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growth of the state and local government
sector and its increasing reliance on Federal revenues
warrant consideration in discussions of stabilization
policy. State and local government expenditures and
taxes have been growing rapidly in recent decades,
both absolutely and relative to that at the Federal
level. In addition, grants-in-aid from the Federal Gov-
ernment have become an increasingly important
source of funds for state and local governments.

Concern about stabilization policy has been focused
primarily on monetary and fiscal policies of the Fed-
eral Government. Many analysts would agree that this
focus on Federal policy is not misplaced since stabili-
zation policy is not a major responsibility of state and
local governments.1 Whether or not one believes that
state and local governments can or should actively
pursue policies to affect national income, state and
local government spending and taxing decisions do in
fact constitute a part of total government fiscal policy.
State and local fiscal activities do influence economic
activity, although there remains some controversy over
the nature, degree, and duration of these effects.

A full evaluation of government stabilization policy
requires consideration of the impact of the state and

‘The rationale behind this distribution of government func-
tions among levels of government is discussed by Richard A.
Musgrave and Peggy B. Musgrave, Public Finance in Theory
and Practice (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973),
Chapter 26, pp. 595-621.

local sector on aggregate economic activity. Do state
and local policies reinforce or compete with Federal
policies? Is the financing of state and local govern-
ment spending carried out under different constraints
than at the Federal level? Has the increasing reliance
on Federal aid altered the character of state and local
government financing?

STATE ANI) LOCAL .EINANCE
JT5 PERSPECTIVE

.itxpend:itl4r S
A more detailed examination of the data on govern-

ment expenditures gives a perspective on the relative
size of and functions performed by the different levels
of government. Since 1960, state and local expendi-
tures on a national income accounts (NIA basis have
increased at an average annual rate of 10.5 percent,
compared to a 9.3 percent rate of increase in Federal
expenditures. Purchases of goods and services ac-
counted for 94 percent of state and local expenditures
in 1976, compared to 34 percent at the Federal level
(Table I). These expenditures represent the purchase
of goods and services by the public sector and are the
government component of GNP. Currently, state and
local purchases represent 14 percent of GNP, com-
pared to 8 percent represented by Federal purchases.

Other expenditures by government determine not
so much what goods will be produced, but rather who
will decide what goods to produce. In particular,
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Table I

Governmenf Expenditures’
fsiu:ons of DoI~orsl

1960
1976

p
Pc’cer.t o Percent o

t
Annual Role

Total Io:al of Cltongu
Fedc.,al Amot,n! !xpenditu?d? Amount EApenditures 1

Pt. clacuc of Goods and Sow can 5 53.7 57.7% St 33.4 34.3% 5.9%
Trans’e’ Payments 23.4 25.2 162.2 41.7 12.9
Groptstn .d 6.5 7.0 60.2 15.5 14.9
Net Interest Paid 6.8 7.3 27.5 7.1 9.1
Subcidics Lens Cu • rent Surplus of

Government Entorprisen 2.6 2.8 5 6 1 4 4.9 —

IOTAL EXPENDITURES 5 93.1 100.0% 5388.9 100.0% 9.3%

Stoto and Local

Pjrchases at Goods and Serytce. S 46.5 93 4% $232.2 94.3% 10.6%
on,

5
e’ Payments 5.4 10.8 25.2 10 2 10.1

Net Interest Paid 0.1 0.2 6.6 2 7 6.6
51 bcdire Less ~Lrrcri Sc. pttns at

Go’.crnmunt Ento’pises 2:2 j~4 4.4 1.8 2.0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 5 49.8 100.0% $246.4 100.0% 10.5%

~Nat’’.:.nI is JttsC mee.,.int. :asnc

rJret.ttl5y

S_irs. ]se.~~.;r.sestI ,.‘ U..t?,sr,r,rt. P..i.s.at. .1 iCe, u..ntr
It..:, ,n,st~ ,,,y:,.Id ia ti

transfer payments represent government actions to Personal income taxes account for 10.2 percent of state
redistribute income, and thereby spending decisions, and local receipts, while corporate income taxes pro-
from one sector of the economy to another. The Fed~ duce 3.3 percent of total receipts. Contributions for
eral sector plays a more important role in these types social insurance, which include various employee re-
of expenditures than do state and local governments. tirement funds and contribntions to workmen’s com-
Transfer payments to individuals represent 10 percent pensation, represent another 6.5 percent of state and
of state and local expenditures, but account for 42 per- local receipts. The greatest change in the composition
cent of Federal expenditures and currently are the of state and local tax receipts from 1960 to 1976 has
largest category of Federal expenditure. been the relative decline in receipts from property

taxes (32.5 percent of total receipts in 1960 versus 22
Grants-in-aid, which are counted as Federal expen-

percent in 1976) and an increase in income tax re-ditures but are receipts of state and local govern-
ceipts (5 percent in 1960 versus 10.2 percent in 1976).

