federal money 
i s  flowing into local communities. 

19. Centralization in Washington of policy 
interpretations. 

20. Strictness of performance standards. 

21. The detail of performance standards. 

22. The strictness of Federal officials in 
monitoring performance. 

23. Variations in matching fund provisions. 

24. Variations in fund allocation formulas (i.e., 
allocation among projects within states). 

25. Variation in fund distribution formulas. 

Number of Cities Percent of 
Checked Total Responding 



of a particular problem differ as much as two posi- 
tions from the rating given by the other group 
("frequency and timing of changes in program 
priorities" -rated sixth by city officials and 
eighth by county officials). This similarity seems 
noteworthy in light of the usual picture of cities as 
heavy recipients of direct Federal project grants for 
urban development, and counties as basically 
more the recipients of health and welfare formula, 
type grants, frequently channeled through the 
State. Perhaps this may be explained by the fact that 
the more populous counties, which tended to be 
Overrepresented in the responding group, are 
urban counties, and these tend increasingly to take 
On the characteristics of cities. 

TWO points stand out  in looking at the top eight 
problem areas. First, problems which have been 
the focus of grant administration reform efforts of 
the past decade still are viewed as the key sore 
Spots. The complexity and volume of paper work, 
the time involved in processing project grants, the 
COmplexity of reporting, accounting, and auditing 
requirements, variations in reporting, accounting, 
and auditing requirements - these read like a 
litany of the problems that the Federal Assistance 
Review (FAR) program and the related manage- 
ment circulars were designed to cure. 

The second generalization is that the top prob- 
lems are mainly problems of administrative im- 
plementation rather than Congressional design 
and responsibility. Of the top eight items on the 

side, the two that could be fairly regarded as 
basically requiring Congressional action are "fre- 
quency and timing of changes in program 
priorities" - rated sixth, and "the narrowness of 

and the number of program categories" - 
ranked eighth. On the county side, these rated 
eighth and seventh, respectively. This conclusion 

be modified to some extent by the observa- 
tion that the top-rated paper work and delay prob- 
lems are identified with project grants, and the 
decision to US, project rather than formula-based 

grants or block grants is a Congres- 
S1onal choice. In other words, if there were no or 

Project grants, these major irritants would be 
or non-existent. The fact is, however, that 

Project grants do  exist and it is an  adminis- 
trative re~ponsibility to see that they are managed 
efficiently and with a minimum of grantor-grantee 
friction. That they are not so managed is clear from 
these responses and is basically a reflection on the 
quality of administration. 

The relatively lower rating given "the narrow- 
ness of scope and the number of program 
categories" is surprising in the light of state and 
local officials' clamor for more block grants. This 
may reflect a failure to appreciate fully the rela- 
tionship between the administrative problems sur- 
rounding narrow categorical grants and the greater 
flexibility available in block grants. On the other 
hand, it may mirror a real ambivalence on the part 
of city and county officials: a general disposition in 
favor of grant consolidation but an appreciation of 
some of the traits of the categoricals - specificity 
of purpose, for example, and their popularity with 
the Congress which, after all, has the ultimate word 
on what grant money will be available, and in what 
form. 

The lowest ranking problems are also revealing. 
For both cities and counties, the question of fund 
allocation formulas, the severity of performance 
standards and the strictness with which they are 
applied, and the centralization of decision making 
in Washington are the least offensive in this in- 
ventory of 25 problem areas. To be sure, in some 
cases the ranking assigned the problem by the city 
officials is several positions removed from that as- 
signed by their county counterparts. For example, 
county officials listed "the strictness of perfor- 
mance standards" Zoth, whereas the city respon- 
dents had it 24th. Yet the fact remains that matters 
of fund allocation, performance standards, and 
centralized decision making are markedly less 
bothersome in the view of these local officials than 
problems caused by the volume of paper work, 
delay, and specific financial management re- 
quirements. 

The remainder of the analysis of the responses to 
this question was confined to the five top problem 
areas. The results were capsuled in Table 11-15. 
Column (1) in this table further probes the impact 
of the five by indicating how serious each of them 
is viewed in the respondents' respective com- 
munities. The officials were asked to rate "serious- 
ness" on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being "most 
serious." For both city and county officials, all five 
problems are rated well over 3,  the midpoint of the 
scale. 

For the cities, the top three most frequently listed 
problems were ranked in the same order of seri- 
ousness. This supports the earlier conclusion from 
Table 11-14 regarding their relative degree of seri- 
ousness in the minds of these responding officials. 
This rating also shows that while more city offi- 



Table 11-15 

The Five Most Common Categorical Grant Problems 
As Seen by City and County Officials: 

Their Views on Selected Aspects of Those Problems, 
Winter 197S76 

Key: (1) Order of seriousness of the problem (5 = most serious). 
(2) Problem has improved or worsened (1 = improved, 2 = same, 3 = worse) in past five years. 
(3) Problem pertains more to formula (F), project (P), both kinds of  grants (B). 
(4) Problem pertains more to grants that come direct from Federal government (F), 

through the state (S) ,  or equally to those that come through either route (E). 

Cities 

(1) (2) (3) (4) 
Mean Mean (F) (P) ( 0 )  F (S) (E) 

1. Complexity and volume of paper work in 
project grant process. 3.50 2.28 NA NA NA 36.2% 6.4% 57.4% 

2. Time involved in project grant process. 3.41 2.19 NA NA NA 36.0 6.8 57.1 

3. Getting clear and prompt policy interpreta- 
tions from Federal grant administrators. 3.38 2.27 8.4% 25.7% 65.8% 48.8 4.9 46.3 

4. Complexity of  reporting, accounting and 
auditing requirements. 3.12 2.23 5.8 30.5 63.6 32.7 7.7 59.6 

5. lnadequate provision for consultation with 
state and local officials in developing 
regulations, guidelines. 3.35 2.01 6.7 16.2 77.1 31.7 4.8 63.5 

Counties 
1.  Complexity and volume of paper work in 

project grant process. 3.48 2.39 NA NA NA 33.3 9.5 57.1 

2. Getting clear and prompt policy interpreta- 
tions from Federal grant administrators. 3.60 2.19 8.7 32.6 58.7 43.8 4.2 52.1 

3. Time involved in project grant process. 3.27 2.21 NA NA NA 28.6 6.1 65.3 

4. Complexity of reporting, accounting and 
auditing requirements. 3.48 2.45 13.8 24.1 62.1 36.7 6.7 56.7 

5. Inadequate provision for consultation with 
state and local officials in developing 
regulations, guidelines. 3.27 2.06 9.1 12.1 78.8 29.4 8.8 61.8 



cials had difficulty with the complexity of various 
financial management requirements those who 
criticized inadequate consultation with recipient 
officials on rules and guideline preparation, 
viewed it as a more serious administrative de- 
ficiency. 

In the case of county officials, those who saw 
shortcomings in the policy interpretation process 
On the average felt that this was more serious than 
those who found fault with the complexity and 
volume of paper work in the project grant process. 
In contrast with the city officials, the county offi- 
cials' "index of seriousness" for the complexity of 
reporting, accounting, and auditing requirements 
Was tied with the related volume-of-paper-work 
problem for the second highest rating that they 
accorded to the top five ~ r o b l e m  areas. 

Column (2) in Table 11-15 casts further light on 
the seriousness of the five top problems, indicating 
the views of the responding officials on whether 
the problems had improved, remained the same, or 
deteriorated in the past five years. Again, for both 
city and county officials the mean figures indicate 
a general belief that all the five problems had be- 
come worse in the past five years, albeit in varying 
degrees. For the cities, the conspicuous item is 
I ' .  

'"adequate provision for consultation," which 
practically no change. For the counties, the 

fact that "complexity of reporting, accounting, au- 
diting requirements" has the highest average rein- 
forces the previous conclusion that this is viewed 
as a more serious problem than was indicated by its 
relative standing among all the problems rated by 
this group. Not to be overlooked is their view that 
the consultation problem has pretty much re- 
mained the same in the past five years. 

The next follow-up question sought to ascertain 
whether these most common problems were more 
characteristic of formula or project grants, or 

equally to both. Only three ~ rob lems  are 
rated in the table, since two concern project grants 
Only. A sizeable majority of both city and county 
officials clearly thought that all three problems 
were applicable to both formula and project grants. 
where there was a distinction between the two 
kinds of grants, there was a clear tendency to think 
that the problems were much more likely to be 
associated with project than formula grants. The 
One exception was among county officials in re- 
gard to consultation on regulations and guidelines. 
Here there was little difference between the two 
kinds of grants. 

The final question on categorical grant problems 
had to do with channeling of Federal grants 
through the states on their way to the localities. 
With one exception, a clear majority of both city 
and county officials thought that the problems per- 
tained whether the money came direct or through 
the state. The exception occurred in the case of the 
clarity and promptness of policy interpretations, 
where the number of city officials who felt that this 
was a problem with direct Federal programs ex- 
ceeded those who thought it applied equally to di- 
rect Federal as well as channeled grants. This 
should be of concern to HUD, as the principal 
agency administering direct Federal programs to 
cities. 

Overall, among officials who did not think that 
the problems applied equally to both kinds of 
grants, those who felt that they applied more to 
direct Federal grants far out-numbered those who 
thought that they occurred more in relation to the 
channeled grants. On this last point, there is little 
to choose between the city officials and county 
officials - both thought channeled grants cre- 
ated fewer problems, despite the fact that coun- 
ties as a group are the more subject to channeled 
grants. On the face of it, these returns suggest that 
the states play a facilitating rather than an obstruc- 
tive or complicating role between the Federal 
agencies and local recipients. This runs counter to 
the views local officials expressed on the state role 
in the Safe Streets Act4 and the reactions given by 
questionnaire respondents in their open-ended 
comments on this survey. Some of the latter are 
quoted later in this section. 

OTHER ASPECTS OF  THE IMPACT O F  GRANT 
PROGRAMS O N  LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

The questionnaire sought to probe local officials' 
opinions on three other aspects of the impact of 
grant funds on local administration: the effect on 
administrative capacity and performance; the de- 
gree to which grant-aided activities came under 
the local chief executive's supervision; and the 
problem of estimating the annual yield from Fed- 
eral grant funds. 

Effect on Administrative Capability and Service 
Levels. The questionnaire asked: "How have the 
Federal government's requirements for adminis- 
tration of grant funds, and its monitoring of those 
requirements, affected (a) overall administrative 



capability (e.g., personnel standards, organization) 
and (b) service levels of the programs receiving 
Federal aids?" They were asked to give a numeri- 
cal rating for each of the two factors, as follows: 
1 - worsened, 2 - no effect, 3 - improved. 

The city officials indicated that the Federal grant 
requirements had a moderate improvement effect 
on local administrative capacity - 2.19; and a dis- 
tinctly more positive effect on the levels of pro- 

gram service - 2.50. Looked at another way, the! 
registered a net positive effect of 19.1 percen 
(improved - 33.8% minus worsened - 14.7% 
for capacity and 50.3 percent (55.5% minus 5.2% 
for service levels. 

County officials gave a higher score than the 
officials to the effect on capacity - 2.33; and 
slightly less favorable rating to the effect on servic 
levels - 2.47. The comparable net figures wet 

Table 11-16 

Chief Administrative Officer's Supervision Over Federal Grant-Aided 
Activities, as Seen by City and County Officials, 

Winter 1975-76 

Key: Supervision over federally aided activities is (1) less than, (2) the same as, or ( 3 )  
more than that over locally funded activities. 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
1 00,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

Cities 

Number Average 
Responding Rating 

Counties 

Number Average 
Responding Rating 



32.7 percent (46.0 minus 13.3%) and 48.7 percent 
(58.1% minus 9.7OlO). 

Officials from the "larger" cities (50,000 and 
over) gave slightly higher than average ratings; 
those from the "larger" counties (500,000 and 
over) gave slightly lower ratings. 

These findings indicate these responding local 
officials generally feel that Federal grant require- 
ments and the monitoring thereof on a nationwide 
basis do help improve the overall administrative 
capability of their local governments, and the 
levels of service they provide, despite the many 
difficulties that these same officials continue to 
attribute to these requirements (see Table 11-14 
and accompanying discussion). For both sets of 
officials, moreover, the positive effect is greater on 
performance than on administrative capability, al- 
though city officials see a greater difference here 
than do the county officials. It may be that :he 
greater positive impact of Federal requirements on 
the administrative capability of counties reflects 
their generally lower level of administrative 
sophistication. While the counties as a group did 
not feel that Federal grant requirements had bene- 
fited service levels as much as the cities suggested, 
the smallest population group of counties (50,000 
to 99,999) gave higher improvement marks on this 
Score (2.60) than any other jurisdictional popula- 
tion group, for either cities or counties. It seems 
reasonable to assume that administrative require- 
ments would tend to have greater beneficial effects 
On the smaller jurisdictions, although there is not 
Such a perceived direct relationship between "im- 
provement" and population size in the case of the 
responding cities. 

than suburban units. More mayors of mayor- 
council cities found that the Federal programs re- 
quired extra attention than managers in council- 
manager cities (2.22 compared to 2.08). 

With the counties, the supervision required for 
Federal programs by the chief administrator was 
exactly the same as that required for other pro- 
grams (2.00), according to the 115 responding 
county officials. Again, in the smallest jurisdic- 
tions (50,00&99,999) supervision required for the 
Federal programs was notably greater (2.30) than 
for the "larger" counties (2.00). Moreover, it was 
greater for non-metropolitan counties (2.27) than 
for metropolitan counties (1.94). 

Estimating Federal Grant Revenues. Among the 
frequent criticisms of the Federal grant system 
leveled by local recipients is that there is great 
uncertainty in estimating the amount and timing of 
grant funds. That uncertainty creates serious prob- 
lems in local budget making and planning. As 
local dependence on grants increases over the 
years, the problem becomes more acute. 

To gain some perspective on the seriousness of 
this fiscal planning problem, the survey sought to 
compare Federal grants with other major sources of 
local revenue. It listed 12 such sources, including 
Federal categorical grants and Federal block grants 
as separate items, and asked the local officials to 
rank 1 and 2 the two revenue sources which create 
the most difficulty for their locality to estimate for 
budget planning purposes, considering the dollar 
amount involved as well as the degree of certainty. 
The responses are summarized in Table 11-1 7 .  

The results bear out the common impression: 
local officials definitely believe that Federal 
categorical grants are the most difficult to estimate 
for budget planning purposes. Also, the three grant 
sources - Federal categoricals, Federal blocks, 
and state grants - rank one, two, three. Clearly, 
uncertainty is a characteristic of grants, whatever 
their source or type. 

Federal block grants rank second, with far fewer 
"votes" than categoricals. The entitlement features 
of the Community Development and CETA block 
grants probably inject more predictability in es- 
timating these revenues. In addition, the relatively 
small number of block grants compared to categor- 
ical grants makes the estimating problem one of an 
entirely different magnitude. On the other hand, 
state distribution of Safe Streets (LEAA) moneys to 
localities entirely on a discretionary basis adds an 



Table 11-17 

Relative Difficulty in Estimating 
Various Local Revenues, 

As Seen by City and County Officials, 
Winter 1975-76 

Key: (a) Rated most difficult to estimate. 
(b) Rated next most difficult to estimate. 
(c) Sum of  (a) and (b), where (a) has 

weight of 2 and (b) a weight of 1. 
524 Cities 

Weighted 
Number Total 
Rating Rating 

Revenue Sources (a) (b) (c) 

1.  Federal categorical 
grants 

2. Federal block grants 
3. State grants 
4. Sales taxes 
5. Charges and 

miscellaneous 
6 .  Property taxes 
7. State-shared taxes 
8. Utility revenues 
9. Income taxes 

10. Other taxes 
11. Liquor store revenue 
12. Insurance trust 

revenue 

106 Counties 

1 .  Federal categorical 
grants 

2. Federal block grants 
3. State grants 
4. Charges and 

miscellaneous 
5. Property taxes 
6.  State-shared taxes 
7. Other taxes 
8. Sales taxes 
9. Utility revenues 

10. Income taxes 
11. Liquor store revenue 
12. lnsurance trust 

revenue 

element of uncertainty to budgeting of block 
grants. 

The rankings given by cities and counties are 
quite similar, with such differences as there are 
mainly reflecting their different revenue systems. 
For example, cities rank the sales tax as the fourth 
most difficult to estimate while counties rate it 
eighth, undoubtedly reflecting that there are about 
seven times as many cities as counties that impose 
a local sales tax. Perhaps one surprise in the rank- 
ings by both groups is the relatively high rating 
given to property taxes (cities - sixth, counties 
- fifth), considering the relative stability and in- 
elasticity of this revenue source. Some of the re- 
spondents, however, explained why they found 
property tax yields difficult to estimate (see 
below). 

To find out whether size of jurisdiction affects 
experience in revenue estimating, the responses 
were analyzed by population group. The results 
are presented in Table 11-18. For both cities and 
counties, one would expect that the rankings by 
the smaller jurisdictions would conform very 
closely to the rankings by all the cities and coun- 
ties, since the smaller jurisdictions constitute sucb 
a large portion of the total sample. This is generally 
the case here, although there are some exceptions. 
Thus, the two smallest city sizes ranked charges 
and miscellaneous third, two positions higher than 
cities as a whole, probably mirroring greater re- 
liance on such revenues by cities of that size. AD 
exception among the somewhat smaller counties is 
the top rating given to Federal block grants by 
counties of 100,000 to 249,999 population. 

But the greatest departures from the overall city 
and county rating patterns are among the larger 
jurisdictions. Respondents from the four cities 
over 1,000,000 population rated income taxes as 
the greatest source of budgeting difficulty; those 
from cities of 500,000-999,999 rated property 
taxes third; those from cities of 250,000-499,999 
scored utility revenues second and Federal block 
grants fourth; and the respondents from cities 01 
100,000-249,999 rated state-shared taxes as four& 
and Federal block grants as sixth most difficult to 
predict. On the county side, respondents fro@ 
counties of 500,00(~-999,999 found sales taxes and 
utility revenues fifth most difficult to estimate1 
compared to the eighth and ninth rating give0 
them by all counties together. 

As a second part of this question, local officialS 
were asked to indicate the single most importaut 



Table 11-78 

Relative Difficulty in Estimating Various Local Revenues, 
As Seen by City and County Officials: by Population Group, 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

Ranking by Cities of Population of: 
Ranking 
by all 1,000,000 500,000 250,000 100,000 50,000 25,000 10,000 
cities 

Revenue Source (524) 

Federal categorical grants 1 
Federal block grants 2 
State grants 3 
Sales taxes 4 
Charges and miscellaneous 5 
Property taxes 
state-shared taxes 
Utility revenues 
Income taxes 
Other taxes 
Liquor store revenue 
Insurance trust revenue 

Revenue Source 

Federal categorical grants 
Federal block grants 
State grants 
Charge and miscellaneous 
Property taxes 
State-shared taxes 
Other taxes 
Sales taxes 
Utility revenues 
Income taxes 
Liquor store revenue 
Insurance trust revenue 

6 
7 
8 
9 
70 
11 
12 

Ran king 
by all 

counties 
(106) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

and to to to to to to 
over 999,999 499,999 249,999 99,999 49,999 24,999 

Counties 
Ranking by Counties of Population of: 

l,~,oOo 
and 
over 

1 
3 
2 
* 
4 
4 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

'Not ranked. 



cause of the uncertainty in the two revenue sources 
that they identified. For Federal categorical grants, 
the replies ran heavily to: 

uncertainty of Congressional authorization and 
appropriation action; 

0 awkwardness of timing of receipt in relation to 
the recipient's fiscal year; 

applicant's doubt about eligibility; 

unpredictability of changes in Federal reg- 
ulations, and uncertainty about interpretations 
of the regulations; 

"red tape" delays in process of grant appli- 
cations; 

need to rely on the decision of middle- 
management administrators in dispensing dis- 
cretionary grants; 

in formula grants, recipient's uncertainty about 
precise formula used; and 

within the local jurisdiction, the lack of a central 
mechanism for keeping track of all grants being 
applied for. 

Comments on uncertainty surrounding esti- 
mates of Federal block grants were much fewer 
than for categorical grants. But generally, they 
duplicated the criticisms of categoricals: Congres- 
sional delays and unpredictability in funding, tim- 
ing of grants in relation to recipient's fiscal year, 
uncertainty of eligibility status, and general un- 
certainty about the amounts available. 

The reasons cited for the unpredictability of state 
grants and shared taxes were much the same as 
those relating to Federal grants. Leading the list 
was the uncertainty of legislative action concern- 
ing amounts to be made available, the timing of 
release of funds, and the distribution formulas 
used. Some local officials indicate that states some- 
times direct localities to provide local matching 
funds at a level that presumes a certain state match 
and then the state fails to come forth with its an- 
ticipated share. Others acknowledged that the un- 
certainty of state policies sometimes stems from 
economic conditions and the state's own fiscal dif- 
ficulties. On the latter point, several respondents 

pointed out that when states are in a fiscal crunch, 
state aid appropriations are highly vulnerable. 

Many city officials commenting on the difficul- 
ties in estimating property tax revenues noted that 
the assessment function is some other jurisdic- 
tion's responsibility - the state or the county. 
These units often or regularly report total valua- 
tions to cities late in the budget cycle, or even after 
budget adoption, making the property tax figure in 
the city budget a guesstimate rather than a reliable 
estimate. Other reasons given for difficulties in 
estimating property taxes are the fluctuating 
amounts of new construction, and the uncertainty 
of delinquencies. 

LOCAL GRANTS COORDINATORS 

A final area probed by the survey under the gen- 
eral heading of administrative impact of ~ e d e r a l  
grants was that of grants coordination by recipient 
units. Specifically, the questionnaire asked 
whether the locality had one or more full-time em- 
ployees assigned the job of coordinating grants- 
in-aid. If they answered "Yes," they were re- 
quested to describe the organizational location of 
such an employee or employees. 

The questionnaire did not contain a list of or- 
ganizational options for respondents to check but 
asked for the respondents' own locational descrip- 
tion. Consequently, the replies were grouped for 
tabulation purposes under eight fairly specific lo- 
cational and one "all other" headings. 

Table 11-1 9 summarizes the responses by cities 
and counties without reference to the specific loca- 
tion of the coordination function. Of the 523 city 
officials responding to the question, 204 or 39.0 
percent indicated that their cities had grants coor- 
dinators. Twice as large a proportion of the county 
officials said there was a full-time grants coor- 
dinator in their jurisdictions: 79 of 115, or 68.7 
percent. The table clearly shows that the overall 
difference between the two groups of officials was 
traceable to inclusion of cities below 50,000. Only 
28.7 percent of cities in the 25,000-49,999 group 
and 26.1 percent of those in the 10,000-24,999 
class reported coordinators. 

Among the cities, those in the southern regioD 
were much more inclined to have coordinators 
than those in the other regions and central cities 
were twice as likely to have coordinators as subW 
ban or independent cities. Among the three most 
common forms of municipal government, there 



Table //-I9 

Grant-in-Aid Coordinators in Cities and Counties: Part I, 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town meeting 
Representative Town 

Meeting 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

Have Coordinator 

Number Total 
Responding Number 

Counties 

Have Coordinator 

Percent 
of 

Total Number 
Responding Responding 

Total 
Number 

79 

9 
13 
17 
27 
13 
-- 
-.. 

13 
18 
26 
22 

-- 
-- 
-- 
66 

' 13 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
25 
54 

Percent 
of 

Total 
Responding 

68.7% 

100.0 
76.5 
81 .O 
56.9 
48.1 

-- 
-- 

59.1 
75.0 
68.4 
71 .O 

-- 
-- 
-- 

71 .O 
59.1 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-* 

-- 
54.3 
78.3 



was little difference in respect to the tendency to 
employ coordinators. 

On the county side, those in the northeast region 
were clearly less inclined to have grant coor- 
dinators, undoubtedly reflecting the less advanced 
stage of county development in that section of the 
nation. As with the cities, coordinators are more 
frequently found in metropolitan than non- 
metropolitan jurisdictions. 

Table 11-20 shows where the grant coordinators 
are located in their city and county governments. 
In the cities, 37.8 percent operate out of the chief 
executive's office, 28.4 percent are in the planning 
and development office, 9.3 percent are in the de- 
partment of financeladministration, and the re- 
maining 25 percent are located in various other 
offices. With the counties the executive's office 
also leads as the administrative location of the 
coordinators - 22.8 percent. That the percentage 
is lower than that of the cities undoubtedly is due 
to the lower frequency of managerlexecutives in 
county government. The second most common lo- 
cation for county coordinators is the department of 
financeladministration (15.2%) and the third, the 
planning and development office (11.4%). 

The population breakdown indicates a fairly 
strong tendency among all size cities to place the 
grants coordinator's function in the office of the 
chief executive except for cities of 25,000-99,999, 
which favor the planning and development office. 
Among the larger cities (250,000 and up) the next 
most common location seems to be the department 
of financeladministration. Western cities have a 
strong preference for lodging the function in the 
chief executive's office, probably reflecting the 
dominance of council-manager cities responding 
to the survey from that area. The form of govern- 
ment breakdown also shows the strong tendency 
among council-manager cities to have the coor- 
dinator in the chief executive's office (41.5%). 

Among the counties, there is a definite split be- 
tween those above 500,000 population and those 
below with respect to the preferred location for the 
grants coordination function. The larger counties 
tend to favor the executive's office, while the smal- 
ler units (50,000-499,999) scatter their prefer- 
ences, with some degree of concentration on de- 
partments of financeladministration or planning 
and development offices. No very clear pattern 
emerges in the regional breakdown of the county 
responses; although there is more of a tendency for 

northeastern and southern counties to prefer the 
executive office, and for the western counties to 
lean toward the department of financd 
administration. 

Metropolitan counties tend to favor the office 01 
the chief executive for location of the grants coop 
dinator, but not nearly as strongly as the cities of 
whatever metropolitan status. Not surprisingly) 
counties with administrators prefer the executive 
office location much more definitely than do coup 
ties without administrators. Yet, that preference is 
not nearly as strong as one might expect. In gen 
eral, counties show much less tendency than the 
cities to follow common patterns, let alone dem 
onstrate consensus, in the way they locate the 
grants coordinator in their administrative strue 
tures. 

LOCAL OFFICIALS' C O M M E N T S  ON 
FEDERAL G R A N T  SYSTEM 

At the conclusion of the questionnaire, respor 
dents were invited to elaborate on any of the quep 
tions or on the overall functioning of the ~ederal 
grant system. Over 130 city officials and 41 county 
officials made comments. While these cannot be 
regarded as representing a consensus of local offif 
cials, they do reflect the perceptions of a relative11 
large segment of the total group of respondents, 
Hence, they add an impressionistic supplement to 
conclusions drawn from the earlier questions. 

The comments fall into eight groups, sufl 
marized here in general order of their frequency 0' 
mention: 

(1) General and specific expressions of dissatif 
faction with the administration of categorid 
grants and the Federal grant system as a whole 
These range from sweeping condemnations of the 
administrative system to criticisms of very specifit 
features. Among the most sweeping of the f o r d  
are the following: 

The non-system of Federal grants as it 
presently exists is economically dysfunc- 
tional. Grants have overlapping func- 
tions, contradictory regulations and con- 
fused policies. The Federal bureaucracy 
administering the grants, usually but not 
always well intentioned, is legalistic 
rather than performance oriented. Federal 
administrators usually are more con- 



cerned with checking off a list of 
hypothetical requirements and processes 
than with seeing that a program meets 
reasonable performance objectives. One 
result is that they are swamped with 
paper; projects go on for years before ap- 
proval and payment, with significant cost 
to the recipient. No one can identify the 
cost to the taxpayer of this emphasis on 
Process at either end of the grant 
Process. - County administrator, Vir- 
ginia. 

The Federal grant system, despite re- 
cent attempts to improve its functioning, 
remains a formidable structure. Program 
guidelines and requirements are con- 
stantly being revised, changed andlor 
terminated, leaving municipalities with 
no alternative but to comply with the 
latest set of requirements. The increased 
requirements and obligations which are 
being placed on municipalities come at a 
time when most municipalities cannot af- 
ford these additional administrative 
costs, and ironically, when the level of 
Federal funding and the number of rele- 
vant Federal programs is continually 
being diminished. -- City manager, New 
York [state). 

Federal agencies don't ~ u b l i s h  regula- 
tions prior to a program's going into 
effect.-city manager, Arizona. 

Time delay between application and 
grant release makes local budgeting 
impossible.-Mayor, Michigan. 

Rules and regulations change without 
notice.-City manager, California. 

Final decisions on grant applications 
are too often made on the format of the 
application, not the content. - City 
manager, California. 

Someone should update the Federal 
Register system. Regulations promul- 
gated under this system are difficult to 
read, seem to be all too "wordy," and then 
are codified by agency by numerical 
section. - City manager, Florida. 

Grant management circulars, although 
well meaning and for the most part well 
written, are not being adhered to by Fed- 
eral agencies. - County manager, New 
Jersey. 

The new (A-95) procedure requires re- 
view from another imposed level of gov- 
ernment and in many cases they are not 
responsive to the needs of local commu- 
nities. - City manager, Ohio. 

There is no similarity between the Fed- 
eral and state accounting procedures, 
which necessitates maintaining two sets 
of financial data for any given project. 
-City manager, Ohio. 

(2) Preference for general revenue sharing over 
either block grants or categorical grants. Typical 
comments: 

I think categorical grants are needed in 
some instances but by and large, revenue 
sharing with flexibility is to be preferred. 
- County commission chairman, 
Alabama. 

There is a human tendency by city 
councils to approve Federal grant pro- 
grams because the money is tendered - 
regardless of the worth or need for the 



Total - Number 
- Percent 

Table 11-20 

Grant-in-Aid Coordinators in Cities and Counties: Part II, 
Organizational Location of Coordinators, 

Winter 1975-76 

Key: (a) Office of chief executive (mayor, manager, executive, etc.) 
(b) Administrative services office 
(c) Special grant coordinator's office 
(d) Department of  finance and/or administration 
(e) planning and development office 
(f) Budget and research office 
(g) County commission 
(h) Intergovernmental relations office 
(i) Other 

Cities 

Population Croup 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Total Number 

204 
100.0 



Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative 

Town Meeting 

Total - Number 
- Percent 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

Total Number 

40.0 2.1 
35.1 15.6 
37.5 6.3 

28.3 6.5 
41.5 8.8 
30.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

Counties 



program. Federal revenue sharing, with 
minimum restrictions as to use or match- 
ing requirements, are the most efficient 
and effective vehicle of financial assis- 
tance to state or local government.-City 
manager, Colorado. 

On the local level, with small 
municipalities we are unable to employ 
competent personnel to keep abreast of 
the complexity of Federal grant programs. 
Thereby small communities fail to receive 
many benefits they are entitled to under 
law. The fairest grant of the whole pro- 
gram would have to be Federal revenue 
sharing. -Mayor, Louisiana. 

I believe that all block and categorical 
grant programs should be eliminated, and 
the money reappropriated to general rev- 
enue sharing. - City manager, Min- 
nesota. 

In my opinion the Federal grant system 
exists only to keep thousands of Federal 
employees employed. It is a complete 
waste. All funding should be done as is 
revenue sharing. - Township manager, 
New Jersey. 

We need more programs designed for 
the growing cities under 50,000 popula- 
tion. Revenue sharing is the greatest thing 
to "come down the turnpike in ages." - 
City manager, Texas. 

The idea of revenue sharing is the best 
thing to ever come down the pike. In my 
opinion, most categorical grants are a 
pain . . . and are selfserving in 
relation to the continuance of a Federal 
bureaucracy which pledges to perpetuate 
itself. Give us the money and let us make 
our own mistakes. - City administrator, 
West Virginia. 

(3) Mixed reactions to the block grant experience. 
On the positive side: 

Block grants are far superior to categor- 
icals - get the priorities and decisions 
back to the local level. - City administra- 
tive assistant, Nebraska. 

One comment relating to the new block 
grant Community Development program. 
We find that red tape is no longer a prob- 
lem in dealing with the Federal govern- 
ment under the new block grant program. 
As a matter of fact we have had a free hand 
in all matters relating to the programming 
of such funds. Almost to the point that 
the Feds no longer exist.-City man- 
ager, Montana. 

On the uncertain or negative side of block grants 
were such remarks as: 

The implementation of the new Com- 
munity Development block grant pro- 
gram has placed a tremendous burden on 
local administration. The requirements, 
such as environment reviews for social 
service programs and the subsequent 
delay in the release of funds, have made 
implementation of the program most dif- 
ficult . . . the amount of bureaucratic red 
tape has been increased in comparison to 
the requirements that were in effect to im- 
plement the categorical grant pro- 
grams. - City manager, Connecticut. 

The block grants have done much to 
reduce the past problems created by 
categoricals. Even with block grants, 
however, some unnecessary Federal re- 
quirements are still being imposed. 
Example - we had to advertise in the 
newspapers and hold public hearings on 
the environmental impact of a day care 
center, a legal aid project, and "project 
contingencies." These absurd guidelines 
need review. - City manager, Illinois. 

If the total amount of funds available 
under block grants would remain the 
same as under categorical grants, other 
arguments against block grants would 
diminish. But as long as the potential for 
consolidation and diminution of funds 
remains, block grants will probably be 
viewed with suspicion. - Town mayor, 
Massachusetts. 

The questionnaire properly distin- 
guished between block and categorical 



grants. However, as presently imple- 
mented there are relatively few admin- 
istrative differences. Most of the ad- 
ministrative requirements of categorical 
programs have been maintained, SO that 
while fewer applications need be made, 
management of the block grant is much 
the same as before. -City manager, Mis- 
souri. 

(4) The problems of small cities. These are of two 
kinds, according to the ~omment s :  small cities' 
inability to afford the staff needed to compete for 
grants with larger cities and to administer Pro- 
grams once grants are received, and alleged &- 
crimination against small cities in funding. Typi- 
cal of the first kind of complaint are: 

Local governments are subjected to 
many demands in areas previously either 
ignored or thought to be in the province 
of others. These demands have created a 
need for greater expertise and financial 
capability - both of which are in short 
Supply - especially in cities with less 
than 50,000 population. - City manager, 
California. 

I hate to iterate the obvious but in 
grantsmanship, them that has gets. If I 
could afford a full-time planner or assis- 
tant to read the menu and keep us feeding 
from the Federal trough, we would re- 
ceive much more Federal and state help 
than the trickle we now receive. Large 
municipalities and districts with attor- 
neys for just that purpose, manage to 
grab the lion's share. - Village manager, 
lllinois. 

The basic weakness of the ~ e d e r a l  
grant system is that the small cities don't 
Seem to be able to obtain any moneys 
under the present system. Without a full- 
time employee assigned to coordinate 
grant-in-aid programs - which small 
cities cannot afford - these programs are 
hard to find out about, much less obtain. It 
is time the small cities stop financing the 
large urban centers. - Mayor, Tennessee. 

Development block grant, according to such com- 
ments as these: 

Another problem is the arbitrary figure 
of 50,000 population which is used as the 
minimum for eligibility for certain for- 
mula grants. Such grants should be dis- 
tributed to all cities requesting funding, 
on a formula basis, as is revenue sharing, 
or to none at all. Congress should be more 
mindful of the needs of the smaller cities, 
instead of succumbing so readily to the 
heavy lobbying of the larger cities, 
through the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors. - City manager, California. 

Cities under 50,000 were "short- 
changed" in the recently passed Housing 
and Community Development Block 
Grant Program. Cities over 50,000 were 
given revenues on a formula basis, 
whereas the smaller cities fought over the 
crumbs. The smaller cities should have a 
formula program in all block grant 
programs. - City manager, Oregon 

Community Development block grant 
approach is not the answer. The trend to 
eliminate cities below 50,000 is disas- 
trous. We are a nation of small cities. The 
problems in the city of 25,000 are the same 
as a city of 500,000 on a relative basis. 
Save the small city as well as the met- 
ropolitan areas. - City manager, Tennes- 
see. 

(5) Criticism of the state government a s  channeler 
of Federal grant funds. Among these are: 

The necessity to deal with state agen- 
cies as pass-through agents for the Federal 
government is cumbersome, complex, 
and counterproductive. The state and 
generally the first layer of Federal 
bureaucracy knows less about the grant 
program than my staff. They must receive 
their information through proper chan- 
nels; however, with a little initiative the 
county talks directly to Washington and 
we know more than either the state or 
region. - Chairman, county board of 
supervisors, Illinois. 



Our biggest problem in receiving Fed- 
eral grants results from the fact that prior 
to our receiving funding, the state sets up 
rules and regulations and has the priority 
in requesting such funding from the Fed- 
eral programs as they see fit. We find that 
with changes in state officials and thereby 
changes in the administration of such 
programs, the local units of government 
do not receive the assistance intended 
by the federally funded programs. 
-Chairman, county commissioners, 
Kansas. 

Federal grants indirectly received 
through the state cause a reduction in 
program funds available because the state 
charges overhead to perform tasks which 
we must duplicate in reporting. - 
Mayor, Maryland. 

In most cases the state should be by- 
passed entirely since funds which could 
be used for the delivery of services are 
siphoned off by state administration. 
Counties generally are large enough and 
sophisticated enough to deal directly 
with the Federal government without an 
expensive middleman. - County man- 
ager, New jersey. 

Many of the city's grant programs are 
administered by state agencies. Although 
the Federal agency requirements may be 
simpler, the state agency requirements are 
frequently more cumbersome. In addi- 
tion, New York frequently designates the 
county as the grantee making it necessary 
for the city to apply to the county for Fed- 
eral funds and adding still another layer 
of government and thereby duplicating 
administrative costs. -City manager, 
New York. 

Much of the problem exists between the 
state and local governments. Often the 
locals will learn of a Federal program, but 
the state fails to react until the time limit is 
nearly expired. I've found this true in 
many states. Federal-local or Federal- 
metropolitan programs are more effi- 
cient. - City manager, Ohio. 

(6) The role of Congress. Some of the problems 
complained about by the local officials are trace- 
able at least in part to Congress. These include a 
number of those which focused mainly on ad- 
ministration, identified under group (1) above. 
Others include the following: 

. . . the on-again, off-again funding of 
the programs (for example, the 312 local 
programs)S and the ruinous effect of the 
Uniform Relocation Act have made the 
categorical aid programs a disaster in our 
city. - Mayor, Arkansas. 

There have been instances where regu- 
lar Federal grant administration em- 
ployees have been given too much au- 
thority to interpret legislative intent and 
determine grant eligibility. This is par- 
ticularly true of the Economic Develpp- 
ment Administration. Another problem is 
the arbitrary figure of 50,000 population 
which is used as the minimum for eligibil- 
ity for certain formula grants. Such grants 
should be distributed to all cities request- 
ing funding, on a formula basis, as is rev- 
enue sharing, or to none at all. -City 
manager, California. 

It is noted that in FY 75, 1 7  percent of 
the Federal revenue was allocated in the 
form of grants to states and localities - 
approximately $52 billion. This has 
caused a psychology to develop in which 
local officials measure and pride them- 
selves on the amount of money they are 
able to wheedle out of the Federal gov- 
ernment. This is not a healthy trend for 
the nation. It is suggested that before this 
trend becomes stronger, that serious con- 
sideration be given to more grants of the 
formula type. -County administrator, 
California. 

The crime of the system is the amount of 
dollars in research type programs when 
operational ones are going dry. - County 
administrator, Maryland. 

On the whole, Federal grants-in-aid ap- 
pear to be geared toward specialized in- 
terests and program development 
whereas the major concern of many 



municipalities is funding for basic opera- 
tion. Federal grant dollars are not avail- 
able for general operations and administra- 
tion and without enough support for the 
basics, it is difficult for municipalities to 
look toward these new specialized pro- 
grams for which Federal grant dollars are 
available. This is a constant source of 
frustration. - City manager, Oregon. 

We are bewildered by the thought that 
the Federal government is distributing 
funds it does not have. Is any thought ever 
given to paying the ever increasing na- 
tional debt? . . . We would prefer that all 
Federal grants, gifts, loans and what- 
have-you be stopped. For any purpose. 
They cause cities to over spend in favored 
areas to the detriment of total city 
Program. - City manager, Tennessee. 

(7) Indications that certain across-the-board re- 
quirements, as well as those specific to individual 
programs, were beginning to cause considerable 
local irritation. These included uniform relocation 
assistance requirements, environmental impact 

and Davis-Bacon provisions. 

The requirements such as environmen- 
tal reviews for social service programs 
and the subsequent delay in the release of 
funds, have made implementation of the 
Program most difficult. - City manager, 
Connecticut. 

Even with block grants, however, some 
unnecessary requirements are still being 
imposed. Example - we had to advertise 
in the newspapers and hold public hear- 
ings on the environmental impact of a 
day care center, a legal aid project, and 
"project contingencies." - City manager, 
Illinois. 

Environmental statement requirements 
will almost make Community  evel lop- 
merit block grants inoperational for cities 
whose normal staff reflects operation of 
Over 100,000 population. - City man- 
ager, Iowa. 

1 am very disappointed to see that red 
tape is beginning to erode the interest of 

block grant funding, Federal revenue 
sharing and Community Development. I 
am specifically speaking of equal oppor- 
tunity regulations as they are proposed to 
apply to revenue sharing and also the 
ridiculous procedures of environmental 
assessment as it applies to Community 
Development funding. We expect this 
type of red tape with categorical grants, 
but not with block grants. -City man- 
ager, Minnesota. 

Smaller cities can comply with the pro- 
visions and requirements of the funding 
act, only to find difficulty in compliance 
with other regulations indirectly in- 
volved, primarily in wage requirements 
and limitations on use of contractors be- 
cause of the wage differentials. -City 
manager, Oklahoma. 

(8) Finally, a few local officials took the oppor- 
tunity to make favorable, or generally favorable, 
remarks about the intergovernmental grant sys- 
tem. 

In our case, Federal money has helped, 
has forced increased staff capability(and 
numbers) to administer the programs and, 
like a motherhood issue, block grants are 
preferable to categorical grants to pre- 
serve local option. - City manager, 
Alaska. 

It should be noted that there are a great 
deal of disgruntled local jurisdictions 
throughout the country who perpetually 
damn Federal grant'and aid programs. If 
closely scrutinized, in most cases I do be- 
lieve you will find that as unwieldy as the 
paperwork may seem, that the local juris- 
diction does not usually have the exper- 
tise to comply with Federal regulations. 
We here have not found these regulations 
difficult to comply with and have re- 
ceived every grant that we have applied 
for, from mass transportation to special 
summer food program, etc. A great deal of 
the so-called red-tape has been insti- 
tuted due to non-compliance by the local 
jurisdiction in addition to (the need for) 
meeting Congressional intent. We feel 



Table 11-21 

Number of Cities and Counties Responding to ACIR-ICMA Questionnaire on State 
Grants-in-Aid; and Number Receiving State Grants in FY 1969 or FY 1974, 

Winter 1975-76 

A. Cities 

Number of Respondents that 
Received State Grants in 

FY 1969 or FY 1974 

Responding 
Surveyed Number Percent 

Yes 
Number Percent 

No 
Number Percent 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,00(C499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 



Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Co~rncil-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative 

Town Meeting 

Total 

Population Croup 
1,000,000 and over 
5OO,OOO-999,999 
250,OOO-W ,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

B. Counties 



that without Federal assistance, many of 
our functions would not have progressed 
to the point where we are today, nor 
would the people's needs have been to- 
tally served. - City manager, Florida. 

The City of has had few 
problems with the design and adrninistra- 
tion of Federal categorical grants. Gener- 
ally, the only problem which affects the 
city is the uncertainty of the time involved 
in application, review, and approval pro- 
cess for project grants. - City manager, 
North Carolina. 

Catalog (of Federal Domestic Assis- 
tance) has substantially improved over 
recent years. FMC 74-7 and FMC 74-4 will 
be excellent once they are true policy 
documents and are well administered and 
implemented equally for all. - County 
executive, Tennessee. 

PART II. 
STATE GRANTS TO 

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 1975 

The questionnaire on state grants-in-aid defined 
such grants as only those that are funded exclu- 
sively from state revenue sources. Grants that the 
states passed through to the localities from the 
Federal government were defined as Federal 
grants and covered under that part of the survey. 

State grants included general support grants and 
categorical grants. The former were moneys given 
without specification as to permitted use. Categor- 
ical grants consisted of: (a) formula grants, under 
which entitlement is determined by a formula in a 
statute or regulation, and (b) project grants, which 
are given in response to specific applications for 
state program funds. 

Table 11-23 shows the degree of response by city 
and county executives to the state grant question- 
naire, broken down by size of jurisdiction, region, 
metropolitan status, and form of government. 
Overall, 32.1 percent of the cities and 25.1 percent 
of the counties returned questionnaires. Cities of 
50,000 population and above responded at or near 
50 percent except those in the 500,000-999,999 
bracket, which had a 42.9 percent response rate. 
The smaller cities were least responsive, register- 

ing a rate of only 27.8 percent in the 10,000-24,999 
population group. Regionally, western cities were 
most responsive (48.8%) and northeastern cities 
the least (19.9%). Suburban cities, by far the 
largest metropolitan group, had precisely the same 
response rate as all cities (32.1°/~). Central cities 
responded at a noticeably higher rate (41.0°/o)1 
while independent cities came in well below the 
average (26.9%). Finally, the response rate for 
council manager cities was the highest, at 43.2 per* 
cent, while town meeting and representative tow0 
meeting cities returned questionnaires at the rate 
of 8.9 and 19.0 percent, respectively. 

Considering the fact that the state aid question. 
naire was mailed with the Federal aid question' 
naire, it is no surprise that the pattern of returns of 
the two survey forms was about the same. As witb 
its Federal counterpart, the answers to the state aid 
questionnaire are most representative of the 
middle- and larger-sized central cities, the westerl' 
region, and the council-manager form of govern. 
ment, and least typical of small jurisdictions out' 
side metropolitan areas, the town form of govern. 
ment, and the northeastern sector. 

Counties replied at a higher rate than they had 
responded to the Federal aid survey, but even so it 
was lower than the cities' rate of response. The 
pattern of the counties' response when broke0 
down by the various independent variables, is 
similar to that for the Federal survey. The larger 
counties, the western region, metropolitan areas! 
and counties with administrators were the most 
responsive, while the smaller counties, the north' 
central states, non-metropolitan areas, and those 
without chief administrative officers were least re 
sponsive. 

As with the Federal questionnaire, respondedS 
were asked at the outset whether their locality had 
received state grants in the fiscal years that in' 
cluded July 1, 1969 andlor July I ,  1974. overall 
52.4 percent of the cities and 57.5 percent of the 
counties said "Yes." This was a substantially lower 
percentage than for Federal aid received, whicb 
was 73.3 and 80.6 percent respectively. clearly! 
Federal aid is more pervasive than state aid, at least 
among the localities responding. 

The eight questions in the state aid question' 
naire addressed the two general areas covered by 
the Federal aid survey: fiscal impact and adminis 
trative impact. Again respondents were invited to 
comment on any of the specific questions, or on ths 
overall functioning of the state grant system. 



Fiscal Impact 

AMOUNTS AND TYPES 
OF GRANTS RECEIVED 

To obtain a general view of the composition of 
State aids received by localities according to types 
of grants, city and county officials were asked to 
report the dollar amounts of general support and 
categorical grants received, with the latter further 
subclassified by formula and project grants. As in 
the Federal aid questionnaire, although data were 
requested for the localities' two fiscal years that 
included July 1,1969, and ~ u l y  1, 1974, data forthe 

year were fragmentary. Table 11-22 sum- 

marizes the data for the earlier 1974 by 344 cities 
and 75 counties which represented 88.7 percent 
and 81.5 percent, respectively, of the responding 
jurisdictions. 

For the cities overall, 38.6 percent of the state 
aids were for general support grants and 61.4 per- 
cent for categoricals. Of the latter, 45.4 percent 
were for formula-type aids and 16.0 percent for 
project grants. There seemed to be no appreciable 
difference between the "larger" cities and the 
others in the distribution of kinds of grants. 

Among the counties, 53.5 percent of the state 
aids were for general support, 39.9 percent for for- 
mula grants, and 6.6 percent for project grants. 
Again, there appeared to be no patterned relation- 

Table 11-22 

Percentage Distribution of Dollar Amount of State Grants 
Received by Cities and Counties: by Type 

of ~ra; l t  and Size of Jurisdiction, 
Fiscal Year that Included July 1, 1974 

344 Cities 

population Group 

Number Responding 

General Support 

Categoricals 
Formula 
Project 

Total 

Population Cmup 

Number Responding 

General support 

Categoricals 
Formula 
Project 

Total 

l,oofJ,~ 
& over 

3 

49.5% 

1.1 
49.5 

100.1% 

1 , r n , ~  
& over 

7 

67.7% 

31 .I 
1.2 

100.0% 

500,000- 250,000- 100,000- 50,000- 25,000- 10,000- 
999,999 499,999 249,999 99,999 49,999 24,999 Total 

75 Counties 

500,000- 250,oOIc 100,000- 50,000- 
999,999 499,999 249,999 99,999 Total 



Total 

Table 11-23 

City and County Officials' Attitudes Toward State Categorical 
Programs' Budget Priorities, 

Winter 1975-76 

Question: (A) "If you were permitted to allocate state categorical grant funds freely among programs, would you 
allocate them differently from the way they are now allocated? 

(B) I f  'yes,' how different." 

Cities 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000-499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Number (A) 
Responding Number 

368 186 

"Yes" 
Percent 

50.5% 

33.3 
75.0 
81.8 
56.4 
58.2 
36.7 
50.0 

53.4 
46.9 
48.3 
53.6 

57.7 
46.1 
51.2 

(6)  Percent of (A) Who Said Their 
Reallocation Would Be: 

Slight Moderate Substantial Complete No Answer 



Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative 

Town Meeting 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,006 99,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

Counties 



ship between size of county and percentage of the 
three kinds of aid received. Compared to the cities, 
the counties drew more of their state aid in the form 
of general support grants, less in the form of 
categorical (formula and project) grants6 

IMPACT O N  LOCAL DECISION MAKING 

Three questions addressed the issues of whether, 
and to what extent, categorical state grants affected 
local budget priorities, and whether such grants 
stimulated local spending or replaced local 
moneys. Table 11-23 summarizes the responses to 
the question: "If you were permitted to allocate 
state categorical grant funds freely among pro- 
grams, would you allocate them differently from 
the way they are now allocated?" In addition, it 
shows the degree to which the localities answering 
"Yes" would have made different allocations of 
the categorical funds, in the judgment of the re- 
sponding officials. 

About one-half of the city respondents and al- 
most three-fourths of the county respondents said 
they would have made different allocations. The 
two groups would have made about equally exten- 
sive reallocations, a total of somewhat over 80 per- 
cent for moderate and substantial changes in both 
cases. The larger counties tended to want to make 
reallocations more than the smaller ones; among 
the cities, there was no clear relationship between 
preference for reallocating state funds and the size 
of the jurisdiction. Two other differences show up 
among the counties: the northeastern counties in- 
dicated an inclination to make far more extensive 
reallocations (92.3% for moderate and substantial) 
than southeastern counties (with a figure of 
73.7%); and metro counties were similarly more 
strongly inclined to reallocating (moderate and 
substantial accounting for 85.4% of the total) than 
their non-metro counterparts (with 62.5%). 

To probe the stimulative effect of state aid, the 
questionnaire then asked: "Do you think state 
categorical grants have had any effect on the 
amount of local money (not counting any required 
matching funds) spent in your municipality1 
county on the program affected?" Table 11-24 dis- 
plays the results. 

Over one-half of both the city and county groups 
thought that spending of local funds had been af- 
fected by the state grants, with a slightly heavier 
"Yes" indication among the county officials. There 
seems to be a tendency for the "larger" counties to 

see more of an effect than the smaller counties; no 
such size relationship is evident among the re 
sponding cities. Among the counties, those in the 
south perceive markedly less effect than those from 
the other regions, particularly the northeast and 
west. Among the cities, on the other hand, the 
respondents from the southern states saw more 
influence from state aids than the officials from the 
other regions. 

The next question sought to find out more about 
the nature of the effect attributed to state categori- 
cal grants: whether they caused an increase or de  
crease in local funding and which programs were 
most commonly affected. Respondents were asked 
to identfy the three specific state categorical grant 
programs most affected and whether the local 
money was increased or decreased due to receipt of 
the state moneys. The results are presented io 
Table 11-25. 

Of the 191 city officials who earlier indicated 
that state aids had had an effect on the expenditure 
of local (non-matching) moneys, 76 said that the 
effect was felt most in the area of highways and 
roads. Interestingly, only 42.1 percent of these 
thought that the effect was to increase local spende 
ing. In other words, in a majority of these cases the 
state money was seen as being substitutive for local 
moneys that otherwise would have been spent 9 
this program area. In the second and third most 
frequently mentioned program areas, the effed 
was clearly stimulative - an increase of locd 
spending was perceived in the law, justice, and 
legal services and recreation areas by 77.5 
and 71.9 percent of the city officials, respectively 
It must be acknowledged, however, that the laMl 
justice, and legal services response may be subjed 
to question on the grounds that some of these pW 
sumably state aids may actually have been Federa I 
LEAA money that was passed through by the state* 
Under the definition used in the questionnaire! 
pass-through grants were to be counted as Federal 
rather than state aids. 

On the county side, the top three program are@ 
affected by state aids were also among the top five 
affected by Federal grants (Table 11-6). In fact! 
more county officials reported that state. aids had 
an impact than reported that Federal aids had 80 
impact in the case of mental health (23 state vs. j5 

Federal) and general health (12 state vs. 9 Federalh 
In all three top program areas identified, the effect 
was strongly stimulative. That these should be tbe 
top three areas affected by state aids is not une* 



Table 11-24 

The Influence of State Categorical Grants on Spending of Local 
Money, as Seen by City and County Officials: Part I, 

Winter 1975-76 

Question: "Do you think state categorical grants have had any effect on the 
amount of local money (not counting any required matching funds) 
spent in your municipality/county on the program affected?" 

Cities Counties 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative 

Town Meeting 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

Number 
Responding 

362 

3 
8 

11 
38 
74 
92 

136 

72 
97 
88 

lo5 

1 01 
177 
84 
-- 
-- 

79 
270 

9 
2 

2 
-- 
-- 

Percent 
"Yesr' 

52.8% 

33.3 
50.0 
54.5 
50.0 
56.8 
43.5 
58.1 

48.6 
53.6 
59.1 
49.5 

49.5 
54.2 
53.6 -- 

-- 

46.8 
55.2 
33.3 
50.0 

50.0 
-- 
-- 

Number 
Responding 

85 

7 
12 
13 
33 
20 
-- 
-- 

19 
13 
28 
25 

-- 
-- 
-- 
70 
15 

-- 
-- 
-- 
-- 

-- 
27 
58 

Percent 
"Yes" 

58.8% 

71.4 
83.3 
69.2 
45.5 
55 .O 
-- 
-- 

52.6 
69.2 
46.4 
72.0 

-- 
-- 
-- 

60 .O 
53.3 

-- 
- - 
-- 
-- 

-- 
59.3 
58.6 



pected in light of heavy county involvement in 
these three program areas. 

A tabulation of all the responses - not just those 
related to the three most frequently named 
programs - reveals that city officials checked 
"increases" 194 times and "decreases" 106 
times - almost a two to one ratio. County offi- 
cials marked "increases" 67 times and "decreases" 
30 times. Overall, therefore, these local officials 
clearly saw state aids as having a more stimulative 
than substitutive effect on local spending. Yet, it 
was not nearly as pronounced a stimulative effect 
as in the case of the Federal aids, in the judgment of 
these officials. With the latter, city officials gave 
"increases" a four to one margin and county offi- 
cials gave them almost a three to one edge. 

The next question also probed the issues of local 
priorities and stimulative-substitutive effect of 
state grants, but from a slightly different perspec- 
tive. It inquired: "If the state suddenly cut off state 
categorical grants, for which you now provide 
local matching funds, (a) Would your munici- 
palitylcounty shift some of those local matching 
funds to other programs? (b) Would you fund with 
100 percent local funds the programs formerly re- 
ceiving state money?" The replies are summar- 
ized in Table 11-26. 

Over one-half the city officials would have used 
their local matching funds for programs other than 
those covered by the discontinued grants. ~xcept  
for the three largest cities, which would have 
unanimously used the released matching funds for 
other purposes, the various population groups 
were fairly uniform in their degree of likely use of 
the funds for other purposes. On a regional bash 
there was the widest spread between the southern 
(62.4% would shift the funds) and the northeastern 
cities (only 47.8%). 

Only one-third of the city officials thought that 
their cities would have used 100 percent local 
funds to replace suddenly terminated state 
categorical grants. Two population groups de- 
part widely from the norm: cities over 1,000,000 
(66.7%) and those in the 250,000-499,999 bracket 
(10.0%). The reaction of the officials from cities 
over 1,000,000 is puzzling. All three of them said, 
in answer to (a), that they would use released 
matching funds for other purposes, indicating the 
state aided programs were not of highest priority in 
these officials' judgment. Yet, two of the same 
three officials said that they would fund the abap 
doned state program with local funds, which 
would seem to indicate that they did assign higb 
priority to the activity funded by state aid. 

Table 11-25 

Three State Categorical Grant Program Areas that Most Affected Spending of Local 
Funds, as Seen by City and County Officials, 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

Program Area 

Highways and roads 
Law, justice, and legal services 
Recreation - acquisition, 

development, and planning 

Mental health 
Income security and 

social services 
General health 

Number of Respondents Respondents Who Said Use 
Who Listed Program of Local Funds Was Increased 

Area Number Percent 

Counties 



County officials showed a greater consistency in 
their answers to these two questions than did their 
city counterparts. Almost two-thirds said they 
would divert released matching funds to other uses 
and less than one-third said that they would use 
local funds to keep the formerly state-funded Pro- 
gram going. Among the "larger" counties, the Per- 
centages were higher; 77.8 and 36.9, respectively. 
Consistency in the answers to the two questions 
was exhibited most strongly by the northeastern 
officials who recorded 83.3 percent and 10.5 Per- 
cent "Yes" answers, respectively, to the two ques- 
tions. 

As with Federal grants, local officials view state 
grants as having a strong impact on local decision 
making. About one-half the city official respon- 
dents and almost three-fourths of the county offi- 
cials indicated that they would use state aids dif- 
ferently if they were at liberty to do SO, and over 
four-fifh in both cases said that they would make 
Toderate or substantial reallocations. State grants 
ln their view were influencing local budget 
priorities. Also, over one-half of both city and 

groups thought that state grants were af- 
fecting the spending of local funds, with two out of 
three of the officials claiming the effect was 

rather than substitutive. The one ex- 
ception among the programs identified as most 
affected was streets and highways; here city offi- 

give the edge to substitution. 
This general pattern of local officials' seeing 

State aids as influencing local budget priorities and 
Stimulating spending of local funds was reinforced 
by their answers to the remaining cluster of ques- 

Over one-half the city officials thought that 
their cities would have used their local matching 

for other purposes if state grants were dis- 
Continued; and about two-thirds of the county re- 
spondents felt this way. Finally, only one-third of 
the city officials thought that their cities would 
have used 100 percent local funds to replace sud- 
denly terminated state categorical grants: while 
the county figure was less than one- 
third. 

grants in 1969 and 1974 than had reported receipt 
of Federal grants in these two years. Second, there 
are many more categorical grants from the Federal 
government than from states. Categoricals charac- 
teristically impose greater restrictions on local de- 
cision making than do Federal block grants or state 
general support grants. Finally, in the series of 
questions probing the perceived effect of grants on 
local priority-setting and on stimulation of or sub- 
stitution for spending of local funds, in every case 
the local officials saw the Federal aid influence as 
stronger than that of state grants. 

ADMINISTRATIVE IMPACT 

As a follow-up to the survey on Federal grants, 
the state survey sought to find out how local offi- 
cials viewed the administrative effects of state aid 
programs. Questions were asked about key prob- 
lem areas, the influence of state grants on adminis- 
trative capability and service levels, and the effect 
on administrative supervision. 

Problem Areas in the Design and Administra- 
tion of State Grants. The questionnaire listed what 
are sometimes defined as problem areas in the de- 
sign and administration of state grants. Nine such 
areas were listed, with room for the respondents to 
specify others. Respondents were asked to identify 
separately for general support, categorical- 
formula, and categorical-project, the three problem 
areas that were the most serious for their locality. 
Next, they were asked to indicate the seriousness 
of each problem on a scale of 1 to 5 (5 = most seri- 
ous). Finally, they were to note whether the prob- 
lem had improved or worsened in the past five 
years. 

Table 11-27 ranks the problems in order by the 
number of times they were checked by the 323 city 
and 79 county officials who responded to this 
question. 

The most frequently identified problem among 
all three types of grants for both city and county 
officials is the uncertain flow of state grant funds as 
it affects localities' estimation of the coming year's 
revenues and expenditures. Next most frequent, 
but considerably less so, is the complexity of re- 
porting, accounting, and auditing requirements, 
and this generalization applies to both groups of 
officials and all three kinds of grants. For city offi- 
cials, inequitable distribution formulas are the 
second and first most commonly cited problem for 



Table 11-26 

The Influence of State Categorical Grants on Spending of Local Money, 
As Seen by City and County Officials: Part II 

Winter 1975-76 

Question: "If the state suddenly cut off state categorical grants, for which you now 
provide local matching funds, (a) Would your municipality/county shift 
some of these local matching funds to other programs? (b) Would you 
fund with 100 percent local funds the programs formerly receiving state 
money?" 

Cities 

(a) Would Shift Local (b) Would Fund With 
Funds Local Funds 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
1 00,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Commission 
Town Meeting 
Representative Town Meeting 

Number 
Responding 

350 

3 
8 

11 
3 7 
70 
85 

I36 

69 
89 
85 

lo7 

96 
170 
84 

79 
259 

8 
2 
2 

Percent 
"Yes" 

56.0% 

100.0 
62.5 
63.6 
54.1 
61.4 
54.1 
52.9 

47.8 
56.2 
62.4 
56.1 

62.5 
52.9 
54.8 

55.7 
57.1 
37.5 
0.0 

50.0 

Number 
Responding 

342 

3 
8 

10 
37 
69 
82 

133 

68 
90 
80 

lo4 

94 
166 

82 

77 
253 

8 
2 
2 

Percent 
"Yes" 

33.0% 

66.7 
37.5 
10.0 
32.4 
27.5 
34.1 
36.1 

45.6 
26.7 
36.3 
27.9 

25.5 
34.3 
39.0 

36.4 
32.0 
50.0 
0.0 
0.0 



Table 11-26 Cont'd. 

Counties 

Total 

Population Croup 
1,000,000 and over 
500,00&999,999 
250,000499,999 
1 OO,OOO-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 

Geographic Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

Form of Government 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 

(a) Would Shift Local 
Funds 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

(b) Would Fund With 
Local Funds 

Number Percent 
Responding "Yes" 

79 30.4% 

' he above indicates that city and county officials 
"ted the problems quite similarly. In fact, for proj- 
ect grants their rankings were identical. Apart 
lrom their rating of "other" problems, there were 
Only five instances out of the 58 in which 
One gmup of officials rated a problem as much as 
lrvo Positions above or below the rating given by 
the other g r o ~ p .  City officials gave such higher 
ra'lngs to inadequate consultation on development 

of legislative proposals, and inadequate consulta- 
tion on development of regulations and guide- 
lines, with regard to general support grants. 
County officials gave similar two-step higher rat- 
ings to complexity of reporting, accounting, and 
auditing requirements, and the non-systematic 
character of state aids, as both problems apply to 
general support grants; and to the time required for 
issuance of regulations and guidelines, in regard to 
formula grants. 

Any comparison of these local officials' views on 
Federal grant and state aid problems is made 
somewhat suspect by the difference in number and 
nature of the two lists of problem areas used. Even 
so, in comparing the Federal grant problem ratings 
with those for state formula and project grants, 
there seems to be more concern in the Federal 
sector with the kind of administrative difficulties 



Table 11-27 

The Most Serious Problem Areas in Design and Administration of State Grants, 
As Seen by City and County Officials, 

Winter 1975-76 

Cities 

A. General Support Grants 

Number of Cities Percent of 
Rank Problem Area 

The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects 
estimation of revenue and expenditures for the 
next fiscal year. 

Degree to which distribution formulas reflect pro- 
gram needs and fiscal effort. 

lnadequate consultation with local officials in 
development of legislative proposals. 

Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing 
requirements. 

Inadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of regulations and guidelines. 

Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent 
system, e.g., the variety of apportionment formu- 
las and the mixture of formula and narrow pur- 
pose project grants. 

Time required for state officials to issue implement- 
ing regulations and guidelines. 

Strictness of performance standards required as 
conditions of the grant. 

Strictness of state officials in monitoring confor- 
mance with performance standards. 

Other. 

B. Formula Grants 

Degree to which distribution formulas reflect pro- 
gram needs and fiscal effort. 

The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects 
estimation of revenue and expenditures for the 
next fiscal year. 

Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing 
requirements. 

Checked 

124 

89 

83 

74 

65 

Total Responding 



Table 11-27 Cont'd. 

Cities 

B. Formula Grants 

Number of Cities Percent of 
Checked Total Responding Rank Problem Area 

Degree to which state aids constitute a coher- 
ent system, e.g., the variety of apportionment 
formulas, and the mixture of formula and narrow 
Purpose project grants. 

Inadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of regulations and guidelines. 

Inadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of legislative proposals. 

Time required for state officials to issue imple- 
menting regulations and guidelines. 

Strictness of performance standards required as 
conditions of the grants. 

Strictness of state officials in monitoring confor- 
mance with performance standards. 

Other. 

C. Project Grants 

The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it af- 
fects estimation of revenue and expenditures for 
the next fiscal year. 

Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing 
requirements. 

Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent 
System, e.g., the variety of apportionment 
formulas, and the mixture of formula and narrow 
Purpose project grants. 

Inadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of regulations and guidelines. 

Time required for state officials to issue imple- 
menting regulations and guidelines. 

Inadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of legislative proposals. 

Strictness of performance standards required as 
conditions of the grants. 

Strictness of state officials in monitoring confor- 
mance with performance standards. 

Other. 



Table 11-27 Cont'd. 

Rank Problem Area 

Counties 

A. General Support Grants 

Number of Cities Percent of 

The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it af- 
fects estimation of revenue and expenditures for 
the next fiscal year. 

Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing 
requirements. 

Degree to which distribution formulas reflect 
program needs and fiscal effort. 

Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent 
system, e.g., the variety of apportionment 
formulas, and the mixture of formula and 
narrow purpose project grants. 

Inadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of legislative proposals. 

Time required for state officials to issue implement- 
ing regulations and guidelines. 

lnadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of regulations and guidelines. 

Other. 

Strictness of performance standards required as 
conditions of the grants. 

Strictness of state officials in monitoring confor- 
mance standards. 

6. Formula Grants 

The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it af- 
fects estimation of revenue and expenditures for 
the next fiscal year. 

Degree to  which distribution formulas reflect pro- 
gram needs and fiscal effort. 

Complexity of reporting, accounting and audit- 
ing requirements. 

Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent sys- 
tem, e.g., the variety of apportionment formulas, 
and the mixture of formula and narrow purpose 
project grants. 

Time required for state officials to issue implement- 
ing regulations and guidelines. 

Checked Total Responding 



Table 11-27 Cont'd. 

Counties 

B. Formula Grants 

Rank 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Problem Area 

lnadequate consultation with local officials in 
development of regulations and guidelines. 

lnadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of legislative proposals. 

Other. 

Strictness of performance standards required as 
conditions of the grants. 

Strictness of state officials in monitoring confor- 
mance with performance standards. 

C. Project Grants 

The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it af- 
fects estimation of revenue and expenditures for 
the next fiscal year. 

Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing 
requirements. 

Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent 
system, e.g., the variety of apportionment formu- 
las, and the mixture of formula and narrow 
purpose project grants. 

lnadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of regulations and guidelines. 

Time required for state officials to issue implement- 
ing regulations and guidelines. 

lnadequate consultation with local officials in de- 
velopment of legislative proposals. 

Other. 

Strictness of performance standards required as 
conditions of the grants. 

Strictness of state officials in monitoring confor- 
mance with performance standards. 

Number of Cities Percent of 
Checked 

14 

8 

7 

5 

4 

Total Responding 

1 7.7% 

10.1 

8.9 

6.3 

5.1 



that are subject to negotiation and adjustment by 
grantor and grantee administrators. This is re- 
flected in the high problem rating in the Federal 
survey given to paper work, time for processing 
applications, and obtaining prompt policy in- 
terpretations. Except for the fairly high scores 
given to complexity of reporting, accounting and 
auditing requirements, and time required for is- 
suance of regulations and guidelines, the high rat- 
ings on the state side are given more to matters like 
the sure flow of state funds and the fairness of fund 
distribution formulas. This suggests that local offi- 
cials need to look more to state legislators than to 
state administrators for relief from these grant 
problems. Moreover, this overall contrast may re- 
flect the greater role of project grants in the Federal 
grant system and suggest that most state aids are 
not as tied up by guidelines and regulations as are 
Federal grants. 

The remaining analysis of the responses to this 
question focuses on the top three problem areas. 
The results are summarized in Table 11-28. 

The rank order listing of problem areas in Table 
11-27 shows the seriousness of the problems rela- 
tive to one another, in the eyes of the responding 
officials. Column (1) in Table 11-28 provides a 
further measure of the problems' impacts by show- 
ing how serious each of the top three was viewed in 
their respective communities by those who 
deemed it a problem. The officials were asked to 
rate "seriousness" on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 "most 
serious." 

For the cities, all three problems under each of 
the three categories were rated over 3,  the midpoint 
of the scale, except for "complexity of reporting, 
accounting and auditing" under formula grants. 
The three were listed in the same order of serious- 
ness as they were ranked by frequency of occur- 
rence in Table 11-27, except that items 2 and 3 
under project grants were assigned about the same 
order of seriousness. This tends to support the con- 
clusion drawn from Table 11-27 regarding the rela- 
tive severity of these problems in the minds of the 
responding officials. 

