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ECONOMIC EFFECT OF VIETNAM SPENDING

APPENDIX TABLE 5.—Distribution of defense employment and labor force by State,

June 1966

Percentage distribution

Index of relative

Number

concentration (in thousands)
Defense-
Defense- Defense- | generated| Defense- .
State ranking ! generated| Labor | Military |generated| employ- generated| Military
' employ- force person- | employ- [ment and| employ- | person-
ment 2 nel ment | military | ment nel
(2)=(3) | person-
nel 3
O] ()] ) “ (5) (6) (@) ®)
1, California .. coccmecmnaiaa- 17.0 9.5 13.5 1.8 1.6 405.0 246. 6
2. Texas. - - ccciceaeeaas 5.8 5.1 11.3 1.1 1.6 139.6 206.9
3. New Yorke oo oooooeoaaan 5.7 10.1 1.8 .6 .4 138.0 33.2
4, Pennsylvania.......coo-... 5.4 6.0 .8 .9 .6 129.8 14.9
5. Virginia_ . _oooooooo 5.2 2.1 3.6 2.4 2.1 125.6 66.3
6. Ohio. o maaaan 3.7 5.3 1.1 .7 .5 88.7 19.8
7. Maryland..oo.ocoocooooan 3.6 1.7 2.6 2.1 1.8 85.3 47.5
8. Massachusetts...._._....... 3.6 3.1 15 1.1 .8 85.2 28.2
9. New Jerseyoceeococeccacannn 3.4 3.5 2.7 1.0 .9 80.3 48.8
10. Connecticut.ocococceemaaan 3.3 1.6 .2 2.1 1.3 78.9 4,
11, Florida. . ocooooicccccacianan 3.0 2.9 3.8 1.0 1.2 73.3 69.2
12. Missouri.. - 2.9 2.5 2.1 1.2 1.0 69.8 38.9
13. Georgia. - 2.9 2.1 6.0 1.4 1.9 69.2 109.4
14, Illinois-_._ - 2.5 6.0 3.3 .4 .5 60.3 60.3
15. Washington. 2.2 1.5 2.6 1.5 1.4 51.5 47.6
16, Alabama._._ 2.0 1.6 1.7 1.2 1.2 48.1 32.1
17. Indiana_... 1.8 2.6 .5 .7 .5 43.6 9.8
18. Oklahoma. 1.6 1.2 2.1 1.3 1.5 38.6 37.9
19, Michigan.. 1.5 4.1 1.0 .4 .3 36.0 18.3
20, Utah_____._.__.__. 1.5 .5 2 3.0 2.0 35.7 4.5
21, District of Columbia 1.4 .5 3.9 2.8 4.0 32.8 70.5
22, Tennessee. ... 1.3 2.0 1.2 7 .6 20.9 21.9
23. North Carolina... 1.2 2.5 5.1 .5 11 29.1 92.7
24. Colorado.... 1.1 1.0 2.2 1.1 1.5 25.6 40.5
25. Kansas.. 1.1 1.1 1.9 1.0 1.3 25.6 34.8
26, Mississippi- - 1.0 1.0 1.5 1.0 1.2 23.9 28.0
27. South Carolina. . 1.0 1.3 3.3 .8 15 23.2 60.2
28, Hawaii_____. 1.0 .3 1.6 3.3 3.0 22.8 28.7
29, Minnesota. .9 2.0 .3 .5 .3 21.5 5.1
30. Arizona..__ .8 W7 1.1 1.1 1.4 19.3 20.7
31. Kentucky. 7 1.4 2.8 .5 1.1 16.7 51.9
32, New Mexico. .6 .5 1.0 1.2 1.6 15.1 18.7
33. Louisiana... .6 1.6 2.2 .4 .8 14.6 40.1
.6 2.3 2 .3 .2 14.6 3.4
.6 .5 .5 1.2 1.2 13.8 9.5
.6 .3 .3 2.0 1.3 13.5 5.2
.4 1.5 .1 .3 .2 9.9 1.6
.4 .1 1.6 4.0 9.0 8.8 29.2
.3 .9 .5 .3 .4 8.1 9.2
.3 .5 .5 .6 .8 7.2 10.8
.3 1.1 .2 .3 .2 6.6 3.6
.3 .8 W7 .4 .6 6.5 12.4
.3 .8 .0 .4 .2 6.4 .5
. North Dakota. .2 .3 .7 .7 1.3 4.2 12.2
45. Nevada... .1 .2 .3 .5 1.0 3.3 6.3
46. Delaware._ .1 .3 .4 .3 W7 3.0 7.1
47. Vermont.___. .1 .2 .0 .5 .5 2.6 .3
48. South Dakota. .1 .3 .3 .3 7 1.9 6.2
49, Montana_ ... ... .1 .4 .5 .3 .9 1.7 9.4
50. Wyoming .0 .2 .2 0 .5 1.3 4.0
51, Idaho_ _______________...___. .0 .3 .2 0 .3 .9 4.0
Undistributed....ocoeeaan b 25 I F—— 2.2 - 90. 4 39.4
L 1001 72 D 100.0 100.0 100.0 2,387.3 1,832.5

1 Arrayed in descending order based on State’s percent of defense-generated employment.
2 Includes - defense-generated employment in prime plants and civil service employment at DOD in-

stallations.

3 Percent distribution of total of defense-generated employment (col. 7) plus military personnel (col. 9)
divided by percent distribution of total of labor force (col. 8) plus military personnel (col. 9).

Source: U.S. Department of Defense, Office of Assistant Secretary, Systems Analysis (Economics).