ments, transfer resource-use decisions from the private
sector to state and local governments by way of the ‘While these five taxes produce 64 percent of state
Federal Government. Federal grants accounted for and local receipts, approximately 91 percent of total
only 7 percent of Federal expenditures in 1960, com- Federal receipts are derived from only three sources:
pared to the current 16 percent. Of course, both of individual income taxes (42.3 percent), corporate in-
these types of transfers (to individuals and to other come taxes (16.8 percent) and contributions for social
levels of government) frequently are accompanied by insurance (32 percent). Thus, in general, state and
stipulations as to how these resources are to be used. local governments derive their revenues from a differ-

ent group and a greater variety of taxes than does the

Receivts Federal Government.

State and local receipts increased at an average Since 1960 Federal grants to state and local govern-
annual rate of 10.9 percent from 1960 to 1976, while ments have grown faster than every source of tax
Federal receipts have increased at an 8 percent aver- receipts except personal income taxes. Federal grants
age rate (Table II). Major sources of tax receipts for currently constitute 23.1 percent of total receipts at
state and local governments currently include sales the state and local level, compared to 13 percent in
taxes (22.1 percent) and property taxes (22 percent). 1960. Table III shows the current composition of
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Table II

Government ROC&DtS’
Billions of Dollars

1960 ‘rr

Po’cent of Pc’cnnI o’ Anru& Fate
Total Tota o’ C’,crn,:

Federal Ama_in Receipts frnrount — Receipt: )960~ 076

Personal Income Tax 541.8 43.5% Z139.8 ~2 3% 7 8%
Corporate Pra’its Tax 21 4 22.3 55.6 l68 6.1
~ort’.butonn to’ Social Insurance 17.6 18.3 105.8 32 0 11.9
Other Personal lox and No.i.tox 1.8 1.9 5.5 1.7 7.2
Indirect Business Tax and Nor.tax Ace, uak 1 ~ ~.:9. 23.5 7.1 3.6 -

TOTAL RECEIPTS $96.1 100.030 5330.3 100 o% 8.0%

Stole and Local

Pe’sonol Income Ton $ 2.5 5.0% S 26.7 10.2% 1 6.C%

~orporato Profits Ton 1.2 2.4 8.7 3.3 13.2
~antr,bttions far Social Insurance 3.4 6.8 17.0 65 10.6
Soles Tox 12.2 24.4 57.6 22.1 :2.2
Propo’ty To, 16.2 32.5 57.2 22.0 8.2

Other Personal Ton and Non.tax 4.2 8.4 21.6 8.3 10.8
Other Indirect Business Tax 3.6 7.2 11.4 4.4 7.5
Gronts-~n-Aid ~ - !.?2. - 60.2 22.1 140

TOTAL RECEIPTS 549.9 100.0% $260.5 100.0% 10.9%

NeC .ncsl h:c,one ec,~rt,tsr.

Sir_net.: 1)w..,uu.lrr,er,4 s i’ rn:nnc ‘ot, !h.rt:,,.s~ Ec..ri,,nsic Ar.ay-.!..

Nsrri: : i)au, :n:nu ri_in n.j.! dn,r’ t..,’,,~nu’nn,.

Federal grants. whiels t,clude fluid, e;trjn~srkcdmoth View of ]Ufld\ st’. requirr~liloverlIcnit ,L’~d~• 1155111 SIll—

fur %1R’ciaI surposc~.suclt ~‘ 111~ll\~.Lysmd t’5
1
11C.1t101l p~15 d~ff111gnc’’’ ,\

1
selIdiWrC growth e\eeedfnng

and general pur~osc Fnsnnls. ~nlcl! is re\ (‘tilde ~l!.LIi!lg.

