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ABSTRACT 

 
Throughout the history of representative government, elected representatives have faced 

pressure to direct pooled resources towards the community that empowered them. While the 

corruption and pork barrel politics of the Gilded Age in the United States has been extensively 

documented, there is comparatively little scholarship on the role of distributive politics in the late 

20th and early 21st century United States. Utilizing government fiscal and defense manpower 

data, I intend to examine the impact of Congressional representation on defense appropriations 

across states during fiscal years 1984 to 2010. Looking beyond mere representation, I intend to 

analyze the impact of committee leadership position capture and seniority on general and 

selected defense appropriations, while controlling for universal fixed effects such as national 

economic health and times of war. The ultimate intent is to determine if Congressional 

representation on armed services and appropriations committees impacts defense dollar 

apportionment, and if so, its magnitude. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The roles of the Legislative and Executive branches of government are not equal in all 

things, least of all in their respective abilities to determine the time, place, and manner in which 

public funds may be disbursed. While the President traditionally submits a series of budget 

documents to Congress for that body’s review, it is unheard of that it will be returned for 

signature into law without modification. Different Congressional committees have a variety of 

mechanisms to modify the apportionment of defense dollars during the authorization and 

appropriations process. This work shall examine the impact of the House and Senate Armed 

Services and Appropriations committees on directing the flow of the federal budget towards their 

home states, with the intent of divining whether there is any discernible difference between non-

committee membership and committee membership. It shall also seek to examine if seniority or 

leadership positions on the aforementioned committees impact the magnitude of defense dollar 

capture. 

 The questions this work seeks to answer are as follows: 
 

Q1: Does representation on certain defense-oriented congressional committees, 

specifically the House Armed Services Committee (HASC), the Senate Armed Services 

Committee (SASC), the House Appropriations Committee (HAC), or Senate 

Appropriations Committee (SAC) contribute to states receiving disproportionate amounts 

of federal defense spending relative to states which lack the same representation?  

 

Q2: Are certain types of defense funding - such as contracts or payroll spending - more 

susceptible to Congressional capture than general defense spending? 

 

Q3: Does capture of leadership positions - specifically the Chairmanship or Ranking 

Membership - on the aforementioned committees impact the apportionment of defense 

dollars? 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

There is a significant amount of literature concerning defense spending, ranging from 

force structure assessments and weapons development programs to military pay and domestic tax 

policies. In this work, I shall look at the role of Congressional representation on per-state defense 

spending. Specifically, I intend to examine whether the representation on certain defense-

oriented Congressional committees - HASC, SASC, HAC, and SAC - contributes to receiving 

additional federal defense spending relative to states which lack representation, seniority, or key 

leadership positions.  

I believe that the results of my research will fill in an important gap in the literature. As I 

shall demonstrate in the pages to come, there is a great deal of literature about Congress, federal 

spending, the military, local economies, and their various interplays. There is, however, no 

quantitative analysis looking at all types of federal defense spending - general funds, payroll 

funding, and contracts - as it relates to states and their representation on Congressional 

committees. The most closely comparable study - that of Rundquist and Carsey - is narrower in 

scope and antiquated. Also, only a handful of the disparate analyses use a data source as 

authoritative as the CFFR, instead relying on smaller, less complete data sets. I intend to fill this 

gap. 

 

Economic Protectionism 

I begin my exploration of the literature with a survey of defense spending and its impact 

on local economies. There is a significant public perception that closing military bases and 

relocating personnel will result in a subsequent economic downturn in a given geographic area. 

This process was formalized under the auspices of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
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Commissions of 1988, 1991, 1993, 1995, and 2005.1 These Commissions usually encountered 

significant Congressional opposition, though their recommendations were implemented due to 

the self-imposed difficulty in stymying BRAC initiatives.2 Congressional opposition was 

successful, however, in 2012 - during a period of economic hardship - when they prevented the 

Pentagon from initiating another round of BRAC. 

Dr. Jamie Amos analyzed the impact of military base closures on their surrounding 

metropolitan areas in 2017, finding that there was a significant public perception of economic 

decline as a result of the closures.3 Many local communities sponsored independent commissions 

to assess the impact of a base closure on their area, resulting in almost universal claims of 

projected economic hardship and job loss. He further notes that the Defense Department’s efforts 

to conduct the 2012 iteration of BRAC were defeated due to opposition from two-thirds of the 

House Armed Services Committee, which itself was the subject of significant lobbying by 

concerned civic groups.  

Analyzing pre- and post-BRAC factors such as median home values, median household 

incomes, school enrollment, and unemployment rates, Dr. Amos determined that base closures 

resulted in an increased median income and a slightly decreased home value post-BRAC - hardly 

the apocalypse that many communities feared. Still, there was sufficient anecdotal evidence from 

early BRAC Commissions to provide fodder for lobbying groups to compel politicians to oppose 

the 2012 BRAC proposal.4 

 
1 Barry W Holman, “Analysis of DOD’s 2005 Selection Process and Recommendations for Base Closures and 
Realignments,” Analysis of DOD’s 2005 Selection Process and Recommendations for Base Closures and 
Realignments § (2005)), 22. 
2 Ibid. 
3 Jamie Dean Amos. “An evaluation of key factors of the economic impact of military base closures on the 
surrounding metropolitan area,” (2017).  
4 Ibid. 
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 Paul Stockton posits that this focus on bringing home the proverbial bacon stems from a 

strategic myopia of their constituents, who are “typically focused on the level and the location of 

spending, not its strategic rationale.”5 Stockton goes on to argue that in the post-Cold War world, 

legislators “turn to micromanagement...to bolster specific job producing programs” either to 

improve their election chances or out of a sense of duty to their constituents.6 He also offers that 

this narrow micromanagement supports pet projects and initiatives that may not directly impact 

jobs or spending in their home district. This is, however, a qualitative discussion focusing on 

Congressional political wrangling, and does not offer a quantitative analysis. 

