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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study centers on the economic effects of reduced defense spending on the nation, its fifty

states (and the District of Columbia), and its industry. It begins by providing baseline information about
state employment and gross state product (GSP) dependence on defense spending for payroll and prime
contracts. It then calculates and assesses the economic impact of the Administration’s proposed FY93-
FY97 cuts in defense spending, as well as a scenario which roughly doubles the effects of these cuts on
the economic health of the states and the nation.

The study reports that peace costs jobs and money. Under the Administration’s plan, by 1997
peace will have cost a total of 1,044,029 jobs and $61.148 billion. States paying the heaviest price are

( Califomia,)Texas and Virginia losing 21,207, 30,144 and 68,782 jobs, respectively. Under a more

severe scenario, the price is 2,188,051 jobs and $130.697 billion. These figures reflect only the direct

loss caused by projected reductions in national defense spending. If one assumes that every defense job
—-\"_—-—\

and dollar generate another job and dollar in the economy, the above losses in jobs and dollars must be
S TT——

doubled to reflect the total price of peace. Put differently, the total price of peace, under the

Administration plan, is 2,088,058 Jjobs and $122.296 billion. Under the more severe scenario, the total
price of the post-cold-war peace is 4,376,102 jobs and $261.394 billion. Tables A and B provide national
and state level information about the direct price of peace in terms of jobs and GSP.

At the same time, the U.S., and affected states and industries, can exploit this post-cold-war era
as an opportunity for growth, revitalization and diversification. On the national ievel, resources freed
by peace may be invested in programs tb' strengthen U.S. economic competitiveness and its leadership
in the world. On the state level, negatively affected states may diversify their economic bases and imple-
ment competitive strategies to obtain a larger share of the shrinking defense pie. On the industry level,
companies can downsize with reduced demand, convert from military to consumer products production,
diversify into related specialties, and export.

Any of these strategies will change the character of the U.S., its standard of living, and its place

among other nations for years to come.




QLG | L UULGE FIUUUCTIUNS __ Job and Gross State Product Reductions
Jobs Gross State Product Jobs Gross State Product

. STATE [Numberlost  Rank| Dollanlos  Rank STATE |Numberiot  Rank| Dollantos  Ram

-~ AK 9,474 35 369 35 AK 18,968 34 739 36

AL 25,013 13 1,060 18 AL 53,581 13 221 18

AR 9,993 33 273 38 AR 20,224 33 553 38

N 17,923 LS 12 AZ 38,979 25 3,153 14

g{dB CA '“1'2'1”¢'6T""‘2.l 10,375 f /0003 CA 267,865 1 22,929 1)

15,040 25 1,265 16 co 43377 16 3,648 0]

cT 9,567 34 1,700 10 cT 18,644 35 3314 12

DC 13,859 27 835 21 { DC 27,397 29 1,650 22

DE 3882 45 %0 46 A 4 DE 7940 a6 185 a7

FL 48,635 4 3,027 4 /] { TF— 02278 4 6,365 5

6A 35,253 7 1,334 15 7{26 r' GA 71,189 7 2,694 16

HI 18,368 20 633 27 HI 37,502 2 1,293 28

1A 7629 38 221 “ \ 7/0/ 1A 15,389 38 446 a2

10 1,698 51 63 4 | % i S) ID 5913 49 221 46

I 31,475 10 887 20 / L L . 64,457 1 1816 20

IN 18,027 22 814 22 L‘ G ) N 36,115 24 1,630 23

KS 14,895 26 571 30 , KS 29,514 27 1,131 31

Ky 18,057 21 443 33 KY 36,481 23 894 33

LA 21,450 16 es7 19 LA 41,960 17 1,735 21

MA 18,407 19 2,945 5 MA 40,285 18 6,446 4

MD 32,281 9 2,084 8 MD 68,597 9 4,427 8

ME 7,760 37 445 32 ME 15,205 39 872 34

Mi 18,952 17 648 26 M 40,186 19 1,374 27

MN 11,912 30 676 24 MN 25,495 30 1,448 26

MO 23,789 14 2,348 7 MO 50,825 14 5,016 7

MS 15,564 24 761 23 MS 30,457 26 1,490 24

MT 37 46 78 47 MT 7,522 47 158 48

NC 33,853 8 1,147 17 NC 70,425 8 2,386 17

ND 5,284 40 12 45 ND 10,696 4 228 a5

NE 8,008 36 239 39 NE 16,580 36 489 40

NH 3,339 a7 197 42 NH 7,061 48 “7 43

NJ 23,582 15 1,648 " NJ 47,916 15 3,348 n

NM 3,984 43 314 36 NM 16,250 37 1,282 29

NV 2,744 48 163 K] NV 8,376 44 499 39

NY 42,444 5 2,810 6 NY 86,743 5 5,743 6

OH 31,131 n 1,828 ] OH 65,460 10 4,054 9

oK 18,772 18 601 28 oK 38,873 21 1,245 30

OR 7,005 3 228 40 OR 14,019 40 456 4

PA 35,504 6 1421 14 PA 77,459 6 3,099 15

Rl 5,026 “ 293 7 1 9,825 42 578 37

SC 12,861 28 676 25 sC 39,544 20 2,064 19

SD 3,053 4“4 75 48 SD 8,118 45 154 49

™ 11,299 2 578 29 N 28,793 28 1474 25

™ 80,144 2 4824 3 T 161,834 2 9,740 3

ur 11,880 K] 514 31 ut 24,425 31 1,056 32

VA 68,782 3 4,882 2 VA 140,133 3 9,945 2

vT 1,999 50 44 51 vT 4,078 51 %0 51

WA 26,294 12 1,429 13 WA 59,135 12 3213 13

wi 12,386 29 438 34 wi 24,402 32 863 35

wv 4737 42 122 44 wv 9,701 43 280 44

_ Wy 2354 49 62 50 wy . 4753 50 125 50

US Total | 1,044,029 J 61148 USTotal | 2188051 | j30697

Table A, The Administration’s Plan (millions of $) Table B, *Doubling* the Administration's Plan (millions of §)

*To calculate total price, multiply these figures by two. *To calculate total price, multiply these figures by two.



L INTRODUCTION

rapid and unexpected that it has caught many policy makers and analysts, wedded to more than forty
years of cold war ideology, by surprise. Others see this change as the beginning of a "new spring of
nations,” a "new world concert,” or even "the end of history" (see Fukuyama 1992 and Shama 19923).

In the United States, the end of the Cold War has brought about planned and actual reductions
in the defense budget, as well as concern about the overall effects of such reductions and their implica-
tions for employment and economic well-being in the different regions and states of the Union. For
example, the Administration’s 1992-1997 budget reflects a total of 19.9 percent real reduction in the
defense budget over these five years. As a result, by 1997 defense spending is projected to constitute
3.6 percent of the gross national product, compared to 6.4 percent a decade earlier - a reduction of 43
percent! (See Budger of the United States, FY93-FY97).

Reductions in the defense budget mean unemployment and reduced economic growth, affecting
different parts of the country differently. A recent study by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), The
Economic Effects of Reduced Defense Spending (February 1992), suggests that while cutting the defense

budget will reduce the U S. GNP by only 0.7 percent by the mid-1990°s, the gross state product (GSP)
of eight states and the district of Columbia will shrink by up t0 2.6%. And while these figures seem
——— XDy up to 2.6%.




small, they translate into large sums of money and many jobs. For example, t reduction of
the U.S. GNP translates into 2 M$326.389 decline ir(ENP and 822,%

An even more serious picture emerges when the effects of the defense budget reductions on indus-
try are measured. The CBO study estimates that curtailed defense orders will reduce the tank and tank
components industry by 17 percent, the shipbuilding and repair industry by 6 percent, the communications
equipment industry by 3 percent, and the aircraft industry by 1 percent. Again, while these numbers

seem small, they translate into reduced sales ranging from 5§ percent to S0 percent in the industries most

. ﬂct\ed. Furthermore, when the impact of cuts in the defense budget is examined by region and industry
combined, some locations pay a heavy price for peace. For example, a recent study of the impact of the

defense budget suggests that the cost of peace to Los Angeles may be as high as 420,000 jobs and $84.6
B

billion in reduced personal income by 1995 (Reckard, 1992, CS5).
- e ——————

Finally, if one assumes progressively larger reductions in the defense budget, as some policy-

makers seem to wish, the ensuing impact becomes progressively more serious.
The goals of this research project are to:
Provide baseline data on defense spending and employment by state.

. Analyze the economic impact of the Bush Administration’s proposed FY93-FY97 defense

cut by state.

. Examine the economic ixﬁpact of roughly doubling the above cuts on the economy of each
state. ‘

. Outline strategies fo’r‘stam and industries to adapt to or even exploit such changes.

II. METHODOLOGY
Baseline data on the size of the economy in each of the fifty states and the District of Columbia,

and on the importance of defense spending on payroll, operations and maintenance, procurement, research



development testing and evaluation by state, were gathered from the U S, Department of Commerce,
from the DOD Atlas/Data Abstract for the U.S., and from the Department of Energy (DOE). It should

be noted here that the only DOE items included in this study are those regarded by DOE as defense

spending.

to as the "Administration Plan" in the remainder of the paper.

To scope out the économic impact of even deeper cuts in the defense spending on gross state

doubled. More specifically, whereas the Administration Plan for F Y93-FY97 is 10 cut the overall defense

The rationale for using the "Administration Plan" and "Double the Administration Plan", is that
the Administration Plan is | ikely to reflect the minimum acceptable cuts in defense spending, while doub-
ling the cuts of the Administration Plan reflects very aggressive reductions in defense spending. More
specifically, while presidential candidate and‘ present President George Bush plans to cut the defense bud-

get by 19.96 percent by 1997, presidential candidate Bill Clinton plans to cut it by 30 percent during the
LT

Same period, and many senators and representatives advocate reducing it by as much as 50 percent over
\‘—,

the same time. Whether the future will conform with the Administration Plan, twice the Administration

Plan, or something in between, the findings of this study give the reader information about what might

happen to the economy of the United States and to the eéconomy of each of the fifty states and the District



v

of Columbia as a result of such reductions in defense spending. It should be noted thar the findings
presented in the tables below reflect only the direct loss brought about by projected reductions in defense

spending. But since every defense job and dollar generate at least one additional Job and dollar in the

economy, all figures in these tables must be doubled to obtain the total economic impact of reductions

e . e s

in defense spending (This is whar economists refer to as the “multiplier effect).

II1. FINDINGS
The findings of this study include baseline data, the economic impact of the proposed Administra-
tion Plan, and the economic impact of "doubling” the cuts of the Administration Plan. Each of these

aspects is reported in a separate section below.

a. Baseline Data
Baseline economic information about each of the fifty states and the District of Columbia and the
dependence of each on defense spending is reported and highlighted in Tables 14 below and a series of

tables in Appendix 1.

M—Mﬂmmsw This table shows the importance of defense spending

to State Employment and Personal Income as well as the share of Toral Prime Contracts, Total R & D

Contracts, and Toral Non-R & D cortracts in the GSP. Accordingly:

- Alaska, Hawaii and Virginia show the highest percentages of Tora/ Defense Employed compared
to total state employment. In Alaska, 12.45 percent of the labor force is employed by defense
programs, in Hawaii 11.50 percent are employed in defense programs, and in Virginia 7.64

percent of the labor force is employed in such programs. /s



Natlonal Defense Ranked by

1
] Percent of State] Percent ofState |
STATE| Employment | Pcrsonalincome
Toal Total
Defense Defense
Employed Rank| Payroll Rank
AK 12.45% 1| 6.79% 3
Al S13% 10| 228% 14
AR 368% 27| 124% 33
AZ 346% 20| 1.57% 28
CA 301% 33| 1.73% 24
co 440% 15| 251% 10
CcT 160% 48| 061% 42
DC 6.30% 7| 1.38% 2
DE 390% 23| 130% 31
;8 297% 3| 149% 29
GA 398% 22| 206% 18
H 11.80% 2| 7.68% 1
") 183% 44| 023% 51
D 37 25| 181% 27
[ § 206% 42| 067™% 40
N 220% 38| 084% 38
Ks 4.18% 19| 1.75% 23
KY 420% 17| 180% 21
LA 400% 21| 147% 30
MA 181% 46| 053% 43
MD 4.76% 13| 218% 16
ME 4852% 14| 248% 11
Ml 157% 50| 037™% 47
MN 166% 47| 02™% S0
MO 321% 32| 1a5% 34
M8 501% 12| 243 12
MT 429% 18] 130% 32
NC A74% 28] 215% 17
ND 8.93% 4| 3.02% [}
NE 381% 24| 185% 20
NH 200% 41| 065% 41
NJ 202% 43] 0.7 3@
(2] 6.75% 5| 4.82% 6
NV A 3| 22% 15
NY 1.51% 51| 036% 48
OH 213 40| 080% 38
oK 5.87% 8| 2.98% 9
OR 181% 45| 038% 46
PA 243% 38| 088% 37
A 341% 30| 1.76% 22
SC 6.45% 6| 5.36% 5
8D SO™ 11| 198% 19
™ 267% 35| 1.10% 35
™ 355 28| 165% 26
ut 5.80% 8| 368% 7
VA 7.64% 3| 6.48% 4
vT 251% 36| 0.44% 44
WA 439 16| 232% 13
wi 1.59% 49| 0.32% 49
wv 246% 37| 039% 45
wY 409% 20| 173% 25
USTotd 319% | 1S
Table 1

Source: DOD AtksAta Absicact for the US 1990 and

Edeimaniment ol

.......

213%

y State 1990

Percent of State
_Personal Income
" Toml
Defense
| _Spending  Rank
11.04% 4
6.31% 15
2.98% 35
8.27M% 9
5.90% 17
9.76% 7
5.83% 18
19.86% 1
2.50% 41
4.40% 24
4.38% 25
10.94% S
1.43% 49
3.89% 30
1.38% 50
2.85% 36
4.24% 27
2.98% M
4.63% 23
6.72% 14
6.94% 13
7.06% 12
1.30% 51
2.59% 40
8.74% 8
7.49% "
2.38% 42
3.82% 29
4.33% 26
3.20% k4
2.84% 37
2.7% .38
15.52% ‘2
5.68% 19
217% 44
3.51% N
4.97% 2
1.56% 48
2.37% 43
5.10% 21
10.71% 6
2.69% 39
4.05% 28
5.66% 20
7.93% 10
14.30% 3
1.53% 48
6.04% 16
1.56% 47
1.67% 45
3 09% 33
471%

T " Percent of
o Gross State Product -
Total Total
RaD Non-RaD Defense
Rank| Contmcts Rank | Commcts Rank | Spendug _Rank
19| 0.0006% 49| 2.12% 13| 6.36% 10
16 0.66% 12 200% 15| 527% 17
40 003% 40| 0.76% 37| 2.50% 34
] 0.44% 14| 4.48% 3| 7.09% 7
13 0.85% 8| 2.10% 14| 4.88% 19
3 4.30% 2] 1.30% 26| 8.60% 5
7 0.19% 24| 4.38% 4 52™% 16
8 0.16% 25| 4.04% 8| 688% ]
47 007% 34| 052% 46| 2.06% 42
21 0.40% 16 165% 21| 443% 20
3 006% 35| 129% 28| 351% 25
25 005% 38| 1.7¢4% 18| 867% 3
37 0.09% 31| 0.79% 36| 1.22% 49
2 1.19% 7| 023% 51| 33 27
50 0.05% 37| 0.44% 49| 1.19% 50
30 0.11% 29| 141% 24 241% 37
26 0.03% 42| 1.73% 19| 3.64% 24
46| 0.0037% 47| 062% 42 234% 38
23| 0.0032% 48| 1.90% 16 333% 28
s 1.48% 4| 3.97% 6 6.10% 13
® 0.91% 10| 3.29% 9| 6.88% ]
12 0.02% 43| 3.39% 8| 6.03% 14
43 0.16% 26| 0.56% 43| 1.16% 51
27 0.41% 18 139% 25| 211% 40
2 1.28% S| 4.86% 2| 7.43% 6
10 001% 44| 351% 7] 611% 12
49| 0.0038% 46| 0.49% 48| 2.10% L)
38 0146 27| 073% 38 306% 30
39| 0.0004% 50 0.83% 35| 3.49% 26
42 008% 36| 060% 39| 265% 2
29 0.33% 20| 1.22% 29| 261% 3
28| 020% 23| 1.52% 23 2%50% 38
1 5.76% 1 1.79% 17] 12.36% 1
24 1.27% 6| 055% 45| 429% 23
31 0.20% 22| 12™% 27| 1.84% 44
20 0.37% 17 1.69% 20| 2.99% 31
35 0.13% 28| 0.98% 32| 4.34% 2
44 003% 41| 062% 41 130% 46
34 0.34% 19| 083% 34| 2.18% 39
15 0.08% 2| 2.74% 10| 491% 18
" 2.45% 3| 1.02% 31| 8.61% 4
61/ 0.0002% 61| 0.20% 80| 242% 36
22 0.84% " 1.07% 30| 3.20% 29
17 022% 21| 232% 12 439% 21
14 0.36% 18] 263% 11| 6.28% n
4 0.52% 13| 4.96% 1] 12.10% 2
45 0.07% 33| 0.56% 4| 1.25% 48
18 0.84% 8 1.50% 22| 5.30% 16
36 0.04% 39| 0.90% 33| 1359% 47
41 0.09% 30| 0.66% 40| 1.38% 45
48| 0.0044% 45 052% 47 191% 43
i} 0.52% 1.80% 3 99% i
Nuote Total | docs nod m hude retived military pay

defense Payroll

ERH 4t




- Hawaii, District of Columbia, and Alaska have the highest Toral Defense Payroll under Percens
of State Personal Income.