Table Ill

Composition o’ Federal Aid to
State and i.ocaf Governrren’s.

Fiscal 1976 est.
M,t:ions of Dollars I

Pe’’an’ at

!onctton Amoent — Tota

Natural resources. .,n vi nonmen
5

and energy $ 3,088

Ag’kultcre .99 ~•. 3
commerce ,r.d trarspo tat,onn 8,277 13.8
Cammun.ty and regional

developrrant 4,008 6.7

Education, employment training
and ~oc,o! nnr.ccn 14.422 ?c.i

Hea!th 0,033 16

n’comc Security
(Pub.1: asuisnanr’:, toed ntan;os! 1,212

Low crn
t
a’cmnent and tnt cc 832 1.4

Revenue sharing and genera!
fisca’ ossintonce 7,166 2.0

Other 295 0.5

559,787 1000%

I ‘.~ ‘n..: It...:~’ ‘ nI “n lv,
‘‘un’-,! ‘n.:’SM, ‘nit. lt’n,.’r.n. ,,.i’,’
The 1L..i. hi I’ sI r (

No’!].. I iota nuns’ s’,sff,’z :r,u’s,.ri. .‘.LLI n. is_ru,,..

Some grants require matching funds from the receiv-
ing government.

5TATfl3 •AND Ii.OCAI.. PINA NCR

AS A C0).SI.O:.tS JSNT ?

STA.B.I.LIZAT.ION .POLICY

IA.rection of (JUt)]

Given the differences in the growth and composi-
tion of state and local receipts and expenditures rela-
tive to those at the Federal level, the behavior of these
items over the course of economic cycles is a factor
which should be considered in discussions of govern-
ment stabilization efforts. A useful measure of this
behavior is the net change in state and local expendi-
tures and receipts — that i~,changes in budget sur-
pluses and deficits.2 Appropriate fiscal policy, in the

2Studies using this approach include Robert W. Rafuse, Jr.,
“Cyclical Behavior of State-Local Finances” in Essays in
Fiscal Federalism, Richard A. Mnsgrave, ed. (Washington:
The Brookings Institution, 1965), pp. 63-121 and Ansel M.
Sharp, “The Behavior of Selected State and Local Govern-
ment Fiscal Variables During the Phases of the Cycles
1949-1961,” Proceedings, National Tax Association, 1965,
pp. 599-613.
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growth of receipts) .~ Likewise, appro-
priate government fiscal policy during
expansion would require movement
toward surplus (growth of receipts in
excess of expenditure growth).

In postwar business cycles, state and
local expenditures have tended to in-
crease relative to receipts during reces-
sions (Table IV). On average, expendi-
tures grew at a 12.7 percent rate during
the five previous recessions, while re-
ceipts increased at an average 8.5 per-
cent rate. In the most recent recession
expenditures increased at a 12.9 percent
rate, while receipts increased at a 10
percent rate. The net effect of these
relative growth rates was to move state
and local budgets away from surplus
positions during recessions. This is the
appropriate policy (fiscal stimulus es-
poused by fiscal activists, and such stim-
ulus reinforces similar movements at the
Federal level,

Over expansionary phases, state and local receipts
have increased at a faster pace than expenditures,
moving state and local budgets towards surplus posi-
tions. On average, receipts have increased over the
course of previous economic expansions at a 10.2 per-
cent rate, while expenditures have grown at an 8.7
percent rate. Since the first quarter of 1975, the be-
ginning of the current recovery, state and local re-
ceipts have increased at an 11.6 percent rate, com-
pared to a 9.5 percent rate of increase of expenditures.
Thus, in the current as well as in past expansions,
state and local budgets have moved toward surplus,
the movement prescribed by many fiscal policy
proponents.