The same general conclusion pertains to the 
difficulties as seen by county officials, with the 
notable exception of "complexity of reporting, ac- 
counting and auditing requirements" under gen- 
eral support grants. This problem clearly is rated 
less serious than the "degree to which distribution 
formulas reflect program needs and fiscal effort." 
Thus, fewer officials saw the distribution formula 

as a problem under general support grants, but 
those who did, on the average, felt that it was a 
more serious challenge than those who saw the 
"complexity" matter as a problem. 

The "complexity" issue also received a held 
midpoint rating under formula grants. The rela- 
tively low seriousness rating of this problem for 
both general support and formula grants by county 
officials and for formula grants by city officials 
suggests that, while the reporting, accounting an d 
auditing requirements constitute a widespread 
source of irritation to local officials, they do not 
consider the problem of these requirements as 
serious as the other problems, particularly the un' 
certainty of fund flow and the inequitability Of 

distribution formulas. 
Column (2) in Table 11-28 reflects the views Of 

responding officials on whether the identifie d 
problems had improved, remained the same, Or 

gotten worse in the past five years. For the cities? 
except for one problem with project grants, all the 
problems were seen as becoming slightly to mod' 
erately worse. The exception - the "degree to 
which state aids constitute a coherent system" ' 
was viewed as becoming slightly better in the five' 
year span. It should be noted that under formula 
grants, the uncertainty of fund flow was seen 
growing noticeably more of a problem throuB h 
time than the fairness of the distribution formulasf 
which had been cited by more of the responding 
city officials. 

Among the county officials, their three chief 
problems in all three groups of grants were seen as 
getting worse and to a greater extent than thoSe 
identified by their city counterparts. In severa' 
cases, problems that were rated as less serious thaD 
others on a frequency basis by the county officialS 
were seen by more officials to have become worse 
in the past five years. The outstanding example is 
complexity of reporting, accounting and auditin0 
requirements under formula grants which is give' 
a higher deterioration .grade than the uncertainty 
fund flow. This is the case despite the fact that the 
same problem was the only one seen by county 
officials in column (1) as having been below the 
midpoint so far as seriousness was concerned. 

Overall, the city officials expressed the vie* 
that, among the three most frequently occurring 
problems in each of the grant groupings, thoSe 
under the general support grants were most ser' 
ous; on the other hand, they thought the top protV 
lems they identified under formula grants had de' 



Table 11-28 

The Three Most Common State Grant Problems as Seen by City and County 
Officials: Their Views on Selected Aspects of Those Problems, 

Winter 197S76 

(1) Order of seriousness of the problem (5 = most serious). 
(2) Problem has improved or worsened (1 = improved, 2 = same, 3 = worsened) 

in past five years. 

Cities 

Problem Area 

For p n e n l  support grants: 
1. The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects estimation of revenue 

and expenditures for next fiscal year. 
2.  Degree to which distribution formulas reflect program needs and fiscal 

effort. 
3. Inadequate consultation with local officials in development of legislative 

proposals. 

formula grants: 
Degree to which distribution formulas reflect program needs and fiscal effort. 

2-  The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects estimation of revenue 
and expenditures for next fiscal year. 

3. Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing requirements. 

lor Pmject grants: 
1. The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects estimation of revenue 

and expenditures for next fiscal year. 
2.  Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing requirements. 
3. Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent system. 

Counties 

general support grants: 
The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects estimation of revenue 

and expenditures for next fiscal year. 
2. Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing requirements. 
3- Degree to which distribution formulas reflect program needs and fiscal effort. 

For formula grants: 
The certainty of flow of state grant funds as it affects estimation of revenue 

and expenditures for next fiscal year. 
2, Degree to which distribution formulas reflect program needs and fiscal effort. 
3. Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing requirements. 

Pmiect grants: 
The certainty of  flow of state grant funds as it affects estimation of revenue 

and expenditures for next fiscal year. *- Complexity of reporting, accounting and auditing requirements. 
3. Degree to which state aids constitute a coherent system. 

(1) 
Mean 

3.34 

3.18 

3.00 

3.29 

3.26 
2.84 

3.29 
3.05 
3 .O6 

3.72 
2.59 
3.20 

3.49 
3.21 
2.75 

3.60 
3.32 
3.09 

(2) 
Mean 

2.16 

2.10 

2.03 

2.08 

2.26 
2.04 

2.12 
2.17 
1.97 

2.29 
2.15 
2.18 

2.24 
2.15 
2.29 

2.10 
2.24 
2.05 



teriorated more in the past five years than those 
they identified under general support and project 
grants. 

County officials thought that the top three proj- 
ect grant problems were the most serious as a 
group, and, like the city spokesmen, they felt that 
the problems with the formula grants had deterio- 
rated the most in the past half decade. 

Effect on Administrative Capability 
and Service Levels 

The survey asked: "How have the state govern- 
ment's requirements for administration of grant 
funds, and its monitoring of those requirements, 
affected (a) overall administrative capability (e.g., 
personnel standards, organization), and (b) levels 
of service of the programs receiving state funds?" 
They were asked to give a numerical rating to each 
factor, as follows: 1 - worsened, 2 - no effect, 
3 - improved. 

The responding city officials thought that the 
state grant requirements overall had a moder- 
ate improvement effect on local administrative 
capacity - 2.15; and a more substantial positive 
effect on the levels of program service - 2.47. 
There was little difference between the ratings 
given by officials of the "larger" cities and the 
other cities. 

On both counts, the county officials' ratings 
overall were fairly comparable to those given by 
city officials, although slightly lower: 2.12 and 
2.40, respectively. In contrast to the cities, how- 
ever, county officials from the larger jurisdictions 
rated the effect on both administrative capability 
and service levels lower than county officials as a 
whole - 1.95 and 2.16, respectively. The 1.95 in- 
dicates, in fact, that these officials of counties of 
500,000 and over population thought that state 
aid had actually reduced local administrative 
capacity. 

The favorable ratings given by officials of the 
cities and the smaller counties to the effect on local 
administrative capability and performance levels 
are consistent with their earlier identification of 
problems in the design and administration of state 
aids. Specifically, as noted in Table 11-27, these 
officials rated at or near the bottom of the "serious- 
ness" scale the problem areas "strictness of per- 
formance standards required as conditions of the 
grants" and "strictness of state officials in monitor- 

ing conformance with performance standards." 
The results of the question on administrative cap* 
bility and service levels would suggest that, for 
these jurisdictions, state strictness in performance 
standards and monitoring were actually helpful to 
these localities represented. 

In addition, on the county side, the positive ef. 
fect on service levels was clearly seen more in the 
non-metropolitan than in the metropolitan areas! 
possibly reflecting the greater need for outside 
assistance in the more rural jurisdictions. This 
conclusion is further supported by the escalating 
average service level rating as the population 0 f 
counties declines. 

Effect on Administrative Supervision 

The final question probing the impact of state 
aids on local administration had to do with the 
local chief executive's exercise of supervision. The 
survey asked local officials to indicate whether 
their chief administrative officer gave more, less, 
or about the same amount of ~ersona l  supervision 
to state-aided activities as he gave to activities 
financed solely by the municipalitylcounty. The 
answers are summarized in Table 11-29. 

The city officials reported that the average chief 
executive gave exactly the same amount of super' 
vision to state-aided activities as he gave to other 
activities (2.00). There seemed to be a general tew 
dency for more supervision of state-aided activities 
from the chief administrator among the smaller 
cities; officials of the larger cities (over 50,00°) 
gave a rating of 1.89. Consistent with this is the 
greater amount of supervision over state-aided aC' 
tivities among the non-metropolitan cities thaP 
among the central cities. 

Among the counties, the supervision required 
for state-aided programs by the average chief ad. 
ministrator was less than that required for other 
Programs (1.94), according to the 86 respondin$ 
officials. Again, there is a general tendency for 
more local supervision among the smaller juridic' 
tions; the officials of "larger" counties (over 
500,000), on the other hand, gave a rating of 
This is evidenced further in the breakdown b" 
tween metro and non-metro officials. 

AS was noted earlier, the overall responses to be 
state aid questionnaire were lighter among sIo 811 
jurisdictions outside metropolitan areas. In lightof 
this fact, and the tendency for these smaller, mofl 
urban places to report more supervision by be 



Table 11-29 

Chief Administrative Officer's Supervision Over State Grant-Aided 
Activities, as Seen by City and County Officials, 

Winter 197S76 

Key: Supervision over state-aided activities is (1) less than, (2) the same as, o r  (3) 

Total 

Population Group 
1,000,000 and over 

500,000-999,999 
250,000499,999 
100,000-249,999 
50,000- 99,999 
25,000- 49,999 
10,000- 24,999 

Region 
Northeast 
North Central 
South 
West 

Metro Status 
Central 
Suburban 
Independent 
Metro 
Non-Metro 

more than that over locally funded activities. 

Cities 

Number Average 
Responding Rating 

369 2.00 

Counties 

Number Average 
Responding Rating 

86 1.94 

Form of Government 
Mayor-Council 
Council-Manager 
Without Administrator 
With Administrator 



chief administrator over state-aided activities, a 
more representative sample probably would show 
that the overall rating for counties would be higher 
than 1.94 registered in this survey. 

Local Officials' Comments 
on State Aid Systems 

As with the Federal aid questionnaire, at the end 
of the state aid questionnaire local officials were 
invited to comment on any of the questions or on 
the general functioning of the state aid system. 
Ninety-one city and 23 county officials submitted 
comments - about one-fourth of those who 
answered the full questionnaire in each case. 
Again, while these comments cannot be inter- 
preted as representing a consensus, they add a 
useful though subjective supplement to conclu- 
sions drawn from the other questions. 

The comments are not as clustered as those on 
the Federal questionnaire, probably reflecting the 
substantially lesser impact of state aids. Six 
themes, however, tended to emerge in the follow- 
ing general order of volume and with some overlap 
among them: 

(1) Familiar, but by no means unanimous, expres- 
sions of dissatisfaction with the administration 
of state aids. The most frequent type of com- 
ment was criticism of some aspect of the adminis- 
tration of state grants, in rather familiar terms: red 
tape, too many procedural requirements, complex- 
ity, and lack of uniformity. Yet, compared with the 
Federal comments, these seemed less strident, and 
there were many respondents who said they found 
little to criticize in state grants administration. In 
this context, these criticisms seemed consistent 
with the relatively low ratings given to administra- 
tive difficulties in the specific question on problem 
areas (see Table 11-27]. 

Among the management criticisms were the fol- 
lowing: 

The procedures and interpretation of 
the requirements vary considerably from 
one program to another with essentially 
the same requirements. In certain cases it 
appears that more effort is expended in 
delaying a program than is expended on 
streamlining the procedures and 
eliminating the red tape to obtain the 
product intended by the law. - City 
manager, California. 

The State of Maryland maintains an in- 
credible maze of state requirement restric- 
tions, reviews, etc., for administering her 
grants. There is a need for coordination 
between all the state agencies and local 
officials in order to reduce the problems 
and conflicts in grant administration. - 
City Manager, Maryland. 

There is no uniformity in the adminis- 
tration of state categorical grants. Each 
state department has different forms, 
rules and regulations for grant adminis- 
tration. - City manager, Connecticut. 

The state grants process offers a confus- 
ing and uncoordinated system of forms, 
accounting, and audit procedures. - City 
manager, Texas. 

Several respondents urged better informatioP 
about state aids: 

A catalog similar to OMB's Catalog of 
Federal Domestic Assistance would be 
good. - City manager, Florida. 

The biggest problem with the state sys- 
tem is the lack of available information. It 
is much easier to get useful information 
on Federal programs. -County commis- 
sioner, Oregon. 

There should be a more complete, com- 
prehensive grants manual issued from 
each state capitol to each local municipal- 
ity listing all grants with definitions and 
explanations for each grant. -City man- 
ager, Tennessee. 

Yet, a substantial number of respondents foua d 
little to criticize: 

No problems. Formula distributions are 
fair. State monitoring standards are 
reasonable. - City manager, California. 

We have had very few problems with 
grants from the State of Florida. -City 
manager, Florida. 

No particular problems are identified 
with formula grants or project grants. - 
City manager, Illinois. 



The state grants are direct payments to 
the county and require little or no spe- 
cial administrative procedure. - County 
manager, Maryland. 

Have no problems with state 
grants. - City manager, Missouri. 

Surprisingly, the regulations are rel- 
atively simple, always explained in 
Person, and administered with much 
flexibility. Only the timeliness of grant 
availability being relayed to the city is a 
Problem. - Mayor, Missouri. 

We do not have any of the problems 
listed . . . with state grants. - City 
manager, New Mexico. 

State grant system is equitable, fairly 
administered; no problems for this 
city. - City manager, Tennessee. 

12) grants are particularly bothersome; 
Convemely, general support or block grants are 
welcome, 

You know I'm too busy to fill out the 
above. Let's just say that project grants 
are a pain in the neck. -Village man- 
ager, Illinois. 

No problem on general support and 
formula grants. On project grants, 
bureaucracy in lower echelons can drive 
One up a tree. -City manager, Michigan. 

Except for a few exceptions, the grants 
and contracts offices of New Jersey state 
agencies function as an effective bureau- 
cratic buffer which greatly hinders the 

of tax dollars to those areas of the 
State most needing grant assistance; this 
is especially true as regards project 
grants. - County manager, New Jersey. 

In the view of this city, the amount of 
time required to administer, comply and 

in connection with state grant 
Programs is many times excessive in con- 
"ection with the amount of the grant. It 

be far better for state to adopt a 
''general revenue sharing" approach, 
with minimal restrictive requirements 

and allow city to allocate grant funds to 
its priorities. - City manager, Cali- 
fornia. 

Instead of working under the categori- 
cal formula and project grant program, 
the state could more ably assist munici- 
palities by adopting legislation com- 
parable to the Federal Community De- 
velopment block grant program. - 
Borough manager, Pennsylvania. 

(3) Perhaps as great as the concern over ad- 
ministration is the frustration with the level of 
state funding and the uncertainty of the flow of 
funds. 

Annual funding without commitment 
makes it difficult to run coherent pro- 
grams. - Village manager, Illinois. 

There are several serious deficiencies in 
the present state system of aid including 
the following: . . . an over-emphasis on 
reimbursements for allocating state aid 
. . . levels of aid inadequate to provide 
properly for relief. . . unpredictable 
levels of state aid . . . . -Mayor, Mas- 
sachusetts. 

. . . the need to assure funding and not 
get caught up in legislative hassles is im- 
portant. - County commissioner, Penn- 
sylvania. 

State should be able to make advance 
grants for operating funds. Currently state 
grants are made on a reimbursement 
basis. - Mayor, Texas. 

(4) Inevitably the state and Federal grant systems 
are compared, sometimes favorable to the states, 
sometimes not. 

State funding programs are, in gen- 
eral, much easier to work with than 
Federal. - City manager, Minnesota. 

Only where Federal funds are involved 
do state red tape requirements become 
difficult. -County administrator, Min- 
nesota. 

State officials are, on the whole, less 
knowledgeable, less able, more involved 



in local and state politics, and more dic- 
tatorial than Federal program officials. 
The present state government is in disar- 
ray on many levels affecting New Jersey 
municipalities. - City administrator, 
New Jersey. 

The biggest problem with the state sys- 
tem is the lack of available information. It 
is much easier to get useful information 
on Federal programs. - County commis- 
sioner, Oregon. 

(5) Local officials object to state mandating of 
local expenditures without providing revenue 
sources; they see such mandating as inherent in 
the state grant system. 

State regulations reduce municipal rev- 
enue sources and increase municipal 
expenditures for programs without fund- 
ing, such as police standards board 
regulations. - City manager, Florida. 

It seems that some of these grants are 
used to start new programs, many times of 
a social nature, that then must be paid for 
by the locality. - City manager, Kansas. 

The state grant system is insufficient. 
The grants are not as great as.the fiscal 
obligations which the state legislature 
imposes on the county, e.g., setting mini- 
mum wages for various county employ- 
ees requiring certain jobs, etc. - County 
judge, Kentucky. 

A major problem with state grants is 
that they are not sufficient to cover the 
full costs of state-mandated services. 
Moreover, fund levels can fluctuate from 
year to year depending on availability of 
state funds which affects local 
programming. - County administrator, 
Oregon. 

(6) There is dissatisfaction among both smaller 
and larger jurisdictions over the equitability of 
state aid distributions. 

I feel that state grants should be more 
equal to towns as well as large cities. - 
Town mayor, Connecticut. 

Inadequate for aid to large cities. - 
Mayor, Maryland. 

. . . assistance formulas usually reflect 
geographic preference rather than actual 
need and so, again, prohibit adequate 
local budget planning. -City manager, 
Massachusetts. 

Small municipalities get hurt because 
the big cities get a disproportionate 
amount of grant money relative to both 
population and need, in my opinion. 
They also have the advantage of more staff 
to secure them and yet small cities have to 
provide the same range of public serv- 
ices. - Mayor, Ohio. 

PART Ill. 
LOCAL OFFICIALS' VIEWS ON 

THE COMPARATIVE IMPACTS O F  
FEDERAL A N D  STATE AIDS ON LOCAL 

GOVERNMENTS 
The foregoing analysis usually included cool. 

parisons of the responses of city and county offk 
cials with respect to each question asked on either 
the Federal aid or state aid questionnaire. Cool. 
parisons were occasionally, but not systematicallY~ 
made between local officials' responses to a quep 
tion on Federal aid and their responses to the same 
or similar questions on state aid. This concluding 
section provides a systematic summary comparj' 
son of all the answers to parallel questions a p p e c  
ing on both the Federal and state aid questiop 
naires, as a possible help in pointing up some of the 
significant aspects of the differential impacts of the 
two grant systems. In making this comparison, the 
responses of the "larger" cities and counties a5 
defined at the outset - cities over 50,000 popula' 
tion and counties over 500,000 population' 
again are singled out because of the greater cep 
tainty of the representativeness of the responses iD 
those groups. (See Item I . )  

The Federal-state comparison is not exact inas' 
much as general support grants at the state level are 
probably closer to general revenue sharing than 
to block grants at the Federal level. Yet, the 
residuals - categoricals - are fairly similar, 
Cities reported receiving a somewhat smaller 
proportion of these in their state aid than in thei1 



I Item 1 

Percentage distribution of dollar amount of grants received, by 
type of grant (Tables 11-2 and 11-22) 

Total Response Group 

Federal Grants State Grants 

Cities Counties Cities Counties 

Block 31.4% 22.7% General Support 38.6% 53.5% 
Categorical 68.6 77.3 Categorical 61.4 46.5 

"Larger" Jurisdictions 

Block 34.3 17.2 General Support 40.8 53.0 

Categorical 65.7 82.8 Categorical 59.2 46.5 

Federal aid; among the counties, the difference 
was substantial. This suggests that, judged merely 
by dollar amount, any fiscal or administrative im- 
Pacts that cities experience which are peculiar to 
categoricals might be expected to be slightly great- 
er as a result of Federal aid rather than state aid 
and it would be substantially greater for counties. 

This conclusion holds for the "larger" cities; and 
with the "larger" counties, the greater significance 
Of categoricals in the Federal aid vs. the state aid 
Picture is even more extreme. (See Item 2.1 
. Both city and county officials are notably more 
inched to reallocate Federal categoricals than 
State categoricals. The amount of reallocation they 

Item 2 

(A) Percentage of respondents who would 
allocate categorical grant funds 
differently 

(B) Percentage of (A) whose allocations 
would be moderate or substantial 
(Tables 114  and 11-23) 

Total Response Group 

Federal Grants State Grants 

Cities Counties Cities Counties 

"Larger" Jurisdictions 

would effect, however, seems about the same for 
both types of aid. 

The "larger" jurisdictions expressed stronger 
inclinations to reallocate both Federal and state 
categoricals than did the total response group. 
However, the differential in the intensity of their 
inclination as between the Federal and state 
categoricals seems about the same as it did for the 
totalgroup. (See ltern 3.)  

Item 3 

Percentage of respondents who thought 
receipt of categorical grants affected the 

amount of local non-matching money spent on 
:he programs concerned (Tables 11-5 and 11-24 

Federal Grants 

Cities Counties 

Total response group 60.1% 64.8% 
"Larger" jurisdictions 71.0 95.8 

State Grants 

Cities Counties 

Total response group 52.8 58.8 
"Larger" jurisdictions 53.8 78.9 

Cities and counties in the total response group 
saw more of an effect from the Federal grants than 
from the state grants. Among the "larger" jurisdic- 
tions this differential was markedly greater. 
Moreover, the "larger" counties clearly reported 
more impact of both Federal and state categoricals 
than did the total response group. (See Item 4.1 



Item 4 

Three categorical grant program areas that most affected spending of local funds, as 
seen by local officials; and percent of respondents who said use of local funds was 

increased in these areas (Tables 11-6 and 11-25) 

Total Response Groups Only 

Cities 

Federal State 

Urban community development 84.3% Highways and roads 42.1% 
Water pollution control 75.4 Law, justice, legal services 77.5 
Recreation - acquisition, Recreation - acquisition, 

development, planning 86.8 development, planning 71.9 

Counties 

Income security and social Mental health 69.6 
services 64.7 Income security and social 

Mental health 60.0 services 76.5 
Water pollution control 70.0 General health 75.0 

The substantial differences in these leading 
functional areas affected by Federal and state 
grants reflect the different program interests of the 
two levels of government. That they are so different 
also reflects a salutary complementing rather than 
a duplicating of program coverage. 

Tabulation of all the responses - not just those 
related to the five most frequently named pro- 
grams - indicates that city officials marked 
"increases" at a ratio of four to one for Federal 
grants and two to one for state grants. County offi- 
cials marked "increases" at ratios of three to one 
and about two to one, respectively. Thus, overall, 
local officials clearly saw Federal aids as more 
stimulative than state aids in this regard. (Item 5.) 

The answers to Part A by the total group indicate 
that Federal categoricals have a stronger skewing 
effect on local priorities than do state categoricals. 
The answers are quite close to those on the earlier 
question about allocating categoricals differently. 
Part B responses indicate that the stimulative effect 
of Federal categoricals would be longer lasting 
than that of state categoricals. 

Among the "larger" jurisdictions, these relative 
differences are more pronounced than among the 
entire group of cities and counties represented, 
except that the degree of Federal skewing is greater 
for all the responding counties than for the 
"larger" counties above. 

9 

Item 5 

Percent of respondents who thought that, 
if Federal or state categorical grants were 
suddenly cut off, their localities would 
(A) shift local matching funds to other 
programs, (B) fund with 100 percent local 
funds any programs formerly receiving 
such grants (Tables 11-7 and 11-26] 

Federal Grants 

Cities Counties 

Total Response Group 
(A) 69.5% 77.2% 
(B) 43.3 50.5 

"Larger" Jurisdictions 
(A) 80.7 83.3 
(B) 47.5 76.0 

State Grants 
Cities Counties 

Total Response Group 
(A) 56.0 65.8 
(B) 33.0 30.4 

"Larger" Jurisdictions 
(A) 60.5 77.8 
(B) 29.0 36.9 



Item 6 

The five most serious problem areas in design and administration of categoricals 
(Tables 11-14 and 11-27) 

Federal 

Cities Counties 

1. Complexity, volume of paper work I. Complexity, volume of paper work 
2. Time for project grant processing 2. Clear, prompt policy interpretations 
3. Clear, prompt policy interpretations 3. Time for project grant processing 
4. Complexity of fiscal procedures 4.  Complexity of fiscal procedures 
5. Consultation on regulations 5. Consultation on regulations 

State 

Cities 

General Support Formula Project 

1. Certainty of fund flow 1. Distribution formula 1. Certainty of fund flow 
2. Distribution formula 2. Certainty of fund flow 2. Complexity of fiscal pro- 
3. Legislative consultation 3 .  Complexity of fiscal pro- cedures 
4. Complexity of fiscal pro- cedures 3. Incoherent state system 

cedures 4. Incoherent state system 4. Administrative consultation 
5. Administrative consultation 5 .  Administrative consultation 5 .  Delay in regulations issuance 

Counties 

1. Certainty of fund flow 1. Certainty of fund flow I. Certainty of fund flow 
2 .  Complexity of fiscal pro- 2. Distribution formula 2. Distribution formula 

cedures 3. Complexity of fiscal pro- 3. Incoherent state system 
3. Distribution formula cedures 4. Administrative consultation 
4, Incoherent state system 4. Incoherent state system 5. Delay in regulations issuance 
5.  Legislative consultation 5 .  Delay in regulations issuance 

There is more concern in the Federal grant sys- 
tem with problems of administrative procedures. 
The most serious problems in the state system are 
Such matters as the flow of state funds, the in- 
equitability of fund distribution formulas, and the 
general incoherence of the state aid system. This 
Suggests that local officials have more fault to find 
with state legislators than administrators. This 
fnay reflect the greater dominance of project grants 
'"he Federal system, but also may simply indicate 
Ihat state aids are not as bound by guidelines and 
regulations as Federal grants. (See Item 6.)  

The Comparison of problem areas rated lowest 
the conclusion that Federal aids generate 

more troubles, and difficulties with state aids stem 
?Ore from policies set by the legislatures. On state 
a'ds) city and county officials gave lowest diffi- 
c u l t ~  ratings for all three types of grants to strict- 
Oess of performance standards and severity of 

performance monitoring, both of which are ad- 
ministrative responsibilities. (See Item 7.) 

For the total response group, the comparison is 
mixed. Cities rate state aids' positive effect on ad- 
ministrative capacity slightly higher than Federal 
aids' effect. In all other comparisons, Federal aids 
have a more positive impact than state aids - 
fairly slight except with regard to administrative 
capacity in the counties, where Federal aids clearly 
have a much more positive effect than the state 
aids. 

Among the "larger" jurisdictions, the impact of 
the Federal aids is uniformly greater, and in the 
case of the counties it is substantially so. (Item 8.) 

For the total response groups, chief adminis- 
trators appear to give more supervision to feder- 
ally aided activities than to those that are state 
aided. The same relationship holds true for the 
"larger" jurisdictions. In the latter case, moreover, 



Item 7 

Rating of grant requirements' impact on 
(A) local administrative capability, 

(B) service levels 

Federal Grant 

Cities Counties 

Total Response Group 

"La1 

Tota 

(A)- 2.09 2.33 
(B) 2.50 2.47 

,er" Jurisdictions 
(A) 2.22 2.23 
(B) 2.51 2.39 

State Grants 

Cities Counties 

Response Group 
(A) 2.15 2.12 
(B) 2.47 2.40 

"Larger" Jurisdictions 
(A)  2.16 1.95 
(B) 2.47 2.16 

supervision over state-aided activities is clearly 
less than that over locally funded activities. 

SUMMARY OF COMPARISON 
OF THE TWO AID SYSTEMS 

Several conclusions emerge from this compari- 
son of the two aid systems as seen by local officials 
responding to this survey: 

In the judgment of the local executives surveyed, 
the Federal aid system has greater impact than 
the state system on fiscal decisions at the local 
level. The Federal grants are more potent in 
skewing local budget priorities, stimulating the 
expenditure of local non-matching funds, and 
sustaining the stimulative effect after Federal 
grants have been decreased or withdrawn. 

With respect to what might be called the positive 
administrative impact of grants, while local offi- 
cials see the administrative requirements of both 
types of aid as improving local administrative 
capability and service levels, their responses do 
not give one aid system a clear edge over the 
other. 

Item 8 

Rating of chief administrator's supervision 
over grant-aid activities 

(Table 11-1 7 and  11-30) 

Federal Grants 

Cities Counties 

Total Response Group 2.13 2.00 
"Larger" Jurisdictions 2.03 2.00 

State Grants 

Cities Counties 

Total Response Group 2.00 1.94 
"Larger" Jurisdictions 1.89 1.85 

d 

On the negative administrative impact, the re 
sponses indicate that chief administrators tend t? 
give more supervision to federally aided aQ 
tivities than those that are state aided. consistent 
with this finding is that the top problem areas id 

the Federal grant system identified by local offie 
cials are matters of administrative procedure! 
whereas in the state aid system the problems are 
more traceable to legislative decisions, as on a]' 
location formulas and flow of funds. 

These are conclusions from the responses of the 
total body of city and county respondents. ~ i t b  
respect to the responses of the officials of the 
"larger" jurisdictions, the conclusions apply eve!' 
more strongly, with a few exceptions. On the iss$ 
of skewing, for example, officials of the "larger 
counties felt less strongly than officials of all tour 
ties that Federal grants had a greater impact op 
local priorities; the reverse was true among city 
officials, i.e., "larger" city officials felt strongly 
about the superiority of Federal grants in this r" 
gard. Also, officials of "larger" jurisdictions gaveB 
clear edge to the greater impact of Federal adminis' 
trative requirements on local administrative capa' 
bility and service levels. 

On balance, considering both fiscal and ad' 
ministrative effects, it appears that the local offi 
cials surveyed believe that the Federal aid systefl 
has a stronger impact on their local governmen' 
than the state aid system. This is in spite of the fac' 
that, according to one estimate using 1972 data' 
state grants to localities as defined in this suflef 



Were 38 percent greater than Federal grants.' 
Offsetting the Federal grant system's dollar in- 
feriority are a number of factors that give that sys- 
tem more impact. A larger share of Federal assis- 
tance is in the form of categorical grants than is the 
case with state assistance. City officials responding 
to the survey reported that about 39 percent of their 
State aids were for general support; county officials 
reported about 54 percent. On the Federal aid side, 
block grants were reported to be 31 and 23 percent 
of total aids, respectively, by city and county offi- 
cials. Categorical grants clearly involve more ad- 
ministrative requirements than block or general 
Support grants. On the fiscal side, one of the fea- 
tures of categoricals is their usefulness in stimulat- 
ing local expenditures on particular activities. The 
responses to the Federal questionnaire indicated 
that local officials felt that categoricals tended to 
skew local budget priorities more than block 
grants did. On the other hand, they thought the 
S t h ~ l a t i v e  effect of block grants was longer 

lasting than that of the categoricals. 
Objective measures, such as relative size of the 

total Federal and state aid packages and the rela- 
tive portion of each that is made up of categorical 
grants, are significant but not the whole story in 
trying to account for people's perceptions. These 
officials' perceptions as expressed in their re- 
sponses to this survey may reflect their exposure to 
the conventional attitudes current among local of- 
ficials with respect to the relative influence of the 
Federal and state governments on their local af- 
fairs. The important thing is that their perceptions 
can be taken as indicative of their likely reaction to 
policy issues in intergovernmental relations, and 
specifically in matters relating to intergovernmen- 
tal grant assistance. For Federal and state policy- 
makers responsible for the design and administra- 
tion of their respective grant systems, these percep- 
tions should serve as the starting points in decid- 
ing whether those systems should be changed and, 
if so, in what directions. 

Footnotes 

lTreated here as a categorical program though treated as a 
target grant in Improving Federal Grants Management, Vol. ll 
Of the series, The Intergovernmental Grant System:An Assess- 
ment and Proposed Policies. 

2A fourth block grant, Partnership for Health, was also listed on 
the questionnaire, but the responses were not useable. 

may reflect the special effort of NACO to familiarize its 
members with the benefits flowing from this circular. 

ACIR, Safe Streets Reconsidered: The Block Grant Experi- 
ence 1968-1975, Vol. IV of the series. The Intergovernmental 
Grant System: An Assessment and Proposed Policies (1976).  

5Housing rehabilitation loans, sec. 312.  Housing Act of 1964, 
P.L. 88-560. 

6This distribution does not conform to the pattern usually de- 
rived from analyses of state aid. A major reason for the differ- 
ence may be that the usual analysis includes Federal pass- 
through funds in state aid; this analysis classifies them as 
Federal aid. The bulk of Federal pass-through funds to coun- 
ties consists of categorical public assistance. 

'The estimate was made by Maxwell Graduate School, Syracuse 
University, cited in ACIR, The States and Intergovernmental 
Aids, Vol. VlII in the series, The Intergovernmental Grant 
System: An Assessment and Proposed Policies. "As defined in 
this survey" means that Federal pass-through funds are in- 
cluded as Federal grants, and that education grants are largely 
excluded, since they go mainly to school districts independent 
of cities and counties. 





Chapter 111 

SURVEY OF 
STATE BUDGET OFFICERS 

As with the ACIR-ICMA survey of local officials 
in Chapter 11, the survey instrument for 

Canvasing state budget officers was in two parts. 
'art 1 dealt with Federal grants-in-aid to the state 
government. These grants were defined to include 

that the state ~ a s s e d  through to local gov- 
ernment~, with or without money that the state 
added from its own sources. They excluded gen- 
eral revenue sharing funds. Part I1 dealt with state 

to local governments that consisted 
exclusively of state money, but excluding state 
funds that were add-ons to Federal grants. 

usable reiponses were received from 37 states. 
Those from which such responses were not re- 
ceived were Alabama, Arkansas, Indiana, Kansas, 
Louisiana, Maine, ~assachuset ts ,  Mississippi, 

Hampshire, New Mexico, Tennessee, Utah. 
West Virginia. The 37 respondents were dis- 

blbuted among the states on the basis of popula- 
'lo", Federal region, and total 1974 Federal inter- 
governmental revenue as shown in Table 111-1. 

These distributions indicate that in general the 
responding states over-represent the states with 
Population of 10 million and over; those in the 

York, Sari Francisco, and Seattle Federal re- 
glons; and those with Federal intergovernmental 
revenues in 1974 of $750 million and over. They 
under-represent the next to smallest population 

the states in the Dallas and Boston Federal 
regions, and the next to smallest intergovern- 
mental revenue group. 

Not all 37 states responded to all the questions. 
Thenumber responding to individual questions is 
noted in the analysis. 

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL FINDINGS 

I. Federal Grants to State Governments 

Thirty-five states received $23.0 billion in 
grants from the Federal government in FY 1974. 
This represented 82.2 percent of the total of such 
grants received by all states (including pass- 
through funds). The $23.0 billion was distributed 
among functions as follows: 

public welfare (incl. Medicaid) 49% 
education 18 
highways 14 
manpower 7 
health and hospitals 3 
criminal justice 2 
housing and community 

development * 
all other 7 

*Less than 0.5 percent 

For 26 states (which accounted for 54 percent 
of intergovernmental revenue from the Federal 
government), the Federal grant money was divided 
as follows: formula grants-76 percent, project 
grants-21 percent, and block grants-3 percent. 

PASS-THROUGH FUNDS 

For 22 states reporting, pass-through funds 
amounted to 41 percent of the total funds received 



Table 111-1 

States Responding to Questionnaire: by Population, Federal Region, 
and Amount of Federal Intergovernmental Revenue Received 

1970 Population 

10 mill ion and over 
5.0-9.9 mill ion 
2.5-4.9 million 
1.0-2.4 mill ion 
Under 1.0 million 

Total 

Federal Region 

Total 

U.S. 

6 
6 

15 
10 
14 

51 

6 
2 
6 
8 
6 
5 
4 
6 
4 
4 

51 

States 
Survey Respondents 
Number Percent of U.S. 

1974 Federal Intergovernmental Revenue (000)' 

$750,000 and over 11 10 91 % 
500,000-749,999 11 9 82 
250,000499,999 12 6 50 

0-249,999 16 12 75 

Total 502 37 75 % 

Population 
Survey Respondents 

US.  Number Percent of U.S. 

'U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau o f  the Census, State Government Finances in  7974 (Washington, D.C.: U.5. 
Government Printing Office, 1979, p. 20. 

'Excludes District of Columbia, which did not reply. 



from the Federal government. By function the 
breakdown of pass-through funds was (for 25 to 27 

in each case): 

criminal justice 66% 
education 57 
public welfare 53  
housing and community 

development 49 
health and hospitals 3 3 
manpower 16 
highways 14 

O The attachment of state procedural conditions 
to Pass-through funds tended to accompany Fed- 
eral project grants more than formula grants and 
tended to increase with the proportion of Federal 
grant funds that were channeled. 
' States more commonly attached procedural 

'@Wirements than performance standards to pass- 
funds. 

' The large majority of the states that indicated 
that they added money on to the Federal pass- 
lbrough indicated that they did not attach perfor- 
'Qce conditions to that add-on, i.e., they did not 
'*e advantage of their opportunity to inject state 

or administrative influences on local ex- 
penditure of Federal p a s s - t h r ~ ~ g h  funds. 

O Twenty-four states reported that 83 percent of 
Pass-through funds were channeled pursuant to 
Federal requirements, 8 percent by state law. and 
lo Percent by state administrative discretion. 

' For 25 states, which received 63 percent of 
Federal revenue to the states in 1974, the average 
''@a) state matching share was 43.1 percent: the 

was from 11.7 to 67.9 percent. 

b A large minority (41%) of responding states 
@lleved that "in-kind" matching produces little or 
? actual contribution of state resources for the 
'lded Program. This casts doubt on the effective- "" of in-kind matching as a device for actually 
committing state resources. 
' Fift~-seven percent of the responding states 

agreed that in-kind or zero matching strengthens ? discretionary power of the governor and ad- 
Q'4isbators and weakens the legislature's control 
Over the budget and administration. 

FEDERAL MANAGEMENT CIRCULARS 

State budget officers gave a strong endorse- 
ment to the effectiveness of the three Federal man- 
agement circulars dealing with grant requirements 
standardization, allowable costs, and audits of 
grant programs. 

FEDERALIZATION OF STATE-LOCAL 
FUNCTIONS 

About half of the respondents thought that 
Federal assumption of the adult categories of pub- 
lic assistance (through the supplemental security 
income program - SSI) had brought localities fis- 
cal relief. Most of those that reported no relief as- 
cribed it to the fact that localities had not partici- 
pated in the cost of the adult categories; or that SSI 
left service or procedural gaps that the localities 
had to plug. 

CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC 
ASSISTANCE 

Budget officers indicated a high degree of 
awareness of the Catalog and reported that it ful- 
fills its function for most of their purposes. 

STATE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES FOR 
CONTROLLING FEDERAL GRANT IMPACT 

o States vary in the degree to which their gover- 
nors exercise influence over Federal grants 
through approval of state applications for grants, 
approval of state acceptance of grants, inclusion of 
Federal grants in the proposed executive budget, 
and approval of funds passed through to localities. 
The four states, out of 35 responding, in which the 
governor seems to exercise the greatest degree of 
control are: Alaska, Florida, Minnesota, and 
Washington. Twenty-five states reported specific 
measures taken in the past decade to strengthen 
executive budget control over Federal grants. 

STATE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
ORGANIZATION AND PROCEDURES FOR 
CONTROLLING FEDERAL GRANT IMPACT 

Except for the prevailing insistence on includ- 
ing Federal grant funds in appropriations, state 
legislatures are inclined to refrain from exerting 
their authority in the state's process of determining 
the receipt and disposition of Federal grants. Thus, 



only about one-third of the responding states that 
appropriate Federal grant funds require legislative 
approval for expenditure of such funds beyond the 
amounts appropriated; less than one-fourth 
specify sub-allocation priorities for formula grants; 
and less than one-twelfth are involved in determin- 
ing how discretionary grant moneys will be passed 
through to local governments. The responses 
suggest that legislatures exert the strongest influ- 
ence in Alaska, Colorado, Michigan, Missouri, 
Montana, South Dakota, and Washington. 

The legislature has not taken as much advan- 
tage of its opportunities to exercise control over the 
flow of Federal grant funds as the executive has. 

Twenty-four states identified specific steps 
that they had taken since 1967 to help the legisla- 
tive budget process exert more influence over Fed- 
eral grants. 

11. State Aids to Local Governments 

Twenty-three states representing 71.3 percent 
of total state intergovernmental expenditures in 
1974 (including pass-through funds) reported 
grants to localities totaling $21.3 billion in FY 
1974. They were distributed by function as fol- 
lows: 

education 
public welfare 
highways 
health and hospitals 
all other categoricals 
general support 

Of the categorical grant funds, 83 percent were 
for formula-based grants, 17 percent for project 
grants. 

MATCHING AND MANDATING 

Responses on these issues indicate a wide diver- 
sity of fiscal practices among the limited number of 
states represented. 

For 18  states responding, the median state re- 
ported that formula grants were matched with 50 
percent local money (interquartile range - 68%); 
the median state among 15 reporting said 28 per- 
cent local matching was required on project grants 
(interquartile range - 70%). 

Among 20 states responding, the median state 
said that 75 percent of the dollar amount of state 

Table 111-2 

Federal Grants to 35 State Governmentsr 
by Function: FY 1974 (est.) 

Amount 
(000) percent 

Education $ 4,112,840 18% 
Public welfare 11,168,266 49 
Highways 3,149,107 14 
Health and hospitals 620,757 3 
Criminal justice 555,125 2 
Housing and 
community development 39,384 * 

Manpower 1,711,996 7 
All other 1,613,924 7 

Total $22,971,399 100% 

'Less than 0.5% 

aid formula grants was for activities which 
state mandated localities to perform (interquartils 
range - 80%). 

SOME SYSTEMIC CONSIDERATIONS 

o Twelve of 35 responding states said that the? 
have an agency that reviews and evaluates periodi' 
cally the state aid program on an overall systematicl 
basis, rather than program-by-program. ~ u d ~ d i  
and fiscal agencies were dominant among such' 
agencies, with intergovernmental relations an d 
planning agencies involved in a few states. 

Eight of the states without a review and evalw 
ation agency reported that a move was unde r~a f  
to establish such an agency. 

Twenty of 36 responding states reported the' 
their legislatures have a unit responsible for fl' 
viewing state aid. 
0 In seven of 36 states the legislature requid 

that each new legislative proposal be accompanied 
by a statement of the estimated impact of the prr 
posed legislation on the eligibility and need of tbef 
state and local governments for Federal grants. I 

.d The most serious problem of their state 
systems, identified by 17  states, was the devel0P 
ment of equitable allocation formulas. Other prob' 
lems: inadequacy of state control and evaluation of' 
grants to localities, insufficiency of grant funds+ 
proliferation of categoricals, and the use of ope*' 
ended grants. 



PART I. 
FEDERAL GRANTS TO 
STATE GOVERNMENTS 

Included in this part is an analysis of the 
answers to a series of survey questions which may 
be grouped under four headings: 

' Statistics on the amounts, purposes, and 
types of Federal grants to states and the man- 
ner in which the states handle them in rela- 
tion to substate recipients. 
' Perceptions of budget officers regarding the 

effects on the states of recent Federal actions 
in grant policy and management. 
' State executive branch policies and proce- 

dures for controlling the impact of Federal 
grants. 
State legislative branch policies and proce- 
dures for controlling the impact of ~ e d e r a l  
grants. 

Federal grants were defined to include two 
broad types: (I) block grants, consisting of grants 

the Safe Streets (LEAA), partnership for 

Health (section 314(dj of the Public Health Service 
Act),  Comprehensive Employment and Training 
(CETA), and Housing and Community Develop- 
ment programs, and categorical grants, consisting 
of all the remaining grants. Categoricals in turn 
were divided into two types: (a) formula grants, 
under which entitlement is according to a formula 
in the statutes orregulations, and (b) project grants, 
which are given in response to an application, and 
are sometimes called "discretionary." 

Statistics on Federal Grants to States by 
Function and Type of Grant; the 

Magnitude and Nature of the 
"Pass-Through; " State Matching 

Budget officers were asked to supply actual or 
estimated figures showing the amounts of Federal 
grants their state received in FY 1974, by major 
function and by type of grant (formula, project, or 
block). Thirty-five states responded-23 giving es- 
timates and 1 2  actual figures. These states ac- 
counted for 82.2 percent of total intergovernmental 
revenue received from the Federal government in 

Table 111-3 

Federal Grants to 26 State Governments, by Function and 
Type of Grant: FY 1974 (est.) 

Type of Grant 

Function 

Education 

Public welfare 

Highways 

Health and hospitals 

Criminal justice 

Housing and community 
development 

Manpower 

All other 

Total 

Amount 
(000) 

$ 2,741,697 

7,364,709 

2,164,3M 

442,465 

362,903 

19,096 

1,416,085 

949,942 

$1 5,461,261 

Formula Project Block 



Table 1 / 1 4  

State pass-Through of Federal Grant Funds to Local Recipients in Selected 
States,' by Function (amounts in 000s): FY 1974 (est.) 

Function 

Education 

Public 
welfare 

Highways 

Health and 
hospitals 

Criminal 
justice 

Housing and 

Number 
of 

States 

262 

27 

25' 

27 

27 

Federal 
Grants 

Received 

$ 2,746,177 

7,266,942 

2,214,514 

456,382 

367,545 

20,319 

1,475,089 

945,445 

$1 4,134,352 

- 

community 
development 26l 

Manpower 2S4 

All other 245 

Total for 226 
States 

Retained by State Passed Through to 
Government Local Recipients 

Amount 

$1,189,181 

3,429,903 

1,893,806 

304,648 

125,198 

10,438 

1,234,300 

465,025 

$8,287,582 

Percent Amount 

43% $1,556,996 

Percent 

57% 

53 

14 

33 

66 

49 

16 

51 

41 % 

'As many as 27 states: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, ~ ~ ~ ~ i i ,  1daho, 
Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, ~ ~ r t h  ~ ~ k ~ ~ ~ ,  
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, and wisconsin. 

2 ~ 1 1  states in footnote 1 except South Dakota. 
3 ~ 1 1  states in  footnote 1 except Georgia and South Dakota. 
' ~ 1 1  states in footnote 1 except North Carolina and North Dakota. 
~ ~ 1 1  states in  footnote 1 except North Carolina, South Dakota, and Rhode Island. 
6All states in  footnote 1 except Georgia, North Carolina, North Dakota, Rhode Island, and south Dakota. 

\ 

FY 1974 according to the Census Bureau's State 
Government Finances in 1974. 

Table 111-2 shows the distribution by function. 
Twenty-six states broke down their Federal 

grant funds by type of grant. These 26 accounted 
for 54 percent of total intergovernmental revenue 
received from the Federal government. The big 
drop in percentage from the first group of 35 to the 
second group of 26 is accounted for chiefly by New 
York and Ohio, which did not report grant receipts 
by type of grant in a usable form. 

For all 26 states, formula grants accounted for T6 
percent of the total, project grants 21 percent, and 
block grants 3 percent. The breakdownby functioo 
and by type of grant is presented in Table 111-3, 

The public welfare and highways functions afl 
heavily dominated by formula grants; housing an d 
community development is limited to project 
grants; manpower bears strongly toward projd  
grants, although in FY 1974 it reflected some C E T ~  
block grants; education and health and hospital' 
are distributed about two-thirds - one-third 



tween formula and project grants although the STATE "PASS-THROUGH" 
Partnership for Health block grant OF FEDERAL GRANT FUNDS 
appears in the health and hospitals function; 
criminal justice funds come predominantly Respondents were asked to indicate by function, 
through the Safe Streets block grant; and "All what percentage of Federal grants received was 
Other" shows a one-third-two-thirds break be- passed through to various types of substate juris- 
tween formula and project grants. dictions in F Y  1974 and what percentage was re- 

Table 111-5 

State Pass-Through of Federal Grant Funds to Local Recipients in Selected States,' 

Function 

Education 

Public 
welfare 

Highways 

Health and 
hospitals 

Criminal 
justice 

Housing and 
community 

by Function and by Type of Recipient: 

Pass-Through to: 

Number Munici- Town- School 
of States palities Counties ships Districts 

232 3% 10% 0 43 % 

24 2 54 1 * 

21 5 4 1 0 

24 10 14 * * 

21 45 19 0 0 

development 1 6 ~  16 12 0 0 

1 96 2 2 0 Manpower 
* 

All other 13' 39 10 
* 4 

FY 1974 (est.) 

Retained 

Special 
by 

State 
Districts Other** Government 

'Less than 0.5 percent. 
t t Usually private non-profit organizations. 

'As many as 24 states: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Maryland, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Caroli- 
na, South Dakota, Vermont, and Virginia. 

'All states in  footnote 1 except South Dakota. 
'All states in  footnote 1 except Georgia, Oregon, and South ~ a k o t a .  
'All states in  footnote 1 except Nevada, Oregon, and South Carolina. 
5All states in footnote 1 except Alaska, Iowa, Michigan, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, and south 
Carolina. 

'All states irr footnote 1 exceot Nevada, North Carolina, Nor th  Dakota, Oregon, and South Carolina. 
'All states i n  footnote 1 exce; California, Colorado, Georgia, Idaho, Nevada, North Carolina, Nor th  Dakota, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, South Carolina, and South Dakota. 



tained for state use. A varying number of states 
supplied data for the several functions, ranging 
from 24 states forthe "All Other" category to 27 for 
public welfare, health and hospitals, and criminal 
justice. The total amounts passed-through and re- 
tained for state use are shown by function in Table 
111 -4. 

Among the states reporting, the proportions 
passed through to local recipients were, in de- 
scending order, for criminal justice (66%), 
education (57%), public welfare (53%), and hous- 
ing and community development (49%). The low- 
est percentages were for highways (14%), and 
manpower (16%), which were primarily state- 
administered functions. Also only 33 percent of 
Federal health and hospitals funds were chan- 
neled to local recipients. 

Some notion of the shares of pass-through funds 
distributed to the various types of local recipients 
is provided by Table 111-5. These figures may be 
less representative of all the states than those 
shown heretofore because of the smaller number of 
states that reported this kind of breakdown, but 
they probably give a generally correct picture. The 
possible exception is the manpower function 
wherein the percentage retained by the state for the 
19 states represented (94%) is notably different 
from the proportion retained for the 25 states in- 
cluded in Table 111-4 (84%). The table generally 
confirms the conventional wisdom about the func- 
tional distribution of Federal funds to political 
subdivisions, e.g., the bulk of education funds go 
to school districts, counties dominate in receipt of 
public welfare grants, the largest share of criminal 
justice money ends up in municipalities, and a 
large portion of housing and community develop- 
ment funds goes to special housing and commun- 
ity development authorities. 

In an effort to find out more about the pass- 
through, the questionnaire survey asked state 
budget officers to indicate what percentage of 
channeled funds was distributed via formula or 
project grants. Again, there was a wide range in the 
number of states reporting the method of 
distribution - from 26 who reported the type of 
grant they used to channel Federal criminal justice 
funds to 14 who reported the method for public 
welfare. 

Table 111-6 shows the percentage distribution 
between formula and project grants by the median 
state in each functional group. These figures must 
be used with caution, for they conceal the wide 

Table lll-6 

Federal Grant Funds Passed Through 
by Selected States1 to Local Recipients: 

the Percentage Distribution Between 
Formula and Project Grants for the 

Median State (est.) 

Number of Percentages for 
States in Median State 

Function Croup Formula Project 

Education 2S2 90% 10% 

Public welfare 1 43 1 00 0 

Highways 1 54 0 1 00 

Health and 
hospitals 205 2 1 79 

Criminal justice 26 0 100 

Housing and 
community 
development 1P 0 100 

Manpower 17' 0 100 

All other 1 68 3 96 

'As many as 26 states: Alaska, Arizona, California, ~ o l o r a d o t  
Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Iowa, Mary. 
land, Michigan, Minnesota, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, 
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon, Pennsylvania, ~ h o d e  
Island, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, and 
Wisconsin. 

'All states in  footnote 1 except Hawaii. 
'All states in  footnote 1 except Alaska, Connecticut, Delaware! 
Hawaii, Idaho, Michigan, Nevada, Oregon, Rho& ~s~and ,  
South Carolina, South Dakota, and Vermont. 

'All states i n  f ~ o t n o t e  1 except Alaska, California, ~ o l o r a d o l  
Delaware, Georgia, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Rhode 1s1and1 
South Carolina, and Vermont. 

'All states in footnote 1 except Connecticut, Delaware, Hawaii, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Vermont. 

'All states in  footnote1 except Alaska, Connecticut, Iowa, Mary  
land, Minnesota, North Carolina, North Dakota, Oregon! 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Wisconsin. 

'All states i n  footnote 1 except Alaska, California, ~ a r ~ l a n d f  
Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota, Pennsylvania, ~ h o d e  
Island, and Vermont. 

'All states i n  footnote 1 except Alaska, Colorado, Georgia! 
Idaho, Maryland, North Carolina, North Dakota, Rho& 1s1and1 
South Dakota, and Vermont. 



variation among the states in their use of the for- 
mula or project grant vehicle. Thus, for each func- 
tional category except "All Other," at least one 
state reported 100 percent distribution via formula 
grant, and one state distributed 100 percent of the 
money via project grants. 

The questionnaire sought to elicit information 
On whether and how the states used federally 
channeled funds to influence local policies and 
Practices. First it asked whether there were any 
Pass-through funds on which the state did not add 
Procedural conditions, such as accounting, report- 
ing and auditing requirements. Fourteen said 
"Yes" and 20 "No." Further analysis revealed that 
those states that did not add ~rocedural conditions 
relied slightly more than the other states on Fed- 
eral formula rather than project grants. Also their 
Percentage of pass-through funds for all eight func- 
tional categories was somewhat less than that of 
the other states. This suggests that the attachment 
of Procedural conditions tends to accompany Fed- 
eral project grants more than formula grants and 
tends to increase with an increase in the proportion 
of Federal grant funds that are channeled. 

Budget officers next were asked whether there 
were any pass-through funds on which the state 
did not add program performance standards. Here 
19 answered "Yes" and 14 "No," indicating that 
States more commonly attach procedural require- 
ments than performance requirements to Federal 
Pass-through funds. Unlike the situation with re- 
Bard to procedural conditions, there was no sig- 
nificant difference in use of formula grants be- 
h e e n  those states that attached performance con- 
ditions and those that did not, and there was little 
difference between the two groups in the per- 
centage of Federal funds received in all eight func- 
tional categories that were channeled to local 
recipients. 

Three additional questions were posed regard- 
ing conditions attached to pass-through funds. If 

had indicated that they had not im- 
Posed either procedural or performance condi- 
tlons, they were asked to estimate the percentage of 
the total pass-through funds on which the state had 
refrained from attaching conditions. Sixteen states 

and indicated that an average (mean) of 
39 Percent of their pass-through funds contained 
'10 additional state-imposed conditions. The ques- 
tlonnaire then inquired whether there were any 
differences in the types of ~rocedural or perfor- 
mance requirements imposed by the state in Pro- 

grams where it added state money to the Federal 
grant, as opposed to those where it merely served 
as an administrative conduit. Of those who had 
reported the addition of state money in answer to 
an earlier question, seven said "Yes" and 15 said 
"No." This indicates that the large majority of 
states do not take advantage of the state contribu- 
tion to inject state policy or administrative influ- 
ences on local expenditures of Federal pass- 
through funds. 

Finally, the state officials were asked to indicate 
how Federal pass-through funds were distributed 
according to the authority for the pass-through. 
The answers for the 24 responding states are 
shown in Table 111-7. Overall, the state budget 
officers estimated that about 83 percent of the 
funds were passed through pursuant to Federal 
requirements, 8 percent by state law, and 10 per- 
cent by state administrative discretion. Two states 
(Nevada and South Dakota) estimated Federal 
mandating was responsible for only 50 percent of 
the channeling. The remaining 22 states set this 
percentage at no lower than 70 percent. According 
to these figures, the Federal government is the de- 
termining force in channeling funds to substate 
units; the state legislature is the least important 
factor. 

STATE MATCHING 

To get a firmer handle on the fiscal impact of 
Federal grants on states, the survey included two 
questions on state matching. The first asked budget 
officers to indicate how much the state contributed 
in matching funds to obtain Federal grants in FY 
1974. The figures reported for 25 states are shown 
in Table 111-8. These 25 accounted for 63 percent of 
total revenues states received from the Federal 
government in FY 1974, according to the Census 
Bureau.' 

The state matching share ranged from 11.7 per- 
cent in Idaho to 67.9 in Michigan, with the average 
(mean) for total funds at 43.1 percent. The median 
of the individual state percentages was 34.6 per- 
cent. 

Respondents were then queried on their views 
on two matching issues. First, they were asked 
whether they agreed or disagreed with the state- 
ment: "In-kind matching produces little or no ac- 
tual contribution of state resources for the aided 
program." Fourteen agreed and 20 disagreed. Re- 
spondents were then asked whether they agreed or 



Table 111-7 

Distribution of Federal Pass-Through Grant Funds According to 
Authority for Pass-Through: 24 States 

State 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Iowa 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nevada 

New York 

North Dakota 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wyoming 

Mean 

Mandated by 
Federal Government 

95 % 

90 

90 

95 

80 

70 

90 

100 

70 

92 

87 

80 

50 

100 

70 

70 

77 

100 

90 

50 

95 

91 

80 

70 

83 % 

Mandated by 
State Law 

0% 

8 

10 

0 

0 

5 

5 

0 

10 

2 

0 

0 

45 

0 

0 

30 

0 

0 

0 

50 

0 

8 

10 

0 

8% 

State Administrative 
Decision 



Table 111-8 

State Matching of Federal Grants 
in 25 States: 

FY 1974 (est.) (amounts in millions) 

State Matching Funds 

State 

Arizona 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Maryland 

Michigan 

h n e s o t a  

Missouri 

Montana 

hew Jersey 

hew York 

North Carolina 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

h d e  Island 

South Carolina 

vermon t 

Virginia 

bashington 

byomha 

Total 

Federal 
Grants* 

$ 269.0 

4,573.9 

293.4 

385.2 

82.8 

208.1 

108.3 

1,415.1 

346.3 

493.4 

1,177.9 

501.5 

505.2 

11 8.9 

741.2 

3,493.3 

666.0 

298.3 

1,572.0 

123.3 

487.1 

89.9 

503.2 

534.8 

65.1 

$19,053.2 

Amount" 

$ 45.6 

1,950.8 

85.0 

92.5 

21.2 

27.6 

12.7 

924.2 

79.5 

192.4 

800.0 

276.0 

174.5 

55.0 

383.8 

1,500.0 

109.6 

122.8 

873.8 

70.0 

90.4 

30.3 

136.9 

133.0 

22.8 

$8,210.4 

As Percent of 
Federal Grants 

17.0% 

42.7 

29.0 

24.1 

25.6 

13.2 

11.7 

65.3 

23.0 

39.0 

67.9 

55.1 

34.6 

46.3 

51.8 

42.9 

16.5 

41.2 

55.6 

56.9 

18.6 

33.7 

27.2 

25.0 

35.1 

43.1 % 

Colorado, Hawaii, Illinos, Iowa, ~ a r y l a n d ,  and New jersey ..? actual. The rest are estimates. 
OWa and Mary!and are actual. The rest are estimates, 

disagreed with the following statement: "In-kind 
or Zero matching strengthens the discretionary 
power of the governor and administrators and 
weakens the legislature's control over the state 
budget and programming." A clear majority ( 2 0 )  
agreed as against 15 disagreeing. 

The large minority (41%) agreeing with the first 
statement casts doubt on the effectiveness of in- 
kind matching as a device for assuring actual 
commitment of state resources. The majority (57%) 
agreeing with the second statement reveals sub- 
stantial support for the view that in-kind or zero 
matching weakens legislative control over state 
budgets and programs. 

Effects of Recent Federal Actions in Grants 
Management and Policy Areas 

In the past decade the Federal government, re- 
sponding to expressions of dissatisfaction from 
states, localities and others, has initiated a number 
of steps to strengthen the management of grants 
and improve communications among grantors, 
grantees, and the intended recipients of grant ben- 
efits. It has also continued to inititate new grant 
programs or modify the intergovernmental fiscal 
impact of existing programs. The questionnaire 
sought state budget officers' perceptions of the ef- 
fects of some of these federally initiated changes. 

STANDARDIZATION A N D  S l M P l l F l c A T l o ~  
O F  GRANT PROCEDURES T H R O U G H  
MANAGEMENT CIRCULARS 

The ~r incipal  instruments for streamlining the 
grants administration process were a group of ad- 
rninistrative circulars administered initially by the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB), then 
General Services Adminjstration (GSA), and again 
in January 1976 by OMB. The three most important 
circulars are Federal Management Circular (FMC) 
74-7 - uniform administrative requirements for 
grants-in-aid to state and local governments; FMC 
74-4 -cost principles applicable to grants and 
contracts with state and local governments; and 
FMC 73-2-audit of Federal operations and 
programs by executive branch agencies. 

The questionnaire listed each of the circulars 
and one or more changes they were designed to 
achieve. ~espondents  were requested to indicate 



whether they were aware of the circulars, whether est percentage was registered for the standardized 
they thought change had occurred as a result of procedures for payments, etc., and the single state 
specified provisions, and, if so, whether the agency waiver provision. Those who perceived 
change constituted an improvement in grant ad- changes believed almost unanimously that the 
ministration. The results are presented in Table change was for the better: 138 out of a possible 141 
111-9. choices indicated that improvements resulted. D 

On FMC 74-7, all 36 of the budget officers who short, this group of state budget officers was veb 
responded to the question indicated that they were favorably impressed by the effect of the ~ederdl 
aware of the circular. From 69 to 88 percent of the government's efforts to standardize administrativei 
respondents felt that there had been changes in requirements through FMC 74-7. 
arew affected by the various provisions. The low- A large majority of the respondents also thoug 

Table 111-9 

State Budget Officers' Awareness and Evaluation of 
~ h r e e  Federal Management Circulars 

FMC 74-7 

a. Recipients no longer required to 
have separate bank accounts 
for grant funds. 

b. Minimizing of time between Federal 
disbursement and grantee 
use of funds. 

c. Waiver of single state agency 
requirement. 

d. Pre-application procedures 
standardized. 

e .  Standardized forms for application 
review, and approval of 
project grants. 

f .  Standardized procedures for pay- 
ments, determining matching 
shares, budget revisions, reporting 
grants close out, record retention. 

FMC 74-4 

g. Uniform method for determining costs. 

FMC 73-2 

h. Improved audit practices. 

Aware of Has change 
Circulars? occurred? 

Yes No Yes 

36 0 

If  so, has it 
improved grant 
administration? 

Yes No 



that FMC 74-4 had a positive effect (75%), although 
the endorsement was not as strong as their views 
on the provisions of FMC 74-7. Respondents' 
comments indicated some discontent that pay- 
ment of indirect costs does not necessarily mean an 
increase in the total Federal payment. 

A smaller proportion of the responding officials 
Were aware of FMC 73-2, the audit circular, than 
Were aware of the other two. This is understand- 
able considering their institutional interests. Yet a 
large majority of those who thought it had mused 
Some changes felt the changes were improvements 
(15 of 18, or 83%). 

Overall, then, the state budget officers gave quite 
a strong endorsement to the effectiveness of the 
three management circulars on requirements stan- 
dardization, allowable costs, and audits of grant 
Programs. 

THE EFFECT OF FEDERAL ASSUMPTION 
OF ADULT PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

The Social Security amendments of 1972 in- 
cluded provision for Federal assumption of basic 
'es~onsibi l i t~  for financing and administering 
Of the so-called adult categories of public assis- 
tance - aid to the aged, blind, and disabled. In an 
effort to ascertain whether this shift of expendi- 
ture burden from the states to the ~ e d e r a l  govern- 
ment had any fiscal ramifications at the local level, 
the questionnaire inquired: "Has ~ e d e r a l  assump- 
tion of the adult categories under public assistance 
( S S ~  program) led to any discernible fiscal relief for 
localities?" Ten budget officers said "Yes," 11 said 
''No." Among explanatory comments received 
from those answering "No" were: 

Colorado - SSI program has gaps 
which state and local governments are 
filling at more or less the same state cost. 

New York - Confirming figures have 
not yet been compiled, but it appears that 
increased eligibility for ~ e d i c a i d  plus 
additional service needs within the ceil- 
ing have equaled or exceed the decrease 
in costs for the PA program. 

North Carolina - Local governments 
must supplement high cost clients and 
must bear administrative costs of eligibil- 
ity determination. 

South Dakota - Costs of AFDC, Medi- 
caid and changing Federal match ratios 
obfuscated any relief. 

Federal relief at the local level would be more 
likely to come in those cases where adult public 
assistance had been a shared state-local fiscal re- 
sponsibility. This was the implication of the com- 
ments of several "No" states. for example: 

Hawaii - Not applicable; public assis- 
tance (SSI) program is exclusively a state 
function in Hawaii. 

Rhode Island - Rhode Island local 
governments do not share in the non- 
Federal portion. 

Wisconsin - Has shifted to a 100 per- 
cent match system in the last two years so 
question does not apply. 

Of course, the fact that no local matching had 
been involved in the previous adult public assis- 
tance program does not necessarily preclude the 
localities'benefiting from the shift of the cost to the 
Federal government; as the direct beneficiary of 
the shift, the state could share its good fortune with 
its localities. Apparently this did not happen in 
such states as Hawaii, Rhode Island, and Wiscon- 
sin. In any case, ten of 21 responding states were 
able to see that some fiscal relief was passed on to 
the local level, although it is not known what form 
that took. 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR ACTIVITIES 
PREVIOUSLY FINANCED BY STATE AND/OR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

To find out the effect of Federal assistance in 
cases where the aided activities previously had 
been funded by state andlor local governments, the 
survey inquired first, whether there had been such 
Federal aid in the past five years; second, the areas 
involved and the changes it caused, if any, in the 
level of funding, distribution formula, eligibility 
criteria, and other conditions. Five states said that 
they had received Federal aid in these cir- 
cumstances, seven said they had not, and 23 indi- 
cated that they did not know. Among the five 
answering "Yes" to the first part, four supplied 



some information in response to the second part, as 
follows: 

California - Federal Highway Safety 
Act of 1973 provided for state and local 
safety improvements, formerly a state 
problem. The Urban Mass Transportation 
Act has been helpful. 

Iowa - Sewer construction. 

New York - Law enforcement, safe 
boating, drug and alcohol abuse-state 
aid programs not revised as a result. 

Pennsylvania - Disaster assistance to 
private schools and non-profit medical 
facilities authorized; mass transit operat- 
ing deficits; modernization of traffic sig- 
nals; DPW (Department of Public Welfare) 
is able to claim medical assistance funds 
for the costs of eligible persons under 21 
in mental hospitals. 

The responses were so fragmentary that it is im- 
possible to make any generalizations except 
perhaps that states and localities give little atten- 
tion to whether Federal aid has a substitutive or 
stimulative effect on financing of activities or 
causes other changes in the affected programs. 

CATALOG O F  FEDERAL DOMESTIC 
ASSISTANCE 

A final question relating to recent Federal ac- 
tions in intergovernmental grant administration 
concerned the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assis- 
tance. The Catalog is the comprehensive inventory 
of some 1,000 Federal assistance programs issued 
annually by OMB as the principal vehicle for in- 
forming potential state and local recipients what 
types of assistance are available and related infor- 
mation on applications, eligibility, and funding. 

All 37 responding to the question said that they 
were aware of the Catalog's existence. Twenty- 
nine of these said that they found it an adequate aid 
in identifying and obtaining Federal assistance. 
The six who said the Catalog was not adequate 
were asked to indicate what improvements are 
needed. Their responses included the following: 

California -It is adequate in identify- 
ing programs; however, more information 

is needed about grant funding cycles and 
obtaining funds. 

Illinois - . . . better index, more accu- 
rate and up to date, more complete cover- 
age, better numbering system, more regu- 
lar issuance. 

Maryland - Needs to be more cur- 
rent. 

South Carolina - Fine for a general 
reference but necessarily omits many sig- 
nificant details. 

Overall, one must conclude that state budget 
officers know about the Catalog and find that it 
fulfills its intended function for most of their pur- 
poses. 

State Executive Branch Organization and 
Procedures for Controlling Impact of 

Federal Grants 
The impact of Federal grants on state govern. 

ment is determined to some extent by the organiza. 
tion and procedures established by the state's 
executive and legislative branches to exercise con' 
trol over the flow of funds. Five questions were 
addressed to the budget officers to probe executive 
branch authority and practice in this regard. The 
first had to do with state applications for grants: 

"What proportion of state applications for 
Federal grants does the governor or other cen. 
tral administrative official approve or disap- 
prove?" 

Answers: All - 13, Some - 20, None - 1. 

The second question concerned approval of ace 
ceptance of Federal grant awards: 

"What proportion of state acceptance of ~ e d .  
era1 grant awards does the governor or other 
central administrative official approve or dis- 
approve?'' 

Answers: All - 12, Some - 15, None - 4. 

A somewhat lesser number approved all or so@ 
of the awards than approved the applications. 

A third question related to the state budget: 

"What proportion of Federal grants to the state 
is included in the executive budget as part 0 f 



the governor's recommended level of spend- 
ing for each agency or program?" 

Answers: All - 19, Some - 12, None - 1. 

States are more inclined to cover ~ e d e r a l  grants 
in the executive budget than to control applica- 
tions or acceptance of grant awards, judging exclu- 
sively by the relative number of states that replied 
"All" to each of the three questions. 

The next question on executive control dealt 
with pass-through of Federal funds to localities: 

"When Federal funds are ~ a s s e d  through to 
local governments, is the approval of the gov- 
ernor or other central administrative official 
required?" 

Sixteen states said "Yes" and 19 "NO." 

The following Federal programs were identified 
the various states as requiring central approval 

of channeled funds: 

California - Law Enforcement Assis- 
tance grants over $50,000, comprehen- 
sive Planning Assistance, Intergovern- 
mental Personnel Act grants. Funds for 
these programs appear in the governor's 
budget. Legislative approval is based on 
program objectives, not on individual 
grants. 

Colorado - Safe Streets, h e a h  sew- 
age treatment. 

Connecticut - Criminal Justice, edu- 
cation, job training, etc. Most of these 
grant programs require a state plan aP- 
proved by the governor. 

Kentucky - AH, because central ad- 
ministrative officer (commissioner of the 
Executive Department for Finance and 
Administration) approves all contracts. 

Michigan - ~ 1 1  programs, inasmuch 
as state accounting system handles in 
same fashion as state funds. 

Minnesota -Highway Safety Act 
1966, LEAA, public welfare, health. 

Missouri - Ozarks Regional Commis- 
sion, Intergovernmental personnel Act. 

