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Move the Money Training Materials – for use during training 

All Move the Money materials are available online at: 
http://nationalpriorities.org/works-on/military-security/ 

 
INCORPORATED INTO TRAINING 
Note: the materials either follow below, or are available online as Appendices. 
 
Used in Understanding Federal Budget Priorities 

Spending Your Nickels 
 Where Your Federal Income Tax Dollar Went (blank, to be enlarged) (see Appendix 1) 
 Where Your Federal Income Tax Dollar Went (complete) (see Appendix 2) 
 National Priorities Project Budget Categories 

 

Pentagon 101 
 NPP’s “Talking Paycheck” video (see Appendix 4) 
 NPP’s Pentagon 101 powerpoint (see Appendix 5) 

 

Elephants in the Room 
 Jobs, the Economy, and Military Spending 
 Veterans Funding — Cutting Military Spending Won’t Hurt American Vets 
 Homeland Security — It’s Not Just About the Military 
 What is “Smart Security?” The Unified Security Budget 
 Ways to Save $960 billion — SDTF Report 

 

Let’s Play Budget Jeopardy! 
 Jeopardy game board (see Appendix 3) 

 

Used in An Economy that Works for All: Racial Equity 
 Impact of Federal Spending on Communities of Color (United for a Fair Economy) 

 

Used in Engaging in the National Debate and Taking Action 

 Federal Budget Timeline: Opportunities to Take Action 
 Defense Transition Scenario 
 November 17, 2013 Editorial via Syracuse.com 
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National Priorities Project’s Budget Categories 

There are literally thousands of spending items in the federal budget. For simplicity’s 

sake National Priorities Project breaks the federal budget down into thirteen general 

spending categories. These are NPP categories, and do not necessarily correspond 

exactly to specific items within the budget.  

Military: Funding for the Department of Defense, the nuclear weapons-related 

activities of the Department of Energy, and international security assistance. 

Health: Discretionary funding for Medicare, Medicaid, CHIP and other health-related expenses. NOTE: 

These are administrative costs related to Medicare, not benefit payments. 

Interest on Debt: Annual payments on borrowing resulting from previous deficits. This is a “must pay” 

item. 

Unemployment & Labor: Discretionary funding for job training, disability, retirement, unemployment 

insurance, and Social Security. NOTE: These are administrative costs related to Social Security, not benefit 

payments. 

Government: Commerce, law enforcement, overhead costs of federal government and undistributed 

offsetting receipts. 

Veterans Benefits: Health care, housing and income and benefits for veterans.  

Food & Agriculture: Agriculture and nutritional assistance, including Supplemental Nutrition 

Assistance Program (SNAP), and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and 

Children (WIC). 

Housing & Community: Housing assistance and credit, community development and services 

supporting social need. 

Education: Elementary, secondary, higher and vocational education, Head Start and Pell Grants.  

Energy & Environment: Natural resources and environment, supply and use of energy and science 

and research activities. Clean energy technologies. 

Transportation: Development and support of air, water, ground and other transportation.  

International Affairs: Diplomatic, international development and humanitarian activities abroad. 

NOTE: Does not include foreign military assistance. 

Science: Science and research activities.  
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Elephant: 

Jobs, the Economy, and Military Spending 

Argument: Cutting the Pentagon will cost jobs.  

Fact #1:  While true, this statement tells only part of the story. 

Virtually all federal spending creates jobs. Yet as a study by the 

Political Economy Research Institute (PERI) at the University 

of Massachusetts shows, when it comes to job creation, the 

military is a poor investment compared to other areas of the 

economy. As the chart below shows, every $1 billion of federal 

investment in the military sector of the economy generates 

11,200 jobs. Similar investments in other economic activities, 

however, generate even more jobs. 

 

 

 

[NOTE: Employment estimates include direct jobs (essentially contractors) indirect jobs, (their 

subcontractors) and induced jobs (those resulting from the economic activity stimulated in the 

community by direct and indirect employment)]. 