.Magriuuaoof Pitt.al Policy

Although there remains some controversy concern-
ing the nature of the effects, the impact of govern-
ment stimulus or restraint on the level of economic
activity depends not only on the direction of budget
changes, but also on the magnitude of these changes.
It is important to remember, however, that while
changes in the Federal budget position may reflect
deliberate actions to influence economic activity, the

3
For example, see Otto Eckstein, Public Finance, 3rd ed.
(Englewood Cliffs, New- Jessey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973),
p. 121.
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Annu_ie It s of hesnoe

Pedeat $ole o$d tote
pendut so Wet rpt Expepciltus e Wet s
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P1149 tIl 53 (E~ 178 386 7.3 9,1
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tutf 4 u1157 85 51 92 9~4 9*
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16)- ~6 (E} 8.0 L8 99

IYd* P170(R) 8.7 9 4 1
7170 IV 7 1 I ~0 120 10 1

*1 3 79 127
AVEItAGE(~ 8- 24 S. 0

17/73 1/75(R) 189 42 29 tO
3 75 11/76 EEl 04 105 9 1 6

ft
B n 3,11,550

state and local budget position is aggregated over
80,000 governmental budgets. Changes in state and
local budgets constitute an implici.t fiscal pohcy which
can be taken into account, but which would be diffi-
cult to coordinate with actions at the Federal level,
especially given the different character of expendi-
tures and receipts which was discussed above.

One method of measuring the degree of fiscal stim-
ulus or restraint produced by governmental finances
is by changes in the NIA budget surplus or deficit
(see Chart ) .‘~Table V presents the dollar change from
the previous year in the Federal and state and local
budgets on an NIA basis, For example, changes in the
Federal NIA budget betweeu 1975 and 1976 produced
about $13 billion of fiscal restraint. State and local
budgets accounted for an additional $7 billion of re-
straint, or about a third of total government fiscal
restraint

Changes in the full employment budget can also be
used to assess the degree of government fiscal impact
on economic activity. The full employment budget
concept was developed in an attempt to eliminate the
automatic influences of economic fluctuations on the

4
For a discussion of various methods of calculating the impact
of budgets on GNP, see Saul H. Hymans and J. Philip
Wernette, “The Impact of the Federal Budget on Total
Spending,” Business Economics (September 1970), pp. 29-34.
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budget. For example, tax receipts generally decrease
during an economic downturn, while expenditures for
unemployment benefits at the Federal level increase,
By eliminating these “passive” elements of the budget,
more attention is focused on “active,” or discretionary,
changes in the budget.5 Realizing the implicit fiscal
policies of state and local budgetary policies, the
Council of Economic Advisers has attempted since
1974 to measure the full employment budget position
of both the Federal and state and local governments.6

The combined impact of both budgets gives a more
complete picture of the extent of government fiscal
activity. Based on changes from the previous year, the
1976 Federal Government budget on a full employ-
ment basis exercised $2.2 billion in restraint, while
state and local full employment budgets contributed
an even greater $3.1 billion of restraint.7 As the exam-
ples illustrate, whatever the ultimate impact of fiscal
policy on the economy and however it is measured, an
assessment of the degree of fiscal stimulus or restraint
is incomplete without consideration of the state and
local sector

5See Keith M. Carlson, “Large Federal Budget Deficits: Per-
spective and Prospects,” this Review (October 1976), pp. 2-7.

6
Economic Report of the President 1974, pp. 80-81. Recogni-
tion of the significance of state and local budget positions in
the assessment of fiscal policy can be found in Donald L.
Raiff and Richard M. Young, “Budget Surplnses for State
and Local Governments: Undercutting Uncle Sam’s Fiscal
Stance?” Business Review, Federal Reserve Bank of Phila-
delphia (March 1973), pp. 19-28; Nancy H. Teeters, “Cur-
rent Problems in the Full Employment Concept” and Robert
C. Vogel, “The Responsiveness of State and Local Receipts
to Changes in Economic Activity: Extending the Concept of
the Full Employment Budget” in Studies in Price Stability
and Economic Growth, Paper Nos. 6 and 7, Joint Economic
Committee, June 30, 1975, 94th Cong. 1st Sess.

7
Economic Report of the President, 1977, p. 76.

Table V

Changes in NIA Budgets Towards Stimulus (-I

and Restraint ( -—

~$ b:lu~l

Calendar Year Federal State and Local

1970 $ 1-20.6 $ ‘ 07
1971 + 9.9 0.9
1972 -- 4.7 10.0
1973 - 10.6 + 0.7
1974 —I 4.8 + 5.7
1975 {-59.7 -‘- 0.4
l976p --32.9 - 7.0

Changes in Full Employment Budgets Towards
Stimulus ( . ) and Restraint (—-

($ billions)

Calendar Year Federal State and Local

1970 $ -]-‘ 63
1971 -r 6.6 $ 2.3
1972 -4 12.3 7.4
1973 13.6 1- 3.3
3974 22.0 4.0
1975 ‘26.5 117
I976p - 22 ‘ 3.1

in ~

n,, ~, . ~ tnT,’’,. I’, “I. it iC

rn,!