Montana - All Federal assistance 
which goes into the state treasury re- 
quires approval. 

North Dakota - CETA (highway and 
education). 

Ohio - All programs. 

Oregon - All (through the budgetary 
process). 

Washington - All Federal funds com- 
ing to the state are subject to executive 
approval. 

Wisconsin - Pursuant to statute all are 
subject to fiscal, allocation, contracting 
review. 

All but three of the states which reported central 
approval of channeled funds said that approval 
applied to 100 percent of the passed-through 
funds. 

Considering all four of the control measures 
examined here, it appears that states have clearly 
shown most initiative in including Federal grants 
in the governor's budget. Probably that is the 
weakest of the four measures. Yet, it is remarkable 
that in virtually all the responding states the execu- 
tive passes on state applications for Federal grants 
in at least some of the programs; in 87 percent of 
cases it approves the actual awards in at least some 
of the programs; and in 46 percent of the states it 
approves channeling to localities, which in all but 
a few states applies to all such funds. 

Table 111-10 shows how the individual states 
responded to the above questions on executive 
branch control over applications and grant awards, 
inclusion of grants in the executive budget, and 
executive approval of channeling of Federal funds 
to local governments. By this evidence, four states 
seem to exercise the greatest degree of executive 
branch control over Federal grant impact: Alaska, 
Florida, Minnesota, and Washington. The other 
states are deficient in one way or another in rela- 
tion to the four elements of central administrative 
control over the flow of Federal grant funds. 

In the battery of questions on executive control, 
the budget officers were asked in a number of in- 
stances to focus on the treatment of two block 
grants: Safe Streets and Partnership for Health. 
First, the 20 who indicated that "some" of their 
grants were subject to central administrative ap- 
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Table 111-10 

State Executive Branch Control Over Various Aspects 
of Federal Grant Flow to State Government, 36 States 

Key: (1) Proportion o f  state applications for Federal grants approved 
o r  disapproved by central administrative official. 

(2) Proportion o f  state acceptance o f  Federal grant awards ap- 
proved o r  disapproved by central administrative officials. 

(3) Proportion o f  Federal grants to  state included i n  executive 
budget. 

(4) Central administrator approval required for passing Federal 
funds through to  local governments. 
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0 klahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Texas 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wisconsin 
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Proval at the application stage were asked whether 
the two block grants were among those requiring 
such approval. Sixteen said "Yes," three "No" on 
Safe Streets, and 15 said "Yes" and three "No" on 
Partnership for Health. 

The 15 respondents who indicated that "some" 
of their states' Federal grants could be accepted 
only with executive approval were queried as to 
whether the two block grants were included 
U o n g  such grants. Ten said "Yes" and three "No" 
on Safe Streets, and ten "Yes" and four "No" on 
Partnership for Health, indicating that fewer gov- 
ernors or their designated surrogates exercised 
control over the actual receipt of these block grants 
than exercised control over the applications. 

The 12 budget officers who replied that in their 
states "some" Federal grants are included in the 
governor's budget indicated that in 11 states the 
"some" included Safe Streets Act grants and 
Partnership for Health grants. Thus, at least for 
those states responding, almost as many included 
the two block grants within the executive budget as 
included categorical grants. 

As a final question in this section of the ques- 
tionnaire, the survey asked the budget officers to 
describe any significant changes that had been 
made since January 1967 in the executive budget 
Process to monitor the impact of Federal grants on 
state budgets and programs. Following are their 
comments: 

Alaska - State-adopted program bud- 
geting in 1970. This has a potential for 
allowing programmatic review of Federal 
funds which has not been realized yet. 

Arizona - Annual Report on Grant- 
in-Aid to State Agencies, State clearing- 
house (OMB Circular A-95), Governor's 
Coordinating Committee for Federal Pro- 
grams. 

California - The administration and 
the legislature acted to amend state ad- 
ministrative procedures to increase fiscal 
control over Federal expenditures by state 
agencies. 

Colorado - A-95 clearinghouse sys- 
tem. Budget process of applying Federal 
funds to state programs. 

Connecticut - Most Federal grant ap- 
plications and related state plans are sub- 

ject to review, coordinated by Office of 
Intergovernmental Programs, by appro- 
priate state agencies (Budget and Man- 
agement Division in all cases), and must 
be approved by the commissioner of fi- 
nance and control. 

Delaware - The Governor delegated to 
the State Planning Office authority to act 
as state clearinghouse for Federal aid in- 
formation. Where state agencies apply to 
Federal agencies for Federal grants, the 
notification to the State Planning Office 
for its review and comment on the appli- 
cation for Federal grant must show the 
estimated amount in state funds which 
will be needed to match the Federal funds 
for each of three years. 

Hawaii - Under Hawaii's PPB system 
implemented in 1971, the program and 
financial plan cover a six-year period - 
the budget biennium and the four years 
following it. Long-range trends can there- 
fore be identified. The data are also 
grouped by programs rather than their 
organizational placement in the state 
program structure. 

ldaho - FY 1977 budget requests re- 
quire agencies to display detailed sources 
of Federal funding (by grant, contract, 
etc.) and to identify required matching 
expenditures. 

lowa - Review by Comptroller's Office 
and the A-95 clearinghouse review. 

Kentucky - Reorganization of state 
government has brought more control to 
state government thru the establishment 
of a strong central state agency, the Execu- 
tive Department for Finance and Ad- 
ministration, which houses the budget, 
accounting, and A-95 functions and 
which reports directly to the commis- 
sioner, who is also secretary of the gover- 
nor's cabinet. 

Maryland - Federal-funded project 
inventory annually. Special reports on 
program with changing Federal dollars. 

Michigan - Generally, state policy has 
been geared to maximizing Federal funds 



(receipts), as noted in state budget direc- 
tor's memorandum dated May 2, 1975. 
executive budget process changes since 
January 1967: Executive Directive 1968-1 
established state planning and develop- 
ment regions in conformance with U.S. 
Bureau of Budget Circular No. A-80. 
Executive Directive 1970-1 mandated 
state agency cooperation with Federal 
model cities programs in Michigan. 
Executive Directive 1970-2 implemented 
the provisions of U.S. Bureau of Budget 
Circular No. A-95. Executive Directive 
1974-6 implemented the provisions of the 
Comprehensive Employment and Train- 
ing Act (CETA) of 1973 (P.L. 93-203). 
Executive Directive 1975-2 introduced 
specific controls on elements of Title VI of 
CETA. Executive Order 1974-1 created a 
federal aid management process with 
specific organizational integrity. 

Minnesota - (1) State Planning 
Agency Clearinghouse; (2) program 
budget and program accounting. 

Montana - Federal Assistance Man- 
agement Act passed by 1975 session pro- 
vides for review and approval by the gov- 
ernor of all applications for Federal 
funds. 

Nebraska - Executive Budget Office 
pre-application review and approval, 
State Office of Planning and Program- 
ming standardized data collection. 

New York - A Federal-state aid clear- 
inghouse service was established in the 
Division of the Budget in late October, 
1966, primarily to administer the system 
of reporting of Federal aid applications by 
state agencies as required by an amend- 
ment to theStateFinance Law (Chap. 578, 
Laws of 1966). That amendment required 
every state agency to notify the clearing- 
house and the finance committee in both 
the Senate and the Assembly when an ap- 
plication was made for Federal funds. The 
clearinghouse was also given the respon- 
sibility of channeling information on 
Federal grant programs to state agencies 
and analyzing pending Federal legisla- 

tion to determine its potential impact on 
New York State. Reorganized as the Fed- 
eral Relations Unit, the unit was desig- 
nated the State Central Information Re- 
ception Agency under OMB Circular 
A-98. The Office of Planning Services (a 
separate agency within the Executive De- 
partment) was designated the state clear- 
inghouse under OMB Circular A-95. With 
the abolition of the Office of Planning 
Services early this year, the clearing- 
house was transferred to the Division of 
the Budget and !in the reorganization now 
going on, may become a part of the Fed- 
eral Relations Unit. 

North Dakota - We now appropriate 
all Federal funds (education and high- 
ways). 

Oklahoma - Zero-based budgeting 
was adopted last year on a partial basis, 
which at least attempts to better quantify 
the work done with Federal funds. We're 
still a long way from analyzing the use 
and impact of all Federal grant funds. 

Oregon - Most Federal grant applica- 
tions and acceptance must have the ap- 
proval of the state legislature. 

Pennsylvania - Creation of an inter- 
governmental relations division. 

Rhode lsland - Since 1967 the staff of 
the Division of Budget has been increased 
140 percent (5 to 1 2  professionals) permit- 
ting a much better continuing monitoring 
and assessment of the impact. 

South Dakota - A-95 review; more de- 
tailed reporting of all Federal revenue 
sources required incrementally since 
1967 through present. 

Texas - Zero-based budgeting has re- 
quired the analysis of all funds. 

Wisconsin - Process now includes 
tracking of all Federal funds. 

Wyoming -Prior to 1967 Federal 
funds were not appropriated or au- 
thorized by either the governor or the 
legislature. -Today they are controlled. 



State Legislative Branch Organization and 
Procedures for Controlling the Impact of 

Federal Grants 
A series of questions was asked about state legis- 

lative control over Federal grant impacts, some of 
which paralleled those addressed to the executive 
branch. The first inquired: 

"What proportion of Federal grant funds does 
the legislature include in the appropriation 
bill?" 

Answers: All - 15, Some - 12, None - 7. 

There followed three questions which probed 
more deeply into the legislature's relationship to 
the grant process. The three questions were ad- 
dressed to those who had answered "All" or 
"Some" to the previous question. The first asked 
whether "Federal grants above the amount ap- 
propriated may not be spent without the approval 
of the legislature or one of its committees or staff?" 
Ten said "Yes," 16 "No." The second asked: "Does 
the legislature establish subprogram allocations 
for formula grants in order to specify priority ac- 
tivities?" Six said "Yes," 21 said "No." Finally, 
these respondents were queried as to whether the 
legislature specifies "the basis for fund allocation 
and recipient eligibility, where funds are passed 
through to local governments on a project basis?" 
Only two answered "Yes," 19 said "No." The small 
number of "yes" answers to the three questions 
indicates that, except for the prevailing insistence 
On including Federal grant funds in appropria- 
tions, state legislatures are inclined to refrain from 
exerting their authority in the various stages of the 
State's process of determining the receipt and dis- 
Position of Federal grants. Thus, only about one- 
third of the states that appropriate ~ e d e r a l  grant 
funds require legislative approval for expenditure 
of such funds beyond the amounts appropriated; 
less than one-fourth of the legislatures specify 
Suballocation priorities for formula grants; and 
less than one-twelfth are involved in determining 
how discretionary grant moneys will be passed 
through to local governments. 

This pattern of legislative non-involvement ex- 
tends to the grant application process as well. The 
questionnaire asked: 

"What proportion of state applications for aid 
must be submitted for review by a legislative 

committee or staff agency prior to transmis- 
sion to the Federal agency?" 

Answers: All - 4, Some - 3, None - 28. 

If the answer was "All" or "Some," the respon- 
dent was asked whether the committee had ap- 
proval authority. Four said they did, three said 
they did not. 

Table 111-1 1 summarizes how the individual 
states responded to the questions on the legisla- 
ture's involvement in the process of applying for 
receiving, appropriating, allocating, and channel- 
ing Federal grant funds. 

It is dangerous to generalize from these re- 
sponses without more knowledge about how 
executive-legislative relations in each state actu- 
ally operate, yet certain tentative conclusions may 
be ventured. The first is that no single state is using 
all the types of legislative controls over the flow of 
grant funds suggested by the ACIR questions. In 
fact, of the six measures charted in Table 111-1 I ,  
only nine of the 35 states responding were employ- 
ing three or more. Second, giving the most weight 
to the first two questions charted in the table - 
subjection of Federal grants to the appropriations 
process, and prohibiting expenditure of Federal 
grants beyond the amount appropriated, unless 
specific legislative approval is given - suggests 
that legislatures exert the strongest influence in 
Alaska, Colorado, Michigan, Missouri, Montana, 
South Dakota, and Washington. Finally, in com- 
parison with executive branch influence over the 
grant process as discussed in the preceding section 
and summarized in Table 111-10, the legislative 
branch in the states surveyed has not taken as 
much advantage of its opportunities to exercise 
control over the flow of Federal grant funds. 

For some of the questions applicable to legisla- 
tures, respondents were asked to provide further 
information about the Safe Streets and Partnership 
for Health block grants. The 15 budget officers who 
answered "Some" to the question on the inclusion 
of Federal grant funds in the appropriation bill 
were asked whether the funds for the two block 
grants were included. Nine said "Yes," three "No" 
on Safe Streets, and eight "Yes" and four "No" on 
Partnership for Health. Adding these to the "Alls" 
for the two block grants means that in two-thirds of 
the responding states the two grants were included 
in the appropriation bills. 

Another question asked whether the legislature 



Table 111-71 

State Legislative Control Over Various Aspects of Federal Grant Flow 
to State Government, 36 States 

Key: (1) Proportion o f  Federal grant funds included in  appropriation bill. 
(2) Does "All" o r  "Some" i n  Column (1) mean Federal grants above the amount ap- 

propriated may not  be spent without legislative approval? 
(3) Does legislature set subprogram allocations for formula grants i n  order to  

specify priority activities? 
(4) Does it specify the basis for fund allocation and recipient eligibility, when funds 

are passed through to  localities o n  a project basis? 
(5) Proportion o f  state applications for aid that must be submitted for review by 

legislature prior to  transmission to  Federal agency. 
(6)  Does "All" o r  "Some" i n  Column (5) mean the legislative committee has approval 

authority? 
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established subprogram allocations for the two 
block grants. Six said "Yes" for the Safe Streets 
@ant - the same number who said "Yes" regard- 
ing all grants; only three said "Yes" for the health 
@ant. Similarly, respondents were queried as to 
whether the legislature specifies the basis for fund 
allocation and recipient eligibility for pass- 

funds. Two states responded "Yes" for the 
Safe Streets grant - again the same number as for 

grants; only one said "Yes" for the health block 
grant. Finally, the budget officers who indicated 
that "some" aid applications had to be reviewed by 
legislative committee or staff prior to tran'smission 
were asked whether the "some" included the two 

grants. Three said it did include the Safe 
Sheets grant, the same number of states that said 
the process applied to aid applications in general; 

two said it included the health grant. 
In summary, it appears that t h i  Safe Streets Act 

block grant is on a par with categorical grants in the 
degree to which it is subjected to the various kinds 
of legislative scrutiny and control. The Partnership 
for Health grant receives somewhat less legislative 
attention. The difference could be accounted for by 
a number of factors, including differences in age of 
the two block grants, dollar magnitude, and the 
political sensitivity of the services involved. 

To wrap up the section on legislative Involve- 
ment, the survey asked the budget officers to de- 
scribe any significant changes that had occurred 
since January 1967 in the legislative budget pro- 
cess to control the impact of Federal grants on the 
state budget and programs. Following are their 
comments: 



Alaska - Legislative approval is re- 
quired to allow the state to expend addi- 
tional Federal funds that become avail- 
able during the year. An interim commit- 
tee approves these funds. 

Arizona - Annual report on Federal 
grant-in-aid to state agencies. 

California - The administration and 
the legislature acted to amend state ad- 
ministrative procedures to increase fiscal 
control over Federal expenditures by state 
agencies. 

Colorado - Restrictions in annual ap- 
propriation bill as to total appropriations, 
including Federal funds. If total Federal 
funds are to be exceeded a supplemental 
appropriation may be sought. 

Connecticut - The Office of Fiscal 
Analysis, Joint Committee on Legislative 
Management, analyzes and to some extent 
predicts the impact of Federal grants on 
the state budget. 

Florida - The state now reviews 
closely the implications of accepting Fed- 
eral funds so that unnecessary financial 
commitments will be avoided in the fu- 
ture. Grants which must be assumed by 
the state are closely reviewed. . 

Hawaii - Under Hawaii's PPB system 
implemented in 1971, the program and 
financial plan cover a six-year period - 
the budget biennium and the four years 
following it. Long-range trends can there- 
fore be identified. 

Idaho - Increased use of review pro- 
cess. 

Illinois - In 1969, the Illinois General 
Assembly mandated the Commission on 
Intergovernmental Cooperation to "assess 
the impact of Federal aid" in Illinois. The 
information obtained is available to the 
appropriations staffs and committees in 
the general assembly. In 1975, SB 1109 
was introduced in the Illinois State Sen- 
ate, and an amendment was added requir- 
ing Federal funds coming into Illinois to 
be appropriated by the general assembly. 
The bill was placed on the fall calendar 

and will be reconsidered when the gen- 
eral assembly convenes in October 
(1975). 

Iowa - Review of programs by legisla- 
ture during budget process, 

Michigan - Legislative budget process 
changes since January 1967: The appro- 
priation acts since FY 1967-68 permitted 
state agencies to receive and expend addi- 
tional Federal funds with a minimum of 
red tape (e.g., Act 249, Public Acts of 
1968). The legislature began to modify 
standard appropriation act language in 
1972, which resulted in compromise pol- 
icy as set forth in the Budget Letter of 
October 10, 1973. One year later state 
agencies were required to solicit letter 
approval of Appropriations Committee 
chairmen. Further modifications are cur- 
rently being considered (1975). 

Minnesota - Institution of program 
budget process for increasing number of 
state agencies. In this process the legisla- 
ture is made more aware of the Federal 
funds. In certain areas where agencies 
formerly had almost unrestricted use of 
Federal funds, the legislature through ap- 
propriation riders or other restrictions has 
limited either use or availability of Fed- 
eral funds. For example, placing a limita- 
tion on the number of employees that may 
be hired from specific Federal funds, or if 
specific Federal earnings exceed a certain 
amount the excess amount will be used to 
reduce the state appropriations. 

Montana -Federal Assistance Man- 
agement Act. 

New York - Copies of the reports on 
Federal aid prepared by the Federal Rela- 
tions Unit are submitted to the Finance 
Committees of the legislature. 

Oklahoma - Zero budget - many 
agencies' appropriation bills stated 
employees are limited to duration of Fed- 
eral grants, so state won't fund these proj- 
ects when Federal funds expire. In 1974, 
the legislature implemented a zero-base 
budgeting scheme. Under this method, all 
programs must be justified from a 90 per- 



cent basis, therefore Federal money has 
come under greater scrutiny than in the 
past. This year, the legislature included in 
many money bills a provision that once 
Federal funds on a certain program have 
been discontinued, all employees funded 
under the Federal money must be dis- 
charged. This will have the effect of the 
state not having to pick up employees 
once Federal money has been discon- 
tinued. 

Oregon - Most Federal grant applica- 
tions and acceptance must be approved by 
the legislature. 

Pennsylvania - Creation of a Fed- 
eral-State Relations Committee in the 
House. 

Rhode Island - Since 1967 there has 
been no significant change in the legisla- 
tive budget process. The fiscal staff, how- 
ever, has provided that body with pro- 
gressively more sophisticated analysis of 
the executive-prepared budget. 

South Dakota - 1973-All Federal 
funds not included in the general appro- 
priations act of that year required legisla- 
tive authorization to allow any state 
agency to expend such grants. 

Texas - Applications for grants under 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act must be approved by the 
Legislative Budget Board, before a state 
agency accepts such grant awards. 

Vermont - All LEAA grants to state ac- 
tivities must be approved by a legislative 
body. 

Washington - In addition to appro- 
priating all Federal funds, the legislature 
has attempted to get involved in the ap- 
proval process for Federal funds received 
in excess of appropriated amounts. 

Wisconsin - Legislature has asked for 
increased interim reporting of funds re- 
ceived, positions financed, etc. 

Wyoming - Prior to 1967 Federal 
funds were not appropriated or au- 
thorized by either the governor or the 

legislature. Today they are controlled. 
Prior to 1967 only general fund was con- 
trolled or appropriated. Today, all funds 
are under the legislative budget process. 

PART 11. 
STATE AIDS T O  

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

As noted earlier, this part of the questionnaire 
dealt with state grants-in-aid to local governments 
that consisted exclusively of state money, but 
excluding state funds that were add-ons to Federal 
grants and, of course, Federal pass-through funds. 

Budget officers were asked to supply actual or 
estimated figures on the amounts of state funds 
distributed as general support grants, formula 
grants, and project grants. They were further re- 
quested to break the latter two down by five major 
functional categories: education, public welfare, 
highways, health and hospitals, and all other. 
Twenty-three states responded - 13 giving esti- 
mates and ten actual figures. These states ac- 
counted for 71.3 percent of the 50 states' inter- 
governmental expenditures in 1974. Table 111-12 
shows the distribution of state-local aids by func- 
tion, according to these state estimates. 

Among the functional grants, 83 percent of the 
money was distributed by formula and 17 percent 
on a project or discretionary basis. Among all 
grants, including general support, the breakdown 
was 60 percent formula, 12 percent project, and 28 
percent general support. Public welfare, education 
and highways gr'ants were heavily tilted toward 
formula grants, health and hospitals were about 3 
to 2 in that direction on a dollar basis, and all other 
were about 2 to 1 in favor of project grants. 

The questionnaire asked what percentage of the 
dollar amount of formula and project grants re- 
quired local matching. Among 18 states respond- 
ing, the median state reported that formula grants 
were matched at 50 percent. The distribution was 
wide, however, with the interquartile range being 
68 percent. On project grants, the median state 
among the 15 reporting said that 28 percent local 
matching was required. The interquartile range 
again was broad - 70 percent. 

Budget officers also were asked: 

"Approximately what percentage of the dollar 
amount of state aid formula grants was for 



I Table 1/1-12 

State Grants to Local Governments, 23 States,' by Type and Function 
(amounts in OOOs), 

FY 1974 
(est.) 

Function 
Formula Project Total 

Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Education $ 8,883,161 92% $ 775,479 8% $ 9,658,640 45% 

Public welfare 1,653,730 100 3,829 * 1,657,559 8 

Highways 1,128,002 90 129,450 10 1,257,452 6 

Health and hospitals 305,995 59 215,955 41 521,950 3 

1 All other 835,375 36 1,455,034 64% 2,290,412 11 
I 1 Subtotal $12,806,263 83% $2,579,747 17% $15,386,013 73 % 

General support - 

Total 

*Less than 0.5 percent. 
'Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Maryland, Michigan, Minne- 
sota, Nevada, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Verrf'tont, Virginia, and Wisconsin. 

activities which the state mandated localities 
to perform (i.e., on which the localities had no 
discretion)?" 

Twenty states were represented in the responses 
and the median state said that 75 percent of the 
dollar amount of formula grants was state pre- 
scribed. The dispersion was again broad, with the 
interquartile range being 80 percent. 

The wide distribution of values in these ques- 
tions on matching and mandating indicates a 
broadly diverse pattern of fiscal practice among the 
limited number of states represented. 

At the conclusion of this part of the question- 
naire, the state budget officers were asked to iden- 
tify the most serious problems of the state aid sys- 
tem. Following are their responses: 

Alaska - Trying to achieve equitable 
treatment of municipalities which have 
extremely varying economic bases and 
population sizes. 

California - The resources available 
for maintenance of the state highway 
system are severely limited, when infla- 
tion is considered. 

Colorado - (1) Inequities caused by 
differences in level of property assess- 
ment which is the main basis for local 
match. (2) Perpetuation of local govern- 
ment jurisdictions, which may not be the 
most efficient, but because of state aid 
there is less incentive to change. (3) State 
aid formulae do not always fully recog- 
nize the necessity for compensatory bud- 
geting in more acute problem areas such 
as core cities, and rural development. 

Connecticut - (1) The proliferation of 
categorical grants over the years has re- 
sulted in a high administrative work load. 
Legislation is needed to streamline and 
simplify the grant system in a manner 



similar to block grants or revenue sharing. 
(2) State budget planning and implemen- 
tation are complicated by open-end 
grants. Limits on the state's liability are 
needed to correct this situation. 

Delaware - Most major services - 
highway, judicial, welfare - are per- 
formed at the state level in Delaware. 
Therefore, the state does not encounter 
the problems of dealing with local gov- 
ernment. 

Florida -(I) Many of the grants have 
funds distributed according to a local fi- 
nancial base rather than need. Therefore, 
wealthier areas tend to receive more of the 
funds. (2) Many grants provide that funds 
are supplied by the state but controlled at 
the local level. This causes problems for 
the state agencies when they evaluate the 
performance of programs because data is 
unavailable. (3) Several grants are by for- 
mulae which don't reflect the needs of the 
people who will derive benefits from the 
grant funds. 

Hawaii -The lack of a meaningful 
basis for providing state aid to localities. 

Iowa - (1) State has little to no control 
on how funds are used in formula grants. 
(2) In one formula grant (libraries), locals 
are required to participate regardless of 
desire. 

Michigan - (a) Establishing adequate 
need and impact indicators, (b) develop- 
ing a more equitable and feasible distribu- 
tion of resources. 

Minnesota - (a) Lack of a comprehen- 
sive, timely reporting system of local gov- 
ernment finances, (b) lack of evaluation of 
local government activities. 

Missouri - (a) Insufficient revenue to 
meet increasing service demands, (b) in- 
sufficient revenue to supplement Federal 
programs andlor meet needs not ad- 
dressed by Federal programs, (c) insuffi- 
cient funds to support a comprehensive 
grants evaluation-management system at 
the state level. 

New York - A special study is now 
underway to determine a more equitable 
distribution of aid for public schools. 

Ohio - Mechanism for accountability. 

Pennsylvania - Lack of sufficient 
funds; measurements of local accom- 
plishments and economics in individual 
counties; local governments should be 
involved in all decisions; aid should keep 
pace with fiscal needs (vital programs); 
one-year appropriations; fiscal year dif- 
ferences between FederaUstatellocal gov- 
ernments; allocations frequently hidden 
or poorly identified; categorical programs 
not innovative in utilizing state dollars to 
acquire Federal support; need for greater 
coordination between various grant pro- 
gram managers as they impact on each 
community; in some cases (e.g., special 
education) our state aid formula does not 
provide incentive for local school dis- 
tricts to hold down costs because state 
picks up excess of 100 percent; need for 
some non-lapsing funds; inadequate 
audit procedures of local recipients. 

Rhode Island - State aid for education 
reimburses cities and towns on a percent- 
age (minimum 30%; no maximum on 
spending) of their total expenditures with 
proximate equalization but without as- 
suring quality. 

Vermont - (a) Equability determining 
local needs, dollar level of aid determina- 
tion, (b) impact on local government. 

Virginia - (a) Construction of distribu- 
tion formulas which provide for varied 
local needs and local resources, (b) iden- 
tification of programs which conceivably 
should be regarded as state only, local 
only or state-local. 

Some Systemic Considerations 

Three items in the questionnaire focused on 
matters affecting the state's overall responsibility 
for the state aid system. The first concerned the 
state executive branch. It asked: 

"Is there any agency of your state administra- 
tion that reviews and evaluates periodically 



the state aid (Federal and state funds to 
localities) program on an overall systematic 
basis, rather than on a program-by-program 
basis?" 

Twelve budget officers answered "Yes" and 23 
"No." The 12 identified the agencies as follows: 

California - State Department of Fi- 
nance. 

Connecticut - Budget and Manage- 
ment Division, Department of Finance 
and Control. 

Illinois - Probably Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Commission and BOB. 

Iowa - Comptroller Office - Federal 
Funds Coordinator. 

Michigan - Department of Manage- 
ment and Budget, Office of Intergovern- 
mental Relations. 

Minnesota - State Planning-Exec- 
utive Branch. 

Montana - Office of Budget and Pro- 
gram Planning in the Governor's Office. 

North Carolina - Office of Inter- 
governmental Relations, Department of 
Administration. 

Oregon - Intergovernmental Relations 
Division of the Executive Department. 

Rhode Island - Department of Ad- 
ministration (a) Division of Budget, (b) 
Division of Statewide Planning, Depart- 
ment of Community Affairs. 

Vermont - Department of Budget and 
Management. 

Wyoming - Planning Coordinator- 
Governor's Office. 

The budget and fiscal agencies are dominant, 
with intergovernmental relations and planning 
agencies involved in a few states. 

States that answered "No" were asked whether 
there was any move underway to establish a review 
and evaluation agency. Eight said "Yes": Col- 
orado, Idaho, Missouri, Nebraska, New Jersey, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, and South Dakota. 

A similar sequence of questions was asked about 
the legislature. First: 

"Does your state legislature have a unit re- 
sponsible for reviewing and evaluating state 
aid?" 

Twenty of the 36 responding budget officers said 
their legislatures did, and identified them as fol- 
lows: 

Arizona - Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee. 

California - Legislative Budget Com- 
mittee. 

Colorado - Joint Budget Committee. 

Connecticut - Office of Fiscal Anal- 
ysis, Joint Committee on Legislative Man- 
agement. 

Illinois - Probably Intergovernmental 
Cooperation Commission and BOB. 

Iowa - Legislative Fiscal Bureau. 

Michigan - Senate Fiscal Agency and 
House Fiscal Agency. 

Missouri - Committee on State Fiscal 
Affairs. 

Montana - Legislative Auditor. 

Nebraska - Legislative Fiscal Ana- 
lyst's Office. 

New Jersey - Office of Fiscal Affairs. 

North Carolina - Division of Fiscal 
Research. 

North Dakota - Legislative Council. 

Oregon - Legislative Fiscal Office. 

Rhode Island - Fiscal Advisory Staff, 
House Finance Committee. 

South Carolina - House Ways and 
Means Committee and Senate Finance 
Committee. 

South Dakota - Special Interim Com- 
mittee investigating the state aid formula. 

Texas - Legislative Budget Board. 

Vermont - Legislative Fiscal Analyst; 



joint Fiscal Committee; Appropriations 
Committees. 

Wyoming - Legislative Service Office. 

The Ohio budget officer said his state legislature 
has a move underway to establish such an over- 
sight unit. 

A final question inquired: 

The budget officers from seven states answered 
in the affirmative: Alaska, Califurnia, Colorado, 
Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, and South 
Dakota. Michigan indicated that while the legisla- 
ture does not require impact statements, the execu- 
tive does and provides the legislature with cour- 
tesy copies. 

"Does the legislature require that each new 
legislative proposal be accompanied by a 
statement of the estimated impact of the pro- 
posed legislation on the eligibility and need of 
the state and local governments for Federal 
grants?" 

FOOTNOTE 

'State Government Finances in 1974, p. 20. 





Chapter IV 

SURVEY O F  
STATE ADMINISTRATORS 

This chapter is a descriptive and explanatory 
discussion of the results of a 1974 survey of the 
roles, contacts, and perspectives of state adminis- 
trative agency heads as those top-level officials 
function within and view the complex patterns 
associated with intergovernmental aid relation- 
ships. The data base and methodology for the s ~ -  
vey are identified and explained elsewhere.' The 
1,581 respondents (from a universe of 2,909) were 
broadly representative and were a significant 
Proportion of state department and agency heads 
throughout the 50 states. 

These administrators directed agencies with 
budgets totalling nearly $60 billion. Nearly two- 
thirds of them headed agencies that received one or 
more types of Federal aid. Since more than 90 
Percent of all Federal aid from 1946-1971 has gone 
to the states, it is apparent that these administrators 
occupied strategic positions in the web of inter- 
governmental relationships across diverse gov- 
ernmental jurisdictions. It is in that framework that 
these agency chiefs warrant consideration as im- 
Portant actors in any study of the intergovernmen- 
tal grant system. 

Part I. The Responses in the Aggregate 

THE PATTERN OF FEDERAL AID 
RECEIVED BY STATE AGENCIES 

Sixty-three percent of the responding state ad- 
rninistrators were Federal aid recipients. Seventy 
Percent of these obtained project grants, 55 percent 
formula grants, and 29 percent block grants. 

The majority of state agencies received only one 
or two types of aid. A little more than one-third 
received aid from only one Federal source; 27 per- 
cent received it from only two sources. 

While almost half the administrators had less 
than 25 percent of their budgets from Federal aid, a 
significant number of agencies were highly de- 
pendent on such aid. These were the larger state 
agencies. 

FEDERAL-STATE-LOCAL ISSUES AS SEEN BY 
ALL STATE ADMINISTRATORS 
(BOTH RECIPIENTS A N D  NON-RECIPIENTS 
O F  FEDERAL AID) 

State officials strongly agreed that states should 
be more involved in finding solutions to urban 
problems, but were less in agreement about sup- 
porting specific assistance measures, such as fi- 
nancial aid and property tax relief. They were 
lukewarm about giving A-95 substate regional 
agencies more review power. 

State administrators have a strong tendency to 
assert "state prerogatives:" 

o  our-fifths of the respondents agreed that 
national-local contacts should be channeled 
through the states. A similar question in 1964 
and 1968 produced 88 and 90 percent agree- 
ment, respectively. 

o 83 percent favored greater decentralization 
of authority from the national government to the 
states. 
Yet, only 46 percent agreed that most programs 

should be assigned to either national or state gov- 
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favoring state-local policy suggestions that 
broadly imply, or specifically propose, such state- 
local interdependencies. 

The generalist agency administrators are less 
likely than functional administrators in health, 
education, and welfare to favor property tax relief, 
increased state aid to local government, perform- 
ance standards, and even increased state involve- 
ment in urban problems. Highway agency heads 
are a conspicuous exception, however. 

Nevertheless, despite this linkage between state 
agencies' Federal aid involvement and the func- 
tional categorization of such agencies with the 
administrators' attitudes toward state-local issues, 
there appears to be no consistent set of indepen- 
dent variables that helps to understand agency 
heads' views on the full range of the state and local 
issues examined here. 

STATE-NATIONAL ISSUES: AUTHORITY 
RELATIONSHIPS A N D  FEDERAL AID ISSUES 

The administrators favoring overall state pro- 
gram expansion are more likely to agree with state 
channeling of national-local relations. This sup- 
port for channeling is apparently viewed more as a 
matter of general principle than as a strategy for 
own-agency aggrandizement. Administrators 
wanting the most increase in state programs are 
more likely to disagree with increased decentrali- 
zation. Activism, expansionism, and a pro-state 
attitude suggest substantial recognition of Federal 
contributions and a more favorable attitude to- 
ward significant state-national linkages. 

Administrators who want no increase in overall 
state programs are more likely than pro- 
expansionists to favor national performance stan- 
dards. Yet, national performance standards now 
are not viewed as interfering national devices or 
impositions upon state autonomy or prerogatives 
by a majority of those administrators who exhibit 
activist, expansionist attitudes. This suggests that 
they view national performance standards as hav- 
ing potentials for increasing state participation in 
the intergovernmental system. 

Administrators who prefer little or no increase in 
state programs overall are more likely than the 
pro-expansionists to favor the assignment (separa- 
tion) of programs to one level or the other rather 
than sharing. 

The analysis of administrator characteristics 
and attitudes on state-national authority relation- 

ships indicates the presence of support for a more 
predominant state role combined with a cluster of 
attitudes which emphasize national-state inter- 
dependencies rather than a usurping version of 
decentralization. 

Pro-state expansionists are less inclined to see 
Federal aid as interfering in state affairs. These 
administrators are more likely than the others to 
favor channeling Federal aid through the states. 
This positive relationship is not necessarily anti- 
national. More likely it is part of the attitude com- 
plex that also includes support for more national- 
state interdependency. Support for Federal aid 
channeling viewed in this context is less a manifes- 
tation of disfavor with the Federal role than it is a 
desire for increased cooperation between Federal 
and state governments on aid questions. 

Administrators desiring the greatest increases in 
state or agency programs are far more likely than 
other administrators to see existing funding levels 
as too little for both categorical grants and block 
grants. For general revenue sharing the differences 
are greatly reduced. Among non-expansionist ad- 
ministrators, nearly a majority feels that the fund- 
ing level of categorical grants is already too much. 

The gubernatorially oriented administrators, 
presenting a more generalist state orientation, are 
more likely to see negative effects from Federal aid. 
They also are most inclined to support the channel- 
ing of Federal aid to the states. Furthermore, the 
governors' men are lowest in support of categorical 
grants and the group most favorable to block grants 
and general revenue sharing. Administrators who 
are part of the generalist, gubernatorially oriented 
pro-state complex are most likely to favor ap- 
proaches like block grants and GRS that minimize 
or undercut the specialists' vertical relationships 
and replace them with state-oriented general in- 
terests. 

The analysis of the administrator attributes in 
state-national authority issues yielded a dual 
perspective. On the one hand, state andlor agency 
expansionism and occasionally perceptions of re- 
source constraints were associated with pro-state 
activism, e.g., channeling; but those attitudes were 
accompanied by views less negative toward Fed- 
eral actions and more favorable toward increased 
state-national linkages. This attitudinal con- 
vergence might be termed the active-positive 
orientation. On the other hand, administrators 
with gubernatorial links are oriented to state-local 
concerns but are somewhat more negative toward 



Federal activity and interdependencies. This at- 
titude orientation might be identified as active- 
negative. 

The greater the agencies' involvement with Fed- 
eral aid, the less inclined are their administrators 
to concur with assigning or separating programs 
among levels. These agency heads are, in effect, 
endorsing the sharing concept of interlevel coop- 
eration in the provision of public services. 

Among the functional categories, administrators 
of highway agencies are much more likely than 
others to favor decentralization and are least likely 
to favor national performance standards. Health 
agency administrators, are, as a group, most in 
favor of channeling, highest in favor of strict na- 
tional standards, and lowest in favor of assigning 
or separating functions. 

The analysis does not produce clear cut findings 
that Federal aid receipt or degree of involvement 
fosters the expected active-positive orientation. 

Greater diversity and complexity of Federal aid 
received and greater dependency on it seem to 
cause state agency heads to "turn off" on categori- 
cal grants. By the same token, they clearly "turn 
on" to block grants. The block grant holds great 
attractiveness for the apparently harried agency 
head deeply enmeshed in manifold Federal grant 
involvements. These findings are suggestive of the 
important, yet too crude conclusions that simplic- 
ity correlates with satisfaction in the inter- 
governmental grant system. State administrators 
who must deal with multiple sources and types of 
aid are most enthusiastic about an aid strategy that 
minimizes the complexities currently present in 
aid systems and strategies. 

Overall, functional specialists and generalists 
show little difference on the four Federal aid issues 
of channeling, stimulating, skewing, and national 
interference. Yet, the specialists vs. generalists 
distinction does appear to make a difference on the 
funding level items. For the categorical and blbck 
grant strategies, the functionalists are usually more 
likely to favor higher funding. For general revenue 
sharing the generalists are equally as likely to feel 
that funding levels are inadequate. 

PERSPECTIVES ON FEDERAL AID: 
EFFECTS, SATISFACTIONS, PREFERENCES 
F O R  C H A N C E  

Administrators favoring higher increases in 
overall state services are significantly more likely 

than administrators wanting no increase to agree 
that standards have been improved by Federal in- 
volvement. Also, administrators who prefer legis- 
lative and independent commission control are 
more likely to see improvements than adminis- 
trators who prefer control by the governor. 

Administrators who see their agencies as subject 
to high levels of clientele influence are substan- 
tially more likely to indicate that Federal aid 
stimulates state funding efforts. This relationship 
is highly suggestive of the role of interest groups 
in intergovernmental relationships, especially 
programmatic ones capable of operating at all lev- 
els -of government. Agency heads who indicate 
clientele groups are highly influential in agency 
decisions perceive greater policy autonomy in fed- 
erally aided areas than administrators perceiving 
lesser clientele influence. 

Among the several administrator attribute vari- 
ables, the clientele influence variables disclose 
the clearest, most consistent, and most significant 
relationships. 

Agency heads who favor the governor (rather 
than the legislature) exercising detailed budget re- 
view and who prefer to be under gubernatorial 
direction rate Federal administrators' flexibility 
relatively low. This may be because these gover- 
nors' people may be short term, more political 
agency heads who, on occasion, are stifled, re- 
stricted, or frustrated by the multiplicity and 
nuances of Federal grant regulations. Or they may 
be reacting to program or policy coordination ef- 
forts that have encountered obstacles or even op- 
position from the Federal grant personnel. 

There are no particular subgroups of state 
agency heads who are exceptionally satisfied or 
dissatisfied with the matching requirements and 
apportionment formulas by which they secure 
Federal aid. 

Administrators assessing a high degree of clien- 
tele influence say they would be substantially less 
likely than other administrators to make changes 
or reallocations of funds if the Federal "strings" 
were eliminated. 

An agency's high reliance on earmarked revenue 
and dependence on Federal aid are positively 
linked to the respondent's estimates that Federal 
aid improves standards of administration. The 
more diverse and complex the receipt of aid, the 
greater the inclination to indicate that the aid has 
been stimulative. 



The data provided no conclusive evidence that 
Federal aid deters or neutralizes the state structure 
for administrative oversight and review. However, 
agency size, and diversity, and aid complexity (all 
are intercorrelated) are positively related to per- 
ceptions of aid uncertainty. 

The generalists are substantially less inclined 
than the functionalists to perceive or acknowledge 
the stimulus effects of Federal aid. Among 
functionalists, however, both the education and 
highway administrators see little stimulus effect. A 
reverse set of views operates on policy autonomy, 
where the generalists (and education heads) see 
aid as permitting autonomy, while the welfare, 
highway, and health heads are comparatively low 
in perceiving autonomy. 

Satisfaction with the flexibility of Federal aid 
administrators, matching arrangements, and ap- 
portionment formulas drops dramatically as the 
size of the agency increases. This negative rela- 
tionship between Federal aid involvement and 
satisfaction with certain aspects of Federal aid 
does not necessarily imply disfavor or dislike of 
Federal aid generally. Administrators who are 
deeply involved with Federal aid would, almost by 
definition, be more aware and sensitive to its exist- 
ing policies in these areas. Where any problems 
exist they would probably also have a greater stake 
and intensity in making changes that produce 
higher levels of satisfaction. Thus administrators 
of agencies more involved with Federal aid are 
more likely to prefer changes in existing aid alloca- 
tions, increased aid to present programs, and ex- 
panded aid to new programs. 

The greater his agency's involvement with Fed- 
eral aid, the more in support of aid the adminis- 
trator tends to be. The stake that these agency 
heads have in Federal aid inclines them toward a 
strong change orientation in which substantial 
segments want more aid for both existing and new 
programs. Finally, the functional administrators 
are markedly more likely to favor increased Fed- 
eral aid. Generalists are much less likely to favor 
the enlargement of a Federal funding presence. 

Perhaps the most important theme in summariz- 
ing Federal aid perspectives of recipients is the 
duality of views held by state administrators. 
Dualities arise from degrees of aid involvement 
(diversity and complexity of aid received and de- 
pendency on aid], formal position, and aid out- 
look. The first divides the deeply involved from 
those who have lesser and limited involvement. 

The second divides the generalists from the func- 
tional specialists but continues to recognize the 
sharp differences among the functional types. The 
third division stems from the cleavage and out- 
looks toward Federal aid, views that are linked to 
the previous two divisions. On the one hand, the 
heavily involved and the functional specialists ex- 
press affirmative views of the effects and needed 
changes in Federal aid. On the other hand, the 
same groups are also those least satisfied with 
present administrative and financing arrange- 
ments. 

THE ANALYTICAL APPROACH 

The approach to analysis of the survey results is 
both conventional and selective. It is conventional 
in the sense that it first describes and comments 
upon the simple proportions of 1,500-plus admin- 
istrators who responded to a wide range of ques- 
tion items (nearly 60) that are helpful in assessing 
intergovernmental aid strategies and proposed 
changes. The treatment of administrators' re- 
sponses starts with factual-objective information 
and proceeds to opinion, attitudinal, and subjec- 
tive data elements. In the first category fall re- 
sponses to questions about the receipt of and in- 
volvement with various types of Federal aid as well 
as indications of the range and frequency of inter- 
governmental contacts experienced by the state 
agency heads. In the second (subjective) category, 
state administrators' responses to opinion ques- 
tions under the headings of state-local issues, 
state-national issues, and Federal aid recipients 
and Federal aid perspectives are explored. 

In the course of the essentially straightforward 
exposition of the factual and opinion findings, 
three types of commentary or elaboration are of- 
fered. One type is trend oriented. In a few in- 
stances comparable data and findings exist from 
prior surveys of state agency heads for various 
years, including 1928, 1948, 1964, and 1968. A 
second type of commentary is interpretive and in 
some degree judgmental from a policy standpoint. 
The findings are often if not always subject to var- 
ied policy meanings and interpretations. The third 
type of commentary involves and anticipates the 
"explanatory" component of this report. 

Explanation normally involves a search for 
"reasons why" a set of circumstances or opinions 
prevail. The analysis follows this conventional in- 
clination in Part I by suggesting at various points 



what characteristics might help understand and 
explain administrators' objective links in the in- 
tergovernmental system or their subjective at- 
titudes and perspectives. The objective and subjec- 
tive features the analysis attempts to explain sub- 
sequently (in Part 11) are referred to as dependent 
variables. The characteristics or factors suggested 
in Part I (and employed in Part 11) to explain varia- 
tions in responses on the dependent variables are 
termed independent variables. 

The analysis is, of necessity, selective in Part I in 
references to, or speculations about, independent 
variables that might explain differences in the 
dependent variables. Part 11, where the focus is 
exclusively oriented toward explanation, is selec- 
tive in two ways. First, a limited number of inde- 
pendent variables, chosen in consultation with the 
ACIR staff, is examined. Two groups or types of 
independent variables were selected: (1) adminis- 
trator attributes and (2) agency characteristics. The 
specific variables used within each grouping (and 
sub-grouping) are indicated below in Item 1. 

These 14 independent variables were used in a 
conventional cross-tabulation analysis against the 

50-plus dependent interaction-attitude variables. 
This computer-based exercise generated in excess 
of 700 tables and brought into play further selec- 
tivity factors. Part I1 consists of condensed (or trun- 
cated) tabular presentations and discussions that 
use only selected portions of the mass of data and 
tables generated by this analysis project. The ob- 
jective was to select those relationships between 
independent and dependent variables that have 
potential policy significance. 

PART l 
THE RESPONSES IN  THE AGGREGATE 

The Pattern of Federal Aid 
Received by State Agencies 

A crucial aspect of intergovernmental relations 
is the problem of fiscal linkages, particularly the 
nature, character, and extent of intergovernmental 
exchanges via financial aid mechanisms. This ini- 
tial section focuses on U.S. state-national linkages 
via traditional Federal aid mechanisms. Attention 

Administrator Attributes 

A. Program Perspectives 

1. Attitude on expansion of state programs1 
services 

2. Attitude on expansion of agency pro- 
gramslservices 

3. Administrators' ranking of "lack of state 
fiscal resources" as a constraint on agency 
expansion 

2. Type of appointment process to present 
post 

B. Organizational Relationships 

1. Governor or legislature more detailed re- 
view of budget request 

2. Preferred institution to control agency 
3. How influential are clientele groups 

C. Position Attributes 

1. Held position in Federal or local govern- 
ment (career background) 

Agency Characteristics 

A. Finances 

I .  Size of agency's annual budget 
2. Financed by earmarked revenue 

B. Federal Aid 

I. Dependence (proportion of budget from 
Federal aid) 

2. Diversity (number of Federal agencies 
from which aid is received) 

3. Complexity (number of aid types re- 
ceived) 

C. Agency Function 

1. Functional category 
(ACIR classification) 



Table IV-1 

State Agencies' Receipt of Federal Aid, Type of Aid, Diversity of Sources, 
Complexity, and Dependence on Federal Aid* 

1. Does agency receive Federal aid? 

2. Type o f  aid received (Percentages based on the 1,000 Federal aid recipients) 

Yes 
Not 

Ascertained 

Formula grants 55% (544) 44% (442) 1% (14) 
Project grants 70% (702) 28% (284) 1% (14) 

Block grants 29% (289) 70 % (697) I YO (14) 
Contracts 35% (353) 63 % (633) 1% (14) 

Any non-matching grants 20% (198) 79 % (788) 1% (14) 
Loanslloan guarantees 4% ( 44) 94% (942) 1% (14) 

3. Complexity-number of aid types received (percentages based on  1,000 Federal aid recipients) 

Percent Number 

One 39% 
Two 27 

Three 18 
Four 9 
Five 5 
Six 1 

Not ascertained 1 

4. Diversity-Number of Federal departments or agencies from which financial aid is 
received (Percentages based on  1,000 Federal aid recipients) 

Percent Number 

One 
Two 

Three 
Four 
Five 
Six 

Seven o r  more 
Not ascertained 



Table IV-?-continued 

5. Dependence-Proportion of agency's budget from Federal aid (Percentages based on 1,000 Fed- 
eral aid recipients) 

Percent Number 

Less than 25% 47% 
25% to 49% 19 
50% to 74% 19 

75% or More 73 
Not ascertained 2 

*Percentages for the first item are based on the total number of 1,581 state administrators. All others are based on the 1,ooo 
administrators identified as Federal aid recipients. Items in this section are from page 8 (sec. a) of the questionnaire. Items # 2  
and #3 are based upon question #I, page 8(a), and item #I is based upon that same question plus analysis of  questions #2 
and #3 on p. 8(a). Items #4 and #5 here are from questions #2 and X3 respectively on p. 8(a). 

**These are state administrators who did not respond to question #I, p. 8(a) o f  the questionnaire, but whose responses to 
questions #2 andlor #3 in that section suggest that they are Federal aid recipients. 

to the incidence or impact of Federal aid on state 
government agencies is an important and logical 
part of any analysis of the intergovernmental grant 
system. 

The context for a discussion of state-national 
linkages is highlighted by the first finding that 63 
percent of the responding state administrators 
were aid recipients. This includes 1 percent who 
were "apparent" aid recipients, i.e., administrators 
whose responses to three Federal aid questions 
suggest that they were aid recipients. 

That nearly two-thirds of the state agency heads 
are Federal aid recipients suggests the degree to 
which Federal aid penetrates, patterns, and struc- 
tures the intergovernmental system. The aggregate 
extensiveness of Federal aid to state agencies is 
secondary, however, to questions of the presence 
of particular types of Federal aid. The type of aid 
most often received by these state administrators' 
agencies is the project grant. Over 700 or 70 per- 
cent of all aid recipients obtained project grants. 
The next most frequent aid type - formula 
grants - was received by 55 percent of all recip- 
ients, and 29 percent indicated receipt of block 
grants. The last percentage is, in some respects, 
surprisingly high given the modest number (five) 
of block grants available. This may relate also to the 
apparent ambiguity of the "block grant" concept at 
Present and suggests further investigation of the 
characteristics of agencies whose administrators 
report receiving block grants. Finally, only 20 per- 
cent reported receiving non-matching grants and 4 

percent had obtained loans or loan guarantees. 
It is not surprising that the project grant is the 

most commonly received type of aid among these 
state agency heads. The remarkable growth of 
categorical project-grant programs through the 
1960s has been well documented. The prominence 
of the project grant as a type of Federal aid raises 
interesting questions in the light of responses of 
the state administrators to several of the aid issues 
discussed elsewhere. 

The questionnaire probed three alternate mea- 
sures of the incidence of Federal aid: (1) complex- 
ity, (2) diversity, and (3) dependence. 

Complexity is closely related to the frequency of 
receipt of the different types of Federal aid. The 
complexity variable is simply a numerical count of 
the number of different aid types reported received 
by each state administrator. Complexity then be- 
comes a measure of the degree to which the ad- 
ministrator is dealing with several different types 
of Federal aid. 

Diversity is a measure of the number of Federal 
agencies or departments from which the adminis- 
trator's agency receives financial aid. The diversity 
variable involves features of the "interconnected- 
ness" of the administrator to varied Federal fund- 
ing sources. From how many different aid 
"spigots" does the state administrator draw funds? 
The larger number of sources the greater is the 
degree of diversity. 



Finally, dependence is a measure of the percen- 
tage of the state agency's budget that is derived 
from Federal aid. To what extent or proportion 
does the administrator's agency rely on Federal 
funding? 

The figures for complexity (Table IV-1) indicate 
that the majority of state agencies received only 
one or two different types of aid rather than many. 
About two-fifths of the aid recipients received only 
one type of aid, and nearly two-thirds received 
one or two. Only 15 percent of the recipients re- 
ceived more than three types of aid. 

The diversity of aid sources was similarly lim- 
ited. A little more than one-third (36%) of the aid 
recipients received aid from only one Federal 
source and 27 percent received aid from only two 
sources. While 16 percent received aid from three 
Federal departments or agencies, 19 percent ob- 
tained funds from four or more Federal agencies. 
While there was considerable dispersion in these 
two distributions, the general picture was one of 
concentration as to types and sources of Federal 
aid. Further tabulation indicated that 504 recip- 
ients (over 50%) secured only one or two types of 
aid from only one or two aid sources. 

Neither complexity nor diversity shows the ab- 
solute or relative effect of aid dollars on the state 
agency. The dependency dimension provides this 
measure. Almost half (47%) of the administrators 
had less than 25  percent of their budget from Fed- 
eral aid and nearly two-thirds (66%) had less than 
half of their budget based on Federal aid. But there 
was a marked proportion whose agencies were 
highly dependent on Federal aid. Thirty-two per- 
cent of the state administrators indicated that their 
budget was more than 50 percent dependent on 
Federal aid, including 13 percent where the 
agency budget was 75 percent or more dependent 
on Federal aid. While dependence upon Federal 
aid as a proportion of the agency budget was 
skewed toward the smaller proportions, a signifi- 
cant number of agencies were highly dependent on 
such aid. The "explanatory" analysis of the rela- 
tionship between agency budget size and the de- 
pendence in Part I1 will reveal that the larger state 
agencies were, in fact, the ones more dependent on 
Federal aid. The picture emerging from these data 
is one of extensive Federal penetration via aid 
mechanisms. The incidence of aid from the state 
agency perspective, however, tends to be selective 
and concentrated as indicated by the measures of 
complexity, diversity, and dependency. 

The Intergovernmental Contacts 
of State Agency Heads 

The purpose of this section is to provide a de- 
scription of the patterns of intergovernmental con- 
tacts reported by state agency heads. Money may 
grease the wheels of the intergovernmental system 
but people, i.e., officials, control the throttles. An 
understanding of intergovernmental relations in- 
volves an emphasis upon the on-going informal 
and formal interactions that characterize the day- 
to-day working relationship among officials. 

The focus here is on contact patterns subdivided 
into two major components: (a) horizontal contacts 
with officials from other states and (b) vertical con- 
tacts, with (I) national officials and (2) local offi- 
cials. The task is to describe the predominant pat- 
terns of vertical and horizontal contacts and 
suggest reasons why they vary in systematic ways. 

The intergovernmental contacts of state ad- 
ministrators present few startling facts or surprises 
from a gross or overall perspective. (See Table 
IV-2.) Generally, local officials in the adminis- 
trators' own state are contacted more frequently 
(i.e., daily) than officials in other states. National 
officials tend to be least frequently contacted. 
There are distinct departures from these patterns, 
however, and specific types of officials are con- 
tacted markedly more frequently than others. 

Officials contacted most frequently by state ad- 
ministrators are Federal regional personnel and 
administrators of similar agencies in other states. 
About two-thirds of the respondents had contact 
monthly or more frequently with these officials. 
This frequency of contact is markedly different 
from the frequency of contact with other officials at 
those levels of government. In other words, state 
administrators' intergovernmental contacts are 
predominantly functionally (or agency) specific 
horizontally (across state lines) and agency (or 
program) specific vertically "upward" with Fed- 
eral regional personnel. State administrators rarely 
contact either administrators of different types of 
agencies or legislators in other states. Contacts 
with other types of national-level officials are simi- 
larly lower in frequency. Perhaps it is noteworthy, 
however, that one-third of these administrators re- 
port contacts with Congressional officials (or their 
offices) at least monthly. 

State administrators do have frequent contacts 
with local officials. Yet, the patterns are rather un- 
even depending on the type of jurisdiction. About 



half the respondents contacted county officials and 
municipal officials monthly or more frequently. 
The frequency of contact with these local officials 
shows little difference whether they are elected or 
appointed. Local school officials, however, are 
much less frequently contacted. This undoubtedly 
reflects the types of agencies headed by the re- 
sponding administrators. Less than six of the 68 
agency types surveyed might be expected to have 
significant local school contacts because of their 
specific involvement in educational functions. 

Contact with general purpose local governments 
would be expected more than contact with special 
purpose local units. 

Overall then, the picture of intergovernmental 
contacts of these state administrators reflects a 
classic pattern for professional state administrators 
in the Federal system. Laterally, contacts are with 
the administrators of similar agencies who can 
share ideas and expertise in a specific field. Verti- 
cally, contacts occur more with the lower-level 
regional administrative personnel. Occasionally 

Table /V-2 

Contacts of State Administrators with National, State, and Local Officials* 

Frequency of Contact 

Type of 
Official Contacted 

Locally: 
County 

Elected 
Appointed 

Municipal 
Elected 
Appointed 

School 
Elected 
Appointed 

In Other States: 
Administrators of 

Similar Agencies 
Administrators of 

Different Agencies 
Other States' 

Legislators 

National Officials: 
Agency Heads 
Regional Personnel 
U.S. Senators 
U.S. Representatives 
Executive Office/Office of 

Management and Budget 

Daily Weekly Monthly 
Less Than Not 
Monthly Never Ascertained 

* ~ l l  percentages are based on total responding number 1,581 state agency heads. Items in this section are from questions #3 ,4 ,  
and 5 on page 5 on the questionnaire. 



state administrators do make contact directly with 
top-level policy-making officials at the national 
level. But the predominant pattern is an approxi- 
mate three-way distribution of interactions: (a) ver- 
tically ("down"), (b) horizontally, and (c) verti- 
cally ("up"). 

Views on State-Local Issues 
The contacts of state agency heads document 

their focal roles as middlemen in a triangulated 
pattern of connections sideways, up, and down. 
Here we consider the views of these administrators 
as they look at issues involving "down" relation- 
ships, i.e., state-local problems. Responses were 

obtained on questions of fiscal, authority, and 
power relationships. (See Table N-3 .) 

State administrators are much more divided on 
some state-local issues than others. For example, 
there is relatively widespread agreement that 
states should be more involved in finding solu- 
tions to urban problems where 76 percent agree or 
agree strongly and only 6 percent disagree or dis- 
agree strongly. However, on the three items that 
involve specific state involvement in urban prob- 
lems the responses of the state administrators were 
less overwhelming in agreement. A little over 50 
percent of the respondents agree or strongly agree 
with three state-local policy positions: (1) that the 
states should increase financial assistance to local 

State-Local Issue 

- - 

Table IV-3 

State Administrators' Views on State-Local Issues * 

The involvement of the 
states in finding solutions 
to urban problems should 
be substantially increased. 

State financial assistance 
to local units should be 
substantially increased. 

The state should provide 
substantial relief from 
local property taxes. 

Strict standards should be 
set by the state forthe per- 
formance of local govern- 
ment services. 

The state should give re- 
gional grant agencies 
more power over appli- 
cations for Federal 
grants. 

Strongly 
Agree 

16% 

14 

16 

10 

5 

Strongly Not 
Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Ascertained 

'The total number for each question is 1,581 state administrators. 
Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not total 100. 



units, (2) states should provide substantial prop- 
erty tax relief, and (3) states should set strict per- 
formance standards for local government services. 
Only about 25 percent of the respondents disagree 
or strongly disagree with any one of these three 
items. 

Clearly, these responding state administrators 
favored more positive state action with regard to 
local and especially urban problems. Of the three 
approaches cited, two involve financial aid; the 
other involves administrative-fiscal regulation. 
All are fairly widely viewed as suitable. 

One item among these state-local issues involves 
the question of whether the state should give re- 
gional grant review agencies more power over ap- 
plications for Federal grants. Responses to this 
query indicate that there is limited enthusiasm for 
increased power of such regional grant review 
agencies. The percentage of administrators agree- 
ing or strongly agreeing here drops to 37 percent 
(from about 53 percent on the previous three 
items). But the difference can be traced chiefly to 
the undecided column; it is several percentage 
Points higher than for the other items. This is sup- 
Ported by the fact that the proportion expressing 
some degree of disagreement is only slightly high- 
er than on the previous items. For a substantial 
segment of the state administrators regionalism 
appears to be an issue of low salience. 

In some respects the extent of disagreement with 
this item is surprisingly low. Regional grant re- 
View agencies, of course, vary with respect to the 
cooperation and involvement they have with state 
Personnel. But the concept of a regional grant re- 
view agency is one that could be construed as 
bypassing, limiting, or minimizing state influence. 
Responses to several of the Federal aid issues dis- 
cussed below indicate that state administrators 
hold strongly to the view that contacts and rela- 
tionships between the Federal government and 
local units should be channeled through the states. 
Regional review agencies present the potential for 
evading "channeling." 

Responses to the regional review question may 
indicate that the implicit potential for bypassing 
state personnel from Federal-local aid concerns 
has not alienated state administrators. The moder- 
ate level of agreement may indicate that many of 
these regional agencies have been successful in 
working with the states satisfactorily in the grant 
review process. It is also possible that many state 
administrators are reserving judgement on the 

powers of regional grant review agencies. Two 
further conditions might affect this opinion pat- 
tern. First, the substantial proportion who were 
undecided may arise from administrators' ignor- 
ance of or unfamiliarity with the A-95 review pro- 
cess. Second, the exceptionally low degree of dis- 
agreement may be a product of the ineffectiveness 
of the regional review process. That is, it may have 
been so innocuous that it has not "rocked the boat" 
and created opposition. 

Views on State-National Issues 
This section shifts attention to administrators' 

attitudes on state-national issues and includes two 
distinct but related subsections. First is the broad 
arena of attitudes on authority relationships where 
the concern is with the overall structure and tenor 
of state-national linkages. Second is a series of 
issues focused around Federal aid. Federal aid is 
viewed as a manifestation as well as the major 
mechanism of state-national relations. Aid issues 
represent important policy concerns in their own 
right, and a range of general issues will be exam- 
ined as well as administrators' views on appropri- 
ate funding levels for three major funding strat- 
egies: categorical grants, block grants, and general 
revenue sharing. 

STATE-NATIONAL AUTHORITY 
RELATIONSHIPS 

Responses of state agency heads on state-na- 
tional authority issues indicate substantial agree- 
ment with a view of the states as a critical, cen- 
tral link in the federal system. There is a strong 
tendency toward asserting what might be termed 
"state prerogatives." (See Table N-4.) 

This pattern is found initially on the question of 
channeling national-local contacts through the 
state; four-fifths of the respondents either agree or 
strongly agree that these contacts should be so 
channeled. But support for channeling, while 
manifestly suggesting a more central role for the 
states, leaves many questions as to the further 
specifications of that role. A more central state role 
might be associated with a lesser Federal role. Al- 
ternatively, it might be seen as a more balanced 
state-Federal relationship or as simply more state 
activism regardless of the Federal role. Also, chan- 
neling may suggest a linking or facilitation tole 
rather than an assertive or initiating role. By way of 
contrast, channeling may, for some administrators, 



Table I V 4  

State Administrators' Views on State-National Issues: 
Authority Relationships and Federal Aid* 

Authority Relationships 

1. National-local contacts 
should be channeled 
thru the state. 

2. Should be greater de- 
centralization from 
national government 
to  the states. 

3. Programs should be 
assigned (or separate) 
rather than shared. 

4. National government 
should set strict 
performance standards. 

Federal Aid Issues 

1. Federal aid should be 
channeled thru state. 

2. Federal aid leads t o  in- 
terference in  state 
affairs. 

3. Federal aid skews or 
unbalances state 
programs. 

4. Federal aid stimulates 
state programs. 

Strongly 
Agree 

41 % 

43 

13 

11 

Yes 

81 % 

Federal Aid Funding Levels 

Too Little 

1. Categorical grants 29% 

2. Block grants 42 

3. General revenue sharing 40 

Not 
Ascertained 

Degree of Agreement-Disagreement 
Strongly Not 

Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree Ascertained 

About Right Too Much Ascertained 

27% 24 % 21 % 

26 10 22 

26 10 24 

17 

3 

Funding Level is: 
Not 

'The total number of each question is 1,581 state administrators. 



imply an active policy interjection, i.e., a molding 
or impact on programs as they are channeled 
through the state. 

Whatever interpretation or emphasis is placed 
on the meaning of "channeling" it is an issue of 
Prominence and persistence in national-state-local 
relationships. Decade-long trend data demonstrate 
the consistency and consensus present among 
state agency heads on the issue. Surveys of state 
administrators in 1964 and 1968 disclosed that a 
similar (and slightly stronger worded) question 
produced agreeing proportions of 88 percent and 
90 percent respectively. The proportions disagree- 
ing with the channeling statement in 1964, 1968, 
and 1974 were, respectively, 8 percent, 5 percent, 
and 7 percent. Clearly this issue for state adminis- 
trators is one that approaches an article of faith. 
The dissidents or heretics are few and orthodoxy 
prevails. 

It is important to consider the channeling issue 
in the context of other state-national authority rela- 
tionships. Other intergovernmental issues involv- 
ing authority included in this analysis are: (1) 
Should there be greater decentralization of author- 
ity and responsibility from the national govern- 
ment to the states? (2) Should most programs be 
assigned to either national or state governments 
rather than having many programs shared by both 
governments? (3) Should the national government 
set strict performance standards for federally 
funded programs administered by the states? 

There was widespread agreement to the first 
item, with 83 percent in the "agree-strongly agree" 
categories and only 7 percent expressing any dis- 
agreement. This is consistent with one interpreta- 
tion of response patterns regarding an assertive 
state role, i.e., channeling national-local contacts 
through the states. Decentralization, of course, 
may refer to a delegation of responsibilities to ad- 
ministrative entities that are subcomponents of the 
central government. ~ u t  it also may refer to "de- 
volution," involving delegation of power and au- 
thority from a central government to a lesser politi- 
cal jurisdiction. The wording of the question and 
our use of the responses imply and employ the 
6 ' devolution" meaning of decentralization. 

What is the more specific meaning of decentrali- 
zation to these state administrators? Responses to 
two of the other questionnaire items suggests that 
the term has nuances which may vary considera- 
bly. For example, responses to the item on assign- 
ing rather than sharing programs among the state 

and national government show a plurality ap- 
proaching a majority for assignment than for shar- 
ing. Unlike the decentralization question, there is a 
significant split in the responses of the adminis- 
trators, with 46 percent concurring with assign- 
ment or separating programs, functions, and re- 
sponsibilities. A substantial minority, 32 percent, 
reject (disagree with) assignment and thereby en- 
dorse the concept of shared functions. Despite 
widespread endorsement of decentralization there 
is no consensus that involves the clear assignment 
of functions to either state or national govern- 
ments. Instead, a sharp split is present between 
those favoring clearer state-national role defini- 
tions and those prepared to pursue the interdepen- 
dent strategies implicit in shared functions. If, as 
Richard Nathan suggests, the New Federalism rep- 
resents a concerted effort to "sort out" roles, re- 
sponsibilities, and programs, then a clear cleavage 
appears to exist among state agency heads over this 
policy push or shift in intergovernmental rela- 
tions. 

Several considerations suggest that the 
separation-sharing item exposes a complex and 
significant issue. In the light of this complexity the 
overwhelming agreement with "decentralization" 
is less straightforward and unequivocal. 

Another item modifies the response context of 
the decentralization issue - should the national 
government set strict performance standards for 
Federal programs administered by the states? 
There is a surprising amount of agreement with 
this item. The result is another marked split in 
response patterns, with 46 percent agreeing with 
strict standards and 41 percent choosing disagree 
responses. It seems striking and inconsistent, at the 
superficial level at least, that 46 percent of the 
administrators would concur with strict Federal 
performance standards, while 83 percent agree 
that authority and responsibility should be decen- 
tralized to the states. The key to this apparent in- 
consistency may lie in the overwhelming agree- 
ment among these administrators with the view 
that the states would play a channeling role. Many 
administrators may agree to national performance 
standards because they view them as a means of 
exerting leverage on local governmental units, 
clientele groups, andlor other state officials. Strict 
standards may be perceived positively from a pro- 
grammatic or professional standpoint rather than a 
constraint upon their own performance. Such a 
possibility is even more interesting, given the simi- 



lar percentage agreeing that there should be strict 
national performance standards for the states and 
strict state performance standards for local units 
(46 percent for the former; 54 percent for the latter). 

Administrators' responses to state-national au- 
thority issues indicate a strong current of support 
for a predominant state role as manifested in the 
channeling and decentralization issues. Counter- 
points against this consensus on a strong state role 
are cleavages on the nature of that role as shown in 
response to national performance standards and 
program assignment vs. sharing. 

FEDERAL A I D  ISSUES 

Issues involving Federal aid deal with broad pol- 
icy &eas in which administrator attitudes may, in 
part, be associated with their attitudes on state- 
national authority issues. Certainly, some Federal 
aid issues suggest that state administrators not 
only see the state as the important middle level 
between the national and local levels, but also that 
they see existing Federal aid arrangements and 
policies as interfering with this important role and 
therefore needing modification. For example, 75 
percent of the state administrators thought that 
Federal aid had led to national "interference" in 
affairs that are the appropriate domain of the states. 
Also, 74 percent indicated that Federal aid tends to 
unbalance or skew the overall character of state 
programs. Only 1 7  percent of the respondents 
answered negatively to these two items. 

Earlier data on the "interference" and "skew- 
ing" questions provide a basis for comments on the 
trend in state administrators' views on these two 
Federal aid issues. Prior surveys employing these 
questions were conducted in 1928 and 1948.2 The 
respondents were state agency heads in charge of 
federally aided activities in the 50 states. In 1928 
only 6 percent of about 250 respondents indicated 
Federal aid led to "interference," but by 1948 that 
proportion (out of 300 respondents) increased to 36 
percent. The 1974 figure for Federal aid recipients 
is 81 percent. Despite the global coverage and am- 
biguous interpretations that might be attached to 
the term "interference" (used in all three surveys), 
the dramatic rise in the proportion of agreeing ad- 
ministrators signals an important shift in attitude 
by an important sector of the intergovernmental 
grant system. 