11,200 

15,100 
16,800 17,200 

26,700 

Military Tax Cuts for
Personal

Consumption

Clean Energy
Technology

Health Care Education

Jobs Created Per $1 Billion in Federal 
Investment 

Source: PERI, 2011 
National Priorities Project 

 

Quick Facts 

 Federal investment  
in the military  
produces fewer jobs than equal 
investment in a range of domestic 
initiatives. 

 Cuts in domestic programs 
eliminate more jobs than similar 
cuts to the military. 
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Why does investment in military-related activities compare so poorly to other forms of federal 

investing in job creation? There are several reasons military spending generates fewer jobs than other 

federal spending. One is that a lot of military-related funding is either spent overseas or on imported 

goods. Meanwhile most of the money spent on things like education is spent in the United States. 

Second, military spending is more capital intensive (facilities, equipment, and materials) while spending 

in other areas is focused more on labor (people). It therefore has a smaller ripple effect on the economy 

than when you put money in the hands of people who then spend it. 

Fact #2: While the PERI report shows that increases in funding for domestic spending are better job 

creators than spending on the military, the opposite is also no doubt true — domestic spending cuts will 

eliminate more jobs than equivalent cuts to the Pentagon. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources and Resources 

 “The U.S. Employment Effects Of Military And Domestic Spending Priorities: 2011 Update,” Political Economy Research 
Institute, December, 2011 http://www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/published_study/PERI_military_spending_2011.pdf 

 “Military Spending: A Poor Job Creator,” By William D. Hartung, Center for International Policy, January 2012 
http://www.ciponline.org/research/entry/military-spending-poor-job-creator 

 Top 10 Myths of the Jobs Argument Against Military Cuts By Miriam Pemberton, Research Fellow, Foreign Policy In Focus, 
August 14, 2012 http://www.ips-dc.org/blog/top_10_myths_of_the_jobs_argument_against_military_cuts/pending 
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Elephant: 

Veterans Funding: Cutting Military Spending Won’t Hurt Vets 
 

Argument: Cutting the Pentagon budget will hurt our 

nation’s veterans by reducing benefits. 

Fact: It is a misperception that veterans’ benefits are 

part of the defense budget — they’re not. The Veterans 

Administration (VA) — created in 1930 — is an 

autonomous federal agency completely separate from 

the Defense Department.  

Roughly 42 percent of the VA budget is discretionary 

spending and principally funds veterans’ medical care. 

The remaining portion of the VA budget is mandatory 

spending and supports pensions and education benefits. 

And as part of the mandatory budget, this funding is relatively safe from spending cuts. 

Argument: Veterans funding has already been cut. 

Fact: As the chart below shows, veterans funding has grown dramatically since the 1970s, and has 

almost doubled in the last decade alone. From FY2003 to FY2015 projected veterans funding grew from 

$75 billion to $161 billion (in inflation-adjusted dollars), an increase of 115 percent. 

 

Quick Facts 

 Funding for veterans  
programs is not tied to  
changes in the Pentagon’s budget. 

 Far from being cut, overall funding for 
veterans programs grew by 115 percent in 
between 2003 and 2015 projected. 

 While veterans’ healthcare costs have 
increased over the years, they are not the 
primary cause of recent funding increases. 
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Argument: It’s not surprising VA funding is going up, given that more veterans from Iraq and 

Afghanistan are entering the system. 

Fact: The number of veterans has actually decreased since the 1980s.  And while veterans of the wars in 

Iraq and Afghanistan are entering the VA system, as yet it is not in numbers large enough to offset the 

drop due to the passing of veterans from earlier wars. As a result, the amount of money in the VA budget 

per vet has increased, as shown in the chart below.  
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Argument: Healthcare costs are rising for everyone, and vets require additional and more expensive 

care. 

Fact: Veterans health care costs are rising, just like everyone else’s. But as the first chart shows, the 

increase in health care costs has not been large enough to account for all the increases in the VA budget. 