FINANCING GOVERNMENT SPENDING
The way in which government spending is financed

affects both the impact of the spending on aggregate
economic activity and the perception of taxpayers
concerning the costs of government programs. If the
costs of government are affected by the method of
financing, this can ultimately influence the size of
government and, hence, the magnitude of fiscal effects
on the economy

Methods of Financing

Both Federal and state and local government
spending can be financed directly by taxes or by bor-
rowing from the public. In addition, Federal Govern-
ment spending can be financed by borrowing indi-
rectly from the Federal Reserve. The Federal Reserve
buys Federal Government securities with newly cre-
ated money. Thus, the Federal Reserve can, in fact,
finance expenditures by printing new money or, more
formally, “monetizing the debt.” While the Federal
Reserve does not operate in the market for state and
local debt, these governments have the Federal Gov-
ernment, through grants-in-aid, as an additional source
of revenue and thus, in an indirect manner, have ac-

9940 969 9962 ‘941 9964 ‘961 946 96/ ‘966 9949 9970 9979 9979 99/2 9974 9971 976 ‘4/1
S,,,~, U.S.
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cess to all the methods of financing available to the
Federal Government including debt monetization,

Taxci Spending financed by tax revenue, whether
at the Federal or state and local level, results in a
direct transfer of resources from the private sector to
the public sector. The costs of government spending
financed by taxes are explicitly known to taxpayers.
The imposition of taxes alters private consumption and
investment decisions, and this will ultimately affect
the composition, if not the level, of output and
employment.

/urtineg fnrx f/ic: Pub/li: V/hen government
spending is financed by borrowing from the public,
control over resources is also transferred from the pri-
vate sector to the public sector. The costs of govern-
ment spending financed by borrowing from the public
are less directly known to taxpayers than if the spend-
ing were financed by taxes. However, taxpayers will
eventually become aware of the costs if the principal
and interest are repaid through tax revenue.

Government borrowing represents an increased de-
mand for credit. If there is no increase in the public’s
desire to supply credit (savings) or no offsetting de-
crease in private credit demand, the effect of the
government borrowing will be to put upward pressure
on interest rates. At higher interest rates. some private
borrowers will be crowded out of the market.5 Some
state and local governments, which have restrictions
as to the maximum interest rate at which they can
borrow, will also be forced out of the market. higher
interest rates increase the cost of mortgages, con-
sumer loans, and loans for capital investment. Again,
private consumption and investment decisions will be
altered, This will change the composition, if not the
level, of output and employment.

Pcvrowbzg Scum the Pcdcml Rescree \Vhen
there is an upward movement in interest rates, there
can be pressure on the Federal Reserve to resist such
movements given current operating procedures. In the
short mu the Federal Reserve can ease pressure on
interest rates by purchasing Federal debt. The Fed-
eral Reserve generally does not purchase Federal debt
directly from the Treasury, but rather in the open
market. By purchasing the debt the Federal Reserve
increases reserves in the banking system and mitigates
the initial upward pressures oil interest rates. At the

8
See Roger W. Spencer and William P. Yohe, “The ‘Crowding
Out’ of Private Expenditures by Fiscal Policy Actions,” this
Review (October 1970), pp. 12-24 and Keith M. Carlson
and Roger W. Spencer, “Crowding Out and Its Critics,” this
Review (December 1975), pp. 2-17.

same time, this action increases the rate of monetary
expansion which, over an extended period, leads to
higher rates of inflation and eventually higher interest
rates. Of course, the decision to monetize the debt has
been at the discretion of the Federal Reserve.

The costs of financing government spending through
monetary expansion are even less clearly discernable
than financing through taxes and borrowing. While the
costs of inflation are less apparent, they are no less real
than the imposition of taxes or the costs of borrowing.

The ultimate monetary authority is at the Federal
level. State and local governments do not have direct
authority to create money and the Federal Reserve
does not purchase state and local debt, Nevertheless,
the initial source of upward pressure on interest rates
may have been increased credit demands by either
the Federal Government to finance Federal spending,
by state and local governments to finance their spend-
ing, or by the private sector to finance its spending.
Thus, while state and local debt is not directly pur-
chased by the Federal Reserve, it can be indirectly
accommodated by Federal Reserve actions to hold
down interest rates in the short rnn.