- New Mexico leads the nation in Total Prime Contracts and R&D Contracts, with 7.56 percent
of its GSP generated from Total Prime Contracts and S.78 percent of its GSP generated from
Total R&D Contracts. It is followed by Colorado and South Carolina in R&D Contracts, and
by Missouri and Colorado in Total Prime Contracts.

- In Non-R&D Contracts, Virginia, Missouri and Arizona are at the top.

- Total Defense Spending as a percentage of GSP shows New Mexico again first with Virginia and
Hawaii next in line.

- When in each state Personal Income is calculated as a percentage of Total Defense Spending, the
District of Columbia ranks first with 19.86 percent, followed by New Mexico with 15.52 percent,
and Virginia with 14.30 percent.

It should be noted that the defense payroll figures used in this table disregarded retirement, because

spending in this area will not change. Also, DOE defense expenditures were included under R&D

Comntracts.

Table 2. Military Spending ax g Percentage of Gross State Product. This table compares DOD spending

in each state to the GSP. It provides an indication of state dependence on military spending. Hawaii,
Alaska, and Virginia rank first, second and third under Active Duty payroll. Under Civilian Payroll, Vir-
ginia, Utah and Hawaii occupied the top three rankings. Reserve & National Guard pay ranks Utah, Ala-
bama, and Kansas first, second and third. Retirement shows Virginia, Florida and New Mexico as the
top three. Toral Military Pay is the same as Active Duty pay, with Hawaii, Alaska, and Virginia in the
first three places. Total Operations Pay, a figure which includes Active Duty and Civilian pay, shows

Hawaii, Virginia and Alaska most dependent on military spending. Excluding retirement pay did not



Table 2

Sowce. DOD Awlas/Data Absiract for the US 1990 and

X TN | VA

i

v Department of Defense Payroll
STATE Reserve
Active & National Total

Dwty Rank | Civilisn Rank | Guard Rank [Retwed  Renk | Military ~ Rank
AK | 291% 2/ 081% 13/ 0.19% 10| 0.32% 32| 3.10% 2
AL | 0.59% 31| 1.03% 9] 0.29% 2|/ 0.70% 9| 0.08% 21
AR | 0.54% 32| 0.33% 29(0.17% 12]| 0.67% 10/ 0.71% 33
AZ |o0.83% 18| 0.38% 23| 0.11% 35| 0.80% 5| 0.96% 18
CA |o0.80% 19| 0.56% 18| 0.05% 49| 0.40% 23) 0.85% 25
COo | 1oT% 10| 0.60% 16/ 0.13% 28| 0.70% 6 1.20% 10
CT |[o0.32% 35| 0.18% 42| 0.05% 80| 0.14% 44] 0.37% 38
DC | 0.92% 14] 1.47% 4] 0.18% 19 0.12% 48| 1.08% 15
DE |061% 30| 0.31% 32( 0.16% 18] 0.40% 24| 0.76% 32
R |oe7% 13| 0.41% 23| 0.08% 43| 0.90% 2| 1.03% 114
GA | 0.74% 22| 0.71% 15( 0.20% 8| 0.55% 15]| 0.95% 19
H | 4.28% 1| 1.82% 3| 0.18% 20| 0.63% 11/ 4.43% 1
A | 0.02% 51| 0.08% $1] 0.10% 37| 0.15% 43 0.12% 51
ID |0.64% 29| 0.20% 39| 0.10% 16/0.85% 18| 0.80% 27
w |o02r% 37| 0.25% 38| 0.06% 46] 0.12% 48| 0.33% a7
W o.n% 43] 0.43% 22| 0.18% 15] 0.17% 40| 0.28% 39
XS | 0.89% 17| 0.36% 27| 0.25% 3| 0.38% 20| 1.14% 17
KY [080% 18] 0.37% 26] 0.14% 23| 0.30% 35| 1.04% 16
LA | 0.65% 28| 0.28% 33(0.13% 25| 0.37% 30| 0.78% 30
MA | 0.14% 42] 0.25% 37| 0.0e% 39| 0.16% 42| 0.23% 49
MD | 0.74% 23| 1.28% 6| 0.14% 24/ 0.53% 17| 0.87% 23
ME | 0.73% 24| 1.27% 7| 0.12% 30| 0.49% 19| 0.85% 24
M [0.10% 45(0.17% 44 0.086% 47] 0.12% 50| 0.16% 48
MN | 0.03% 49| 0.08% $0(0.11% 34| 0.13% 45] 0.14% 80
MO | 0.32% 38| 0.27% 34| 0.16% 17 031% 34| 0.48% 34
M3 | 0.92% 15 0.83% 12| 0.24% 4| 0.80% 13] 1.16% 13
MT | 0.69% 27]| 0.21% 35| 0.19% 9| 0.45% 21| 0.88% 22
NC | 1.28% 7| 0.32% 31| 0.08% 42| 0.50% 18/ 1.36% (]
ND | 1.79% 4] 0.44% 21| 0.21% 7| 0.23% 38| 2.00% L}
NE | 1.08% 9| 0.33% 28| 011% 33| 0.40% 28] 1.19% 1"
NH | 0.34% 34)0.197% 45| 0.08% 41| 0.46% 20| 0.42% 35
N | 0.18% 39| 0.41% 24| 0.07% 44) 0.13% 47| 0.25% 40
NM | 1.32% 6| 1.13% 8] 0.14% 22| 0.88% 3| 1.40% 7
NV | 0.76% 21/ 0.19% 41| 0.06% 48| 0.73% 7| 0.01% 28
NY | 0.15% 41/ 0.11% 48| 0.04% 51] 0.07% 51)| 0.19% 46
OH |0.16% 40| 0.40% 19| 0.07% 43/ 0.17% 41 0.23% 42
oK | 1.08% 1] 1.32% 5| 0.22% 5| 0.62% 12| 1.28% ]
OR | 0.08% 46| 0.17% 43 0.10% 38| 0.40% 26| 0.16% a7
PA | 0.11% 44| 0.58% 17| 0.12% 28| 0.20% 39| 0.23% 43
R | 0.80% 20| 0.78% 14 0.15% 21| 0.30% 27| 0.95% 20
8C | 1.77% 5| 0.08% 10| 0.21% 6| 0.83% 4] 1.98% 5
8D | 1.20% 8| 0.32% 30| 0.18% 11 0.35% 31| 1.40% (]
TN [021% 38| 0.20% 40| 0.11% 32| 0.42% 22| 0.32% 3s
™ |o0.70% 26| 0.46% 20| 0.00% 40| 0.88% 14| 0.79% 29
UT | 0.46% 33) 2.14% 2| 031% 1| 038% 28| 0.77% 31
VA | 275% 3| 261% 1] 0.12% 28| 1.13% 1| 2.87% t
VT | 0.04% 48| 0.15% a7(0.17% 13| 027% 37| 0.21% a4
WA | 1.03% 12| 0.86% 11 0.13% 27| 0.73% 8| 1.16% 12
Wi | 002% 50| 0.09% 49 0.17% 14] 0.13% 46| 0 19% 'H
WV | 0.04% 47]0.17% « 0.11% 31| 0.30% 38| 0.15% a9
WY | 0.70% 25/ 0.26% 0.10% 36/032% 33/ 080% 28

UsSTowal 061%] osmr_ Jovox]  |ossx] |ornx|

Mmtary Spendmg asaf Percentage of Gross

[ Towsl

Operations
_Pay
3.72%

1.62%
0.87%
1.23%
1.36%
1.67%
051%
2.39%
0.92%
1.38%
1.45%
6.10%
0.10%
0.84%
0.51%
0.55%
1.25%
1.27%
0.93%
0.39%
2.02%

0 27%
0.11%
0.59%
1.74%
0.96%
1.60%
2.23%
1.42%
0.51%

2 45%
0.86%
0.26%
0.66%
2.38%
0.24%
0.68%
1.56%
2.66%
1.60%
0.40%
1.16%
2.60%
8.36%
0.19%
1.890%
0.11%
0.21%
096%
(RELY|

Rank

:es::sasazasas-:seezzzaza

no3RJI.588a8580888 a8

< T

State Product

. Prime Contracts > $25000

rde fn:ﬁ RaD Non-R&D Total
Pawoll  Raok| -Retsed  Rank [ Conwacts _Rank| Conwscts __ Rank | Conwacts  Rank
4.23% 3| 3.91% 3| 0.00% 48| 2.12% 13 2.13% 18
2.60% 13 1.80% 14| 0.66% 8| 200% 15| 2.66% 14
1.71% 27 1.05% 31| 0.03% 39| 076% 37| 079% 38
2.13% 20| 1.33% 23| 0.44% 10| 4.48% 3| 4.82% 4
181% 25 1.41% 23| 088% 4| 2.10% 14 2 98% 12
2.68% 14 1.80% 18] 3.34% 1 1.30% 26| 4.65% S
0.70% 42| 0.55% 41 0.19% 18| 4.38% 4 457% ]
2.66% 1] 254% 8| 015% 22| 4.04% 5| 4.10% 7
1.47% k1] 1.07% 28| 0.07% 3 0.52% 46| 0.59% 45
2.34% 16| 1.44% 22| 0.36% 13| 1.85% 21| 200% 19
2.20% 17 1.65% 19| 0.06% 32 1.25% 28 1.31% 29
6.88% 1| 6.25% 1| 0.05% a3 1.74% 18 1.70% 22
0.34% 5 0. 19% 51| 0.09% 28 0.79% 36| 088% 35
1.55% 0| 101% 32| 0.00% 49| 0.23% S1| 0.24% 51
0.69% 43| 0.57% 40| 0.05% 34| 0.44% 49| 0.49% 49
0.88% ¥ o71% 37} 0.11% 26| 1.41% 24 1.52% 27
1.88% 23 1.50% 21 0.03% 41 1.73% 19 1.76% 23
1.71% 28] 1.41% 24| 0.00% 48| 0.62% 42| 0.62% 44
1.42% 32 1.05% 30| 000% 47 1.90% 16 1.91% 21
0.64% 44| 0.40% 43| 1.48% 2] 397% 6] 545% 3
2.686% 9| 2.16% 10| 0.86% S| 3.29% 9 4.15% 8
2.62% 12| 2.12% 11| 0.02% 42| 3.30% 8| J41% 10
0.45% 47| 0.33% 46| 0.15% 21| 0.56% 43| 0.71% 41
0.35% 80| 0.22% SO| 0.41% " 1.35% 25| 1.76% 24
1.06% M| 0.75% 35| 0.90% 3| 4.86% 2| 5.76% 1
2.56% 15| 1.08% 13 0.01% 43| 351% 7| 353% ®
1.60% 29 1.15% 27| 0.00% 45| 0.49% 48| 0.50% 48
2.18% 18| 1.08% 18| 014% 23| 073% 38| o87% 38
2.66% 10| 2.43% 9| 0.00% 50| 083% 35| 0.83% 7
1.03% 22| 1.53% 20| 0.08% 33| oee%n ¥ 072% 40
1.06% 35| 0.60% 39| 0.33% 15| 1.22% 29 1.55% 26
0.79% 40| 0.60% 38| 0.20% 17| 1.52% 23] 1.71% 25
3.486% S| 2.50% 7| 0.68% 7 1.79% 17| 2.47% 16
1.73% 28] 1.00% 33| 0.04% 38| 0.65% 46| 0.60% 46
0.38% 49| 0.30% 48| 0.19% 19 1.27% 27 1.46% 28
0.80% B 0.73% | 0.27% 16| 1.690% 20| 1.96% 20
3.22% 7| 2.60% 8| 0.13% 25| 0.98% 32 1.12% 32
0.73% 41| 0.33% 45| 0.03% 40| 082% 41 0.65% 42
1.01% | 081% 34| 0.34% 14| 083% 34 1.17% n
2.08% 21 1.70% 17| 0.08% 29| 2.74% 10| 2.83% 13
3.69% 4| 2086% 5 0.04% 38 1.02% N 1.06% kX
2.13% 19| 1.78% 16| 0.00% 81| 0.29% 80| 0.20% 80
0.94% 37| 052% 42| 0.14% 24 1.07% 30 1.21% 30
1.02% 24 1.25% 28| 0.17% 20| 2.32% 12| 2.40% 13
3.20% 6| 291% 4| 036% 12] 263% 1" 2.99% 1"
6.62% 2| S548% 2| 0.52% 9| 406% 1 8.40% 2
063% 45| 036% 44 9.07% 30| 0.56% 44 062% 43
2.75% 8| 202% 12) 0.76% 6| 1.859% 22| 2.33% "”
0.41% 48 0 28% 49| 004% 37 0.80% 33 0 94% 34
0684% 48| 032% 47 0 09% 27| 0.66% 40 0.75% 39
138% 33/ 106% 29/ 000% 44| 052% 47| 053% a7
161% 120%] oson| ~ | veox| | 2z0%|




affect the top state rankings by total payroll. Please note that when DOE money is excluded, contract
rankings change: Colorado, Massachusetts and Missouri lead in R&D Conrracts. Finally, Total Military

Expenditure as a percent of GSP shows Virginia with a large 12.1 percent, Hawaii with 8.67 percent and

Colorado with 7.23 percent.

Table 3. Military Employment gs a Percentage of Total State Non-Agricultural Employment. This table

compares the percentage of military employment to total state non-agricultural employment. Active Dury
shows Alaska, Hawaii and North Dakota with the highest percentages. Civilian employment ranks
Virginia, Hawaii and Utah as the top three. Reserve & National Guard has North Dakota, Alabama and
Mississippi at the top. Toral Military, a number based on Active Duty plus Reserve & National Guard,
ranks Alaska, Hawaii and North Dakota as the three states most dependent on military employment

overall.

eng. This table

compares the percentage of DOE personnel to total non-agricultural employment in each state. DOE
personnel ranks all twelve states with DOE defense personnel. The top three are New Mexico, South

Carolina and Nevada.

The picture that emerges from Tables 14 and those in Appendix | regarding state dependence
on defense spending, and hence the vulner;bility of the health of a state’s economy to cuts in defense
spending, is rather complicated and depends on the category of defense spending by state (e.g.:
employment, payroll, procurement, R&D), and on the importance of each of these categories to overall
state employment, payroll and GSP. For example, measured by percentage of defense employment

compared to state employment, Alaska, Hawaii and Virginia are most dependent on defense spending,



Military Employment

_Total_

12.45%
$.13%
3.68%
3.46%
2.99%
4.07%
1.80%
6.30%
3.800%
2.95%
3.98%

11.50%
1.83%
3.45%
2.06%
2.26%
4.18%
4.20%
4.00%
1.81%
4.76%
4.52%
1.57%
1.66%
3.03%
5.01%