This is not to imply that more funding automatically means better benefits, health care and services. And 

while overall funding has gone up, it may have not risen for a particular program. Some programs within 

the VA have actually been cut. And new veterans entering the VA may need different types and levels of 

care than their predecessors. For example, personnel leaving the military after service during the Iraq 

and Afghanistan wars have experienced long delays in registering for VA benefits. The impact of Post-

Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) has become much more widely acknowledged, and the VA is facing the 

growing challenges of serving service personnel who have experienced limb amputations or head injuries 

and concussions. 

$1,902 $1,854 
$2,331 

$6,174 

1980 1990 2000 2010

Per Capita Funding for Veterans 

Source: OMB, U.S. Census 
National Priorities Project 

Sources and Resources 

 Budget of the U.S. Government, FY2015, Public Budget Database: Budget Authority Spreadsheet, 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/Supplemental 

 NPP’s The President’s Budget in Pictures, http://nationalpriorities.org/analysis/2014/presidents-2015-budget-in-pictures/ 



 

9 

 

Elephant: 

Homeland Security: It’s Not Just About the Military 

Argument: Cutting funding for defense will make us 

more vulnerable to terrorist attacks. 

Fact: While the Pentagon’s budget does contribute to 

homeland security funding, the military actually 

plays a small role in reducing the threat of terrorism 

to the United States. The Pentagon will contribute 

roughly $16 billion to the $73.5 billion fiscal year 

2015 funding request for homeland security. This 

money funds two main activities — flying air-defense 

missions over U.S. territories and major public events 

in the United States, and providing security at U.S. military installations, both home and abroad, at U.S. 

embassies and foreign services missions around the world. The Pentagon also contributes intelligence 

information to the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and other federal agencies, but this funding 

is not generally included in calculating the Defense Department’s share of homeland security spending. 

Overview 

There is some confusion about the meaning of “homeland security.” At the federal level, the phrase covers 

a very broad range of activities conducted by a number of federal agencies. In fact, funding for homeland 

security flows through literally dozens of federal agencies, so tracking homeland security funding is 

complicated.  

For example, of the $73.5 billion requested for homeland security by the White House in FY2015, the 

largest share — $35.5 billion — is funded through the Department of Homeland Security. The remaining 

$38 billion is funded through various other federal accounts, including the Department of Defense ($16 

billion), the Department of Health and Human Services ($4.9 billion), and the Department of Justice ($4 

billion). 

Quick Facts 

 Pentagon funding contributes  
little to protecting the  
United States from terrorist attacks. 

 Homeland security funding has grown by 
250 percent between 2001 and 2015 
projected. 

 The Department of Homeland Security has 
jurisdiction over other federal agencies 
including the U.S. Coast Guard and FEMA. 
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The U.S. government will have spent an inflation-adjusted total of $960 billion on homeland security 

following the terrorist attacks of Sept. 11, 2001, through the end of fiscal year 2015. Of that amount, 

$242.9 billion was part of the Pentagon's base budget, while the remaining $717 billion was funded 

through agencies other than the Pentagon. Over that period, total homeland security funding grew by 250 

percent, after adjusting for inflation. 

Background About the Department of Homeland Security 

Congress created the Department of Homeland Security in November 2002 and the agency officially 

opened its doors on March 1, 2003. Yet funding for homeland security predates the creation of DHS by 

many years. Meanwhile, while the activities of DHS contribute to “national security” in the traditional 

sense of defending the nation against a military or terrorist threat, DHS also has jurisdiction over the U.S. 

Coast Guard and the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and is therefore involved in a 

number of other critical functions, including responding to natural disasters. 
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Sources and Resources 

 Budget of the United States Government, FY2015, "Appendix--Homeland Security Mission Funding by Agency and Budget 
Account,” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/budget/fy2015/assets/homeland_supp.pdf 
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Elephant: 

What is “Smart” Security? The Unified Security Budget 

Argument: In an uncertain world having a strong 

military is essential to U.S. national security.  