 

Prior Analyses 

Rundquist and Carsey attempted the first comprehensive analysis of the role of 

Congressional capture - the deliberate seeking of specific committee positions in order to 

influence appropriations - as it relates to military procurement in 2002.7 In their work, they 

introduce a series of pooled time series regressions to test various theories, focusing on the “per-

capita distribution of benefits among the states, and the distribution of defense committee 

representation among the states.”8 Examining the period from 1965 to 1995, they develop a 

“hybrid” model in which “committee representation interacts [sic] with partisanship in the House 

and Senate, and ideology in the Senate.”9 Their findings posit that states represented in select 

defense committees in the House and Senate by Democrats and by conservatives in the Senate 

reap a disproportionate amount of per-capita defense dollars. As critiques of this work note, they 

 
5 Paul Stockton, “Beyond Micromanagement: Congressional Budgeting for a Post-Cold War Military,” (1995), 235. 
6 Ibid. 
7 Barry S Rundquist and Thomas M Carsey, “Congress and Defense Spending: The Distributive Politics of Military 
Procurement” (2002), 44. 
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid. 
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fail to expand their research beyond procurement to include the impact of military personnel in a 

given state, nor do they account for the impact of multiple representatives from a given state 

being present on an influential committee. 

In his graduate thesis Defense Spending and the State Economy, Schneider examines the 

impact of all forms of defense spending on state economies.10 Using the Consolidated Federal 

Funds Report (CFFR), Schneider specifically examines the degree to which “federal defense 

spending is associated with lower unemployment rates and higher levels of per capita income.”11 

Schneider’s work looks at 5-year increments in defense spending at a state-by-state level, 

controlling for a variety of variables, ranging from education rates to an indicator of whether the 

country was in a time of armed conflict. His examination spanned fiscal years 1990 to 2010 (the 

last year the CFFR was published), and quantitatively determined that decreased defense 

spending is associated with higher per-capita income and higher unemployment rates. These 

results were unexplained by the author, who recommended them as areas for future study. 

Thorpe picks up where Rundquist and Carsey left off in The American Warfare State: 

Domestic Politics of Military Spending.12 Writing in 2014, she first demonstrates the impact of 

defense spending on rural versus urban communities. This subsequently facilitates her 

examination of members of Congress’ fierce protection of spending for defense-reliant districts. 

Thorpe uses a data set “of locations of major defense industries in every state and congressional 

district...tracking defense subcontract expenditures by congressional district…”13 Rather than 

using this data to examine the impact of congressional capture and utilization of pork - the use of 

 
10 Robert L. Schneider, “Defense spending and the state economy: the impact of federal defense spending on state 
level unemployment and per capita personal income.” (2016).  
11 Ibid, iii. 
12 Rebecca U. Thorpe. “The American Warfare State: The Domestic Politics of Military Spending,” (2014). 
13 Ibid, 166. 
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spending primarily to bring money to a geographic area - she uses it to construct an argument 

focusing on top line military spending and interventionism abroad. 

 Wilkerson and Williams examine the impact of increased national defense spending on 

the economic health of the Tenth Federal Reserve District in their 2010 work, How is the Rise in 

National Defense Spending Impacting the Tenth District Economy.14 Comprising Colorado, 

Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Wyoming, the article contributes to 

the examination of the impact of congressional representation on defense spending through 

provision of key metrics on job loss as a result of BRACs and per-capita adjustments in defense 

spending relative to the wider economy.  

 In his work The Political Geography of Distributive Politics in the United States, Shor 

examines two salient questions: what explains the differences in federal spending in individual 

states across time; and what is the ability of parties to steer federal dollars towards their partisan 

strongholds?15 In answering the first question, Shor uses a Bayesian multilevel model to focus on 

the role of the President in distributive political economy. In answering the second, Shor uses the 

CFFR and another multilevel model to examine defense spending by state from the 98th through 

the 102nd Congress (1983-1993). His respective analysis concentrates on party capture of a 

given branch or chamber, rather than the impact of individual committee members or leaders 

which I propose to examine. 

 My survey of the available literature reveals that there are several significant and 

overlapping gaps in the wider discourse. First, there are few recent quantitative examinations of 

the role of congressional representation in distributive politics. This is significant because the 

 
14 Chad R. Wilkerson and Megan D. Williams. “How is the Rise in National Defense Spending Impacting the Tenth 
District Economy,” (2008). 
15 Boris Shor. “The Political Geography of Distributive Politics in the United States.” Columbia University, April 
2006. 
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availability of an all-encompassing data set - the CFFR - allows for a holistic examination of 

many variables that might otherwise impact defense spending.  

 A second way in which this will contribute is the inclusion of multiple controlling 

variables on defense spending which other authors appear to have not considered or not included 

in their research, namely troop levels per-state, states of armed conflict or recession, and wider 

trends in defense spending. 

 Finally, this research will examine two alternative metrics for distributive politics: state 

capture of Congressional leadership positions and Congressional seniority. As discussed above, 

existing literature has looked at party capture of defense dollars or the role of the executive in 

redistribution. There has been no research looking at the role of individual leadership positions, 

cumulative seniority, or proportion of Congressional committee capture on defense dollar 

distribution. 

 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESIS 

The conceptual framework of this analysis are three time and entity fixed effects 

regressions. These models examine the impact of consistent independent variables on per-state, 

per year general domestic defense spending, payroll spending, and contracts spending. The 

variables are summarized in Table 1 and described in the Data section. This examination covers 

Fiscal Years 1984 to 2010. 

I broadly predict that an individual member of Congress on an Armed Services or 

Appropriations committee will have a greater ability to direct federal defense dollars towards 

their state than a non-committee member. I further hypothesize that those who hold key 

leadership positions or who have been on the aforementioned committees longer will have a 
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greater impact than non-leadership or more junior committee members. Finally, I expect that all 

independent variables - with the exception of the recession indicator and increases to the non-

defense budget - will positively impact defense spending per-state, per year. The expected 

relationship of the variables in question are summarized in Table 1. 

My hypotheses are summarized below: 

Hypothesis 1: Representation on defense- or appropriations-oriented committees will 

result in states receiving increased defense dollars per year. 