asa Pmm?ggot Total State Non-—Agricultural Employment
STATE | Active a;d‘::::m Total
Dty Rank | Civilisn _ Rank | Guard Rank| Military  Rank
AK | 7.96% 1] 2.09% 5| 2.40% 6| 10.36% 1
AL | 1.06% 20| 1.46% 10{ 2.61% 2| ser% 12
AR [0.91% 31/ 0.49% 33| 2.29% 7| 3.20% 21
AZ | 1.45% 18| 0.65% 25) 1.30% 38| 281% 26
CA | 1.20% 27| 0.87% 17 0.92% 9| 212% 3
CO |201% 9| 0.79% 20] 1.271% 30| s.29% 18
CT [o041% 37| 0.30% 43| 0.00% S0| 1.30% 50
DC | 1.90% 12| 2.30% 4| 2.04% 13| 3.03% ®
DE |1.21% 26| 0.49% 32| 2.20% 10| 3.40% 7
A [ 120% 25| 0.66% 27| 1.00% 45| 2.239% 32
GA | 1.38% 22| 119% 12| 1a1% 34| 2.79% 27
H | e.30% 2] a.10% 2| 1.04% 17| 8.33% 2
A [003% 51/ 0.13% 50| 1.67% 24| vr70% 40
D [ 1% 28| 0.32% 40| 2.02% “| 3.13% 22
L |o0.6e% 34 0.38% 37| 1.04% 46| 1.08% “
W [021% 43| 0.36% 28| 1.49% 32| 170% 39
KS | 1.76% 13| 0.58% 26| 1.85% 18 3e1% K]
KY | 1.93% 11| 0.85% 18] 1,53% 28| 3een 1
LA | 130% 21 0.55% 20) 2.08% 12| 3.45% 16
MA | 0.20% 41 0.38% 38| 1.15% 43| 143% Y]
MD | 1.40% 19| 1.83% 7| 1.53% 20| 293% 25
ME |0.90% 30| 1.76% 8| 1.79% 21| 2.74% 28
M| 0.20% 4] 0.271% 45) 1.10% 4| 1.31% a9
MN | 0.04% 80| 0.13% 51| 149% 33| 1.63% k]
MO |[0.63% 35/ 0.79% 19 1.61% 26| 2.24% 3
MS | 1.34% 24| 1.92% 14| 2.86% 3| 3.e0% 10
MT [ 1.34% 23( 0.41% 38| 2.55% 4| 3es% n
NC | 2.08% 8| 0.48% ERR11Y 42| a26% 20
ND |352% 3| 0.e8% 24) 273% 1 e.25% 3
NE |[161% 15| 0.53% 0| 1.87% 23| 328 19
NH [0.41% 38(0.31% 42| 1.31% 36| 1.78% 38
NJ | 0.42% 36(0.71% 22| 0.00% 81 1.1% 48
NM | 2.34% S| 1.56% 9| 1.80% 20| 4.13% 7
NV | 1.40% 20 0.32% 41{ 1.02% 47| 2.42% 3
NY | 0.33% 40| 0.22% 48| 0.96% 48| 1.20% 51
OH |0.23% 42| 0.ea% 23| 1.19% a1 1e2% o
OK | 1.00% 10/ 1.87% 6[ 2.01% 15| 4.00% 8
OR | 0.00% 47| 0.22% 47( 1.51% 30| 1.50% @
PA |0.11% 45 0.96% 15 1.37% 37| 1.48% 7]
A | 0.e1% 32| 0.90% 18 1.70% 22| 2.5% 3
8C 2.21% 6| 1.18% 13| 2.00% 18] 4.21% ]
8D | 2.15% 7| 0.47% 35| 2.45% S| 4.060% 4
TN | 0.39% 39| 0.34% 39| 1.66% 25| 2.05% a7
T | 1.49% 17/078%  21] 1.26% 40| 2.74% 2
Ut | o.76% 33( 2.78% 3| 2.26% 8| 3.02% 24
VA | 2.78% 4| 3.36% 1] 1.51% 31 420% 5
VT 0.05% 48| 0.24% 46| 2 22% 8 228% 33
WA | 1.52% 18 1.23% 1] 1.50% 27| 3.11% 23
wi 0.05% 49| 0 14% 49| 1.40% 35 1.45% 45
WV | 0.08% 46| 0.27% 44)211% nj| 219% as
WY [ 171% 14/ 05v% 31 186% 18] 357% 14
US Totaf 1.01%] 079%] 134% ] 235%]
Table 3
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Defense Employment
| asa Pafcemqge of Totai State Non— Agncultutal Emgloy
STATE Ddcn: Total ” Dc(enc
| _Personnel Runk| Civilian Rank | Employed
AK 0.00% 209% 7| 12.45%
AL 0.00% 1.46% 1"l 513
AR 0.00% 0.49% 36| 368%
AZ 0.00% 0.65% 26| 3.46%
CA 0.02% 1| 089% 20 301%
co 0.33% 4 1% 15 q40%
cY 0.00% 0.30% 43 160%
oc 0.00% 2.36% 5| e30%
DE 0.00% 0.49% 35| 3go%
FL 0.02% 10| o0.59% 29| 297%
GA 0.00% 1.19% 13 398%
] 0.00% 3.18% 2| 11.50%
A 0.00% 0.13% 50| 1.83%
0 0.30% S| o063% 27| a75%
w 0.00% 0.38% 40| 206%
IN 0.00% 0.56% 31|  2.26%
XS 0.00% 0.58% 30 418%
Ky 0.00% 0.83% 21|  a20%
LA 0.00% 0.55% 32| 400%
MA 0.00% 0.38% a4l r1e1w
MD 0.00% 1.83% 9 a76%
ME 0.00% 1.78% 10 4.82%
M 0.00% 0.27% 45)  157%
MN 0.00% 0.13% 51|  1.66%
MO 0.18% 7| o097% 16 321%
MS 0.00% 1.12% 4 so01%
MT 0.00% 0.41% 39|  420%
NC 0.00% 0.48% 37| 374%
ND 0.00% 068% 25 693%
NE 0.00% 0.53% 33| ei%
NH 0.00% _031% 42| 200%
NJ 0.00% 0.71% 24| 202w
NM 1.06% 1 2e62% 4 675%
NV 0.61% 3 o083% 18 335%
NY 0.00% 0.22% 8 1.51%
OH 0.03% 8| o072% 23 2.13%
oK 0.00% 1.87% 8| 587%
OR 0.00% 0.22% a7 r181%
PA 0.00% 0 96% 17 243%
(] 0.00% 0.90% 9 34%
sC 1.06% 2 224% 6| 645%
80 0.00% 0.47% 38| so07%
N 0.28% 6| o062% 28| 267%
X 0.03% 8 o0e1% 22|  355%
utr 0.00% 2.70% 3 seo%
VA 0.00% 3.36% 1 7.64%
vr 0.00% 024% 46| 251%
WA 0.01% 12 124% 12 4.35%
wi 000% 0 14% 49|  159%
wv 0.00% 0.27% 44|  246%
wy 0.00% 051% 34|  409%
USToal| oosx| 08ax| | 3aew]
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while New York, Michigan and Wisconsin are least dependent on defense spending. On the other hand,
measuring by spending by prime contracts, New Mexico, Missouri and Colorado depend the most on
defense spending, while South Dakota, Illinois and Montana depend the least. Taking total defense
spending as a percentage of GSP, however, the following are the ten states most dependent on defense

spending and the ten least dependent (see Table 1):

Most Dependent States Least Dependent States
New Mexico (12.36%) Michigan (1.16%)
Virginia (12.10%) [llinois (1.19%)
Hawaii (8.67%) lowa (1.22%)

South Carolina (8.61%) Vermont (1.25%)
Colorado (8.60%) . Wisconsin (1.35%)
Missouri (7.43%) Oregon (1.38)

Arizona (7.05%) West Virginia (1.38%)
Maryland (6.88%) New York (1.84%)
District of Columbia (6.86%) Wyoming (1.91%)
Alaska (6.36%) Delaware (2.06%)

b. The Administration Plan
The reductions in defense spending proposed by the Administration and their impact on the

economvia of the states are reported in Tables 5-8. Each of these tables is described below.

Igble 5. National Defense Spending, FY92-FY97. This table includes line items extracted from the

January 1992 Budget of the United States. DOE programs in this table refer to line 053 of the budget
titled "Atomic Energy”. As can be seen, the proposed administration plan is to cut defense spending by

5.94 percent in current dollars during the pefiod of 1992-1997.

Table 6. National Defense Spending, FY93-FY97 (in constant dollars). This table reports the proposed

Administration Plan in constant 1992 dollars. As can be seen, the Administration Plan would by 1997

10



National Defense Spendin

g, FY92 —Fyo7

~__BUDGET ITEM/YEAR 1992 | 1993 | 1994 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | %Change
Jilitary Personnel 79,289 76,952 72,298 71,709 73,274 75,275 -506%
Jperations and Maintenance 105,252 96,146 94,821 96,771 99,053| 100,706 -4.32%
’rocurement 73,952 67,263 63,838 62,257 61,788 61,378 —-17.00%
DT&E 36,145 37,194 38,824 38,287 37,275 36,367 0.61%
)OE Defense Programs 11,685 11,901 12,489 13,018 13,740 14,404 2327%
‘otal 306,323| 289,456 282,270 282,042 285,130 288,130 -5.94%
able 5 (millions of §) :
wrce: Budget of the United States, FY93 — FY97 January 1992,
ote: Military construction, family housing and other were included in Operations and Maintenance;

DOE Defense Programs are line 053 Atomic Energy.

National Defense Spendm FY 92 — FY 97

BUDGET ITEM/YEAR 1992 1996 1997 | %Change
lilitary Personnel 79,289 74 486 67.765 65.042 64,371 64,053| -19.22%
)perations and Maintenance | 105,252 93,066 88,875 87,774 87,018 85,693 -18.58%
'rocurement 73,952 65,108 59,835 56,469 54,281 52,228 | -29.38%
IDT&E 36,145| 36,002 36,390 34,727 32,746 30,945| -14.39%
)OE Defense Programs 11,685 11520/ 11,706 11,808| 12071| 12,257|  4.89%
otal 306,323| 280,182| 264,570| 255820 250,488 245 175 —19.96%

ible 6 (Constant $, 1992=100.0)
urce: Budget of the United States, FY93 — FY9Y7, January 1992,

se: Military construction, family housing and other were included in Operations and Maintenance;

DOE Defense Programs are line 053 Atomic Energy.




cut defense spending by 19.96 percent in constant 1992 dollars. These cuts, however, are not uniform
to all budget categories; while spending on Procurement would be cut by 29.38 percent, spending on
DOE defense programs would increase by 4.89 percent. More specifically, the following is a breakdown

of the national defense budget and the respective planned reductions:

Budget Item Planned Cuts FY93-FY97 in Percents
Military Personnel - 19.22
Operations and Maintenance - 18.58
Procurement -29.38
RDT&E - 14.39
DOE Defense Programs + 4,89
Total - 19.96
Iable 7. Reducrion in Defense Spending: The Administration Plan. Using the results regarding defense

spending by state reported in previous tables (especially Table 1) in combination with the proposed
Federal Budget outlays for FY93-FY97, it is possible to estimate the relative cuts of defense spending
by state. Table 7 shows Connecticut, Wisconsin and Mississippi with the highest percentage cut in

g \
defense spending (22.86%, 22.23%, and 22.06%, respectively). States with the least cuts are New

Mexico, Idaho, and South Carolina (6.84%, 8.11% and 9.92%, respectively). Measured by the number

of jobs directly lost as a result of the Administration Plan indicates that the ten states with the largest

— T —~—
employment losses ate:((vialifomia (121,207 jobs@ (80,144 jobs), Virginia (68,782 jobs), Florida

(48,635 jobs), New York (42,444 jobs), Pennsylvania (35,504 jobs), Georgia (35,253 jobs), North
Carolina (33,853 jobs), Maryland (32,281 jdbs), and [llinois (31,475 jobs). As these job losses have a

ripple effect which brings about additional job losses, the numbers should be doubled to estimate to obtain

total job losses.

Table 8. Reduction in National Defense: The Administration Plgn. This table compares the numbers

reported in Table 7 with gross state product, personal income and state employment. Again, the ranking

12



Reduction in Defense Spending
The Administration Plan
| Percent of Defense Defense Defense
i STATE Reduction |  Spending Payroll | Employment RanJ
{ AK -20.93% 369 227 9,474 23]
AL -20.38% 1,060 383 25,013 34
AR -20.70% 273 114 9,993 27
~AZ | -21.91% 1,571 298 17,923 | 7
C_CA | -i985%] ) 3049] 121,075 43
co —-1448%| 1265|325 15040 46
CcT -22.86% 1,700 179 9,567 1
DC -21.99% 835 310 13,858 6
DE -20.32% 90 47 3,852 36
FL -20.27% 3,027 1,008 48,635 37
GA -20.94% 1,334 628 35,253 21
Hi -20.22% 633 457 18,368 38
1A -21.89% 221 35 7,629 9
D -8.11% 63 -26 1,698 50
IL -20.81% 887 429 31,475 25
IN -21.84% 814 240 18,027 10
KS -21.55% 571 236 14,898 13
KY -20.57% 443 267 18,057 30
LA -22.02% 887 281 21,450 5
MA -20.93% 2,945 234 18,407 22
MD -20.66% 2,084 653 32,281 28
ME -22.04% 445 157 7,760 4
Mi -20.82% 648 184 | 18,952 24
MN -21.16% 676 71 11,912 17
MO -20.18% 2,348 309 23,789 41
MS -22.06% 761 247 15,564 3
MT -20.42% 78 43 3,711 33
NC -20.16% 1,147 630 33,853 42
ND -20.44% 112 78 5,284 32
NE -20.36% 239 138 8,098 35
NH -20.76% 197 45 3,339 26
NJ -21.74% 1,648 434 23,582 12
NM -6.84% 314 100 3,984 51
NV -9.96% 163 65 2,744| . 48
NY -21.81% 2,810 461 42,444 | 11
OH -20.48% 1,928 493 31,131 31
OK -20.19% 601 360 18,772 40
OR -21.35% 228 55 7,008 14
PA -20.21% 1,421 526 35,504 39
Ri ~21.90% 293 101 5,026 8
SC -9.92% 676 339 12,961 49
SO -19.82% 75 55 3,953 44
TN -13.77% 578 157 11,299 47
™ -21.26% 4,824 1,406 80,144 18
ut -21.03% 514 238 11,880 20
VA -21.05% 4,882 2,212 68,782 19
vT -21.11% 44 13 1,999 18
WA -18.74% 1,429 550 26,294 45
wi -22.23% 438 91 12,386 2
wv -21.19% 122 28 4,737 16
wYy -20.61% 62 35 2,354 29
USTotal | -19.96% 61,148 19,622 | 1,044,029
Tahla 7 (millinne Af € 19082 NAllars)




Reduction in National Defense
The Administration Plan

Percent of Percent of State | Percent of State
Gross State Producti Personal Income Employment
STATE | Defense Defense Defense
| Spending Rank | Payroll Rank | Employment  Rank
AK 1.78% 12 1.90% 3 3.48% 1
AL 1.46% 15 0.63% 11 1.42% 9
AR 0.69% 33 0.34% 32 1.01% 25
AZ 227% 2 0.50% 19 1.12% 18
CA 1.38% 16 0.49% 23 0.85% 29
co 1.79% 11 0.52% 18 0.91% 28
CT 1.83% 9 0.21% 38 0.56% 43
OC 2.06% 5 2.21% 1 1.89% 4
DE 0.55% 41 0.35% 29 1.04% 22
FL 1.24% 19 0.42% 28 0.84% 30
GA 0.97% 25 0.57% 1§ 1.09% 20
Hi 2.22% 4 2.01% 2 2.94% 2
1A 0.39% 47 0.07% 51 0.59% 40
D 0.36% 49 0.17% 43 0.40% 51
IL 0.33% 51 0.18% 41 0.57% 42
IN 0.73% 31 0.26% 35 0.69% M4
KS 1.09% 21 0.52% 17 1.25% 13!
KY 0.63% 35 0.48% 24 1.15% 15
LA 1.04% 23 0.46% 26 1.25% 14
MA 1.97% 7 0.17% 42 0.58% 41
MD 1.97% 6 0.62% 12 1.36% 10
ME 1.80% 10 0.74% 8 1.35% 11
Mi 0.34% 50 0.11% 48 0.46% 49
MN 0.68% 34 0.09% 50 0.54% 44
MO 2.23% 3 0.34% 31 0.96% 7
MS 1.88% 8 0.75% 7 1.54% 7
MT 0.56% 40 0.35% 30 1.15% 16
NC 0.83% 28 0.58% 14 1.01% 26
ND 0.94% 26 0.81% 6 1.86% )
NE 0.71% 32; 0.50% 21 1.03% 24
NH 0.78% 29 0.19% 40 0.63% 37
NJ 0.77% 0 0.22% 37 0.62% 38
NM 1.15% 20 0.46% 7 0.63% 36
NV 0.52% 42 0.28% 3 0.41% 50
NY 0.60% 37 0.12% 45 0.49% 47
OH 0.86% pyd 0.26% 34 061% 39
OK 1.08% 22| 0.74% 9 1.46% K
OR 0.40% 46 0.11% 47 0.53% 45
PA 0.59% 39 0.24% 36 0.66% 35
Rl 1.49% 14 0.54% 16 1.04% 23
SC 1.03% 24 0.64% 10 0.77% 31
SO 0681% 36 0.50% 20 1.29% 12
TN 0.59% 38 0.20% 39 0.49% 48
™ 1.31% 18 0.49% 2 1.06% 21
uT 1.68% 13 0.98% S 1.55% 6
VA 3.38% 1 1.81% 4 2.13% 3
vT 0.37% 48 0.13% 44 0.73% 32
WA 1.36% 17 0.60% 13 1.12% 17
wi 0.44% 44 0.11% 49 0.52% 46
wv 0.41% 45 0.12% 46 0.73% 3
wYy 0.52% 43 0.47% 25 1.11% 19
US Total 1.11% 0.42% 0.89%

Table 8




of most and least affected states depends on spending categories. For example, Defense Payroll reduction
as a percentage of personal income ranks District of Columbia, Hawaii and Alaska as most affected, and
lowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin as least affected, while Defense Employment reduction as a percentage
of state employment affects Alaska, Hawaii and Virginia most, and Idaho, Nevada and Michigan least.
But perhaps a more encompassing indicator is the Defense Spending reduction as a percentage of GSP.
The following are the ten most negatively affected and the ten least negatively affected states:

Reduction as Percent of

! tiv —Gross State Product
Virginia 3.38
Arizona 2.27
Missouri 2.23
Hawaii 2.22
District of Columbia 2.06
Maryland 1.97
Massachusetts 1.97
Mississippi 1.88
Connecticut 1.83
Maine 1.80

Reduction as Percentage of

Least Negative Impact —Gross State Product
lllinois 0.33
Michigan 0.34
Idaho 0.36
Vermont 0.37
Jowa 0.39
Oregon 0.40
West Virginia . 0.41
Wisconsin 0.44
Wyoming " 0.52
Nevada ‘ 0.52

c. "Doubling” The Administration Plan
This scenario roughly doubles the proposed cuts of the Administration Plan and assesses the

economic impact of these cuts on the economies of the states. More specifically, following are the
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Administration’s total proposed cuts by 1997 expressed in percentage and in constant 1992 dollars, and

the corresponding "Doubling the Administration Plan" scenario.