Fact: The United States has by far the world’s most 

powerful military and the largest military budget. By 

reallocating a very small amount of this money we can 

greatly increase our ability to prevent international 

conflict and make us safer at home. 

Much of the foreign policy establishment, including 

former Defense Secretary Robert Gates, believes 

conflict prevention is under-funded. In 2007, for 

example, Secretary Gates commented that funding for 

non-military foreign affairs “remains disproportionately small relative to what we spend on the military 

and to the importance of such capabilities.”  

Overview 

Foreign Policy In Focus, a program of the Institute for Policy Studies, publishes the Unified Security 

Budget (USB) annually. The July 2011 USB states, “since 2004, the Unified Security Task Force has made 

the case for a rebalancing of United States security resources among the accounts funding offense 

(military forces), defense (homeland security), and prevention (non-military international engagement). 

The goal is to strengthen our capacity to prevent and resolve conflict by non-military means …” 

Each year the report’s analysis has found that existing security investment is poorly balanced, with an 

emphasis on the military rather than on homeland security and preventive diplomacy. The USB finds that 

military funding is excessive and often misdirected, while essential non-military components of U.S. 

national security go wanting. 

The USB proposes reallocating funds among the three security “baskets” of “offensive,” “defensive” and 

“preventive” spending while reducing overall security spending primarily through cuts in the Pentagon 

budget. As the charts below shows, the USB proposes a shifting of funding from military forces (offense) 

into non-military international engagement (prevention). Funding for homeland security (defense) 

remains relatively stable. 

Quick Facts 

 A new, smarter approach  
to national security can make  
the United States safer, and would cost less 
than the current military budget. 

 Through minimal reductions in military 
spending, the U.S. could increase spending 
to address critical underfunded non-military 
security programs, invest in job creation 
and actually help reduce the deficit.  
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The USB’s proposals would generate more than $77 billion in savings within the Pentagon without 

negatively impacting the readiness and capabilities of the U.S. military. These savings could support $28 

billion in reallocated spending to address critical underfunded non-military security programs. Of the 

remaining $50 billion in savings, half could be allocated to job creation through public investment, while 

the other half would actually help reduce the deficit. 

 

 

Background on the Unified Security Budget 

“A Unified Security Budget (USB) for the United States” draws on a task force whose members are experts 

in U.S. security spending and military and foreign policy. The USB’s proposals to cut military spending are 

based largely on the recommendations of the Sustainable Defense Task Force (SDTF), a group of national 

security experts who have outlined ways to cut nearly $1 trillion in military spending over a decade. 

  

Sources and Resources 

 Report of the Task Force on a Unified Security Budget for the United States, October 2012. 
http://www.fpif.org/reports/unified_security_budget_fy2013 

 “Debt, Deficits, and Defense,” Report of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, July 2010. 
http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/1006SDTFreport.pdf 

 “Remarks as Delivered by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates,” Kansas State University, Manhattan, Kansas, November 
26, 2007. http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1199 
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Elephant: Ways to Save $960 billion 

Overview 

The Sustainable Defense Task Force released its 

report, “Debt, Deficits and Defense: A Way Forward,” in 

June, 2010. The Sustainable Defense Task Force was 

formed in response to a request from a bipartisan 

group of House members lead by Rep. Barney Frank 

(D-MA). Its goal was to explore possible defense 

budget contributions to the deficit reduction efforts of 

President Obama’s 2010 National Commission on 

Fiscal Responsibility and Reform that would not 

compromise U.S. national security. 

The Task Force report looked only at the Pentagon’s annual “base” budget. It did not include any 

recommendations related to the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The report’s combined 

recommendations cut $960 billion over ten years, an average annual reduction of roughly 16 percent 

below current spending levels. 