 

Hypothesis 2: Overall defense spending and spending on procurement contracts (a subset 

of overall defense spending) are more likely to be susceptible to capture than payroll 

spending due to the BRAC process. 

 

Hypothesis 3: Possession of leadership positions (Chairmanship, Ranking Membership) 

on select committees will result in increased capture of defense dollars. 

 

Hypothesis 4: Seniority will be positively correlated with defense dollar capture. 

 

DATA AND METHODS 

Data 
 In the course of my examination, I utilized three data sources: the U.S. Census Bureau’s 

“Consolidated Federal Funds Report” (CFFR);16 “Distribution of Personnel by State and 

 
16 U.S. Census Bureau, “Consolidated Federal Funds Report,” Data.gov, 2010, 
https://catalog.data.gov/dataset/consolidated-federal-funds-report) 
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Selected Location” by the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC);17 and the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology (MIT) Congressional Committee Appointment Tracker.18 

 The Consolidated Federal Funds Report (CFFR), which details agency specific domestic 

federal spending, per-state, between fiscal year 1983 and 2010. It was published annually 

between 1983 and 2010, at which point it was terminated in pursuit of fiscal austerity. Archived 

versions of its reports are available on the Census Bureau’s website and the Statistical Almanac 

of the United States. These reports provide in depth information concerning all federal defense 

and non-defense spending in states during the aforementioned period. 

 The Department of Defenses’ annual “Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected 

Location” provided information on the number of Defense Department military and civilian 

employees located in the states in question during the aforementioned years. Older iterations of 

these reports were sourced through a Freedom of Information Act request through the Secretary 

of Defenses’ office, while newer iterations were housed on the Defense Manpower Data Center’s 

website. The Defense Department sourced this data via their internal personnel accounting 

systems and published it annually on September 30th in a report to Congress. 

 The information concerning Congressional committee representation was available in a 

disparate format from Charles Stewart's Congressional Data Page, which is hosted by the 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology. It describes committee membership over the course of 

the examined period. 

 The author manually compiled these various data sources into a custom data set. This 

data set contains 51 observations (50 states plus the District of Columbia) per year for 26 years 

 
17 “Military and Civilian Personnel by Service/Agency by State/Country,” DoD Personnel, Workforce Reports & 
Publications (Department of Defense, n.d.), https://www.dmdc.osd.mil/appj/dwp/dwp_reports.jsp) 
18 Charles Stewart, “Congressional Committees,” Charles Stewart's Congressional Data Page (Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, n.d.), http://web.mit.edu/17.251/www/data_page.html) 
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(Fiscal Years 1984-2010), totaling 1,326 observations. This data – in which there is no 

stratification or variation in sample size – allows for a holistic look at defense dollar 

appropriation per state per year while simultaneously examining Congressional representation 

during the years in question. 

 

Definition of Dependent and Independent Variables 

The following are definitions of the dependent (DV) and independent (IV) variables 

utilized in subsequent models.  

Overall defense spending (DV): Federal defense spending in a state over the Fiscal Year 

Contracts defense spending (DV): Federal defense spending on contracts over $25,000 in a state 

over the Fiscal Year 

Payroll defense spending (DV): Federal defense spending on Defense Department employees 

(civilian and military) in a state over the Fiscal Year 

Lagged overall defense spending (IV): Federal defense spending in a state from the previous 

Fiscal Year 

Lagged contracts defense spending (IV): Federal defense spending on contracts over $25,000 in 

a state from the previous the Fiscal Year 

Lagged payroll defense spending (IV): Federal defense spending on Defense Department 

employees (civilian and military) in a state from the previous Fiscal Year 

Total Defense Department spending (IV): Overall Defense Department expenditure in a Fiscal 

Year 

Total non-defense spending (IV): Overall non-defense expenditure in a Fiscal Year 

State troop levels (IV): Number of military personnel in a state in a Fiscal Year 

State Defense Department civilians (IV): Number of civilians in a state in a Fiscal Year 
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War (IV): Indicator to measure whether the country was in a state of significant armed conflict 

during the FY 

Recession (IV): Indicator to measure whether the country was in a state of recession at any point 

during the FY 

Committee Chairmanship - HAC, SAC, HASC, SASC (IV): Four indicator variables to measure 

whether a Representative or Senator of the state was a committee Chairman 

Committee Ranking Membership - HAC, SAC, HASC, SASC (IV): Four indicator variables to 

measure whether a Representative or Senator of the state was a committee Ranking Member 

Committee proportion - HAC, SAC, HASC, SASC (IV): Measure of the proportion that a state’s 

representation constitutes on a given committee 

Committee Years of Cumulative Membership (YOCM) - HAC, SAC, HASC, SASC (IV): Years 

of cumulative membership on a committee of all a state’s Representatives or Senators 

House, Senate, White House (IV): Categorical variables for control of the respective entity 

State population (IV): Population of a state as determined by the previous census 

Year (IV): Fixed effect variable 

 

Method 

 The three dependent variables are the three categories of spending that I intend to 

examine. The lagged dependent variables are included to account for the impact of the previous 

Fiscal Year’s spending level on the then-year spending level. The federal budget variables are 

there to account for the impact of overall spending on state-level defense spending. The troop 

and civilian variables are there to account for the impact of payrolls on defense spending. They 

will also serve as a useful proxy for bases and military infrastructure. The war and recession 

variables are meant to measure the impact of wider trends – such as defense buildups or austerity 

measures – on defense spending. The leadership and committee proportion variables are there to 
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measure these variables' impact relative to an individual committee member. Cumulative 

legislative years is a variable that reflects the sum total years of Congressional service of a state’s 

caucus on the relevant committees, with more senior members notionally being more adept at 

securing funding for their state. The House, Senate, and White House categorical variables are to 

account for the impact of different parties on defense spending. State population is included to 

account for the probability that larger states will receive a larger proportion of the defense 

budget, regardless of the effectiveness of their representation.  