A further reflection of an opinion shift on Fed- 
eral aid is the 1948 and 1974 proportions of state 

administrators indicating agreement with the 
statement that Federal aid "tends to unbalance or 
skew the overall character of state programs." In 
1948 not quite one-third (29%) of state agency 
heads administering Federal aid concurred with 
this statement; in 1974 more than four-fifths (83%) 
expressed agreement. Hard evidence to prove the 
"skewing effect" of Federal aid remains elusive 
despite the persistence and controversy surround- 
ing the issue. Regardless of objective data, how- 
ever, state administrators think that Federal aid 
alters and unbalances state spending patterns. 
Whether this alteration is a "distortion" of state 
priorities cannot be determined with the evidence 
available to us. 

Views of the national establishment and Federal 
aid are not uniformly one-sided and negative. 
There is overwhelming agreement that Federal aid 
has helped the states provide programs that would 
not otherwise be offered. Nine out of ten adminis- 
trators responded positively to that item. This 
near-consensus has remained remarkably stable 
over nearly a half-century. In 1928 (91%) and 1948 
(94%) the same overwhelming consensus pre- 
vailed on the program stimulus effect of Federal 
aid; more than nine of ten said that aid fostered 
new state programs. Responses to the 1974 item, 
however, are somewhat less encouraging when 
viewed in the context of the majority of adminis- 
trators (75-80%), indicating that Federal aid skews 
the character of state programs. Perhaps a substan- 
tial proportion of the agency heads see Federal aid 
providing for or promoting programs they think 
should not be offered, or not provided for in the 
form and priority rank fostered by Federal aid. 

The gross tenor of these responses suggests a 
generalized dissatisfaction or uneasiness with the 
intergovernmental consequences of the Federal 
aid. This dissatisfaction surfaces in responses to 
questions about Federal encroachment, Federal 
bypassing, and fiscal alteration of the state's posi- 
tion and performance. These attitudes seem widely 
shared but it will be important to consider whether 
the direct experience of the state administrator 
with Federal aid has an effect on the presence or 
absence of these views. For example, are adminis- 
trators of agencies with budgets highly dependent 
on Federal aid more likely than administrators of 
less dependent agencies to agree with these items 
concerning Federal interference and skewing ef- 
fects? Similarly, it should be important to investi- 
gate whether the complexity and diversity dimen- 



sions of Federal aid are linked to these responses. 
We might expect, for example, that administrators 
scoring high on the diversity measure would ex- 
press greater dissatisfaction because they are much 
more enmeshed in complicated, highly interde- 
pendent grant relationships. Greater interdepen- 
dence may lead to uneasiness and perhaps dissatis- 
faction with the constraints and difficulties that 
interdependence entails. 

FEDERAL A I D  F U N D I N G  LEVELS 

Dollars, i.e., funding levels, are the fuel which 
powers the intergovernmental grant system. What 
are state agency heads' views on the funding level 
adequacy of the three major Federal fiscal 
strategies? 

Respondents were asked to evaluate the levels of 
categorical, block, and revenue sharing aids apart 
from the impact of these three funding strategies 
on their own agencies. (See Table IV-4.)  The in- 
teresting features of these responses are adminis- 
trators' preferences favorable to general revenue 
sharing (GRS) and block grants and over categori- 
cal grants. While two-fifths or more of the respon- 
dents see GRS and block grants as too little, less 
than one-third (2990) see the level of categorical 
grants as too little. Correspondingly, more than 
twice as many administrators see categorical 
grants as too heavily funded in comparison with 
block grants and GRS (24% for categorical; 10% for 
block grants and for GRS). 

Federal Aid Recipients: 
Views on Federal Grant System 

The discussion to this point has considered sev- 
eral state-local and state-national issues from the 
perspective of all agency heads who responded to 
the 1974 state administrator survey. About two- 
fifths have limited intergovernmental contacts but 
over 60 percent of the respondents report receipt of 
Federal aid of some type. Attention now shifts 
exclusively to this latter subset of state adminis- 
trators - the Federal aid recipients. These inter- 
governmental actors' views are examined in three 
broad aspects of intergovernmental grant systems: 
(1) Federal aid effects, (2) satisfactions and dis- 
satisfactions concerning aid policies and imple- 
mentation, and (3) preferences for change. Some 
questions involve relatively straightforward re- 
Ports of aid conditions but a majority of the items 

elicit from the administrator evaluative elements 
as a basis for assessing the functioning of the Fed- 
eral grant system (or non-system). 

FEDERAL A I D  EFFECTS 

Measuring the impact of Federal aid on the states 
is an elusive, involved, and debatable undertaking. 
The effort and approach in this survey was to ask 
those state agency heads administering Federal aid 
what they perceived to be the effects or impacts on 
their state. This approach assumed that these re- 
spondents would be "most likely to know" the 
effects of Federal aid. It does not impute an objec- 
tivity or reality to the resulting responses here or in 
other parts of this paper. The impact results are 
what the agency heads thought applied or pre- 
vailed. 

It is evident from responses to the first and fairly 
factual item in Table N-5 that high agreement 
existed on state fiscal controls over Federal aid; 86 
percent of the aid recipients reported that regular 
state financial procedures applied to Federal aid. 

There is a close correspondence between what 
administrators saw as a factual condition and what 
they felt should be the policy involved in control of 
grant funds. An overwhelming proportion of the 
administrators (87%) indicated that Federal 
moneys should be subject to the same financial 
controls as other state funds (item 1 under "change 
preferences'' in Table NS). On the basis of these 
totals alone we cannot conclude that the two large 
segments reporting what is and what ought to be 
are identical. But the number of crossovers in re- 
sponses from one item to the other must be exceed- 
ingly small given the limited number who indicate 
that Federal aid is not and should not be subject to 
usual state financial controls. 

Responses to the second "effect" item in Table 
N-5 suggest that the question of control over Fed- 
eral aid moneys may be only a narrow restricted 
type of control, e.g., accounting, auditing. That 
fiduciary focus allows for the possibility that the 
use and impact of Federal aid moneys may, from a 
policy standpoint, be somewhat autonomous or 
independent of the usual supervisory channels. 
This is indicated by responses to the question of 
whether, in practice, the administrators' agency is 
less subject to supervision by the governor and 
legislators in federally financed activities than in 
activities financed solely by the state. In contrast to 
the 86 percent reporting that Federal aid moneys 



Table IV-5 

Opinions of State Agency Heads Receiving Federal Aid on the Effects, 
Satisfactions, and Change Preferences on Federal Aid* 

Federal Aid Effects 

1. Are Federal aid moneys subject to  the 
same financial controls as other state 
funds? 

2. I n  practice, is your department-agency 
less subject to  supervision by the gover- 
nor and legislature i n  federally financed 
activities than in  activities financed 
solely by the state? 

3. Does Federal aid seem uncertain, making 
i t  difficult to  estimate revenues for the 
next fiscal year? 

4. With respect to  the amount o f  money 
raised by  your state, do you think Federal 
aid has increased or  decreased the level 
o f  funds raised by your state? 

5. Has Federal supervision o f  grant programs 
improved standards of administration and 
service? 

Federal Aid Satisfactions 

1. D o  you feel that Federal grant administra- 
tors are sufficiently flexible in applying 
Federal standards to  programs operated 
by your agency? 

2. Are existing provisions o n  matching ar- 
rangements satisfactory? 

3. Are existing provisions o n  the apportion- 
ment formulas for funds among the states 
satisfactory? 

Change Preferences 

1. Should Federal aid money be subject to  
the same financial controls as other 
state funds? 

Yes 

86 % 

47 

76 

49 

Response Categories 
No 

No Effect 
Not 

Ascertained 

2% 



I Table l V-5-continued 

Change Preferences 

Response Categories 

No Not 
Yes No Effect Ascertained 

2. In place of categorical aids, if your agency 
were given an equal amount of money 
without "strings" attached, would you 
allocate the money differently from the 
way Federal aid funds are now being 
allocated? 65 29 

3. Should Federal aid be expanded to in- 
clude support of new programs for 
your agency? 76 20 

4. Should Federal aid for existing programs (Stay the 
be : (Increased) (Decreased) same) 

68 6 21 6 

'Number of respondents for all questions = 1,000. 

were subject to the usual state controls, nearly half 
(47%) of the administrators indicated that their 
agency was less subject to supervision in federally 
financed activities. Slightly more than half (51%) 
indicated that Federal aid did not give them more 
autonomy or independence from regular political 
or policy oversight. 

Ten-year trend data on this issue disclose virtu- 
ally no change in administrators' views on the pol- 
icy or administrative autonomy fostered by Federal 
aid. Identical questions asked in 1964 and 1968 
Surveys found 48 percent and 44 percent perceiv- 
ing that their agency was less subject to 
legislative~~ubernatorial supervision in federally 
financed programs. The policyladministrative au- 
tonomy effect of Federal aid is perceived to exist by 
a substantial and continuing segment of state 
agency heads who occupy one nexus of the inter- 
Bovernmental grant system. 

The planning and effective execution of public 
Programs normally require a substantial measure 
of predictability or certainty. One frequent and 
long-standing complaint about Federal aid is the 
uncertainty effects it has on recipients' programs 
and actions. All three state administrator surveys 
over the past decade asked aid recipients whether 
Federal aid seemed uncertain and produced rev- 
enue estimating difficulties. The proportions re- 
sponding affirmatively were: 1964 - 39 percent; 
1968 - 68 percent; 1974 - 76 percent. 

Evidently the last decade has been one of in- 
creased uncertainty (real or imagined) for state 
administrators relying on Federal aid. There has 
been a doubling of the proportion expressing 
agreement on this particular feature or effect of aid 
to state agencies. The massive increase in Federal 
aid dollars and numbers of program authorizations 
have undoubtedly contributed to actual and per- 
ceived uncertainty. It seems clear from a policy 
standpoint, however, that this major negative ef- 
fect currently associated with Federal aid merits 
attention and amelioration by Congressional and 
administrative action. The passage of GRS under 
the motto of "more money with greater certainty" 
could be construed as one response to the revenue 
uncertainty effects of more traditional forms of 
Federal aid. 

Two further effects of Federal aid were incorpo- 
rated in the survey, one relating to fiscal impact, 
the other to standards of administration and ser- 
vices. The former was designed to probe the 
stimulativelsubstitutive fiscal impact issue. Aid 
recipients were asked whether Federal aid in- 
creased or decreased the amount of funds raised by 
the states. 

Almost half (49%) of the aid respondents in 1974 
indicated that Federal aid was stimulative in the 
sense that it prompted their state to raise more 
money to finance programs. (It is not clear whether 
this stimulus was equal to or exceeded the funds 



necessary for state matching of the Federal aid.) 
About one-third (33%) indicated the absence of a 
stimulative effect while 13 percent thought that 
Federal aid allowed substitutive effects. They re- 
plied that the aid had permitted the states to de- 
crease the amount of money raised. 

Trend data from 1964 to 1968 surveys show 
some modest shifts in administrators' perceptions 
of Federal aid fiscal effects. The respective three- 
survey proportions for simulative effects are 49, 
56, and 49 percent. There is no noticeable change 
in perceived stimulus effects. There does appear to 
be a modest drop in the proportion perceiving sub- 
stitutive effects from 24 percent in 1964 to 16 per- 
cent in 1968 and 13 percent in 1974. The large 
ten-year increases in Federal aid appear to have 
altered state administrators' perceptions of fiscal 
impacts primarily in reduced substitutive effects. 

The final "effect" variable deals with whether 
the administrators think that Federal supervision 
and oversight of grant programs have resulted in 
improved standards of administration and services 
in the grant program fields. On this particular ef- 
fect, long-term trend data are available from the 
1928 and 1948 surveys. The proportions agreeing 
with the statement are: 1928 - 67 percent; 
1948 - 70 percent; 1974 - 46 percent. Where 
previously over two-thirds of the state-level aid 
administrators acknowledged improved standards 
traceable to Federal involvement, that proportion 
has dropped to less than half. 

It is not surprising that a decline should occur. 
This "effect" variable is one where we might ex- 
pect maturation or a diminishing curve pattern. In 
other words, if Federal aid and attendant supervi- 
sion in program areas have had the desired effect of 
increasing administrative and service standards 
we would anticipate a drop in the proportion who 
can and do identify further improvement. Put in 
different terms, it says that past success contributes 
to diminished capacity for greater progress. 

An interesting final note on this "effect" variable 
is the identity in proportions of those indicating 
improved standards of administrationlservice and 
the proportion of administrators who agree to na- 
tionally set performance standards. Both propor- 
tions stand at 46 percent. It appears that among 
Federal aid recipients and state administrators 
generally there is a substantial positive reaction to 
Federal influence on administrative standards and 
willingness to accept those standards. 

FEDERAL A ID  
SATISFACTIONS/DISSATlSFACTlONS 

The presence, acceptance, and effects of Federal 
standards are mediated by how they are applied. 
Aid recipients were asked whether they were satis- 
fied with the way in which Federal administrators 
applied the standards to state agency programs. 
The specific issue of flexibilitylinflexibility formed 
the basis of the query. 

Over two-fifths (42%) felt that Federal grant ad- 
ministrators are sufficiently flexible in applying 
Federal standards to programs operated by their 
agency. But a larger proportion, 55 percent, said 
that they are not flexible enough. Only a handful 
indicated that they were too flexible. The pre- 
dominance and pervasiveness of grants with their 
ever-present "strings" and the standards they en- 
tail suggest the prospects for high levels of actual 
and perceived inflexibility. It may be encouraging 
to some, therefore, that the percentage of adminis- 
trators seeing satisfactory flexibility is substantial. 
Perhaps this marked degree of perceived flexibility 
among Federal administrators contributes to the 
similarly substantial percentage of state adminis- 
trators (46%) willing to agree with strict nationally 
established performance standards. We must rec- 
ognize, however, that a majority of state agency 
heads receiving Federal aid are not satisfied with 
the flexibility of Federal administrators. 

Administrative rigidities may be major or minor 
irritants, but to most agency heads having the fis- 
cal wherewithal is a primary concern. Two im- 
portant determinants of fiscal resources are match- 
ing requirements necessary to obtain aid and the 
apportionment formulas for distributing it among 
the states. Nearly two-thirds (65%) of the aid re- 
cipients indicated that existing matching arrange- 
ments were satisfactory, and slightly less than 
one-third (29%) found them unsatisfactory. An 
identical question asked in 1948 revealed that 
nearly three-fourths of the state administrators 
expressed satisfaction with matching provisions. 
There has been only a slight drop in satisfaction 
during a quarter-century. 

The satisfaction level and trend on apportion- 
ment formulas is sharply different from opinion on 
matching. In 1948 over three-fourths (78%) of the 
state respondents were satisfied with how funds 
were spread among the states. But in 1974 only 45 
percent of the state agency heads receiving Federal 
aid found satisfaction in apportionment provisions 
in their program field. A slightly higher percentage 



(47%) were not satisfied. It seems evident that here 
is another issue of considerable policy concern that 
should command attention by the Congress and 
appropriate Federal agencies responsible for grant 
programs. 

FEDERAL A I D  CHANCE PREFERENCES 

What changes do aid recipients wish to see in- 
troduced into the intergovernmental grant system? 
Brief reference has already been made to the first 
item in this category, noting that there is a near 
consensus that Federal aid should be under regular 
state financial controls. 

Somewhat less agreement exists on what might 
be called the "reallocation" question. This query is 
intended to elicit the administrators' preference 
for allocating Federal aid in a different manner 
from the one(s) imposed by Federal constraints or 
"strings." Over two-thirds of the administrators 
(70%) indicated that if their agency were given an 
equal amount of money without "strings" they 
would allocate the money differently. When asked 
how different the reallocation would be, 27 per- 
cent of those favoring reallocation would initiate 
substantial or radical changes in spending pat- 
terns. This 27 percent is 19 percent of all adminis- 
trators who are aid recipients. 

Trend data reveal that the reallocation-oriented 
administrators are on the increase. In 1964 barely 
half (53%) of the recipients indicated that they 
would spend Federal aid differently if the 
"strings" were removed. That proportion rose 
slightly to 57 percent in 1968 and was followed 
by a noticeable jump to 70 percent in 1974. For 
whatever reasons, preferences for priorities that 
are different from those expressed in Federal aid 
"strings" have been on the increase. 

The final two items in this section are designed 
to tap the change preferences of the aid recipients 
as they center around funding shifts. Questions on 
the amount of Federal aid are posed for both exist- 
ing programs and new programs. It is perhaps not 
surprising that significant majorities of the re- 
spondents wanted Federal aid increased in both 
areas, i.e., more support for existing programs and 
aid expansion to new programs. About two-thirds 
(68%) of the respondents indicated that Federal aid 
for existing programs should be increased, and 76 
Percent indicated that Federal aid should be ex- 
panded to include support of new programs for 
their agency. 

It is interesting to note that the percentage favor- 
ing extension to new programs is larger than the 
proportion wanting an increase in aid to existing 
programs. The percentage favoring an increase is 
very large, but it is rather remarkable that 27 per- 
cent of the respondents say that Federal aid for 
existing programs should stay the same or be de- 
creased. We might expect a noteworthy propor- 
tion, however, based on the strong inclinations of 
the administrators to reallocate or shift present aid 
spending patterns. 

Trend data are consistent with these specula- 
tions about change preferences. In 1948 the pro- 
portion favoring increases in existing grant pro- 
grams was 78 percent, a figure somewhat above the 
current preference proportion. Preferences for in- 
creasing existing programs have dropped. In sharp 
contrast, the proportion favoring extension to new 
programs jumped from 52 percent in 1948 to its 
most recent level of 76 percent. State agency heads 
appear to have spending priorities and preferences 
that are not consistent with and perhaps not close 
to the framework and patterns specified by present 
Federal aid categorizations. This is not a remark- 
able finding, since it would be totally unexpected 
to find a close or perfect match in a set of mange- 
ments and relationships as complex as those in the 
intergovernmental grant system. The differences 
are sufficiently substantial to require careful and 
concentrated attention by top policy makers in the 
states and the national government. 

PART II. 

EXPLAINING ASPECTS O F  
THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL SYSTEM 

Part I dealt with the responses of state agency 
heads as a group to questions on various features of 
intergovernmental relations. That descriptive dis- 
cussion offered selective suggestions about the 
reasons for certain distributions of attitudes or at- 
tributes. We now shift from the descriptive and 
suggestive mode to one that is conventionally 
termed explanation. The approach to explanation 
involves the use of cross tabulations employing 
ACIR-selected independent variables tabulated by 
the designated dependent variables considered in 
Part I. The 14 independent variables were grouped 
into two sets: (1) attitudes or attributes of the state 
administrators and (2) characteristics of the agency 



Table IV-6 

lndependent Variables: Administrator Attributes 
(Frequencies and Percentages)* 

Program Perspectives 

1. How much should overall state programs/services expand? 
N o  increase 
Increase u p  t o  5% 
5% t o  9% increase 
10% t o  14% increase 
15% + increase 
Not ascertained 

2. How much should your agency programs/services expand? 
N o  increase 
Increase u p  to  5% 
5% t o  9% increase 
10% t o  14% increase 
15% + increase 
Not ascertained 

3. Ranks "Lack o f  State Fiscal Resources" as an agency 
constraint: 

First 
Second or  th i rd . 
Fourth to  Eight 
U n  ran ked 
Not  ascertained 

Organizational Relationships 

4. W h o  gives more detailed review o f  agency budget? 
Governor 
Legislature 
Each the same 
Not  ascertained 

5. If your state government were reorganized, under whose 
control wou ld  you prefer t o  be? 

Governor 
Legislature 
lndependent commission 
Not ascertained 

6. How much influence do  clients have in decisions 
affecting your agency? 

N o  influence 
Slight influence 

Number Percent 



Table IVd-continued 

Organizational Relationships 

Moderate influence 
High influence 
Not ascertained 

CareerIPosition Attributes 

7. Had previous Federal or local government experience. 
Yes 
No 
Not ascertained 

8. Nature of appointment process to present post. 
Governor with legislative consent 
Governor without legislative consent 
Board/commission with governor's consent 
Board/commission without governor's consent 
Department head 
Popular or legislative election 
Civil service/merit 
Not ascertained 

'All percentages are calculated with a base of N = 1,581. 

Number 

641 
I46 

50 

493 
945 
143 

355 
288 
131 
268 
358 
113 

61 
7 

Percent 

41 % 
9 
3 

31 
60 

9 

23 
18 

8 
17 
23 

7 
4 
- 

headed by the administrator. Frequencies and per- 
centages for each of these sets of independent vari- 
ables are presented in Tables IV-6 and IV-7. 

The information in these tables is useful for 
background reference when viewing the sub- 
sequent cross tabulations. A few features should be 
noted here. First, the proportion of missing data 
cases for all the variables is within manageable 
limits, i.e., less than 10 percent in all cases. Sec- 
ond, response categories vary considerably in size, 
Q., from 79 cases to over 700. Third, these fre- 
quencies will form the approximate base on which 
Percentages are calculated. (The base will vary 
slightly because missing data for both the inde- 
Pendent and dependent variables are excluded 
from the cross tabulations.) 

One should also note that comparison of extreme 
or opposing categories, which is frequently a most 
interesting approach to analysis, will involve dif- 
ferent kinds of situations. For example, we will 
find it useful to compare the attitudes of adminis- 
hators who perceive no client influence on agency 
decisions with those of administrators perceiving 
high client influence. The two groups are approx- 

imately equal in size. On the other hand, a com- 
parison of administrators who want no increase in 
agency programs with administrators who want 
the greatest increase (above 15%) involves compar- 
ing a much smaller group with a larger group. 
Group size differences, of course, are one reason 
for calculating and comparing percentages. In ad- 
dition to these comments, it is also important to 
refer briefly to the generalized expectations that 
we have about the independent variables and their 
relationships to each other. The rationale for 
selecting the independent variables can be briefly 
cited for each grouping and subgrouping. The ad- 
ministrator attribute variables encompass attitudi- 
nal, perceptual, and positional features of the state 
agency head. We anticipated that the inter- 
governmental actions and attitudes of state ad- 
ministrators would be affected by (or associated 
with) expansionist tendencies measured in three 
different ways, i.e., state expansion, agency expan- 
sion, and perceptions of limited fiscal resources as 
a constraint on expansion. We viewed these as 
conceptually and empirically distinct variables, 
but we found that there is little difference between 



Table IV-7 

Independent Variables: Agency Characteristics 
(Frequencies and Percentages)* 

1. Size of agency budget (annual) 
Lowest to $0.5 million 
$ 0.5 to $ 1 million 
$ 1.0 to $ 2.9 million 
$ 2.0 to $ 4.9 million 
$ 5.0 to $ 9.9 million 
$10.0 to $24.0 million 
$25.0 to $99.9 million 
$100 million + 
Not ascertained 

2. Percent of agency funds earmarked 
None 
Less than 25% 
25% to 49% 
50% to 74% 
75% or more 
Not ascertained 

3. Dependence: percent of agency budget from Federal aid 
None 
Less than 25% 
25% to 49% 
50% to 74% 
75% or more 
Not ascertained 

4. Diversity: number of agencies as sources of Federal aid 
None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five or more 
Not ascertained 

5. Complexity: number of different types of Federal aid received 
None 
0 ne 
Two 
Three 
Four 

Number 

21 5 
171 
230 
247 
I56 
150 
146 
121 
135 

71 8 
1 76 
104 
99 
421 
63 

581 
471 
192 
1 87 
131 
19 

581 
362 
266 
I63 
78 
103 
28 

581 
393 
267 
1 75 
90 

Percent 

14% 
11 
15 
16 
10 
10 
9 
8 
9 

45 
11 
7 
6 
27 
4 

37 
30 
12 
12 
8 
1 

37 
23 
17 
10 
5 
7 
2 

37 
25 
17 
11 
6 



Table IV-7-continued 

5. Complexity: number of different types of Federal aid received 
Five or six 
Not ascertained 

6. Agency functional category 
Staff elected 
Fiscal staff: appointed 
Non-fiscal staff: appointed 
Education 
Welfare 
Health 
Other human resources 
Natural resources 
Criminal justice 
Highways 
Other transportation 
Economic development 
Others - unclassified 

'All percentages are calculated with a base of N = 1,581. 

Number 

61 
14 

82 
11 1 
124 

72 
53 
84 
75 

31 8 
141 

74 
43 
66 

338 

Percent 

4% 
1 

5 
7 
8 
5 
3 
5 
5 

21 
9 
5 
3 
4 

21 

the first two; state and agency expansion attitudes 
are highly related. 

The three variables included under organiza- 
tional relationships in Table IV-6 are intended to 
Provide measures of how the agency head per- 
ceives important political relationships. These 
Perceived support and influence patterns have ac- 
tual or potential significance in intergovernmental 
relations, especially as they document political 
oversight, preferences for autonomy, and interest 
group involvement. The two ~osit ional variables 
Were included to measure intergovernmental job 
experience and the authoritative source and pro- 
cess through which the agency head obtained his 
current post. 

Among the eight administrator attribute vari- 
ables there are only two instances of notable inter- 
correlations (i.e., where the contingency coeffi- 
cient exceeds .35). As previously indicated, the 
two expansion measures (state and agency) are 
strongly linked (.TI),  and the   referred control var- 
iabIe is significantIy associated with the ap- 
pointment variable (c = .50). In the latter instance 
the relationship involves a high degree of congru- 
ence between appointing authority (governor, 
legislature, board) and preferred control. Thus 

gubernatorial preference is strongly associated 
with gubernatorial appointment, popular or legis- 
lative election is associated with preference for 
legislative control, and appointment by a board or 
commission is associated with preference for con- 
trol by an independent commission. 

In moving to a discussion of the agency charac- 
teristics used as independent variables we should 
note the near-complete absence of significant as- 
sociations between the agency variables and the 
administrator attribute variables. The single as- 
sociation is between the appointment variable and 
the ACIR-designated classification of agency func- 
tional categories. Staff-type administrators are 
more often appointed by the governor, while func- 
tional agency administrators (e.g., health, welfare) 
are equally or more often appointed by someone 
other than the-governor. 

While relationships between agency-specific in- 
dependent variables and administrator-specific 
independent variables are minimal, the associa- 
tions among the agency variables are frequent and 
quite high. Budget size, for example, is associated 
with Federal aid dependency, diversity, and com- 
plexity, as well as the ACIR functional classifica- 
tion scheme. Earmarked revenues are also linked 



modestly with the ACIR functional classification. 
But the most prominent associations that require 
advance recognition are between Federal aid de- 
pendence, diversity, and complexity. Not surpris- 
ingly, all three of these aid-related measures are 
closely linked. Furthermore, each of the three aid 
impact indicators is associated with budget size 
and the ACIR functional classification. In sub- 
sequent discussion we will attempt to untangle 
some of these interrelationships among agency 
characteristics, especially as they relate to various 
dependent variables. For the moment we merely 
alert the reader in advance to the presence of 
closely related measures among these variables. 

Three further and concluding comments are re- 
quired before pursuing the explanatory analysis. 
First, as indicated earlier, we have been selective in 
both presentation and discussion of the 700-plus 
tabularrelationships present in the labeled compu- 
ter printout. Second, our observations will be 
primarily confined to the data appearing in 14 
summary tables in Part 111. Occasionally, however, 
we will refer to results derived from inspection of 
tabular data not formally presented in this paper. 
Third, we have sometimes dropped from presenta- 
tion or comment one or more independent vari- 
ables where either logic andlor inconsequential 
differences suggest that such omissions are advis- 
able. 

A. Receipt of Federal Aid 

The pattern of intergovernmental fiscal relation- 
ships generally is a basic part of the structure of the 
intergovernmental system. Federal aid receipt pat- 
terns as reported by state agency administrators are 
crucial components of Federal-state fiscal link- 
ages. How do receipt patterns vary by adminis- 
trator attributes and agency characteristics? 

ADMINISTRATOR ATTRIBUTES 

In viewing relationships between a number of 
administrator attitudes or attributes as indepen- 
dent variables and the series of Federal aid receipt 
variables as dependent variables, we will be in the 
seemingly anomalous position of treating "facts" 
about Federal aid receipt as being conditioned by 
administrator attitudes. It is perhaps more intu- 
itively appealing to look at the way administrator 
attitudes may result from the Federal aid receipt 
features as independent variables. But it is possible 
to hypothesize that individual administrator attri- 

butes may have something to do with the de- 
velopment of the agency's Federal aid receipt pic- 
ture. In this context, then, we implicitly assume 
that an administrator may actively influence the 
Federal aid receipt of his agency. 

The first set of relationships examined indicates 
that there does seem to be a series of adminis- 
trator-specific attitudes or perspectives related to 
whether or not the administrator's agency re- 
ceives Federal aid. There is a significant rela- 
tionship between attitudes on agency and overall 
state expansion and receipt of Federal aid. Those 
administrators who want the greatest increases in 
agency and state programs are more likely to be 
Federal aid recipients than administrators wanting 
less or no expansion of either state or agency pro- 
grams. 

Similarly, those administrators who rank the 
lack of state fiscal resources highest as a constraint 
on agency expansion are most likely to be Federal 
aid recipients. In fact, almost three-fourths of those 
who ranked fiscal resource constraints first are 
Federal aid recipients, whereas about half of the 
administrators not indicating such a ranking are 
Federal aid recipients. All three programmatic at- 
titudes of these agency heads are relevant factors 
with respect to receipt and non-receipt of ~ede ra l  
aid. 

The organizational perspectives of the adminis- 
trators are not clearly linked to Federal aid receipt. 
For example, there is no significant relationship 
between the administrator's preferred control over 
his agency and whether or not Federal aid is re- 
ceived. However, the administrator's perception of 
the degree of clientele influence on agency deci- 
sions is associated with Federal aid receipt. About 
two-thirds of the administrators perceiving some 
client influence are Federal aid recipients, con- 
trasted with only 40 percent of the administrators 
seeing no client influence. The tendency to be con- 
scious of client influence may be more characteris- 
tic of administrators who are tied to the inter- 
dependencies of the intergovernmental systea 
and are "well connected" through Federal aid 
with that interdependent system. 

Two further attributes, career and appointment 
background, were viewed as potentially relevant to 
agency receipt of Federal aid. Previous other gov- 
ernmental experience is not an important factor in 
aid receipt, despite the intuitive appeal that such 
experience would provide the administrator with 
contacts, awareness, and perhaps expertise in gW 



nering Federal support. However, the nature of the 
appointment process that brought the adminis- 
trator to his present post shows a definite relation- 
ship with Federal aid receipt. Administrators ap- 
Pointed in ways relatively autonomous from the 
state's politicalladministrative structure are more 
likely to be Federal aid recipients. The highest 
Proportions (213 to 314) of aid recipients are those 
who attained their posts through board or commis- 
sion appointments. Somewhat lower in aid receipt 
(around 60%) are those appointed by the governor, 
while less than one-third of the popularly or legis- 
latively elected agency heads receive Federal aid. 
Administrators attaining their positions through 
the most politically prominent means are those 
least likely to be aid recipients. Administrators 
appointed through a method more sheltered from 
the state's electoral process are the most likely to be 
Federal aid recipients. 

Federal aid receipt is associated with several 
attitudinal tendencies, i.e., more rather than less 
clientele influence, perceived lack of state fiscal 
resources, and preference for expanding state and 
agency programs. ~t is also positively associated 
with a particular appointment experience, i.e., one 
that is relatively autonomous from and less visible 
in state electoral processes. These findings make it 
relevant to focus exclusively on aid recipients as a 
group and to investigate whether administrator at- 
tributes are linked to particular patterns of aid re- 
ceipt and involvement. Among those receiving 
Federal aid are individual attributes associated 
With receipt of particular tjrpes of aid, with agency 
dependence on Federal aid, with diversity of Fed- 
eral aid sources, or with the complexity of types 
received? Table N-8 provides tabulations perti- 
nent to the questions. 

Types of Aid Received. Two observations are of- 
fered based on the series of cross tabulations of 
administrator attributes with each of the six types 
of Federal aid: ( I)  most of the administrator charm- 
h i s t i cs  appear to be unrelated to receipt of the 
various aid types, and (2)  appointment method is 
the single variable with ndable differences in the 
receipt of the various aid types. These points re- 
Wire further elaboration. The administrator's ap- 
pointment background strongly suggests that 
agency heads who emerge through a more politi- 
cally visible appointment process are more likely 
to receive the small and unconventional types of 
aid, e.g., loans, non-matching grants, and con- 

tracts. Administrators more insulated from the 
state's political process in terms of their appoint- 
ment method (e.g., board or civil service) are most 
likely to receive project and formula aid. 

Characteristics of different aid types are sug- 
gested by isolated relationships that appear be- 
tween selected administrator attributes and a 
single aid type. For example, the administrator's 
preference on institutional control is a relevant 
factor with respect to block grants but to no other 
type of aid. Those who prefer gubernatorial control 
are more likely to have received block grants. This 
relationship apparently arises from the gen- 
eralist-oriented features of the block grant strat- 
egy, and suggests that we might expect other 
divisions along generalist versus functional spe- 
cialist lines. 

Two attributes are associated with receipt of 
formula grants but not with any of the other types 
of aid. Administrators who desire high increases in 
overall state programs are more likely to receive 
formula grants than administrators wanting little 
or no expansion. Administrators who perceive 
some degree of client influence are more likely to 
receive formula grants than administrators who 
see no client influence on their agency. These rela- 
tionships do little more than alert us to some of the 
distinctive aspects of the formula grant in the in- 
tergovernmental system. 

Dependence on Federal Aid. Among all relation- 
ships between administrator attributes and Federal 
aid receipt variables, the potential link with 
agency dependence on Federal aid is one of 
the most intuitively promising. One might hy- 
pothesize a constellation of administrator atti- 
tudes and perspectives that would be associated 
with heavy dependence on Federal aid. At least 
one important confounding factor should be 
acknowledged. Agencies move through cycles of 
growth and change; we tap their reliance on aid at 
only one point in time (1974). 

Despite anticipated associations we find only 
small or modest differences within the grouped 
percentages in the last column of Table N-8. The 
Federal aid dependence of an agency is associated 
with only two variables. Administrators who pre- 
fer gubernatorial control over their agency are the 
most likely to be more dependent on Federal aid. 
Nearly 20 percent of the "governor types" head 
agencies dependent on Federal aid for more than 



Administrator 
Attributes 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
I st ranked 
Unranked 

Preferred Control 
Governor 
Legislature 
Independent 

commission 

Clientele Influence 
Highest 
None 

Federal or Local 
Job Experience 

Yes 
No 

Appointment 
Election 
Governor (alone) 
Board or commission 
Civil service 

Total Sample 

Table IV-8 

State Agency Receipt of Federal Aid and Administrator Attributes 

Percentage of State Agency Heads with Various Characteristics Whose 
Agencies Receive Differing Types of Aid or Show High Aid Involvement 

Type of Aid Received High Aid Involvement on: 
Non- Complexity Diversity Dependence 

Formula Project Block 

30% 
26 

29 
26 

28 
32 

33 
23 

27 

27 
24 

32 
29 

20 
35 
25 
18 

29 

Contract Matching Loan (3 or more types) (4 or more sources) i75%+) 



75 percent of their budget. The proportions for 
those preferring legislative or commission control 
fall below 10 percen\t. A marked difference also 
appears in the relationship between appointment 
Process and Federal aid dependence. Adminis- 
trators appointed by the governor are markedly 
more likely than any of the others to be in the most 
highly dependent category. Nearly one-third 
(29%) depends heavily on Federal aids, while very 
few agency heads appointed by other means aP- 
Pear in the highly dependent category. 

The affinity between gubernatorial orientation 
and high Federal aid dependence may arise be- 
cause of a pattern of funding relationships within 
the state. If administrative predispositions are ca- 
pable of having an effect on the acquisition of Fed- 
eral funds, it may be that "grantsmanship" signals 
have been sent out by governors, and those who 
receive and respond to them are those most closely 
linked to the governor. We should reemphasize the 
causal character and direction of our inference and 
recognize that there is undoubtedly a reciprocal 
relationship between this (and other) Federal re- 
ceipt variable and administrator attributes. 

Federal Aid Diversity. The number of different 
Federal agencies and departments providing aid to 
an agency is the measure of aid diversity. Diversity 
is markedly associated with only one of the several 
administrator attributes, namely with clientele in- 
fluence. Those who accord a high level of influ- 
ence to clientele groups are far more likely to have 
a diversity of Federal aid funding sources. The 
reasons for this distinctive difference could con- 
ceivably be traced to the intergovernmental dy- 
namics of grantsmanship. An oft-cited fact is the 
Presence and use of third parties in gaining and 
lnaintaining access to Federal grant channels. We 
should not ask this single administrator attribute 
Variable to carry too heavy an inference burden, 
however. 

Federal Aid Complexity. Federal aid diversity 
Provided limited opportunity for administrator 
variables to show their contributions toward ex- 
Planation, but aid complexity offers even less. The 
Percentage differences, whatever the attribute 

are almost inconsequential. In short, ad- 
binisbator attributes give us very few and highly 
restricted opportunities for explaining variations 
in Federal aid receipt or involvement. 

AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS 

The analysis of agency characteristics and Fed- 
eral aid receipt variables considers interrelation- 
ships among a series of agency variables that in- 
volve indirectly some Federal aid aspects. Because 
we are dealing with a series of relationships be- 
tween and among variables which are conceptu- 
ally and empirically close, the relationships here 
are among the strongest disclosed in any part of 
our entire analysis. These relationships suggest 
important observations about Federal aid receipt. 
(See Table N-9.) 

Type of Aid Received. Agency size (as measured 
by annual budget) shows a positive relationship 
with the receipt of four specific types of aid: (I) 
formula, (2) block, (3) contracts, and (4) non- 
matching. In the case of formula grants 94 percent 
of the heads of the largest state agencies report 
receipt of this type of aid. The proportions for the 
other three aids are considerably lower but still 
exceed one-third. 
- - 

The presence or absence of earmarked funds 
makes virtually no difference in types of aid re- 
ceived. There are distinctive differences, however, 
between the three generalized measures of aid in- 
volvement and receipt of particular types of aid. 
The sharpest difference on the dependency mea- 
sure involves block grants. A higher proportion 
(43%) of those heavily dependent on Federal aid 
obtain block grants contrasted with less dependent 
agencies (24%). Three categories of state agencies 
report high receipt of block grants: health, criminal 
justice, and welfare. 

The diversity and complexity measures both 
show, as expected, sharp differences for all six 
types of aid. Of more interest are the contrasts by 
functional category of agencies. Both stamfiscal 
and stafuelected agencies are higher on receipt of 
project grants than for any other type of Federal 
assistance. The respective receipt levels for the two 
agencies (68% and 57%) are still far below the 
receipt rates for health, education, and welfare 
agencies. More than nine of ten health agencies, for 
example, obtain project grants. As expected, the 
major line or functional agencies lead the way in 
receipt of most types of aid. No single functional 
group dominates the receipt of a particular type, 
with the possible exception of education in the 
acquisition of loan funds. 

Somewhat surprising are the relatively low 
proportions for highways. One should expect that 



Table IV-9 

State Agency Receipt of Federal Aid and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage of Administrators Heading Agencies with Various Characteristics 
Who Receive Differing Types of Aid or Show High Aid Involvement 

Type of Aid Received High Aid Involvement on: 
Agency Non- Complexity Diversity Dependence 
Characteristics Formula Project Block Contract Matching Loan (3 o r  more types) (4 o r  more sources) (75%+) 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
Medium 
Large 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None 
75%+ 

Federal Aid Dependency 
25% o r  less 
75%+ 

Diversity of Sources 
0 ne 
Five+ 

Complexity of Types 
One  
Five o r  six 

Functional Category 
Stafflfiscal 
Stafflelected 
Education 
Welfare 
Highways 
Health 
Criminal justice 

Total Sample 



100 percent of all "highway" agencies receive 
formula funds. This is not the case, largely because 
"highway" agency heads include not only con- 
ventional highway (construction) units but also 
highway safety coordinators and motor vehicle 
agency directors. 

Dependency, Diversity and Complexity. The pres- 
ence of clear associations persists, when we con- 
sider the measures of aid involvement presented in 
the three right columns of Table IV-9. Of consid- 
erable interest are the relationships of agency 
budget size to the three measures. Size is positively 
related to complexity and diversity but negatively 
linked to dependence. Among the largest agencies 
only a small fraction (5%) relies on Federal funds 
for more than three-fourths of its budget. Among 
the smallest agencies this proportion rises to 
nearly one-fourth (22%). 

The proportions change in the opposite direc- 
tion for the other involvement indicators, such that 
Well over half of the largest agencies receive three 
or more types of aid. Also, one-third of these agen- 
cies obtain Federal funds from four or more differ- 
ent agencies. Indirectly these patterns reveal the 
disappearance of the previously noted association 
between dependence and the other two involve- 
ment measures once the analysis is restricted only 
to those who receive Federal aid. The alteration 
and even reversal of the relationship are shown by 
the two pairs of percentages for the dependency 
Variable under the complexity and diversity col- 
umns. Modest differences occur between the ta- 
bled amounts but they are in the opposite direc- 
tions. In short, among Federal aid recipients de- 
Pendency appears unrelated to aid diversity and 
complexity. On the other hand, diversity and com- 
plexity are sharply and strongly linked (compare 
l2%-84% and 3%-66%). 

The functional category of an agency shows 
Wide and noteworthy differences on the aid in- 
volvement indicators. Only small fractions of the 
Staff and line agencies shown in Table N-9 are 
highly dependent on Federal aid. Two categories 
Of agencies (not shown) reveal high dependence 
On Federal aid. Agencies in the criminal justice 
and "other human resources" categories have, re- 
spectively, 27  percent and 68 percent of their agen- 
cies relying on Federal aid for more than 75 percent 
Of their budgets. 

The three HEW-type agencies of health, educa- 
tion, and welfare lead the way in having the most 

diverse and complex aid involvement. Health is 
especially distinctive, with 83 percent of the 
agency heads indicating receipt of three or more 
types of aid, and over half secure funds from four 
or more sources. Response patterns for the high- 
way category are again exceptional because of their 
low proportions. Here it may be a result of both the 
categorization scheme and the relative simplicity 
of highway aid funding strategies. 

B. Contacts: Explaining 
Intergovernmental l nteractions 

The pattern of personal contacts of inter- 
governmental actors is, as has been noted, a central 
aspect of the system of intergovernmental rela- 
tions. The nature, frequency, and relative em- 
phasis of the contacts of officials with other actors 
in the governmental system established the on- 
going character of intergovernmental relations. 
Here we are concerned with the contacts of state 
agency administrators. The pattern of contacts for 
these officials consists of three components: (I) 
horizontal contacts with other state-level officials, 
and (2) vertical contacts with (a) national and (b] 
local officials. The important features of the pat- 
tern of contacts of these state agency officials then 
include the frequency of contact with various 
types of officials at each level and the relative bal- 
ance or predominance of state-Federal, state- 
state, and state-local contacts. 

The marginal analysis indicated that for the en- 
tire sample of administrators contacts were nearly 
evenly balanced among the three contact "direc- 
tions" and anchored at the state and Federal level 
to functionally specific types of officials. 

This overall picture of the contacts, however, 
may be influenced by a variety of factors, of which 
we will examine two: (1) administrators' personal 
attributes and (2) agency characteristics. In the fol- 
lowing section we explore relationships between 
contact patterns and clusters of administrator at- 
tributes: (a) program perspectives, (b) organiza- 
tional relationships, and (c) careerlposition fea- 
tures. Subsequently we use characteristics of the 
agencies headed by administrators as independent 
variables to explain variations in intergovernmen- 
tal contacts. 

ADMINISTRATOR AlTRlBUTES 

Program Perspectives. The three program per- 
spectives focus aspects of administrators' attitudes 



toward expansion. The first two can be usefully 
examined jointly for a combination of reasons, not 
the least of which is the strong association between 
the two variables. 

Contacts with Federal regional personnel are 
significantly more frequent among state 
administrators - who respond that they would 
like to see a large (1 5% or more) increase in overall 
state programslservices - than they are among 
those administrators wanting no increase in state 
programs. (See Table N-10.) A very similar pat- 
tern holds for the relationship between attitude on 
agency expansion and contacts with regional per- 
sonnel. This greater frequency of contacts with 
regional personnel among expansion-minded ad- 
ministrators suggests the presence of an activist 
dimension present in intergovernmental interac- 
tions, i.e., intergovernmental contacts are pursued 
with high frequencies in attempts to marshal1 sup- 
port or garner influence for expanding agency or 
state programs. 

Contacts with the other national-level adminis- 
trative officials (agency heads, White HouselOMB 
personnel) show that the activism pattern does not 
extend to the upper reaches of the national admin- 
istrative establishment. Relationships between the 
two expansion attitude variables and contacts with 
these other national-level officials is virtually 
non-existent and not statistically significant. 
There is a slight hint, however, that noteworthy 
differences are present in expansionist adminis- 
trators' tendency to contact more frequently the 
members (or their staffs) of the U.S. Congress. The 
most marked differences, however, involve con- 
tacts with the regional personnel, the predominant 
type of official contacted at the national level. 

We might expect that expansion attitudes might 
also show a significant relationship to interstate 
contacts, especially as they involve administrators 
of similar agencies on other states. Administrators 
who desire considerable expansion of state and 
own-agency programs do tend to have more fre- 
quent interstate contacts with administrators of 
similar and other agencies. The differences, how- 
ever, are not dramatic. Expansion attitudes appear 
to be linked to state-level intergovernmental rela- 
tions as well as national-state relations, with 
expansion-minded administrators engaging in 
more frequent contact with Federal regional offi- 
cials and administrators in other states. 

The relationships between the two expansion 

variables and contacts with various local officials 
tend to be in the same direction, although the 
differences are less sharp and unmistakable. At- 
titudes toward agency expansion show negligible 
relationships with local-level contacts and are typ- 
ically statistically insignificant. Contrastingly, at- 
titudes on state expansion are consistently related 
positively to frequency of contact with all types of 
local officials. In this arena of interaction, the two 
expansion items appear to be tapping different as- 
pects of expansion which are differentially rele- 
vant in the state-local context. One possible ex- 
planation for agency expansion "dropping out" 
relates to the purposes for which the contacts are 
pursued. National and interstate contacts may 
occur chiefly in connection with financial and pro- 
fessional support. Those may be lesser considera- 
tions in local level contacts where, instead of rep- 
resenting agency self-interest, the state agency 
head may tend to emphasize the broader concept of 
an increased state "presence." This would fit with 
the continued relationship of state expansion with 
local level contacts. 

The third program perspective, state fiscal re- 
sources as a constraint on agency expansion, might 
be expected to be an influential factor with respect 
to frequency of national-state contacts. If an ad- 
ministrator thinks his state lacks fiscal resources 
and that fact constrains his agency, then a prime 
recourse is to seek Federal aid. Indeed, among 
those who rank this constraint first, those who 
already receive Federal aid are a disproportion- 
ately high percentage. Despite expectations we o b  
serve no important differences in contact rates 
throughout the intergovernmental system between 
the first-ranking and non-ranking groups of agency 
heads. These data fail to support the hypothesis 
that perceived constraints on agency expansion 
influence administrators' intergovernmental con. 
tacts, even though it is attractive to presume that 
such a perceived constraint would lead to in. 
creased efforts to "drum up" support at other levels 
through more frequent contact. Perhaps the rela- 
tionship between state and agency expansion at. 
titudes and contacts generally is not so much due 
to expansion-minded administrators marshalling 
support at other levels, especially nationally. 
Rather, perhaps the relationships arise because 
administrators are doing well, due to their being 
already "connected" in the intergovernmental sy* 
tem, and these links foster only modest inclina- 
tions to "do better." 



Organizational Relationships. A second group of 
factors that may influence the frequency of the 
intergovernmental contacts includes three vari- 
ables that establish the administrators' under- 
standing of his agency's position in the state 
Politicalladministrative structure. These include: 
(1) whether governor or legislature gives a more 
detailed review of the agency's budget request, (21 
the administrator's preference for the governor, 
legislature, or independent commission to control 
the agency, and (3) the administrator's view of the 
degree of client influence on decisions affecting 
the agency. 

Tabulations for only the last of these three vari- 
ables appear in Table N-10. The first two factors 
have at best negligible relationships with the fre- 
quency of administrators' intergovernmental con- 
tacts. The budget review and   referred control var- 
iables are not useful in illuminating agency heads' 
contacts. These state-level political relationships 
and preferences apparently do not prompt ad- 
rninistrators to make external inter level adapta- 
tions. 

The third organizational relationship variable, 
clientele influence, does appear to be a factor in- 
fluencing frequency of contact. The relationships, 
while not dramatically different in percentages, 
are statistically significant and consistent. The 
higher the degree of clientele influence perceived 
by the administrator the more frequent the contacts 
with Federal regional personnel and with remain- 
ing national and other-state officials. Interestingly, 
Perceived clientele influence does not show sig- 
nificant relationships with frequency of contact 
With local officials. This fact is further fragmentary 
evidence that in state-local interactions, power, 
self-interest, and group influence are subordinate 
elements in the perspectives and actions of state 
agency heads. 

The meaning of the association between per- 
ceived clientele influence and national-level con- 
k s  might then be interpreted in several ways. 
Administrators who perceive clientele groups as 
influential may use them.for either support or di- 
rect channeling of national-level requests initiated 
by the state agency. Alternatively, the high degree 
of influence by clientele groups may generate de- 
rnands that require much more intergovernmental 
hteraction to accommodate clientele claims. 
Further, those agency heads who perceive high 
clientele influence may be much the same ones 
&hose experience (contacts) have confirmed the 

interdependent character of the intergovernmental 
system. Clientele groups then become one addi- 
tional important factor to be inserted in the equa- 
tion of intergovernmental problem solving. 

The career background variable of experience in 
Federal or local government is, with one excep- 
tion, a relatively weak factor in relation to fre- 
quency of contacts. Previous FederaUlocal experi- 
ence is not related to frequency of contact with any 
administrative officials - national, state, or local. 
However, previous local or Federal experience is 
related to the frequency of contact with U.S. Rep- 
resentatives and U.S. Senators. Administrators 
with previous national or local government ex- 
perience are more likely than administrators with- 
out such previous experience to contact congres- 
sional officials (or their staffs) on a daily-weekly 
basis. While frequency of contacts with the pre- 
dominantly contacted official at the national 
level (regional personnel) is not influenced by 
prior Federal or local service, the frequency of 
contact with the national policy-making officials 
who are infrequently contacted by state adminis- 
trators is related to such previous experience. Per- 
haps previous other non-state employment 
highlights the importance of non-administrative 
vertical contacts, i.e., stepping outside the implicit 
role in which most professional administrators are 
attuned - of keeping administration separate 
from policy making. The stronger policy and 
political elements suggested by this exceptional 
pattern squares with the earlier finding that clien- 
tele influence is clearly associated with national- 
level contacts, including those with congressional 
sources. 

The nature of the appointment process is consis- 
tently relevant in explaining administrator con- 
tacts. Some relationships are modest in magnitude, 
but they are statistically significant for frequency 
of contact with all national and local officials. The 
relationships are more clear and consistent wher- 
ever elected officials are found, i.e., national, city, 
and county. There is a notable degree of contact 
specialization, with elected state officials more 
likely to contact elected counterparts at the na- 
tional and local levels. There is a hint that this 
specialization operates in reverse fashion for 
agency heads appointed by the governor or under 
civil service regulations. Note the higher rates of 
contact these two groups of administrators have 
with regional personnel and similar agency heads 
in other states. These patterns fit with our common 



Table IV-10 

Intergovernmental Contacts and State Administrator Attributes 

Percentage of  State Agency Heads with Various Characteristics 
Having Daily or Weekly Contact with National, Other State, and Local Officials 

Types of Governmental Officials Contacted 
National Other States 

Administrator 
Attributes 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
I st ranked 
Unranked 

Clientele Influence 
Highest 
None 

Federal or  Local 
Job Experience 

Yes 
No 

Appointment 
Election 
Governor (alone) 

Regional 

43 % 
27 

41 
26 

40 
35 

46 
23 

36 
36 

21 
39 

Board or commission 34 
Civil service 41 

Total Sample 36 

ionai 

12% 
5 

12 
5 

13 
8 

15 
5 

15 
9 

20 
14 

9 
5 

10 

Agency Agency 
Agency Congress- Similar Other 
Heads 

Local 
City County 

Elected Appointed Elected Appointed 



sense notions and other data. They support the 
broader observation that there are selective but SYS- 

tematic patterns present in these intergovernmen- 
tal interactions that appear in spite of the crude 
measurement handles we have on them. 

Generally speaking, administrator attributes are 
of limited and selective utility in explaining pat- 
terns of contacts by state administrators with other 
officials in the intergovernmental system. And 
some of the relationships are intuitively tied to 
agency characteristics. Thus, the relationships of 
state and agency expansionism and client influ- 
ence perceptions to more frequent contact with 
federal regional personnel may reflect a difference 
in orientation resulting from agency features, e.g., 
staff-generalist vs. line-functional. This is espe- 
cially the case for appointment method, which ap- 
Pears as an administrator characteristic. It also in- 
volves agency distinctions in the sense that a 
state's 1egaYadministrative structure prescribes 
certain appointment procedures for roughly simi- 
lar agencies across most states. 

These comments lead to the observation that 
agency characteristics should show more pro- 
nounced and potent patterns in explaining inter- 
governmental interactions. That is, specific fea- 
tures of an agency head's place in the institutional 
structure are expected to disclose more clearly fac- 
tors underlying the development of intergovern- 
mental interactions. The heavy significance of the 
intergovernmental fiscal relations also leads US to 
expect that fiscal and especially Federal aid vari- 
ables would be most relevant. The data summar- 
ized in Table lV-I I bear out several of our expec- 
tations. 

Those results strongly suggest a combination of 
agency characteristics consistently associated 
With greater contact frequency with national offi- 
cials and usually with state and local officials as 
Well. 

Size of agency budget is one of these characteris- 
tics. The heads of larger agencies are markedly 
more likely to have daily or weekly contact with 
national officials of every type. Nearly one-fourth 
of the heads of the largest agencies have daily or 
weekly congressional contacts. The differences are 
less dramatic with respect to local officials, but 
there, too, administrators of larger agencies have 
more frequent contacts. The pattern disappears 

when horizontal (interstate) contacts are consi- 
dered. State boundaries, as we suggest elsewhere, 
are intergovernmental barriers not easily sur- 
mounted. Among the heads of the largest agencies, 
congressional contacts are at a level equal to those 
of an interstate, common-agency character. 

We have already acknowledged that size is 
closely linked to the three Federal aid measures. 
Size may therefore be a substitute or mediating 
variable for the Federal aid variables which we 
expect to exert powerful influences on contacts. 
Our expectations about Federal aid associations 
are confirmed. Some of the most marked contrasts 
in frequency of contact are between the adminis- 
trators of agencies highly dependent on Federal 
aid and those with little or no dependence on Fed- 
eral aid. The extreme case involves contacts with 
key national level officials for these adminis- 
trators, i.e., Federal regional personnel. Nearly 
three-fourths (74%) of the highly dependent ad- 
ministrators contact regional personnel daily or 
weekly, while less than one-fourth (22%) of the 
administrators of agencies totally independent of 
Federal aid make such frequent contacts. A sub- 
sidiary and interesting question would be an effort 
to explain why as many as 22 percent of these 
agency heads have such frequent Federal regional 
contacts but do not receive Federal aid. The pat- 
tern of greater frequency of contact among highly 
dependent agency administrators holds for offi- 
cials at all three levels. 

This suggests an important aspect of the inter- 
governmental interdependency issue. A greater 
degree of fiscal interdependency appears to ac- 
company a more interactive pattern of inter- 
governmental administrative behavior. The direc- 
tion of causation might be raised as an issue. On the 
one hand, administrators make frequent contacts 
as part of a process of trying to generate more 
Federal aid support. The more intergovernmen- 
tally active thus become more successful aid reci- 
pients. On the other hand, it could be argued that 
greater dependence upon Federal aid leads to more 
frequent contacts. The administrator of an agency 
with a large proportion of its budget tied to Federal 
aid must make frequent contacts with Federal offi- 
cials regarding the administration of the funds. 

We suggest that both arguments are probably 
applicable and that the association between Fed- 
eral aid dependency and more frequent inter- 
governmental interaction is a reciprocal one. That 
is, administrators of agencies already linked to an 



Table IV-7 7 

Agency 
Characteristics 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
Medium 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None 
75%+ 

Federal Aid Dependency 
None 
75%+ 

Diversity of Sources 
None 
0 ne 
Seven 

Complexity of Types 
None 
0 ne 
Five 

Functional Category 
Stafflfiscal 
Stafflelected 
Education 
Welfare 
Highways 
Health 

Total Sample 

Types of Governmental Officials Contacted 
National Other States Local 
Agency Congress- Similar Other City County 

Regional Heads ional Agency Agency Elected Appointed Elected Appointed 

Intergovernmental Contacts and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage of Administrators Heading Agencies with Various Characteristics 
Who Have Daily or Weekly Contacts with National, Other State, and Local Officials 



interdependent fiscal system are probably "pulled" 
into a more intensive and continuing interactive 
role. Also, agency heads holding certain pol- 
icy perspectives and heading particular agencies, 
e.g., large ones, are "pushed" into the arena of 
intensive intergovernmental interactions. We 
should also note that these interactions are not 
confined to national-state exchanges. For example, 
aid dependency affects interstate as well as state- 
local contacts. This tends to confirm the inter- 
dependency thesis that intergovernmental rela- 
tions need to be viewed as a closely related set of 
forces that require multipronged problem-solving 
strategies. In the words of ecologist Garrett Hardin, 
"You can never do just one thing." 

The foregoing discussion is also applicable to 
the relationships between diversity and complex- 
ity of the agency's Federal aid on the one hand and 
hequency of intergovernmental contacts on the 
other. That is, diversity and complexity as well as 
dependence on Federal aid are associated with a 
more interactive role by the agency head across the 
entire range of intergovernmental officials, na- 
tional, other state, and local. 

We should mention the two categories of infer- 
ence that may be drawn from the tabled data on 
Federal aid variables and contacts. The first is the 
degree and significance that receipt (as contrasted 
with non-receipt) of Federal aid makes in adminis- 
bator contact patterns. With only a minor excep- 
tion the differences between administrative reci- 
Pients and non-recipients are large and significant. 
Federal aid does make a difference insofar as struc- 
turing intergovernmental contacts for state agency 
heads. But among those who receive Federal aid, is 
there a difference in their contact patterns that 
hinges on the degree or depth of aid involvement? 
Here the data, the differences, and the conclusions 
are less clear. Generally speaking, however, some 
noteworthy differences do persist among aid reci- 
Pients with varying involvement. The most evi- 
dent involve contacts with congressional sources 
and Federal agency heads where greater diversity 
and complexity are associated with higher contact 
rates. 

Two broader observations follow from these 
aid-contact patterns. First, frequent interactions 
With top national policymakers remain the excep- 
tion rather than the rule for state agency heads. 
Second, there is a combination of conditions that 
are conducive to departures from a traditional 
model that emphasizes the separation of adminis- 

tration from the policy-making arena. Indirectly, 
these results could be construed as confirming the 
strong elements of policy making and politics in 
the conduct of intergovernmental programs. 

The agency characteristics contributing to dis- 
tinctive contact patterns have all been fiscal, i.e., 
budget, Federal aid. Another fiscal indicator, ear- 
marked revenue, is not a consistent or significant 
factor in explaining contact patterns. There is a 
slight and significant relationship between ear- 
marked funds and contacts with Federal regional 
personnel, a relationship that is not easy to inter- 
pret. Generally, however, dependence upon ear- 
marked revenue is not associated with inter- 
governmental contacts. Rather, as the previous 
discussion has consistently concluded, the promi- 
nent agency features related to contacts are those 
that establish the agency's position in the Federal 
fiscal domain. 

A further and final agency characteristic is the 
functional category classification. Table IV-1 1 
~rovides  tabulations which suggest that this vari- 
able is generally and significantly related to fre- 
quency of contact with other governmental offi- 
cials. The contact patterns vary somewhat from 
one type of official to another, but the overall pat- 
tern is one that sets the generalist-staff agencies 
apart from the line-functional agencies. For exam- 
ple, the administrators of functional agencies such 
as education, welfare, and highways are more like- 
ly to have frequent contact with Federal regional 
personnel or with U.S. Representatives and Sena- 
tors or their staff than the staff-generalist adminis- 
trators. 

This is consistent with the picket fence concep- 
tualization of intergovernmental relations where 
functional specialist administrators are oriented 
toward vertical contacts, which are functionally 
and professionally focused and which cut across 
governmental levels. Generalist or staff adminis- 
trators are less oriented toward vertical contacts 
because of their concentration of concerns within 
their own governmental jurisdiction. To the extent 
that the generalist state administrator emphasizes 
vertical contacts, they will be vertical "down" - 
i.e., contacts with local officials in the state. Over- 

all, the interactions of the generalist agency ad- 
ministrator are not conditioned by or anchored to 
autonomous professional groups that span gov- 
ernmental jurisdictions. 

The functional or professional feature varies 
with the type of official to be contacted. Local 



school officials, for example, are the most frequent 
contact points for educational agency adminis- 
trators. Education is a potent professional base 
around which strong and specialized official link- 
ages exist and where other professional types are 
almost totally irrelevant. Staff-generalist adminis- 
trators, while much less involved than education 
agency heads, are more likely than other adminis- 
trators to have frequent contact with school offi- 
cials. 

In contacts with city and county officials, 
whether elected or appointed, two types of agency 
heads have the highest contact rates, highway and 
staff-elected officials. The prominence and exten- 
siveness of the highway administrators are under- 
standable given the ubiquitous nature of road- 
related functions in cities, counties, and the states. 
Less immediately explicable are the daily-weekly 
contact rates for the elected-staff administrators of 
31 percent to 51 percent with local officials. When 
we recognize and emphasize that these are elected 
agency heads, their heavy local orientations be- 
come more understandable. Not only are they pur- 
suing the programs of their respective agencies but 
they are actively cultivating their actual and poten- 
tial electoral constituencies. 

At least three themes appear to be most promi- 
nent in  understanding the patterns of inter- 
governmental interaction as they are exposed to 
examination with agency variables. First, Federal 
aid receipt patterns exert a strong patterning influ- 
ence on the frequency of state agency heads' con- 
tacts with virtually all other intergovernmental ac- 
tors. Second, policy and political forces appear to 
enter and help explain several distinctive patterns 
of state-national and state-local contacts. Third, 
the broad distinction between staff-generalist and 
line-functional officials provides an additional 
and provisional basis for sorting out and compre- 
hending the regularities in intergovernmental con- 
tacts. 

C. State-Local Issues 

As indicated in the analysis in Part I, the overall 
tenor of responses to these state-local issues is one 
of preference for a more predominant state role 
with respect to local government and particularly 
to urban problems. About three-fourths of the 
agency heads concurred on increased urban in- 
volvement, and majorities expressed agreement on 
three specific state-local policy items of increased 
state financial assistance, state property tax relief, 

and state setting of performance standards. Only 
on the question of giving increased power to re- 
gional grant review agencies was there less than a 
majority in agreement. What administrator attri- 
butes and agency characteristics contribute to an 
understanding of the variation in responses to 
these five items by state administrators? 

ADMINISTRATOR ATTRIBUTES 

Programmatic Perspectives: Expansionism. There 
is one illuminating feature about the pattern of 
relationships between the state administrator's 
programmatic perspectives and views on state- 
local issues. (See Table IV-12.) None of the pro- 
gram perspectives on expansionism are related to 
responses on increased state involvement in urban 
problems. One might expect that administrators 
wanting the most overall state (or agency) program 
expansion would be more likely to favor increased 
state involvement in urban problems. The reverse 
expectation might apply for administrators who 
highly rank the lack of state fiscal resources as a 
constraint on their agency. These may be less 
likely to favor increased state involvement in 
urban problems, because that involvement would 
be an additional claim upon already limited re- 
sources as perceived by the agency head. These 
expectations are not substantially supported by the 
data. There are slight percentage point differences 
within the relevant pairs of proportions in Table 
IV-12, but these do not approach statistical signifi- 
cance, and in the case of resource constraints, the 
difference is in a direction opposite to the one we 
hypothesized. 

One potential reason for the absence of relation- 
ships lies in the skewed distribution of responses 
to increased state involvement in urban problems. 
The.overwhelming agreement by agency heads on 
this item suggests that it might be called a "red 
flag" issue for state administrators. One result of 
recent and heavy criticisms of state government for 
failing to lead in solving urban problems may be 
"knee jerk" reaction from state administrators. 
They may be responding in an unthinking and 
automatic fashion to this item as a conditioned re- 
flex against state-leveled criticisms. A further 
factor contributing to explanatory as well as inter- 
pretative understanding of this item is its gener- 
ality. Neither the nature of state involvement nor 
the character of the urban problems is specified. 
These conditions allow for wide ranging subjectiv- 
ity on the part of respondents. 



Table IV-12 

State-Local Issues and State Administrator Attributes 

Percentage o f  State Agency Heads wi th Various Characteristics 
Expressing Agreement o n  State-Local Issue Statements 

State-Local Issue 

Administrator 
Attributes 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
1st ranked 
Unran ked 

Budget Review 
Governor 
Legislature 

Preferred Control 
Governor 
Legislature 
Independent 

commission 

Clientele Influence 
Highest 
None 

Federal o r  Local 
Job Experience 

Yes 
No 

Appointment 
Election 
Governor 
Board or commission 
Civil service 

Total Sample 

More State Provide Provide Strict State More Power t o  
involvement in Increased Property Performance Regional Grant 

Urban Problems State Aid Tax Relief Standards Review Agencies 



Less generality and potential ambiguity are pre- 
sent in the issue of increased state aid to local 
governments. For this specific issue, adminis- 
trators who are pro-expansion at both state and 
own-agency levels are markedly more likely than 
administrators wanting no expansion to favor in- 
creased state aid to local units. Administrators' 
views on lack of state fiscal resources as an agency 
constraint are unrelated to this item, despite the 
fact that increased state aid to local units more 
explicitly involves the type of financial commit- 
ment that administrators constrained by lack of 
fiscal resources might be expected to oppose. The 
slight difference here (and for property tax relief) is 
the reverse of our expectations. The noteworthy 
associations between the two expansion variables 
and increased state aid lend support to our de- 
veloping notion that an activist, assertive outlook 
by state agency heads may be an underlying di- 
mension that structures their views on inter- 
governmental issues. 

This activism component is not, however, sup- 
ported by tabulations on the property tax relief 
item. The differences within the paired percent- 
ages are inconsequential. Apparently the role of 
the state in providing additional property tax relief 
is either not part of the spectrum of inter- 
governmental issues associated with activism at- 
titudes, or else other variables are affecting the ex- 
pected relationship. The latter circumstance could 
be important. The responding administrators come 
from states with widely differing property tax 
levels, and these state-type features (or "facts") 
could have an important bearing on adminis- 
trators' views in the different states. We should 
also note that such state-specific effects could be 
present and affect the state aid item. If, for example, 
we looked only at administrators from states that 
were low in state aid, we might find the pro- 
nounced expansion-aid link even more dramatic. 

Further encouragement for the expansion! 
activism attitude component is provided by the 
last two state-local issues, performance standards 
and powers of regional review agencies. In three 
out of the four pairs of percentages the numerical 
differences are at or exceed ten percentage points. 
Administrators desiring the greatest expansion are 
most in agreement with the imposition of strict 
state performance standards for local government 
services. These same pro-active agency heads are 
also in greater agreement with the granting of in- 
creased authority to regional agencies to review 

applications for Federal grants. For both of these 
items the resource constraint variable does not dis- 
close significant differences. 

It is useful to speculate at least briefly on the 
reasons why the agency and state expansionism 
variables explain differences on the state aid, per- 
formance standards, and regional review items but 
are not related to the urban problems and property 
tax relief issues insofar as we have examined them. 
One criterion that divides the five issues into these 
two groups is one of administrative or organiza- 
tional relevance. The three items related to expan- 
sionism have fairly direct implications for state 
administrators and their agencies. The two non- 
related items have, we submit, only general and at 
best indirect links to issues that state agency heads 
customarily confront. We are suggesting, in effect, 
that there may be at least two levels of issues in- 
volving state-local relations, general and opera- 
tional, and that agency heads' attitudes contribute 
best to our understanding the latter. 

Organizational Perspectives. Three aspects of the 
organizational relationships of the agency heads 
were examined for the contributions they might 
make to an understanding of views on state-local 
issues. Not unexpectedly, there is little to be 
gained from these state-level influence perspec- 
tives. The administrator's view of whether governor 
or legislature gives more detailed agency budget 
review, his preferences as to institutional control 
over the agency, and perceptions of degree of client 
influence on the agency are, with few exceptions, 
not associated with administrator attitudes on any 
of the state-local issues. 

CareerlPosition Attributes. Federal-local gov- 
ernmental experience and appointment method 
are the final administrator attributes explored in 
this analysis of state-local issues. The paired per- 
centages for non-state governmental experience 
show a significant difference only on the property 
tax relief issue. Administrators with such job ex- 
perience (which tends to be heavily local) are more 
likely to agree with the need for state action to 
provide tax relief. Intergovernmental job experi- 
ence adds virtually nothing to our search for an 
understanding of administrators' views on state- 
local issues. 