Administration Cuts "Doubling” the Administration Cuts
Budget Item FY93-97 in %s FY93-97 in %s
Military Personnel -19.22 - 40.00
Operations and Maintenance - 18.52 - 40.00
Procurement -29.38 - 50.00
RDT&E - 14.39 - 30.00
DOE Defense Programs + 4.89 - 14.39

As can be seen, the Administration’s cuts were roughly doubled in the areas of Military
Personnel, Operations and Maintenance, and RDT&E. On the other hand, cuts in Procurement were
increased from 29.38 percent to 50 percent, because it was felt that a cut beyond 50 percent would make
work in other areas less efficient, if not impossible. Also, spending by DOE Defense Programs are cut
by 14.39 percent rather than increased by 4.89 percent as under the Administration Plan. The rationale
for this 14.39 percent cut is that once the budget cuts of other defense spending categories are

approxlmately doubled, defense programs must be cut by roughly the same percentage that the RDT&E

dependent on funds from DOE defense programs. These states include New Mexico, South Carolina,
Nevada, Colorado, Idaho, Tennessee, Missouri, Ohio, Texas, Florida, California and Washington.

Using the above assumptions, the economic impact of this scenario is reported below.

MMWMM&MALLQQM&&WM This table reports the

reduction in defense spending, assuming the administration’s proposed cuts will be roughly doubled as
explained above. Accordingly, the theee most affected states in terms of percentage cuts of defense

spending are: Massachusetts (45.8%), Minnesota (<45.3 %) and New York (<44.6%). The three least
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Reduction in Defense Spending
"“Doubling" the Administration Plan

Percent of Defense Defense Defense
STATE Reduction Spending Payroll Empioyment Rani
AK -41.90% 739 455 18,968 35
AL —-43.65% 2,271 821 53,581 15 l
AR -41.89% 553 231 20,224 36
: -43.98% 3,153 597 ] 9|
-43.95% 22,929 6,738| (267,8657 10
o -41.76% 3,648 937 43,371 39
CT —44.55% 3,314 349 18,644 4
DC —-43.46% 1,650 612 27,397 16
DE -41.87% 185 96 7,940 37
FL —-42.64% 6,365 2,120 102,278 30
GA -42.28% 2,694 1,268 71,189 32
Hi -41.28% 1,293 832 37,502 45
1A -44.15% 448 IA) 15,389 7
D —-28.24% 221 92 5,913 S0
IL -42.62% 1,816 878 64,457 31
IN —43.76% 1,630 481 36.115 14
KS -42.70% 1,131 467 29,514 29
KY -41.56% 894 §39 36,481 42
LA -43.07% 1,735 5§50 41,960 23!
MA -45.80% 6,446 512 40,285 1
MD -43.89% 4,427 1,388 68,597 12
ME -43.19% 872 307 15,208 20
Mi -44.16% 1,374 390 40,186 6
MN -45.28% 1,448 151 25,495 2
MO -43.12% 5,016 659 50,825 22
MS -43.16% 1,490 483 30,457 21
MT -41.39% 158 86 7.522 43
NC -41.93% 2,386 1,310 70,428 34
ND -41.37% 228 159 10,696 a4
NE -41.72% 489 283 16,590 40
NH -43.91% 417 95 7,061 11
NJ —44.17% 3,348 88t 47,916 5
NM -27.91% 1,282 406 16,250 51
NV -30.39% 499 200 8,376 48
NY —44.56% 5,743 943 86,743 3
OH -43.06% 4,054 1,036 65,460 25
OK -41.81% 1,245 746 38,873 38
OR -42.73% 456 111 14,018 28
PA -44.09% 3,099 1,148 77,459 8
Ri -43.26% 578 200 9,925 18
SC -30.28% 2,064 1,033 39,544 49
sD -40.71% 154 113 8,118 46
TN -35.10% 1,474 400 28,73 47
™ —-42.93% 9,740 2,840| 161,834 26
ut -43.24% 1,056 490 24,425 19
VA -42.88% 9,945 4,506 140,133 27
vT -43.07% 90 26 4,078 24
WA -42.14% 3,213 1,237 59,138 33
wi —-43.79% 863 179 24,402 13
wv -43.40% 250 58 9,701 17
WY -41.61% 125 70 4,753 41
US Total | -42.67% 130,697 40,681 | 2,188,051

Table 9 (millions of §, 1992 Dollars)




affected states are: New Mexico (-27.9%), Idaho (-28.2%) and South Carolina (-30.3%). On the other

hand, measuring the number of jobs directly lost as a result of this scenario shows the following top ten

(—s‘tafnes in_job losses: California (267,867), Texas (161,834), Virginia (140,133), Florida (102,278), New

York (86,743), Pennsylvania (77,459), Georgia (71,189), North Carolina (70,425), Maryland (68,597)
and Ohio (65,460). Once again, since these losses generate additional job losses because of their ripple

effect, these figures must be doubled to obtain total probable job losses.

Igble 10. Reduction in National Defense (Doubling the Administration Plgn). This table compares the

figures reported in Table 9 with gross state product, personal income and state employment. Again,
ranking most and least affected states depends on spending category. Using the more encompassing
measure of Defense Spending reduction as Percent of Gross State Product, the following are the ten most

negatively affected and ten least negatively affected states.

Reduction as Percent of

Most Negatively Affected —Gross State Product
Virginia 6.89
Colorado 5.15
Missouri 4.77
New Mexico 4.71
Arizona 4.56
Hawaii 4.52
Massachusetts 4.31
Maryland 4.20°
District of Columbia 4.08
Mississippi ' ‘ 3.68
Reduction as Percent of
Least Negatively Affected —Gross State Product
Illinois 0.67
Michigan : 0.72
Vermont 0.7
lowa 0.80
Oregon 0.81
West Virginia 0.84
Wisconsin 0.86
Wyoming 1.04
Delaware 1.13

Montana 1.14



Reduction in National Defense |
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"Doubling" the Administration Plan
Percent of Percent of State | Percent of State
: Gross State Product| Personal Income Employment
STATE Defense | Defense Defense
| Spending Rank | Payroll Rank' Empioyment  Rank
i AK 3.56% 12 3.80% 3 6.97% 1
AL 3.12% 16 1.35% 13 3.04% 7
AR 1.40% 36 0.69% 33 2.05% 29
AZ 4.56% 5| 101% 23] 224% 21
CA 3.06% 17 1.09% 18 1.89% 31
Cco 5.15% 2 1.50% 10 2.64% 13
CcT 3.57% 11 0.42% 40 1.08% 47
DC 4.08% 9 4.38% 1 3.74% 5
DE 1.13% 43 0.72% 31 2.15% 24
FL 261% 21 0.88% 28 1.76% 32
GA 1.95% 25 1.14% 17 221% 23
Hi 4.52% 6 4.11% 2 6.00% 2
IA 0.80% 48 0.15% 51 1.19% 44
1D 1.24% 40| 0.59% 34 1.38% 36
i 0.67% 51 0.38% 43 1.16% 45
IN 1.47% 33 051% 38 1.38% 37
KS 2.16% 23 1.04% 20 2.48% 16
KY 1.27% 38 0.97% 25 2.33% 20
LA 2.03% 24| 0.90% 7 2.45% 17
MA 431% 7 0.38% 42 1.28% 40
MD 4.20% 8 1.33% 15 2.90% 10
ME 3.53% 13 1.45% 12 2.65% 11
Ml 0.72% 50 0.23% 47 0.98% 51
MN 1.46% 35 0.18% S0 1.15% 46
MO 4.77% 3| 0.74% 30 2.06% 28
MS 3.68% 10 1.46% 11 3.02% 9
MT 1.14% 42| 0.71% 32 2.33% 19
NC 1.72% 28 121% 16 2.10% 7
ND 1.89% 26 1.64% 8 3.76% 4
NE 1.46% 34 1.02% 2 2.10% 26
NH 1.66% 2! 041% 41 1.33% 38
NJ 1.56% 31 0.46% 39 126% 42
NM 4.71% 4 1.87% 7 257% 14
NV 1.60% 30| 0.86% 2 1.26% 41
NY 1.23% 41 0.24% 45 1.01% 50
OH 1.81% 7 0.54% 35 1.29% 39
OK 2.23% 2 1.53% 9 3.02% 8
OR 081% 47| 023% 48 1.06% 48
PA 1.28% 37 0.52% 36 1.43% 35
Ri 2.94% 19 1.06% 19 2.05% 30
SC 3.13% 15 1.95% 6 2.34% 18
SD 1.26% 39 1.03% 21 2.64% 12
™ 1.50% 32| 0.52% 37 1.25% 43
T 2.65% 20 1.00% 24 2.14% 25
uT 3.46% 14| 2.02% 5 3.19% 6
VA 6.89% 1 3.69% 4 4.35% 3
vT 0.75% 49 0.26% 44 1.50% 33
WA 3.06% 18 1.34% 14 251% 15
wi 0.86% 45| 0.21% 49 1.02% 49
wv 0.84% 46 0.24% 46 1.49% 34
WY 1.04% 44| 0.95% 26 2.24% X2
US Total 2.37% 0.42% 0.89%
Table 10




IV.  STRATEGIES

As shown in the previous sections, reductions in defense spending reduce jobs and income.
Specifically, the post-cold-war peace will cost the United States up to 4.38 million jobs and up to
$261.394 billion in lost income by 1997 under the more drastic scenario which roughly doubles the
Administration’s planned cuts. Even according to the Administration Plan, peace will cost up to
2,088,052 jobs and $122.296 billion in lost income. Table 11 provides a summary of the direct and total

costs, in terms of lost jobs and income, of the Administration Plan, and of a scenario which roughly

doubles the Administration Plan.

Table 11: Direct and Total Impacts of Defense Spending

lobs Lost  Income Lost in $Billions

The Administration Plan

Direct Price 1,044,026 61.148

Total Price (Direct Price x 2 = ) 2,088,052 122.296
"Doubling” The Administration Plan

Direct Price 2,188,051 130.697

Total Price (Direct Price x 2 = ) 4,376,102 261.394

Understandably, this potential impact concerns national lenders, governors of affected states. and
corporate executive officers in affected industries. However, this high cost of peace may be avoided if
the U.S. and affected states and indust;iw treat the post-cold-war era as an opportunity for growth and
rejuvenation, and capitalize on such an oppértunity by developing and implementing strategies in a
businesslike manner.

Basic to all national, state and industry strategies to adapt to and exploit this new situation is the

realization that the end of the Cold War has drastically changed both the environment and the game

played.
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On the national rlevel, the mission to remove the communist threat of the former Eastern Bloc
countries has been accomplished. A new mission must now be carefully developed and implemented in
the decade ahead. Two diametrically opposed alternatives are:

. Invest in deficit reductions, i.e., use the reductions in the defense budget to reduce the

approximately $400 billion deficit in the national budget.

. Invest in national economic competitiveness, i.e., invest defense budget reductions in

social and economic growth programs geared to increasing the economic competitiveness
of the U.S.

These options have different short and long-term effects. In the short term, investing savings
from defense spending in reducing the deficit will increase unemployment and reduce the GNP in the
long term, such action will increase national savings and investment and stimulate economic growth. On
the other hand, in the short term, investing savings from defense sp;nding in national competitiveness
will not reduce the deficit but will reduce unemployment and increase the GNP; in the longer term it may
result in greater economic growth and in a stronger U.S. position on the global economic map. Choosing
between the two options requires a careful identification and match of global opportunities with the
national goals sought by this country’s leaders. For example, it has been suggested that the U.S. should
develop a more competitive economic posture and use the national laboratories as the champions of its
industrial policy (Kuttner, 1992). Elsewhere, however, it has been argued that such a conversion from
guns to butter may be a tall order for the national laboratories (Shama, 1992b). Conscious choice of a
national mission and implementation strategies, based on a careful and systematic analysis, must be made
or action will be dictated by the circumstances of the moment.

Indeed, if politics is the authoritative allocation of resources, how to reallocate savings from

defense spending is politics in the making.
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On the state level, affected states have two complementary strategies available to adapt to the new

situation:

Diversify, i.e., look at reductions in defense spending as an opportunity to change a
state’s employment mix and to widen its economic base. Helping existing companies
within the state grow, and recruiting out-of-state companies are the two main modes of
this strategy.

Increase market share, i.e., develop a persuasive strategy to get a larger share of
shrinking defense spending, by becoming a niching and/or low cost producer, while
developing a reputation for quality and experience unmatched by other states. For
example, a military installation or a national laboratory already known for a certain
specialty, can position itself as the only viable quality and relatively low-cost leader for
that specialty. And given the cost structure of many of the national laboratories,

meaningful cost cutting of 10-20% can be easily accomplished to realize this strategy.

On the industry level, affected industries are those dependent on selling their products and

services to the defense programs of DOD and DOE, e.g., McDonnell Douglas, General Dynamics,

Raytheon and Lockheed. Such companies can use several complementary strategies to deal with declining

demand from the national defense programs:

.

Downsize to meet reduced demand. For example, in the past few years, McDonnell
Douglas has reduced its labor force by 21,960 jobs, Lockheed by 27,100 jobs, and
General Dynamics by' 19,539 jobs.

Convert some production capacity from military to consumer products. This option
is more appealing than feasible, for even if a military-geared industry were able to
produce consumer goods, it lacks essential factors, such as low cost, reputation, and mass

distribution, for success in the consumer market (Weidenbaum, 1992).
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. Diversify into related specialties. Examples of such related fields include environmental
safety, waste management, and infrastructure such as roads and bridges. While this
strategy seems appealing in that it capitalizes on existing strengths, its use may result in
a very crowded and competitive field among yesterday’s military contractors.

. Export. Exporting means replacing the U.S. military customer with customers abroad.
Except for this change, military contractors could go about their business as they did in
the past. This is a viable strategy which has been pursued by military contractors in
recent years.

. Lobby for smaller, more gradual cuts in the defense budget while implementing the
above strategies. Military contractors are powerful, knowledgeable and well-equipped
to conduct effective and successful lobbying. They are ab_le to pursue this strategy to buy
time and adjust to new realities.

Again, a choice among these strategies or a mix of strategies involves a systematic analysis of
external factors such as changes in customer needs and wants, demand, market size, competition, and
economic, technical and political conditions, and of internal factors such as the company’s financial
health, market share, areas of distinctive competence, etc. These external and internal analyses might
result in a new mission statement and lead to the development and implementation of new goals,

objectives and strategies.

v, SUMMARY

This paper has quantified the price of peace in terms of jobs and gross product on the nation and
its states. It showed that some states may pay a higher price for peace than others because their
economies are more dependent on defense spending.

The paper also argued that the post-cold-war era may be viewed as a growth opportunity for the
United States, its states, and its industry. Strategies for such growth on the national, state and industry

level were also outlined in this paper.




Baseline Data

Baseline economic information about each of the fifty states and the District of Columbia and
their dependence on defense spending is reported and highlighted below. Please note that four of these
tables, 3.1, 3.2, 3.4. and 3.5, are identical to Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively, in the body of the

paper. They are included here to give a full picture of the baseline data.

Igble I, State Dara 1990. This table reports the gross state product, personal income by state and the
number of people employed in non-agriculture in each state. It provides a backdrop against which cuts

in the defense budget may be assessed.

Igble 2.1, National Defense Employment by State 1990. This table reports the number of civilians and

military personnel employed by the DOD and DOE in their defense mission. (Those employed by DOE,
directly or indirectly are counted as civilians). Even though these figures do not include employment by
military contractors, they show that those employed by the DOD and DOE/defense account for about

3.2% of the labor force.

Table 2.2. National Defense Payroll by State 1990. This table breaks down state defense payroll by

active duty, civilians (which includes all DOE defense employees), reserves and national guards, and

retired. Noteworthy are the relatively large numbers in California, Florida, Texas, and Virginia.

Table 2.3, Nationgl Defense Spending by State [990. This table separates DOD and DOE/defense payroll

data. It should be noted that most DOE spending is done in a small number of states such as South
Carolina, New Mexico, California, Tennessee, Colorado and Arizona. It should also be noted that the

DOE figures in this table, provided by private correspondence, total $6.6 billion. On the other hand, the




administration’s proposed FY93-FY97 budget reports "a funding of approximately $11 billion for ' Atomic

Energy'" (line 053), believed to be DOE defense.

Table 2.4. National Defense Employment by State (including Active Duty, Civilian DOE, Reserve &

National Guard). This table separates DOD and DOE employment by state.

Table 3.1. National Defense Ranked by State 1990. This table shows the importance of defense spending

on state employment and personal income as well as the share of Total Prime Contracts, Total R & D

Contracts, and Total Non-R & D contracts in the ©. SP. Accordingly:

Alaska, Hawaii and Virginia show the highest percentages of Totral Defense Employed compared
to total state employment. |

Hawaii, District of Columbia, and Alaska have the highest Total Defense Payroll as a Percent
of State Personal Income.

NeQ Mexico leads the nation in Total Prime Contracts and R&D Comracts, followed by
Colorado and South Carolina in R&D Contracts, and by Missouri and Colorado in Total Prime
Contracts.

In Non-R&D Contracts, Virginia, Missouri and Arizona are at the top.

Total Defense Spending as a percentage of GSP shows New Mexico again first with Virginia and
Hawaii next in line.

When Total Defense Spending is compared to Personal Income, the District of Columbia ranks
first with 19.86 percent, followed by New Mexico with 15.52 percent, and Virginia with 14.30

percent.

It should be noted that the defense payroll figure used in this table disregarded retirement, because

spending in this area will not change. Also, DOE defense expenditures were included under R&D

Contracts.