 

EMPIRICAL MODELS 

I intend to utilize three empirical models. The first, primary model, will examine the 

impact of Congressional representation on overall state defense spending. It is as follows: 

 

Per-state defense spending = constant + lagged total defense spending + Federal Defense 

Budget + Federal Non-defense Budget + Troops + Civilian employees + war + recession 

+ HAC Chairmanship + SAC Chairmanship + HASC Chairmanship + SASC 

Chairmanship + HAC RM+ SAC RM + HASC RM + SASC RM + HAC Proportion + 

SAC Proportion + HASC Proportion + SASC Proportion + HAC YOCM+ SAC YOCM 

+ HASC YOCM + SASC YOCM + House + Senate + White House + State Population + 

Year 

 
The remaining models are variations of the primary model, replacing per-state defense 

spending as the dependent variable with per-state contracts (Model 2) or payroll (Model 3) 

spending. The “Payroll Spending” model will examine the impact of Congressional 

representation on the number of Defense Department personnel in a given state, serving as a 
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proxy for events like the Base Realignment and Closure commission. The “Contracts Spending” 

model will examine the impact of Congressional representation on state-by-state procurement 

projects valued individually over $25,000. This serves as a proxy for defense equipment and 

services procurement. The overall purpose of varying the models is to determine if the impact of 

the independent variables is greater on certain subsets of defense spending over others. 

Table 1: Variable Descriptions and Expected Relationships 
Descriptions Expected relationship with DV 

Variable 
Name 

Code Variable 
Type 

Source Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Lagged DV DV_L Discrete CFFR + + + 

Total DoD 
Spending DoDTotal Discrete CFFR + + + 

Total non-DoD 
Spending NonDefTotal Discrete CFFR - - - 

Number of 
Troops StateTroops Discrete DMDC + + + 

Number of 
Civilians StateCivilians Discrete DMDC + + + 

War 1.War Indicator Other19 + + - 

Recession  1.Recession Indicator Other20 + + + 

HAC Chair 1.HACchair Indicator MIT + + + 

HAC RM 1.HACrm Indicator MIT + + + 

HAC 
Proportion HACProportion Discrete MIT + + + 

HAC YOCM HACYOCM Discrete MIT + + + 

       

 
19 Barbara Salazar Torreon, U.S. Periods of War and Dates of Recent Conflicts (Washington, DC: Congressional 
Research Service, 2019)) 
20 Kimberly Amadeo, “17 Recessions in U.S. History,” The Balance, February 12, 2020, 
https://www.thebalance.com/the-history-of-recessions-in-the-united-states-3306011) 
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Table 1: Variable Descriptions and Expected Relationships (cont.) 
Descriptions Expected relationship with DV 

Variable Name Code Variable Type Source Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

SAC Chair 1.SACchair Indicator MIT + + + 

SAC RM 1.SACrm Indicator MIT + + + 

SAC Proportion SACProportion Discrete MIT + + + 

SAC YOCM SACYOCM Discrete MIT + + + 

HASC Chair 1.HASCchair Indicator MIT + + + 

HASC RM 1.HASCrm Indicator MIT + + + 

HASC Proportion HASCProportion Discrete MIT + + + 

HASC YOCM HASCYOCM Discrete MIT + + + 

SASC Chair 1.SASCchair Indicator MIT + + + 

SASC RM 1.SASCrm Indicator MIT + + + 

SASC Proportion SASCProportion Discrete MIT + + + 

SASC YOCM SASCYOCM Discrete MIT + + + 

House Control House Categorical MIT + + + 

Senate Control Senate Categorical MIT + + + 

White House 
Control WhiteHouse Categorical MIT + + + 

State Population StatePop Discrete CFFR + + + 

Year Year Discrete CFFR + + + 
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EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

In the course of this research, I examine the following question: Does representation on 

certain defense-oriented congressional committees (House Armed Services Committee, Senate 

Armed Services Committee, House Appropriations Committee, Senate Appropriations 

Committee) contribute to states receiving additional federal defense spending relative to states 

which lack such representation? I hypothesize that higher levels of Congressional representation 

and seniority, as well as leadership capture, will lead to increased apportionment of defense 

dollars when controlling for other variables, such as number of Defense Department employees, 

state population, and overall defense spending.  

To this end, I utilized three separate models to determine whether representation impacts 

the apportionment of spending on total per-state defense spending, as well as subsets 

characterized as Contract spending and Payroll spending. Across all three fixed effects 

regressions, I control for the total Defense Department spending; total non-defense discretionary 

spending; uniformed personnel stationed in a state; civilian DoD employees stationed in a state; 

the proportion of representation that a state has on the examined committees; the years of 

cumulative membership (YOCM) that a state caucus has on a given committee; state population; 

political party control of various branches of government; an indicator for whether the United 

States was in a war or large scale conflict; an indicator for whether the United States was in a 

recession; the impact of previous levels of defense spending; and indicators for whether a state 

controlled the chairmanship or ranking membership of an examined committee.  

The committees in question are the House Committee on Armed Services (HASC), 

Senate Armed Services Committee (SASC), House Appropriations Committee (HAC), and 

Senate Appropriations Committee (SAC). I examined these committees from October 1, 1982 to 
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September 30, 2010, spanning Fiscal Years 1983 to 2010. I regressed Fiscal Years 1984 to 2010, 

to permit the inclusion of a lagged variable, which precludes the use of Fiscal Year 1983 in the 

dependent variable. All dollar or personnel related variables are as recorded on October 1 of a 

previous year (representing the first day of a Fiscal Year), while the Congressional variables are 

as they were on January 31st of the previous year. For example, Fiscal Year 1984 (October 1, 

1983 to September 30, 1984) aligns with the members of Congress on the respective committees 

on January 31, 1983. This is to account for their presence and power during the Fiscal Year 1984 

budget cycle. 

Table 2: Selected Variable Parameters 
 Fiscal Year 1984 Fiscal Year 2010 

Min Median Mean Max Std. 
Dev. 

Min Median Mean Max Std. Dev. 