Appointment method, elsewhere a recognized 
element in aid receipt and contacts, contributes 
little to our purchase on this set of dependable 



variables. There are distinct percentage-point dif- 
ferences within the two sets of proportions on the 
tax relief and performance standards issues. Curi- 
ously, the elected and civil service agency heads 
are in highest and closest agreement on property 
tax relief. When it comes to strict performance 
standards, however, these two groups are farthest 
apart. Two-thirds of the civil servants favor strict 

standards; about half of the elected administrators 
take the same position. Elected administrators' 
sensitivity to a "popular" issue like tax relief and 
their caution regarding a potentially volatile issue 
such as "strict performance standards" come 
through noticeably despite the crudeness of our 
methods and measurements. This mini-finding 
does not blunt the broad conclusion concerning 

Table IV-13 

State-Local Issues and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage o f  Administrators Heading Agencies wi th Various Characteristics 
Expressing Agreement with State-Local lssue Statements 

State-Local lssue 

Agency 
Characteristics 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
Medium 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None 
75% + 

Federal Aid Dependency 
None 
75% + 

Diversity o f  Sources 
None 
One 
Seven 

Complexity o f  Types 
None 
0 ne 
Five 

Functional Category 
Stafflfiscal 
Stafftelected 
Education 
Welfare 
Highways 
Health 

More State Provide Provide Strict State More Power t o  
involvement in Increased Property Performance Regional Grant 

Urban Problems State Aid Tax Relief Standards Review Agencies 

Total Sample 



the range of administrator attributes and state-local 
issues examined here. The former group of inde- 
pendent variables lends precious little to our as- 
sessment of administrators' views on this group of 
state-local issues. 

AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS 

Initial inspection of the first two agency vari- 
ables in Table N-13 does not increase our op- 
timism about achieving improved insights. 
Neither agency budget size nor earmarked revenue 
discloses promising leads for explaining adminis- 
trator opinions on state-local issues. 

Federal Aid Involvement. But the three character- 
istics that directly measure aspects of the agency's 
involvement in the Federal aid system are signifi- 
cant for some of the state-local issues. Our discus- 
sion of intergovernmental contacts noted that de- 
pendence and complexity are all part of a more 
general dimension having to do with the degree of 
involvement of the agency in fiscal interdepen- 
dencies. 

That same dimension appears to be a relevant 
consideration here. For example, increasing the 
state's involvement in solving urban problems is 
widely supported. Nevertheless, administrators of 
agencies more highly dependent upon Federal aid, 
and with greater diversity or complexity of Federal 
aid receipt, are even more likely to favor increasing 
state involvement in urban problems. Proportions 
favorable among the most highly involved, aided 
administrators approach or exceed nine out of ten. 

A similar pattern with even more pronounced 
differences holds for the specific issue of increased 
state aid to local governments. Administrators 
more deeply connected in the Federal aid matrix 
are much more likely to favor increased state aid to 
local units. About half of the non-involved or least 
involved administrators favor increased state aid. 
Among agency heads most involved with Federal 
aid two-thirds to four-fifths concur with the need 
for more state aid. 

These findings point to the possible presence of 
an interdependency dimension as a factor condi- 
tioning attitudes on these issues. Apparently ad- 
ministrators of agencies which are more highly 
enmeshed in fiscal interdependencies with the na- 
tional government are more likely to view the need 
for similar interdependencies between the state 
and local levels, as indicated by responses favoring 

state-local policy suggestions that broadly imply, 
or more specifically propose, such state-local in- 
terdependencies. 

If interdependency is present as an attitude di- 
mension, we would expect patterns to appear on 
the property tax relief issue, another manifestation 
of-state-local fiscal interdependency. The relation- 
ships tend to confirm our expectations, although 
they are not as sharp and clear as anticipated. The 
administrators of the more dependent agencies 
and those heading ones with diverse or complex 
aid receipt characteristics are uniformly more 
likely to favor property tax relief. 

The issue of state performance standards for 
local government is of a somewhat different 
character. It deals less or not at all with fiscal inter- 
dependency between state and local levels. Rather, 
the issue, as noted earlier, focuses more on ad- 
ministrative and regulatory considerations. We 
might still expect the broad dimension of inter- 
dependency to apply. That is, administrators of 
agencies highly involved in national-state fiscal 
interdependencies would be more oriented toward 
state-local interdependence, fiscal or otherwise. 
However, there is little evidence to support the 
extension of the interdependency dime6sion 
beyond the fiscal domain. The three federal aid 
measures are not clearly and consistently associ- 
ated with the performance standards variables. 

Nor, for that matter, do the Federal aid indicators 
provide much explanation for variation in views 
on the power of regional review agencies. We had a 
rationale supporting expected relationships on the 
grounds of interdependency. The regional grant 
review system relies on the notion of rationality in 
concerted intergovernmental action. Support for 
more power in the hands of regional grant review 
agencies would be a logical part of an orientation 
that stresses intergovernmental interdependen- 
cies. We, therefore, expect that characteristics : 
which identify the agency as more highly involved 
in fiscal interdependencies would be related to 
administrator support for the regional grant review 
issue. Only percentages for the complexity vari- 
able are sufficiently different to lend empirical 
support to our expectations, although the slight 
differences on dependency and diversity do run in 
the expected direction. In short, our hypothesis 
about intergovernmental interdependency both 
springs from and seems largely confined to the 
fiscal realm. 



Functional Category. The functional classification 
of the agency tabulated by the various state-local 
issues provides the basis for several observations. 
For most issues the broad distinction between 
hnctional agency heads and generalist adminis- 
h t o r s  is fairly clear. The generalist agency ad- 
ministrators are less likely than functional ad- 
ministrators in health, education, and welfare to 
favor property tax relief, increased state aid to local 
government, performance standards, and even in- 
creased state involvement in urban problems. 
Highway agency heads are a conspicuous excep- 
tion, however. 

Earlier we concluded that generalist adminis- 
hators, especially elected ones, were more in- 
volved with state and local contacts, while func- 
tional specialists were more oriented toward the 
vertical functional patterns of national and local 
contacts. It seems surprising, therefore, that 
generalists should be less supportive of issues 
which suggest a greater state role vis-a-vis local 
units. Greater support for state action among some 
functional administrators might be explained in 
two ways. 

First, certain functional specialists are much 
more involved with Federal aid than generalists. 
The interdependency argument would be relevant 
here. Functional administrators highly enmeshed 
in Federal-state fiscal interdependencies may be 
more convinced of the utility of increased state- 
local interdependence as measured by affirmative 
responses on these fiscal and non-fiscal issues. 
Second, the higher local-level contacts of the func- 
tional administrators with appointed local offi- 
cials may provide interaction and information 
channels that are more persuasive to the functional 
administrators than to the generalist agency heads. 
Functional specialists would therefore be more 
convinced of the need for state action and respond 
accordingly. Third, the functional agency heads 
are among those less committed to state govern- 
ment as a distinct governmental entity when con- 
hasted with the state orientation of the generalists. 
To the extent that these differing mind sets or 
orientations apply, we might expect the functional 
types to be least concerned about committing the 
state to more local-level involvement (i.e., more in 
agreement on the state-local issues) and the 
generalists most cautious about committing (or 
over committing) the state to increased local 
Bations. 

We should hasten to acknowledge that none of 

the above interpretations apply to or help explain 
why highway agency heads are so exceptional in 
their views on state-local issues. Almost without 
exception they present, as a group, the most "con- 
servative" stance on increased state involvement. 
They are even less inclined to support state action 
than the generalist administrators. The forces con- 
tributing to highway administrators' distinctive 
views are not easily discerned. It would be easy, 
too easy, to explain them by reference to profes- 
sionalism, protectionism, and indifference to 
intergovernmental affairs. More thought and 
analysis are needed to untangle the reasons for this 
unusual attitude set by a specific (but not singular) 
grouping of functional agency heads. 

Our search for a clear understanding of the bases 
of administrators' views on state-local issues has 
not been especially fruitful. Selected independent 
variables such as Federal aid involvement are 
linked to state-local fiscal issues. The functional 
categorization of agencies highlights some attitude 
differences between functional and generalist 
administrators. But there appears to be no consis- 
tent set of independent variables that contributes 
to understanding agency heads' views on the full 
range (of only five) issues we have examined here. 

0. State-National Issues: Authority 
Relationships and Federal Aid Issues 

The shift from state-local issues to those involv- 
ing state-national relationships provides us with a 
much broader range of policy variables on which to 
focus attention. The issues fall into the two group- 
ings of state-national authority relationships and 
Federal aid issues. Within the latter category is a 
subset of three items centering on administrators' 
views on the funding levels of categorical grants, 
block grants, and general revenue sharing. The 
standard sets of independent variables grouped by 
administrator and agency characteristics will be 
explored across the full range of 11 state-national 
issue variables. 

ADMINISTRATOR Al lRlBUTES 

State-National Authority Issues. We noted in 
Part I that state agency heads are overwhelmingly 
in favor of channeling national-local contacts 
through the state. Agreement with channeling im- 
plies a view that the state's role is an important or 
central one in the U.S. federal system. 



Program perspectives. To the extent that a key 
state role is implied by the channeling issue, we 
might expect administrator attitudes on expan- 
sionism to be positively related to pro-channeling 
responses. Expansion of state and agency pro- 
grams also implies view of state prominence, if not 
predominance, in the intergovernmental system. A 
weak relationship does, in fact, appear for the state 

expansion variable but not for agency expansion. 
Administrators favoring overall state program ex- 
pansion are more likely to agree with state chan- 
neling of national-local relations. (See Table N- 
14.) Perceptions of lack of state fiscal resources as 
an agency constraint are not associated with the 
channeling item, however. Variable support for 
channeling contacts through the state is appar- 

Table IV-14 

State-National Authority Relationships and Administrator Attributes 

Percentage of  State Agency Heads with Various Characteristics 
Expressing Agreement with State-National lssue Statements 

State-National lssue 

Administrator 
Attributes 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
I st ranked 
Unranked 

Preferred Control 
Governor 
Legislature 
Independent commission 

Clientele Influence 
Highest 
None 

Federal or  Local 
Job Experience 

Yes 
No 

Appointment 
Election 
Governor 
Board or commission 
Civil service 

Total Sample 

Channel 
National 

Local Contacts 
Thru the State 

Greater 
Decentralization 

to  the States 

Strict 
National Assignment (or 

Performance Separation) vs. 
Standards Sharing Programs 



ently viewed more as a matter of general principle 
rather than as a strategy that arises from own- 
agency aggrandizement. If state expansion per- 
spectives are associated with channeling of re- 
lationships, then pro-decentralization views 
might also be related to a constellation of agency 
and state expansion perspectives. 

There is a relationship between state expansion 
Perspectives and decentralization. Surprisingly, 
however, the relationship, while slight, runs in the 
opposite direction from what might be presumed. 
Administrators wanting the most increase in state 
Programs are more likely to disagree with in- 
creased decentralization. Expansionist attitudes, 
while associated with attitudes reflecting a more 
key role for the state in the intergovernmental sys- 
tem, do not imply expansion that usurps or takes 
over existing Federal activities or authority. As 
noted and discussed later, expansionist attitudes 
and views involving a more active role generally 
do not necessarily accompany a critical attitude 
toward the Federal authority or Federal aid rela- 
tionships. To some extent the reverse appears to be 
true; i.e., activist, expansionist, pro-state attitudes 
suggest substantial recognition of Federal con- 
tributions and a more favorable attitude toward 
significant state-national linkages. 

We should note that agency expansion views are 
not associated with attitudes on decentralization. 
Attitudes on agency expansion may be condi- 
tioned by at least two elements potentially at odds 
with each other. On the one hand, agency expan- 
sion might be, as suggested earlier, one component 
of a larger outlook on the critical role of the state 
generally. In this respect it would not be linked 
to a zero-sum perspective on expanding one's own 
agency at the expense of other state agencies or the 
national government. On the other hand, an expan- 
sionist attitude toward agency programs may re- 
flect narrow, agency-centered, functional aggran- 
dizement separate from notions of a broader state 
role. The latter aspect of agency expansion would 
be tied to attitudes and assumptions about maxi- 
mizing agency interests in the existing intergov- 
ernmental system. These two conflicting interpre- 
tations of the agency expansion attitude may 
cancel each other out on an issue like decentraliza- 
tion. Consequently, no clear relationship between 
agency expansion views and greater decentrali- 
zation (or other state-national issue) emerges. 

Not only are the components of agency expan- 
sion uncertain but, as indicated in Part I, the mean- 

ing of decentralization for administrators is by no 
means settled. In the context of widespread sup- 
port for decentralization from the national gov- 
ernment to the states, it appears inconsistent that 
more administrators would agree than disagree 
with strict national performance standards. The 
relationship between state expansion attitudes and 
performance standards clarifies and suggests an 
answer to that apparent inconsistency. Adminis- 
trators who want no increase in overall state pro- 
grams are more likely than pro-expansionists to 
favor national performance standards. (See Table 
IV-14 .) National performance standards are not 
viewed as interfering national devices or imposi- 
tions upon state autonomy or prerogatives by a 
majority of those administrators who exhibit ac- 
tivist, expansionist attitudes. We might speculate 
that national performance standards are viewed by 
expansionist state administrators as having po- 
tentials for increasing state participation in the 
intergovernmental system. 

These speculations are reinforced by the rela- 
tionship that appears between attitude on expan- 
sion of state programs and the separation rather 
than sharing of programs. On this issue adminis- 
trators who prefer little or no increase in state pro- 
grams overall are more likely than the pro- 
expansionists to favor the assignment (separation) 
of programs to one level or the other rather than 
sharing. Administrators desiring greater increases 
in state programs are more likely to disagree with 
the philosophy of sorting out programs. 

- 
~dd i t i ona l  evidence supporting the state pro- 

activism and pro-national attitude convergence 
surfaces in the agency expansion variable. Rela- 
tionships of this variable to the performance stan- 
dards and assignment variables are consistent with 
the line of argument advanced above. There is even 
a significant positive association between agency 
expansion and preference for strict national per- 
formance standards. We might also add that the 
resource constraint variable in relation to the four 
dependent variables reveals differences that are 
consistent with the other expansion variables, al- 
though none of the associations are significant. 
There appears to be a constellation of expansionist, 
pro-state views linked with a greater recognition of 
closer, tighter, interdependent intergovernmental 
relations. 

Organizational relationships. Are adminis- 
trators' perceptions of important state-level or- 



ganizational relationships associated with state- 
national authority issues? We might expect that 
administrators' perceptions of control and influ- 
ence relationships would be relevant to these in- 
tergovernmental issues. Our anticipations are not 
clearly or consistently fulfilled. 

The relationships involving governorllegislator 
review of budget requests are insignificant and 
insufficient to warrant presentation. The two vari- 
ables of preferred control and clientele influence 
show interesting but isolated associations. Ad- 
ministrators who prefer gubernatorial control are 
more inclined to favor decentralization and less 
inclined to agree with the need for strict national 
standards. These relationships suggest that guber- 
natoiially oriented administrators are more likely 
to exhibit the pro-state attribute features described 
above. However, these administrators do not 
exhibit other features developed throughout the 
previous analysis. The tendency to support in- 
creased linkages of interdependencies with the 
Federal government does not emerge. A reversal of 
outlooks in fact appears, and these governor- 
oriented administrators express views that are not 
compatible with pro-national and interdepen- 
dency orientations. Similarly, administrators per- 
ceiving high clientele influence on their agency 
are also less inclined to support national perfor- 
mance standards. Apparently, administrators' 
views, of organizational relationship in their states 
do not tap the same cluster of attitudes observed 
previously. Not surprisingly, there appears to be a 
more state-protective or defensive stance that 
creeps into attitude patterns elucidated by these 
state-level independent variables. 

The two administrator attributes of job experi- 
ence and appointment method are questionable 
factors influencing attitudes on state-national au- 
thority relationships. We might again expect iso- 
lated or singular relational patterns to appear. 
However, not even selected and noteworthy differ- 
ences stand out. Perhaps the one feature deserving 
comment is the fact that civil service appointed 
agency heads are the highest group favoring chan- 
neling national-local contacts and also most pref- 
erential toward assigning or separating programs. 
There appears to be a tinge of agency self-interest 
in these predominant response patterns. 

This analysis of administrator characteristics 
and attitudes on state-national authority relation- 
ships indicates the presence of support for a more 
predominant state role combined with a cluster of 

attitudes which emphasize national-state inter- 
dependencies rather than a usurping version of 
decentralization. However, other relationships 
suggest another dimension to the pro-state attitude 
which emphasizes state versus national concerns. 

Federal Aid Issues. The most distinctive feature 
of relationships between Federal aid issues and 
administrator attributes is the extent to which 
these relationships extend and support patterns 
identified in the analysis of Federal-state authority 
relations. (See Table N-15.) 

Program perspectives. Two Federal aid issues, 
skewing and national interference, implicitly 
involve objectionable effects of Federal aid. These 
offer major opportunities for state-prerogative 
supports to express stronger anti-national senti- 
ments. Instead, all three programmatic perspec- 
tives linked to expansionism are negatively associ- 
ated with interference-oriented views. Pro-state 
expansionists are less inclined to see Federal aid 
as interfering in state affairs. Furthermore, there 
are no significant associations between the pro- 
gram variables and views that Federal aid unbal- 
ances state programs. Critical attitudes toward 
Federal interference, while preponderant for ad- 
ministrators overall, are more pronounced among 
anti-expansionist administrators. 

We would like to obtain a complementary result 
by finding a positive relationship between one or 
more program perspectives and an implicitly posi- 
tive feature of Federal aid, i.e., its stimulative effect 
on state programs. We are not rewarded in our 
search, since there are no significant links between 
higher expansion inclinations and agreement that 
Federal aid does stimulate state programs and ser- 
vices. 

The foregoing discussion also leads us to expect 
a relationship between the program perspectives 
and views on channeling Federal aid to local units 
through the states. It suggests that pro-expansion 
administrators are more likely than the others to 
favor channeling Federal aid through the states. 
The differences within the paired percentages are 
in the expected direction, but only overall state 
expansion shows a significant difference. This 
positive relationship between state expansion and 
channeling, together with pro-state prerogatives it 
implies, is not necessarily anti-national. It seems 
more likely that the sentiments are part of the at- 
titude complex that also includes support for more 
national-state interdependency. Support for Fed- 



Table lV-15 

Federal Aid Issues and State Administrator Attributes 

Percentage of State Agency Heads with Various Characteristics 
Responding "Yes" or  '700 Little" on  Federal Aid Issues 

Administrator 
Attributes 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
I st ranked 
Unran ked 

Preferred Control 
Governor 
Legislature 
Independent commission 

Clientele Influence 
Highest 
None 

Federal or  Local 
Job Experience 

Yes 
No 

Appointment 
Election 
Governor 
Board or commission 
Civil service 

Total Sample 

Federal Aid Issues 
Channel Aid Aid Aid Skews Aid Leads Funding Level too Little for: 

to  Local Stimulates or to  Cate- General 
Government State Unbalances National gorical Block Revenue 
Thru State Programs State Programs Interference Grants Grants Sharing 



era1 aid channeling viewed in this context is less a 
manifestation of disfavor with the Federal role 
than it is a desire for increased cooperation be- 
tween Federal and state governments on aid ques- 
tions. (Later, however, we suggest in a different 
context, that there are negative connotations to the 
aid channeling issue such that a state versus na- 
tional posture is present.) 

Our observations about program perspectives 
and aid issues carry over into the analysis of the 
relationships between the program perspectives 
and the adequacy of funding levels for each of the 
major Federal funding strategies-categorical 
grants, block grants, and general revenue sharing. 
For these three items more than any others pro- 
expansionist views and support for more Federal- 
state interdependency (in the form of higher levels 
of funding) are clearest. Administrators desiring 
the greatest increases in state or agency programs 
are far more likely than other administrators to see 
existing funding levels as too little for both 
categorical grants and block grants. For general 
revenue sharing the differences are greatly re- 
duced. (Among non-expansionist administrators 
nearly a majority feels that the funding level of 
categorical grants is already too much.) Adminis- 
trators most concerned about the lack of state fiscal 
resources as a constraint on agency expansion are 
also more likely than other administrators to see 
funding levels as too little for all three aids. The 
absence of large and clearcut differences for rev- 
enue sharing may arise from the comparative 
novelty of this funding strategy. It may be that state 
administrators' attitudes have not yet solidified 
with respect to GRS. 

Organizational relationships. As we consider 
the impact of organizational relationships upon 
Federal aid attitudes, it is important to recall the 
distinction developed in our analysis of state- 
national authority relationships. We found that 
pro-state expansionism was associated not with 
opposition toward Federal influence but with a 
more positive view of Federal-state linkages. Simi- 
larly, our analysis of the Federal aid issues dis- 
closed that pro-state expansionism is associated 
with less negative (or more positive) views of Fed- 
eral aid. 

But organizational variables were related to the 
state-national authority issues in a way that sug- 
gested the presence of pro-state attitudes associ- 
ated with avoidance of Federal-state interdepen- 

dencies and with more negative views of national 
activity. That type of pro-state orientation emerged 
from the views of administrators who prefer 
gubernatorial control and who are presumably 
oriented chiefly toward horizontal state-level con- 
cerns. These "governors' men" are contrasted with 
administrators preferring legislative or indepen- 
dent commission control, and who are the more 
autonomous administrators oriented mainly to- 
ward program-based links between the state and 
national levels. 

A similar set of patterns emerges here in the 
analysis of Federal aid issues. Administrators who 
prefer gubernatorial control are more likely than 
those preferring legislative or independent com- 
mission control to perceive Federal interference or 
skewing effects. In other words, the gubernato- 
rially oriented administrators, who we have 
hypothesized to represent a more generalist state 
orientation, are more likely to see negative effects 
from Federal aid. They are also the most inclined to 
support channeling Federal aid through the states 
than are the other administrators. In this instance 
the channeling issue appears to have a negative, 
anti-Federal aid connotation for some adminis- 
trators. 

This association between gubernatorial orienta- 
tion and distinctive views toward Federal aid per- 
sists with respect to the adequacy of the funding 
levels for the three major Federal aid strategies. 
The governors' men are lowest in support of 
categorical grants and the group most favorable to 
block grants and general revenue sharing. In these 
latter two aid strategies, these pro-state-focused 
administrators find greater compatibility between 
Federal policies allowing state discretion and their 
own views that harbor substantial doubts about 
Federal wisdom in the Federal aid field. 

These findings are consistent with our 
hypothesis that the institutional preference vari- 
able is part of an underlying state-oriented dimen- 
sion that is interlaced with the generalist versus 
functional specialist orientations. Administrators 
who are part of the generalist, gubernatorially ori- 
ented, pro-state complex are most likely to favor 
approaches like block grants and GRS that mini- 
mize or undercut the specialists' vertical relation- 
ships and replace them with state-oriented gen- 
eral interests. The two administrator attributes are 
significantly related to only a few of the Federal 
aid issues and usually the relationships are very 
weak. There are, however, fragmentary indications 



to support and extend the immediately preceding 
discussion. For example, administrators ap- 
pointed by the governor are more likely than any 
other type to perceive Federal interference and to 
favor channeling of Federal aid through the states. 
And guberna t~r ia l l~  appointed administrators are 
less likely than board or civil service-appointed 
administrators to want more funding of categorical 
grants. The other "generalist" officials, i.e., 
elected, are also least favorable toward categorical 
grants and most favorable to GRS. It again appears 
that orientation toward the governor, here based on 
appointment rather than control preference, in- 
volves a state generalist orientation that disposes 
administrators toward more critical views of Fed- 
eral aid implications. This is especially true of the 
type of Federal aid that emphasizes vertical con- 
nections at the expense of horizontal linkages. 

AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS 

State-~ational Authority Relationships. Our 
analysis of administrator attributes and state- 
national authority issues yielded a dual perspec- 
tive. On the one hand, state and/or agency expan- 
sionism and occasionally perceptions of resource 
constraints were associated with pro-state ac- 
tivism, e.g., channeling; but those attitudes were 
accompanied by views less negative toward Fed- 
eral actions and more favorable toward increased 
state-national linkages. This attitudinal con- 
vergence might be termed the active-positive 
orientation. On the other hand, we also found ad- 
ministrators with gubernatorial links who are 
oriented to state-level concerns but are somewhat 
more negative toward Federal activity and inter- 
dependencies. This attitude orientation might be 
identified as active-negative. 

Our expectations about the relationships be- 
tween agency characteristics and state-national is- 
sues are conditioned by the dual orientations that 
have emerged so far. We hypothesize, for example, 
that the active-positive view of Federal-state rela- 
tions would be mirrored in relationships between 
agency characteristics and the state-national au- 
thority items. More specifically, we would expect 
administrators heading agencies highly embedded 
in the interdependencies of Federal aid would tend 
to view state-national authority relationships from 
an active-positive perspective. That is, they would 
be more favorable to state channeling and other 
features of an expanded state role but also more 

inclined toward national-state interdependence as 
indicated by favoring national standards and the 
sharing rather than separation of programs. 

A fair amount of evidence supports these expec- 
tations. (See Table IV-16 .) Administrators of 
larger agencies are more favorable to channeling 
and to national performance standards. Addition- 
ally, administrators of agencies scoring higher on 
Federal aid dependency, diversity, and complexity 
are more favorable on both the channeling and 
standards issues. The chief differences, however, 
are between those who do and do not receive Fed- 
eral aid. Yet the most marked differences appear on 
the separation-sharing issue. The greater the 
agency involvement with Federal aid, the less in- 
clined are those administrators to concur with as- 
signing or separating programs among levels. 
These agency heads are, in effect, endorsing the 
sharing concept of interlevel cooperation in the 
provision of public services. The interdependen- 
cies of Federal aid arrangements appear to influ- 
ence the administrator's attitude toward preferring 
program sharing and increased intergovernmental 
linkages over the assignment and sorting out of 
functions. 

Interestingly, none of the Federal aid agency 
characteristics are significantly related to the de- 
centralization item. The pattern established so far 
by the active-positive orientation suggests that 
administrators of the aid-involved agencies would 
be less likely to support decentralization. But no 
clear pattern emerges. This may be a continued 
reflection of the ambiguity of the decentralization 
issue. As noted previously, decentralization can 
have both "positive" and "negative" connotations. 
It may imply a movement away from or desire to 
cut down on national government activity. On the 
other hand, it may convey the positive ''building 
up" of state (or local) capacities to achieve more 
effective cooperation and interaction with the na- 
tional level. Our so-called active-positive orienta- 
tion would be consistent with the latter interpre- 
tation but not the former. These conflicting 
possibilities make it more understandable that 
responses to the decentralization item are not 
clearly related to any of the agency characteristics 
in Table IV-16. 

Previous analysis has suggested that the func- 
tional category of the administrator's agency might 
be associated with authority issues in ways com- 
plementary to the arguments advanced above. That 
is, administrators of functionally specialized, pro- 



fessionally dominated agencies would respond in emerge. There is a tendency, for example, for ap- 
patterns representative of the active-positive orien- pointed and elected staff administrators 
tation. Administrators of generalist agencies (generalists) to be more favorable toward the as- 
would be most likely to give active-negative re- signment rather than the sharing of programs. 
sponse and association patterns. The data here are These response differences suggest an initial fit in 
very mixed and consistent patterns do not clearly the active-negative syndrome, but there are few or 

Table IV-16 

State-National Authority Relationships and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage o f  Administrators Heading State Agencies wi th Various Characteristics 
Expressing Agreement wi th State-National Issue Statements 

Agency 
Characteristics 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
Medium 
Large 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None 
75% + 

Federal Aid Dependency 
None 
Less than 25% 
75% + 

Diversity o f  Sources 
None 
One 
Five or more 

Complexity o f  Types 
None 
One  
Five or six 

Functional Category 
Staff/fiscal 
Stafftelected 
Education 
Welfare 
Highways 
Health 

Total Sample 

State-National lssue 

Channel Strict 
National Greater National Assignment (or 

Local Contacts Decentralization Performance Separation) vs. 
Thru the State t o  the States Standards Sharing Programs 



minor differences on the channeling and decen- 
tralization issues to confirm that these generalists 
are any more activist than other administrator 
groups. 

On the decentralization and performance stan- 
dards issues, differences between the two 
generalist categories and the differences among 
the four functional categories are so marked that 
contrasts between specialists and generalists are 
difficult to draw. One of the most distinctive re- 
sponse patterns is that established for the highway 
category. Administrators of these agencies are 
much more likely than others to favor decentraliza- 
tion and are least likely to favor national perfor- 
mance standards. These views may not be too sur- 
prising. 

Highway administrators, typically individuals 
with technical or engineering backgrounds, are il- 
lustrative of a professional group that would prefer 
to establish standards of its own which might be 
derived without dominant or formal participation 
by any one level of government. Furthermore, 
highway programs in this country have developed 
a long history of state-local orientation. In some 
respects Federal highway programs are among the 
most decentralized of federally funded programs. 
It is not surprising then that this group should lead 
all groups in favor of decentralization. For these 
agency heads it represents a very congenial exist- 
ing state of affairs. 

The response pattern for health agency heads 
also deserves brief comment. These administrators 
are, as a group, most in favor of channeling, highest 
in favor of strict national standards, and lowest in 
favor of assigning or separating functions. In Con- 
trast to the "go-it-alone" or autonomous highway 
people, state health administrators represent the 
epitome of an adtive-positive orientation. They are 
committed to sharing, interdependency, national 
standards, and strong state involvement via chan- 
neling, 

Federal Aid Issues. As we approach the series of 
relationships between agency characteristics and 
Federal aid issues, our expectations are similar to 
the patterns developed thus far. We anticipate that 
the active-positive and active-negative attitude 
complexes will again be evident. 

The presence of an active-positi~e orientation is 
apparent in the numerous relationships presented 
in Table 1V-I 7 .  Neither agency size nor earmarked 
revenues demonstrate promising or dramatic dif- 

ference. To a noticeable extent administrators of 
larger agencies are more likely to favor state chan- 
neling of Federal aid to localities and to think that 
block grant funds are too little. This latter finding, 
especially given the high proportion (75%) ex- 
pressing this view, is worthy of special emphasis. 

It is not until we consider the three aid involve- 
ment indicators and the channeling issue that we 
encounter elements of the activism pattern. In 
each of the three instances, Federal aid involve- 
ment is positively related to views favoring chan- 
neling and its implications for an expanded state 
role. In the remaining relationships between the 
Federal aid variables and the stimulus, skewing, 
and interference issues, we locate only spotty sup- 
port for the active-positive orientation. The heads 
of agencies heavily dependent (over 75%) on Fed- 
eral aid express 100 percent concurrence on the 
stimulus effects of aid and are least inclined to 
think that Federal aid leads to interference. For 
both the diversity and complexity variables 99 per- 
cent of the respondents in the top categories on 
these variables feel that Federal aid stimulates state 
programs. This level of agreement is not signifi- 
cant, however, because virtually all administrators 
join in agreement on this issue. 

In short, the analysis does not produce clearcut 
findings that Federal aid receipt (or degree of in- 
volvement) fosters the expected active-positive 
orientation. The absence of such relationships is 
difficult to evaluate. It is somewhat surprising, 
however, that Federal aid features do not appear to 
foster an enhanced state outlook together with a 
positive set of perspectives toward state-national 
relationships in the Federal aid sphere. 

A close examination of the relationships be- 
tween the Federal aid variables and funding ade- 
quacy for the three Federal funding mechanisms is 
warranted for two reasons. First, the results are 
instructive in their own right. Second, the findings 
shed some light on why the active-positive re- 
sponse orientation did not emerge out of the previ- 
ous analysis. 

The general pattern found among these nine as- 
sociations is a positive relationship between re- 
ceipt of some Federal and proportionately greater 
indication that all three aids are too little. There are 
slight reversals involving revenue sharing but 
these are not striking or significant. The most 
noteworthy differences involve categorical and 
block grants. Among administrators whose agen- 
cies receive Federal aid, there are consistent nega- 



Table IV-77 

Federal Aid lssues and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage of Administrators Heading Agencies with Various Characteristics 
Responding "Yes" or '700 Little" on  Federal Aid Issues 

Federal Aid lssues 
Channel Aid Aid Aid Skews Ad Leads Funding Level too Little for: 

t o  Local Stimulates or to  Cate- General 
Agency Government State Unbalances -National gorical Block Revenue 
Characteristics Thru State Programs State Programs Interference Grants Grants Sharing 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
Medium 
Large 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None 
75%+ 

Federal Aid Dependency 
None 
Less than 25% 
75%+ 

Diversity of Sources 
None 
0 ne 
Five+ 

Complexity of Types 
None 
One 
Five or six 

Functional Category 
Stafflfiscal 
Stafflelected 
Education 
Welfare 
Highways 
Health 

Total Sample 86 97 82 81 36 54 53 



tive relationships between dependency, diversity, 
and complexity and views on the funding ade- 
quacy of categorical grants. The most striking 
difference appears on the complexity variable. 
Among administrators receiving one type of Fed- 
eral aid (e.g., formula or project grant) 41 percent 
think categorical grants are too little, whereas only 
23 percent give a similar response among admin- 
istrators whose agencies receive five or more types 
of aid. Greater dependency, diversity, and com- 
plexity seem to cause state agency heads to "turn 
off" on categorical grants. 

The next column of percentages shows that state 
administrators clearly "turn on" to block grants, 
however defined. Again the complexity variable 
reveals the pattern most dramatically. The propor- 
tions indicating inadequate funding for block 
grants are 40 ,  52, and 81 percent respectively for 
administrators from agencies financed by none, 
one, or more than five types of Federal grants. 
Clearly the block grant holds great attractiveness 
for the apparently harried agency head deeply en- 
meshed in manifold Federal grant involvements. 
These findings are suggestive of the important, yet 
too-crude conclusions that simplicity correlates 
with satisfaction in the intergovernmental grant 
system. State administrators who must deal with 
multiple sources and types of aid are enthusiastic 
about an aid strategy that minimizes the complexi- 
ties present in aid systems and strategies. 

For these Federal aid issues we again find that 
the functional category makes a difference but in 
cross-cutting and diverse ways. With respect to the 
channeling, stimulus, skewing, and interference 
issues, the broad distinction between functionally 
specialized program agencies and general staff- 
type agencies does not disclose sharp or significant 
differences. On the stimulus issue the consensus is 
so great that differences according to agency 
category are almost nil. The skewing issue de- 
monstrates no drastic differences, and on the inter- 
ference issue the functional agencies differ more 
among each other than with the generalist agen- 
cies. A curious feature of the interference issue is 
that education administrators are less likely to per- 
ceive Federal aid as interference, while highway 
agency heads are of this opinion. 

This seems unusual since highway programs have 
been an easily justified arena for Federal activity, 
while Federal involvement in education has had a 
more controversial and checkered history. This 
suggests that perceptions of Federal interference as 

a result of Federal aid have more to do with differ- 
ences in the stakes and perceptions of the profes- 
sional groups which are influential in state agen- 
cies and less to do with historical/ideological 
perspectives as to the proper role for the Federal 
government. Overall then, the relationship be- 
tween agency functional category and these four 
Federal aid issues indicates that differences be- 
tween functional specialist and generalist agen- 
cies are not an important consideration. 

However, the specialist versus generalist dis- 
tinction does appear to make a difference on the 
funding level items. For the categorical and block 
grant strategies, administrators in the functional 
categories are usually more likely to favor high 
funding, i.e., respond "too little." Education, wel- 
fare, highway, and health agency heads want more 
categorical funding in respective proportions of 
38, 42, 35, and 31 percent. The percentages for 
generalist agency administrators are lower - 16 
percent for fiscal staff administrators and 22 per- 
cent for elected staff. 

For block grants, the pattern is much the same, 
with the interesting modification that the highway 
administrators are far less likely to favor more 
block grant funding. One explanation for this is the 
dependence of highway funding on a system of 
categorical formula grants that until recently was 
virtually impregnable against suggestions for 
change. This, combined with the fact that a "block 
grant" strategy for "transportation" might involve 
highway agencies with urban public transit pro- 
grams would indeed make the block grant strategy 
less attractive to highway agency heads. 

Finally, it is important to note the shifting pat- 
terns when general revenue sharing responses are 
considered. For GRS the two generalist categories 
are equally as likely to feel that funding levels are 
inadequate. Data analyzed for the NSF report con- 
firm, sharpen, and extend this finding. GRS, with 
its emphasis upon discretion and decentralization 
to the states and focus upon generalist state offi- 
cials as the critical link in the sharing process, 
would appeal more to the generalist state agency 
administrators than to the functional specialists. 

E. Federal Aid Perspectives: Effects, 
Satisfactions, Change Preferences 

The presence and influence of Federal aid vari- 
ables on a wide range of administrators' actions 
and perspectives have been prime themes pervad- 



ing this paper. So central have aid variables been to 
our efforts at understanding intergovernmental 
dynamics that on a few occasions we have em- 
phasized the absence of aid-related associations 
where we might expect to find them on a priori 
grounds. But the bulk of the analysis has involved 
groupings or subgroupings of agency heads 
drawn from the total respondent sample of nearly 
1,600 state administrators. With few exceptions, 
the tabulations have included both Federal aid re- 
cipients and non-recipients, with contrasts often 
drawn between the actions or opinions of the two 
groups. Consistent with the comparable section in 
Part I we redefine the focal respondent group to 
include only those 1,000 administrators whose 
agencies received Federal aid. 

Varying proportions of this total subgroup re- 
plied to the battery of opinion questions on Federal 
aid that have already been discussed from the 
standpoint of marginal tabulations and trends. The 
intent here is to subject those questions on Federal 
aid effects, satisfactions, and change preferences to 
the standard explanatory analysis using the regu- 
lar administrator and agency dependent variables. 

ADMINISTRATOR ATTRIBUTES 

Federal Aid Effects. We noted in the analysis in 
Part I that response distributions for the five items 
on Federal aid effects varied considerably. Wide- 
spread agreement exists that Federal aid moneys 
are subject to the same financial controls as other 
state funds, and that Federal aid is uncertain, 
making revenue estimation difficult. On the other 
hand, about half of the recipients say that Federal 
supervision of grant programs has improved ad- 
ministrative standards, that Federal aid has had a 
stimulative effect on state fund raising, and that 
their agencies are less subject to supervision by the 
governor or legislature in federally financed ac- 
tivities. The sample proportions for the five vari- 
ables appear in the bottom row of Table 1V-18. 

Cross-tabulations of these variables with the ad- 
ministrator attribute variables suggest that pro- 
gram perspectives, organizational relationships, 
and background attributes are quite selective in 
explaining response variations. 

Standards of administration. Two administrator 
attributes show clear associations with aid recip- 
ients' views on whether Federal supervision has 
improved standards of administration and service. 

State expansionism and preferred control are the 
two variables. Administrators favoring higher in- 
creases in overall state services are significantly 
more likely than administrators wanting no in- 
crease to agree that standards have been improved 
by Federal involvement. Agency expansionism 
shows a similar but not significant association. 
Also, administrators who prefer legislative and in- 
dependent commission control are more likely to 
see improvements than administrators who prefer 
control by the governor. 

The first relationship is consistent with a trend 
of explanation developed earlier, namely, program 
expansion attitudes are usually linked to a constel- 
lation of views that includes more favorable views 
of Federal aid and more support for increased 
national-state linkages, including strict national 
performance standards. The association between 
expansion and a greater tendency to see grant 
supervision contributing to better administration 
is expected. 

Previous discussion also indicated a separate 
dimension of pro-state attitudes associated with 
less favorable or more critical views of Federal aid, 
especially aid that emphasizes specialized vertical 
linkages. The second relationship fits that pattern 
in the sense that aid recipients who prefer guber- 
natorial control (generalists) are less likely to hold 
views of the favorable administrative and service 
effects of Federal aid. 

An additional observation should be made about 
the standards variable and appointment method. 
Those agency heads appointed by the governor 
(but not necessarily oriented toward him) are less 
favorable on this aid effect item. But the group 
least favorable are the agency heads who gained 
their positions via civil service arrangements. 
Members of this group are definitely not 
generalists as we have used the term. On the con- 
trary, they are likely to be highly professional 
career specialists in a specific program field. How 
might the low estimates of this group be 
explained? We suggest as one possibility that the 
professionalism and expectations of this group 
are at a level where they can, according to rigorous 
criteria, more easily reject the proposition that 
Federal supervision has improved standards of ad- 
ministration and service. 

Stimulus effects. Agency heads' views on the 
simulus effects of Federal aid also build in part on 
previous explanatory efforts. We note initially the 



Table IV-18 

Federal Aid Effects and Administrator Attributes 

Percentage o f  State Agency Heads Receiving Federal Aid wi th Various Attributes 
Who Respond "Yes" t o  Different Federal Aid Effects 

Administrator 
Attributes 

Federal Aid Effect Is to: Federal Aid: 

Improve Stimulate Promote Is Subject t o  
Administrative State Fund P o k y  State Fiscal Seems 

Standards Raising Autonomy Controls Uncertain 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
I st ranked 
Unranked 

Budget Review 
Governor 
Legislature 

Preferred Control 
Governor 
Legislature 
Independent commission 

Clientele Influence 
High 
None 

Federal o r  Local 
l o b  Experience 

Yes 
No 

Appointment 
Election 
Governor 
Board or commission 
Civil service 

Total Sample 



active-positive elements present in associations 
with the state and agency expansion variables. In 
place of the organizational variable of preferred 
control the clientele influence variable enters the 
explanatory picture. Administrators perceiving 
their agencies subject to high levels of clientele 
influence are substantially more likely to indicate 
that Federal aid stimulates state funding efforts. 
This is an intriguing and significant relationship 
well beyond the bounds of statistical considera- 
tions. It is highly suggestive of the role of interest 
groups in intergovernmental relationships, espe- 
cially programmatic ones capable of operating at 
all levels of government. 

Distinctive differences again appear for the ap- 
pointment variable but in a pattern at variance with 
proportions for the standards variable. For exam- 
ple, elected agency heads are lowest in their views 
on stimulus effects, and governor-appointed ad- 
ministrators are highest in agreeing that Federal 
aid has stimulated state fund raising. A ready ex- 
planation for these contrasts eludes us. 

Policy and fiscal autonomy. A persistent issue 
involved in assessing the effects of Federal aid on 
state governments is that of control. Two aspects of 
this issue are (1) fiscal and (2) policy supervision. 
The former, as indicated in the Part I analysis, was 
interpreted (as intended) quite narrowly by the 
respondents. An overwhelming propartion of the 
agency heads (nearly 90%) indicated that Federal 
aid is subject to the same fiscal controls as are 
regular state funds. From several standpoints, and 
not unexpectedly, there is only incidental and in- 
significant variation in the percentages on this 
factual-type variable. 

More noteworthy and meaningful differences 
appear within the grouped percentages in the pol- 
icy autonomy column of Table IV-18. Varying 
proportions of administrators respond to the ques- 
tion of whether their agency is less subject to 
gubernatorial or legislative supervision in 
federally financed activities than in other state- 
financed activities. This is clearly a question of 
considerable consequence for the impacts of Fed- 
eral aid upon the state policy control structure. 
Two administrator attributes appear clearly linked 
to perceptions of reduced policy control and both 
variables, not unexpectedly, are ones that involve 
perceptions of organizational relationships. The 
first is preferred control; the second is clientele 
influence. 

Administrators who prefer control by an inde- 
pendent commission are more likely than adminis- 
trators preferring either gubernatorial or legisla- 
tive control to say that they are less supervised in 
federally financed activities. The convergence of 
these autonomy-oriented responses leaves open 
the question of causality andlor reciprocal effects. 
It is not clear whether Federal aid "causes" these 
preferences for independence, or whether the pref- 
erence for autonomy structures the adminis- 
trators' perceptions of the effect of Federal aid. 
There are, of course, additional important con- 
founding factors, such as the formal position of the 
agency head. The appointment variable reveals, for 
example, that administrators obtaining their posi- 
tions by commission appointment similarly per- 
ceive that they are less subject to supervision in 
federally aided activities. Considerable detailed 
and systematic analysis would be involved in any 
effort to untangle these multiple and simultaneous 
relationships. 

Agency heads who indicate clientele groups are 
highly influential on agency decisions perceive 
greater policy autonomy in federally aided areas 
than administrators perceiving lesser clientele in- 
fluence. The convergency of perspectives indica- 
tive of autonomous administrative action deserves 
reemphasis. The fact that it occurs in conjunction 
with an interest group variable highlights poten- 
tial concerns about program control and coordina- 
tion by generalist officials. It also underscores the 
presence, at least at the perceptual level, of poten- 
tial fragmentation in state government operations 
where Federal aid is involved. 

Aid  uncertainty. Federal aid recipients were 
asked whether Federal aid seemed uncertain and 
whether this uncertainty made it difficult to esti- 
mate annual revenues. More than three-fourths of 
the agency heads agreed. The margin giving an 
affirmative response plus the likelihood of con- 
tinuing uncertainty makes it desirable to locate any 
particular administrator features associated with 
unusually high perceptions of uncertainty. 

Two significant but weak relationships emerge. 
Administrators who perceive a high degree of 
client influence on their agency are more likely to 
see Federal aid uncertainties than administrators 
who perceive no client influence. This element of 
"pressure," or vulnerability, is implicit in many 
intergovernmental issues that involve greater in- 
terdependency and accompanying uncertainties. 



Somewhat surprisingly, administrators who 
have had previous Federal or local government 
experience are more likely to perceive uncertain- 
ties from Federal aid than administrators without 
such previous experience. Rather than providing 
agency heads with mechanisms to minimize un- 
certainty, intergovernmental job experience serves 
to heighten administrators' awareness of the inter- 
dependencies of the Federal aid system and the 
uncertainties involved. 

A supplementary comment is again warranted 
by the distinctive response pattern of the civil ser- 
vice agency heads. This group is more highly 
alerted to Federal aid uncertainty than any other. 
When this exceptional response is placed in the 
Comparative context of the group's distinctive pos- 
itions on the other aid effects items, we see an 
Unusual configuration. The civil service adminis- 
trators are low on the standards, stimulus, and 
autonomy variables and high on the uncertainty 
item. The combination of these departures from the 
norm is not easy to characterize. What does seem to 
emerge is a professionalized and policy complaint 
group that has a low estimate of Federal aid 
stimulus effects and a high level of concern over 
Federal aid uncertainty. 

In addition to the distinctive civil service re- 
sponse pattern, a concluding comment should be 
made about the clientele influence variable. 
Among the several administrator attribute vari- 
ables, it discloses the clearest, most consistent, and 
most significant relationship. Group support and 
clientele influences are everyday facts of life for 
state (and other) administrators. ~elatively rarely 
are interest group roles noted, documented, and 
emphasized in intergovernmental studies. 

Federal Aid Satisfactions and Change Prefer- 
ences. We sought aid recipients' reactions to seven 
administrative and policy issues which are iden- 
tified in the column headings of Table IV-19 under 
the rubrics of satisfactions and change preferences. 
We continue our exploration of the contributions 
that administrator attributes make to understand- 
ing agency heads' varying responses to these 
items. 

Federal administrator flexibility. An important 
Part of making the intergovernmental grant system 
function smoothly hinges on the actual and per- 
ceived flexibility of the central participants. 
Perhaps the central participant is the Federal aid 

administrator. Besides noting that somewhat less 
than half of the state agency heads feel that the 
Federal administrators are sufficiently flexible, we 
entertained several hypotheses about which attri- 
butes might help explain response variations. 

Our expectation that high expansionism or ac- 
tivism might turn up low estimates of Federal flex- 
ibility are not borne out by the data. We thought 
that either of the active-positive or active-negative 
patterns might be in evidence. Instead, we find that 
organizational perceptions are associated with 
flexibility perceptions in intriguing but complex 
ways. 

Perceptions and preferences linked to the gover- 
nor are associated with lower ratings of Federal 
flexibility. This holds for agency heads who see the 
governor (rather than the legislature) exercising 
detailed budget review and who prefer to be under 
gubernatorial direction. Several lines of argument 
could be developed to specify further the influ- 
ences that might be operating here. For example, 
these "governor's people" may be short-term, more 
political agency heads who, on occasion, are 
stifled, restricted, or frustrated by the multiplicity 
and nuances of Federal grant regulations. Alterna- 
tively, these governor-linked administrators may 
be reacting to program or policy-coordination ef- 
forts that have encountered obstacles or even op- 
position from the Federal grant personnel. 

One of the most unusual associations involves 
that between clientele influence and Federal flexi- 
bility. The association is not evident from the ta- 
bled percentages of 61 percent and 60 percent re- 
spectively for agency heads indicating high and 
no influence by clientele groups. These are the 
extremes of a U-shaped distribution where the per- 
centages in the "slight" and "moderate" influence 
categories are around or below 40 percent. (Note 
the sample proportion of 43%). 

It is intuitively easy to account for state agency 
heads who receive no client influence being more 
satisfied with the flexibility of Federal grant ad- 
ministrators. These agency chiefs are not faced 
with the demands and pressures of clientele influ- 
ence, and they are perhaps rarely in a position of 
convincing Federal personnel to accommodate 

interests and concerns of clients. Ironi- 
cally, however, a contact explanation may likewise 
account for agency heads receiving the most client 
influence and also finding grant administrators 
sufficiently flexible. Positioned in a situation 
where client demands frequently require a test of 



Administrator 
Attributes 

Expansionism 
State: High 

None 

Agency: High 
None 

Resource Constraints 
1st ranked 
Unranked 

Budget Review 
Governor 
Legislature 

Preferred Control 
Governor 
Legislature 
Independent 
commission 

Table IV-19 

Federal Aid Satisfactions/Dissatisfadions and Change Preferences 
and State Administrator Attributes 

Percentage of State Agency Heads Receiving Federal Aid with Various Attributes 
Who Are Satisfied or Favor Changes Concerning Federal Aid 

Satisfied with: Preference for: 
Flexibility of Matching Apportion- Major Aid Funds Increase Aid: Expand Aid: 
Federal Aid Arrange- ment Aid Under State Existing 

Administrators ments Formulas Reallocation Controls programs 
New 

Programs 

85 % 
5 7 

85 
53 

82 
71 

78 
77 

80 
80 

78 



the grant administrator's flexibility, the state 
agency head may have frequently found satisfac- 
tion. Administrators who only occasionally test for 
flexibility either find it lacking or are not as likely 
to develop a long-run perspective on the flexibility 
of Federal grant administrators. 

Matching and apportionment. Are there particu- 
lar subgroups of state agency heads who excep- 
tionally are satisfied or dissatisfied with the match- 
ing requirements and apportionment formulas 
under which they secure Federal aid? A fairly 
straightforward negative response can be given to 
the query. A few of the percentage differences are 
modest at best. The absence of any clear associa- 
tions should not be surprising. We might antici- 
pate that agency characteristics rather than per- 
sonal attributes would be more likely to uncover 
variations. Matching and apportionment provi- 
sions are legallinstitutional givens in most in- 
stances, and we would expect institutional-level 
variables to provide explanatory power. 

Aid reallocation. The "strings" attached to Fed- 
eral moneys are an issue on which public officials 
have widely varying views. To what extent do ad- 
ministrator attributes disclose as well as help ex- 
plain state agency heads' opinions on this issue? 
The issue, as indicated earlier, was framed in terms 
of the extent to which the state administrators 
would change or reallocate funds if the Federal 
"strings" were eliminated. The proportions shown 
in Table N-19 are those who would make major 
changes, defined as either "substantial" or "radi- 
cal" in the question alternatives. 

Only one variable, clientele influence, shows 
distinctive differences. Administrators assessing a 
high degree of clientele influence are substantially 
less likely to opt for major reallocation. If high 
clientele influence does in fact operate as a pro- 
gram or priority constraint on the agency head, 
then these results are illuminating. The adminis- 
trators' internal flexibility may be a cost of secur- 
ing external support and assistance from clientele 
groups. 

This single significant association is one more 
than is present among the relationship tabulated 
for aid fund controls and the administrator attri- 
butes. There is practically no variation in agency 
heads' preference for placing Federal aid under 
regular state fiscal controls. Support is uniformly 
overwhelming among the several subgroups of 
administrators in Table IV-19. 



Increase and expand aid. The two remaining 
change items involve increasing Federal aid for 
existing areas and expanding it to new areas. The 
state and agency expansion variables disclose ex- 
pected and sharp differences. The active-positive 
pattern demonstrates its presence dramatically. 
The resource constraint variable also shows 
notable differences in the expected direction. An 
expansionist-activist view is positively associated 
with the enlargement of Federal aid to existing and 
new programs. 

Remaining variables in the administrator attri- 
bute cluster reveal no consequential differences in 
aid enlargement preferences. It is instructive to 
note, however, the continued distinctive response 
pattern of civil service agency heads. These ad- 
ministrators are lowest in their preferences for in- 
creasing aid to existing programs and the highest 
group favoring expanding Federal aid to include 
new programs. One interpretation of this pattern is 
that these administrators have a more realistic as- 
sessment of fiscallpolitical realities and realize that 
tradeoffs are now necessary between incremental 
increases and expansion into new areas. A less 
charitable interpretation would call these views 
another case of bureaucratic imperialism search- 
ing for new worlds to conquer. 

AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS 

Administrator attributes have limited and selec- 
tive associations with Federal aid features. We now 
turn to the agency-based independent variables to 
identify and assess their links to the aid-related 
dependent variables. 

Federal Aid Efforts. Table IV-20 provides por- 
tions of the cross tabulation results on agency 
characteristics for the five aid effects variables. 

Standards and stimulus effects. Two different 
pairs of agency variables show significant associa- 
tions with the standards and stimulus variables. 
The two fiscal dependency features of high re- 
liance on earmarked revenue and Federal aid are 
positively linked to estimates of improved stan- 
dards. This is one of the rare instances in which the 
earmarked revenue variable demonstrates a rela- 
tionship with any of the dependent variables. The 
policy significance of the relationship is not self- 
evident, but the added presence of the aid depen- 
dency link suggests one general observation. 

If financing is a factor to which we can trace a 
causal link to attitude differences, then it takes a 
heavy "dose" (in the sense of fiscal reliance) to 
make a difference. This observation suggests the 
further comment that dollars (or finances) are 
perhaps a necessary condition for improved inter- 
governmental relations, but they are not a suffi- 
cient condition. Some commentators, especially 
those of a more conservative bent, do not acknowl- 
edge that finances are even a necessary condition. 

The diversity and complexity variables are 
clearly associated with perceptions of stimulus ef- 
fects attending the influx of Federal aid. The more 
diverse and complex the receipt of aid, the greater 
the inclination to indicate that the aid has been 
stimulative. The relationships are expected and 
logical. Five or more ropes pulling on a unit could 
be predicted to have more actual, potential, and 
perceived drawing power than a single strand. 

Autonomy and uncertainty. The aid depen- 
dency variable produces subgroups with distinctly 
different views on the extent of governor- 
legislature supervision. Those most dependent on 
aid sense that they enjoy greater autonomy. The 
other two aid involvement variables (diversity and 
complexity) show similar tendencies but the dif- 
ferences are not significant. Neither aid-related nor 
other variables are associated with reports con- 
cerning the existence of state financial controls 
over Federal aid. 

The policy autonomy issue is minimally illumi- 
nated by these agency characteristics. This is espe- 
cially disappointing because the issue is so crucial. 
The possibility that Federal aid deters or neu- 
tralizes the state structures for administrative over- 
sight and review is a central issue involving the 
intergovernmental effects of Federal aid. The mod- 
est link between involvement and perceptions of 
autonomy are suggestive but inconclusive. 

There are, however, distinctive contrasts in re- 
sponse patterns on Federal aid uncertainty. 
Agency size, aid diversity, and aid complexity (all 
are intercorrelated) are positively related to per- 
ceptions of aid uncertainty. ~t a common-sense 
level we would anticipate the presence of these 
relationships. An administrator awaiting the sepa- 
rate decisions of several Federal funding agencies 
is objectively faced with a more uncertain situation 
than one who deals with only one Federal aid 
source (provided, of course, that the funding prob- 
abilities are approximately equal). Similar logic 



Table lV-20 

Federal Aid Effects and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage o f  Administrators Heading Agencies Receiving Federal Aid wi th Various 
Characteristics Who  are Satisfied o r  Favor Changes Concerning Federal Aid 

Federal Aid Effect Is to: Federal Aid: 

Agency 
Characteristics 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
M e d i u m  
Large 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None  
75% + 

Federal Aid Dependency 
25% o r  less 
75% + 

Diversity of Sources 
0 ne 
Five o r  more  

Complexity of Types 
O n e  
Five o r  six 

Functional Category 
Stafflfiscal 
Stafflelected 
Education 
Welfare 
Highways 
Health 

Total Sample 

Improve 
Administrative 

Standards 

Stimulate 
State Fund 

Raising 

47% 
60 
44 
5 3 

52 
49 

43 
52 

48 
61 

47 
67 

39 
3 6 
36 
80 
42 
63 

5 1 

Promote Is Subject t o  
Policy State Fiscal 

Autonomy Controls 
Seems 

Uncertain 

76 % 
73 
83 
87 

78 
76 

77 
77 

71 
87 

74 
89 

84 
71 

100 
62 
89 
87 

77 

applies to agency heads receiving several as con- 
trasted with few types of aid. To specify these 
relationships in greater depth it would be impor- 
tant to control for other variables, especially 
agency size. 

Functional category. Our discussion of the five 
effects variables has carefully and purposely 
avoided commentary on the response patterns by 

the functional category of the agencies. The pres- 
ence of sharp differences among the percentages 
on each issue (i.e., vertically) is evident and de- 
serves comment. Also pertinent, however, are 
distinctive response patterns viewed horizontally, 
i.e., by functional category. 

On two issues, stimulus and policy autonomy, it 
is possible to identify the generalist-specialist 
break (with the curious joining of the education 



Table IV-21 

Federal Aid Satisfactions/Dissatisfactions and Change Preferences 
and Agency Characteristics 

Percentage of Administrators Heading Agencies Receiving Federal Aid with Various 
Characteristics Who Are Satisfied or Favor Changes Concerning Federal Aid 

AtFncy 
Characteristics 

Budget Size 
Smallest 
Med ium 
Large 
Largest 

Earmarked Revenues 
None 
75%+ 

Federal Aid 
Dependency 

25% o r  less 
75%+ 

Diversity of Sources 
One  
Five o r  more 

Satisfied with: Preference for: 
Flexibility of Matching Apportion- Major Aid Funds Increase ~ i d - ~ x ~ a n d  Aid: 
Federal Aid Arrange- ment Aid Under State Existing New 

Administrators ments Formulas Reatlocation Controls Programs Programs 



agency heads with the generalists). The generalists 
1 are substantially less inclined to perceive or 

acknowledge the stimulus effects of Federal aid. 
Both the education and highway administrators, 
however, are low on this item. A reverse set of 
views operates on policy autonomy, where the 
generalists (and education heads) see aid as per- 
mitting autonomy, while the remaining three 
major functional heads are comparatively low in 
perceiving autonomy. 

An additional substantial divergence appears on 
the uncertainty issue. All (100%) of the education 
heads indicate that Federal aid seems uncertain, 
while less than two-thirds of the welfare adminis- 
trators give a similar response. The origins of this 
difference may be legal./institutional, namely, the 
number, variety, and project character of educa- 
tional aid funding strategies compared with the 
open-ended, formula features of welfare aid. 

Curiously enough, the welfare agency heads are 
highest in rating the stimulative effects of aid. The 
other group high on stimulus effects are health 
administrators. The same agency heads rank as the 
top group in believing that Federal aid has im- 
proved administrative and service standards. The 
health officials are in sharp contrast with the wel- 
fare heads on the standards issue; only 42 percent 
of the latter concur with this aid effect, whereas 60 
percent of the former group agree. 

The explanatory power of agency characteris- 
tics, like administrator attributes, also appears to 
be selective. The policy-pertinence of these associ- 
ations with the aid effects variables, however, 
seems to weigh heavier. We shall see if the same 
holds true for the remaining Federal aid views of 
state agency heads. 

Federal Aid Satisfactions and Change Prefer- 
ences: (a) Aid satisfactions. One theme in our prior 
discussion was the association between more Fed- 
eral aid involvement and a tendency to perceive 
favorable or positive effects traceable to the aid, 
e.g., stimulus, improved standards. That theme 
appears to be wrong or seriously qualified by the 
several relationships prevailing in Table N-21. 
Agency size and aid involvement are inversely 
related to aid satisfaction measures, and the differ- 
ences are quite clear and significant in most in- 
stances. 

Satisfaction with the flexibility of Federal aid 
administrators drops dramatically as the size of the 
agency increases. Only 15 percent of the state ad- 



ministrators heading the largest agencies indicate 
that Federal personnel are sufficiently flexible. 
Similar but less dramatic differences are found for 
the diversity and complexity variables. Further- 
more, generalists are somewhat more favorable on 
the flexibility issue than functional agency heads. 
The most striking departure, however, appears in 
the welfare category where only 10 percent give a 
favorable response. 

With the exception of aid dependency, relation- 
ships quite similar to those for flexibility emerge 
on the matching and apportionment issues. Size, 
diversity, complexity, and functional category var- 
iables are associated with administrators' views on 
these resource items. Satisfaction with matching 
and apportionment arrangements decline as 
agency size and Federal aid involvement in- 
crease. Among the functional categories, welfare 
administrators are the least satisfied, while high- 
way agency heads are among the most satisfied. In 
the latter case, the administrators' views are un- 
doubtedly a product of the special and highly 
favorable matching requirements for highways. 
The low evaluations by welfare agency heads 
probably stem from the exceptional floor and ceil- 
ing matching provisions that have historically 
governed Federal fiscal participation in welfare 
programs. 

What can be said about these relationships 
which show aid involvement to be associated with 
less satisfaction, despite previous evidence to the 
contrary? The answer lies partly in the nature of 
the issues presented to the respondents. These are 
not items for which dissatisfaction would neces- 
sarily imply disfavor or dislike of Federal aid gen- 
erally. Rather, these items probe specific aspects of 
Federal aid as it is apportioned and administered. 
Administrators who are deeply involved with Fed- 
eral aid would, almost by definition, be more aware 
of and sensitive to existing policy in these areas. 
Where any problems exist, they would probably 
also have a greater stake in and commitment to 
making changes that produce higher levels of satis- 
faction. 

Seen in this light, the relationships in Table 
IV-21 are more understandable. They are less in- 
consistent with the theme that greater involvement 
in Federal aid is associated with a tendency to see 
positive benefits from Federal aid and favor more 
Federal-state linkages. There is room in that theme 
for the aid-involved administrators to be more 
aware of and adamant about specific features that 

should be improved. This explanation applies 
equally well to our discussion of change prefer- 
ences. 

(b) Change preferences. The associations be- 
tween preferences for change in Federal aid and 
agency characteristics parallel the foregoing dis- 
cussion. Administrators of agencies more involved 
with Federal aid are more likely to prefer changes 
in existing aid allocations, increased aid to present 
programs, and expanded aid to new programs. 
Thus, administrators of agencies with the most di- 
verse and complex aid patterns are significantly 
inclined to prefer a major reallocation of Federal 
funds if there were no Federal constraints. There 
is also a positive association between agency size 
and a preference for a major reallocation of aid 
funds if Federal "strings" were relaxed. The func- 
tional administrators, excepting highways, are dis- 
tinguishable from the generalists in their prefer- 
ences for shifting funds. Administrators in the 
welfare, education, and health categories, in that 
order, favor funding reallocations. 

We observe again that there are almost no differ- 
ences of note in administrator views on whether 
Federal funds should be subject to state fiscal con- 
trols. For funding increases or expansions, how- 
ever, important variations arise. All three in- 
volvement variables indicate a consistent, if not 
always statistically significant, set of associations. 

Those relationships perhaps best capture and 
summarize a pattern that emerged earlier. The 
greater the administrators' agency involvement 
with Federal aid, the more pro-aid the administra- 
tor tends to be. Despite the identified areas of dis- 
satisfaction indicated earlier, the stake that these 
agency heads have in Federal aid inclines them 
toward a strong change orientation in which sub- 
stantial segments want more aid for both existing 
and new programs. Proportions well in excess of 
75 percent of the most aid-involved administrators 
prefer aid enlargements. For those less dependent 
and less involved with aid, the proportions are 
three-fourths or less. 

Finally, we find that the functional categories 
reveal familiar differences. Once again, the func- 
tional administrators are markedly more likely to 
favor increased Federal aid. Except for highway 
administrators, who continue to be different from 
the other functional specialists, all the functional 
categories in Table IV-21 show 80 percent or more 



of the administrators in favor of increased or ex- 
panded Federal aid. Generalists are much less 
likely to favor the enlargement of a Federal funding 
presence. 

Welfare agency heads are at the top in favoring 
larger Federal funding approaches. The row per- 
centages for this functional category also reveal 
these administrators as least satisfied on flexibili- 
ty, matching, and apportionment and highest in 
preferring a reallocation. This response pattern 
probably confirms the "welfare mess" from 
another constituency's perspective, i.e., the state 
welfare administrators. Our survey and our data 
were not finely tuned so as to point in the direction 
of solutions. It is not encouraging, however, that 
more Federal dollars appear to be the dominant 
preferred change among the welfare agency heads. 

This section on the Federal aid perspectives of 
recipients points up diverse, selective, and con- 
trasting sets of findings. Perhaps the most promi- 

nent summary theme is the duality of views held 
by state administrators. The dualities arise from 
degrees of aid involvement, formal position, and 
aid outlook. The first divides the deeply involved 
from those who have lesser and limited involve- 
ment. The second divides the generalists from the 
functional specialists but continues to recognize 
the sharp differences among the major functional 
types, e.g., education, welfare, highways. The 
third division stems from the cleavage in outlooks 
toward Federal aid, views that are linked to the 
previous two divisions. On the one hand, the heav- 
ily involved and the functional specialists express 
affirmative views on the effects and needed 
changes in Federal aid. On the other hand, the 
same groups are also those least satisfied with 
present administrative and financing arrange- 
ments. The cross-current and confluence of these 
patterns suggest that the time for creative policy 
making is ripe in the field of Federal aid. 

Footnotes North Carolina, June 30, 1975). The data were collected in a 
mail questionnaire survey during the spring and summer of 

'See Deil S. Wright and others. Assessing the Impacts of Gen- 
em1 Revenue Sharing in the Fifty States: A Survey of State 
Administrators (Final report to the National Science Founda- 'Council of State Governments Federul Grunts-in-aid (Chi- 
tion, Institute for Research in Social Science, The University of cago: 1949), pp. 273-280. 





Chapter V 

SURVEY O F  FEDERAL ADMINISTRATORS 
OF GRANT PROGRAMS 

ACIR's survey of Federal grant administrators their programs, 29 percent saw room for moderate 
was conducted in the late spring of 1975. The ques- improvement, and 60 percent thought things were 
tionnaire sought administrators' views on several about as good as they could be. This suggests a 
general issues relative to individual grants and the general level of contentment of the administrators 
grant system: with their individual categorical grant programs. 

The quality of the individual grant programs 
considered from the standpoint of both design 
and administration. 
The state-local role in the administration of the 
grants. 
The impact of recent Federal improvement ef- 
forts. 
The effect of other recent changes affecting Fed- 
eral domestic policy and administration. 
Possible modifications in the grant system. 

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL FINDINGS 

I. The Quality of Individual 
Categorical Grant Programs 

Evaluation of Program Elements 

r~ In measuring their grant programs against 34 
elements "considered necessary for the design and 
administration of categorical grant programs so 
that they are effective and foster healthy inter- 
governmental relations," an average of 11 percent 
Of the Federal grant administrators responding 
found the need for substantial improvement in 

The need for substantial improvement was 
seen as greatest in the area of more adequate pro- 
gram authorizations and appropriations and more 
adequate funding for administration and authori- 
zation of staff. These are essentially Congressional 
responsibilities. 

Also rated high among the elements needing 
improvement were three elements that require ac- 
tion by states and localities: better organization 
and staffing by state and local recipients; states' 
exercise of more effective influences on local gov- 
ernment when they channel Federal aid to 
localities; and recipients' batter coordination of 
grant-aided activity with other state or local ac- 
tivities. 
0 The two elements that Federal grant adminis- 

trators believed require self-improvement by the 
administering agencies were monitoring of re- 
cipients' conformance with plans, procedural re- 
quirements, and performance standards, and ex- 
peditious issuance of regulations, guidelines, and 
policy interpretations. 

Grant administrators in HEW-SRS and to a 
lesser extent Justice and Labor felt more strongly 
than the average that improvement is needed in 
grant design and administration. 



IN-SERVICE TRAINING FOR STATE 
A N D  LOCAL PERSONNEL 

0 The large number of grant administrators who 
did not regard in-service training activities as rel- 
evant to their programs suggests that grantor agen- 
cies as a whole could give more attention to such 
training, particularly for that available under the 
Intergovernmental Personnel Act (IPA). 
o For agencies using IPA, effectiveness clearly 

needs to be upgraded. 

11. The Quality of the State-Local Role 

PERSONNEL ISSUES 

Forty-three percent of the administrators felt 
that state and local personnel problems affect the 
administration of their grant programs. The per- 
centage was substantially higher for adminis- 
trators of the larger money programs. 

Comparison with answers to a similar ques- 
tion in a 1964 survey indicates that Federal grant 
administrators in 1975 found state and local gran- 
tees' personnel practices noticeably improved over 
1964. 

Eighteen percent of the administrators felt 
that state or local agency personnel had an exces- 
sively high turnover rate. This also represents a 
substantial improvement over administrators' rat- 
ings in a 1964 survey. 

GRANT RECIPIENTS' OVERALL CAPACITY 

Among the various types of grant recipients, 
Federal grant administrators believed that overall 
capacity is highest among "other" recipients, iden- 
tified as universities, non-profit organizations, and 
various kinds of local special districts. Next in 
descending order were states, school districts, 
cities, and counties. 

CHANNELING GRANTS T O  LOCALITIES 
THROUGH THE STATES 

The channeling of applications from localities 
and of grants to localities through the states is not 
very extensive and appears to have declined mark- 
edly from the pattern reported in a 1964 survey. 
This suggests that the expansion in number of 
project grants since 1964 has featured a direct 
Federal-local relationship. When channeling has 
been used, it has not tended to discourage local 
participation, according to these Federal officials. 

WITHHOLDING O F  FUNDS, 
SUSPENSION O F  PAYMENTS 

The threatened or actual withholding or sus- 
pension of payments to enforce recipient com- 
pliance has not languished because of non-use. 
However, the practice seems to have declined 
somewhat since 1964, when grant administrators 
were also surveyed on this question. 