Tgble 3.2. Military Expenditure as a Percentage of GSP. This table compares DOD spending in each
state to the GSP. It provides an indication of state dependence on military spending. Hawaii, Alaska,
and Virginia rank first, second and third under Acrive Dury payroll. Under Civilian Payroll, Virginia,
Utah and Hawaii occupied the top three rankings. Reserve & National Guard pay ranks Utah, Alabama,
and Kansas first, second and third. Retirement shows unusual results with Virginia, Florida and New
Mexico as the top three. Toral Milirary Pay came out the same as Active Duty pay with Hawaii, Alaska,
and Virginia in the first three places. Total Operations Pay, a figure which includes Active Duty and
Civilian pay, shows Hawaii, Virginia and Alaska most dependent on military spending. Excluding
retirement pay did not affect the top state rankings by total payroll. Please note that when DOE money
is excluded, contract rankings change: Colorado, Massachusetts and Missouri lead in R&D Contracts.
Finally, Toral Military Expenditure as a percent of GSP shows Virginia with a large 12.1 percent, Hawaii

with 8.67 percent and Colorado with 7.23 percent.

Table 3.3. Militgry Spending as a Percentage of Personal Income. This table is the same as Table 3.2
except that it uses personal income for each st;ue as the comparative figure. Again, Hawaii, Alaska, and
Virginia rank first, second and third in Active Dury payroll. Civilian Payroll shows the District of
Columbia, Virginia and Utah at the top. Reserve & National Guard pay ranked District of Columbia,
Utah, and Alabama as first, second and third. Retirement shows unusual r&qlts, with Virginia, New
Mexico, and South Carolina as the top three, all of them over 1%. Total Military Pay comes out the
same as Active Duty Pay with Hawaii, Alaskz;, and Virginia ranking as the top three. Total Operations
Pay, a figure which includes Active Duty and Civilian Pay, shows Hawaii, the District of Columbia and
Alaska as the top three. Total Payroll ranks Hawaii, Virginia, and District of Columbia at the top. If
DOE money is excluded, c;.ontract rankings change: Colorado, Massachusetts, and California lead in

R&D, while Total Contracts ranks Missouri, Virginia and Massachusetts in the first three spots. 7otal




Military Expenditure shows the District of Columbia with a large 19.82%, Virginia with 14.3% and

Alaska with 11.04%.

Iable 3. 4. Military Employment as a Percentage of 7%%1%@. This table

compares the percentage of military employment to total state non-agricultural employment. Active Dury
shows Alaska, Hawaii and North Dakota with the highest percentages. Civilian employment ranks
Virginia, Hawaii and Utah as the top three. Reserve & National Guard had North Dakota, Alabama and
Mississippi at the top. Toral Military, a number based on Active Duty plus Reserve & National Guard,
ranks Alaska, Hawaii and North Dakota as the three states most dependent on military employment

overall.

eng. This table

compares the percentage of DOE personnel to total non-agricultural employment in each state. DOE

personnel ranks all twelve states with DOE defense personnel. The top three are New Mexico, South

Carolina and Nevada.

rcentage of Gr Pry . This table is exactly like Table
3.2, except that DOE spending has been added. Each column that was affected by the addition of DOE
defense spending has been recalculated from Table 3.2. Only twelve states show DOE defense
employment, while seventeen states reflect DOE defense spending. DOE Defense Payroll ranked South
Carolina, New Mexico and Nevada as the top three. Toral Civilian Payroll changes from Table 3.2's
Virginia, Utah and Hawaii as the top three to the new ranking of Virginia, New Mexico and South
Carolina. Toral Defense Payroll also changes from Hawaii, Virginia and Alaska as the top three to
Hawaii, Virginia and South Carolina. DOE Spending is highest in New Mexico, South Carolina and

Nevada. DOE Spending added to R&D Contracts changes that ranking from Colorado, Massachusetts




and Missouri to New Mexico, Colorado and South Carolina. Toral Prime Contracts also changes from
Missouri, Virginia and Massachusetts to New Mexico, Missouri and Colorado. Finally, Total Defense

Spending shows New Mexico with 12.36%, Virginia with 12.1% and Ha‘waii with 8.67%.

Table 3.7. Defense Spending as a Percentage of Personal Income. This table is exactly like Table 3.3,

except that DOE spending has been added. Each column that was affected by the addition of DOE
defense spending has been recalculated from Table 3.3. Again, only twelve states show DOE defense
employment, while seventeen states reflect DOE defense spending. DOE Defense Payroll ranked South
Carolina, New Mexico and Nevada as the top three. Toral Civilian Payroll changed from Table 3.3's
District of Columbia, Virginia and Utah to the new ranking of District of Columbia, Virginia and New
Mexico. Total Defense Payroll remained unchanged, with Hawaii, Virginia and the District of Columbia
at the top. Total Defense Payroll - Retired was also unchanged, with Hawaii, District of Columbia and
Alaska at the top. DOE Spending ranks highest in New Mexico, South Carolina and Nevada. DOE
Spending added to R&D Contracts changed that ranking from Colorado, Massachusetts and California
to New Mexico, Colorado and South Carolina. Toral Prime Contracts also changed from the District of
Columbia, Missouri and Virginia to the District of Columbia, New Mexico and Missouri. Finally, Total
Defense Spending showed the District of Columbia with 19.86% , New Mexico with 15.52% and Virginia

with 14.3%.

Table 3.8 Employment. This table shows the same rankings in the first column as the Toral column of
Table 3.4 in the first column. The subsequent columns show state rankings for DOD totals and Military
totals. lowa, Minnesota and Wisconsin have the highest percentages of Military personnel in the DOD
total. This also means that these three have the lowest percentage of Civilian personnel. Utah, Virginia
and Maine have the highest percentage of civilian employees and thus the lowest percentage of military.

The next two columns show the percentage of Active personnel versus Reserve & National Guard




(R&NG) in the total military employment in each state. Alaska, Hawaii and Virginia have the highest
percentage of Active duty personnel and thus have the lowest percentage of R&NG. R&NG shows lowa,
Vermont and Minnesota with the highest percentages; they thus rank lowest in Active duty employment.

These percentages may be indicative of the numbers of bases in the respective states.




| State Data 1990

i © @Gross | Numberof‘

' STATE : State | Personal | Non-Ag
3 | _Product | Income ' Employment
. AK 20763 11956 272100’
. AL | 72769, 60776] 1762289
AR | 39662 33389 985333
L AZ 69171| 58946/ 1606857 |
- CA | 749268 619381, 14182061

co 70791| 62378 1644676

cT 92772| 83842, 1720469
I DC | 40463 13980 731739
| DE 16273, 13397 369963
T 243432 241713| 5822072
' GA 138226/ 110886 3225837
. HI 28588 22663 625083 A
A 56107 47870 1292158 | :
+ 1D 17805 15423 427521 N
| IL 271923| 233661 5541173 .
i IN 111240 93805 2622522
I KS 52480 45050/ 1190089 ¢
. KY 70651 55351: 1567731 4
. LA 85290 61237 1714418 2
. MA | 149703 135861 3153312 54
. MD 105529| 104631 2365071
! ME 24719] 21146 574334
.M 190440 171003 4119472
: MN 99474 82223 2222376
| Mo 105262 89572 2467114

MS 40490 33009 1008532

MT 13850 12205 323201

NC 139005| 108396 3354031

ND 12024 9686 284394

NE 33484 27734 788260

NH 25157 23147 532450

NJ 214508, 192893 3789719

NM 27218 21677 631719

NV 31140 23298 662433

NY 468036| 397602 8608317

OH 223899 190720 5075317

OK 55697 48620 1285237

OR 56487 49198| 1317239

PA 242090 222228 5409314

£ 19641 18894 484437

sC 65950 53006 1688444

SO 12218 10997 307245

™ 98124 77540 2301426

™ 367832| 285085 7551562

uT 30549 24199 764689

VA 144375 122215 3223188

vT 12057 9889 272146

WA 105087 92174 2358396

wi 99976 86147 2403841

wv 29838 24522‘ 649290

WY 11982 7378 | 212408
|_USTotal | 5503496 4662699 117491000

Tabie 1 (millions of $)

Source: US Department of Commerce




e |

} National Defense Employment
by State 1990

—

| STATE Civiian T Military Total |
' AK 5,688 28,187 33875
! AL 25,796 64,631 90,427
1 AR 4818 31,488 36,306
| AZ 10,470 45,151 55,621
| CA 126.472 300,506 426,978
i Co 18,306 | 54,066 72,372
| CT 5,080 22,418 27,498
DC 17,302 28,781 46,083
DE 1,822 12,597 14,419
FL 34,252 138,939 173,191
GA 38,437 89,911 128,348
HI 19,857 52,042 71,899
IA 1,702 21,970 23,672
ID 2,676 13,370 16,046
IL 21,269/ 93,144 114,413
IN 14,635 44,679 59,314
KS 6,856 42917 49,773
KY 13,079 54,250 67,329
LA 9,427 59,200 68,627
MA 11,989 45,070 57,059
MD 43,197 69,292 112,489
ME 10,224 15,743 25,967
Mi 10,965 53,842 64,807
MN 2,923 34,068 36,991
MO 23,944 55,348 79,292
MS 11,280 39,284 50,564
MT 1,311 12,556 13,867
NC 16,141 109,262 125,403
ND 1,931 17,773 19,704
NE 4,173 25,892 30,065
NH 1,675 9,466 11,141
NJ 26,858 49,784 76,642
NM 16,558 26,106 42,664
NV 6,164 16,033 22,197
NY 18,839 111,270 130,109
OH 36,387 71,833 108,220
OK 23,980 51,467 75,447
OR 2,955 20,933 23,888
PA 51,672 80,017 131,689
RI ' 4,355 12,183 16,538
sC 37,804 71,027 108,831
SD 1,451 14,133 15,584
™ 14,209 47,166 61,375
1P 4 61,529 206,770 268,299
uT 21,294 23,071 44,365
VA 108,184 138,027 246,211
vT 641 6,192 6,833
WA 29,186 73,278 102,464
wi 3,270 34,845 38,115
wv 1,778 14,200 15,978
WY 1,090 7,587 8,677
US Total 985,901 2,761,765 3,747,666
Table 2.1

Source: DOD Atlag/Data Abstract for the US 1990 and
Department of Eaergy FAX to Authors




National Defense Payroll by State 1990

__STATE [ Active Duty| Givitian | Res&NG | Retired | Total |
’ AK | 7 604,774 168,489 | 39,028 66,088 878,379 |
f AL 430,360 746,134 208,407 | 509,249 1,894,150
; AR 214,026 132,052 69,338 264,300 679,716
| AZ 588,347 259,828 75177  550,135| 1,473,487
: CA 5,993,828 4,370,756 376,561 3,001,656 | 13,742,801
§ co 759,378 712,890 90,670| 553,250 2,116,188
‘ CT 300,225 168,344 45,446 | 132,106 | 646,121
DC 373,017 593,958 62,393 47,314 1,076,682
DE 98,834 ! 50,453 25,504 64,685 239,476
FL 2,349,601| 1,086,627 154,124 2,189,189 5,779,541 |
GA 1,026,379 976,928 282,752 758,881| 3,044,940
Hi 1,223,717 520,973 42,782 180,214 1,967,686
IA 10,693 43,682 54,669 83,657 192,701
D 113,542 105,828 29,210 97,059 345,639
IL 723,668 672,042 162,364 321,199 1,879,273
IN 123,982 482,583 182,828 192,457 981,850
KS 464,761 191,001 131,563 197,790 985,115
KY 634,436 262,338 98,542 215,259| 1,210,575
LA 552,980 237,093 109,405 311,949 1,211,427
MA 216,545 374,557 133,873 238,788 963,763
MD 775,938 | 1,355,559 145,109 556,151 2,832,757
ME 181,142 314,408 29,376 121,567 646,493
Mi 187,877 328,597 111,751 220,345 848,570
MN 25,225 84,248 110,181 131,682 351,336
MO 334,936 524,631 168,999 330,928 1,359,494
MS 370,774 334,409 97,475 241,777 1,044,435
MT 94,932 37,424 26,510 62,797 221,663
NC 1,778,733 438,683 115,780 700,380, 3,033,576
ND 215,311 52,663 24,717 27,473 320,164
NE 362,816 111,967 37,179 132,611 644,573
NH 85,489 43,120 21,375 116,826 266.810 |
NJ 391,287 872,476 145,354 277,682 1,686,799
NM 358,197 668,042 39,283 240,839 1,306,361
NV 235,780 276,376 16,979 227,796 756,931
NY 681,595 529,127 203,865 341,316 1,755,903
OH 365,451 1,194,362 152,707 385,932| 2,098,452
OK 590,532 736,587 121,354 345,625 | 1,794,098
OR 36,448 98,257 54,183 223537 412,425
PA 258,937 | 1,393,862 299,320 482,424 | 2,434,543
RI 156,534| 147,746 29,193 75,103 408,576
sC 1,168,237 | 1,537,903 137,299 547,967 | 3,391,406
SO 156,039 38,799 22,434 43,266 260,538
N 205,486 538,327 109,465 413,514 1,266,792
™ 2,563,874 1,819,112 325,323} 2,123,685| 6,831,994
uT 139,562 655,122 94,725 115,442 1,004,851
VA 3,968,799| 3,773,820 174516 1,638,100| 9,555,235
vT 4,285 18,168 20,906 32,736 76,095
WA 1,087,176 923,488 132,107 766,479| 2,909,250
wi 24,647 87,493 167,823 131,871 411,834
wv 12,233 50,360 33,390 90,520 186,503
WY 83,679 31,531 12,307 37,782 165,299
US Total | 33,705,044 31,173,222 5,555,621| 21,159,378 91,593,265

Table 2.2 (thousands of $)
Source: DOD Atlas/Data Abstract for the US 1990 and

Department of Energy FAX to Authors

Note: Civilian payroll includes both DOE Defense and DOD civilians.




National Defense Spending by State 1990
Total Prime Contracts DOE

STATE Payroli Total R&D Non-R&D | Defense Total
AK 878,379 441,326 115 441,211 0 1,319,705
AL 1,894,150 1,937,921 481,387 | 1,456,534 0| 3,832,071
AR 679,716 313,625 12,272 301,353 0 993,341
AZ 1,473,487 3,400,470 301,935 3,098,535 0 4,873,957
CA 13,742,801 | 22312357 6,610,268 15,702,089 494,293| 36,549,451
co 2,116,188 3,290,864} 2,367,111 923,753| 679,624 6,086,676
CT 646,121 4,241,210 179,817 | 4,061,393 0 4,887,331
(o]'o; 1,076,682 1,693,914 58,720 1,635,194 5,310 2,775,906
DE 239,476 95,800 10,926 84,874 0 335,276
FL 5,779,541 4,879,767 865,123/ 4,014,644| 119,043 10,778.351
GA 3,044,940 1,811,991 85,719 1,726,272 0 4,856,931
HI 1,967,686 511,893 13,033 498,860 0 2,479,579
IA 192,701 493,966 50,231 443,735 0 586,667
D 345,639 41,883 93| 41,790 211,749 §99,271
IL 1,879,273 1,339,029 137,786 1,201,243 5,015 3,223,317
IN 981,850 1,695,481 127,065 1,568,416 0 2,677,331
KS 985,115 922,858 14,774 908,084 0 1,907,973
KY 1,210,575 439,411 2,643| 436,768 0 1,649,986
LA 1,211,427 1,626,884 2,743 | 1,624,141 0 2,838,311
MA 963,763 8,165,567 | 2,215,450 5,950,117 0 9,129,330
MD 2,832,757 4,380,991 911,012 3,469,979 46,631 7,260,379
ME 646,493 843,365 4,423 838,942 0 1,489,858
MI 848,570 1,359,895 293,575| 1,066,320 7,000 2,215,465
MN 351,336| 1,749,208 405,195| 1,344,010 0 2,100,541
MO 1,359,494 6,063,901 947,440 5,116,461 402,419 7,825,814
MS 1,044,435 1,429,048 5,990 1,423,058 0 2,473,483
MT 221,663 68,824 522 68,302 0 290,487
NC 3,033,576 1,214,932 198,669 1,016,263 0 4,248,508
ND 320,164 99,259 44 99,215 0 419,423
NE 644,573 241,543 19,928 221,615 0 886,116
NH 266,810 390,956 84,098 306,858 0 657,766
NJ 1,686,799 3,668,838 418,776| 3,250,062 0 5,355,637
NM 1,306,361 671,620 184,908 486,712 | 1,387,097 3,365,078
NV 756,931 | 182,713 12,837 169,876 382,791 1,322,435
NY 1,755,903 6,834,639 898,889 | 5,935,750 24,287 8,614,829
OH 2,098,452 4,382,858 606,892/ 3,775,966 220,378| 6,701,688
OK 1,794,098 621,689 73,330 548,359 0 2,415,787
OR 412,425 365,165 16,001 349,164 | -0 777,590
PA 2,434,543 2,834,360 816,649| 2,017,711 0 5,268,903
RI 408,576 | 554,898 15,854 539,044 0 963,474
sC 3,391,406 698,625| 23,969 674,656 | 1,589,477 5,679,508
SD 260,538 35,584 30 35,554 0 296,122
TN 1,266,792 1,190,626 139,036| 1,051,590 684,345 3,141,763
™ 6,831,994 9,131,844 614,368 8,517,476 184,057| 16,147,895
uTt 1,004,851 913,651 110,531 803,120 (] 1,918,502
VA 9,555,235 7,918,833 754,568| 7,164,264 0| 17,474,068
vT 76,095 | 75,049 8,108 66,941 0 151,144
WA 2,909,250 2,451,073 782,972| 1,668,101 208,281 5,566,604
wi 411,834 935,494 40,709 894,785 0 1,347,328
wv 186,503 | 225,172 28,073} ' 197,099 o 411,675
wY 165,299 63,006 526 62,480 0 228,305