State $ 
(Total)* 

3.39e
+08   

4.30e+09   7.25e+0
9   
 

7.74e+
10   

1.17e+
10 

4.00E
+08 

5.98E+09 9.21E+
09 

5.31E
+10 

1.17E+10 

State $ 
(Contra
cts)* 

9.78e
+07   

1.99e+09   5.09e+0
9   

5.93e+
10   

9.04e+
09 

1.55E
+08 

3.63E+09 6.32E+
09 

4.13E
+10 

8.81E+09 

State $ 
(Payroll
)* 

3.33e
+07   

1.20e+09   2.17e+0
9   

1.81e+
10   

 

3.18e+
09 

1.13E
+08 

1.21E+09 2.89E+
09 

1.75E
+10 

3.76E+09 

DoD 
Total $* 

4.73e
+11   

4.73e+11  4.73e+1
1  

4.73e+
11  

0 6.93E
+11 

6.93E+11 6.93E+
11 

6.93E
+11 

0 

Non-
defense 
Total $* 

1.77e
+12   

1.77e+12   1.77e+1
2   

1.77e+
12 
 

0 3.46E
+12 

3.46E+12 3.46E+
12 

3.46E
+12 

0 

State 
Troop 
Levels 

   60      12,232   26,994.
82     

204,57
2   

37,338 565 8,261 21,342.
45 

131,54
8 

30,446.03 

State 
DoD 
Civilian
s 

535      11,133   18,257.
12     

133,35
9   

24,930
.5 

729 8962 13,907.
16 

89,713 16,750.58 

State 
Populati
on 

401,8
51    

3,025,290   4,442,0
75   

2.37e+
07    

4,699,
160 

493,7
82 

4,012,012 5,518,0
77 

3.39E
+07 

6,164,026 
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Table 2: Selected Variable Parameters (cont.) 

 Fiscal Year 1984 Fiscal Year 2010 

 Min Median Mean Max Std. 
Dev. 

Min Median Mean Max Std. Dev. 

HAC 
YOCM 

0 2 5.88235
3         

33   7.8883
38 

 

0 5 7.41176
5 

35 8.811757 

HASC 
YOCM 

0 1 3.74509
8         

20    5.6208
3 

0 2 4.76470
6 

32 6.695038 

SAC 
YOCM 

0 0 4.45098         36   9.0869
44 

0 1 9.33333
3 

51 12.67701 

SASC 
YOCM 

0 0 4.45098         36   9.0869
44 

0 0 4.05882
4 

31 6.917837 

*All dollar amounts are in 2010 dollars 

Based on the variables in Table 2, we can see that there is broad variation amongst the 

states across all flavors of defense spending, amount of DoD personnel in a state, and 

Congressional representation. 

 
Model One Results 

We turn our attention to the first regression - below - which is a fixed effects examination 

of the aforementioned independent variables on total Department of Defense spending in a state 

per fiscal year. The results are detailed in Table 3. 

 

Table 3: DoD General Spending Per-State Results 

Variable Estimated 
Coefficient Value Robust Std. Error Significance Level 

StateTotal_L 0.625612 0.085949 0*** 

DoDTotal -0.0031 0.002323 0.188 

NonDefTotal -0.00123 0.001001 0.224 

StateTroops 54573.79 22746.61 0.02** 

StateCivilians -7.68E+03 28571.8 0.789 
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Table 3: DoD General Spending Per-State Results (cont.) 

Variable Estimated 
Coefficient Value Robust Std. Error Significance Level 

1.War -1.78E+08 1.68E+08 0.295 

1.Recession 5.92E+08 1.20E+08 0*** 

1.HACchair -5.76E+07 3.09E+08 0.853 

1.HACrm 2.36E+08 6.45E+08 0.715 

1.SACchair -7.19E+07 2.28E+08 0.754 

1.SACrm -4.14E+08 5.71E+08 0.472 

1.HASCchair -1.02E+09 5.45E+08 0.068* 

1.HASCrm -1.12E+09 4.96E+08 0.028** 

1.SASCchair 4.42E+08 4.27E+08 0.306 

1.SASCrm -8.30E+08 5.79E+08 0.158 

HACProportion 8.70E+09 7.31E+09 0.239 

HACYOCM -2.15E+07 2.35E+07 0.365 

SACProportion -2.41E+09 4.48E+09 0.593 

SACYOCM 5.53E+06 1.26E+07 0.662 

HASCProportion -9.35E+09 1.05E+10 0.375 

HASCYOCM 1.93E+07 3.38E+07 0.57 

SASCProportion 1.24E+09 2.88E+09 0.669 

SASCYOCM 2.81E+07 1.63E+07 0.091* 

House -1.79E+09 3.53E+08 0*** 

Senate 1.18E+09 2.82E+08 0*** 

WhiteHouse 9.94E+08 2.92E+08 0.001** 

StatePop 3.54E+02 240.3291 0.147 

Year 1.70E+08 5.28E+07 0.002** 

_cons -3.37E+11 1.04E+11 0.002** 

 *P<0.10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.001 
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From the first regression, we can see that there is a lack of statistical significance to 

indicate a relationship between overall Federal spending, number of DoD civilians employed in a 

state; a state or war; committee leadership on HAC, SAC, and SASC; committee representation 

on HAC, SAC, HASC, and SASC; or state population and increases in per-state defense 

spending. The only variables which indicate a statistically significant relationship with per-state 

defense spending is the lagged variable for the previous Fiscal Year’s defense spending; state 

troop levels; the country being in a recession; party control of the House, Senate, and White 

House; the fixed effect for year; and leadership positions on HASC. All of the statistically 

significant relationships appear to indicate a positive relationship with per-state defense spending 

except capture of HASC leadership positions. The aforementioned negative is nonsensical, and 

cannot be explained by the literature. Our overall r-squared is 0.9328, indicating a high degree of 

explanatory power within this regression. There were 1,376 observations. 

Examining the lagged variable, we can conclude that each dollar of DoD spending in a 

state in the previous year is associated with $0.626 in defense spending in the subsequent year. 