Ill. The Effects of Recent 
Federal Change Efforts 

CONFORMANCE O F  REGIONAL 
BOUNDARIES 

o Federal grant administrators expressed skep- 
ticism about the value of regional boundary con- 
formity as evidenced by the relatively large propor- 
tion (46%) who did not think the boundary policy 
applied to them, and the fact that only one-fourth 
to one-third thought the change had brought im- 
provement. Improvements were more noticeable 
among project than formula grants. 

REDUCTION O F  GRANT 
APPLICATION TIME 

About one-third of the administrators thought 
that the Federal effort to reduce the time for proces- 
sing grant applications had achieved good results. 
About one-sixth thought the results were negative. 

FEDERAL MANAGEMENT CIRCULARS 

Federal administrators registered different 
reactions to the various parts of FMC 74-7, the 
circular standardizing grant administration re- 
quirements. Four-fifths or more said they saw im- 
provement or no appreciable effect stemming from 
all but one of the areas identified under the circu- 
lar. For that one area - standardization of project 
application forms - 39 percent reported a nega- 
tive effect. In another area, standardization of 
pre-application procedures, 18 percent of the ad- 
ministrators registered a negative effect. These two 
items are key measures in the efforts to cut red tape. 
Thus, despite a positive or no effect seen from 
much of FMC 74-7, the substantial negative effect 
seen in these two items suggests the existence of 8 

good deal of skepticism in the grant administering 
bureaucracy toward the standardization objectiveS 
of FMC 74-7. 



o Well over one-half of the grant administrators 
thought that their programs had been improved by 
the new cost allocation requirements and process 
under FMC 74-4. The negative effect reported was 
negligible. 

o About one-third reported that auditing prac- 
tices had improved as a result of FMC 73-2. Except 
for the 5 percent who perceived a negative effect, 
the remainder reported no effect. 
o Almost one-thlrd also thought that the Trea- 

sury circular requiring transmittal of grant infor- 
mation to the states (T.C. 1082) had improved 
grant administration. Overall, they rated the cir- 
cular at about the average level of their rating of 
all the circulars. 

Thirty-nine percent of the responding ad- 
ministrators felt that the project notification and 
review system of OMB Circular A-95 had brought 
improvements to their programs. Eighteen percent 
saw negative effects, mainly from the increases in 
Processing time. 

From 4 3  to 6 3  percent of project grant ad- 
ministrators reported action in all but two of the 12  
kinds of decentralization developments specified. 
This indicates a significant effort to decentralize 
the administration of project grants. 

0 Well over one-half of these officials reported 
that these decentralization measures had brought 
improvement in program administration. 

Negative reports came in some cases where 
the concept of decentralization was not given 
adequate support either by inadequate staffing or 
failure to give decentralization enough time to 
prove itself. 

M I N I M U M  PROCEDURES FOR PROJECT 
(DISCRETIONARY) GRANT PROGRAMS 

A large majority of project grant officials re- 
ported that their programs complied with recom- 
mendations of the Administrative Conference of 
the United States (ACUS) for minimum procedures 
to safeguard against abuse of discretion: 83 percent 
said that they published procedures to be followed 
by grant applicants; 63 percent issued a public 

administrators thought that the inter- statement of the specific results they expected the 
Program coordination efforts of the Federal re- to achieve; and 69 percent said they pub- 
gional councils (FRCs) had produced a modest lished criteria or standards used in selection of 
degree of improvement. Nine out of 1 0  reported no grantees, 
appreciable effect at all. The few administrators of 
block grants as a group were more optimistic about 
the FRCs than the administrators of categorical 
grants. 

The administrators had the same general view 
of FRCs' effect on relations with states and 
localities: a modest improvement. 

0 Among formula grant administrators, over 
one-half reported that since 1969 their programs 
had decentralized the authority to appoint person- 
nel and major responsibility for program review 
and investigation of complaints. On the other 
hand, only 9 percent began rotating central office 
Staff to the field, 18 percent increased the share of 
Supergrades in the field, and 20  percent decen- 
tralized power to disapprove plans and plan 
amendments. The percentages reporting action on 
Other specified decentralization changes lay be- 
tween those two extremes. 

O Among the formula program officials report- 
% decentralization actions, 51 percent said that 
these had brought improvement to their program. 

GRANT CONSOLIDATION 

0 Only 1 8  of 274  grant administrators respond- 
ing said that their grant programs had been in- 
volved in statutory consolidations in the past five 
years. The bulk of this occurred in the Office of 
Education. The administrators had a mixed view of 
the effects of the mergers on achievement of the 
separate objectives of the merged programs. 

IV. The Impact of Other 
Recent Changes 

REORGANIZATION 

Over one-half of the programs represented in 
the survey had been involved in one or more reor- 
ganizations since January 1970; almost one-third 
experienced two or more. 

0 About the same percentage felt the reorganiza- 
tions had enhanced their programs (37%) as felt 
that they had retarded them (35%). 



IMPOUNDMENTS INCENTIVES FOR IMPROVED 
ADMINISTRATION AND PERFORMANCE 

0 Of 268 administrators responding, 38 percent 
said that their programs had been subjected to im- 
poundments in the past ten years. These occurred 
most frequently in HEW-PHS, HEW-OE, Agricul- 
ture, and EPA. 

0 About one-third reported a serious hampering 
of program functioning by the impoundments, 
one-half reported moderate hindrance, and one- 
sixth saw no appreciable effect. 

GENERAL REVENUE SHARING (GRS) 

Grant administrators believed that the provi- 
sion of unrestricted GRS funds to state and local 
governments has not tended to undercut their 
programs' bids for continued support as categori- 
cal block grants. 

0 Consistent with that view, state and local re- 
cipients have used little of their GRS moneys to 
meet the program needs of the categorical and 
block grant programs. 

V. Opinions on Possible Modifications 
in the Grant System 

CHANNELING AID REQUESTS 
THROUGH STATE BUDGET BUREAUS 

0 Nineteen percent of the grant officials be- 
lieved that the administration of Federal aid pro- 
grams would be improved by channeling all state 
and local requests for Federal aid through state 
budget bureaus or similar central units. This repre- 
sents a decided shift from the 2 percent who re- 
sponded similarly to a parallel question in a 1964 
survey. 

EQUALIZATION FACTOR IN 
DISTRIBUTION OF GRANT FUNDS 

o Thirty-four percent of the respondents 
thought that their program should give greater 
recognition to variations in the financial capacity 
of state and local governments - an increase of 10 
percent over the response in a 1964 survey. 

o The agency breakdown suggests that the in- 
crease in number of grant programs with social 
objectives probably affects the increased sentiment 
for equalization. 

0 Twenty-four percent of the officials respond- 
ing thought that if incentive payments were added 
to their program to encourage adoption of higher 
administrative and performance standards by re- 
cipients, administration would be improved. 
Twenty-one percent thought that services to the 
public would be enhanced. These were about 
one-half the percentages that responded positively 
to similar questions when asked in 1964, suggest- 
ing growing disenchantment with such incentives. 

BLOCK GRANTS AND 
INTERFUND TRANSFERS 

Only 18 percent of the Federal grant adminis- 
trators believed that special revenue sharing or 
block grants would help states and localities meet 
their program needs better than narrow categorical 
grants and/or the provision for transfer of funds 
between narrow categorical grants. Forty-three 
percent felt that transfer of funds between narrow 
categorical grants would help. These responses 
indicate the continuing appeal of the categorical 
grant to the vast majority of Federal grant adminis- 
trators. 

THE QUESTIONNAIRE AND 
THE RESPONSE 

The survey questionnaire was addressed to a lid 
of officials taken from the Office of ~ a n a ~ e m e n t  
and Budget's (OMB) 1974 Catalog of Federal Do- 
mestic Assistance, updated with information on 
additions and deletions supplied by OMB. These 
officials were identified as being in charge of pro- 
grams listed in the Catalog as "project" or "formula" 
grants and for which state and/or local govern- 
ments or agencies thereof were eligible. The ques- 
tionnaire was addressed to the official designated 
in the Catalog as the "information contact" in the 
headquarters office. It was intended that answers 
be provided by the administrator of the individual 
program - the individual who had programwide 
responsibility for day-to-day operations. In view of 
the fact that in some instances the "information 
contact" might not be the administrator, the ad' 
dressee was requested to forward the questionnap 
to the appropriate person for response. 



It was recognized that a single administrator 
might end up preparing two or more question- 
naires, either because he was listed as the "infor- 
mation contact" in the Catalog for several pro- 
grams, or several questionnaires were referred to 
him by others. To help minimize any skewing that 
might result from multiple responses by the same 
person, the directions for the questionnaire em- 
phasized that the respondent should consider each 
of his responses in terms of the specific program 
cited on the first page of the questionnaire. In re- 
viewing the responses, ACIR staff observed that 
where one person responded to more than one 
questionnaire, his answers to some of the questions 
Varied from questionnaire to questionnaire, 
suggesting that he did take seriously the request to 
Consider the questions in the light of the individual 
Program under review. 

A total of 440 questionnaires was mailed. The 
response was as follows: 

Valid returns 276 
Blank or inadequate returns 72 
No response 36 
Questionnaire inapplicable - 56 

440 

A number of the "blank" returns were for pro- 
grams which had only recently begun and therefore 
had had insufficient experience to report on. Most, 
however, were cases of the addressee believing 
that the questions were entirely or almost entirely 
inapplicable to his or her program. The 56 listed 
above as "questionnaire inapplicable" were so 
construed by ACIR staff. The great bulk of these 
here training or research programs whose recip- 
ients were institutions of higher education. They 
had been included in the original list under the 
rule that "agencies of state or local governments" 
here to be regarded as within the scope of the 
Study; state or local universities often qualify as 

agencies. Upon further consideration, how- 
ever, it was concluded that, while state and local 
universities or colleges might so qualify, the pro- 
grams themselves were usually narrowly defined 

0, training projects with few if any of the 
'haracteristics of grants that involve inter- 
governmental problems. 

Excluding the 56 inapplicables reduced the uni- 
verse to 384. The 276 responses amounted to a 72 
Percent return. Table V-1 distributes the 276 valid 
'@turns according to seven variables which were 

for cross-tabulation purposes. The four block 

grant programs from which responses were re- 
ceived were Comprehensive Health Service (HEW- 
PHs), Community Development (HUD), Law 
Enforcement Assistance (Justice), and Compre- 
hensive Employment and Training Act (Labor). 

A number of the questions are relevant to both 
categorical and block grants. However, the princi- 
pal focus of the questionnaire is on experience 
with categorical grants, which were defined in the 
questionnaire as all Federal grants other than the 
four specified block grants and general revenue 
sharing. The questionnaire also distinguished the 
two kinds of categorical grants - formula and 
project - as follows: 

Formula grants - entitlement is deter- 
mined according to a formula established 
by statute or regulation. 

Project grants -given in response to 
an application. Sometimes called "dis- 
cretionary ." 

Some programs listed in the Catalog combine 
features of both formula and project grants. A 
fourth category - formula-project - was there- 
fore used as one of the bases for cross-tabulation. 
Examination of these programs revealed great vari- 
ation as to administering department or agency, 
the manner in which the formula and project fea- 
tures are combined, and the proportion of funds 
allocated to each component. Consequently, while 
the category is retained in the tabulations, few 
explanatory generalizations can be made about 
these programs as a category. 

The questionnaire was directed mainly at ob- 
taining subjective judgments. However, in a 
number of cases administrators were asked factual 
questions. While the focus of the following 
analysis is on the interpretation of the judgmental 
responses, the factual material is introduced as 
appropriate to provide perspective for the question 
andlor answer. 

PART I. 
THE QUALITY OF INDIVIDUAL 

CATEGORICAL GRANT PROGRAMS 

Evaluation of Program ECements 

The questionnaire listed 34 "principal elements 
considered necessary for the design and adminis- 
tration of categorical grant programs so that they 
are effective and foster healthy intergovernmental 



Table V-7 

Distribution of Federal Questionnaire Responses by Seven Variables 

Administering 
Department or 
Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs' 

-OE2 
-0s3  
-SRS4 

HUDS 
l nterior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT6 
ARC7 
E PA8 
All other9 

Type of Grant 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Process Aided 

Demonstrations 
Equipment 
Facilities 

Number Percent 

Number Percent 

Number Percent 

Planning 
Program 
development 

Research 
Research and 
demonstration 

Services 
Training 
Goods 
Materials 

Program Function 

Agriculture 
Business and 
Commerce 

Community 
development 

Consumer 
protection 

Cultural affairs 
Disaster preven- 
tion and relief 

Education 
Employment, 
labor, manpower 

Environmental 
quality 

Food and 
nutrition 

Health 
Housing 
Income security 
and social 
services 

Information and 
statistics 

Number 

3.6 

6.5 
9.8 

2.2 
44.6 

9.1 
2.9 
0.7 - 

100.1 

Percent 

5.1 

8.0 

5.8 

1 .a 
3.3 

2.9 
25.4 

4.0 

6.5 

2.5 
18.1 

1 .8 

5.4 

0.4 



conr~n uea 

Law, justice and 
legal services 

Natl. resources 
Science and 
technology 

Transportation 

Program's FY 19% 
Dollar Obligations 

$&$999,999 
$1,000,000-4,999,999 
$5,000,00&24,999,999 
$25,000,000-99,999,999 
$100,000,Oo(r(r99,999,999 
$500,000,000-999,999,999 
$1 billion and over 
Not separately 
identifiable 

Number Percent 

'HEW-PHs - Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare - Public Health Service I (see Catalog). 

'HEW-OE - HEW Office of Education. 

'HEW-OS - HEW Office of the Secretary. 

'HEW-SRS - HEW Social and Rehabilitation Service. 

'HUD - Department of Housing and Urban Development. 

'DOT - Department of Transportation. 

'ARC - Appalachian Regional Commission. 

'EPA - Environmental Protection Agency. 

State-Local Matching 

50 percent or more 
1 to 49 percent 
0 
Not determined 

Program's Primary 
Recipient 

State 
Local 
State and local 
Institution of higher 
education 

Other non-profit 

Number Percent 

Number Percent 

'All other - Department of Defense, HEW National Insti- 
tutes of Health, HEW National Institute of Education, HEW 
Public Health Service II (see Catalog), Civil Service Com- 
mission, Coastal Plains Regional Commission, Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission, Four Corners Re- 
gional commission, National Foundation on the Arts and 
Humanities, New England Regional Commission, Com- 
munity Services Administration, Upper Great Lakes Re- 
gional commission, Veterans Administration, Water 
Resources Council, ACTION, American Revolution Bicen- 
tennial Administration, Old West Regional Commission, 
and Pacific Northwest Regional Commission. 

'@htions." These elements were developed by 
h~~~ staff from observation of the grant system 
flpd a study of the literature. Federal grant admin- 
'strators were asked to register their judgments on 
'be degree to which they felt their respective pro- 

could be improved with respect to each ele- 
'W. The results are tabulated in Table V-2. The 
qnweighted mean of the administrators' evalua- 
t i on~  of a11 34 elements shows that an average of 11 

found the need for substantial improve- 
in the identified elements of their program, 

29 percent saw room for moderate improvement, 
and 60 percent thought things were about as good 
as they could be. Looking at the individual ele- 
ments, the need for substantial improvement was 
seen as greatest in the area of more adequate pro- 
gram authorizations and appropriations (element 
(5) - 52%) and more adequate funding for ad- 
ministration and authorization of staff (element 
(6) - 41%). Combining the need for substantial 
improvement with the need for moderate im- 
provement, a total of 60 percent or greater was 



Table V-2 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Quality of Elements 
in the Design and Administration of Their Individual Programs 

Summer 1975 

Key 
N - number of administrators responding to the element. 
A - individual grant program could be substantially improved in regard to this element. 
B - could be moderately improved. 
C - is about as good as it could be. 

Element 

1. Program purposes are clearly defined in statute. 

2. Eligible recipients are appropriate for program and clearly defined in 
statute. 

3. Degree of administrative discretion for implementation of Con- 
gressional intent i s  clearly specified in statute. 

4. Apportionment formula and/or matching ratio are consistent with 
statutory purpose. 

5. Authorization and appropriation are adequate to achieve purpose. 

6. Appropriation for administration and authorization for staff are 
adequate for implementation. 

7. Statutory reporting, accounting, and auditing requirements are 
adequate for control. 

8. Statutory performance requirements are consistent with program 
purpose. 

9. Reviews by substantive and appropriations committees of  Congress 
are adequate. 

10. Congress makes needed and timely revision of authorizing statute. 

11. Regulations, guidelines, and policy interpretation are adequate to 
carry out Congressional intent. 

12. Regulations, guidelines, policy interpretations give recipients 
maximum discretion consistent with achieving Congressional 
intent. 

13. Regulations, guidelines, and policy interpretations are clear. 

14. Agency issues regulations, guidelines, and policy interpretations 
expeditiously. 



Table V-2 continued 

15. Processing of  applications, plans, and other documents 
i s  expeditious. 

16. Agency's reports to Congress on program's strengths and weaknesses 
are submitted in timely fashion. 

17. Agency proposes necessary statutory changes to Congress. 

18. Agency provides necessary technical assistance. 

19. Agency effectively monitors recipients' conformance with plans, 
procedural requirements, and performance standards. 

20. Monitoring assures that funds intended to be additive are not 
substitutive. 

21. State and local recipients employ adequate organization and staff. 

22. When funds to localities are channeled through the state, good local 
performance i s  fostered by the state through addition of funds, tech- 
nical assistance, or setting of higher standards. 

23. Recipients effectively coordinate grant-aided activity with other 
state or local activities. 

24. Congress was sensitive to possible program impact on state and 
local governments in designing the legislation. 

25. Congress consulted with state and/or local governments in prepar- 
ing legislation. 

26. Congress seeks advice of  state and local governments in making 
legislative changes. 

27. Congress makes efforts to avoid fluctuation of funding. 

28. In designing the program, Congress was careful not to under- 
mine the role of  general purpose units of local government and 
elective, generalist policymakers. 

29. Agency consults with local governments in preparing regulations 
and guidelines. 

30. Agency seeks state and local advice on changes in regulations and 
guidelines. 

31. Agency strives to give recipients maximum access to policymakers 
for expediting actions and rendering policy decisions. 

32. Agency seeks active coordination with other departments and 
agencies affecting recipients' overall programs. 

33. Agency gives preference to general purpose local units and elective 
general policymakers. 

34. Within statutory limits, agency strives to stimulate program 
innovation. 



registered for elements (5) and (6) and in addition 
for: monitoring more effectively plans, procedural 
requirements and performance standards 
( (19) - 63%); expeditious issuance of regulations, 
guidelines, and policy interpretations ( (14) - 
65%); better organization and staffing by state and 
local recipients ( (21 )  - 66%); states' exercise of 
more effective influence on local government per- 
formance when they channel aid to localities 
((22) - 62%); and recipients' more effective coor- 
dination of grant-aided activity with other state or 
local activities ( (23) - 65%). 

At the other end of the spectrum, there was 
greatest satisfaction that the apportionment for- 
mula andlor matching ratio were consistent with 
the statutory purpose (element (4) - 86% indicat- 
ing that this element was "about as good as it could 
be"); that Congressional action in designing the 
program took care not to undermine general pur- 
pose units of local government and elective gen- 
eral policymakers (element (28) - 86%); and that 
the agency gave preference to general purpose 
local units and elective general policymakers 
(element (33) - 82%). Almost as high ratings of 
contentment were registered for the appropriate- 
ness of eligibility requirements ((2) - 79%); con- 
sistency of statutory performance requirements 
with program purpose ((8) - 74%); Congress's 
sensitivity to program impact on states and 
localities in designing the legislation ((24) - 
73%) and Congress's consultation with those units 

in preparing legislation ((25) - 73%); agencies' 
efforts to get state and local advice on regulation 
and guidelines changes ((30) - 72%) and their ef- 
forts to give recipients access to policymakers for 
expediting actions and rendering policy decisions 
((31) - 79%); and agencies' efforts to stimulate 
program innovation within statutory limits 
((34) - 77%). 

The unweighted mean of 60 percent registered 
for satisfaction with the way things are suggests a 
general level of contentment of the administrators 
with their individual categorical grant programs. It 
is interesting to note that the two elements which 
were considered most in need of improve- 
ment (5 and 6) are essentially Congressional 
responsibilities - appropriations and staff au- 
thorizations. Of the five other elements that re- 
ceived a combined substantial and moderate "im- 
provement needed" rating, three (21, 22, and 23) 
required improvement on the part of state or local 
governments. The two remaining clearly require 

self-improvement by the administering agencies: 
(19) - monitoring, and (14) - more expeditious 
issuance of regulations, guidelines, and policy in- 
terpretations. Perhaps it is natural that the ad- 
ministrators would most easily see the mote in 
someone else's eye. On the other hand, it speaks 
well for their self-awareness that so many acknow- 
ledge discontent with their efforts to monitor and 
efficiently issue policy documents, activities 
which are central to their grant administering re- 
sponsibility. 

DEVIATIONS FROM THE NORMS 

The overall averages for the 276 respondents 
conceal some interesting and perhaps signified 
variations among the program administrators. 
These variations can be explored by breaking 
down the responses according to certain inds  
pendent variables: department or agency, type of 
grant (formula, project, formula-project), process 
aided (e.g., training, service, demonstration, re- 
search), and dollar amount of FY 1975 obligations* 
Looking at the elements identified above as "need. 
ing substantial or moderate improvement" in the 
judgment of the administrators: 

On element 5 (adequacy of authorization and 
appropriation to achieve purpose), HEW-sRS, 
Interior, and DOT administrators saw much leg 
need than the average for substantial improV@' 
ment, whereas administrators responding fro@ 
Justice saw much more need. 

On element 6 (adequacy of appropriation fof 
administration and authorization for staff), the 
program administrators in Interior and DOT ~ a *  
much less need for substantial modification' 
whereas those responding from Justice and 
Labor saw much more. From the standpoint 
the type of process aided, training and demoD' 
stration grants administrators also saw mucb 
more need than the overall average for substar 
tial modification in this area. 

The preponderance of respondents felt that sub 
stantial or moderate improvements were needed 
to expedite agency issuances of regulatio@ 
guidelines, and policy interpretations (sleme'I 
14). HEW-SRS, ARC, and EPA felt stronger tb' 
the overall average on this point. Again from 
standpoint of process, so did the administdo' 
of research and demonstration grants. 



On the issue of effective agency monitoring of 
recipients' conformance with plans, procedural 
requirements, and performance standards (ele- 
ment 19), administrators of grants in Agricul- 
ture, HEW-PHs, HEW-OS, HEW-SRS, Justice, 
Labor, and DOT felt especially strongly that im- 
provements are needed, whereas those in Com- 
merce and ARC felt little improvement was 
needed. 

On the issue of state and local employment of 
adequate organization and staff (element 21), 
HEW-SRS, HUD, and ARC respondents were 
most bearish. Also as a group, administrators of 
formula grants had a much more jaundiced view 
of state and local capacity than the project grant 
managers. In the eight programs with FY 1975 
obligations of $1 billion or more, the adminis- 
trators were also very bearish on this point. 

On the issue of state channeling, a substantial 
majority felt the need for strengthening the 
state's role (element 22); this view was markedly 
strong among the grant administrators respond- 
ing from HEW-OS, HEW-SRS, and HUD, and 
was well below average in ARC. 

The need for improving state and local recip- 
ients' coordination of grant-aided activity with 
their other activities (element 23) was strongly 
supported by administrators of programs in 
HEW-SRS, HUD, Justice, and EPA. Far less em- 
phasis was given in Interior, DOT, and ARC. 

Looking now at the elements identified above as 
being generally as good as they could be on an 
Overall basis: 

@ HEW-SRS and Justice were noticeably less satis- 
fied than the total group that eligible recipients 
are appropriate and clearly defined (element 2). 
From the standpoint of type of process aided, 
the administrators of training grants shared this 
skepticism. 

e 
On the issue of the apportionment formula 
and/or matching ratio (element 4), only HEW- 
SRS indicated a substantially less sanguine 
View than the whole group. 

@ 
On the issue of the consistency of statutory per- 
formance requirements with program purpose 
(element 8) ,  HEW-SRS and Labor expressed dis- 
senting reactions. 

Program administrators in HEW-OE, HEW-SRS, 
Justice, and Labor were markedly less sure than 
the majority that Congress had the impact on 
state and local governments in mind in design- 
ing grant legislation (element 24). From the van- 
tage point of type of process aided, the adminis- 
trators of training programs shared this 
gloomier view. 

On the similar issue of Congress's consultation 
with states and localities in preparing grant 
program legislation (element 25), HEW-OS, 
HEW-SRS, and HUD were noticeably more pes- 
simistic than the majority. 

With regard to agencies' seeking state and local 
advice on regulation and guideline changes 
(element 30), HEW-SRS, Justice, and Labor felt 
definite improvement was needed. According 
to type of process aided, this view was shared by 
administrators of demonstration, program de- 
velopment, and training grant programs. 

On the issue of agencies giving preference to 
general purpose local units and elective general 
policymakers (element 33), HEW-OE, HEW-OS, 
Justice, and CSA thought improvement was 
seriously needed, contrary to the overall posi- 
tion. This view was shared by the administrators 
of grants for equipment, program development, 
and research and demonstration. 

Finally, contrary to the consensus, grant ad- 
ministrators in HEW-SRS, Labor, and EPA felt 
their agencies needed to do more to stimulate 
program innovation (element 34). Interestingly, 
this view was shared by formula grant adminis- 
trators as a group, but definitely not by project 
grant administrators as a group. 

Overall, analyzing the answers by such indepen- 
dent variables as administering agency, process 
aided, type of grant (formula, project, or formula- 
project), and size of dollar obligation for FY 1975 
reveals only a few consistent patterns of deviation 
from the overall average: grant administrators in 
HEW-SRS and to a lesser extent Justice and Labor 
felt more strongly than the average that improve- 
ment is needed in grant design and administration. 
In a few cases, deviations were discernible accord- 
ing to differences in process aided or size of FY 
1975 dollar obligation, but the number was not 
large enough to suggest a consistent pattern. There 



clearly was no pattern of difference discernible 
between the administrators of formula grants as a 
group and the administrators of project grants. 

In-Service Training for State 
and Local Personnel 

Central to the effective implementation of grant 
programs is the competence of state arid local per- 
sonnel responsible for delivering services sup- 
ported by the grant funds. One question sought to 

probe administrators' opinions on the effectivg 
ness of in-service training efforts over the past 
three years for such employees. They were asked to 
rate separately (a) training provided under the pW 
visions of the Intergovernmental Personnel Ad 
(PA), and (b) all other in-service training for such 
employees supported at least in part from their 
program funds. The results by department of 
agency are presented in Table V-3. 

A "non-applicable" (NA) response ("questio~ 
does not apply") is taken to mean that the prografl 
did not engage in the training activity. In regard to 

Department or 
Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 

Table V-3 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Effectiveness of 
In-Service Training for Employees of State and Local Grant 

Recipients, by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of administrators responding. 
A - training very effective. 
B - moderately effective. 
C - ineffective. 
D - question does not apply. 

Intergovernmental Personnel 
Act Training All Other In-Service Training 

N A B C  



@A training, administrators of programs in the 
following major agencies registered a NA response 
higher than the mean (67%): Commerce (85%), 
Qw-PHS (93%), and HEW-OS (88%). In regard to 
all other training, the NAs above the mean (47%) 
bere Commerce (92%), HEW-PHs (68%), 
m-0s (50%), ARC (56%), and EPA (53%). It 

fair to conclude from the large percentage of 
NAS that grant administering agencies could give 

attention to in-service training, particularly 
for that available under PA.  

Eliminating the NA responses, the breakdown 
by department or agency is shown in Table V 4 .  It 
seems that for those agencies using IPA, effective- 
ness clearly needs to be upgraded, inasmuch as 
about one-half of the grant programs using P A  
(43%) rate it ineffective. The agency breakdown 
signals where improvements are needed in those 
agencies providing in-service training for state and 
local personnel: for IPA: HEW-OE, HEW-SRS, 
Labor, DOT, ARC; for all other training: HEW-SRS 
and Labor. 

Table V--4 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Effectiveness of 
In-Service Training for Employees of State and Local Grant 

Recipients, Excluding "Non-applicables": by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of administrators responding. 
A - training very effective. 
B - moderately effective. 
C - ineffective. 

Intergovernmental 
Personnel 

Act Training 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
W v - P H S  

- 0 E  
- 0 s  
-SRS 

'WD 
IWxior 
Justice 
labor 
DOT 
ARC 
€PA 

other 

All Other In-Service 
Training 

Total 79 i l %  46% 43% 133 15% 74% 11% 



PART II. 
THE QUALITY OF 

THE STATE-LOCAL ROLE 

In the partnership administration of Federal 
grants, state and local governments play a critical 
mle. How do Federal grant administrators assess 
their performance in this role? The questionnaire 
asked the administrators their views on state and 
local personnel problems and whether personnel 
turnover is excessive. It also asked how they rated 
the overall capacity of state and local government 
recipients in implementing the individual pro- 
grams. In addition, questions were posed on the 
effect of channeling Federal funds to local gov- 
ernments through the states. Finally, the question- 
naire probed the administrators' experience with 
withholding of funds or suspension of payments 
over the past five years. 

In several cases, similar questions had been 
asked of grant administrators by the Senate Sub- 
committee on Intergovernmental Relations in 
1964,* making it possible to determine whether 
there had been any attitudinal changes in 11 years. 

State and Local Personnel Problems 

The questionnaire asked: 

Among the most commonly cited de- 
ficiencies which undermine good ad- 
ministration of aid programs at the state 
and local levels are low salaries, in- 
adequate training programs, overly strin- 
gent civil service requirements, or the 
lack of any merit system. Have any of 
these pmblems affected the administra- 
tion of this program? 

Of the 248 responses, 106 or 43 percent were 
"Yes" and 142 or 57 percent, "No." Table V-5 
shows how the administrators responded by de- 
partment or agency. 

A high percentage of "Yes" answers was given 
by administrators of the large money programs. 
Thus, 88 percent of the administrators of pro- 
grams of FY 1975 obligations of $1 billion and over 
said "Yes," compared to 67 percent of the ad- 
ministrators of programs of $500 to $999 million, 
and 58 percent of the administrators of programs 
of $100 to $499 million. 

Those answering "Yes" were asked to identifY 
the problems encountered. The number of times 
different deficiencies were noted was as follows: 

low salaries 63 
inadequate training program 40 
overly stringent merit system 4 1 
lack of a merit system 13 
unresponsive personnel system 5 

The 1964 survey by the Senate Subcommittee 
on Intergovernmental Relations asked a simile' 
question but asked respondents specifically to ip 
dicate "Yes" or "No" whether each of the first fd 
deficiencies listed above was causing a problea' 
The results of the 1964 survey and the 1975 survey 
are compared in Table V-6. 

Probably the 1964 questionnaire made it eas@ 
#d for the respondents to register their views than dl 

the 1975 questionnaire, since identification of tM 
kind of deficiency existing required only a c h d  
mark. Even so, the fact that 43 percent of the 1915 
respondents found deficiencies in at least dB 

Table V-5 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views 0' 
Whether State and Local Recipients 

Have Personnel Deficiencies: 
by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Department or Agency N 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
- 0 s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Yes 

72 % 
23 
62 
29 
25 
80 
80 
33 
50 
80 
50 
89 
44 
24 - 
43 % 



Table V d  

Percentage of Federal Grant 
Administrators Citing Personnel 
Deficiencies in State and Local 

Government 

1964 and 1975 

Personnel Deficiency 1964 1975 

Low salaries 79% 25% 
hadequate training programs 69 16 
Overly stringent merit 
requirements 19 17 

Lack of a merit system 38 5 

Source: 1964 data - U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Inter- 
governmental Relations, The Federal System as Seen 
by Federal Aid Officials, 89th Cong., 1st Sess. 
(Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printingoffice, 
December 15,1965), p. 58; 1975 data - AClR ques- 
tionnaire survey. 

category compared to 79 percent in 1964 and the 
strikingly lower percentage specifying the various 
types compared with 1964 (except for overly 
stringent merit requirements) warrant a conclu- 
sion that Federal grant administrators in 1975 
find state and local grantees' personnel practices 
noticeably improved over 1964. 

Personnel Turnover 

In a closely related question, administrators 
were asked: 

Is there an excessively high turnover rate 
of state or local agency personnel with 
whom you deal in this program? 

Of 233 responses, 18 percent were "Yes;" 82 
percent were "No." The response from four of the 
major departments or agencies registered a rela- 
tively high "Yes" vote: HEW-PHs (36%), HEW- 
SRS (80%), HUD (80%), and Justice (60%). These 
four also had indicated a large "Yes" response on 
the previous question on personnel deficiencies 
(Table V-5). 

Table V-7 

Federal Grant Administrators' Ratings of Overall Capacity of 
State and Local Government Grant Recipients: 

by Type of Recipient 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of responding grant administrators. 
1-5 - descending scale of rated overall capacity 

(i.e., (1) is highest). 

Type of Recipient N 1 2 3 4 5 Total 

States 159 24% 28% 30% 12% 7% 101% 
Local governments 

Cities 69 15 20 37 17 11 100 
Counties 62 14 19 38 18 12 101 
School districts 44 14 26 39 11 10 100 
Other 63 38 21 22 13 5 99 

Note: Because the programs vary with respect to their eligible recipients, with some 
grants, for example, going only to states, or local governments, or school districts, 
the number of total possible responses varies among the different recipients. This 
accounts in Dart for the variation in N value. 



The Senate Subcommittee survey of 1964 had 
asked a similar question: "With respect to your aid 
program, is there a high turnover rate of state or 
local agency personnel with whom you deal?" 
Of the 86 administrators answering, 41 percent 
said "Yes;" 59 percent, This suggests a de- 
finite improvement in the turnover problem dur- 
ing the 11-year period in the opinion of Federal 
grant administrators. 

Overall State and Local Recipients' 
Capacity 

In another related but broader question, the ad- 
ministrators were asked: 

Please rate the overall capacity of state 
and local government recipients in im- 
plementing this program on a scale of (I) 
to (S), with ( I )  the highest. Indicate the 
percentage of recipients that fall under 
each rating. Consider such factors as the 
number and competence of assigned staff, 
adequacy of other administrative re- 
sources, organizational structure, and 
commitment of the chief executive and 
legislature to the program. 

The combined ratings of all respondents are pre- 
sented in Table V-7. In the overall rating, the 
"other" category of recipients scored highest, fol- 
lowed in order by states, school districts, cities, 
and counties. Among the "other" types of recip- 
ients that were identified by respondents were 
universities (13 specified), non-profit organiza- 
tions (7), and several kinds of local special districts 
(7), including soil and water conservation districts, 
irrigation districts, transit operating authorities, 
and local development districts. 

Table V 4  shows how the grant administrators 
in the different departments and agencies rated the 
several kinds of recipients. Looking at the rating by 
department or agency and type of recipient, one 
can measure a department's or agency's relative 
evaluation by identifying those instances where 
the rating exceeds the governmentwide average 
by a certain margin, using the median of de- 
partmental figures to avoid giving undue weight to 
the department or agencies with most programs. 
For example, the median (1) and (2) rating for the 
states was 31% + 26% = 57%. Using a deviation of 
10 percent, any department or agency that rated 

states at 67 percent or more could be considered 8s 
giving states a clear above-average rating. On the 
other hand, a rating of 10 percent above the (4) a d  
(5) combined state's rating (10% + 4%) would be 
considered a clear below-average assessment. 

Using this rough method, the above- ad 
below-median ratings for each of the types of W 
cipients are as follows: 

Above Below 
median ratings median ra t id  

States Commerce HUD 
Interior EP A 
Justice 
ARC 

Cities Commerce HEW-0s 
HEW-PHS HEW-sRS 
HUD HUD 
Labor Justice 
All other DOT 

EP A 

Counties Commerce ~ ~ r i c u l t &  
HEW-PHs Justice 
HEW-OE DOT 
Labor EPA 
ARC 
All other 

School districts HEW-OE ~ ~ r i c u l t d  
ARC Justice 
All other EP A 

Other Interior HEW-SRS 
EP A HUD 
All other 

The ratings of recipients' capacity can also be 
broken down according to whether the respo* 

w' dents administer formula, project, formula-pmJ 
(combined) or block grants. The results are shod 
in Table V-9. 

The capacity of the recipients taken as a wb ole 
rates highest in the opinion of the block grad  add. 
ministrators, next highest in the view of the fO' 
mula grant administrators, and lowest in the OP@ 

ion of the administrators of combined formulr 
project grants. 

Examining the ratings by type of recipient, s 
appears that the overall higher rating of recipied 



given by the formula grant administrators is ac- 
counted for by the higher scores they give to coun- 
ties and school districts, compared to those given 
by the project grant administrators. 

Channeling Grants to Local Governments 
Through the States 

In an effort to evaluate the role of local govern- 
ments in the grant system, two questions were di- 
rected to the administrators of project grants which 
have local government recipients. They were simi- 
lar to questions posed by the Senate Subcommittee 
On Intergovernmental Relations in 1964. The first 
was: 

(a) Do applications for this program chan- 
nel through the state rather than come 
directly from local governments? (b) If 
"Yes" to what extent has channeling af- 
fected local participation: substantially 
reduced, moderately reduced, no effect. 

Forty-four or 36 percent of the 122  responding to 
(a) said they did channel applications through the 
State. When a similar question was asked by the 
Senate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Rela- 
tions in 1964, 60 percent of the grant adminis- 
bators responding said they channeled applica- 
tions through the  state^.^ 

Thirty-nine of the 44 responding to part (a) 
answered part (b), indicating as follows: 

Number Percent 

Channeling of Applications: 

' substantially reduced 
local participation 4 10% 

' moderately reduced 6 15 

' no effect 

Substantial reductions of participation were 
Seen by one administrator in HEW-PHs, one in 
'EW-OE, and two in multistate regional commis- 
sions other than the Appalachian Regional Com- 
mission. 

The second question asked on channeling was: 

(a) Do your aid funds channel through the 
state rather than go directly to local gov- 
ernments? (b) If "Yes" to (a), is channel- 
ing required by Federal statute or regula- 
tion? (c) If "Yes" to (a), to what extent has 
channeling of funds affected local partici- 
pation: substantially reduced, moderately 
reduced, no effect. 

Of the 115 responding to part (a), 25 (22%) said 
they did channel funds through the state to 
localities. This compared to 65 percent responding 
to a similar question in 1964.5 Fourteen (56%) of 
the 25 responding "Yes" to part (a), said in re- 
sponse to part (b) that the fund channeling was 
required by Federal statute or regulation. 

On part (c), 2 1  of the 25 who said their funds 
were channeled evaluated the effects as follows: 

Number Percent 

Channeling of Funds: 

- substantially reduced 
local participation 1 5% 

- moderately reduced 3 14 

- no effect 1 7  81 

The one administrator who saw a substantial 
reduction was in HEW-PHs, and the three who saw 
moderate reduction were in DOD. 

Under this question, respondents were asked to 
comment if they wished. Two administrators in the 
National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities 
said that state channeling increased local partici- 
pation in their programs. 

These questions and answers on state channeling 
indicate that the practice, with respect to local 
applications and the flow of funds, is not very 
extensive, and had declined markedly from the 
pattern reported in 1964. This suggests that the 
expansion in number of project grants since 1964 
has featured a direct Federal-local relationship. 
When channeling has been used, however, the re- 
sponses indicate that it has not generally tended to 
discourage local participation. The comments 
from the National Foundation on the Arts and 
Humanities suggest, indeed, that encouragement 
or discouragement may depend on what role the 
state is asked to take in the program. 



Table V-8 

Federal Grant Administrators' Ratings of Overall Capacity of 
State and Local Grant Recipients: by Department or Agency 

of Administrators and by Type of Recipients 
Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of responding grant administrators. 
1-5 - descending scale of rated overall capacity 

(i.e., (1) is highest). 

A. States 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

-0E 
- 0 s  
-SRS 

HUD 
lnterior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 
Total 
Median 
department or agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

-0E 
-0s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
justice 
Labor 
DOT 

B. Cities 



Table V-8 Continued 

ARC 
E PA 
All  other 

Total 
Median 
department o r  agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
- 0s  
-SRS 

H U D  
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All  other 

Total 
Median 
department o r  agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
- 0s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 

C. Counties 

D. School Districts 



Table V ~ o n t i n u e d  

E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 
department or agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0 E 
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 

department or agency 

0% 

E. Other 

N 1 

14 38% 
0 - 
4 23 

13 31 
1 0  
1 5  
1 40 
1 100 
3 40 
0 - 
6 20 
3 25 

11 66 
5 40 
- - 
63 

35 % 

Withholding of Funds, 
Suspension of Payments 

One clue to state and local recipients' perfor- 
mance under the grant system is the Federal 
grantors' experience in threatening or actually 
executing the withholding of grant funds or the 
suspension of payments. The following ques- 
tion was asked: 

(a) Has your agency, within the last five years, 
initiated formal action to withhold funds or sus- 
pend payments in this program because of state or 
local unwillingness or inability to comply with 
statute or regulations? (b) Has your agency, within 
the last five years, actually withheld funds or sus- 
pended payments in such cases? 

Of the 264 responding to part (a), 73 or 28 pet' 
cent answered that they did initiate action to wifi 
hold funds or suspend payments in the last five 
years. Of 260 answering part (b), 68 or 26 per~ed( 
said they actually did withhold or suspend pay 
ments. When a question similar to part (b) wd 
asked by the Senate Subcommittee on inter 
governmental Relations in 1964, 38 percent of tbe 
grant administrators responding said "Yes." 

The breakdown by department or agency for tbe 
two parts of the question asked in 1971 is presented 
in Table V-10. The parallelism between numberof 
actions initiated and carried out, department by 
department, indicates that once initiated, a with 
holding or suspension of payment action was ved 
likely to be executed. While more would need tobe 



Table V-9 

Federal Grant Administrators' Ratings of Overall 
Capacity of State and Local Grant ~ e c i ~ i e n t s :  

by Type of Grant Administered 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of responding grant administrators. 
1-5 - descending scale of rated overall capacity 

(i.e., (1) is highest). 

States 
Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Cities 
Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Counties 
Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

School districts 
Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Other 
Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Total 
Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 



known about the actions in terms of the causes and 
the dollars involved to understand their full effect, 
it does seem fair to conclude that these instruments 
of Federal enforcement are not languishing be- 
cause of non-use. The comparable figure for 1964, 
however, indicates that the practice has declined 
somewhat. Assuming that Federal requirements 
are reasonable and are fairly applied, it also 
suggests continuing shortcomings in state and 
local performance. 

When the responses are examined according to 
the type of grant, the results appear as indicated 
in ltem 1. 

The proportion of programs involved in initiat- 
ing and concluding actions is about the same for 
formula and project grants, but about twice as great 
for the formula-project group. 

Finally, a breakdown of responses by dollar size 
of program obligations for FY 1975 suggests that 
the larger programs tend to use withdrawal or sus- 

pension more than the smaller programs (see 
ltem 2). 

PART Ill. 
THE EFFECTS OF RECENT 

FEDERAL CHANGE EFFORTS 

The explosion in the number and complexity 0 f 
categorical grant programs in the mid- and late- 
1960s generated efforts in both Congress and the 
Administration to reform the categorical grant sy* 
tem or major parts of it. Many of these measures 
were aimed at administrative simplification and 
standardization, such as the lntergovernmentaf 
Cooperation Act of 1968 and the Federal Assis' 
tance Review (FAR) program initiated by the 
Nixon Administration in 1969. The questionnaifl 
asked Federal grant administrators their asses9 
ment of the effects of these recent efforts to improve 
the system. 

Table V-10 

Federal Grant Programs and Withholding or Suspension of 
Payments in Past Five Years: by Department or Agencl 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of responding grant administrators. 

(a) Action 
Initiated 

(b) Action 
Concluded 

Department or agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

H U D  
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
Al l  other 

Total 

Yes No 

38% 62% 
24 76 
21 79 
23 77 
25 75 
40 60 
20 80 
44 56 
60 40 
14 86 
67 33 
33 67 
18 82 
28 72 - - 
28% 72% 

Yes 

42 % 
24 
21 
18 
29 
20 
20 
22 
60 
14 
58 
22 
29 
22 - 
26% 



sL 

Item 1 

1 (a) Action Initiated 

Type of grant N Yes No 

I 
Formula 64 30% 70% 
Project 186 25 75 
Formulalproject 12 50 50 
Block 2 100 0 

(b)Action Concluded 

N Yes No 

Conformance of Regional Boundaries 

One of the most criticized features of the grant 
administration system in the mid-1960s was the 
Crazy-quilt of Federal regional organizations that 
grant applicants had to deal with. The FAR group 
gave early attention to this problem and recom- 
?ended, and the President directed, the estab- 
'l~hment of ten standard regions for the major 
domestic departments and agencies. 

The ACIR questionnaire asked Federal grant 
administrators to indicate whether they thought 
this conformance of regional boundaries had pro- 
duced substantial improvement in the administra- 
tion of their individual programs, produced mod- 
erate improvement, had no appreciable effect, had 
anegative effect, or was not applicable. Of the 266 

46 percent said the standardization of 
did not apply to their programs. These 

'Pparently were cases where grant administration 
'as centralized rather than regionalized, or the 

agency's boundaries did not conform with the 
standard boundaries, or the agency's boundaries 
already were entirely, or largely, in conformity. 

The 144 who said the change applied to their 
programs judged its effect on the administration of 
their grants as follows: 

Percent 

substantial improvement 6% 

moderate improvement 23 

no appreciable effect 63 

had a negative effect 

The breakdown by department or agency is pre- 
sented in Table V-l 1. 

ltem 2 

F y  1975 (a) Action Initiated (b) Action Concluded 
obligations 

($000,000) N Yes No N Yes No 

$0- $0.9 22 14% 86% 21 19% 81% 
1.0- 4.9 58 19 81 57 19 8 1 
5.0- 24.9 88 26 7 4 87 21 79 

25.0- 99.9 50 26 74 49 24 76 
100.0- 499.9 29 55 45 29 55 45 
500.0- 999.9 3 33 6 7 3 33 6 7 

1,000.0 and over 8 38 62 8 25 75 



Item 3 

Change applicable Not applicable 

N A B C D NA 

Formula 41 0% 12% 63% 24% 23 
Project 90 10 28 60 2 96 
Project-formula 10 0 20 80 0 2 
Block 3 0 33 67 0 1 

-- - - - - 
144 6% 23% 63% 8% 122 

I 

The breakdown of responses by type of grant is 
as indicated in Item 3, using the same column 
headings as in Table V-11. 
OMB Circular A-105 establishes the standard 

Federal regions and provides guidelines for adapt- 
ing field structures, regional offices, and subre- 
gional structures to the regional pattern. It sets 
forth the following objectives of the standard Fed- 
eral region policy: 

to enhance departments' effectiveness by in- 
creasing opportunities for coordination with 
complementary actions by other Federal agen- 
cies with related missions, 
to provide more opportunity for securing man- 
agement improvement and economy through 
such measures as establishment of common 
administrative support or central service 
facilities, 
to create a more consistent basis for strengthen- 
ing interagency coordinating mechanisms, and 
to provide better Federal support for state and 
local officials through a more compatible field 
structure and greater opportunities for inter- 
governmental coordination. 

The responses to the ACIR questionnaire do not 
by themselves enable one to make a conclusive 
judgment as to whether these objectives are being 
adequately fulfilled. However, several points do 
suggest something less than an enthusiastic ver- 
dict, including: 

the relatively large porportion (46%) of grant 
administrators who did not think the change in 
boundary policy applies to them. It would seem 
that grant administrators, of all people, would 
be alert to the potential impact of the boundary 

policy. If the change did in fact apply to them, 
but they were not aware of it, that fact speaks 
poorly for top management's efforts to convey 
the significance of the change and to make it 
operative in accordance with the declared ob- 
jectives. 
the relatively small percentage of those who saN 
substantial (6%) or moderate (23%) improve 
ment. Thus, only between one-fourth and one- 
third saw noticeable good results. 

The breakdown of responses by type of gra~lt 
indicates that favorable effects are occurring mofl 
noticeably among the project grant programs than 
formula grant programs. Recipients of project 
grants probably stand to benefit more fro@ 
simplification and standardization of regional ad' 
ministrative structures than formula grant reciP' 
ients, because they deal with more grants, and the 
problems of linkages between different kinds of 
project grants are more critical for coordinatioa 
purposes. On the positive side, therefore, the 
higher rate of improvement reported by project 
grant administrators indicates that the bound& 
policy change is having an impact where it should. 

Reduction of Process Time 
for Grant Applications 

Under the heading of cutting red tape, the FA P 
program focused its attention on reducing 
time for grant applications. As one report on FA P 
stated: 

The days, weeks, and sometimes months 
required to prepare and process applica- 
tions for Federal assistance have not only 
been a source of frustration for prospec- 



tive recipients but also have unnecessar- 
ily delayed availability of funds. Through 
a governmentwide review and reform of 
procedures, several departments and 
agencies have reduced significantly the 
application processing time for certain 
pr~grarns .~  

The ACIR questionnaire asked Federal grant 
administrators to evaluate the effect of the effort to 
reduce processing time on their program in the 

manner as they had evaluated the regional 
boundary issue. Of the 263 responding, 30 percent 
said the processing effort did not apply to their 
Programs. The remaining 70 percent (185 respon- 
dents) judged the effect on their program adminis- 
bation as follows: 

Percent 

substantial improvement 3% 
moderate improvement 29 
no appreciable effect 50 
had a negative effect 18 

The results are shown by department or agency 
in Table V-12. 

The percentage who saw improvement were 
about the same as on the common boundary ques- 
tion, but those reporting no appreciable effect 
were a noticeably smaller proportion and those in- 
dicating a negative effect were a noticeably larger 
percentage. The reporters of negative effects were 
concentrated in the programs of two agencies: 
HEW-PHs (10 of 29 programs - 34%), and 
HEW-OE (18 of 57 programs - 32%). Since re- 

Table V-17 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on Effect of Conformance of Regional 
Boundaries on Their Grant Program: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said change applied to their programs. 
NA - number who said it did not apply. 

A - boundary conformance produced substantial improvement in administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Change Applicable Not Applicable 
Department or Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 



spondents were not asked to explain their replies, 
we can only speculate on the reasons that they felt 
the streamlining had an adverse effect. One possi- 
ble explanation could be their belief that they sac- 
rificed a degree of control or essential information 
by the simplification of the application process. 
This theory is supported by the observations made 
by several of the departmental grants coordinators 
interviewed by ACIR staff as a supplement to the 
questionnaire survey. 

As might be expected, the issue of simplification 
of the application process is more significant for 
project grants than for the other type, as indicated 
in the breakdown of responses by grant type (see 
ltem 4). 

Put differently, only 43 percent of the project 
grant administrators found the change applicable 
to their program, and 45 percent of the formula- 
project administrators reported no effect on their 
programs, compared to 74 percent of the formula 
grant administrators. 

Standardization and Simplification of 
Grant Procedures Through 

Management Circulars 

The principal instruments for achieving the 
legislative and administrative objective of stream 
lining the grants administration process were 8 

group of administrative circulars, in most cases 

Table V-12 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views of Effect on Their Grant Programs of Effort 
to Reduce Application Processing Time: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said change applied to their programs. 
NA -number who said it did not apply. 

A - reduction in processing time produced substantial improvement in 
administration. 

B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Change Applicable Not Applicable 

Department or Agency N A B C D NA 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
- 0s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

- - - - - - 
Total 1 85 3% 29% 50% 18% 78 



h 

Item 4 

Change Applicable Not Applicable 

Type of Grant N A B C D NA 

Formula 39 0% 13% 74% 13% 24 
Project 134 4 3 3 43 20 5 0 
Formula-project 11 0 4 5 45 10 1 
Block 1 0  0 3 0 100 

initially by OMB with responsibility later 
hn~ferred to the Office of Federal Management 

of GSA but finally returned to OMB. The 
questionnaire asked Federal grant administrators 
lor their judgments on how the various circulars 

worked in regard to each of their grant pm- 
@am: 

4s  part of the FAR effort, OMB, GSA, and 
the Treasury Department have issued cir- 
culars designed to improve certain key 
aspects of grant administration. . . . 
Please give your assessment of how each 
of the following provisions of these circu- 
lars has affected this program. . . . (A) 
Produced substantial improvement, (B) 
Produced moderate improvement, (C) has 
had no effect, (D) has had negative effect, 
(El is not applicable. 

''c 74-7 - UNIFORM ADMINISTRATIVE 
%JIREMENTS FOR GRANTS-IN-AID TO 
''ATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

'hi8 circular is designed to standardize 15 areas 
Of %inisbation of grants and to inhibit agencies '' ~ P o s i n ~  "excessive" requirements. Question- 
Pule respondents were asked to evaluate the effect 
"ksuch areas or clusters of areas. The results are 

in Table V-13. 
the varying number of respondents who said Ig provisions of FMC 74-7 were not 

'plicable, a certain number (about 30) made 
p8 exclusively to institutions of higher educa- 

FMc 74-7 does not apply to such grants. 
e'ther does it apply to grants to school districts, 

accounts for another ten to 40 non- 
iPplbbles, depending on the questions. In addi- 

tion, the nature of the question itself excluded 
some grants. For example, many programs do not 
involve single state agencies (item 3), and formula 
grant programs which do not require grantees to 
apply for funds on a project basis are excepted from 
the provisions dealing with standard application 
forms (items 4 and 5). Finally, there may have been 
some grant administrators who were not familiar 
with the circulars. 

Considering only those programs whose ad- 
ministrators found the circular provisions appli- 
cable, a relatively small percentage (2 to 9%) saw a 
substantial improvement from the circular. On the 
other hand, when substantial and moderate im- 
provement are combined, except for the single 
state agency item, the totals range from 28 to 52 
percent. An explanation for the relatively low im- 
pact of the single state agency waiver provision is 
the number of states that have established umbrella 
agencies in the human services areas where single 
state agency requirements are often found. Um- 
brella agencies have obviated the need for waivers 
in many of these cases. 

That over one-half the programs indicated some 
degree of improvement from the changes covered 
by catch-all item (6) seems impressive, though it is 
doubtful that a consensus could be found on what 
percentage really signifies success. Even the per- 
centage for items (I),  (2), (4), and (5) reflect favora- 
bly on the effect of those parts of FMC 74-7. On the 
other hand, the 39 and 18 percent negative effect 
registered on the standardized application and 
pre-application forms and procedures (items (5) 
and (4) ) is some cause for concern. These two items 
are key measures in the efforts to cut red tape. The 
relatively large proportion of grant administrators 
who believe they have actually hurt the cause of 
good grant administration rather than helped it 
suggests the existence of a good deal of skepticism 



Table V-13 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on Effect of Certain Provisions 
of FMC 74-7 on their Grant Programs 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number o f  respondents who said provision(s) o f  FMC 74-7 applied t o  their 
programs. 

NA - number who said i t  d id  not  apply. 
A - provision produced substantial improvement i n  administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had n o  appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

(1) Recipients n o  longer 
required to have separate 
bank accounts for grant 
funds. 

(2) Minimizing time between 
Federal disbursement and 
grantee use o f  funds. 

(3) Waiver o f  single state 
agency requirement. 

(4) Standardized preapplication 
procedure. 

(5) Standardized forms for 
application, review, and 
approval o f  project grants. 

(6) Standardized procedures 
for payments, determining 
matching shares, budget 
revisions, reporting grants 
close out, record retention. 

Provision(s) 
Applicable 

~rovision(s) 
Not ~ ~ ~ l i c a b l ~  



toward FMC 74-7 in the grants-administering 
bureaucracy. 

Analysis of the responses by department or 
asency throws further light on the administrators' 

on FMC 74-7. It appears that in relation to the 
median government-wide view on the effect of 
mc 74-7: 

" better than average improvement was seen by 
program administrators in Commerce, HUD, Jus- 
hce, Labor, and EPA; 
O no effect was seen to predominate in Agricul- 

b e  and ARC; and 
O a predominant negative effect was seen in 

Nw-OE; 

,, In the five other department or agencies and the 
all other" groups, the appraisals were too mixed 

to suggest a general tendency. 

The procedures involved in administering for- 
mula grants are different from those of project 
@ants. Formula grants are given as a matter of 
entitlement and do not require the application and 
'@application process of project grants. It is there- 
"e of interest to examine the responses to the 
questions on FMc 74-7 to see whether there were 
any notable differences between administrators of 
tbe two kinds of grants. The data are summarized 
ln Table V-14. 

points stand out. First, the formula grant 
saw a high negative effect for the 

Provisions on separate bank accounts, single state 
agency, application, review, and approval process, 
Fd standardized procedures for payments, match- 
lng shares, and budget revisions. Second, the proj- 
ect grant administrators saw a noticeably more 
favorable effect on their programs than the formula 

grant administrators did resulting from the provi- 
sions on disbursement time, single state agency, 
and other standardized procedures. 

FMC 74-4 - COST PRINCIPLES APPLICABLE 
TO GRANTS AND CONTRACTS WITH STATE 
AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Federal grant administrators were asked to 
evaluate the impact of FMC 74-4 on their programs. 
This circular prescribes a uniform method for de- 
termining costs in the expenditure of grant funds. 
The responses by department or agency of the 
grant program are shown in Table V-15. The circu- 
lar does not apply to publicly financed educa- 
tional institutions, and this accounts for about 
one-third of the "non-applicable" responses. No 
explanation was obtained for the remaining two- 
thirds. 

Well over one-half (56%) of the respondents 
thought that their programs had been substantially 
or moderately improved by the new cost allocation 
requirements and process. The favorable experi- 
ence was particularly apparent among the ad- 
ministrators of programs in Agriculture (70%), In- 
terior (71%), Justice ( loo%),  Labor (80%), and DOT 
(87%). Governmentwide the combined percent- 
age of substantial and moderate improvement was 
a stronger endorsement than the grant officials had 
registered for any of the provisions under FMC 
74-7. The negative effect reported was negligible. 

The breakdown of the responses by type of grant 
is shown in Item 5 .  

Improvement from the circular was clearly seen 
more in the formula than in the project or formula- 
project grants. 

Item 5 

Provisions 
Provisions Applicable not Applicable 

Type of grant N A B C D NA 

Formula 43 21% 51% 28% 0% 2 0 
Proiect 137 9 42  47 1 4 7 



Table V-74 

Federal Grant Administrators' View on Effect of Certain Provisions 
of FMC 74-7 on Their Grant Programs: by Type of Grant 

(Formula, Project, Formula-Project, Block) 
Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said provision(s) of FMC 74-7 applied to their 
programs. 

NA - number who said it did not apply. 
A - provision produced substantial improvement in administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Provision(s) Applicable 

1) Separate Bank Accounts 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

2) Disbursement Time 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

3) Single State Agency 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

4) Preapplication procedures 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

5) Application, Review, 
Approval Process 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Provision(s) 
Not Applicable 



6) Other Standardized 
Procedures 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Table V-74 Continued 

F M ~  73-2 - AUDIT OF FEDERAL 
OPERATIONS AND PROGRAMS BY 
E W U T I V E  BRANCH AGENCIES 

,, The primary objectives of circular FMC 73-2 are 
to Promote improved audit practices, to achieve 

:ore efficient use of manpower, to improve coor- 
dlnation of audit efforts, and to emphasize the need 

early audits of new or substantially changed 
As applied to grant programs, particu- 

larstress is given to reliance on non-Federal audits 
ln order to promote most effective use of audit 

This circular has been in effect longer 
than FMC 74-7 and FMC 74-4, having been origi- 
P a l l ~  issued by BOB in 1965. 

As with the other circulars, the grant adminis- 
bators were asked to evaluate the impact on their 

The responses by department or agency 
Qe Presented in Table V-16. 

Over one-third of the respondents thought that 
!leir Programs had shown substantial or moderate 
lQ~ro~emen t  because of improved audit practices. 
This is about the same as their overall ratings of the 
Impact of FMC 74-7, but less than their ratings of 
'k 74-4. Registering high percentages of im- 
provement were HEW-SRS (loo%), Justice (80%), 

DOT (75%). 
The breakdown of responses by type of grant 

Is shown below in item 6. 

A slightly larger proportion of the formula grant 
administrators reported improvements than proj- 
ect grant administrators, and the combined 
formula-project grants reported by far the best ex- 
perience of all three. 

TREASURY CIRCULAR 1082 - 
NOTIFICATION TO STATES OF 
GRANT-IN-AID INFORMATION 

Under this circular, agencies are required to 
notify the appropriate state central information 
agency of each grant awarded and subsequent re- 
lated transactions. The Federal grant adminis- 
trators evaluated its effect on their programs as 
shown in Table V-17. 

Sixty-one of the responding programs are not 
listed in the Catalog of Federal Domestic Assis- 
tance as requiring notification to states under T.C. 
1082. This accounts for the bulk of the 70 non- 
applicable. 

Unlike the preceding three circulars cited, T.C. 
1082 is intended more for the direct benefit of 
statellocal recipients and for the indirect, long-run 
benefit of the programs themselves. Yet the ad- 
ministrators of almost one-third of the grant pro- 
grams (30%) believe the circular has improved 
their grant administration. 

Change Applicable Not Applicable 

Type of Grant N A B C D N A  

Formula 51 8% 31% 47% 14% 10 
Project 139 9 24 65 -2 37 
Formula-project 2 0 70 30 0 2 

200 4 9 



O M B  CIRCULAR A-95 - EVALUATION, 
REVIEW, A N D  COORDINATION O F  
FEDERAL AND FEDERALLY ASSISTED 
PROGRAMS A N D  PROJECTS 

OMB Circular A-95 implements section 204 of 
the Demonstration and Metropolitan Develop- 
ment Act of 1966 and Title IV of the Inter- 
governmental Cooperation Act of 1968. It aims to 
encourage the establishment of a project notifica- 
tion and review system to facilitate coordinated 

planning on an intergovernmental basis for 
specified Federal assistance programs, help coor- 
dinate direct Federal development programs with 
other levels of government, and help secure state 
and local views on the environmental impact of 
certain Federal or federally aided projects. with 
such a significant potential impact on these ~ e d .  
era1 grant programs, the ACIR questionnaire sup 
vey sought to find out from the grant administr* 
tors what has really happened, in their judgment. 
They were asked to evaluate the effect of the circw 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on Effect of FMC 74-4 
on Their Grant Programs, by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said provision(s) of FMC 74-4 applied to their 
program. 

NA - number who said it did not apply. 
A - provision produced substantial improvement in administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

ProvisionW 
Provision(s) Applicable Not ~ppl icable  

Department or  agency N A B C D N A 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
- 0 s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 

department or  agency 10% 54% 37% 0% 



lar in the same manner as they assessed the impact 
of the three circulars on administrative improve- 
ment. The replies are summarized in Table V-18, 
overall and by department and agency. 

The large number of "non-applicables" is ac- 
counted for by the fact that A-95 applies only to 
Programs that have a significant effect on area and 
community development or require a state plan. 

(These are listed in Appendixes I and I1 of the 
Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance. Many of 
the programs represented by responses to the 

questionnaire are not included in the lists. 
Thirty-nine percent of those who believe the cir- 

cular applies to their program felt it has improved 
the program - substantially or moderately. The 
most sanguine about the impact are Commerce 
(70%), EPA (69%), Agriculture (67%), and ARC 
(66%). It is perhaps significant that EDA, which 
represented about half the responding programs 
from Commerce, and ARC have stxong commit- 
ments to planned areawide development. 
Moreover, the environmental impact - a factor 

Table V-16 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on Effect of FMC 73-2 
on Their Grant Programs: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said provision(s) of FMC 73-2 applied to their programs. 
NA - number who said it did not apply. 

A - provision produced substantial improvement in administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Department or agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

H U D  
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 

department or agency 

Provision(s) Applicable 
Provision(s) 

Not Applicable 



Table V-17 

Federal Grant Administrators' View of Effect of Treasury Circular 1082 on Their Grant 
Programs: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said provision(s) ofTreasury Circular1082 applied 
to their program. 

NA - number who said it did not apply. 
A - provision produced substantial improvement in administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Department or Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 193 
Median 

department or agency 

Provision(s) 
Applicable 

Provision(s) 
Not Applicable 

involved in the review process - is critical to the Federal Regional Councils 
administration of EPA programs. The most nega- - - 
tive attitudes are those in HEW-OE (36%), a i d  
HEW-PHs and HEW-OS (33% each). Several of the 
respondents who indicated a negative impact said 
that the A-95 process caused delays or slowed 
down the application procedures. 

The responses are distributed according to type 
of grant as shown in ltem 7. 

This breakdown does not seem to indicate any 
significant difference associated with type of 
grant. 

Following the standardization of the region' 
boundaries of major grant-administering deP Srt. 
ments and agencies was the formation of ~ e d e ~ ~  
Regional Councils (FRCs) in each of the ten redoP 
a1 headquarters cities. As part of the move to ward 
decentralization, these councils are intend0 d to 

enable state and local officials to work more close'' 
with the Federal authorities who make UP tb0 
membership of the councils, and facilitate coordl' 



Item 7 

Change Applicable Not Applicable 

Type of Grant N A B C D NA 

Formula 35 6% 31% 40% 23% 29  
Project 124 8 32 4 4  15 6 2 
Formula-project 7 0 29 4 3  29 5 

Table V-18 

Federal Grant Administrators' View on the Effect of OMB Circular A-95 on Their Grant 
Programs: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of respondents who said provision(s) of OMB Circular A-95 applied 
to their programs. 

NA - number who said i t  did not apply. 
A - provision produced substantial improvement in administration. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Department or Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
- 0 s  
-SRS 

H U D  
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
€PA 
411 other 

Total 
Median 

department or agency 

Provision(s) 
Applicable 

Provision(s) 
Not Applicable 



nation among Federal agencies at the regional 
level. 

The ACIR questionnaire survey asked the Fed- 
eral grant administrators to evaluate how several 
aspects of the FRCs' interprogram coordination ef- 
forts had affected the administration of their grant 
programs. The arithmetic means of the total re- 
sponses are summarized in Table V-19. 

The total response indicates a very modest de- 
gree of improvement which is quite uniform 
among the four aspects of interprogram coordina- 
tion examined. Certainly the improvement is mod- 
est compared with the effects that were reported on 
some parts of the management circulars. Looking 
at the departmental breakdown, the HUD and 
HEW-OS administrators reported noticeably 
above-average improvement effects on all four 
coordination aspects examined, and Labor re- 

problem-solving strategies and the elimination of 
interprogram frictions. 

Project grants involve more dealings between 
recipients and regional officials and among re- 
gional representatives of the various programs, 
and thus project grant administrators may perceive 
different effects of interprogram coordination ef- 
forts than administrators of other grant types. 
Therefore, it is worth looking at a breakdown of 
responses by type of grant, as in Table V-20. 

Except for the fourth type of effort, evaluation, 
the project grant administrators clearly saw a more 
favorable impact of the FRCs' efforts than did the 
formula grant administrators. Even so, the percen- 
tage reporting on improvement was modest. It is of 
interest that two of the four block grant adminis- 
trators found improvement in each of the aspects of 

ported even more favorably on the development of coordination. - 

Table V-19 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Effect of Federal Regional 
Councils on Their Grant Programs 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - Number of responses. 
A - produced substantial improvement. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Aspects of FRCs' Interprogram 
Coordination Efforts N A B 

(1) Definition of interprogram 
problems 249 1% 9% 

(2) Development of strategies to 
solve interprogram 
problems 249 - * 8 

(3) Elimination of interprogram 
frictions and objections 249 1 7 

(4) Evaluation of results of 
(1) - (3) 

*Less than 0.5 percent. 



Table V-20 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Effects of Federal Regional 
Councils on Their Grant Programs: by Type of Grant 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - Number of responses. 
A - produced substantial improvement. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

) Definition of lnterprogram 
Problems 

Formula grants 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Total 

2) Development of Strategies 
to Solve Interprogram 
Problems 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Total 

3) Elimination of lnterprogram 
Frictions and Objections 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Total 

4) Evaluation of Results 
of (1) - (3) 

Formula 
Project 
Formula-project 
Block 

Total 



To probe another intergovernmental aspect of 
the functioning of the FRCs, the ACIR question- 
naire survey asked: 

In general . . . how would you evaluate 
the effect of the FRCs on your agency's 
relations with state and local govern- 
ments in this program? 

Overall, the results of 245 responses were as 
follows: 

produced substantial 
improvement -%* 

produced moderate improvement 8 
has had no appreciable effect 8 7 
has had negative effect 5 

'Less than 0.5 percent 

The results broken down by department or 
agency are presented in Table V-21. 

Distributed according to the type of grant, the 
results of the responses are as follows: 

Table V-27 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Effects of Federal Regional 
Councils on Relations with State and Local Governments: by 

Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - Number of responses. 
A - produced substantial improvement. 
B - produced moderate improvement. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 
D - had a negative effect. 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0 E 
-0 S 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 

department or agency 

*Less than 0.5 percent. 



Type of Grant N A B C D 

Formula 58 0% 3% 84% 12% 
Project 171 1 9 88 2 
Formula-~roject 1 2  0 8 8 3 8 
Block 4 0 0 75 25 

It seems fair to conclude that the FRCs affect 
grant programs' relations with state and local gov- 
"nments in about the same way they affect the 
Programs' approaches to interprogram coordina- 
tion in the regions: a modest improvement, notice- 
able more among the project grant programs than 
the formula grant programs. 

Decentralization Measures Since 1969 

The FAR effort to "move government closer to 
the People" included, in addition to standardiza- 
tion of regional boundaries and creation of FRCs 
br coordination purposes, the placing of more 
d@cision-making authority for grant programs in 
regional offices, In the ACIR questionnaire survey, 
grant administrators were asked to indicate which 
Of a list of decentralization actions applied to de- 
velopments in their programs since 1969, the year 
'AR was initiated. Separate lists were prepared for 
formula and project grant administrators because 
Of the different administrative procedures in- 
'Olved, although some actions listed were com- 
mon to both. 