The combination of the more indirect access to
money creating powers and certain legal restrictions
on borrowing tend to make state and local govern-
ments operate under a tighter budget constraint than
the Federal Government. This is evidenced by the
fact that state and local government budgets in the
aggregate have been in surplus on an NIA basis in 14
of the last 17 years, compared to only 4 surpluses
incurred by the Federal Government over this period.
Since expenditures are more likely to be financed by
available receipts than by monetary expansion at the
state and local level, taxpayers are more aware of the
costs of state and local spending than the costs of
Federal spending.

kmdice (ions of Federal Gnrnt*-in-A~d.
When state and local government spending is

financed by Federal aid, the impact on economic
activity depends on how this Federal spending is
financed. The fact that spending in this instance is
one step removed from paying for the programs
makes the net benefit of the state and local govern-
ment expenditures more difficult to assess. In particu-
lar it is more likely that the real costs of spending will
be underestimated.

To the extent that Federal aid is financed by Fed-
eral taxes, resources are transferred from the private
sector to the public sector. In this case it becomes a
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Table VI

FEDERAL AID IN PROPORTION TO FEDERAL TAX BURDENS BY STATE
Fiscal 1974

Feaeral Aid Federal Aid Federal Aid
Per Dollar of Per Dollar of Per Dollar of

Federal Tax Burden’ Federal Tax Burdc’n’ !ed!r!l.Tax Burden’

Alabama S 0.28 K.~nlucky $ .29 North Dakota 5 .28

Alaska .53 Louisiana .29 Ohio .14

Arizana .20 Maine .30 Oklahoma .24

Arkansas .30 Maryland .14 Oregon .23

California .18 Massachusetts .17 Pennsylvania .17

CoIo’ado .18 Michigan .16 flsode Island .22

Connecticut .14 Minnesota .21 South Carolina .25

Delaware .34 Mississippi .44 South Dakota .39

Dist. of Co!umb,a .51 Missouri .36 Tennessee .22

Florida .34 Mantana .30 Texas .18

Georgia .24 Nebraska .11 Utah .27

Hawaii .23 Nevada .16 Vermont .34

Idaho .27 Now Hompshire .17 Virginia .16

Illinois .15 New Jersey .12 Washington .20

indiana .12 New Mexico .36 West Virginia .36

Iowa .15 New York .20 Wisconsin .17

Kansas .16 North Carolina .20 Wyoming .29

U.S. Average $ 0.19

rn,,, ‘i—i’ ~ ‘‘,—snr,i . in, ,—,r,r’.o’.i .,‘~,‘,‘u’—t’,,,’,’. ,‘,s.,l, ‘. ii tpr,,-,I t~i l.:ds’ sis,l I,,,’,..i ,~osc’ii9n’,t’,i-.i’,dt-i al In’
l,,sr,l,.r, iv cts,’c ~ .ts’i by rh,’ ‘l,,~ I’,,i,,,,li,ri,,,i i, ti’, s.n.:-.,,r a fo’n,uiu ~ ~ ta’s,l’,lla’-,,,r:’ir.u,t. ,sthe’rh:,r,
9611,11_hr y ~‘t’e,.ll,. ~ Fr ‘s’.tl,t, ,‘‘.,.i,,r:sti’-,,-17 ‘I nx F,,,.,.,lati.’r,. ‘,ilI,,e:tting the i’v,t’ .,,li’,~ Itur,lc,i \nt’.ls,~ l’s,: St. lic-ce’;s’cls Slit
Sn. 2. i’i..7

U.S. Dept. iii the ilta4Ji-y. F ti. ‘al Ad to Steb’.’,, ar.inml ssn’I ‘i’~~l-’our,dat,,,r., (‘‘art,: ,,,,,i b,yurL’.ni (,os.,r,an, nt F ‘ruse’, i97~.