We can also infer that each additional service member is associated with $54,573.79 in DoD 

spending. The results of the recession indicator indicate that there is a relationship between the 

United States being in an economic recession and increased domestic DoD spending, such that 

the indicator is associated with $592 million in additional federal defense spending.The capture 

of the HASC leadership positions is associated with a decrease in federal defense spending of 

$1.02 billion for the chairmanship and $1.12 billion for the ranking membership. Each year of 

state SASC seniority is associated with an additional $28.1 million. Each additional year is 

associated with an increase of $170 million. 
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Model Two Results 

The second regression is a comparable fixed effect to the first, and examines the same 

independent variables on Contract focused Department of Defense spending in a state per fiscal 

year. The results are detailed in Table 4. 

Table 4: DoD Contracts Spending Regression Results 

Variable Estimated 
Coefficient Value Robust Std. Error Significance Level 

StateContracts_L 0.63274 0.091903 0*** 

DoDTotal 0.001069 0.002159 0.623 

NonDefTotal -0.00147 0.000955 0.13 

StateTroops 38487.92 19816.62 0.058* 

StateCivilians -30073.6 23434.7 0.205 

1.War 1.01E+08 1.23E+08 0.416 

1.Recession 2.08E+08 8.57E+07 0.019** 

1.HACchair 1.81E+08 4.04E+08 0.656 

1.HACrm 5.25E+08 8.64E+08 0.546 

1.SACchair -1.60E+08 2.15E+08 0.46 

1.SACrm -4.12E+08 5.50E+08 0.457 

1.HASCchair -9.61E+08 4.84E+08 0.053* 

1.HASCrm -9.09E+08 4.64E+08 0.055* 

1.SASCchair 6.54E+08 4.34E+08 0.138 

1.SASCrm -6.57E+08 5.77E+08 0.26 

HACProportion 5.58E+09 6.13E+09 0.367 

HACYOCM -2.08E+07 2.59E+07 0.426 

SACProportion -2.67E+09 5.05E+09 0.6 

SACYOCM 6.47E+06 1.38E+07 0.641 

HASCProportion -1.11E+10 1.03E+10 0.286 
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Table 4: DoD Contracts Spending Regression Results (cont.) 

Variable Estimated 
Coefficient Value Robust Std. Error Significance Level 

HASCYOCM 2.13E+07 2.88E+07 0.464 

SASCProportion -1.86E+08 3.56E+09 0.959 

SASCYOCM 3.02E+07 1.83E+07 0.105 

House -9.67E+08 2.91E+08 0.002** 

Senate 8.43E+08 2.70E+08 0.003** 

WhiteHouse 6.22E+08 2.71E+08 0.026** 

StatePop 3.06E+02 173.6077 0.084* 

Year 1.18E+08 4.62E+07 0.014** 

_cons -2.33E+11 9.13E+10 0.014** 

*P<0.10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.001 

 
In the second regression, we can see that there is a continued lack of statistical 

significance to indicate a relationship between contract oriented Federal spending, number of 

DoD civilians employed in a state; a state of war; committee leadership on HAC, SAC, and 

SASC; or committee representation on HAC, SAC, HASC, and SASC increases in per-state 

defense spending. In addition to the fixed effect variable for year, the only variables which 

indicate a statistically significant relationship with per-state defense spending on contracts is the 

lagged variable for the previous Fiscal Year’s contract defense spending; state troop levels; the 

indicator for the United States being in a recession; party control of the House, Senate, and 

White House; and HASC leadership capture. All of the statistically significant relationships 

appear to indicate a positive relationship with per-state contract spending with the exception of 

HASC leadership capture, which is not supported by the literature. Our overall r-squared is 

0.8793, indicating a high degree of explanatory power within this regression. 
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Examining the lagged variable we can conclude that each dollar of DoD spending on 

contracts in a state in the previous year is associated with $0.633 in defense spending in the 

subsequent year. We can also infer that each additional service member is associated with 

$38,487.92 in DoD contract spending. The results of the recession indicator imply that there is a 

relationship between the United States being in an economic recession and increased domestic 

DoD spending, such that the indicator is associated with $208 million in additional federal 

defense contract spending. The capture of the HASC leadership positions is associated with a 

decrease in federal defense spending of $961 million for the chairmanship and $909 million for 

the ranking membership. Each individual member of a state is associated with an increase in 

contract spending of $305.62, while each year that goes by is associated with an increase of $118 

million. 

 

Model Three Results 

The final regression is a fixed effects regression, comparable to the first two models. It 

examines the same set of independent variables and focusing on Department Defense payroll 

spending in a state per fiscal year. The results are detailed in Table 5. There were 1,376 

observations. 

Table 5: DoD Payroll Spending Regression Results 

Variable Estimated 
Coefficient Value Robust Std. Error Significance Level 

StatePayroll_L 0.351155 0.066735 0*** 

DoDTotal -0.00466 0.000982 0*** 

NonDefTotal 0.00044 0.000172 0.013** 

StateTroops 17092.88 6251.669 0.009** 

StateCivilians 39575.28 10111.54 0*** 
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Table 5: DoD Payroll Spending Regression Results (cont.) 

Variable Estimated 
Coefficient Value Robust Std. Error Significance Level 

1.War -2.03E+08 1.15E+08 0.083* 

1.Recession 3.12E+08 7.41E+07 0*** 

1.HACchair -3.32E+08 2.71E+08 0.226 

1.HACrm -6.55E+08 5.78E+08 0.263 

1.SACchair 8.48E+07 1.85E+08 0.649 

1.SACrm -3.65E+07 1.15E+08 0.753 

1.HASCchair -2.64E+08 1.91E+08 0.173 

1.HASCrm -3.32E+08 3.27E+08 0.314 

1.SASCchair -2.29E+08 1.97E+08 0.25 

1.SASCrm -1.62E+08 1.92E+08 0.401 

HACProportion 3.51E+09 4.67E+09 0.456 

HACYOCM 4.41E+06 1.15E+07 0.703 

SACProportion 7.36E+08 2.17E+09 0.736 

SACYOCM -1.77E+06 4693976 0.708 

HASCProportion 2.98E+09 4.24E+09 0.485 

HASCYOCM -1.40E+06 1.23E+07 0.91 

SASCProportion 9.81E+08 2.15E+09 0.65 

SASCYOCM -5.01E+05 5023083 0.921 

House -6.70E+08 1.19E+08 0*** 

Senate 2.37E+08 4.66E+07 0*** 

WhiteHouse 2.30E+08 9.42E+07 0.018** 

StatePop 93.23678 98.6656 0.349 

Year 3.78E+07 1.59E+07 0.021** 

_cons -7.40e+10 3.11e+10 0.021** 

*P<0.10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.001 
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The third regression substitutes a variable for Defense Department Payroll spending. As 