Table V-22 presents the responses of the for- 
grant administrators. Over one-half of those 

responding reported that since 1969 their pro- 
had decentralized the authority to appoint 

(item 4 - 52%), and major responsibil- 
" Y f ~ r  program review (item 8 - 52%), and for in- I' 
@%ating complaints (item 10 - 51%). Nearly 

"@-half delegated authority to regionslareas for 
bancial management (item 11 - 49%) and major 
F ~ o n s i b i l i t ~  for technical assistance (item - 

48%); established the requirement that bureau 
'@'d staff report directly to department or agency 
r?81~na~ staff rather than bureau headquarters staff 

5 - 46%); and increased the share of total 
staff in the field (item 1 - 44%). On the 

hand, only 9 percent began rotating central 

office staff to the field (item 3), 18 percent in- 
creased the share of supergrades in the field (item 
2), and 20 percent decentralized power to disap- 
prove plans and plan amendments (item 7). The 
less sensitive authority to approve plans and 
amendments was moved out of Washington in 
about one-third of the cases reported (item 
6 - 30%). 

Further analysis by department or agency indi- 
cates some wide variations in experience on decen- 
tralization. Table V-23 presents by item and de- 
partment or agency the total number of programs 
responding and the percentage of "Yes" responses 
in each case. Part A shows that HEW-OE, Agricul- 
ture, HEW-PHs, and DOT had the largest influence 
on the averages shown in Table V-23 because of 
their percentage of responses in the total: an aver- 
age of 43, 13, 9, and 9 percent for all 11 items 
combined. Part B shows that HEW-OE had an over- 
all low "Yes" response rate (25%). This, plus 
HEW-OE's large share of the total responses, means 
that it kept the "Yes" rates from being substantially 
higher than they were. 

In contrast to the low rate of decentralization 
activity reported by HEW-OE program adminis- 
trators, the other three agencies with six or more 
programs responding (Agriculture, HEW-PHs and 
DOT) reported fairly high rates of decentralization 
with varying degrees of consistency among the 
items. 

It should be noted that the question specified 
decentralization developments "since 1969," 
since the objective was to determine what effect the 
FAR effort had had. Several respondents indicated 
that their programs had taken certain of the actions 
prior to FAR (one or more programs in HEW-OE, 
HEW-SRS, HEW-PHs, and Agriculture). Several 
other administrators (in HEW-OE and Agriculture) 
indicated that their programs had no regional ad- 
ministration. Finally, several mentioned statutory 
inhibitions on taking some of the decentralization 
actions [HEW-OE, HEW-0s). All these factors 
tended to keep the "Yes" vote down. 

On the basis of the responses to this question it is 
difficult to sustain any other generalizations. It 
may seem that the newer programs tend to show 
more recent decentralization activity. Yet, newer 
programs represented in the response group are 
few in number (Commerce, Justice, EPA). Also, the 
great bulk of formula grant administrators who 
responded were from the older agencies (Agricul- 
ture, HEW-PHs, HEW-OE), and those who re- 



Table V-22 

Proportion of Federal Formula Grant Programs in Which Certain 
Decentralization Developments Occurred Since 1969, 

According to Grant Administrators 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number o f  administrators responding. 
Yes - the development d id  occur in the program since 1969. 
N o  - the development d id  not  occur in  the program since 1969. 

Development 

I) Increase in proport ion o f  total staff located i n  regional o r  area offices. 

2) Increase i n  proport ion o f  supergrade staff located in  re- 
gional o r  area offices. 

3) Init iation o f  practice o f  rotating headquarters executive staff t o  
regionallarea offices. 

4) Delegation to  regionallarea o f  authority t o  appoint personnel. 

5) Requirement that bureau program staff in  regionallarea office be im- 
mediately responsible t o  regionaVarea representative o f  department 
o r  agency rather than directjy t o  bureau head at headquarters. 

6) Delegation to  regional/area office o f  authority t o  approve plans and 
plan amendments. 

7) Delegation to  regionallarea offices o f  authority t o  disapprove plans and 
amendments. 

8) Delegation to  regional/area staff o f  major responsibility for program review 

9) Delegation to  regionallarea staff o f  major responsibility for technical 
assistance. 

10) Delegation to  regionallarea staff o f  major responsibility for investigation 
o f  complaints. 

11) Delegation to  regionallarea staff o f  major responsibility for financial 
management (accounting, budget form, and executive auditing). 

N Yes 

69 44% 

68 18 

65 9 

67 52 

67 46 

64 30 

64 20 

67 52 

66 48 

65 51 

67 49 

ported decentralization activity were not  uni- 
formly w i t h  new programs. In brief, there is  no  
readily apparent logical pattern to explain the re- 
sponses. 

Evaluation of Decentralization Efforts. Fol lowing 
the question o n  what decentralization actions their 
programs had taken since 1969, the administrators 

were asked to indicate their judgement be 

degree to wh ich  the above developments, takeD 
together, have affected the administration ,,f this 
program." Of the 75 who  had responded at all to 
the previous question. 50 indicated that their pm 
gram had experienced at least one o f  the 11 d@ 

centralization actions. Of these 50, 47 eval uded 
those actions as follows: 



Table V-23 

Total Number of Responses and Percentage of "Yes" Responses 
on Questions Relating to Decentralization in Formula Grant Programs 

by Department or Agency and Type of Decentralization Action 

Summer 1975 

A. Number of Total Responses by ltem 

for item explanation see Table V-22 

Department Mean Percent 
or Agency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1  of All Items 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
- 0 s  
-SRS 

Interior 
Justice 
DOT 
E PA 
All other 

Total 

B. Percentage "Yes" Responses by ltem 

Department Mean of "Yes" 
or Agency 1  2  3 4  5 6  7  8  9  10 11 ResponseRates 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0 E 
- 0 s  
-SRS 

Interior 
Justice 
Lab0 r 

I DOT 
E PA 
411 other 



Number Percent 

produced substantial 
improvement 6 13% 

produced moderate 
improvement 18 38 

had no appreciable 
effect 17 36 

had negative effect - 6 - 13 
4 7 100% 

Of those reporting no appreciable effect, eight 
reported that three or fewer of the decentralization 
actions occurred in their programs. The remainder 
of those giving an evaluation had, with few excep- 
tions, reported mven or more actions, indicating 
some kind of detectable effect could have been 
expected. 

The questionnaire solicited comments on the re- 
spondents' evaluations. Observations by those 
who reported a negative effect included: 

Regional offices are inadequately 
staffed. - HEW-PHs 

Fragmented authority and because of 
lack of sufficient staff and the problem of 
coordination. - HEW-OE 

None of those reporting substantial improve- 
ment commented. 

Comments from those reporting a moderate im- 
provement included: 

Most developments were a part of pro- 
gram since its inception in 1950, but have 
been emphasized or updated since 
1969. -Agriculture 

To the extent that ten rather than six. . . 
specialists are available to work with the 
states, there have been some improve- 
ments. However, these ten individuals 
have had little or no support staff and are 
isolated in the regional offices. There is 
inadequate machinery in the regions and 
in Washington to assure consistency in 
the administration . . . Efforts to remedy 
this situation have resulted in a coopera- 
tive OPS between the Washington office 
an2 the regional DHEW-OE offices. Closer 
and better communications among the re- 

gional offices and between Washington 
and the regions have resulted.-HEW-OE 

Provides closer overview on more fre- 
quent basis of state and local programs. 
Therefore grant negotiations have run 
smoother and chances for rubber stamp 
approval, without sufficient productivity, 
should be less. - EPA 

Those who found no appreciable effect from the 
decentralization actions made the following corn- 
ments: 

Program was decentralized from the be- 
ginning.- HE W-PHs 

Program, as authorized, provides mini- 
mum opportunity for impact by central 
or regional staff. Very small program (six 
grantees).--HE W-PHs 

Size of staff limits effectiveness. Dele- 
gating authority is of little consequence 
if staff is inadequate. - HEW-OE 

To summarize decentralization developments ja 
the formula grant programs since 1969, as r e p o d  
by the responding grant administrators, there W 
pears to have been a significant amount of activit'~ 
and where decentralization has occurred, subst@* 
tial or moderate improvement has resulted in over 
half the cases. Yet, in two key areas - providid 
executive-supergrade staff for the field offices d 
decentralizing authority over plans and 
amendments - the least improvement was re- 
ported. 

DECENTRALIZATION 
AS SEEN BY PROJECT 
GRANT ADMINISTRATORS 

A similar set of questions on decentraliza@ 
was addressed to the administrators of pro iec' 
grants, with differences reflecting the diffemncd 
in administrative process. Table V-24 summa id 
the responses. 1 

There were from 160 to 170 responses on eh 
item listed. Some of the administrators fie* 
reasons for not responding to all or some 0 f@' 
items. Chief among these was that their prog @ 
had never been regionalized but rather was ad* 



ministered nationwide from headquarters. Ad- 
ministrators who mentioned this point were in 
HEW-OE, HEW-PHs, Labor, and EPA. Other 
reasons given for not responding were that the 
program was already decentralized or the program 
was too new for much to  have been done. 

The table shows that the most frequent action 
reported was delegation of authority to review 
grant applications (item 6 - 63%). Also at the 50 
Percent or higher level were actions to delegate 

major responsibility for program review (item 
9 - 55%) and for technical assistance (item 
10 - 55%), and to require bureau f ield staff to re- 
port directly to department or regional office staff 
rather than bureau headquarters staff (item 
5 - 54%). In the 40-50 percent range were an in- 
crease in proportion of total staff located in the 
f ield (item 1 - 48%) and the delegation of author- 
ity to  appoint personnel (item 4 - 48%), to com- 
mit grant funds (item 8 - 46%), approve grant ap- 

Table V-24 

Proportion of Federal Project Grant Programs in Which Certain Developments 
Occurred Since 1969, ~ccording to Grant Administrators 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number o f  administrators responding. 
Yes - the development did occur in the program since 1969. - 
No - the development did not occur in the program since 1969. 

Development N Yes 

1) Increase in  proportion o f  total staff located in  regional or  area offices. 167 48% 

2) Increase in proportion o f  supergrade staff located in regional or area 
off ices. 162 18 

3) Initiation o f  practice of rotating headquarters executive staff to  
regionallarea offices. 166 10 

4) Delegation to regionallarea o f  authority to  appoint personnel. 168 48 

5) Requirement that bureau program staff i n  regionallarea office be im- 
mediately responsible to  regionallarea representative of department or  
agency rather than directly to  bureau head at headquarters. 160 54 

6 )  Delegation to regionallarea office o f  authority to  review grant applications. 163 63 

7) Delegation to regionallarea office o f  authority to approve grant applications. 164 43 

8) Delegation to  regionavarea office o f  authority to  commit grant funds. 162 46 

9) Delegation to  regionallarea staff o f  major responsibility for program review. 164 55 

10) Delegation to regionallarea staff o f  major responsibility for technical 
assistance. 164 55 

11) Delegation to regionallarea staff of  major responsibility for investigation 
o f  complaints. 166 52 

12) Delegation to  regionallarea staff of  major responsibility for financial manage- 
ment (accounting, reporting, budget form and execution, and auditing). 170 43 



plications (item 7 - 43%), and to assume financial 
management responsibilities (item 12 - 43%). As 
with the formula grant administrators, least action 
was taken to increase the share of supergrade staff 
in the field (item 2 - 18%), and to rotate central 
office staff to the regional or area offices (item 
3 - 10%). 

Table V-25, Part A presents the number of total 
responses submitted by each department or agency 
for each item. The right hand column indicates the 
mean percentage of total responses attributable 
to each unit considering all items, permitting an 
assessment of an individual department's or agen- 
cy's influence in the total picture. Clearly weigh- 
ing mostly heavily were HEW-OE (19%), HEW- 
PHS (18%), Agriculture (8%), and Commerce and 
EPA (7% each). Again, as in the case of the re- 
sponses on formula grant decentralization efforts, 
the relatively low rate of "Yes" responses by 
HEW-OE, as indicated in Part B of the table, means 
that HEW-OE kept the overall "Yes" rates from 
being higher. The other "high influence" depart- 
ments or agencies, on the other hand, had high 
overall rates of "Yes" responses with varying de- 
grees of consistency. 

Evaluation of Decentralization Efforts. The project 
grant administrators also were asked to evaluate 
"the degree to which the above (decentralization) 
developments, taken together, have affected the 
administration of this program." Of the 175 who 
had responded to one or more of the listed decen- 
tralization developments, 114 marked "Yes" for at 
least one of the developments. Of these, 102 made 
evaluations, as follows: 

Number Percent 

produced substantial 
improvement 25 25% 

produced moderate 
improvement 34 33 

had no appreciable 
effect 29 28 

had negative effect - 14 - 14 
102 100% 

Of the 29 reporting no appreciable effect, ten in- 
dicated that four or fewer of the decentralization 
actions occurred in their programs. The remaining 
73, with few exceptions, had claimed five or more 

actions, indicating some kind of detectable effect 
could have been expected. 

The project grant administrators were asked to 
comment on the decentralization experience in 
their programs. Observations by those who gave a 
negative overall assessment included: 

The regional offices were inadequately 
staffed. - HEW-PHs 

Program was decentralized and then 
brought back to central office. - HEW- 
OE 

Comments from those reporting substantial 
improvement included: 

No historical basis for comparison. 
However, it is agreed that highly decen- 
tralized system (to local, even below re- 
gional) is essential in the effective man- 
agement of this program. -Agriculture 

Regional technical assistance, monitor- 
ing, application processing and recom- 
mendations for funding work well since 
beginning of program (3 years ago). They 
also comply with regionallcentralization 
requirements of (program legislation). - 
HEW-OE 

The additional responsibilities as- 
signed in the last five years have allowed 
regional offices to better design and exe- 
cute supporting services to (program) 
grantees. - HEW-OS 

Delegation of authority to regional of- 
fices has greatly improved the respon- 
siveness of the program. - Interior 

Authority to RDs has reduced paper- 
work, duplication of effort - provided 
more efficient and effective service to 
grantees - more accountability to state 
and locd governments at a level closer to 
them - authority should be expanded 
and maintained in regional offices, not 
only in CSA RDs but all other ~edera l  
agencies. - CSA 

Comments from those who reported mode@ 
improvement included: 



Table V-25 

Total Number of Responses and Percentage of "Yes" Responses on Questions 
Relating to Decentralization in Project Grant Programs, by Department or Agency 

and Type of Decentralization Action 

Summer 1975 

A. Number of Total Responses by ltem 

for item explanation see Table V34 

Department Mean Percent 
orAgency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ofAllltems 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0E 
- 0 s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 167 162 166 168 160 163 164 162 164 164 166 170 99% 

6. Percentage "Yes" Responses by ltem 

Department Mean of "Yes" 
orAgency 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 ResponseRates 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0E 
- 0 s  
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
€PA 
All other 

Total 48% 18% 10% 48% 46% 63% 43% 46% 55% 55% 52% 43% 44% 



Consistency in review and application 
of program policies and guidelines 
somewhat of a problem. Lack of manage- 
ment information system is a problem - 
HEW-PHs 

Program decentralized only 1% years 
and expertise in regional offices not yet 
optimum. Once regional expertise is de- 
veloped, closer liaison and monitoring 
should be very beneficial. - HEW-PHs 

Regional staff development has been 
slow. -DOT 

Improvement of OCD-DHEW advisory 
role is attributed less to organizational 
factors than to improved personal 
communications. -ARC 

Decentralization has resulted in differ- 
ent regional interpretations and manage- 
ment of program so that it is difficult to 
maintain national consistency. - EPA 

Among comments received from those who saw 
no appreciable effect from the decentralization 
actions: 

The redelegation of authority has less 
effect on administration than personnel 
responsible for program administra- 
tion. - HEW-OE 

(Statute) requires that funding decision 
be made in Washington. - HEW-OE 

Program is highly technical in nature. 
DHEW regional offices now review appli- 
cations and comment on awards, to be 
made without expertise in subject area. 
Procedure delays by one to two months 
bringing (program) services to communi- 
ties throughout the U.S. - HEW-OE 

The R (t D program has always been a 
centralized activity and no changes have 
occurred in its location or respon- 
sibilities. - HEW-OS 

Because of organizational structure of 
the regional offices, no identifiable com- 
ponent is provided for this grant 
program. - labor 

To summarize the decentralization activity since 
1969 among project grant programs, according to 
their administrators as reported in this survey: 

0 From 43 to 63 percent of the programs re- 
ported action in all but two of the 12 kinds of 
decentralization developments specified. This in- 
dicates a significant effort to decentralize the ad- 
ministration of project grants. The two exceptions, 
involving shifting of top level staff to the field, 
appear to be the most difficult to accomplish. 
0 The most successful departments or agencies 

in decentralizing were HUD, Labor, HEW-PHs, 
Agriculture, HEW-OS, and EPA. Almost the least 
successful was HEW-OE, which administered the 
largest number of responding programs. 
0 Fully one-fourth of those which reported 

some kind of decentralization action felt that the 
action had produced substantial improvement in 
their program; well over one-half reported either 
substantial or moderate improvement. Such rat- 
ings seem to bear out the hopes of those who sup- 
port decentralization as a measure for facilitating 
administration as well as improving program 
sponsiveness. 
0 The few comments submitted by adminis- 

trators who reported negative effects suggest that 
in at least same cases the concept of decentraliza- 
tion was not given adequate support, either by 
inadequate staff support or a failure to give it 
enough time to prove itself. 

0 Comparing the separate responses of the ad- 
ministrators of formula grant programs and those 
of project grant programs, there seems to be a * 
markable and perhaps unexpected similarity 
tween the two groups, both as to the extent @ d 
kind of decentralization that have occurrred since 
1969 and their evaluation of its impact on theit 
program. 

Minimum Procedures for Project 
(Discretionary) Grant Programs 

In 1974 the Administrative Conference of ** 
United States (ACUS), recommended that eve@ 
Federal agency administering d i s c r e t i o n a r y ~ ~  
tance under a domestic program identify l Y  
the specific results it expects the assistaoc" 
achieve; to develop criteria based on that f o d Y  
tion for awarding aid; and to utilize public P< 
d u e s  for developing and enforcing the 



Table V-26 

Federal Project Grant Programs' Adherence to Recommendations of ACUS on 
~iscretionar~ Grants: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: A - publish procedures for applying for grants. 
B - publish statement of expected results from grants. 
C - publish criteria for selecting grantees. 

Department 
0 r 

Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 

A B C 
Number "Yes" Number "Yes" Number 

Responding Answers Responding Answers Responding 
"Yes" 

Answers 

85 % 
62 
82 
94 
29 
0 

100 
50 
67 
83 
50 
0 

100 
51 
- 

69 % 

wteria and other requirements. The recommenda- 
b n  was based on the Commission's view that: 

in dispensing assistance agencies should 
not be free to act completely within their 
own discretion, ad hoc, unguided by 
standards and insulated from the com- 
plaints of those who dispute the propriety 
of agency decisions. Such unchanneled 
discretion not only creates the occasion 
for arbitrary action, but also prevents the 
agencies from giving their programs the 
effective policy direction essential for the 
achievement of statutory aims.' 

a e  ACIR questionnaire survey sought to ascer- 
bh the extent to which the grant programs have 

carried out the ACUS's recommendations. It asked 
first whether the agency had published procedures 
to be followed by potential grant recipients in ap- 
plying for a grant, and if so, whether such publica- 
tion was required by statute or regulation. Of the 
185 who responded, 83 percent answered "Yes." 
Of those who then answered the second part, 46 
percent stated such publication was required by 
statute or regulation. 

Next the administrators were polled on whether 
their agency had issued a public statement of the 
specific results they expected the grant to achieve, 
and if so, whether such a statement was required by 
statute or regulation. Sixty-three percent of the 178 
responding answered "Yes." Of the 111 who 
answered the second part, 32 percent said the 
statement was required by statute or regulation. 



Finally, the questionnaire asked whether the 
programs published criteria or standards, and 
priorities among criteria or standards, for the selec- 
tion of grantees under each grant program. And 
again, a follow-up question asked whether such 
publication was mandated by regulation or statute. 
Of the 177 answering the first part, 69 percent said 
their agency did publish criteria or standards. Of 
the 115 responding to the second part, 41 percent 
indicated publication was required by statute or 
regulation. 

Table V-26 summarizes the responses to all 
three questions by department or agency. The rela- 
tively high proportion of positive responses to 
questions on compliance with the ACUS recom- 
mendations is consistent with responses to a simi- 
lar line of questioning by the ACUS in early 1975. 
Twelve departments and agencies told the Confer- 
ence that their assistance programs substantially 
complied with its recommendations or that the 
recommendations had no relevance to their pro- 
grams.8 

Grant Consolidation 

Grant consolidation tends to correct the prolifer- 
ation of narrow categorical grants which have 
similar or identical objectives. In another question 
focused on recent reform activity, the question- 
naire survey asked Federal grant administrators 
whether their grant programs had been involved in 
statutory consolidation in the past five years. Of 
274 responses, 18 indicated there had been such 
consolidations. They were asked to identify the 
mergers. Those cited mainly involved Office of 

Education programs (11). The complete list, as d e  
scribed by the respondents, is shown in Exhibit 1. 

The administrators were asked how they would 
rate the consolidation in terms of achievement of 
the objectives of the individual programs consoli- 
dated. Ten responded as follows: 

enhanced achievement of some objectives, did 
not appreciably affect achievements of other 3 
did not appreciably affect achievement of any of 
the objectives 3 
enhanced achievement of some, retarded the 
achievement of others 4 

Administrators of five of the Office of Education 
programs (items 5, 6, 7, 8, and 11) said the merg- 
ers took effect July 1, 1975, so it was too early to 
assess the effects. 

To summarize, it appears that statutory consoli' 
dation has been rare in the past five years. The bulk 
of it has occurred in one agency, OE, as a conse 
quence of one piece of legislation (the ~ d u c a t i o d  
Amendments of 1974 - P.L. 93-380). In many of 
the educational programs the merger was too re  
cent to permit evaluation of effects. In the remaiw 
der, the administrators have a mixed view of the 
effects of the mergers on achievement of the s e P  
rate objectives of the merged programs. 

Joint Funding Simplification Act 

A final question relating to recent efforts to 
form the administration of categorical grants irr 
volved the 1974 Joint Funding Simplification hct 

Department 
or Agency 

1. HEW-OE 

2. HEW-OE 

3. HEW-OE 

Exhibit 1 

Program Consolidation Action 

Construction of Public Title IV A and B, Library Services to the Physically 
Libraries. Handicapped and State Institutional Library serviceg 

was consolidated into Title I ,  Library Services. 

Dropout Prevention. P.L. 93-380, Title IV-C, FY '76. 

Library Services - Grants Same as (1) above. 
for Public Libraries. 



4. HEW-OE 

5. HEW-OE 

6. HEW-OE 

7. HEW-OE 

8. HEW-OE 

9. HEW-OE 

10. HEW-OE 

11. HEW-OE 

< 

12. Justice 

Library Services - Inter- 
Library Cooperation. 

School Library Re- 
sources, Textbooks, 
and other Instructional 
Materials. 

Strengthening Instruc- 
tion thru Equipment 
and Minor 
Remodeling. 

Strengthening State De- 
partments of  Education 
- Grants for Special 
Projects. 

Strengthening State De- 
partments - Grants to 
states. 

Supplementary Educa- 
tion Centers and Ser- 
vices - Special Pro- 
grams and Projects. 

Supplementary Educa- 
tional Centers and Ser- 
vices, Guidance, Coun- 
seling, and Testing. 

School Health and Nutri- 
tion Services for Child- 
ren from Low-Income 
Families. 

Law Enforcement Assist- 
ance - Educational 
Development. 

CETA 

Same as (1 ) above. 

ESEA Title 11, School Library Resources, Textbooks, 
and other lnstructional Materials, combined with 
NDEA Title Ill, Strengthening Instruction thru Equip- 
ment and Minor Remodeling. 

Same as (5 )  above. 

ESEA 11, Ill, IV, Sec. 807 and 808, NDEA Ill. 

ESEA Ill, NDEA Ill, ESEA Ill, ESEA V, ESEA IV, Sec. 
808 and 807. 

Sec. 306 funds consolidated under Part C o f  Title IV, 
P.L. 380 with ESEA Title V, ESEA Title VIII, Sec. 
807 and 808, and Title Ill, Sec. 305. 

This program is being consolidated with ESEA Title V 
and VIII, Sec. 807 and 808 (under P.L. 93-380, Title 
IV, Part C). 

ESEA Title Ill: Title V; Title Vl l l  - Dropout Prevention 
and Health and Nutrition. 

Creation of  National Criminal Justice Educational 
Consortium. 

All MDTA and EOA programs combined into Compre- 
hensive Employment and Training Act (CETA). 

Highway Research, Plan- Topics Program was merged into broader urban system 
ning, and Construction. and urban extension program. 

Water Pollution Control Environmental programs: air quality, water quality, 
- State and Interstate water quality, solid waste disposal. 
Program Grants. 



(P.L. 93-510). This Act is designed to overcome 
many of the problems encountered by state and 
local recipients when trying to administer pro- 
grams funded from more than one Federal source. 
It permits a single application, single audit, and 
single point of Federal contact for such projects. 

The questionnaire asked: ". . . does your 
agency have specific plans to cooperate with one or 
more other agencies in a jointly funded project 
involving this program?" Of 262 responses, 30 
(11%) said "Yes." As might be expected, 28 of the 
30 were administrators of project or formula- 
project grant programs. Program administrators 
reporting specific plans were mostly in HEW-OE 
(5), Agriculture (4), DOT (3), and Commerce and 
HEW-OS (2 each). 

Most of the "Yes" respondents identified the 
other agency or agencies with which they said they 
were making plans for joint funding. One program 
administrator said that his program's statutory au- 
thority did not permit joint funding. Several noted 
that implementing regulations had not yet been 
issued, so formulation of plans was not possible. 

PART IV. 
THE IMPACT OF OTHER 

RECENT CHANGES 

The administration of Federal grant programs 
has been affected by systemic developments other 
than the various efforts to improve grant adminis- 
tration discussed in the preceding section. These 
broader, government-wide changes include gen- 
eral revenue sharing, the struggle between Con- 
gress and the President over budgetary control 
generally and impoundments specifically, and 
the continuing efforts at departmental reorganiza- 
tion. To obtain a fuller picture of the environment 
within which Federal grants have been adminis- 
tered in recent years, the ACIR questionnaire sur- 
vey asked the grants administrators about their 
experiences with these recent developments. 

Reorganization 

The questionnaire defined "reorganization" as 
"the reassignment of responsibility for administer- 
ing a grant program to a new organizational unit 
(bureau); a reassignment of the administering unit 
(bureau) to a different agency; or alteration of the 
internal structure of the unit (bureau) which is 

Table V-27 

Number of Reorganizations Experienced 
Since January 1970 by Organizations 

Administering Federal Grant Programs 

Frequency of Grant Administering 
Reorganization Since Units 

January 1970 Number Percent 

0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Total 

substantial enough to require publication in the 
Federal Register." The grant administrators were 
asked how many times since January 1970 the$ 
grant program had been involved in a reorganiz* 
tion. 

The results are presented in Table V-27. Over 
one-half of the programs (55.8%) had been i r  
volved in one or more reorganizations, and almost 
one-third (32.2%) experienced two or more. 

The administrators then were asked how tbe 
reorganizations had affected achievement of their 
programs' objectives. One-hundred-fifty of the 15' 
who reported reorganizations responded, with the 
results by department or agency shown in T Q ~ ~ '  
V-28. Overall, about the same percentage felt the 
reorganizations had enhanced their programs' ef' 
forts (14 + 23 = 37%) as felt they had retarded the' 
(22 + 13 = 35%). HEW-OE and HEW-PHs clearly 
had the most programs which underwent re? 
ganizations (52 and 23, respectively), and the* 
experience was skewed on the unfavorable sids 
The next most active in reorganization was ~ ' '  
whose experience leaned to the favorable 9 id%* 

Considering that only 28 percent of the progrd 
registered no appreciable effect, at least one 
clusion may be drawn: that reorganizations ate 
likely to have an impact one way or the 0 

Further, considering the even balance betNe 
en 

pluses and minuses, it seems that the chance s @  
50-50 that the program effects will be 



Impoundments 

The questionnaire asked: Have appropriations 
for this program been impounded in the past ten 
years? If "Yes," what was the approximate percen- 
tage of appropriations impounded over the total 
ten-year period; and please indicate how, in your 
judgment, the impoundments have affected 
achievement of your program's statutory objec- 
tives during this period. 

Of the 268 administrators responding, 101 or 38 
percent said that their programs had been sub- 
jected to impoundments in the past decade. The 
breakdown by department or agency is presented 

in Table V-29. Clearly, impoundments occurred 
most frequently in the programs of HEW-PHS, 
HEW-OE, Agriculture, and EPA, according to grant 
administrators in those departments or agencies. 
The responses on the amounts of appropriations 
impounded were incomplete or otherwise suspect 
and could not be aggregated in a meaningful way. 

Table V-30 shows, by department or agency, 
how 100 of those reporting impoundments 
evaluated their effect on achievement of program 
objectives. About one-third reported a serious 
hampering of their programs, one-half reported 
moderate hindrance, and one-sixth saw no appre- 
ciable effect. In each of the four departments or 

Table V-28 

Federal Grant Program Administrators' Assessment of Effects 
of Reorganizations on Their Programs 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of administrators responding. 
A - reorganization substantially enhanced achievement 

of objectives. 
B - moderately enhanced. 
C - no appreciable effect. 
D - moderately retarded. 
E - substantially retarded. 

Department or Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 

department or agency 



Table V-29 

Federal Grant Administrators Reporting lmpoundments Affecting 
Their Programs in Past 10 Years: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Department 
or Agency 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0 E 
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 

Number Responding 
to Question 

Those Responding Who 
Reported lmpoundments 

Number Percent 

agencies reporting the highest incidence of 
impoundments - HEW-PHs, HEW-OE, Agricul- 
ture, and EPA - 80 percent or more of the pro- 
grams reporting saw serious or moderate hindrance 
of program operations from the impoundments. 

Among the comments made by those who dis- 
cerned serious hampering of their programs were: 

Disrupted the orderly processing of ap- 
plications from deserving communities. 
-Agriculture 

Uncertainty of the amount of funding 
and late availability of funding has caused 
serious disruption of ongoing programs 
and has delayed the beginning of new 
programs designed to meet statutory 
priorities. - HEW-OE 

There has been only one instance of im- 
pounding, which caused enormous dislo- 

cation to grantees, lowering of morale at 
all levels and greatly increased program 
work load. - HEW-OE 

Funding constraints have affected 
abilities of states to program projects, re- 
sulting in inefficiency, higher prices, per- 
sonnel cuts, etc. - DOT 

Lost credibility with academic imtitu- 
tions and state agencies. - EPA 

Comments from those who saw their 
moderately hindered included: 

Delayed getting new programs under- 
way, personnel problems in hiring and 
maintaining good staff. - HEW-PHs 

FY '68 withholding of about $10 mil- 
lion (about % of appropriation) had little 
effect on first year of funding. FY '73 im- 



poundment with release ($28.6 M or And among the reactions from those reporting 
about 40% of appropriation) in FY '74 no appreciable effect from impoundments were 
under court order led to funding of many these: 
low priority projects and less effective usk 
of funds withheld from continuation 
awards. - HEW-PHs 

Obligation and expenditure of funds 
were delayed for one year. This created 
problems when combined with a reor- 
ganization of FY '74 and a reduction in FY 
'75 appropriations. - HEW-OE 

Funds impounded for short period of 
time, then released. - EPA 

$13.7 million of FY '73 impounded 
funds were released within four months 
pursuant to a court order. -HEW-PHs 

Delay was based as much on policy 
reasons as on fiscal reasons. Funds were 
not actually needed until policy issues 
were resolved. -DOT 

Impoundment prevented decrease in 
funds in subsequent year as it was carried 

Table V-30 

Federal Grant Administrators' Evaluations of 
Impact of Impoundments of Past Ten Years; 

by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of administrators responding to question. 
A - impoundments seriously hindered program. 
B - moderately hindered. 
C - had no appreciable effect. 

Department or Agency N A 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHS 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

Total 
Median 

department or agency 



over to compensate for fiscal year budget 
cutback. - EPA 

General Revenue Sharing 

There are two ways of looking at general revenue 
sharing (GRS): as new money for state and local 
recipients to use to supplement funds that con- 
tinue to flow from categorical and block grant 
sources or as money which will gradually sup- 
plant categorical or block grant funds. Support 
for both points of view could and can be found in 
Congress, the Administration, and outside the 
government. In any case, the flow of GRS funds 
since the 1972 legislation could have an effect on 
categorical grant programs, and the questionnaire 
survey sought to plumb grant administrators' 
views on the subject. 

First, they were asked: "What effect do you think 
general revenue sharing has had on the appropria- 
tion for this grant program - caused reduction, no 
effect, caused increase?" Of the 264 answers, five 
percent said GRS caused a reduction in appropria- 
tions, 94 percent said it has no effect, and less than 
one percent (one respondent) said it caused an 
increase. Reductions were perceived in four pro- 
grams in HEW-PHs and in two programs each in 
Agriculture, Commerce, and HEW-OE. Four pro- 
grams in the "all other" category of departments 
and agencies used in this analysis saw some reduc- 
tion in appropriations. 

Two administrators who detected reductions 
commented as follows: 

Though attempts have been made to cut 
the appropriation, the funding level has 
held constant, aside from the reduction 
caused by inflation. The failure of re- 
venue sharing money to be spent on 
health has been used as an argument for 
maintaining our funding level. -HEW- 
PHs 

The general revenue sharing approach 
was used to justify an attempt at reduc- 
tion, which partially succeeded. - 
HEW-OE 

The grant administrators were then asked: "In 
your. opinion, to what extent have states and 
localities met this program's needs by using gen- 
eral revenue sharing funds for that purpose - sub- 
stantial, moderate, small, not at all?" Of the 249 

responding, 3 percent answered "moderate," 32 
percent "small," and 65 percent "not at all." 
HEW-PHs, HUD, and Interior indicated "small" 
with a frequency substantially above the average: 
55 percent, 67 percent, and 63 percent, respec- 
tively. 

Two conclusions seem warranted from this data: 
(1) the grant administrators believe that the provi- 
sion of unrestricted GRS funds to state and local 
governments has not tended to undercut their 
programs' bids for continued support as categori- 
cal or block grants, and (2) ,  consistent with that 
conclusion, state and local recipients have used 
little of their GRS moneys to meet the prograol 
needs of the categorical and block grant programs* 
This may suggest the continuing success of pro- 
gram administrator-clientele alliances in maintain- 
ing support for their separate categorical prw 
grams. 

PART V. 
OPINIONS O N  POSSIBLE 
MODIFICATIONS IN THE 

GRANT SYSTEM 

A final group of questions attempted to elicit be 
views of the grant administrators on several kin& 
of changes that are sometimes proposed for alt* 
ing the nature or the administration of the categOF 
ical grant system. They dealt with encouragement 
of state procedures for coordinating all state a d 

local aid requests, use of equalization factors in 
distributing grant funds, provision of incentives' 
improve administration and performance. ad 
movement toward block grants and interfifld 
transfers. Three of the questions were similar 
ones that were posed in earlier surveys, permid* 
a gauging of possible shifts in attitudes over tiDe' 

Channeling Aid Requests 
Through State Budget Bureaus 

In its 1964 report on the views of ~ederal  Bid 

officials on the Federal system, the Senate sub 
committee on Intergovernmental Relations asked: 
"Would the administration of Federal 
grams be improved by channeling all state 
requests for Federal aid through state 
bureaus (or equivalent coordinating and 
~ n i t s ) ? " ~  The objective was to gauge sentim 
using Federal grants to facilitate the develop 



of an integrated state budgetary process. The 
sentiment expressed was very weak. Ninety-eight 
percent of the 41 respondents said "No." As the 
subcommittee reported: "Virtually all of the re- 
sponding Federal administrators indicated a pref- 
erence for the pattern of relationship currently em- 
ployed in the administration of their programs." 

Virtually an identical question was put to Fed- 
eral grant administrators in the ACIR's 1975 sur- 
vey. The replies are summarized by department or 
agency in Table V-3 1. The overall "Yes" answer of 
19 percent indicates a decided shift in opinion in 
11 years - about a fifth of the respondents seeing 
an improvement resulting from such a state coor- 
dinative effort compared to the earlier 2 percent. 
Since the highest "Yes" votes were registered by 
agencies that deal primarily through the 
states - HEW-PHs, ARC, and Justice (LEAA) - 
one is tempted to see that feature as conditioning 
these respondents' views. Yet, Interior, Labor, and 
DOT, where programs are also state oriented, re- 
sponded with 100 percent "No." Federal adminis- 
hators, it would appear, have differing perceptions 

Table V-31 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on 
Channeling Aid Requests through State 

Offices: by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

%Jartment or Agency N Yes No 

of their state professional counterparts and the 
value of state coordinating units and processes. 

Taking the responses by type of grant reveals the 
following: 

Percent Yes 

formula programs 17% 
project programs 18 
formula-project programs 42 
block grants 25 

As in earlier questions, while formula and proj- 
ect grant administrators responded very similarly, 
the combined formula-project grant program ad- 
ministrators differed markedly. Perhaps the great- 
er complexity of administering the combined type 
of grant accounts for the different reaction, causing 
the affected Federal administrators to believe that 
better state central coordination will smooth the 
administrative path within the states. 

Equalization Factor in Distribution 
of Grant Funds 

The Senate subcommittee's 1964 study also 
asked grant administrators: "Should your aid 
program give greater or lesser recognition to varia- 
tions in the financial capacity of states and local 
governments?" The question sought to find out 
whether the administrators thought that states 
with low fiscal capacity need a higher level of 
national aid than do' the more prosperous states. 
Twenty-four percent of the 48 grant administrators 
responding said they thought the programs should 
give greater recognition to fiscal capacity, and 76 
percent opted for no change. None called for less 
recognition of the varying fiscal capacity of state 
and local governments. 

Essentially the same question was posed in the 
ACIR's survey. Overall, 34 percent marked "great- 
er," 3 percent "lesser," and 64 percent "no 
change." Thus, there has been a shift of 10 percent 
in those who would favor more equalization in the 
grant formulas or matching ratios. As the agency 
breakdown shows in Table V 3 2 ,  above-average 
votes for more equalization were registered in 
agencies administering programs aiding the dis- 
advantaged, such as ARC (67%), HEW-OS (38%), 
and HEW-SRS (50%). The "all other" group was 
influenced by high ratings for more equalization 
by multi-state regional commissions (in addition 



Table V-32 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on Equalization 
Factor in Grants-in-Aid, by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of responding grant administrators. 
A - program should give greater recognition 

to equalization factor. 
B - lesser recognition. 
C - no change. 

Department or Agency N A B C 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

- 0 E  
-0s 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

25 
17 
27 
61 
8 
5 
6 
9 
6 
7 

12 
9 

17 
38 
- 

Total 247 

to ARC) and Community Services Administration. 
This suggests that the increase since 1964 in 
number of grant programs with social objectives 
probably affects the increased sentiment for 
equalization. On the other hand, high ratings were 
also given by Justice (50%), HEW-OE (41%), and 
DOT (42%), whose services are not primarily or 
heavily directed at the disadvantaged. 

By type of grant, administrators' views on 
greater or lesser recognition of equalization are 
as follows: 

N A B C  

formula programs 63 37% 3% 60% 
project programs 169 30 3 67 
formula-project 

programs 11 64 0 36 
block programs 4 50 0 50 

Again, there is little difference between form uls 
and project grant administrators' responses. 

Incentives For Improved ~dministrati~" 
and Performance 

Another question from the 1964 Senate sub 
committee report with respect to changing tb6 
grant system was: 

Could incentive payments be added to 
your aid program to encourage the adop  
tion of standards above the minimum re- 
quired for basic eligibility? If yes, would 
this improve administration? If yest 
would the use of incentive payments in' 
crease services to the public?1° 



department, HUD, did a large share of the adminis- 
trators look more favorably on the use of block 
grants than on the use of interfund transfers. This 
may reflect that department's recent inauguration 
of its community development block grant and its 
previous experience with the multipurpose Mod- 
el Cities program. In any case, the near unanimous 
preference for loosening up the strings somewhat 
less than under a block grant or special revenue 
sharing indicates the continuing appeal of the 
categorical grant to the vast majority of Federal 
grant administrators. On the other hand, the fact 
that 42 percent overall believe that interfund trans- 
fers would help suggest a widespread willing- 
ness to ease up on narrow functionalism. 

The tabulation in Item 8 shows how the "Yes" 
responses differed by type of grant. There is not 
much to choose between the formula and project 
grants, but the combined formula-project grants, 

like the HUD group noted above, much prefer the 
block grant approach to the interfund trdnsfer ap- 
proach. The fact that there is not more difference 
between the views of the formula grant adminis- 
trators and the project grant administrators may be 
surprising in one sense. The great expansion of 
categoricals in the past decade and the ills of the 
categorical system associated with it are usually 
laid primarily at the door of the project grant, lead- 
ing some to think that the administrators of those 
grants must vigorously defense their continued 
categorical status. These survey results seem to 
indicate that the project administrators are no more 
dedicated to resisting the breakdown of the 
categorical walls than are the formula adminis- 
trators. It may be the reverse, i n  fact, since the 
formula grants are generally older and bigger, 
hence more likely to represent more of the long- 
standing entrenched functional interests. 

Item 8 

A B 
Total Percent Total Percent 

Responses Yes Responses Yes 

formula 54 17% 5 6 43% 
project 160 16 161 46 
formula-project 11 36 11 9 
block .2 100 2 100 

Footnotes 

1In the analysis below, it may be stated that "x number of ad- 
ministrators responded." This form is used for convenience 
rather than the more accurate but more complex "adminis- 
trators of x number of programs responded." 

2U.s. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
The Federal System as Seen by Federal Aid Officials, 89th 
Cong,, 1st Sess. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, December 15, 1965). 

3U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
op. cit., p. 65. 

4U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
op. cit., p. 11, 

Ybid. 

'U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Responsive ~edera l -  
ism. Report to the President on the Federal Assistance Re- 
view (January 19731, p. 7. 

'Administrative Conference of the U.S., Recommendation 74-2: 
Procedures for Discretionary Distribution of Federal Assis- 
tance (Adopted May 30-31, 1974). 

'The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Federal Contract ~ e p o * .  
March 10, 1975, p. A-11. 

9U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations* 
op. cit., p. 52-54. 

''U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relationsq 
op. cit.. p. 19. 



had been in the earlier survey. One can speculate 
whether the gloomier view is related in any way to 
the vastly greater number of administrators re- 
sponding in 1975, the unsatisfactory experience 
with earlier incentive programs alluded to in some 
degree in the subcommittee report, or other 
causes. In any case, there does not seem to be a 
rising tide of support for incentive payments. 

Table V 3 3  presents the responses by depart- 
ment or agency. Administrators who answered 
"Yes" to either part were asked to indicate why 
they felt that way. A sample of comments of those 
who thought incentives would improve grant ad- 
ministration: 

Most states need improvement in ad- 
ministrative functions. Any inducement 
would be beneficial. Should be on an ob- 
jective basis. -Agriculture 

We have begun doing this with this 
year's grants and have found that our 
grantors attempt to change andlor im- 
prove the efficiency of their operations 
when they know it makes a difference. - 
HEW-PHs 

Would help states to overcome resis- 
tance to change in training efforts and ex- 
penditures for these efforts. - HEW-SRS 

State and local civil rights agencies are 
understaffed and have limited budgets. 
To increase standards through incentive 
payments may be the only tool to ac- 
complish task. - EEOC 

Why not; every man has his price, albeit 
some manage well gratis. - CSA 

Although they were not invited to, some respon- 
dents wrote why they disagreed with the idea of 
incentives for improved administration: 

I disagree with this concept, since it 
would be difficult to evaluate and moni- 
tor and since recipients should have the 
responsibility of improving administra- 
tion. - HEW-PHs 

Legalized bribery. - HEW-OE 

Among the comments from those who thought 

incentive payments would stimulate better service 
to the public were: 

Program "add-ons," refinements and 
outreach efforts would benefit program 
recipients. -Agriculture 

Improved evaluation would provide 
better basis for local decision making with 
respect to continuing the program. - 
HEW-OE 

Decrease in the time lag for implemen- 
tation of projects. -ARC 

Improved administration and perfor- 
mance standards should make programs 
more accountable to clients - accounta- 
bility usually equals improved services. 
- CSA 

Federal funding has been totally in- 
adequate. States would be responsive to 
incentive payments. - HEW-SRS 

By type of grant, the "Yes" responses were dip 

tributed as follows: 

A B 
formula 31% 31% 
project 22 19 
formula-project 17 8 
block 25 25 

A notably higher percentage of formula grant '*' 
ministrators than project grant administrators fe. 
vored addition of incentive payments. 

Block Grants and lnterfund ~ r a n s f e ~  

High on the list of suggestions for enhancing tbe 

discretion of state and local governments in 
intergovernmental grant system is the greater us8 

of block grants and provision for transfer of f@& 
between narrow categorical grants. Four block 

grants are now in operation. The proposed Allied 
of UP 

Services Act contains provisions for transfer to 
to 30 percent of the funds from one categod 
another; a similar provision, limited to a max I@@' 

of 15 percent, was proposed by the ACIR for hod* 
services grants in 1961, before enactmen t of the 
Partnership for Health block grant. 



Table V-34 

Federal Grant Administrators' Views on the Effects on 
Their Individual Programs of Special Revenue Sharing 

(SRS) or Block Grants, Categorical Grants, and 
Categorical Grants with Provision for lnterfund 

Transfers, by Department or Agency 

Summer 1975 

Key: N - number of responding grant administrators. 
A - percent who believe SRS or block grants 

would be more effective for their program than 
categorical program or categorical program with 
interfund transfer option. 

B - percent who believe interfund transfer option 
would help make their categorical program 
more effective. 

Department or Agency N A N B 

Agriculture 
Commerce 
HEW-PHs 

-0 E 
-0 S 
-SRS 

HUD 
Interior 
Justice 
Labor 
DOT 
ARC 
E PA 
All other 

- - - - 
Total 227 18% 230 42 % 
Median 

department or agency 14% 42 % 

an effort to ascertain how grant administrators 
$wed these kinds of change. the questionnaire 
'ked first: 

Would special revenue sharing or block 
grants rather than narrow categorical 
grants and/or the provision for transfer of 
funds between narrow categorical grants 
help states and local governments to meet 
their needs more effectively in the area of 
this program? 

Of the 227 administrators responding to the ques- 
tion, 18 percent said "Yes." 

The second part of the question was: 

Would provision for transfer of funds 
between narrow categorical grants help? 

Forty-three percent of the 230 respondents to this 
part answered "Yes." 

Table V-34 summarizes the results for both 
questions by department or agency. In only one 



department, HUD, did a large share of the adrninis- 
trators look more favorably on the use of block 
grants than on the use of interfund transfers. This 
may reflect that department's recent inauguration 
of its community development block grant and its 
previous experience with the multipurpose Mod- 
el Cities program. In any case, the near unanimous 
preference for loosening up the strings somewhat 
less than under a block grant or special revenue 
sharing indicates the continuing appeal of the 
categorical grant to the vast majority of Federal 
grant administrators. On the other hand, the fact 
that 42 percent overall believe that interfund trans- 
fers would help suggest a widespread willing- 
ness to ease up on narrow functionalism. 

The tabulation in Item 8 shows how the "Yes" 
responses differed by type of grant. There is not 
much to choose between the formula and project 
grants, but the combined formula-project grants, 

like the HUD group noted above, much prefer the 
block grant approach to the interfund t ~ a s f e r  ap- 
proach. The fact tbat there is not more difference 
between the views of the formula grant adminis- 
trators and the project grant administrators may be 
surprising in one sense. The great expansion of 
categoricals in the past decade and the ills of the 
categorical system associated with it are usually 
laid primarily at the door of the project grant, lead- 
ing some to think that the administrators of those 
grants must vigorously defense their continued 
categorical status. These survey results seem to 
indicate that the project administrators are no more 
dedicated to resisting the breakdown of the 
categorical walls than are the formula adminis- 
trators. It may be the reverse, i n  fact, since the 
formula grants are generally older and bigger? 
hence more likely to represent more of the long- 
standing entrenched functional interests. 

Item 8 

A B 
Total Percent Total Percent 

Responses Yes Responses Yes 

formula 54 17% 5 6 43% 
project 160 16 161 4 6 
formula-project 11 36 11 9 
block 2 100 2 100 

Footnotes 

'In the analysis below, it may be stated that "x number of ad- 
ministrators responded." This form is used for convenience 
rather than the more accurate but more complex "adminis- 
trators of x number of programs responded." 

2U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
The Federal System as Seen by Federal Aid Officials, 89th 
Cong., 1st Sess. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, December 15, 1965). 

W.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations, 
op. cit., p. 65. 

'U.S. Senate. Subcommittee on Intergovernmental  el^^^^^^' 
op. cit., p. 11. 

Slbid. 
Fede@" W.S. Office of Management and Budget, Responsive 

ism. Report to the President on the Fedeml ~ s s i s t o * ~ ~  
view (January 1973), p. 7. 76z: 

'Administrative Conference of the U.S., ~ecornmendat~ '~  js 
Procedures for Discretionary Distribution of ~edero' 

ASS 

tame (Adopted May 30-31, 1974). 

"The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., Federal Contra 
ct flepod' 

March 10, 1975, p. A-11. 
Relatio"s' 

9U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental 
op. cit., p. 52-54. Relati@ 

I0U.S. Senate, Subcommittee on Intergovernmental 
op. cit., p. 19. 



Appendix 

QUESTIONNAIRES USED IN SURVEY 





Municipal County 
Year Year 
Book Book 

1140 
Connecticut 
Avenue 
Northwest 
Washtngton DC 
20036 

FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID - 1975 

This questionnaire is being sent to  both municipalities and counties. Reme answer the 
questions as they pertain to your local government only. 

This questionnaire deals with Federal grants-in-aid, which for purposes of this survey include (1) those grants that come directly 
from the Federal government to localities, and (2) those that pass through State governments to localities, with or without State 
money added to the Federal money. General revenue sharing is excluded from Federal grants-in-aid. 

Federal grants-in-aid are of two broad types: (1) block grants, consisting of grants under the Safe Streets, Partnership for Health, 
C~mprehensive Employment and Training (CETA), and Housing and Community Development Acts, and (2) categorical m a ,  
consisting of all the remaining grants. Categoricals in turn are of two general types: (a) formula grants - entitlement is according 
to a statutory or regulatory formula, and (b) project grants - given in response to specific applications for federal program funds. 

1. Did your municipality/county receive any federal grants-in-aid (as defined above) for the fiscal 
year which included July 1, 1969 andlor the fiscal year which included July 1, 1974? . . . . . . . . . . . 

I f  your answer to  Question 1 is "NO," you need not answer the remainder of t h i s  survey. 
Please sign the last page of the survey a d  return it. Endosed is a prepaid emdope for 
your convenience. 



2. What was your total municipal revenue for the fiscal years which included July 1. 1969 and July 1, 1974: llndicate"VV if nofundr 
received) 

FY including FY induding 
711 169 7/1/74 

Total MunicipalICounty Revenue . . .  

Of  these totals how much received was from the following sources: 

Federal grants-in-aid: 
Block grants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . . . .  $ $ A 

(22-28) (29-35) 

Categorical grants: 
Model cities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Economic Opportunity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ $- 
(50-56) (57-63) 

All other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ $- 
(64-70) (71-77) 

Total Federal grants-in-aid . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $ $- 
(7-13) (14-20) 

3. Please indicate the approximate number of separate categorical grant programs from which you received funds shown in 
question 2: 

Number of categorical grant programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

4. I f  you were permitted to allocate the Federal categorical grant funds freely among 
. . . . . . . . . . . . .  programs, would you allocate them differently from the way they are now allocated? YES C] NO 0 

I f  "YES," how different do you think the reallocation would be? (Check one) 

26-0 1. Slightly 

q 2. Moderately 

q 3. Substantially 

q 4. Completely 

5. Do you think your receipt of Federal categorical grants has had any effect on the amount of 
local money (not counting any required matching funds) spent in your municipality/county 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  on the programs affected? YES NO a '' 
)f  "YES," Please specify the three specific Federal programs which were most affected and 

whether the local money was increased or decreased as a result of receiving 
Federal monies. (Circle one1 

Federal categorical want program (Specify) 

Local Money 

lnasased # 
31 

1 2 



6. If the Federal government suddenly cut off categorical grants, for which you now provide local matching funds: 

a. Would your municipality/county shift some of those local matching funds to 
other programs? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO 34 

b. Would you fund with 100% local funds any of the programs formerly receiving 
Federal money? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES N O 0  35 

7. Do you think any of the Federal block grants have had any effect on the amount of 
local money (not counting any required matching funds) spent in your municipality/county 
on the programs affected? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO 0 36 

I f  "YES," please indicate in Column A if you received the block grant; in Column B which block grants had an effect and in 
Column C whether in those cases local money was increased or decreased: 

Block grant program 

A B 
Grant Had an C 

r a o i v d  effnt? L o a l  Momy 
(Circle onol ICircla om) (Cird. on) 

Y3 No Y.l No D.uo.rd l n c r u r d  

a. Law Enforcement Assistance 
(LEAA) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 37 1 2 38 1 2 39 

b. Partnership for 
Health . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 40 1 2 41 1 2 42 

c. Comprehensive Employment 
and Training . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 43 1 2 44 1 2 45 

d. Housing and Community 
Development . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 46 1 2 47  1 2 48 

If the Federal government suddenly cut off LEAA and Partnership for Health block grants for which you now provide local 
matching funds: 

a. Would your municipality/county shift some of those local matching 
funds to other programs? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO 0 49 Y E S O  N O D  50  

b. Would you fund with 100% local funds any of the programs 
formerly receiving Federal money? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO 0 51 YES NO 0 5 2  

Does your municipality/county share in the non-federal cost of AFDC? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES 0 NO 53 

If "YES," has Federal assumption of the adult categories (SSI) under 
public assistance led to any discernible fiscal relief for your 
government? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO 0 54 

I f  "NO," please explain 



10. How have the Federal government's requirements for administration of grant funds, and its monitoring of those requirements, 
affected the following local conditions: (Ckd. om for uch condition.) 

a. Overall administrative capability (e.g., 
personnel standards, organization). . . . 1 

b. Levels of service of the programs 
1 2 3 

56 receiving Federal aids . . . . . . . . . . . . 

11. On the following scale, please indicate how much personal supervision the chief administrative officer gives to federally-aided 
activities compared to activities financed solely by the municipality: (Chock om) 

5 7 - 0 . 1 .  More 

0 2. Less 

3. About the same 

12. Listed below are the major sources of local government revenue. Estimating the annual yield from each of these sources p r H o  
various degrees of difficulty : 

A. Please rank 1 and 2 the two revenue sources which create the most difficulty for your municipality/county to estimate *' 
budget planning purposes, considering the dollar amount involved as well as the degree of uncertainty. (1  = most difficult; 
2 = second most difficult) 

58* - a. Property taxes 64- - g. Liquor store revenue 

59- - b. Sales taxes 

60- - c. Income taxes 

- d. Other taxes 

65- - h. Insurance trust revenue 

66- - i. State grants 

67- - j. State shared taxes 

62- - e. Charges and miscellaneous resources 68- - k. Federal categorical grants 

63- - f. Utility revenues 69- - 1. Federal block grants 

0. For each of the two revenue sources ranked above, please indicate the single most important cause of the uncertainw: 

1. For the most difficult 

-- -- 

2. For the second most difficult 



13. In recent years the Federal Office of ManaQement and Budget (OMB) and General Services Administration (GSA) have issled 
various circulars designed to standardize, simplify, and improve Federal grant administration: OMB Cir. A-102 (superseded by 
GSA's FMC 74-7), OMB Cir. A-87 (GSA's FMC 74-41. OMB Cir. A-73 (GSA's FMC 73-21. and OMB Cir. A-95. 

Below are listed each of the circulars and one or more changes to be effected by the circulars. Please indicate in column A 
whether you we aware of the circular. In column B indicate whether arch changes have occurred. For changes circled "YES" 
in column 8, indicate in column C whether the change has improved grant administration. 

YES No 
1 12) - - 

1. FMC 74-7 (OMB A-102) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 70 

a. Recipients no longer required to have 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  separate bank accounts for grant funds 1 

b. Minimizing of time between Federal 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  disbursement and grantee use of funds. 1 

c. Preapplication procedures Ran- 
dardizd . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

d. Standardized forms for application, 
review, and approval of project grants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

YES No YES No 
11) - 11) (2) - - 

e. Standardized procedures for payments, 
determining matching shares, budget 
revisions, reporting grants close out, 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  record retention 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2. FMC 74-4 (OMB A-87) 1 2 

Uniform method for determining costs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

3. FMC 73-2 (OMB A-73) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 l2 

Improved audit practicer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

4. OMB A-95 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 l5 

Referral to general purpose local 
governments of grant applications 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  from special districts 1 2 l6 1 2 l7 

'4. Are you aware of the existence of the Catalog of Federal Domestic 
Assistance, prapned by the Federal Office of M a n w e n t  and Budget?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO 0 la 

If "YES," do you find that it is an adequate aid in identifying and obtaining 
Federal assistance? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  YES NO l9 

If "NO," what improvements are needed? 



15. The following are frequently identified as problem areas in the design and administration of Federal categorical grants (not b l d  
grants). Using the list below please follow the instructions on the next page. 

A. lnadequate provis,ion for consultation with State and local officials in the development of legislative proposals. 

8. lnadequate provision for consultation with State and local officials in development of regulations and guidelines. 

C. The complexity and volume of paper work involved in the application, review and approval process for project grants. 

D. The time involved in application, review and approval process for project grants. 

E. The complexity of reporting, accounting, and auditing requirements. 

F. Variations in reporting, accounting, and auditing requirements. 

G. The strictness of performance standards. 

H. The detail of performance standards. 

I. Consistency of planning requirements among programs. 

J. The strictness of Federal officials in monitoring performance. 

K. Getting clear and prompt policy interpretations from Federal grant administrators. 

L. Centralization in Washington of decisions regarding application, review and approval of project grants. 

M. Centralization in Washington of policy interpretations. 

N. Time required for issuance of implementing regulations and guidelines. 

0. Frequency and timing of changes in program priorities. 

P. Cost and procedure for obtaining information on grants available and requirements for eligibility and performance. 

Q. Cost and procedure for obtaining information on how much and what kinds of Federal money is flowing into local 
communities. 

R. The narrowness of scope and the number of program categories. 

S. Variations in fund distribution formulas. 

T. Variations in fund allocation formulas (i.e., allocation among projects within States). 

U. The limitations on eligible grant recipients. 

V. Variations in matching fund provisions. 

W. The number of conditional grants to local units that must channel through the States. 

X. The bypassing of general purpose local governments in funding public and private nonprofit organizations, special districts' 
and public authorities operating in areas similar to local government. 

Y. Other (specify) 



Follow these instructions: 

I. 

II. 

Ill. 

IV. 

v. 

In column A below list the five problem areas (using the letters from the list at the left) that, in your judgement constitute 
the most serious problems for your municipality/county. 

Then in column 8, indicate on a scale of 1 to 5, the problem's degree of seriousness (1  = moderately serious; 5 = most 
serious). 

In column C, indicate whether you believe that each of the five problems has improved or become worse in the past five 
years. (1 = improved; 2 = same; 3 = worse). 

In column D, please indicate whether the problem pertains more to formula grants (F), more to project grants (PI, or 
equally to both (8). Formula grants are grants to which the recipient is entitled according to a distribution and allocation 
formula set forth in Federal and/or State statute and/or regulation. Project grants are grants for which the recipient must 
submit an application for review and approval by a Federal and/or State administrator. 

For each of the five problems you noted, indicate in column E, whether the problem pertains more to those grants that 
come to you from the Federal Government directly (F), or more to those that come to you through the State (S), or 
equally to those that come through either route (El. 

B 
Order of 

r r i w m r  
(Circk OM) 

1 = Moderately wr iwr  
5 = Most wriour 

C 
Probkm 

improvd or 
w o r m  

(Circk o w l  

D E 
Probkm portaim Probkm portains 

to wants to grants 
(Cirda OM) (Circk OM) 

Improvd h n m  W o r r  Formula Project Both F d u r l  Stan Equally --- --- --- 

' Does your municipality/county have one or more full-time employees 
assigned the job of coordinating grants-in-aid? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . YES NO [7 45 

I f  "YES," where are they assigned in the organization structure? (i.e., department name) 



Please feel free to use this space and additional pages if necessary to comment on any of the above questions, or on the overall 
functioning of the Federal grant system, its strengths, weaknesses. etc. 

If you have my qumtions -ding this mnoy instrument dl Al Richter or Dave Bmn at ACIR, (202) 382-3221. 

THANK YOU! 

NAME TITLE 



Municipal County 
Year Year 
Book Book 

1140 
Connecl~cul 
Avenue 
Norlhwesl 
Washmglon DC 
20036 

STATE GRANTS-IN-AID - 1975 

This questionnaire is k i n g  sent to  both municipalities a d  counties. Please answer the 
questions as they pertain to y w r  local government only. 

This questionnaire deals with State grants-in-aid which for purposes of this survey include only those grants funded exclusively 
from State revenue sources. They include general support grants and categorical grants. Categorical grants include: (a) formula 
grants - entitlement is according.to a statutory or regulatory formula, and (b) project grants - given in response to specific 
applications for state program funds. 

1. Did your municipality/county receive any state grants-in-aid (as defined above) for the 
fiscal year which included July 1, 1969 and/or the fiscal year which included 
July1,1974? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Y E S O  N0o7 

I f  your answer to Question 1 i s  "NO," you need not answer the remainder of this wney. 

Please sign the last page of the survey and return it. Endosed i s  a prepaid envelope for 

your convenience. 



2. What was your total municipal/county revenue for the fiscal years which included July 1, 1969 and July 1, 1974. (Indiuto "0" if 

no funds rowivod) 

Total Municipal/County Revenue . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Of these totals how much received was from the following sources: 

State grants-in-aid: 
General support grants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Categorical grants 

1) Formula . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total State grants-in-aid . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

3. I f  you were permitted to allocate the State categorical grant funds freely among 
programs, would you allocate them differently from the way they are now 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  allocated? YES NO '* 
I f  "YES," how different do you think the reallocation would be? (Ch.dc on*) 

73-0 1. Slightly 

q 2. Moderately 

3. Substantially 

q 4. Completely 

4. Do you think State categorical grants have had any effect on the amount of local 

money (not counting any required matching funds) spent in your municipality 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  on the program affected? YES NO 0 ' 

I f  "YES," please specify which three programs were most affected and whether the local money was 
increased or decreased. (Circle -1 

Stat* -.gorial Gnnt Program (Spcify) 



5. I f  the State suddenly cut off State categorical grants, for which you now provide local matching funds: 

a. Would your municipality/county shift some of those local matching funds to other 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  programs? YES NO 0 l4 

. . . . . . . . . . .  b. Would you fund with 10096 local funds the programs formerly receiving State money? YES NO 0 l5 

6. How have the State government's requirements for administration of grant funds, and its monitoring of those 
requirements, affected the following local conditions? (Cirde o m  for each condition) 

W o r r n d  lmprovd No effect 

a. Overall administrative capability (e.g., 
personnel standards, organization) 1 2 3 16 . . . .  

b. Levels of service of the programs 
receiving State funds? 1 2 3 1 7  . . . . . . . . . . . .  

7. On the following scale, please indicate how much personal supervision the chief administrative officer, gives to State-aided 
activities compared to activities financed solely by the municipality: (Check one) 

''-0 1. More 

0 2. Less 

0 3. About the same 

8. The following are sometimes identified as problem areas in the design and administration of State grants. Using the list below 
please follow the instructions on the next page. 

A. Degree to which distribution formulas reflect program needs and fiscal effort. 

6. Strictness of performance standards required as conditions of the grants. 

C. Strictness of State officials in monitoring conformance with performance standards. 

D. Complexity of reporting, accounting, and auditing requirements. 

E. Degree to which State aids constitute a coherent system, e.g.. the variety of apportionment formulas, and the mixture of 
formula and narrow-purpose project grants. 

F. The certainty of flow of State grant funds as i t  affects estimation of revenue and expenditures for the next fiscal year. 

G. Time required for State officials to issue implementing regulations and guidelines. 

H. lnadequate consultation with local officials in development of legislative proposals. 

I. lnadequate consultation with local officials in development of regulations and guidelines. 

J. Other (specify) 



Follow t b  instructions: 

I. In column A below, list the three problem areas (using the letters from the l i s t  on the previous page) that in your judgement, 
constitute the mort serious problems for your municipality/county for each type of grant. 

11. Then in column 6, indicate on a scale of 1 to  5, the problem's degree of seriousness (1 = Moderately serious; 5 = Most serious). 

Ill. Finally in column C, indicate by circling one number whether you believe that each of the three problems has improved or 
become worm in the past five years (1 = Improved; 2 = Same; 3 = Worse). 

General support 
grants 

Formula grants 

Project grants 

C 
Robkm 

i m p d  a 
wonmod 

(Cirdm o n )  

Please feel free to use this space and additional pages if  necessary to comment on any of the above questions, or on the overall 
functioning of the State gant system, its strengths, weaknesses, etc. 

If y w  haw any questions rrgrrding this tuwey instrument call Al  Richter or Dave Beam at ACIR, (202) 382-3221. 

THANK YOU! 

NAME TITLE / 
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Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations 

726 Jackson Place, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20575 

PLEASE NOTE : 

This questionnaire is addressed to the official listed in OMBts 
1974 Cataloa of Federal Domestic Assistance as "information 
contact" in the headquarters office for the program titled: 

We would like the questionnaire to be answered by the administrator 
of this program -- the individual who has program-wide responsibility 
for day-to-day operations. We understand that in some instemces the 
"information contact" official may not be the administrator. In 
that case, we will appreciate your cooperation in forwarding the 
questionnaire to the appropriate person. 

An administrator may be responsible for several programs, and 
therefore receive several questionnaires. Because answers to many 
questions may differ from program to program, we ask that a 
questionnaire be answered for each program. 

Please direct any questions to Al Richter (202) 382-3221. 



A C I R  

Ques t ionna i r e  Survey on 

THE ADMINISTRATIGN OF FEDERAL G,WNTS TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

The ques t ionna i r e  i s  d iv ided  i n ~ o  fou r  s e c t i o n s  according t o  whether 
t h e  ques t ions  r e l a t e  t o :  

A l l  g r an t  programs Sec t ion  I 
Formule and p r o j e c t  g ran t  

programs ( n o t  block g r a n t s )  Sec t ion  IJ 
Formula g ran t  programs only Sec t ion  I11 
P r o j e c t  g r a n t  programs only  Sec t ion  I9 

We reques t  t h a t  you answer and r e t u r n  a l l  s e c t i o n s  which apply t o  t h e  
program named on t h e  preceding s h e e t .  Example: i f  t h e  program involves  
a  p r o j e c t  g r a n t ,  complete s e c t i o n s  I ,  I1 and I V .  

The te rm "grants"  a s  used i n  t h e  ques t ionna i r e  r e f e r s  on ly  t o  g r a n t s  
t o  S t a t e  and l o c a l  governmental u n i t s  (and agencies  t h e r e o f ) ,  no t  t o  
g ran t s  which go only  t o  o t h e r  r e c i p i e n t s ,  such a s  i n d i v i d u a l s  o r  
p r i v a t e  agencies .  

The s e v e r a l  k inds  o f  g ran t  a r e  def ined  as fo l lows:  

(1) Block g r a n t s  c o n s i s t  o f  t h e  non-d iscre t ionary  g r a n t s  
under t h e  Sa fe  S t r e e t s ,  P a r t n e r s h i p  f o r  Heal th ,  
Comprehensive Employment and Tra in ing ,  Housing and 
Community Development, and S o c i a l  Se rv i ces  a c t s .  

( 2 )  Categor i ca l  g r a n t s  c o n s i s t  o f  a l l  t h e  remaining 
g r a n t s  ( o t h e r  t han  gene ra l  revenue s h a r i n g ) .  For t h i s  
ques t ionna i r e ,  t hey  a r e  o f  two g e n e r a l . t y p e s :  

( a )  Formula g r a n t s  -- en t i t l emen t  i s  determined 
according t o  a  f o r m l a  e s t a b l i s h e d  by s t a t u t e  
o r  r e g u l a t i o n .  

( b )  F r o j e c t  g r a n t s  -- given i n  response t o  an a p p l i c a t i o n .  
Sometimes c a l l e d  "d i sc re t iona ry" .  



I.  FOR ALL GRANT PROGRAEE 

1. The Federa l  Ass is tance  Review ( F A R )  program launched i n  1969 aimed t o  
overhaul  t h e  way i n  which Federal  a s s i s t a n c e  i s  rendered by s t r eaml in ing ,  
s imp l i fy ing ,  and speeding up t h e  flow of Federa l  g ran t  funds. P l ease  i n d i c a t e  
your judgment on t h e  degree t o  wkich each o f  t h e  fol lowing FAR a c t i o n s  has 
a f f e c t e d  t h e  admin i s t r a t i on  of t h i s  g ran t  program by c i r c l i n g  t h e  app ropr i a t e  
n m b e r :  (1) produced s u b s t a n t i a l  inprovement, ( 2 )  produced moderate improvement, 
( 3 )  has  had no apprec i ab le  e f f e c t ,  ( 4 )  has had nega t ive  e f f e c t ,  ( 5 )  i s  not  
appl icabl  e .  