US Total | 91,593,265 | 121,253,873 21,955,134 | 99,298,739 | 6,649,797 219,496,935

Table 2.3 (thousands of $)

Department of Energy FAX to Authors

Source: DOD Atlay/Data Abstract for the US 1990 and

oo me




National Defense Employment by State 1990

STATE | Active Duty | Civilian |

R

DOE Res & NG | Total Military Total |

AK 21,660 5,688 0 6,527 28,187 33,875

AL 18,706 25,796 0 45,925 64,631 90,427

. AR 8,968 4,818 0 22,520 31,488 36,306

L AZ 23,239 10,470 0 21,912 45,151 55,621

| CA 169,522 123,4331 3,039 130,984 300,506 426,978

i CO | 33,110 12,921 5,385 20,956 54,066 72,372

cT | 7,091 5,080 0 15,327 22,418 27,498

DC 13,883 17,302 0 14,808 28,781 46,083

DE 4,460 1,822 0 8,137 12,597 14,419

FL 75,368 32,797 1,455 63,571 138,939 173,191

GA 44,583 38,437 0 45,328 89,911 128,348

Hi 39,936 | 19,857 0 12,106 52,042 71,899

IA 366 1,702 0 21,604 21,970 23,672

. D 4,743 1,376 1,300 8,627 13,370 16,046

TS 35,243 21,269 0 57,901 93,144 114,413

f IN 5,523 14,635 0 39,156 44,679 59,314

| KS 20,902 6,856 0 22,015 42,917 49,773

KY 30,210 13,079 0 24,040 54,250 67,329

LA | 23,832 9,427 0 35,368 59,200 68,627

MA 8,722 11,989 0 36,348 45,070 57,059

MD 33,186 43,197 0 36,106 69,292 112,489

ME 5,485 10,224 0 10,258 15,743 25,967

MI 8,385 10,965 0 45,457 53,842 64,807

MN 998 2,923 0 33,070 34,068 36,991

MO 15,507 19,457| 4,487 39,841 55,348 79,292

MS 13,470 11,280 0 25,814 39,284 50,564

MT 4,329 1,311 0 8,227 12,556 13,867

NC 69,724 16,141 0 39,538 109,262] 125,403 |

ND 10,001 1,931 0 7,772 17,773 19,704

NE 12,696 4,173 0 13,196 25,892 30,065

~NH 2,164 1,675 0 7,302 9,466 11,141

CONJ 16,037 26,858 0 33,747 49,784 76,642

L ONM 14,757 9,840 6,718 11,349 26,106 42,664

NV 9,280 2,104 4,060 6,753 16,033 22,197

NY 28,627 18,839 0 82,643 111,270 130,109

OH 11,551 34,759 1,628 60,282 71,833) 108,220

OK 25,640 23,980 0 25,827 51,467 75,447

OR 1,003 2,955 0 19,930 20,933 23,888

PA 6,099 51,672 0 73,918 80,017 131,689

RI ' 3,926 4355 0 8,257 12,183 16,538

sC 37,263 19,965| 17,839 33,764 71,027| 108,831

SD 6,593 1,451 0 7,540 14,133 15,584

™ 8,861 7.732| 6,477 38,305 47,166 61,375

LOTX 112,608 59,227| 2,302 94,162 206,770| 268,299

uT 5,809 21,294 0 17,262 23,071 44,365

VA 89,489 108,184 0 48,538 138,027| 246,211

VT 149 24 0 6,043 6,192 6,833

WA 35,785 28,886 300 37,493 73278| 102,464

wi 1,088 3,270 0 33,757 34,845 38,115

wv 529 1,778 0 13,671 14,200 15,978

WY 3,628 1,090 0 3,959 7,587 8,677

USTotal| 1,184,734] 930,911 54,990] 1,577,031  2.761.765] 3.747 666
Table 2.4

Source: DOD Atlas/Data Abstract for the US 1990 and




National Defense Hanked by State 1 990
| Percent of State| Percem of Statc Percentof — — T —— Percent of State
STATE| Employment Penonal lvome | —__ Gross State Product S _| Personal Income
Total Total Total Total [ Toal Toal

Delense Defense Prnme RaD Non -R&D Defense Defense
Employed  Rank | Payroll  Rank _Contracts  Rank Contracts  Rank | Contracts Rank Spending  Rank _Spending Rank
AK 1245% 1| 6.79% 3 213%  19] 0.0006% 49 212% 13 636% 10 11.04% 4
AL 513% 10| 228% 14 266% 16| 066% 12| 2.00% 15 827% 17| 6.31% 15
AR 368% 27 124% 33 0.79% 40| 003% 40| 0.76% 37) 250% 34| 298% 35
AZ 346% 29| 157% 28 4.92% 6] 044% 14| 4.48% 3| 7.05% 7l 821% 9
CA 301% 33| 1.73% 24 3.04% 13| 0985% 8| 210% 14| 488% 19 5.90% 17
Co 440% 15| 251% 10 5.61% 3| 4.30% 2] 1.30% 26| 8.60% 5| 9.76% 7
CcT 160% 48/ 061% 42 4.57% 7| 0.19% 24| 4.38% 4 527% 16| 583% 18
DC 8.30% 7| 7.38% 2 4.20% 8] 0.16% 25| 4.04% 5/ 6.86% 9| 19.86% 1
DE 380% 23] 130% 31 059% 47) 007% 34| 052% 46| 2.06% 42| 250% 41
FL 297% 34| 149% 29 205% 21 040% 16| 165% 21 443% 20| 4.46% 24
GA 398% 22| 206% 18 1.31% 33| 006% 35| 1.25% 28 351% 25| 4.38% 25
HI 11.50% 2| 7.89% 1 1.79% 25/ 005% 38 1.74% 18| 867% 3| 10.94% 5
A 1.83% 44| 023% 51 088X 37| 009% 31 0.79% 36| 1.22% 49 1.43% 49
L)) 3.75% 28| 161% 27 1.42%  32] 1.19% 7| 023% 81| 33rx 27 3.89% 30
[ 206% 42| 067% 40 049% 50| 005% 37 044% 49| 119% 50 1.38% 50
N 226% 38| 064% 38 1.52% 30| o11% 29 1% 24| 241% 37 2.85% 36
KS 4.18% 19| 1.75% 23 1.76% 26/ 003% 42| 1 73% 19/ 364% 24| 424% 27
KY 429% 17| 180% 21 062% 46| 0.0037% 47 062% 42| 234% 38 2.98% 34
LA 400% 21| 147% 30 1.91% 23/ 00032% 48| 1.90% 16| 333% 28| 4.63% 23
MA 1B1% 46/ 053% 43 5.45% 5 1.48% 4 3.97% 6 6.10% 13| 6.72% 14
MD 476% 13| 218% 16 4.20% 8 091% 10| 329% 9| 6.88% 8| 6.94% 13
ME 452% 14 248% 1y 341% 12| 002% 43 3.39% 8 6.03% 14 7.05% 12
Mi 1.57% 50| 037% 47 072% 43| 0.16% 26 056% 43| 1.16% 51 1.30% 51
MN 166% 47 027% S50 1.76% 27| 041% 15| 1 5% 25| 211% 40 2.55% 40
MO 321% 32| 1.15% 34 6.14% 2 1.28% 5| 486% 2| 7.43% 8 B874% 8
MS 8.01% 12] 243% 12 353% 10] 001% 44] 3 51% 7 611% 12|  7.49% "
MT 429% 18] 130% 32 050% 49| 0.0038% 46 049% 48| 210% 41 2.38% 42
NC 374% 28] 218% 17 087% 38| 0.14% 27 073% 38| 306% 30 .2% 29
ND 6.93% 4] 3.02% 8/ 083% 39| 0.0004% 50 083% 35| 349% 26 4.33% 26
NE 381% 24| 185% 20 0.72% 42| o006% 36 066% 39| 265% 32 3.20% 32
NH 200% 41| 065% 41 1.55% 29 o033% 20 122% 29| 261% 33| 2 84% 37
N 202% 43| 073% 39 1L71% 28| 020% 23 1.82% 23] 250% 35| 2 78% 38
NM 8.75% S| 492% ] 7.56% 1 5.78% 1 1.78% 17| 12.36% 1| 15.52% 2
NV 3.36% 31 227% 15 1.82% 24 127% 6| 055% 45 426% 23 5.68% 19
NY 1.51% &1 036% 48 1.47% 31 020% 22| 127% 27| B84% 44| 2147% 44
OH 213% 40| 090% 38 206% 20| 03m% 17 169% 20| 2¢99% ; 3.51% 3
oK 5.87% 8| 288% ] 1.12% 35/ 013% 28 096% 32| 434% 22 4.97% 2
OR 1.81% 45| 038% 48| o, 65% 44| 003% 41 062% 41| 138% 46 1.56% 46
PA 243% 38| 088% 37 LI7% 34 034% 19 083% 34| 218% 39| 237% 43
Rl 341% 30| 1.76% 22| 283% 15/ 006% 32| 274% 10/ 491% 18 5.10% 21
SC 6.45% 6| 5.36% 5 347% 1 2.45% 3] 1.02% 31| 861% 4] 10.1% 6
sD 807% 11| 198% 19| 0.29% $1/ 0.0002% & 029% 50| 242% 38 2.69% 38
™ 267% 35| 1.10% 35 191% 22| o064% 11| 1 O07% 30/ 320% 29 4.05% 28
™ 355% 28] 165% 26| 253% 17 022% 21 232% 12| 439% 21 5.66% 20
ur 5.80% 9| 3.68% 7 299% 14| 036% 18 263% 11| 6.28% 11 7.93% 10
VA 7.64% 3| 648% 4 5.48% 4 052% 13| 4.96% 11 12.10% 2] 14.30% 3
vT 251% 36| 0.44% 44 062% 45| 007% 33 056% 44| 125% 48 1.53% 48
WA 435% 18| 2.32% 13 283% 18| 0.94% 9 159% 22| S30% 18| 04% 16
wi 1.59% 49| 032% 49 094% 36 0.04% 39 090% 33| 1.35% 47 1.56% 47
wv 246% 37| 039% 45 0.75% 41 009% 30| 066% 40 1.38% 45 1.67% 45
wy 409% 20/ 173% 25| 053% 48] 00044% 45] 052% 47| 191% 43| 309% 33
USTotal 319% | 151% 232% 052% 180% 399% A% .
Table 3.1
Source: DO Atlas/Data Absinuct for the US 1990 and Note: Total Defense Payroll does not nclude retired military pay
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o —copdilmentotVelensePayroll _ ,,h Prime Contracts >$25000 [ 1w
STATE ) Reserve [ Total Toual T Il —( T Mdinlz_
Active & Natwnal Total Operations Total Payroll Ra&aD Non-R&D Total Expendituse

Dwty Raok| Crvilisn  Rank| Guard  Rank [Reted _ Rank | Miary  Rank| Pay  Rank| Pawoll  Rank| - Retwed  Rank| Conwacts  Rank Conwacts  Rank| Conwacts  Ramd| — Remt

AK 291% 2(/0081% 13| 0.19% 10| 0.32% 32| 3 10% 2] 3.72% 3| 423% 3| 3% K] ooox 48| 2.12% 13| 2.13% 18| 6.36% 8
AL 0.60% 31| 1.03% 9 0.20% 2 0.70% 9| 0.88% 21| 1.62% 16| 2.60% 13 1.90% 14| 0.66% 8| 200% 16| 2.66% 14| 5.27% 15
AR 0.54% 32| 0.33% 29| 0.17% 12| 067% 10| 0.71% 33| 0.87% 32| 1.711% 27 1.05% 31| 0.03% 39| 0.76% 37| 0.79% 38| 250% N
AZ 0.85% 18 0.28% 25/ 0.11% 33| 0.80% 5| 0.96% 18] 1.23% 25| 2.13% 20 1.33% 23| 0.44% 10| 4.48% 3| 492% 4| 7.05% 4
CA 0.80% 19| 0.56% 18| 0.05% 49| 0.40% 23| 0.85% 25 1.36% 22] 1.81% 25 1.41% 23| 0.88% 4 2.10% 14| 2.98% 12| 4.79% 18
co 1.07% 10| 0.60% 18] 0.13% 26| 0.76% 6| 1.20% 10| 1.67% 14| 2.58% 14 1.80% 15| 334% 1] 1L30% 26| 4.65% 3 7.23% 3
CcT 0.32% 35| 0.180% 42| 0.05% 30) 0.14% 44 0.37% 36| 0.51% 41| 0.70% 42| 0.55% 41| 0.19% 18] 4.36% 4 4.57% 6| 5.27% 14
0C 0.82% 14] 1.47% 4] 0.15% 19 0.12% 49| 1.08% 15) 2.30% 7| 2.66% M| 2.54% 8| 0.15% 22| 4.04% S| 4.19% 7| 6.85% S
DE 0.61% 30/ 0.31% 32| 0.16% 18| 0.40% 24| 0.76% 32| 0.92% 31| 1.47% n 1.07% 28| 0.07% 31| 052% 46| 059% 45| 2.08% 41
[; 8 0.97% 13] 0.41% 23| 0.08% 45| 0.90% 2| 1.03% 171 1.38% 21| 2.34% 18] 1.44% 22| 0.36% 13| 1.65% 21| 2.00% 19| 4.35% 20
GA 0.74% 22| 0.71% 15| 0.20% 8] 0.55% 15] 0.85% 19 1.45% 19| 2.20% 17 1.65% 19| 0.06% 32 1.25% 28 1.31% 20| 351% 24
Hi 4.20% 1| 1.82% 3| 0.18% 20| 0.63% 1] 4.43% 1] 6.10% 1] 6.68% 1| 6.25% 1] 0.05% 35| 1.74% 18| 1.70% 22| 0.67% 2
1A 0.02% 51) 0.08% 51) 0.10% 37| 0.15% 43| 0.12% 51/ 0.10% 51] 0.34% 51| 0.19% 51| 009% 28| 0.79% 36| 088% 35 l.m_ 49
10 0.64% 20| 0.20% 39| 0.16% 16| 0.55% 18| 0.80% 27| 0.84% 33| 1.55% 3| L% 32| 0.00% 49| 0.23% $1| 0.24% S1| 1L7T9% “
i 0.27% 37| 0.25% 38| 0.06% 46| 0.12% 48| 0.33% 37| 0.51% 39| 0.69% 43| 0.57% 40| 0.05% M| 0.44% 49| 0.49% 49 1.18% S0
N 0.11% 43| 0.43% 22| 0.16% 15| 0.97% 40| 0.28% 39| 0.55% 38| 0.88% I 0.71% 37| 0.1% 20| 1.01% 24| 1.52% 27| 2.41% 34
K8 0.89% 17] 0.36% 27| 0.25% 3/ 0.38% 29| 1.14% 14| 1.25% 24| 1.80% 23 1.50% 21| 0.03% 41 1.73% 19 1.76% 23| 3.64% 23
Ky 0.90% 16| 0.37% 26| 0.14% 23| 0.30% 35| 1.04% 18| 1.27% 23| 1.71% 28] 1.41% 24| 0.00% 48| 0.62% 42| 062% 44| 234% 3s
LA 0.65% 28| 0.28% 33| 0.13% 25| 0.37% 30| 0.78% 30| 0.93% 30| 1.42% 32 1.05% 30| 0.00% 47 1.90% 16 1.91% 21 3 33% 26
MA 0.14% 42| 0.20% 37| 0.09% 39| 0.16% 42| 0.23% 41 0.30% 43) 0.64% 44| 0.480% 43| 1.48% 2] 3.97% 8] S5.45% 3 6.10% 1"
™MD 0.74% 23| 1.260% 8| 0.14% 24| 0.53% 17| 0.87% 23| 202% 10| 2.68% 9 2.16% 10| 0.86% 5| 3229% 9 4.15% 8 684% [ ]
ME 0.73% 24 1.2T% 7] 0.12% 30| 0.49% 19| 0.85% 24| 2.00% 1] 2.62% 12| 212% 1] 0.02% 42| 3.39% 8 J41% 10| 6.03% 12
("] 0.10% 45| 0.17% 44| 0.06% 47| 0.12% 50| 0.16% 48| 0.27% 44| 0.45% 47| 0.33% 46| 0.15% 21| 0.56% 43| 0.71% 41 1.16% 51
(S]] 0.03% 49| 0.08% 80(0.11% _ 34(0.13% 45| 0.14% 80] 0.11% 80| 0.35% 50| 0.22% 80| 0.41% n 1.35% 26| 1.76% 24| 2.11% a9
MO 0.32% 36| 0.27% 34| 0.16% 17 0.21% 34| 0.48% 34| 0.590% 37| 1.06% M| 0.75% 35| 0.900% 3| 486% 2| 5.76% 1| 6.82% 7
M8 0.92% 16| 0.80% 12| 0.24% 4 0.60% 13| 1.16% 13| 1.74% 13| 2.58% 18| 1.80% 13| 001% 43| 351% 7| 3.53% 9 6.1% 10
M7 0.69% 27| 0.27% 35) 0.19% 9| 0.45% 21| 0.88% 22| 0.96% 28| 1.60% 29 1.15% 27| 0.00% 45| 0.49% 48| 0.50% 48| 2.10% 40
NC 1.28% 7| 0.32% 31| 0.08% 42| 0.50% 18| 1.26% 8 1.60% 18] 2. 10% 18| r.88% 18] 0.14% 23| 0.7% 38| 087% 3| 206% 27
ND 1.79% 4| 0.44% 21| 0.21% 7] 0.23% 38| 2.00% 4 2.23% 9] 2.60% 10| 2.43% 9| 0.00% 50| 0.83% 35| 0.83% 37| 3.49% 25
NE 1.08% 9] 0.33% 28| 0.11% 33| 0.40% 25) 1.19% 1] 1.42% 20| 1.99% 22| 1.53% 20| 0.08% 33| o0.68% 3| 0.72% 40| 2.65% 2
NH 0.34% 34 0.17% 45| 0.08% 41] 0.46% 20| 0.42% 35(/0.51% 40| 1.08% 35| 0.60% 39| 033% 15 1.22% 29 1.55% 26| 261% 30
NJ 0.18% ¥ 0a1% 24| 0.07% 44| 0.13% 47| 0.25% 40| 0.50% 38| 0.79% 40| 0.86% 38| 0.20% 17| 1.52% 23| 1.71% 25| 2.50% 2
NM 1.32% 6 1.13% 8] 0.14% 22| 0.68% 3| 1.40% 7| 2.45% 6] 3.40% S| 250% 7| o0.68% 7| 1L.79% 17| 247% 16| 505% 19
NV 0.76% 21 0.10% 41| 0.08% 48| 0.73% 7| 0.01% 26| 0.05% 20| 1.73% 28| 1.00% 33| 0.04% 8| 0.55% 48| 0.50% 46| 2.32% 28
NY 0.15% 41/ 0.11% 48| 0.04% 51| 0.07% 51 0.19% 48| 0.20% 45| 0.380% 49| 0.30% 48| 0.19% 19 1.27% 27 1.46% 28| 1.84% 43
OH 0.10% 40| 0.49% 19| 0.0m% 43]| 0.17% 41) 0.23% 42| 0.68% 35| 0.00% 3\ 0.73% M| 0.27% 16| 160% 20| 1.96% 20| 280% 28
oK 1.08% 1] 1.32% 5] 0.22% 5| 0.62% 12| 1.28% 9 2.38% 8] 3.22% 7| 260% 6| 0.13% 25| 0.90% 32 1.12% 32| 4.34% 21
OR 0.06% 48] 0.17% 43| 0.10% 38| 0.40% 26| 0.16% 47| 0.24% 48] 0.73% 41| 0.33% 45| 0.03% 40| 0.62% 41| 065% 42| 1.38% 48
PA 0.11% 44| 0.50% 17 0.12% 28| 0.20% 39| 0.23% 43| 0.68% 34| 1.01% 38| 081% M| 0.34% 14| 083% 34 1.17% 31| 2.18% kY4
] 0.80% 20| 0.75% 14) 0.16% 21| 0.38% 27| 0.08% 20| 1.65% 18| 2.08% b3} 1.70% 17| o0.08% 20| 2.74% 10| 283% 13| 491% 7
8C 1.77% S| 0.868% 10) 0.21% 6| 0.83% 4] 1.98% 5| 266% 4] 3.60% 4| 2.86% 5| 0.04% 38 1.02% n 1.06% 33| 4.75% 19
80 1.20% 8 0.32% 30| 0.18% 11 0.36% 31| 1.46% 6] 1.50% 17] 2.13% 19| 1.78% 16| 0.00% 51| 0.29% 80| 0.29% 80| 242% 33
™ 0.21% 38| 0.20% 40) 0.11% 32| 0.42% 22| 0.22% 38| 0.40% 42| 0.94% 37| 052% 42| 0.14% 24 1.07% 30| 1.21% 30| 2.15% 8
™ 0.70% 28| 0.40% 20| 0.00% 40| 0.58% 14| 0.79% 29| 1.16% 26| 1802% 24| 125% 28| 0.17% 20| 2.32% 12| 2.48% 15 4.1% 22
ur 0.46% 33| 2.14% 2/ 0.31% 1] 0.38% 28| 0.77% 31| 2.60% 5| 320% 6| 291% 4| 0.36% 12| 263% 1" 2.99% 11| 6.280% 9
VA 2.75% 3| 201% 1] 0.12% 20 1.13% 1] 2.87% 3| 5.36% 2| 6.62% 2| 548% 2| 0.52% 9| 496% 1| S$5.48% 2] 12.10% 1
vT 0.04% 48] 0.15% 47| 0.17% 13] 0.27% 371 021% 44| 0.19% 48| 0 63% 45| 0.36% 44| 0.07% 30| 0.56% 44| 062% 43 1.25% 48
WA 1.03% 12| 0.806% 1] 0.13% 27| 0.73% 8 1.16% 12| 1.90% 12| 2.75% 8| 202% 12| 0.79% 6 1.50% 22| 2.33% 17| 5.09% 16
wi 0.02% 50| 0.00% 49| 0.17% 14] 0.13% 46| 0 19% 45| 0. 1% 49 0.41% 48| 0 28% 49| 0.04% 37| 0.90% 33| 094% 4 1.35% 47
wy 0.04% 47| 0.17% 46| 0.11% 31| 0.30% 36| 0.15% 49| 0.21% 47| 0.83% 48| 0.32% 47| 000% 27| 0.66% 40| 0.75% 39 1.38% 45
wY | 0.70% 25) 0.26% 36) 0 10% 36/032%  33]080%  28/096% 27| 138% 331 106% 29| 000% 44| 052% 47| 053 7] 1.91% 42
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Table 3.3
Souwrce: DOD Atlas/[Dats Abstract for the 11
U Department of Commerce