The Task Force used a specific set of criteria to identify savings that could be achieved. The report focuses 

on: 

 Pentagon programs that are based on unreliable or unproven technologies, 
 Missions that exhibit a poor cost-benefit payoff and capabilities that are not cost-effective or are of 

limited utility, 
 Weapons and capabilities that don’t match or substantially exceed current and emerging military 

threats, and 
 Ways to provide needed capabilities and weapons at lower cost through management reforms. 

 
The Task Force looked at six areas where savings could be achieved by cutting or eliminating Pentagon 

programs, changing the size and structure of the military, improving Pentagon management and 

operations, and reducing personnel costs.  

“Rethink, Reset, Reform:” The Task Force acknowledged that while meaningful, these changes are not 

part of a comprehensive national security strategy. For the longer term, putting America’s defense 

establishment on a more sustainable path will require new thinking about our nation’s security 

commitments and goals to focus on what concerns us the most and what we most need to meet these 

goals. We need to think more broadly about the various tools — military and non-military — that are 

available to promote our national security, how to use them more cost-effectively, and we must reform 

the Pentagon’s procurement system so that it is more likely to provide affordable programs that meet 

actual security threats. 

 

Quick Facts 

 We can make our nation  
more secure by focusing  
on the actual current and future threats to 
U.S. national security. 

 By rethinking and refocusing our national 
security goals, we can generate almost $1 
trillion in savings from military spending. 
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Estimated Annual Savings From Task Force Recommendations 
(“National Defense” Function 050 in Billions of 2010 Dollars) 

Fiscal Year 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2011-20 

Savings 21 53 70 84 105 114 123 134 129 127 960 

 

Options for Savings in Defense 

Strategic Capabilities (Nuclear weapons and Dept. of Energy, missile defense, space) 
1. Eliminate bombers from our nuclear forces; cancel the Trident II missile; and reduce the U.S. 

nuclear arsenal to 1000 deployed warheads, 7 “Ohio” missile submarines, and 160 Minuteman 
missiles [Saves $113.5 billion]. 

2. Limit modernization of nuclear weapons infrastructure and research [Saves $26 billion]. 
3. Selectively curtail missile defense & space spending [Saves $55 billion]. 

 
Conventional Forces (The Army, Navy, Marines, Air Force and their equipment) 

4. Reduce troops in Europe and Asia, cut size of force by 50,000 [Saves $80 billion]. 
5. Reverse the buildup of Army & Marine forces related to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan [Saves 

$147 billion].  
6. Reduce size of the U.S. Navy fleet to 230 ships [Saves $126.6 billion]. 
7. Retire two Navy aircraft carriers and naval air wings [Saves $50 billion]. 
8. Retire two Air Force fighter wings, reduce F-35 fighter purchases [Saves $40.3 billion]. 

 
Procurement and R&D (Weapons development and acquisition) 

9. Cancel USAF F-35 fighter, buy replacement [Saves $47.9 billion]. 
10. Cancel Navy & Marine Corps F-35 fighter, buy replacement [Saves $9.85 billion]. 
11. Cancel MV-22 Osprey aircraft, field alternatives [Saves $10-12 billion]. 
12. Delay KC-X Airborne Tanker, interim upgrade of some KC-135s [Saves $9.9 billion]. 
13. Cancel Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle, field alternatives [Saves $8-9 billion]. 
14. Reduce total spending on research & development [Saves $50 billion]. 

 
Personnel Costs 

15. Reform military compensation [Saves $55 billion]. 
16. Reform DoD’s health care system [Saves $60 billion]. 
17. Reduce military recruiting expenditures as 

wars recede [Saves $5 billion]. 

 
Maintenance and Supply Systems (Logistical 
support network) 

18. Improve efficiency of military depots, 
commissaries, and exchanges [Saves $13 
billion]. 

 
Command, Support, and Infrastructure 
(Administrative support network) 

Sources and Resources 

 “Debt, Deficits, and Defense,” Report of the 
Sustainable Defense Task Force, July 10, 2010.  
http://www.comw.org/pda/fulltext/1006SDTFre
port.pdf 

 Report of the Task Force on a Unified Security 
Budget for the United States July, 2011. 
http://www.fpif.org/reports/unified_security_bu
dget_fy2012 
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19. Require savings in command, support, and infrastructure commensurate with a smaller force with 
less equipment [Saves $100 billion]. 