( 1 )  Cor,forn:ance of r eg iona l  bcu:!:ti;-ies. 1 2 3 4 5  

( 2 )  Eeduction of  process  t ime f o r  grant a p p i i c e t i o n s .  1 2 3 4 5  

2. As p a r t  of t h e  FA6 e f f o r t ,  t.he Of f i ce  of Mamgeme~t and Budget ( o ~ B ) ,  General 
Serv ices  A b i n i s t r a t i o n  ( G S A ) ,  acd t h e  T reaswy  Department have i ssued  c i r c u l a r s  
designed t o  izprove  c e r t a i n  key a s p e c t s  o r  g ran t  a d m i n i s t r a t i c n :  OM3 C i r cu la r  
A-102 (superseded by GSPfs FMC 7h-7),  Ob33 C i r c u l a r  A 4 7  (GSAfs FNC 74-4), OMI3 
C i r cu la r  4-73 (GSA'S FMC 7 % ~ ) ~  CME C i r cu la r  A-95, and CJPB C i r c u l a r  A-9e 
( ~ r e a s u r ~  C i rcu la r  1082). 

Please  g ive  your assessnent  of how e ~ c h  of t h e  fol lowing p rov i s ions  of t h e s e  
c i r c u l a r s  has a f f e c t e d  t h i s  prograrr; Fy c i r c l i n g  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  number: ( 1 )  
Produced sub s t  a n t  i a l  improvement, ( 2 ) -pl.cc?uced moderate improvement, ( 3 ) has  
had no e f f e c t ,  ( b )  has had n e g a t i ~ ~ e  e f f e c t ,  ( 5 )  i s  no t  a p p l i c a b l e .  

( 1 )  Recip ien ts  no longe r  r equ i r ed  t o  have s e p a r a t e  barLk 
accour,f s  f o r  g ran t  funds. 1 2 3 4 5  

( 2 )  l l inimizing t ime between Federal. disbursement and 
g ran tee  'use o f  funds.  1 2 3 4 5  

( 3 )  Waiver o f  s i c g l e  S t a t e  agency requirement .  1 2 3 4 5  

( 4 )  S tandard ized  p reapp l i ca t ion  prccedures .  1 2 3 4 5  

( 5 )  Standardized fcrms f c r  a p p l i c a t i o n ,  revtew, and 
approval  of p r o j e c t  g r a n t , ~ .  1 2 3 4 5  

( 6  ) Standard ized  prccedures  f o r  payments, determining 
matching s h a r e s ,  budget rev is ic r i s  , r e p o r t i n g  g r a n t s  
c l o s e  c u t ,  record  r e t e n t i o c .  1 2 3 4 5  

( 7 )  Uniforn method f o r  de t e rn in ing  c o s t s .  1 2 3 4 5  



( 8 ) Improved a.udit prac: i ze:. . 

Treas. 1082 (OMB A-98) 

( 9 )  Notice t o  S t a t e s  c f  g r a r t  awards. 

(10)  Referra l  t o  S t a t e ,  l o c a l ,  r eg iona l ,  and metropoli tan 
u n i t s  of  app l i ca t ions  f o r  s p e c i f i c  Federal  g ran t s  
f o r  evaluat ion and comment. 1 2 3 4 5  

3. ( a )  Another important p a r t  of  the.  FAR program was establishment of  Federal 
r eg iona l  counci ls  (FRCS). Please i n d i c a t e  how each of  t h e  following aspects  
of t h e  FRCs' interprogram coordinat ion e f f o r t s  has  a f f e c t e d  t h e  adminis t ra t ion  
of  t h i s  grant  program: ( 1 )  produced s u b s t a n t i a l  improvement, ( 2 )  produced 
moderate improvement, (3)  has had no appreciable  e f f e c t ,  ( 4 )  has had negative 
e f fec t .  ( c i r c l e  one) 

( 1 )  Def in i t ion  o f  interprogram problems. 1 2 3 4  

( 2 )  Development of  s t r a t e g i e s  t o  so lve  interprogram problems. 1 2 3 4 

( 3)  Elimination o f  in terprogran f r i c t i o n s  and ob jec t iocs  . 1 2 3 4  

( 4 )  Evaluation of  r e s u l t s  of  ( 1 )  - ( 3 ) .  1 2 3 4  

( b )  I n  genera l ,  using t h e  same s c a l e  es above, how woqdd 
you evaluate  t h e  e f f e c t  of t h e  FRCs on your agency's r e l a t i o n s  
with S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments i n  regard t o  t h i s  program? 1 2 3 4  

4. Do you be l i eve  t h a t  t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of  Federal  a i d  progranls 
would b e  improvee by channeling a l l  S t a t e  and l o c a l  reques ts  fo r  
Federal  a i d  through S t a t e  budget bureaus ( o r  equivalent  coordina- 
t i n g  and review u n i t s ) ?  YES( ) i d  ) 

5. Po you be l i eve  t h a t  t h i s  program should give g r e a t e r  o r  l e s s e r  
recogni t ion  t o  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  capaci ty  of S t a t e  and 
l o c a l  goverments?  

g r e a t e r  ( ) 
l e s s e r  ( ) 
no change ( 

6. I f  incen t ive  payments ve re  added t c  t h i s  prograr: t o  encourage a d o p t i o ~  of 
admin i s t r a t ive  and perfor~.a.rice s tandards above t h e  n;imimum required  f o r  basic 
e l i g i b i l i t y :  

( a )  Do you be l i eve  t h a t  they wculd improve adminis t ra t ion?  YES( 1 NO( ' 



- 
( c )  Do you be l i eve  t h a t  they would improve services  t o  t h e  public? YES( ) NO( ) 

( d )  I f  "YES", why? 

7. ( a )  Has your agency, wi th in  t h e  l a s t  f i v e  years ,  i n i t i a t e d  formal 
ac t ion  t o  withhold funds o r  suspend payments i n  t h i s  program because 
of  S t a t e  o r  l o c a l  unwillingness o r  i n a b i l i t y  t o  comply with s t a t u t e  
o r  regula t ions?  YES( NO( ) 

(b )  Has your agency, wi th in  t h e  l a s t  f i v e  yea r s ,  a c t u a l l y  withheld 
h d s  o r  suspended payments i n  such cases? YES( ) NO( ) 

8. ( a )  Among t h e  most commonly c i t e d  de f i c i enc ies  which undermine 
good adminis t ra t ion  of  a i d  programs a t  t h e  S t a t e  and l o c a l  l e v e l s  
a re  low s a l a r i e s ,  inadequate t r a i n i n g  program and overly s t r i n g e n t  
civil s e r v i c e  requirements o r  t h e  l ack  of  any merit  system. Have 
8ny of t h e s e  problems a f f e c t e d  t h e  adminis t ra t ion  of t h i s  program? YES( ) NO( ) 

(b)  I f  "YES", which problems? 

9. Is t h e r e  an excessively high turnover r a t e  of S t a t e  o r  l o c a l  agency 
Personnel wi th  whom you dea l  i n  t h i s  program? YES( ) NG( ) 

lo- How would you r a t e  t h e  e f fec t iveness  of in-service t r a i n i n g  e f f o r t s  
Over t h e  pas t  t h r e e  yea r s  f o r  employees o f  S t a t e  and l o c a l  government 
tec ip ients  of funds from t h i s  program: (1) very e f f e c t i v e ,  ( 2 )  
moderately e f f e c t i v e ,  (3) i n e f f e c t i v e ,  o r  ( 4 )  does not apply. 

Rate separa te ly  (8. )  t r a i n i n g  provided under t h e  provisions of 
the Intergovernmental Personnel Act,  and (b ) a l l  o ther  in-service  
'paining f o r  such eniployees supported a t  l e a s t  i n  p a r t  from your 
b % p a m  funds. ( c i r c l e )  

(a)  Intergovernmental Personnel Act t r a i n i c e .  

(b) A l l  o the r  t r a i n i n g .  



11. Please r a t e  t h e  o v e r a l l  capacity of S t a t e  and l o c a l  government r e c i p i e n t s  
i n  implementing t h i s  program on a s c a l e  of ( 1 )  t o  ( 5 ) ,  with (1) t h e  highest .  
Ind ica te  t h e  percentage of  r e c i p i e n t s  t h a t  f a l l  under each r a t i n g .  Consider 
such f a c t o r s  a s  t h e  number and competence of assigned s t a f f ,  adequacy of 
o the r  adminis t ra t ive  resources,  organizat ional  s t r u c t u r e ,  and commitment 
of t h e  chief  executive and l e g i s l a t u r e  t o  t h e  program. 

S t a t e s  

Local governments: c i t i e s  100% 

School d i s t r i c t s  ----- 100% 

Other ( spec i fy )  

12. Congress has occasionally consolidated two o r  more small grants  i n t o  a 
package shor t  of a  block grant .  Examples a r e  t h e  l i b r a r i e s  and learning 
resources program and t h e  educational  support and innovation program (P. L. 
93-380, T i t l e  IV) . 

( a )  Has your grant  program been involved i n  such a merger i n  
t h e  past  f i v e  years?  YES( ) NO( ) 

( b )  Please i d e n t i e  b r i e f l y  t h e  programs consolidated:  

( c )  How would you r a t e  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  consolidat ion i n  terms of t h e  
achievement of t h e  object ives  of t h e  individual  programs consolidated. (Check One)  

enhanced achievement of a l l  t h e  separa te  object ives  ( ) 

enhanced achievement of some, d id  not appreciably a f f e c t  
achievement of o thers  

d id  not appreciably a f f e c t  achievement of  any of t h e  object ives  ( 1 

enhanced achievement of some, re tarded t h e  achievement of o thers  ( 1 

re ta rded  achievement of  a l l  objec t ives  ( 1 



13. Pursuant  t o  t h e  1974 J o i n t  Fmding  S i m ~ l i f i c a t i o n  Act 
(P.L. 93-510) ,  does your agency have s p e c i f i c  p l ans  t o  coopera te  
w i t h  one o r  more o t h e r  agencies  i n  a  j o i n t l y  funded p r o j e c t  
i nvo lv ing  t h i s  program? YES( ) NO( ) 

I f  "YES", p l ea se  i d e n t i f y  t h e  o t h e r  program( s )  and agencies  involved:  

1 4 .  For purposes o f  t h i s  ques t ion ,  " reorganiza t ion"  i s  defined a s  t h e  r ea s s ign -  
ment o f  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  admin i s t e r ing  a  g ran t  program a new o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
u n i t  (bu reau ) ;  a  reassignment o f  t h e  admin i s t e r ing  u n i t  (bureau)  t o  a d i f f e r e n t  
agency: o r  a l t e r a t i o n  of  t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e  of  t h e  u n i t  (bureau)  which 
i s  s u b s t a n t i a l  enough t o  r e q u i r e  pub l i ca t ion  i n  t h e  Federa l  Reg i s t e r .  

( a )  How many t i n e s  s i n c e  Zanuary 1970 has t h i s  g ran t  program been involved 
i n  a  r eo rgan iza t ion?  

( b )  How have t h e s e  r eo rgan iza t ions  a f f e c t e d  achievement of t h e  o b j e c t i v e s  
of your g r a n t  program? (check one)  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  enhanced ( ) 
moderately echanced ( ) 
no apprec i ab le  e f f e c t  ( ) 
moderately r e t a r d e d  ( ) 
s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e t a r d e d  ( ) 

15. ( a )  Have appropr i a t ions  f o r  t h i s  program been s u b j e c t  t o  
impoundment i n  t h e  p a s t  10  y e a r s ?  YES( NO( ) 

(b )  I f  "YES", what was t h e  a r ~ r o x i m a t e  percentage o f  app ropr i a t ions  
impounded over  t h e  t c t a l  1 0  year  pe r iod .  % 

( c )  If "YES", p l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  how i n  your judgment, t h e  impoundments have 
a f fec ted  achievement of  t h i s  p r o g r a n t s  s t s t u t o r y  o b j e c t i v e s  dur ing  t h i s  pe r iod :  

s e r i o u s l y  hindered ( ) 
moderately hindered ( ) 
no apprec i eb le  e f f e c t  ( ) 

Commect : - 



16. (a) What effect do you think general revenue sharing has had on the 
appropriation for this grant program? 

caused reduction ( ) 
no effect ( 
caused increase ( ) 

Comment : 

(b) In your opinion, to what extent have States and localities met this 
program's needs by using general revenue'sharing f'unds for that purpose? 

substantial ( ) 
moderate ( 
small ( 
not at all ( 

11. FOR CATEGORICAL (FORMULA AND PROJECT) GRANT PROGRAPE 

1. Below are listed principal elements considered necessary for the design and 
administration of categorical grant programs so that they are effective and 
foster healthy intergovernmental relations. Please indicate your judgment 
on the degree to which this program could be improved with respect to each 
element by circling the appropriate number, as follows: (1) could be 
substantially improved, (2) could be moderately improved, ( 3) is about as gcod 
as it could be. 

(1) Program purposes are clearly defined in statute. 1 2  3 

(2) Eligible recipients are appropriate for program and 
clearly defined in statute. 

(3) Degree of administrative discretion for implementation of 
Congressional intent is clearly specified in statute. 1 2  3 

(4) Apportionment formula and/or matching ratio are consistent 
with statutory purpose. 1 2 3  

(5) Authorization and appropriation are adequate to achieve 
purpose . 1 2 3  

(6) Appropriation for administration and authorization for staff 
are adequate for implementation. 1 2 3  



(7) Statutory reporting, accounting, and auditing requirements 
are adequate for control. 

( 8) Statutory performance requirements are consistent with 
program purpose. 

(9) Reviews by substantive and appropriations committee of 
Congress are adequate. 

(10) Congress makes needed and timely revision of authorizing 
statute. 

(11) Regulations, guidelines, and policy interpretation are 
adequate to carry out Congressional intent. 

(12) Regulations, guidelines, policy interpretations give 
recipients maximum discretion consistent with achieving 
Congressional intent. 

(13) Regulations, guidelines, and policy interpretations are 
clear. 

(14) Agency issues regulations, guidelines, and policy 
interpretations expeditiously. 

(15) Processing of applications, plans, and other documents 
is expeditious. 

( 16) Procedural requirements and performance standards are 
monitored effectively. 

(17) Agency's reports to Congress on program's strengths and 
weaknesses are submitted in timely fashion. 

(18) Agency proposes necessary statutory changes to Congress. 

(19) Agency provides necessary technical assistance. 

(20) Agency effectively monitors recipients' conformance with 
plans, procedural requirements, and performance standards. 

(21) Monitoring assures that funds intended to be additive are 
not substitutive. 

(22) State and locbl recipients employ adequate organization 
and staff. 

(23) When funds to localities are channeled through the State, 
good local performance is fostered by the State through 
addition of funds, technical assistance, or setting of 
higher standards. 



(24) Recipients  e f f e c t i v e l y  coordinate grant-aided a c t i v i t y  
wi th  o t h e r  S t a t e  o r  l o c a l  a c t i v i t i e s .  1 2 3  

( 2 5 )  Congress w a s  s e n s i t i v e  t o  poss ib le  program impact on S t a t e  
and l o c a l  governments i n  designing t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

(26) Congress consulted wi th  S t a t e  and/or l o c a l  governments i n  
prepar ing  l e g i s l a t i o n .  

(27) Congress seeks advice o f  S t a t e  and l o c a l  governments i n  
making l e g i s l a t i v e  changes. 

(28) Congress makes e f f o r t s  t o  avoid f l u c t u a t i o n  of  funding. 

(29) I n  designing t h e  program, Congress was c a r e f u l  not  t o  
undermine t h e  r o l e  of  genera l  purpose u n i t s  of  l o c a l  
government and e l e c t i v e ,  g e n e r a l i s t  pol icy  makers. 

(30)  Agency consul ts  with l o c a l  governments i n  preparing 
regula t ions  and guidel ines .  

(31)  Agency seeks S t a t e  and l o c a l  advice on changes i n  
regula t ions  and guidel ines .  

(32) Agency s t r i v e s  t o  give r e c i p i e n t s  maximum a.ccess t o  
pol icy  makers f o r  expedit ing actLons and rendering pol icy  
decis ions .  

(33) Agency seeks a c t i v e  coordinat ion wi th  o the r  departments 
and agencies a f f e c t i n g  r e c i p i e n t s '  o v e r a l l  program.  

(34) Agency gives preference t o  general  purpose l o c a l  u n i t s  
and e l e c t i v e  genera l  policy-makers. 

( 35) Within s t a t u t o r y  l i m i t s ,  agency s t r i v e s  t o  s t imula te  
program innovation.  

2. In  a  1973 r e p o r t ,  S e t t i n g  National  P r i o r i t i e s :  The 1974 Budget, The 
Brookings I n s t i t u t i o n  i d e n t i f i e d  severa l  bas ic  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  ca tegor ica l  g ran t s  
a s  a  type .  P lease  i n d i c a t e  below whether you agree  o r  d isagree  vith t h e s e  
c r i t i c i s m s  a s  they apply  t o  ca tegor ica l  grant  programs i n  general .  

( 1 )  Fragmentation of grants  d i s s i p a t e s  Federal leverage  over 
S t a t e  and l o c a l  decision making. Agree( ) ~ i s a ~ r e e (  ) 

( 2 )  There i s  a tendency t o  provide separa te  g ran t s  t o  f inance 
purchase of s p e c i f i c  kinds of suppl ies  o r  resources 
r a t h e r  than simply t o  f inance a se rv ice .  ~ g r e e (  )   is agree( ) 



3. ( a )  Would s p e c i a l  revenue-sharing o r  block g r a n t s  r a t h e r  
t han  narrow c a t e g o r i c a l  g r a n t s  and/or  t h e  p rov i s ion  f o r  
t r a n s f e r  o f  funds between narrow c a t e g o r i c a l  g r a n t s  h e l p  
S t a t e s  and l o c a l  governments t o  meet t h e i r  needs more 
e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  t h e  a r e a  o f  t h i s  program? 

( b )  Would p rov i s ion  f o r  t r a n s f e r  of  funds between narrow 
c a t e g o r i c a l  g r a n t s  help? 

III. FOR FORMULA GRANT P R O G W  ONLY 

1. Is t h e  formula used t o  d i s t r i b u t e  funds i n  t h i s  program based on s t a t u t e ,  
r e g u l a t i o n  o r  both? 

s t a t u t e  ( ) 
r egu la t ion  ( ) 
both ( 1 

2. ( a )  The FAR program inc luded  measures t o  d e c e n t r a l i z e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  t h e  
r eg ions .  P l ease  i n d i c a t e  which of  t h e  fol lcwing s ta tements  apply t o  develop- 
ments i n  t h i s  program s i n c e  1969: 

( 1 )  Inc rease  i n  propor t ion  of  t o t a l  s t a f f  l o c a t e d  i n  r eg iona l  
o r  a r e a  o f f i c e s .  YES( ) NO( j 

( 2 )  Inc rease  i n  propor t ion  of  supergrade s t a f f  l o c a t e d  i n  
r eg iona l  o r  a r e a  o f f i c e s .  YES( ) NO( 1 

( 3 )  I n i t i a t i o n  o f  p r a c t i c e  of r o t a t i n g  headquarters  execut ive  
s t a f f  t o  r e g i c n a l / a r e a  o f f i c e s .  YES( ) NC( 

( 4 )  Delegat ion t o  r e g i o n a l l a r e a  o f  a u t h o r i t y  t o  appoint  perscnnel .  YES( ) NO( ) 

( 5 )  Requirement t h a t  bureau program s t a f f  i n  r e g i o n a l l a r e a  o f f i c e  
b e  immediately r e s p ~ n s i b l e  t o  r e g i o n a l l a r e a  representa . t ive  of  
Department o r  agency r a t h e r  t han  d i r e c t l y  t o  bureau heed a t  
headquar te rs .  YES( ) NO( ) 

' ( 6 )  Delegat ion t o  r eg iona l / a r ea  o f f i c e  of  a u t h o r i t y  t,o approve 
p l ans  and p lan  amendments. YES( ) NO( ) 

( 7 )  Delegat ion t o  r e g i o n a l l a r e a  o f f i c e s  of a u t h o r i t y  t c  disapprove 
p l ans  and p lan  amendments. YES( ) XO( ) 

(8 )  Delegation t o  r eg iona l l a r ea .  s ta . f f  o f  major r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  
program review. YES( ) ?lo( ) 



(9) Delegation to regionallarea staff of major responsibility for 
technical assistance. YJB( ) NO( ) 

(10) Delegation to regionallarea staff of major responsibility for 
investigation of complaints. YES( NO( ) 

(11) Delegation to regional/area staff of major responsibility for 
financial management (account ing, reporting, budget form 
and executive auditing) . YES( ) NO( ) 

(b) Please indicate your judgment on the degree to which the above 
developmente, taken together, have affected the administration of this 
program. 

produced substantial improvement ( ) 
produced moderate improvement ( 
have had no appreciable effect ( ) 
have had negative effect ( 1 

Comment : 

I V .  FOR PROJECT GRANT PROGRAMS ONLY 

1. (a) The FAR program included measures to decentralize authority to the 
regions. Please indicate which of the following statements apply to develop- 
ments in this program since 1969: 

(1) Increase in proportion of total staff located in regional 
or area offices. YES( ) NO( ) 

(2) Increase in proportion of supergrade staff located in 
. . regional or area offices. YES( ) NO( ) 

( 3 )  Initiation of practice of rotating .headquarters executive 
staff to rcgional/area offices. YES( ) NO( ) 

(4) Delegation to regional/area of authority to appoint personnel. YES( ) NO( ) 

( 5) Requirement that bureau program staff in reeional/area office 
be immediately responsible to regional/area representative of 
Department or agency rather than directly to bureau head at 
headquarters. YES( ) NO( ) 



(6) Delegation to regional/area office of authority to review 
grant applications. YES( ) NO( ) 

(7) Delegation to regional/area office of authority to approve 
grant applications. YES( NO( 

( 8 )  Delegation to regional/area office of authority to commit 
grant funds. YES( ) NO( ) 

( 9 )  Delegation to regional/area staff of major responsibility 
for program review. YES( NO( 

(10) Delegation to regional/area staff of major responsibility 
for technical assistance. YES( NO( 

(11) Delegation to regional/area staff of major responsibility 
for investigation of complaints. YES( NO( 1 

(12) Delegation to regional/area staff of major responsibility for 
financial management ( accounting, reporting , budget form and 
execution, and auditing). YES( ) NO( ) 

(b) Please indicate your judgment on the degree to which the above develop- 
ments, taken together, have affected the administration of this grant program. 

produced substantial improvement( ) 
produced moderate improvement ( ) 
have had no appreciable effect ( ) 
have had negative effect ( 1 

2. (only for administrators of project grants that have local government 
recipients) 

(a) Do axlications ---- for this program channel through the 
State rather than come directly from local governments? YES( ) NO( ) 

(b) If "YES" to (a), to what extent has channeling affected local 
participation? 

substantially reduced( ) 
moderately reduced ( ) 
no effect ( 1 

Comment : 



3.  (only  f o r  admin i s t r a to r s  of p r o j e c t  g ran t s  t h a t  have l o c a l  government 
r e c i p i e n t s )  

( a )  Do your a i d  - - funds channel through t h e  S t a t e  r a t h e r  than 
go d i r e c t l y  t o  l o c a l  governments? YES( ) NO( ) 

( b )  I f  "YES" t o  ( a ) ,  i s  channeling requi red  by Federal  s t a t u t e  
o r  r egu la t ion?  YES( ) N O (  ) 

( c )  I f  "YES" t o  ( a ) ,  t o  what extent  has channeling of  funds 
a f f e c t e d  l o c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ?  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  reduced( ) 
moderately reduced ( ) 
no e f f e c t  ( 1 

Comment : 

4. The Administrative Conference of  t h e  United S t a t e s  (ACUS) hes reconmended 
t h a t  agencies administer ing d i sc re t ionary  ( p r o j e c t )  g ran t s  should publish t h e  
procedures t o  be followed by p o t e n t i a l  g r a r ~ t  r e c i p i e n t s  i n  applying f o r  e gran t .  

( a )  Has your agency published such procedures f o r  t h i s  
program? YES( ) NO( ) 

( b )  If "YES", p lease  c i t e  t h e  docment :  

( c )  If "YES", i s  such publ ica t ion  require,? by s t a t u t e  Tr 
r egu la t ion?  YES( ) >19( ) 

5 .  The ACUS has a l s ~  recommended t h a t  agencies administering p r o j e c t  g ran t s  
should publ ic ly  s t a t e  t h e  s p e c i f i c  r e s u l t s  which they e q e c t  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  
t o  achieve. 

( a )  Has your agency issued such a  statemect fcr t h i s  program? YES( ) NO( ) 

( b )  If "YES", p l ease  c i t e  t h e  document : 

( c )  I f  "YES", i s  such a  statement required by s t a t u t e  cr 
regu la t ion?  YZS( ) NO( ) 



6. The ACUS f u r t h e r  recommended t h a t  agencies  adminis te r ing  p r o j e c t  g r a n t s  
should pub l i sh  c r i t e r i a  o r  s t anda rds ,  and p r i o r i t i e s  among c r i t e r i a  o r  
s t anda rds ,  f o r  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of  g ran tees  under each g ran t  program. 

( a )  Has your  agency i s sued  such pub l i ca t ions  f o r  t h i s  
program? YES( ) NO( ) 

( b )  I f  "YES", p l e a s e  c i t e  t h e  documents: 

( c )  I f  "YES", i s  p u b l i c a t i o n  r equ i r ed  by s t a t u t e  o r  
r e g u l a t i o n ?  YES( ) NO( ) 

( a )  Your name 

( b )  T i t l e  

kc) Phone number 

( d )  How long  have you he ld  t h i s  o f f i c e ?  

( e )  How many o t h e r  Fersons have held  t h e  o f f i c e  s i n c e  J a n ~ a r y  1970? 

THATJK YOU! 





INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH IN SOCIAL SCIENCE 
University of North Carolina 

Chapel Hill, N. C. 27514 

Dear State Administrator: 
You know the critical role that top State administrators play in Amer- 

ican government today. But who else is aware of the responsibilities and ac- 
tivities of executives who direct important State agencies like yours? Few 
persons, not even many State executives, know much about what State 
agency heads do, who they are, or what they think. 

Answers to some of these questions were provided from the results qf a 
survey of State executives in 1963-64. An enclosure provides the title page 
and tabular data on nearly 1,000 State department and agency directors from 
that survey. Ten years have passed and dramatic changes have occurred in 
State government. Current information on State administrators is virtually 
non-existent. You are the only source of that information. That is why I ask 
you to respond to the questionnaire inside this cover letter. 

This questionnaire is being sent to top State administrative officials 
in all 50 states. Based on past experience a high degree of nationwide in- 
terest and response are expected. Your paiticipation is not simply important; 
it is vital to understanding the position and operation of State government in 
our federal system. The questions cover three areas: (1) your role and function- 
ing in State government, (2) your contacts and relationships with other levels 
of government, and (3) your education, career, and professional attributes. 

Will you please take time to complete the conveniently designed ques- - 
tions? They are short, direct, and can be answered with check marks, 
numbers, or other simple designations. Where opinion questions are posed 
there obviously are no right or wrong answers. 

Only you can properly and validly respond. You can do so in a rapid 
and expeditious manner. 

Your cooperation is appreciated and the returned questionnaire is eagerly 
awaited. 

Sincerely yours, 

-- 
Deil S. Wright 
Research Professor 



All responses are confidpntial. State and Position Nos. 
On!\' aggregate wsults will be published. 

Questions About Y o u  Position and Your Agency 
I .  Please indicate the nature of the appointment or approval process'by which you 

came to your present post. 
g o v e t n o r  with legislative consent d e p a r t m e n t  head 
g o v e r n o r  without legislative consent p o p u l a r  election 
b o a r d  or commission with governor's consent o t h e r  (Please indicate) 
b o a r d  or commission without governor's consent 

2. How often do you have phone or face-to-face contacts with the following individ- 
uals in the course of carrying out your official duties? 

Less Than 
Indisiduals Contacted Daily Weekly Monthly Monthly Never 
Governor .................... - - - - - 
Legislators ................... - - - - - 
Personnel of other agencies - - - - - 
Clientele (persons served) .... - - - - - 
Citizens-public at large ...... - - - - - 

3. How do you divide your time-in approximate percentage terms among: 
a. Internal Management: routine administration ....................... % 
b. Policy Development and Presentation: relations 

........................... with governor, legislators, and boards -% 
c. Public support: promoting programs with clientele and interest groups. -% 

4. How many hours per week do you work on the average? -(hours) 
5. What is the annual salary for the State position you hold? ( t h o u s a n d s  of $) 

6. How large is your agency in terms of: 
ha. Total number of ~e isons  under your direction? - 
6b. Size of agency's current annual budget? (millions of $) - 

7. Are your agency's activities and programs financed in part by legally "ear- 
marked" revenues? Y e s  N o  

7a. IF Y E S ,  by how much? -under25%; '15-49%; 30-74%; 7 5 %  or more 

Questions About Programs, Priaities, and Performance 
I. Do you think that the current overall level of programs, services, and expenditures 

provided by your State should be expanded and increased? Y e s  N o  
la. I F  YES, by how much?-up to 5%; 2 - W O ;  1 0 - 1 4 % ;  1 5 %  or more 

2. Regarding the specific programs and services performed by your agency, should 
your State expand its activities? Y e s  N o  
'a. I F  YES. by how much? u p  to 5%; (-9%; 1 0 - 1 4 % ;  1 S % o r  more 

3. What do you judge to be the most important limits or constraints on the growth and 
expansion of your agency? Rank as many of the following as possible (1  = most 
limiting, 2 = next most limiting, etc.) 
n o  clear need for expansion l a c k  of governor's support 
l a c k  of public opinion support l a c k  of legislative support 
t h e  state lacks fiscal resources l a c k  of political party support 
o t h e r  agencies more influential l a c k  of interest group support 

4. Within the past four or five years what changes or shifts have taken place in the 
ordering of priorities among programs within your agency? 
n o n e  m i n o r  shifts - m o d e r a t e  shifts m a j o r  shifts 

5. New ideas and proposals for improvement of programs come from a variety of 
sources and locations. Listed below are sources from which innovative improve- 
ments may originate. Would you rank as far as possible these sources in the order in 
which you feel they contribute NEW IDEAS relevant to your agency and its pro- 
gram. ( I  = primary source. etc.) 

n t h e r  states l e g i s l a t o r s  L o u r c e s  within your agency 
n a t i o n a l  government n o v e r n o r  n r o f e s s i o n a l  association(s) 
l o c a l  governments o t h e r  state agencies 



6. State administrators are often aware of program developments in their fields in 
other States. Insofar as your own field is concerned, would you please identify and 
rank other States (by name or abbreviation) according to: (Please rank according 
to your best judgments.) 

ha. Which States have the most OUTSTANDING program(s) in your field? 
1 .  2. 3. 4. 

6b. Which States' officials are ones from whom you seek ADVICE and COUN- 
SEL related to your program(s)? . - 

1 .  2. 3 .  4. 
6c. Which States are ones you COMPARE with in assessing your program prog- 

ress or ~erformance? 

General Revenue Shaing (GRS) 
Questions about the "State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972." 
1.  During 1973 were your agency's finances or program levels favorably influenced 

by the availability of GRS funds? 
Y e s  N o  D o n ' t  know 

2. Did you take any actions or make any efforts during 1973 to obtain GRS funds 
for your agency? Y e s  N o  
IF Y E S :  
2a. Did you personally talk with any of the following about obtaining GRS funds? 

(check any applicable) 
~ o v e m o r  c l i e n t e l e  group($ 
l e g i s l a t o r l s )  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  superiorls) 
s t a t e  budget personnel n r o f e s s i o n a l  associates 

3. Has your agency received any direct allocations of GRS money? Y e s  N o  
IF Y E S :  3a. How much was allocated? $ (million) 

4. Have you requested GRS funds for your agency for Fiscal 1974-75? Y e s  N o  
IF Y E S :  4a. What do you think are the chances of your securing GRS funds? 

p o o r  f a i r  4 0 0 d  e x c e l l e n t  
5. To the best of your knowledge were regular or normal budget decision processes 

used to allocate your State's GRS money or was a special procedure used? 
n o r m a l  budget process ~ p e c i a l  procedure d o n ' t  know 

6. In your judgment was there more conflict and competition over the allocation of 
your State's GRS money in 1973 than normally occurs during the regular budget 
process? 
The amount of conflict and competition was: 
m o r e  over GRS a b o u t  the same l e s s  over GRS D o n ' t  know 

7. In deciding on the use of your State's GRS monies, who played the leading or most 
influential roles? Please rank as many actors as possible in order of their respec- 
tive influence on GRS allocations. (I = most influential, etc.) 
D o n ' t  know l o c a l  government officials 
S t a t e  Senator(s) i n t e r e s t  groups 
S t a t e  Representative(s1 d e p a r t m e n t  or agency heads 
T h e  Governor s t a t e  budget staff 

8. What do you judge to be the major impacts of GRS in your state to date? 
(check any you think apply) 
t a x  reduction m o r e  funds to aid local governments 
p r e v e n t i o n  of tax increase a v o i d a n c e  of debt increase 
i n c r e a s e d  capital outlays l e s s e n e d  debt increase 
m o r e  funds for social programs r e p l a c e  Federal cutbacks 
m o r e  funds for environmental programs 

9. Do you agree or disagree with the idea of General Revenue Sharing? 
S t r o n g l y  Agree A g r e e  U n d e c i d e d  D i s a g r e e  S t r o n g l y  Disagree 

Questions on Agency Relationships and Influences 
I .  Generally speaking. do you find that the governor or the legislature exercises the 

greater control and oversight over your agency? 
G o v e r n o r  L e g i s l a t u r e  E a c h  about the same 



2. Who exercises the more detailed review of your budget requests? 
G o v e r n o r  L e g i s l a t u r e  E a c h  about the same 

II. 

Who has the greater tendency to reduce your budget requests? 
G o v e r n o r  L e g i s l a t u r e  E a c h  about the same 
Who do you find more sympathetic and supportive of the aims and purposes of 
youragency? 
G o v e r n o r  L e g i s l a t u r e  
Suppose that your State's governmental structure were reorganized and you were 
able to select who should exercise the greater control over your agency. Which 
of the following would yo~i  choose? 
G o v e r n o r  L e g i s l a t u r e  I n d e p e n d e n t  Commission 
How influential is the governor in making important decisions affecting your 
agency'? 
-no influence -slightly influential m o d e r a t e l y  influential _highly influential 
How influential are legislators in making important decisions affecting your 

agency? 
-no influence -slightly influential _moderately influential _highly influential 
How influential are clientele support groups in making important decisions af- 
fecting your agency? 
-no influence -slightly influential m o d e r a t e l y  influential _highly influential 
About what proportion of the draft legislation in the legislature relating to your 
agency originates or is initiated from within your agency? --% 
Has your State experienced a major State reorganization within the past ten years? 

Y e s  N o  D o n ' t  know 
IF  YES: 

IOa. In general, how would you rate the overall results of the reorganization? 
p o o r  f a i r  g o o d  e x c e l l e n t  

IOb. Did the reorganization direct1 y affect your agenc y? Y e s  N o  
IF  YES. Were the effects on your agency: 
p o o r  f a i r  g o o d  e x c e l l e n t  

Do you think that your State is presently in need of a major reorganization? 
Y e s  N o  D o n ' t  k n ~ w  
I F  YES: 

I la. Should your agency be included in such a reorganization? 
Y e s  N o  D o n ' t  know 

Intergovernmental Relationships 
Adtiwry Commission on Irrtergo~~ernmerrttrl Relrtions (ACIR)  
I. Have you ever heard of the ACI R? Y e s  N o  

I F  YES: 
la. Have you ever had personal contacts with ACIR members or staff? 

Y e s  N o  
I b. Have you read any ACl R reports? Y e s  N o  
Ic. Has the AClR been useful in connection with your agency's program(s)'? 

Y e s  N o  
Id. How would you judge the overall quality of the work done by the ACIR:' 

p o o r  f a i r  g o o d  e x c e l l e n t  
Corrncd oj'Sttrte Go~rrtrtnc~rrts (COSGOV) 
2. Have you ever heard of COSGOVc! Y e s  N o  

IF YES: 
2a. Have you ever had personal contacts with COSGOV staff? Y e s  N o  
2b. Have you read any COSGOV reports? Y e s  N o  
?c. Has COSGOV been useful in connection with your agency's programs'? 

Y e s  N o  
2d. How would you judge the overall performance of COSGOV:' 

p o o r  f a i r  e o o d  e x c e l l e n t  
N~:rior~trl 0jJicitrl.c 
3.  How often do you personully have phone or face-to-face contacts w ~ t h  each type 

of National official listed below? 



Less Tlrcirr 
Nritior~trl 0ffic~icil.s Duily Weekly Monthly Morrthly N e ~ v r  

Za. Top k e ~ d  administrative offi- 
cials (agency heads and their 
top staff) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - 

3b. Lower level administrative 
officials (regional personnel). . - - - - - 

3c. U.S. Senators (or their staff). - - - - - 
3d. U.S. Representatives (or 

their staff). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - 
3e. White House or OMB staff. . - - - - - 

/ i ~ ' i l /  Olfkici 1s 
4. How often do y ) i ~  p~r:wrieilly have phone or face-to-face contact with elected and 

appointed officials of local government units'? Less Tluirr 
Loc.crl 0jfic~ierl.s Dciily Wec.kly Morlth!\. Morrtlily Nc.1.c.r 

-la. County officials 
( 1) elected - - - - - . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
(2) appointed . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - 

4b. Municipal or town officials 
( I )  elected . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  (2) appointed - - - - - 
4c. School officials 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ( I )  elected - - - - - 
(2) appointed . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - - - 

~[fic.icil.s iri other Stcites 
5. How often do y r r  prr.sortctl1y have phone or face-to-face contacts with officials in 

other s t o t & ?  k.ss Thtr 11 

Officiuls in other States Deli!\. Week!\' M o ~ ~ r h l y  Morrtlily N e w r  
5a. Administrators of an agency 

like or comparable to yours. - - - - - 
5b. Administrators of other 

types of agencies .......... - - - - - 
5c. Legislators in other states. . - - - - - 

. - . -~ 

State-National Relationships 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? Mark the 
space above the abbreviated opinion category that best corresponds to your view. 
(SA = Strongly Agree, A = Agree, U = Undecided. D = Disagree. S D  = Strongly 
Disagree) 
I .  The National government should provide more 

financial support for sub-state regional forms 
of government, e.g., COG'S, LRO's, EDD's. ----- 

SA A U D SD 
2 .  The National government should set strict per- 

formance standards for federally-funded programs 
administered by the States. ----- 

SA A U D SD 
3. There should be greater decentralization of 

authority and responsibility from the National 
government to the States. ----- 

SA A U D SD 
4. The National government should act in those 

areas where the States fail to perform their 
responsibilities. ----- 

SA A U D SD 
5 .  I t  is important that contacts and relationships 

between the National government and local units 
of government be channeled through the State. ----- 

SA A U D SD 
6. As U. S. society becomes more complex. the 

duties of all levels of government must 
increase. ----- 

SA A U D SD 



7. Most public programs should be assigned to 
either the National government or  the States 
instead o f  having many programs shared by  
both governments. 

8. A n  important reason for the expansion o f  
Federal programs in recent years is the failure 
o f  the States to act. 

Federal Aid Issues 

I. D o  you feel that most or all Federal aid to local governments should be channeled 
through the State? Y e s ,  channeled N o .  not channeled 

2. Has Federal aid led to National interference i n  affairs that are the appro- 
priate domain o f  the State? Y e s  N o  

3. Does Federal aid tend to unbalance or  skew the overall character of State pro- 
grams (i.e., are unaided programs strapped for funds)? Y e s  N o  

4. Has Federal aid helped the States prov~de programs that would not otherwise be 
offered? Y e s  N o  

5. Federal financial aid is o f  three broad types: ( 1 )  categorical grants, (2) block 
grants. and (3) GRS. H o w  do you feel about the current levels o f  these three fund- 
ing strategies i n  general and (rpcrrt from (111.v ptrrtic.rtltrr ir?tpttc.r or1 .vortr t~clrrc.,v? 
a .  categorical grants: t o o  little, a b o u t  right. t o o  much 
5b. block grants: t o o  little. a b o u t  right. t o o  much 
5c. General Revenue Sharing: t o o  little. a b o u t  right. t o o  much 

State-Local Issues 

T o  what extent do you agree or  disagree with the following statements'? Mark the 
space above the abbreviated opinion category that best correhponds to your view. 
ISA = Strongly Agree. A = Agree. U = Undecided. D = Disagree. S D  = Strongly 
Disagree) 

Finunciul 1ssue.s 
I. State financial assistance to local units 

should be substantially increased. 

2. The State should provide substantial relief 
from local property taxes. 

3. The State should provide financial support 
for regional agencies. e.g.. COG'S. 

4. Local units should be responsible for raising 
all funds necessary to  support local services. 

5 .  More taxing authority should be given to  cities. 

6. More taxing authority should be given to counties. 

Store Power c;nd L o c d  Arctonomy 
I. More home rule should be granted local units. 
2. Strict standards should be set by the State for 

the performance o f  local government services. 
3. The State should establish special authorities 

to deal with urban problems affecting more than 
one local unit. e.g.. transportation. water and air 
pollution. 



4 .  The State should exercise more power to realign 
the boundaries of local units. ----- 

SA A U D SD 
5. The State should give regional grant review agencies 

more power over applications for federal grants. ----- 
SA A U D SD 

6. The involvement of the States in finding solutions 
t o  urban problems should be substantially increased. ----- 

SA A U D SD 

Administrators Receiving Federal Aid 
If your agency receives any type of Federal financial assistance (other than G R S )  will 
you please respond to the questions below. If no Federal aid is receivedplease proceed 
to the next section on Career and Professional Experience. 
I. Please indicate what type of financial assistance your agency receives from the 

Federal government. (check wherever appropriate) 
f o r m u l a  grant(s) c o n t r a c t ( s )  
p r o j e c t  grant(s) a n y  non-matching grants 
b l o c k  grant(s) l o a n s  or  loan guarantees 

2. From how many different Federal departments and agencies does your agency 
receive financial assistance? (Circle appropriate number.) 

I 2 3 4 5 6 7 or  more 
3. What proportion of your agency's budget comes from Federal funds? 

u n d e r  25% 2 5 4 9 %  -50-74% - 75% or  more 

EI'JYIS of' Fi,tli~rurl (tit1 o t l  y r t  r. tt,~ytlc~y: 

I. Has Federal supervision of grant programs improved standards of administration 
and service'? Y e s .  improved N o .  worsened N o  effects 

2 .  In practice. is your department or agency less subject to supervision by the gov- 
ernor and the legislature in federally-financed activities than in activities financed 
solely by the State:' Y e s  N o  

3. With respect to the amount of money raised by your State. d o  you think Federal 
aid ha\ i n c r e a s e d .  d e c r e a s e d .  o r  h a d  no effect on the level of funds 
raised by your State'? 

-1. D o  you feel that Federal grant administrators are sufficiently flexible in ap- 
plying Federal standards to  program\ operated by your agency? 
Y e s  N o .  not flexible enough T o o  flexible 

5. Does Federal aid seem uncertain. making it difficult to estimate revenues for 
the next fiscal year? Y e \  N o  

6 .  In place of categorical aid\. if your agency were given an equal amount of money 
without "string\" attached. would you allocate the money differently from the 
way Federal aid funds are now being allocated'? 
Y e s .  allocate different1 y N o .  same allocation as now 

ha. IF YES. how different would your reallocation h e ?  
---slightly m o d e r a t e l y  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r a d i c a l l y  

Pt.c,.\c,~rr ,/ivr~tiru~.\ trlrtl p ) fc , t l t i t r l  t./rtrr,,<v.\ it1 Foclc~r.trl t t i t l :  

1. A w  Federal aid monie\ \uhject to the same financial controls as  other State 
fund\'? Y e 4  N o  

2 .  Slrortltl Federal aid monie\ be \uhject to the \ame financial control4 a\  other 
State funds'.' Y e  N o  

3. Are existing provision\ on matching arrangement\ sati5factoryS? Y e s  N o  
-1. Are eui\ting provi\ions on the ;ipportionment formulas for funds among the States 

satisfactory? Y e \  N o  
5. Should Federal aid for existing grant programs be: 

i n c r e a s e d .  d e c r e a s e d .  o r  s t a y  the same? 
6. Should Federal aid be expanded to include support of  tlrbt. progrclmb for your 

agency'? Y e s  N o  



Career and Professional Experience 
Would you please indicate the number of yetrrs you have been employed: 
la. in State government in this State? - (years) 
I b. in this agency? - (years) 
Ic. in your current position? - (years) 
How old were you when you first held: 
2a. Any governmental position (national. State. or local?) - (age) 
2b. A position in State government? - (age) 
In how many other agencies of this State's government have you served'? 

(Circle appropriate number) 0 1 2 3 3 5 or more 
Have you ever held a position in State government in some other State(s)? 
Y e s  N O  IF YES: 4a. In how many states? - 

3b. For how many years? (Total)- 
Have you ever held an elected or appointed position in the Federal or local gov- 
ernment? Y e s  N o  
5a. IF YES, please indicate the years of service by unit and position. 

Years (Elected) Years (Appointed) 
City or town . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  County 
School District. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Federal Government (non-military) . . - - 

For how long did you hold the position immediately prior to your present post? 
(Mark the number of years before the appropriate type of prior position.) 
s u b o r d i n a t e  post, this agency i n  the military 
a n o t h e r  agency in this State i n  the State legislature 
a g e n c y  in  another State p r i v a t e  industry 
i n  a unit of local government s e l f  employed 
i n  Federal Government (non-military) n o n e  of these 
Is your present position under civil service or a merit system? Y e s  N o  
During the time you have held your current position have you received job offers 
from any of the following? (check wherever appropriate) 

o t h e r  states F e d e r a l  government 
l o c a l  governments p r i v a t e  business 
Are you a member of one or more professional societies or associations? 

Y e s  N o  IF YES: 9a. To how many associations do you belong? 
(Circle proper number) 0 I 2 3 4 or more 

9b. How many times in the last ten years have you 
held an oftice in any professional association? 
(Circle proper number) 0 I 2 3 4 or more 

About how many times a year do you travel out of State to: (Circle proper number) 
IOa. attend a professional convention or conference? 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 
lob. attend a job-related meeting or session? 0 1 2 3 4 5 or more 
Are you licensed or certified by a professional association or licensing body? 
Y e s  N O  IF YES: I la. What is its name(s) 

Background Characteristics 
I .  Where were you born? (City and State) 
2. When were you born? (year) 
3. What is your sex? M a l e  F e m a l e  
4. What is your race? C a u c a s i a n  A m e r i c a n  Indian 

B l a c k  O r i e n t a l  
5. What was the population size of the community in which you: 

Were Lived mostly Lived mostb 
born? before uge 18:' cifter age 18:' 

. . .  Rural or under 2,500.. - - - 
2,500-9.999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 
1 0,000-49.999 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 
50,000-249.999 . . . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 
250.000 or over . . . . . . . . . .  - - - 



6. Generally speaking, do you consider yourself to be a D e m o c r a t - ,  R e p u b -  
lican or an I n d e p e n d e n t ?  
6a. If Independent. are you closer to the D e m o c r a t i c  or R e p u b l i c a n  party? 

7. Have you campaigned for or contributed to the support of a candidate for an elected 
public oflice? Y e s  N o  
7a. IF Y E S ,  did you do so in the last campaign for governor? Y e s  N o  

Education 
1. How much education have you had? How much education did your father have? 

Yourself Your Father 
Some high school or less - - 
High school graduate - - 
Some college - - 
Bachelor's degree - - 
Graduate study - - 
Graduate degree - - 

2. If you hold one or more college degrees please indicate: 
Degree(s) Mqjor Institution 

Other than the degrees or specialties indicated in (2) above, what formal training 
(including in-service) have you h d  in any of the following fields? (check as many 
as are appropriate) 
A c c o u n t i n g  Forestry-conservation P u b l i c  Administration 
A g r i c u l t u r e  2 o u r n a l i s m  P u b l i c  Health 
B u s i n e s s  L a w  R e c r e a t i o n  
E d u c a t i o n  M a n a g e m e n t  S o c i a l  Work 
E n g i n e e r i n g  M e d i c i n e  

4. What is your father's occupation? (If retired or deceased please indicate his 
former occupation or chief line of work.) 

5. Did your father ever hold any elected or appointed position in any unit of gov- 
ernment? Y e s  N o  
5a. IF Y E S ,  check any that are appropriate in each group. 

e l e c t e d  f u l l - t i m e  F e d e r a l  
a p p o i n t e d  p a r t - t i m e  S t a t e  

L o c a l  



Qucdons Exclusively for Ekcted Officials 
I. How many other elected State-level positions have you held? (Circle appropriate 

number) 0 I 2 3 3 5 or more 
2. How many elected positions at the local level have you held? (Circle appropriate 

number) 0 1 2 3 3 5 or more 
3. Do you think your ofice should continue to be popularly elected? Y e s  N o  
3. Please rank, insofar as possible, the reasons you consider chiefly responsible for 

your election. (Rank them in order of greatest importance-l = first, etc.) 

f i n a n c i a l  support p e r s o n a l  prominence of your name 
n a t t y  organization support i s s u e s  and platforms 
-your personal organization i n t e r e s t  group support 
-your experience (apart from incumbency) o t h e r  (please specify) 
--gubernatorial support 
n u b e m a t o r i a l  or presidential "coattails" 

5. In your present post do you serve in a legally constituted "executive council" or 
similar type of post which makes decisions on the conduct and administration of 
State government? Y e s  N o  
IF YES: 
5a. HOW important do you feel these decisions are? 

v e r y  important i m p o r t a n t  n o t  very important u n i m p o r t a n t  
Sb. Do you think this council should be: 

increased in power; J e f t  unchanged; -decreased in power; _abolished 

Thank you for your cooperation. 



Advisory Commission on 
Intergovernmental Relations 

726 Jackson Place, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20575 

Questionnaire Survey on 

FEDERAL GRANTS TO STATES AND STATE AIDS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

This questionnaire is in two parts. Part I deals with Federal grants-in- 
aid to the State government. Included in these grants are funds that the 
State passes through to local governments, with or without money added by 
the State from its own sources. Excluded are general revenue sharing 
funds . 
Part I1 deals with State grants-in-aid to local governments that consist 
exclusively of State money, but excluding State f'unds that are add-ons to 
Federal grants. 



Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Pelat ions 
Washington, D. C. 20575 

I.  FEDERAL GRANTS-IN-AID 

Federal grants-in-aid a s  t h e  term i s  used here a r e  of two broad types: (1 )  
block grants ,  cons is t ing  of grants  under t h e  Safe S t r e e t s ,  Partnership f o r  
Health [ sec .  314(d)] ,  Comprehensive Employment and Training (CETA), and Housing 
and Community Development a c t s ,  end ( 2 )  ca tegor ica l  g ran ts ,  cons is t ing  of a l l  t h e  
r e v i n i n g  grants .  Categoricals i n  turn  a r e  of two general types:  ( a )  formula 
grants--entitlement i s  according t o  a s t a t u t o r y  o r  regulatory formula, and ( b )  
pro jec t  grants--given i n  response t o  an appl ica t ion ,  and sometimes ca l l ed  
"discretionary". 

1. How much d id  your S t a t e  government receive i n  Federal grant  funds (o ther  than 
general  revenue sharing)  i n  f i s c a l  year 1974 f o r  t h e  functions l i s t e d  below? 
Please show a c t u a l  f igures  i f  possible .  I f  it i s  not possible ,  please give us 
your bes t  estimate.  Check here  whether f i gu res  a r e  a c t u a l  U or  estimated /. 

Categorical g ran ts  

Formula 

Education (excl .  job t r a i n i n g )  $ 
Public welfare  
Highways 
Health and hosp i t a l s  * 
Criminal j u s t i c e  
Housing and community development F-3 
Job t r a i n i n g  and eniployment 

(manpower, i . e . ,  CETA) 
A l l  o ther  

~ o t  a1  $ 

Block 
ProJ e c t  g ran t s  Total  

1 Support of and ass i s tance  t o  needy ~ C Y R O I I R  c o n t i n p n t  rlpon t . h e i r  n e e d .  
Includes Medic~id .  

Health includes hea l th  resesrch,  c l i n i c s ,  nursing, immimization, and o ther  
catcpn-i c a l  , environmental, and general public heal th  a c t i v i t i e s ,  including school 
hea l th  serv ices  provided by non-school heal th  agencies. Hospitals include establ ieh-  
ment and operation of hosp i t a l  f a c i l i t i e s ,  provision of hosp i t a l  care ,  and support 
of publ ic  o r  p r iva t e  hosp i t a l s ,  bu t  excludes vendor payments t o  Hospitals under 
Medicaid. 

- 



2. Please ind ica t e  what percentage of  these  Federal funds was passed through 
t o  l o c a l  governments (broken down by type of l o c a l  government) i n  f i s c a l  year  1974 
and what percentage was re ta ined  f o r  S t a t e  use ( to t a l  of each column should equal 
100%). Check here whether f igures  a r e  a c t u a l  / o r  estimated /. 

Pub Hlth C r i m  Hsg Job A l l  
Educ Welf Hwys Hosp J u s t  C D TrnA Other - - 

Percentage passed t h r u  t o :  

Counties - - - - - - - -  
Townships - - - - - - - - -  
School d i s t r i c t s  , - - - - - - - -  
Special  d i s t r i c t s  - - - - - - - -  

Percentage re ta ined  by 
S ta t e :  

3.  Of t h e  t o t a l  Federal funds passed through t o  l o c a l  governments, what percent- 
age was d i s t r i bu ted  on a formula bas i s ,wha t  percentage s a pro jec t  bas i s?  
Check here whether f igures  a r e  ac tua l  f-/ or  estimated f-/. 

Pub Hlth C r i m  Hsg Job All 
Educ Welf fIwys Hosp J u s t  C D Trng Other 
7 - 

4 .  Please ind ica t e  by function the  amount of S t a t e  funds, i f  any, t h a t  were added . 
t o  t h e  spec i f i c  Federal program funds passed through t o  l o c a l  gcvernments. Show 
a c t u a l  f i g u r r s  i f  possible .  Check here whether f igures  a r e  ac tua l  /7 o r  
estimated f-/. 

Education $ Housing & Corn. develop. $ 
Public Welfare Criminal J u s t i c e  
Highways Job t r a i n i n g  
Health & A l l  o ther  
H o s p i t ~ l s  

Total  $ 

5. ( a )  With regard t o  Federal pass-through funds, were the re  
any on which t h e  S t a t e  d i d  not add procedural conditions,  such 
a s  accounting, report ing,  and audi t ing  requirements? YES( NO( ) 

(b )  Were the re  any on which the  S t a t e  did not add program 
performance standards? YES( ) NO( 

( c )  I f  "YES" i n  e i t h e r  case,  please estimate t h e  percentage of 
t h e  t o t a l  pass-through funds on which t h e  S t a t e  did not add conditions.  % 



( d )  Were the re  any d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  types of procedural o r  
performance requirements imposed by t h e  S t a t e  i n  programs where it 
added S t a t e  money t o  t h e  Federal gran t ,  a s  opposed t o  those where 
it merely served as  an administrat ive conduit? YES( ) NO( 

6. Of t h e  t o t a l  Federal funds passed through tb l o c a l  governments, what 
percentage was: 

( a )  Mandated by t h e  Federal government t o  be passed-through? % 
(b )  Mandated by S t a t e  law t o  be passed-through? 6 
( c )  Passed-through a t  t he  d iscre t ion  of S t a t e  administrators? '-c 

Check here whether f igures  a r e  ac tua l  fl or  estimated //. 

7. For t h e  t o t a l  amount of Federal funds shown i n  answer t o  question 1, please 
ind ica te  how much t h e  S t a t e  cont r ibu ted  i n  matching fu@s (cash and in-kind). 
Check here whether f i gu re  i s  ac tua l  / o r  estimated /. $ 

8. Please ind ica te  whether you agree o r  disagree with the  following statements:  

( a )  In-kind matching produces l i t t l e  o r  no ac tua l  
contr ibut ion of S t a t e  resources f o r  t h e  aided 
programs. Agree( )  isa agree( ) 

(b)  In-kind o r  zero matching strengthens t h e  
d iscre t ionary  power of t h e  Governor and t h e  
administrators  and weakens t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ' s  
cont ro l  over t h e  S t a t e  budget and programming. ~ g r e e (  )   is agree( ) 

9.  In recent years t h e  Federal Office of Management and Budget ( o m )  , General 
Services Administration (GSA), and Treasury Department have issued c i r cu l a r s  
designed t o  standardize and simplify grant administration: OMB C i r .  A-102 
(superseded by GSA1s FMC 74-7), OMB C i r .  A-87 (GSA'S FMC 74-4), OMB C i r .  A-73 
(GSA'S FMC 73-2), and OMB C i r .  A-98  reas as. C i r .  1082). 



Below a r e  l i s t e d  each of t h e  c i r c u l a r s  and one o r  more changes t o  be e f fec ted  
by t h e  c i r cu l a r s .  Please ind ica te  i n  Column A whether you a r e  aware of t h e  
c i r c u l a r .  I n  column B ind ica t e  whether such changes have occurred. For those 
you have "YES" i n  Column B, i nd i ca t e  i n  column C whether t h e  change has improved 
grant administration. 

A B C 
Aware of Change Improved grant 

Circulars? Occurred? Administration? 

F'MC 74-7 (OMB A-102) 0 0 
a.  Recipients no longer 

required t o  have 
separa te  bank accounts 
fo r  grant funds.... . . . .  

b. Minimizing of time 
between Federal disburse- 
ment and grantee use of 
funds. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

c .  Waiver of s ing le  S t a t e  
agency requirement. .... 

d. Preappl icat ion procedures 
s t~nda rd ized . . . . . . . . . . .  

e .  Standardized forms f o r  
s.pplicat ion,  review, and 
approval of pro jec t  
gran ts  ................. 

f .  Standardized procedures 
f o r  payments, determining 
matching shares ,  budget 
rev is ions ,  repor t ing  
e ran t s  c lose  ou t ,  record ............. r e t e n t j  on. 

F'MC 7\44  (oMB A-87) 0 0 
g. Uniform method f o r  

determining cos ts . . . . . .  
FMC 73-2 (OMB A-73) 

h. Improved audi t  
0 0 

prac t ices . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Treas. 1082 (OMB A-98) 

i. Notice t o  S t a t e s  of 
0 0 

grant  awards.. ......... 
10. ( a )   o or S t a t e s  where l o c a l  governments share i n  t h e  
non-Federal cos t  of publ ic  ass i s tance)  . Has Federal 
assumption of t h e  adul t  categories  under public ass i s tance  
(SSI program) l e d  t o  any d iscern ib le  f i s c a l  r e l i e f  f o r  
l o c a l i t i e s ?  YES( 1 NO( 1 

( b )  I f  "NO", p lease explain 



11. ( a )  Federal a i d  i s  sometimes granted f o r  l o c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  
previously financed only by S t a t e  a i d  o r  on a  State- local  bas i s .  
Has t h i s  happened i n  your S t a t e  i n  t h e  pas t  fi l je years? YES( ) NO( ) 

DON'T KNOW( ) 

( b )  I f  "YES", please ind ica te  t h e  a reas  involved and t h e  changes, i f  any, 
it has caused i n  t h e  l e v e l  of funding, d i s t r i bu t ion  formula, e l i g i b i l i t y  c r i t e r i a ,  
and o ther  conditions appl icable  t o  t h e  aided a c t i v i t i e s .  

S t a t e s  which, s ince  January 1970, have enacted measures authorizing t h e i r  
t o  impose l o c a l  income o r  s a l e s  taxes :  ) 

Please explain, i f  possible ,  why t h e  S t a t e  provided f inanc ia l  ass i s tance  i n  t h a t  
form ins tead  of providing more S t a t e  a i d  o r  assuming d i r e c t  r e spons ib i l i t y  f o r  
provision of l o c a l  services .  

13. (a) I s  t he re  any agency of your S t a t e  a d m i n i s t r ~ t i o n  t h a t  
reviews and evaluates per iodica l ly  t h e  S t a t e  a i d  ( ~ e d e r a l  and 
S t a t e  funds t o  l o c a l i t i e s )  program on an .overall  systematic 
b a s i s ,  r a the r  than on a  program-by-program bas i s?  YES( ) NO( ) 

(5) I f  "YES", what is  i t s  name and where i s  it located i n  t h e  adh in i s t r a t i ve  
s t ruc tu re?  

( c )  I f  "NO", i s  the re  any move underway t o  e s t ab l i sh  such 
an agency? YES( ) NO( ) 

1 4 .  (a)  Does your S t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  have a u n i t  responsible  f o r  
reviewing and evaluat ing S t a t e  a id?  YES( ) NO( ) 

( b )  I f  "YES", what i s  i t s  name? 

( c )  I f  "NO", i s  t h e r e  any move underway t o  e s t ab l i sh  such 
an agency? YES( ) NO( ) 

15. (a) Are you aware of t h e  exis tence of  t h e  Catalog of 
Federal Domestic Assistance, prepared by t h e  Federal Off ice of  
Management and Budget? YES( ) NO( ) 



( b )  I f  "YES", do you f ind  t h a t  it i s  an adequate a i d  i n  
ident i fy ing  and obtaining Federal ass i s tance?  YES( ) NO( ) 

( c )  I f  "NO", what improvements a r e  needed? 

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF FEDERAL GRANTS 

16. ( a )  What proportion of S t a t e  appl icat ions f o r  Federal grants  does t h e  
Governor o r  o ther  c e n t r a l  administrat ive o f f i c i a l  approve o r  disapprove: 

(b )  I f  "some", a r e  Safe S t r e e t s  and Partnership f o r  Health gran ts  included? 

Safe S t r e e t s :  YES( ) NO( ) 

Partnership f o r  Health: YES( ) NO( ) 

17. ( a )  What proportion of S t a t e  acceptance of Federal grant awards does t h e  
Governor o r  other  c e n t r a l  administrat ive o f f i c i a l  approve o r  disapprove : 

A l l (  Some ( )  one( ) 

( b )  I f  "some", a r e  Safe S t r e e t s  and Partnership f o r  Health gran ts  included? 

Safe S t r e e t s :  YES( ) NO( ) 

Partnership f o r  Health: YES( ) NO( ) 

18. ( a )  What proportion of Federal gran ts  t o  t he  S ta te :  a r e  included i n  t h e  
executive budget as part of t h e  Governor's recommended l e v e l  of spending f o r  
each agency o r  program? 

(b )  I f  "some", a r e  Safe S t r e e t s ,  and Fartnership f o r  Health gran ts  included? 

Safe S t r e e t s :  YES( ) NO( ) 

Partnership f o r  Health: YES( ) NO( ) 

19. ( a )  When Federal funds a r e  passed through 40 l o c a l  governments, 
i s  t h e  approval of t h e  Governor o r  o ther  c e n t r a l  ~ d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
o f f i c i a l  required? YES( ) NO( ) 



( b )  I f  "YES", f o r  what grant programs? 

( c )  What percentage of t o t a l  Federal pass-through funds a r e  t h e  funds approved 
by t h e  Governor o r  o ther  cen t r a l  administrat ive o f f i c i a l s ?  % 

Check here whether f i gu re  i s  ac tua l  o r  estimated fl. 

21. ( a )  What proportion of Federal grant  funds does t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  include i n  
t h e  appropriat ion b i l l :  

All(  some( )  one( ) 

( b )  I f  "~ome", a r e  Safe S t r e e t s  and Partnership f o r  Health gran ts  included? 

Safe S t r ee t s :  YES( ) NO( ) 

Partnership f o r  Health: YES( ) NO( ) 

20. Flease describe any s ign i f i can t  changes t h a t  have been made s ince  January 1967 
i n  t h e  executive budget process t o  monitor t h e  impact of Federal gran ts  on 
S t a t e  budget and programs. 

22. I f  your answer t o  question 21 ( a )  was " A l l "  o r  "Some", does 
t h i s  mean t h a t  Federal gran ts  above t h e  amount appropriated may 
not be spent without t h e  approval of  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  or one of 
i t s  committees or s t a f f ?  YES( 1 NO( ) 

23. I f  your answer t o  question 21 ( a )  was "~11" o r  "Some" -- 
( a )  Does the  l e g i s l a t u r e  e s t ab l i sh  sub-program a l loca t ions  

f o r  formula grants  i n  order t o  specify p r i o r i t y  a c t i v i t i e e ?  
0 '  

( b )  Does it e s t a b l i s h  such a l loca t ions  f o r :  Safe 
S t r e e t s  gran ts?  

For Partnership f o r  Health gran ts?  

( c )  Does it specify t h e  b a s i s  f o r  fund a l loca t ion  and 
r ec ip i en t  e l i g i b i l i t y ,  when funds a r e  passed through t o  l o c a l  
governments on a pro jec t  bas i s?  



(d )  Does it make such spec i f ica t ions  f o r  pro jec t  gran ts  under -- 
Safe S t r e e t s :  YES( ) NO( ) 

Partnership f o r  Health: YES( ) NO( ) 

24. ( a )  What proportion of S t a t e  appl icat ions f o r  a i d  must be submitted f o r  
review by a l e g i s l a t i v e  committee o r  s t a f f  agency p r i o r  t o  transmission t o  t h e  
Federal agency : 

A l l (  1 some( 1  one( ) 

( b )  I f  "Some", a r e  Safe S t r e e t s  and Partnership f o r  Health grant applica- 
t i o n s  included? 

Safe S t r e e t s :  YES( ) q10( ) 

Partnership for  Health: YES( ) NO( ) 

( c )  I f  n A l l n  o r  %omel', does t h e  committee huve approval 
nu thcr i ty?  YES 

25. Does t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  requi re  t h a t  each new l e g i s l a t i v e  proposal 
be accompanied by a statement of t h e  estimated impact of t h e  
proposed l e g i s l a t i o n  on t h e  e l i g i b i l i t y  and need of t h e  S t a t e  and 
l o c a l  governments f o r  Federal grants? YES( ) NO( ) 

26. Please descr ibe any s ign i f i can t  changes t h a t  have been made s ince  January 
1967 i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  budget process t o  cont ro l  t h e  impact of Federal grants  
on t h e  S t a t e  budget and programs. 

11. STATE AIDS TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

The following questions r e l a t e  only t o  grants  t o  l o c a l i t i e s  t h a t  cons is t  exclu- 
s ive ly  of S t a t e  money. They do not pe r t a in  t o  S t a t e  funds t h a t  a r e  add-ons 
t o  Federal p a n t s .  - 
1. In  f i s c a l  year 1974, what amount of S t a t e  grants  was d i s t r i bu ted  a s  general 
support g ran ts ,  as  funct ional  formula grants (i  .e.  , entit lement according t o  a 
fornula) ,  and as  pro jec t  gran ts  ( i . e . ,  response t o  Rn appl ica t ion)?  What was 
t h e  funct ional  breakdown of t h e  l a t t e r  two? Please show ac tua l  f igures  i f  



possible. 
check here 

If it i s  not possible, ive us your best  estimate. Please 
whether f igures a r e  &&mated ~7.  

General Formula Prod ec t  

Education 
Public welfare 
Highways 
Health & Hospitals 
Other 

Total  

2. Approximately what 
grants required l o c a l  

grants  

$ 

grants  

k 

percentage of the  do l l a r  amount of formula and project 
matching? 

LL 
Formula 

Prod ec t  

3. Approximately what percentage of the  do l l a r  amount of S t a t e  a id  formula grants 
was f o r  a c t i v i t i e s  which the  S t a t e  mandated l o c a l i t i e s  t o  perform ( i . e . ,  on which 
the  loced i t i e s  had no discretion)? % 

4.  Please indica te  what you think a re  the  most serious problems of t h e  S t a t e  
a i d  system, i f  any: 

5. What o f f i c i a l  i n  your S ta te  is best  able t o  provide information concerning 
conditions attached t o  S ta te  a id  programs on an overal l  basis:  

Name 

T i t l e  

Address 



Prepared by: lame 

T i t l e  

Addreee 

TEAlm YOU! 
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what is AClR ?- 
I 

The ~ d v i s b r ~  Cdmmission on -.lntergbv&n@qn~i f Re: 
lations (AClR) was cieated by the Copgress in 13q to 
monifor the opentioq of the American federal, sys- , 
tem and to recor$mend ilmprovernei-its. ACtR is a' pef- 
manent national biput isan body be resenting jt& ex- 

local government and ,the public. 
P ecutive and legisladvc btanches of ederal, state,( and 

1 L 

The Commission 'is composed of 26 members -nine 
representing the Federal govqrnneflt, 14 reprerentins ' 
state and local oyrnrnent, and three representiiig b the public. The resident appoints a,-three 
citizens and, th tm Federal executive off k i d s  Pate , ~tectly. 
and four g@rernqrsJ. three state le islators, four may- 7 ors, and three $ttxted county s ficials -ffom slate 
ndmin~ed by the National Govkmors' Conferencei A 

the Council pf State Covernmenp, the National . 
League of C i t i d . ~ .  Conference of Mayors;. and the : 
Nat~oni$l Asoociation of Counties. The t h r h  Senators - 
are cham by the President of the5enafe and {he - 

three Congressmen by the Speaker of the, House. 

Each Commission member serves a two yew term and 
may be reappointed. ' 

A$ 4 continuing body, the 
work b addresing itsdf 
lem, &e resolution of 
proved cooperation 
and more effwtive 

upon the taxpayers. 

Studies undertaken- by the ~omrnission have dealt . 

with subjects as diverse as transportation &nd as spe- 
cific as state taxation of out-of-state de ositories; ,as 
wide ranging a$ substate .regionalism to t 1 e more spe- ,, 

cialized issue of bcal  revenue diwersifiratisn. tn setecte 
in items for the. work program, the famrnissianAcbn- 
s i  f an the relatiwe importance and urgenc of the I roblem, its m2tnageabiiity from the point o view of 
hances and stai ayailable to AClR and the oxfent to 
which the Commission tan make a fruitful contribu- 
tim t q a r q l  h salu~ion of the problem+ 