his) stiigt’ proct’s’~:E5’SI9IIIt’(’5 ut’ first tl’illLSlern’d to the
teder.tI Covs’rss,nsmt and the (ii .st,th’ and list’,i! goi—

t’fliflR’iit,. 1h1’ cost’, 01 ill)’ p~rticiilitr%t;ute and local

pl0gri~1t alt’ boriscaero’~ list’ eennoili\ iii proportion
to taxp;l\ (‘I—s h’deral tax Iialnhtie’,. t-athei- than their
st~ttt’ asIc! local lix liabiIitie~. Private spl’sidin’4 ,nsd
us~’s’,tr,,c’s,tt.ls’c’isi,9ii.’, ‘,\ill iii’ tlts’rs’cl. lstit ill it ili:tilIs(’I’

c’sirlc5
1
)sili(lIrig to tli~ jli

1
l,jet (if l’edt’r.tI I i’’’,. ,‘ather

than in a risanner resul ii ug froi n tlie same expendi—
lures Ist’mg finans.’ed ls~ ta’1.e,, ,ut ti,~ st its’ and local
level. .\s Table VI indie.utes. rough estimates suggest

that the t’t’~L’I’jsIaid rc’ec’ivt’d ls~st:IU’s dos’s lot 1.01’—

rs’sposld closely with the Federal Lu~hitrdc’,, it the

ill the respective st.itt’s. lilt’ (IUC?’(L amount
of L-’edcral aid per dollar ot l’cderal t,u~burden ~a—

tionall~ is 19 cents. I loss evel’. Federal aid ranges ff19111
— . . Although there is ninth (on~ern about the isercas—

12 ectits ~is’r dollar ii! l’s’der.ul t,u\ l)urtls’iI Ii, li,’lI.ulsa . . -

lug SILt’ tif government. .tttt’ntio~i is ltSlLZtllS’ lot’usetl 01’
UlIt! \t’ss- Jersey to .).) (‘exits per lax do! tar in ~

the h’deral (,o\enlnlent. whereas the stats’ and lOc’tiI
‘l’o the extent that Federal aid is hn,u,ced by Fed— sector represents a larger portion of GN P and isgrou

t’r~dborl’owin4 row the public’. resources alt’ aIM) ing shore rapidly. L.tkeuise. flu’ opac’t of fiscal poIk’~
transfes-rc’d troni the prnate sector to the publie on economIc as_tn tv is gt’uc’i’,sll’ ct’nteretl on c’xplit’it
sector. Without eo:npensat lug changes iii (lie supply I ‘edc’ral (.~‘ eriin,eut dec’i.~issns. I lois e’ cr. the ‘pert1—
or oilier dental ids for credit. thit’ Federal borross iug ig alit! ta\ ing tleeisios is of state dl RI local gi Veru—

will put upward pressure on interest rates and alter
private investment and consumption decisions.

If Federal aid is financed by borrowing from the
Federal Reserve (monetization of the debt), then
Federal aid to state and local governments is ulti-
mately financed by increased monetary expansion and
a faster rate of inflation in the future. Federal aid, in
effect, gives state and local governments greater ac-
cess to Federal powers of money creation, The costs of
spending financed in this manner are not obvious,
However, these costs take the form of a higher rate of
inflation distributed over the entire economy.
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ments, although operating under somewhat different
circumstances than the Federal Government, do con-
stitute an implicit fiscal policy.

The influence of state and local governments on
economic activity depends both on the size of the
stimulus or restraint reflected in budget changes and
on the method in which spending is financed. The
amount of fiscal restraint or stimulus reflected in state
and local budgets in recent years has been of suffi-
cient magnitude to merit consideration in conjunction
with Federal fiscal policies. Likewise, examination of
the ways in which state and local spending is financed
shows that it can influence economic activity in much
the same way as Federal spending. In particular,
state and local spending can be financed by monetary
expansion, even though the ultimate monetary author-
ity is at the Federal level. Although the Federal Re-
serve does not purchase state and local debt, upward

pressure on interest rates resulting from increases in
state and local credit demands can lead to accommo-
dation by the Federal Reserve.

The increasing importance of Federal aid as a
source of state and local revenue means that state and
local governments have access to Federal sources of
financing. The ability to spend at the state and local
level with funds raised at the Federal level makes it
more difficult to correctly determine the desired level
of state and local government spending. The complete
costs of state and local spending are not readily
apparent and, therefore, more spending may take
place than taxpayers would be willing to pay for if
they were fully informed of the costs. To correctly
assess the net benefit of state and local spending
financed by Federal aid, it is important to be aware
of the possible costs: higher taxes, higher interest
rates, and/or a higher future rate of inflation.
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