 

Impact of Federal Spending on Communities of Color 
United for a Fair Economy 

Overview 

The U.S. economy is not a force of nature. It is the direct 
result of policy decisions about what to tax and what not to 
tax, as well as how to spend those tax dollars. Federal taxes 
and federal spending have significantly contributed to the 
modern surge in economic inequality since the 1980s, 
especially in regards to the racial wealth divide. 

Communities of color have borne the brunt of our nation’s 
history of racism. Although there have been many social 
and economic gains made for all races, people of color 
continue to be disproportionately left behind. Vast racial 
disparities still exist in wealth and income, education, 
employment, poverty, incarceration, and health. Extreme 
inequality continues to entrench racial disparities and 
further shrink the broad middle class that has been the 
foundation of a strong American economy and a cohesive 
society. 

Economic inequality between white people and people of 
color will persist unless bold and intentional steps are 
taken to make meaningful progress towards racial equity, 
to sever the connection between race and poverty, and 
ultimately to eliminate the racial economic divide altogether. 

Wealth 

 The housing crash and ensuing Great Recession have shrunk the wealth of families of all 
races but has hurt families of color the most. Between 2005 and 2009, the median white 
household saw its wealth decline by 16 percent, to $113,149. Meanwhile, the median Black household 
saw its wealth decline by 53 percent, to $5,677, and the median Latino household saw its wealth 
decline by a staggering 66 percent, to $6,325. The economic downturn has only worsened the racial 
wealth gap.1 

 

Unemployment 

 Unemployment levels are higher for Black people and Latinos.  As of December 2011, the 
unemployment rate was 15.8 percent for Black individuals, 11.0 percent for Latinos, and 7.5 percent 
for whites.2  

 Due to pre-existing wealth disparities, Black people and Latinos depend on unemployment 
insurance in times of crisis more often than white people. 16.4 percent of white households 

Quick Facts 

 Cuts to public sector jobs  
have a greater impact on  
communities of color because Black 
people and Latinos tend to hold more 
public sector jobs than white people. 

 High levels of unemployment in the Black 
and Latino communities increase their 
dependence on social safety net 
programs, including unemployment 
insurance, social security, and Food 
Stamps.  It is imperative that the federal 
government place high priority on funding 
these programs in order to close the racial 
wealth gap. 

 The federal budget plays a key role in 
supporting programs that will ultimately 
raise communities of color out of poverty 
and joblessness. 
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lack enough net worth to subsist for three months at the poverty level without income while 41.7 
percent of Black people and 37.4 percent of Latinos are in that position.3    

 Pay freezes and cuts to the public workforce hurt the country as a whole but damage 
communities of color the most. Black people are 30 percent more likely than the overall workforce 
to work in public sector jobs and they are 70 percent as likely to work for the federal government.4   In 
the two years prior to September 2009, more than 110,000 state and local jobs were lost, including 
40,000 teachers and 4,000 uniformed police officers and fire fighters.5  

 We can boost our economy by investing in unemployment insurance, states, and public 
infrastructure.  Extending unemployment benefits yields $1.64 in economic stimulus for each dollar 
spent by the federal government. Federal aid to states produces $1.36 and increased spending on 
public infrastructures yields $1.59 in economic stimulus per dollar.6 

 

Social Safety Nets 

 Cutting public assistance programs will worsen economic inequalities throughout the 
country, and would be a direct assault on Black and Latino communities that are already 
plagued by poverty.  The poverty rates for Black people and Latinos are more than twice that of 
whites, and childhood poverty rates for Black children and Latinos are more than three times that of 
white children.7  