demonstrated above, there are many more statistically significant variables, including the lagged 

payroll variable; total DoD and non-DoD spending; number of DoD uniformed and civilian 

employees; the indicators for war and recession; categorical variables for House, Senate, and 

White House capture; and the fixed effect for year. There are no statistically significant variables 

related to committee membership or leadership capture. The state population variable is also not 

statistically significant. The overall r-squared is 0.9084, indicating a high degree of explanatory 

power within this regression. There were 1,376 observations. 

Beginning with the lagged variable, we can conclude that each dollar of DoD spending 

on payroll in a state in the previous year is associated with $0.351 in defense spending in the 

subsequent year. Each dollar of overall Federal spending - whether or not it is on defense - is 

meaningfully insignificant. We can also infer that each additional service member is associated 

with $17,092.88 and each civilian employee with $39,575.28 in DoD payroll spending. The war 

indicator indicates that the relationship between being in a state of armed conflict is associated 

with a decrease in state payroll spending of $203 million - possibly due to the stationing of 

troops overseas - while the recession indicator points to an increase in payroll spending of $312 

million. Each additional year is associated with an increase of $37.8 million. 
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Table 6: Consolidated Regression Results 

Variable Model 1: Total DoD 
per State 

Model 2: DoD 
Contracts 

Model 3: DoD 
Payroll 

Dependent variable 
lagged on period 

0.625612*** 0.63274*** 0.351155*** 

DoDTotal -0.0031 0.001069 -0.00466*** 

NonDefTotal -0.00123 -0.00147 0.00044** 

StateTroops 54573.79** 38487.92 17092.88** 

StateCivilians -7.68E+03 -30073.6 39575.28*** 

1.War -1.78E+08 1.01E+08 -2.03E+08* 

1.Recession 5.92E+08*** 2.08E+08** 3.12E+08*** 

1.HACchair -5.76E+07 1.81E+08 -3.32E+08 

1.HACrm 2.36E+08 5.25E+08 -6.55E+08 

1.SACchair -7.19E+07 -1.60E+08 8.48E+07 

1.SACrm -4.14E+08 -4.12E+08 -3.65E+07 

1.HASCchair -1.02E+09* -9.61E+08* -2.64E+08 

1.HASCrm -1.12E+09** -9.09E+08* -3.32E+08 

1.SASCchair 4.42E+08 6.54E+08 -2.29E+08 

1.SASCrm -8.30E+08 -6.57E+08 -1.62E+08 

HACProportion 8.70E+09 5.58E+09 3.51E+09 

HACYOCM -2.15E+07 -2.08E+07 4.41E+06 

SACProportion -2.41E+09 -2.67E+09 7.36E+08 

SACYOCM 5.53E+06 6.47E+06 -1.77E+06 

HASCProportion -9.35E+09 -1.11E+10 2.98E+09 

HASCYOCM 1.93E+07 2.13E+07 -1.40E+06 

SASCProportion 1.24E+09 -1.86E+08 9.81E+08 
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Table 6: Consolidated Regression Results (cont.) 

Variable Model 1: Total DoD 
per State 

Model 2: DoD 
Contracts 

Model 3: DoD 
Payroll 

SASCYOCM 2.81E+07 3.02E+07 -5.01E+05 

House -1.79E+09* -9.67E+08** -6.70E+08*** 

Senate 1.18E+09* 8.43E+08** 2.37E+08*** 

WhiteHouse 9.94E+08* 6.22E+08** 2.30E+08** 

StatePop 3.54E+02 3.06E+02 93.23678 

Year 1.70E+08** 1.18E+08** 3.78E+07** 

_cons -3.37E+11** -2.33E+11** -7.40e+10** 

R-squared value 0.9328 0.8793 0.9084 

*P<0.10 **P<0.05 ***P<0.001 

 

Discussion of Results 

In the aforementioned regressions, I examined whether representation on the Armed Services or 

Appropriations Committees impacted state receipt of federal defense dollars relative to non-

representation. In the course of this examination, I explored whether contracts or payroll spending stood 

out from overall spending, as well as whether leadership positions or seniority were measurable different 

in their impacts than more junior rank-and-file members. I hypothesized that the impact of representation, 

seniority, and leadership positions would be positive across all spending areas. 

 I utilized a robust fixed effects regression to analyze the 26 years (27, when accounting for the 

lagged variable) of panel data. I created three separate regressions, with overall federal defense spending, 

federal payroll spending, and federal contracts spending per-state-per-year representing the dependent 

variables. Overall federal spending (defense and non-defense), Defense Department employment numbers 

(civilian and uniformed) per-state-per-year, state populations, committee leadership positions, committee 
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seniority, committee capture proportions, a war indicator, a recession indicator, and a year-fixed effect 

variable represented the independent variables.  