S§ES2z=r55z878 03202222
§

3
©
§

SESE:E
°
»
t

TN [027%

Ut |[o.se%
VA | 325%
VT | 0.04%
WA | 1.18%
Wi [0.03%
wv (0.05%
1.13%
072%|

2] 1L41%
31 1.23%
32| 0.40%
0.44%
0.68%
0.60%

19

2

"

38

4 4.25%
29] 0.38%
20| 0.42%
22| 0.88%
1| 2.30%
51/ 0.00%
30| 0.24%
37

43 051%
7
14
23
2
20
25

0.47%

16| 1.01%
27] 0.91%

___F_____

Rank | Civitian

388288 88

Mililary Spending as a Percentage of Personal Income

Reserve
& National

_Guard _ Raank

0.33%
0.34%
0.21%
0.13%
0.06%
0.15%
0.05%
0.45%
0.19%
0.08%
0.25%
0.10%
0.11%
0.19%
0.07%

Dgpanmem of De!enso __yfo“
Total
Retwed  Rank [ Miliary _ Rank
4] 0.55% 19| 5.38% 2
3| 0.84% 8| 1.05% 22
13] 0.79% 1) 0.85% 3
36| 0.83% 5] 1.13% 9
49| 0.48% 26] 1.03% 24
26| 0.89% 7| 1.38% 13
50| 0.16% 46| 0.41% 36
1] 0.34% 37 3n% 4
17] 0.48% 27) 0.83% 30
48] 0.91% 6 1.04% 23
9| 0.68% 15] 1.18% 18
0.80% 10| 5.80% 1
0.17% 44)0.14% 51
0.63% 17| 0.03% n
0.14% 49| 0.38% 38
0.21% 41) 0.33% 39
0.44% 31 1.32% 15
0.30% 34 1.32% 1"
0.51% 24 1.08% 21
0.18% 43| 0.26% 42
0.53% 21| 0.88% 32
0.57% 18| 1.00% 26
0.13% 50| 0.18% 19
0.16% 45| 0.16% S0
0.37% 35| 0.56% k7]
0.73% 13| 1.42% 12
1] 0.51% 22| 1.00% 27
40| 0.65% 18] 1.75% 8
8| 0.28% 39| 2.48% 5
34 0.48% 28| 1.44% "
42| 0.50% 25) 0.46% 35
4] 0.14% 48| 0.20% 40
21 L% 2| 1.83% 7
45) 0.00% 4| 1.08% 20
51| 0.00% $1| 0.22% 48
43| 0.20% 42| 0.27% u
10/ 0.71% 14| 1.46% 10
39| 0.45% 30| 0.18% 40
33| 0.22% 40| 0.25% “
25| 0.40% 32| 0.98% 28
7| 1.03% 3| 2.46% 6
14] 0.39% 33| 1.62% ]
29| 0.53% 20( 0.41% a7
38| 0.74% 12 1.01% 25
2| 0.48% 29| 0.97% 29
28| 1.34% 1] 3.39% 3
12{ 0.33% 38| 0.25% 4
27| 0.83% 9| 1.32% 16
16| 0.15% 47| 0.22% 45
32) 0.37% 36| 0.19% 214
241051% 23/ 130% 17
_ |oasx] 084% [

otal "’;‘;‘A‘*
f).'!:r:&-;t _Payall
6.47% 3| 7.35%
1.04% 15 3.12%
1.04% 32| 2.04%
1.44% 26| 2.50%
1.65% 20| 2.19%
1.80% 16| 2.93%
0.56% 40| 0.77%
6.92% 2| 7.70%
1L11% 30[ 1.79%
1.39% 27| 2.36%
181% 17| 2.75%
7.70% 1| s.6a%
0.11% 51/ 0.40%
0.97% 33| 1.79%
0.60% 39| 0.80%
0.65% 38| 1.05%
1.46% 25| 2.19%
1.82% 21 2.19%
1.29% 28| 1.98%
0.44% 43/ 0.71%
2.04% 14| 271%
2.34% 10/ 3.08%
0.30% 45] 0.50%
0.13% 49| 0.43%
0.69% 36| 1.25%
2.14% 12 3.16%
1.08% 31 1.82%
2.05% 13| 2.80%
2.71% 8| 331%
L71% 19| 2.32%
0.56% 41 1.15%
0.66% 37| 0.87%
3.08% 7| 4.31%
1.27% 20| 2.32%
0.30% 44 0.44%
0.77% 34| 1.05%
2.73% 9| 3.69%
0.27% 46| 0.84%
0.74% 35/ 1.10%
1.61% 22| 2.16%
3.30% 5| 4.60%
1.77% 18 2.37%
0.51% 42) 1.19%
1.49% 24| 2.35%
3.28% 6 4.15%
6.34% 4| 7.02%
0.23% 48| 0.77%
2.16% 113 14%
0.13% 50| 0.48%
0.25% 47| 0 76%
1.56% 23] 2 24%
133%] 190%]

Prime Contracts >$25,000

RaD

_Conwacts

0.00%
0.79%
0.04%
081%
1.07%
3.79%
0.21%
0.42%
0.08%
0.20%
0.08%
0.06%
0.10%
0.00%
0.06%
0.14%
0.03%
0.00%
0.00%
1.63%
0.87%
0.02%
017%
0.49%
1.06%
0.02%
0.06%
0.18%
0.00%
0.07%
0.36%
0.22%
0.85%
0.06%
0.23%
0.32%
0.15%
0.05%
0.37%
0.08%
0.05%
0.00%
0.18%
0.22%
0.46%
0.62%
0.08%
0.83%
0.05%
011%
001%

o4t

Noa-R&D

Renk| Conwacts _ Rank
48| 369% 9
8| 2.40% 16
39| 090% 38
10| 5.26% 4
3| 2.54% 15
1) 148% 28

21| 4.84%
13] 11.70% 1
31| 0.63% 46
16| 1.66% 24
32| 1.56% 26
8| 2.20% 18
28| 0983% 36
9 02r% $1
4| 051% 49
26| 1.67% 23
40| 202% 19
45| 0.79% 42
46| 265% 14
2| 4.38% [ ]
5| 332% 1"
42| 397% 8
24| 062% 47
11 1.63% 25
4 S.71% 3
43| 41% 14
47| 0.56% 48
2| 084% 235
50| 1.02% 34
33| os0% a
15 133% 3
19| 1.e8% 22
6| 225% 17
38| 0.73% 43
18| 1.49% 27
7] 188% 20
25| 1.13% 32
41 0.71% 44
14| 091% 7
20| 2.85% 13
38| 127% N
51| 0.32% 30
23 1.36% 29
20| 2.09% 2
12| 3.32% 10
o S.86% 2
30| 0.68% 45
7| 1.81% 2
37| 104% 33
27| 0.80% 40
44 085% 39

CAELY

Toeal

3.69%
3.19%
0.94%
5.771%
3 60%
5.26%
5.06%

12.12%

0.72%
2.02%
1.63%
2.26%
1.03%
0.27%
0.57%
1.81%
2.05%
0.79%
2.66%
6.01%
4.19%
3.09%
0.80%
2.13%
6.77%
4.22%
0.56%
L12%

Conwacts Rank

12
15
38

S
13

L

7

1
47
24
29
21
38
S
48
26
23
43
19

4

9
10
L4
22

2

8
49
“
7
40
28
25
16
4“4
27
20
32
48
3

4.38%

10.84%

1.43%
2.08%
1.38%
2.85%
4.24%
290%
4.63%
6.72%
6.89%
7.05%

2.66%
8 02%
7.49%
2.38%
J.82%
4.33%

2.84%
2.78%
7.47%
3.10%
2.18%
3.35%
497%

2 7%

5.10%
5.01%

2.72%
5.56%
7.83%

14.30%

1.53%

1 “ﬁ
1.67%

_309%
_4s0%]
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DOE Twal Toal Twal DOE Twal Total Total
STATE | Defense Cmwlian Defcnse Def Payroll Defense RaD Pnme Defense