 Communities of color rely on Social Security benefits in old age.  Without Social Security, 53 
percent of older Black people and 49 percent of older Latinos would be in poverty, compared to an 
elderly poverty rate of 20 percent for both Black people and Latinos with Social Security.8 

 

Healthcare 

 People of color are less likely to have health care coverage than whites. Before the provisions 
of the 2010 Affordable Care Act were implemented, health care coverage rates for white people, Black 
people, and Latinos were 86.3 percent, 78.3 percent, and 68.0 percent respectively.9 

 

Sources and Resources 

1. Richard Fry, Rakesh Kochhar, and Paul Taylor, “Wealth Gaps Rise to Record Highs between Whites, Blacks and Hispanics.” 
Pew Research Center, July 26, 2011, http://pewresearch.org/pubs/2069/housing-bubble-subprime-mortgages-hispanics-
blacks-household-wealth-disparity (accessed January 6, 2012). 

2. U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, December 2011 Employment Situation News Release, January 6, 
2012. http://www.bls.gov/news.release/archives/empsit_01062012.htm, (accessed January 8, 2012). 

3. “Unemployment Insurance, the Recession, and Race: A Kirwan Background Report,” Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race 
and Ethnicity, Ohio State University, 2010, 
http://nationbuilder.s3.amazonaws.com/theblackinstitute/pages/67/attachments/original/unemployment_insurance_the
_recession_and_race.pdf?1308529803. 

4. Unpublished Center for Economic and Policy Research analysis of the Current Population Survey Outgoing Rotation Group. 
5. Matt Sherman and Nathan Lane, “Cut Loose: State and Local Layoffs of Public Employees in the Current Recession,” Center 

for Economic and Policy Research, 2009, http://www.cepr.net/documents/publications/layoffs-2009-09.pdf. 
6. Mark M. Zandi, “Assessing the Macro Economic Impact of Fiscal Stimulus 2008,” Moody’s Economy.com, 2008, 

http://www.economy.com/mark-zandi/documents/Stimulus-Impact-2008.pdf. 
7. Christian E. Weller, “Economic Snapshot for December 2010: Briefing Paper,” Center for American Progress, last updated 

December 13, 2010, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/12/econsnap1210.html. 
8. Miriam King, et al., Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 3.0. [Machine-readable 

database], University of Minnesota, 2010, http://cps.ipums.org/cps/index.shtml. 
9. Original analysis of U.S. Census Bureau March Current Population Survey data. 
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The Federal Budget Timeline: Opportunities to Take Action 

The annual budget process offers a number of opportunities to make your feelings heard 

about our government’s spending priorities. Here’s a timeline of the budget process, with 

information about the best opportunities to shape the outcome. 
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Defense Transition Scenario 

Review the editorial from the local newspaper and these facts. 

 The recent editorial from your local paper has sent shock waves through the community because the plant 
in your town is an important source of good paying jobs. It also has a strong union representing the 
workers. 

 You have a community group, which has about 10 members. 
 The town in which you all live has a population of 60,000 people. 
 The town has a small college. 
 No one has strong ties with the labor union at the plant with the defense contract described in the editorial. 

Some group members know people who work in the plant. 
 Some group members know a few of the city council and state representatives because they have worked 

together previously on other issues. 
 The group has organized lobby visits with Congressional representatives and has participated in 

delegations organized by other groups. 
 

Based on the news in the editorial, what will your group do? 

In 25 minutes develop a plan. Pick up a marker & sheet of paper to record your plan. 

 Pick one participant to give the report back on your plans to the larger group.  
 Choose a time keeper to help divide the 25 minutes up to make sure your group is able to finish the 

assignment. (Hint: spend most time on #4.) 
 Review the editorial & scenario. 
 Answer 3 questions: 

1. How will you respond to the possible loss of jobs? What is the goal? 
2. Who are your possible allies and opponents? 
3. What tactics will you use to mobilize allies, neutralize your opponents or swing them to support 

your efforts? (What will your group do, what can individual members do, when, how, etc.) 
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November 17. 2013 Editorial 

Lockheed's threat to leave is a warning flare: 

CNY economy must continue to diversify 
http://www.syracuse.com/opinion/index.ssf/2013/11/lockheeds_threat_to_leave_is_a_warning_flare_cny_ec

onomy_must_diversify.html 

The Lockheed Martin plant in Salina was on a list of plants the company planned to close. The plant, and its 

1,600 employees, received a reprieve of at least a year. 