 The findings of all three regressions fail to support the hypothesis that there is a relationship 

between representation on the Armed Services or Appropriations Committees in the House and Senate, on 

the one hand, and increased defense spending among represented states on the other. At first blush, these 

results indicate that we cannot conclude that committee representation leads to a capture of defense 

dollars. This contradicts what limited research exists, such as Rundquist and Carsey’s Congress and 

Defense Spending, which concludes that,  

“there is a reciprocal relationship between the distribution of military...expenditures and defense 

committee representation. Areas represented on defense committees tend to receive more military 

contracts, and [Members of Congress] from areas that get more defense contracts are more likely 

to obtain seats on defense committees.”21 

There is no existing research which explores the relationship between defense spending and 

Appropriations committee membership, committee leadership positions, or committee seniority. Further, 

the last study of Congressional defense appropriations capture (Runquist and Carsey) concluded their 

survey in 1996, while this research expanded the scope until 2010. As such, we cannot determine whether 

the Congressional capture has phased out over time (such as a result of Congressional reform), or if the 

independent variables we examined do not contribute to it. 

 As evidenced in the results in Table 6, very few variables exhibited statistical significance. This, 

combined with a very high R-squared value, is indicative of two points. First, the way the data was 

represented by the U.S. Census Bureau - namely that total spending is the sum of contracts and payroll 

spending - likely introduced multicollinearity into the regression. Second, the model may have been 

overly specified due to the large number of control variables. Recommendations for future research are 

subsequently discussed. 

 
21 Rundquist and Carsey, 158. 
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Limitations of Research 

 The first limitation of my research is the limited time horizon of the panel data set, specifically 

the Consolidated Federal Funds Report. The CFFR spans FY1983 to FY2010, while the MIT 

Congressional and the DMDC manpower data sets cover significantly longer periods. This precluded my 

ability to examine this relationship to see how it changed during recent years, specifically under the 

sequester and spending limits imposed by the Budget Control Act of 2011. Under the Budget Control Act, 

Congress attempted to sustain higher levels of defense spending through Overseas Contingency 

Operations (OCO) line of funding, which was commonly referred to as a slush fund due to the ability of 

Congressional and Defense Department leaders to apportion it to suit non-contingency funding.22 

 Another limitation on this research is the medium by which most of the acquired data was 

sourced. 17 years of the CFFR data and 11 years of the “Distribution of Personnel by State and Selected 

Location” of the Defense Manpower Data Center existed only in PDF format. The original source 

documents were stored on microfilm or a comparable format, which precluded intelligible automated 

transcription and required manually capturing the data. This may have introduced errors into the data 

during the digitization procession, and also limited the scope of the effort by precluding examination of 

military service specific or county level data. Had this been previously digitized or additional manpower 

available to assist in transcription, this could have allowed for greater granularity or additional questions 

to be asked. For example, did individual Members of Congress districts benefit from their position on 

committees or seniority?  

 Another limitation in the available data is the lack of subcommittee information in the MIT 

Congressional Committee Assignment data sets. This precluded an examination of the relationship 

between defense specific Appropriations subcommittees and defense appropriations, or Armed Services 

subcommittees and respective services spending (for example, the Seapower subcommittee and 

Department of Navy spending in a congressional area of responsibility). 

 
22 Brendan W. McGarry and Emily M. Morgenstern, Overseas Contingency Operations Funding: Background and 
Status, 6. 
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 Finally, different data sets counted different variables in different ways over different periods of 

time. For example, the Defense Manpower Data Center data set counted troops that were deployed as part 

of their home state from FY1983 until FY2002. After that, the troops were not counted as being part of a 

state if their deployment fell on September 30th. This may have introduced bias into the results, 

potentially inflating the impact of troop numbers on per-state spending. 

 

Further Research Recommendations 

There is a plethora of opportunities for expanding upon this research, provided that additional 

data can be sourced or digitized. Building off of the aforementioned limitations, an examination of 

subcommittee membership - Armed Services Committee’s subcommittee on Seapower - could be used to 

examine if there is a relationship between subcommittee members and service specific increases in 

appropriations. Further, an examination of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees on Defense 

could be used to determine if there is in fact a relationship between membership on Appropriations and 

defense dollar capture or not.  

Additional data sources - such as the Statistical Abstract of the United States - could be used to 

examine different lines of funding beyond total funding, contracts, and payroll, such as research and 

development accounts. This would allow a more holistic examination of defense dollar capture. The 

author chose not to include additional lines of funding in this study due to limited available man hours to 

digitize the data source. 

Third, a study of defense spending at the district level would allow the highest fidelity 

examination of Congressional defense dollar capture. By looking at the amount of defense dollars spent in 

a Congressional district, this would potentially provide significantly more ammunition to determine if a 

relationship exists between defense dollars and committee representation. 

Finally, there should be a more thorough examination of the relationship between committee rules 

reforms and defense dollar apportionment. There were a number of reforms made during the 1983-2010 

period (for example, the Base Realignment and Closure process), which significantly changed how 
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money was authorized or appropriated, or what initiatives were considered at all. More targeted 

examinations in the years after reform implementation may well yield significant findings. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 The purpose of this study was to examine whether there was a relationship between 

Congressional representation on key committees - the House Armed Services Committee, the Senate 

Armed Services Committee, the House Appropriations Committee, and the Senate Appropriations 

committee - and capture of federal defense spending for their respective states. I specifically investigated 

the impact of Committee membership, Committee seniority, and holding of Committee leadership 

positions on the one hand, and capture of general federal defense spending, defense payroll spending, and 

defense contract spending on the other. I conducted my examination between Fiscal Years 1984 and 

2010.  

 I hypothesized that states which had representation on the aforementioned committees, had more 

senior committee members, or had committee members in leadership positions would receive increased 

defense dollars relative to states which lacked such representation. I base this assumption on extensive 

knowledge of Congressional affairs, particularly the authorization and appropriations processes. 

 Unfortunately, my hypothesis is not supported by the output from my regressions. I did not find 

statistically significant relationships between committee representation and increased defense dollar 

apportionment. Those statistically significant relationships that were found proved to be negative ones, in 

contravention of logic and established research on the subject.  

 While this research was not able to prove the author’s hypothesis, it did lay the groundwork for 

future research by asking challenging questions and consolidating disparate and inaccessible data sources 

into a readily digestible format, which will be shared online for future researchers. Hopefully these future 

studies will enable the body politic to have a more informed view of the role of Committees in the 

apportionment of scarce fiscal resources. 
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