Payroll  Rank| Payroll Rank| Payroll  Rank| -Rctwed  Rank| Spendng  Rank | Contracts _ Rank | Contracts  Rank | Spending _ Rank
AK 0.00% 0.81% 15| 4.23% 5 391% 5| 0.00% 0.0006% 49 2.13% 19| 6.36% 10
AL 0.00% 1.03% 10| 2.60% 14 1.90% 15| 0.00% 0.66% 12| 266% 16| 527% 17
AR 0.00% 0.33% 33| 1.71% 28 1.05% 33| 0.00% 0.03% 40 0.79% 40| 2.50% M
AZ 0.00% 0.38% 29/ 2.13% 21 1.33% 27| 0.00% 0.44% 14| 492% 6| 7.05% 7
CA 0.02% 11| 0.58% 19 1.83% 27 1.43% 24| 0.07% 10{ 0.85% 8| 3.04% 13| 4.88% 19
co 0.41% 4] 1.01% 11| 2.90% 8| 221% 10| 0.96% 5[ 4.30% 2] 561% 3| 8.60% 5
Ccr 0.00% 0.18% 42| 0.70% 42 0.55% 42| 0.00% 0.19% 24 4.57% 7| 5.27% 16
DC 0.00% 1.47% 6| 2.66% 12| 2.54% 8| 0.01% 14| 0.16% 25| 4.20% 8] 6.86% 9
DE 0.00% 0.31% 36| 1.47% n 1.07% 30| 0.00% 0.07% 34 0.59% 47| 2.06% 42
FL 0.03% 10| 0.45% 25| 237% 17 1.47% 23] 0.05% 12| 0.40% 16| 2.05% 21| 4.43% 20
GA 0.00% 0.71% 17| 2.20% 18 1.65% 20| 0.00% 0.06% 35 1.31% 33| 351% 25
HI 0.00% 1.82% 5| 6.89% 1 6.25% 1| 0.00% 0.05% 38 1.79% 25| 8.67% 3
A 0.00% 0.08% 51/ 0.34% 51 0.19% 51| 0.00% 0.09% 31 0.88% 37 1.22% 49
) 0.30% 8| 0.50% 18| 1.84% 2 1.40% 26| 1.19% 4 1.19% 7 1.42% 2| 3.37% 27
[ W 0.00% 0.25% 41| 0.68% 43| 057% 41) 0.002% 17| 0.05% 37| 0.49% 50| 1.19% 50
& 0.00% 0.43% 27| 0.88% ¥ 0% 38| 0.00% 0.11% 29| 1.62% 30| 241% 37
KS 0.00% 0.36% 31| 1.88% 25 1.50% 22| 0.00% 0.03% 42 1.76% 26| 3.64% 24
KY 0.00% 0.37% 30| 1.71% 29| 141% 28| 0.00% 0.0037% 47| 0.62% 46| 2.34% 38
LA 0.00% 0.26% 37| 1.42% 32 1.05% 32| 0.00% 0.0032% 48 1.91% 23| 3.33% 28
BAA 0.00% 0.25% 40| 0.64% 44| 0.48% 43| 0.00% 1.48% 4] 545% 5| 6.10% 13
MD 0.00% 1.28% 8| 2.68% 10 2.16% 11| 0.04% 13 0.91% 10 4.20% 9| 688% 8
ME 0.00% 1.27% 9| 2.62% 13| 2.12% 12| 0.00% 0.02% 43 34a% 12| 6.03% 14
M 0.00% 0.17% 44| 0.45% 47 0.33% 46| 0.004% 16 0.16% 26 0.72% 43| 1.16% 51
BN 0.00% 0.086% 60 0.35% 80| 0.22% 30| 0.00% 0.41% 13| 1.76% 7] 211% 40
MO 0.23% 7| 0.50% 23| 1.29% M 0.98% 34| 0.38% 7 1.28% S 6.14% 2| 7.43% 6
M3 0.00% 0.83% 14| 2.58% 15 1.96% 14| 0.00% 0.01% “ 3.53% 10| 6.11% 12
MT 0.00% 0.27% 38| 1.60% 30 1.15% 29| 0.00% 0.0038% 46 0.50% 49| 2.10% 41
NC 0.00% 0.32% 35| 218% 19 1.68% 19| 0.00% 0.14% 27| 0.87% 38| 3.06% 30
ND 0.00% 0.44% 26| 2.66% " 2.43% 9| 0.00% 0.0004% 50 0.83% 39| 3.49% 26
NE 0.00% 0.33% 32| 1.89% 24)  1.83% 21| 0.00% 0.06% B 0.72% Q| 265% 32
NH 0.00% 0.17% 45| 1.08% 36 0.60% 40| 0.00% 0.33% 20 1.55% 29| 261% 3
NJ 0.00% 0.41% 28| 0.79% 40| 0.66% 8| 0.00% 0.20% 23 1.71% 28| 25%0% k-
NBA 1.32% 2] 2.45% 2| 4.60% 4 3.91% 4] 5.10% 1 5.78% 1 7.56% 1] 12.36% 1
NV 0.70% 3| 0.60% 12| 263% 16 1.70% 17 1.23% 3 1.27% [} 1.82% 24| 4.25% 23
NY 0.00% 0.11% 48| 0.38% 49 0.30% 48| 0.01% 15 0.20% x2 1.47% 31| 1.84% 44
OH 0.04% 8| 0.53% 22| 0.94% 38| 076% 37| 0.10% 9| 037% 17| 2.08% 20| 290% 3
oK 0.00% 1.32% 7| 3.22% 7 2.60% 7| 0.00% 0.13% 28 1.12% 35| 4.34% 74
OR 0.00% 0.17% 43| 0.73% u 0.33% 45| 0.00% 0.03% 41 0.65% 4] 1.38% 46
PA 0.00% 0.58% 20] 1.01% 37) o081% 36| 0.00% 0.34% 19 1.17% 34| 2.18% 39
A 0.00% 0.75% 16| 2.08% 2 1.70% 18| 0.00% 0.08% 2| 283% 15| 4901% 18
sC 1.45% 1] 2.33% 3| 5.14% 3 4.31% 3 241% 2 2.45% 3 3.47% 11| 861% 4
8D 0.00% 0.32% 34| 213% 20| 1.78% 16| 0.00% 0.0002% 51 0.29% 61| 2.42% 38
™ 0.35% 6| 0.55% 21| 1.29% 35| 087% 35| 0.70% 6| 084% 1 1.91% 2| 3.20% 29
™ 0.03% 9] 0.49% 24| 1.86% 28 1.20% 28| 0.05% 1 0.22% 21 2.83% 17| 4.39% 21
ur 0.00% 2.14% 4| 3.20% 6 291% 6| 0.00% 0.36% 18 2.99% 14| 6.28% 1"
VA 0.00% 261% 1] 6.62% 2] 5.48% 2| 0.00% 0.52% 13] 5.48% 4] 12.10% 2
vT 0.00% 0.15% 47| 0.63% 45 0.36% 44| 0.00% 0.07% 33 0.62% 45| 1.25% 48
WA 0.02% 12| 0.88% 13| 277% 9| 204% 13| 0.20% 8| 0.94% 8 2853% 18| 5.30% 15
w 0.00% 0.09% 49 0.41% 48 0.28% 49| 0.00% 0.04% 39 0.94% 36| 1.35% 47
w 0.00% 0.17% 48| 0.63% 46| 0.32% 47| 0.00% 0.09% 30| 0.75% 41 1.38% 45
Wy | 0.00% 0.26% 39] 1.38% 33 106% 31| 000% 00044% 45| 053% 48] 191%

US Tota{ 0.05%] 057%] [ 1.66%] 126%[ | oazx[ [ osex] | 232 3.99%]

Table 3.6

Source: DOD Atlaw/Daia Absiract for the US 1990,
Depaniment of Encrgy FAX 10 Authorns and
US Depaniment of Commeice




DOF Total Total Total DOE B Toal Totdl [ Tadl

SIATE | Defense Cwiluan Defense Def Payroll Defense RaD Pnme Defense
— | Payroll  Rank| Pgyroll  Rank | Payroll  Rank | -Retired — Rank | Spending  Rank | Contracts _ Rank | Contracts Rank | Spending  Rank
AK 0.00% 1.41% 9] 7.35% 4 6.79% 3| 0.00% 0.0010% 49 3.69% 14| 11.04% 4
AL 0.00% 1.23% 11]3.12% 14 2.28% 14| 0.00% 0.79% 12 3.19% 17| 6.31% 15
AR 0.00% 0.40% 5[ 2.04% 30 1.24% 33| 0.00% 0.04% 40 0.94% 40| 298% 35
AZ 0.00% 0.44% 30| 2.60% 19 1.67% 28( 0.00% 081% 14 8.7M% 7| 8.27% )
CA 0.03% 11/071% 18| 2.22% 26 1.73% 24| 0.08% 10 1.15% 8 3.68% 15 5.90% 17
(o] 0.46% 4] 1.14% 13| 3.39% 9 2.51% 10 1.09% S 4.68% 2 6.37% $| 0.76% 7
CcT 0.00% 0.20% 43| 0.77% 43 0.61% 42| 0.00% 0.21% 25 5.06% 8| 583% 18
DC 0.00% 4.25% 1) 7.70% 3 7.36% 2| 0.04% 14 0.46% 16| 12.15% 1] 10.86% 1
DE 0.00% 0.386% 37 1.79% 33 1.30% 31| 0.00% 0.08% 34 0.72% 48| 2.50% 41
FL 0.03% 10| 0.45% 20| 2.39% 21 1.49% 29| 0.06% 12 0.41% 19 2.07% 26| 4.46% 24
GA 0.00% 0.88% 16| 2.75% 17 2.06% 18| 0.00% 0.08% 35 1.63% 33| 4.38% 25
HI 0.00% 2.30% 6| 8.68% 1 7.89% 1| 0.00% 0.06% 38 2.20% 24| 10.94% S
A 0.00% 0.00% 51) 0.40% 51 0.23% 51| 0.00% 0.10% 3 1.03% 38| 1.43% 49
0 0.45% 5| 0.60% 20| 224% 24 1.61% 27| 1.3™% 4 1.37% 7 1.84% 32| 3689% 30
[ & 0.00% 0.29% 40| 0.80% 42 0.67% 40| 0.002% 17 0.06% 37 0.58% 49| 1.38% S50
N 0.00% 0.51% 28| 1.06% 39 0.84% 38| 0.00% 0.14% 29 1.81% 29| 2.85% 36
KS 0.00% 0.42% 2] 2.19% 28 1.75% 23| 0.00% 0.03% L)) 2.05% 27| 4.24% 27
KY 0.00% 0.47% 27| 2.19% 27 1.80% 21| 0.00% 0.005% 46 0.79% 45| 2.98% 34
LA 0.00% 0.39% 36| 1.98% 31 1.47% 30( 0.00% 0.0045% 47 2.66% 20| 463% 23
A 0.00% 0.28% 41 071% 46 0.53% 43| 0.00% 1.83% 5 6.01% 6| 6.72% 14
MD 0.00% 1.50% 10| 271% 18 2.18% 16| 0.04% 13 0.92% 1" 4.23% 11| 694% 13
ME 0.00% 1.49% 8| 3.06% 1§ 2.48% 11| 0.00% 0.02% 49 3.99% 12| 7.05% 12
fld 0.00% 0.19% 45| 0.50% 47 0.37% 47| 0.004% 16 0.18% 27 0.80% 4] 1.30% 51
MN 0.00% 0.10% 49| 0.43% 50| o0.27% 80| 0.00% 0.49% 18 2.13% 28| 2.55% 40
MO 0.27% 7| 0.58% 24| 1.52% 35 1.15% 34| 045% 7 1.51% 6 7.22% 3| 8.74% 8
MS 0.00% 1.01% 14| 3.16% 12 2.43% 12| 0.00% 0.02% 44 4.33% 9| 7.49% 1"
MT 0.00% 0.31% 39| 1.82% 2 1.30% 32| 0.00% 0.0043% 48 0.56% 50| 2.38% 42
NC 0.00% 0.40% 33| 280% 16 2.15% 17| 0.00% 0.18% 26 1.12% 38| 3% 28
NO 0.00% 0.54% 25| 3.31% 10 3.02% 8| 0.00% 0.0005% 50 1.02% 39| 4.33% 28
NE 0.00% 0.40% M4 2.32% 2 1.86% 20| 0.00% 0.07% 38| 06™% 2] 3.20% »
NH 0.00% 0.19% 46| 1.15% 38 0.65% 41| 0.00% 0.36% .21 1.69% 31| 284% 37
NJ 0.00% 0.45% 28| 0.87% 40| 0.73%. 3| 0.00% 02% - 24 1.80% 28| 278% 38
N 1.66% 2| 3.08% 3| 6.03% [} 4.92% 6| 6.40% 1 7.25% 1 9.50% 2( 15.52% 2
NV 0.63% 3/ 1.19% 12| 3.28% " 2.27T% 15| 1.64% 3 1.70% 4 2.43% 21| 5.68% 19
NY 0.00% 0.13% 48| 0.44% 49 0.36% 48| 0.01% 15 0.23% 23 1.73% 0| 217% 44
OH 0.06% 8] 0.63% 23] 1.10% 37| 0.90% 38| 0.12% ® 0.43% 18] 241% 23| 351% an
OK 0.00% 1.51% 7| 3.69% 8 2.96% 9| 0.00% 0.15% 28 1.28% 34| 497% 2
OR 0.00% 0.20% 44) 0.84% 1 0.38% 46| 0.00% 0.03% 42| 0.74% 47| 1.56% 48
PA 0.00% 0.63% 2] 1.10% 38 0.88% 37| 0.00% 0.37% 20 1.28% 35| 2.37% 43
A 0.00% 0.78% 7| 2.16% 29 1.76% 22| 0.00% 0.08% 2 2.94% 18] 5.10% 21
8C 1.80% 1| 2.80% 4| 6.40% 5 5.36% 5| 3.00% 2 3.04% 3 4.32% 10| 10.71% ]
8D 0.00% 0.35% 38| 237% x 1.88% 19| 0.00% 0.0003% 51 0.32% 51| 269% 39
™ 0.45% 6| 0.69% 19| 1.63% M 1.10% 35| 0.88% 6 1.06% 10 2.42% 22| 4.05% 28
™ 0.04% 9| 0.64% 21| 2.40% 20 1.65% 26| 0.06% 1" 0.28% *2 3.2T% 16| 5.66% 20
ur 0.00% 271% 5| 4.15% 7 3.68% 7| 0.00% 0.46% 17 3.78% 13| 793% 10
VA 0.00% 3.00% 2| 7.82% 2 6.48% 4| 0.00% 0.62% 13 6.48% 4| 14.30% 3
vT 0.00% 0.18% 47| 0.77% 44 0.44% 44| 0.00% 0.08% 33 0.76% 46| 1.53% 48
WA 0.02% 12| 1.00% 15| 3.16% 13 2.32% 13| 0.22% 8 1.07% 9 2.68% 19| 6.04% 16
wi 0.00% 0.10% 50| 0.48% 48 0.32% 49| 0.00% 0.05% 39 1.09% 37| 1.56% 47
wv 0.00% 0.20% 42| 0.76% 45 0.39% 45| 0.00% 0.11% 30 0.91% 41 1.67% 45
WY | 000%  1043%  31/224% 25| 173% 25| 0.00% 001% 45| 085% 43| 309% 33
USTotal 006%]  "[o67%]  |196% | 151%] 0.14%] oo [ 27ex| T | anw]

Source: DOD Atlas/Data Abstract for the Us 1990,
Depantment of Energy FAX 10 Authon and
US Depanment of Commerce




__kmployment | __buu o o Milltary fotal |
- DOD  Rank Military  Rank Civilian  Rank Active  Rank | Res& NG Rank
AK 12.45% 1| 83.21% 22| 16.79% 30| 76.84% 1| 23.16% 51
AL 5.13% 10| 71.47% 40| 28.53% 12| 28.94% 34| 71.06% 18
AR 3.68% 26| 86.73% 15| 13.27% 37| 28.48% 35| 71.52% 17
AZ 3.46% 28| 81.18% 26| 18.82% 26| 51.47% 14| 4853% as
CA 2.99% 32| 70.88% 41| 29.12% 11| 56.41% 8| 43.59% 44
co 4.07% 20| 80.71% 28| 19.29% 24| 61.24% 5| 38.76% 47
CT 1.60% 48| 81.53% 24| 18.47% 28| 31.63% 33| 68.37% 19
DC 6.30% 5| 62.45% 46| 37.55% 6| 48.24% 20| 51.76% 32
DE 3.90% 23| 87.36% 13| 12.64% 39| 35.41% 27| 64.59% 25
FL 2.95% 33| 80.90% 27| 19.10% 25| 54.25% 12| 45.75% 40
GA 3.98% 22| 70.05% 42| 29.95% 10| 49.59% 16| 50.41% 36
Hi 11.50% 2| 72.38% 38| 27.62% 14| 76.74% 2| 23.26% 50
1A 1.83% 44| 9281% 1 7.19% 51 1.67% 51| 98.33% 1
D 3.45% 29| 90.67% S 9.33% 47| 35.47% 26| 64.53% 26
IL 2.06% 42| 81.41% 25| 18.59% 27| 37.84% 25| 62.16% 27
IN 2.26% 39| 75.33% 34| 24.67% 18| 12.36% 44| B7.64% 8
KS 4.18% 18| 86.23% 17| 13.77% 35| 48.70% 19| 51.30% 33
KY 4.29% 16| 80.57% 29| 19.43% 23| 55.69% 10| 44.31% 42
LA 4.00% 21| 86.26% 16| 13.74% 36| 40.26% 24| 59.74% 28
MA 1.81% 46| 786.99% 30| 21.01% 22| 19.35% 40| 80.65% 12
MD 4.76% 13| 61.60% 47| 38.40% 5| 47.89% 21| 52.11% 3
ME 4.52% 14| 60.63% 49| 39.37% 3| 34.84% 28| 65.16% 24
M 1.57% 50| 83.08% 23| 16.92% 29| 15.57% 43| 84.43% 9
MN 1.66% 47| 92.10% 2 7.90% 50 2.93% 49| 97.07% 3
MO 3.03% 31| 73.99% 35 26.01% 17| 28.02% 36| 71.98% 16
MS 5.01% 12| 77.69% 33| 2231% 19| 34.29% 30| 65.71% 22
MT 4.29% 17| 90.55% 7| 9.45% 45| 34.48% 29| 65.52% 23
NC 3.74% 25| 87.13% 14| 12.87% 38| 63.81% 4| 36.19% 48
ND 6.93% 4| 90.20% 8| 9.80% 44| 56.27% 9| 43.73% 43
NE 3.81% 24| 86.12% 18| 13.88% 34| 49.03% 17| 50.97% 35
NH 2.09% 41| 84.97% 21| 15.03% 31| 22.86% 39| 77.14% 13
NJ 2.02% 43| 64.96% 45| 35.04% 7| 32.21% 32| 67.79% 20
NM 5.69% 8| 72.63% 37| 27.371% 15| 56.53% 7| 43.47% 45
NV 2.74% 34| 88.40% 10| 11.60% 42| 57.88% 6| 42.12% 46
NY 1.51% 51| 85.52% 20| 14.48% 32| 25.73% 37| 74.27% 15
OH 2.10% 40| 67.39% 44| 32.61% 8| 16.08% 42| B83.92% 10
oK 5.87% 6| 68.22% 43| 31.78% 9| 49.82% 15| 50.18% 37
OR 1.81% 45| 87.63% 11| 1237% 41 4.79% 46| 95.21% 6
PA 2.43% 37| 60.76% 48| 39.24% 4 7.62% 45| 92.38% 7
RI 3.41% 30| 73.67% 36| 26.33% 16| 32.23% 31| 67.77% 21
SC 5.39% 9| 78.06% 31| 21.94% 21| 52.46% 13| 47.54% 39
SD 5.07% 11| 90.69% 4| 9.31% 48| 46.65% 23| 53.35% 29
N 2.39% 38| 85.92% 19| 14.08% 33| 18.79% 41| 81.21% 1"
™ 3.52% 27| 77.73% 32| 22.27% 20| 54.46% 11| 45.54% 41
ut 5.80% 7| 52.00% 51| 48.00% 1| 25.18% 38| 74.82% 14
VA 7.64% 3| 56.06% 50| 43.94% 2| 64.83% 3| 35.17% 49
vT 2.51% 35| 90.62% 6| 9.38% 46 2.41% 50| 97.59% 2
WA 4.34% 15| 71.73% 39| 28.27% 13| 48.83% 18| 51.17% 34
wi 1.59% 49| 91.42% 3| 8.58% 49 3.12% 48| 96.88% 4
wv 2.46% 36| 88.87% 9| 11.13% 43 3.73% 47| 96.27% 5
WY 4.09% 19| 87.44% 12| 12.56% 40| 47.82% 22| 52.18% 30
Table 3.8

Source: DOD Atlas/Data Abstract for the US 1990 and
US Devartment of Commerce
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