 

If other states are offering big incentives to lure Lockheed jobs, Gov. Andrew Cuomo will be challenged to 

make New York competitive. 

 

Thanks to a timely phone call from Sen. Charles Schumer, Lockheed Martin's confidential plan to close its 

plant in Salina has been put off for at least a year. 

 

The reprieve is welcome. But we should be worried. 

 

It's welcome because losing Onondaga County's largest for-profit employer would be a severe blow to our 

economy. It would be personally devastating to the 1,600 highly skilled and well-paid employees who would 

lose their jobs or face a transfer to another state. After witnessing the likes of General Motors, Carrier and 

Chrysler shut their factory doors, Lockheed's departure would effectively mark the end of the industrial era in 

Syracuse. 

 

It's worrying because the draft plan for closing the plant stayed under wraps until it was almost too late to 

intervene. Thankfully, the news was leaked to Syracuse.com/The Post-Standard's Washington bureau 

reporter, Mark Weiner. Schumer called Lockheed's CEO on her cellphone to find out what was going on. 

Within days, the company took Salina off the closure list. While a defense contractor knows how to keep 

secrets, it's disturbing that nobody in Washington, Albany or Onondaga County saw this coming. 

 

There were troubling signs. In August, Lockheed laid off 114 people, bringing its employment to the lowest 

level in almost two decades. Meanwhile, the company is coping with a contraction of defense spending plus 

the across-the-board budget cuts known as the sequester. Even so, thanks to aggressive cost-cutting, 

Lockheed remains wildly profitable. It is on pace to earn $4.7 billion for the year. 

 

Now what? 

 

Our business and political leadership are on the right track with their request to meet with Lockheed 

officials to explore what more they can do for the company -- within reason, that is. Because the state owns 

Electronics Park, it's possible a new tax-free zone could be established there. Meanwhile, all levels of 

government need to keep working to reduce taxes and improve New York's business climate. If other states 

http://www.syracuse.com/opinion/index.ssf/2013/11/lockheeds_threat_to_leave_is_a_warning_flare_cny_economy_must_diversify.html
http://www.syracuse.com/opinion/index.ssf/2013/11/lockheeds_threat_to_leave_is_a_warning_flare_cny_economy_must_diversify.html
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are offering big incentives to lure Lockheed jobs, Gov. Andrew Cuomo will be challenged to make New York 

competitive. 

 

While we must try, the plain fact is that there may be nothing Cuomo or the state can do to keep Lockheed 

here. According to its plan, Lockheed was willing to pay the penalties for breaking its 30-year lease in Salina 

and was sensitive to the politics of that decision.  

 

Our representatives on the Armed Services committees -- Rep. Dan Maffei in the House and Sen. Kirsten 

Gillibrand in the Senate -- and the Senate's No. 3 leader Schumer could make life difficult for the company. 

Ultimately Lockheed answers to its shareholders. But our elected officials can't give up: They must make 

Central New York's case in the strongest possible terms. 

 

The Lockheed near-miss is more evidence the region's future depends on a diversified, entrepreneurial 

economy that can withstand the loss of a big employer. Building that economy is a work in progress, 

supported by a smart business plan for the Central Upstate region recently unveiled by CenterState CEO and 

the Brookings Institution. 

 

The plan builds on the area's expertise in digital electronics, information systems, medical equipment and 

environmental products. It emphasizes exports, investment in entrepreneurial ventures, workforce 

development and a more streamlined government. 

 

This new economy won't be built in a year, but this much is clear: We can't afford to waste a moment. 
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