3/24/02
28
22
March 24, 2002


Chapter IV 


New England Regionalism: Economic Motivations and Barriers
“If region is a state of mind, New England is arguably America's first and most enduring example.“


The Encyclopedia of New England Culture
          Introduction 



Existing borders and jurisdictions are under increasing pressure from both above and below.  From above, the dramatic increases in the pace of what has come to be called “globalization” challenge existing jurisdictions to maintain unique identities and a role in the face of forces leading to the “death of distance” (Cairncross, 1999).  From below, jurisdictions have increasingly found that working together in “regions” is required to address issues that do not coincide neatly with established borders.  For New England, with its borders fixed more than two centuries ago, the combination of forces presents the possibility of profound change, whether the region wants it or not.


In this and the subsequent chapter we consider how these forces are affecting New England and how New England is responding.  In this chapter we look at the forces changing the New England economy to see whether those forces are pushing the states in the region closer together or further apart.  In the next chapter we examine the changing nature of the political institutions in New England to see whether those institutions are capable of changes towards regionalist approaches.  That is, we first ask how the economic stage for regionalism is being set, and then investigate how the players are preparing to play on that stage.


We derive our analysis from two strands of theory.  One focuses on the long-standing argument originating in studies of the evolution of international organizations that increasing levels of transactions across borders from economic interaction leads to increasing cooperation and the eventually the creation of formal institutions which shift authority from regional to trans-regional institutions.  (Haas, 1964)  This is the fundamental principle leading from “globalization” as a description of economic forces to “regionalism” as a possible outcome.  


The other strand comes from public choice theory’s exploration of why actors seek to undertake collective rather than individual action.  Olson (1968) suggests that this will only be done when the benefits of collective action clearly exceed the costs of undertaking that action, when the opportunity for free riding is limited by circumstances or institutional structures, when there are relatively low costs of observing and monitoring compliance, and when there is some actor willing to take the lead to forge collective action.   


Taken together these theoretical approaches suggest a hypothesis that regionalism will emerge from increasing pressures across borders caused by economic and other interactions, but that regional responses, and even more so, regional institutions will come about only under a limited set of circumstances in which the benefits of regionalism clearly exceed the costs. 

The New England Economy: Yesterday and Today


New England’s historic role in the American economy was that it was the first region to industrialize. Lacking the agricultural resources of southern regions, it focused its economy during the colonial era on trade, and from trade built the fortunes that provided the capital for the industrialization of the nineteenth century, first of the textile industry and later of a variety of products, from paper to guns.  But in the early twentieth century, New England’s prospects began to wane, as the United States grew and move more and more to the south and west.  The industries that had been the foundation of New England’s industrial wealth gradually left.  Textiles and clothing manufacturing moved to the south to take advantage of cheap labor made available after mechanization of agriculture, and then moved out of the United States.  New industrial regions opened in the Midwest and West.  


In 1800, New England comprised nearly one quarter of the U.S. population.  By 1900, New England was down to 7% of the U.S. population, and by 2000, New England had less than 5% of the U.S. population.  Over the period 1970-2000, New England’s share of employment in the United States dropped from over 6% to 5%.  At the same time, New England has shown a measure of economic resiliency that is remarkable.  Although losing shares of population and employment, New England as a whole still has per capita incomes 21% higher than the U.S., and its share of total output (measured by gross state product) increased from 1977-2000.


These conflicting trends pose the central economic question for New England regionalism:  Can a relatively small region with slow population and employment growth succeed in the global economy as six separate states, or is it necessary for the New England states to increasingly work together –i.e., “go to scale” via regional efforts to help arrest the declining importance of the region based on size alone.  For example, New England regional collaboration might help the six states compete more effectively in the global economic arena in trade, for foreign direct investment and for foreign travelers.  It might also be beneficial in the domestic political arena to secure a “fair share” of federal resources, including research and development funds and targeted assistance.  


Or does the region’s historic capacity to reinvent itself as the economy changes mean that little change is needed? Despite the promise and potential, however, there is not strong evidence that the New England region is moving toward greater integration, beyond sharing a professional football team and television news and sports networks.   To answer this question, we can look at what New England has done together in the past as one way to suggest what might be done in the future.  We can then look at the state of New England’s economy today to see where the balance might lie between cohesive and dispersive forces.


 There is some history of regional economic development effort in New England. The New England Council (NEC) is the country's oldest regional business organization, having been formed in 1925 just as the region was beginning to see the exodus of some of its leading industries to other regions.  It is an alliance of businesses (principally larger firms), academic and health institutions, and public and private organizations formed to promote economic growth and a high quality of life.    A 48-member board of directors governs the Boston-based Council with representatives from across the region.  The Council’s primary roles are to be the voice of the New England business community with the federal government and to raise awareness of key issues concerning the business community, public officials and the general public.  In recent years, the Council has undertaken projects directed at workforce development, increasing the quotas for skilled foreign workers, and addressing issues raised by problems at the region’s principal airport, Logan Airport in Boston.

Perhaps one of the most important products of the New England Council was urging the creation, in 1937, of the New England Governors' Conference (NEGC).   Although it does not have formal governmental power or role, the NEGC provides an institutional vehicle for discussion and resolutions on different issues.  NEGC is the oldest of the several similar regional Governor’s associations in the U.S. regions.   The organization has most recently focused on tourism, transportation, energy and economic development.  It has overseen studies of the region’s energy situation and played a role in bringing hydroelectric power from Quebec into New England.  For over a decade it operated the New England Vacation Center in Rockefeller Center in New York City to promote tourism.  The Governor’s Conference has also been active in monitoring Federal government activities on behalf of the New England states, and serving as a

The NEGC serves as the New England Secretariat for the Conference of New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers. The Conference of New England Governors and Eastern Canadian Premiers, which first met in 1973, is a unique, inter-regional, bi-national organization.   Composed of the New England governors and the premiers of New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Labrador, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island and Quebec, the Conference of Governors and Premiers is an institutional vehicle for sharing ideas and advancing mutual interests of the states and provinces and encouraging cooperation with the private sector at annual meetings held alternately in Canada and New England.  It represents a level of sub-national regional cooperation that is extraordinarily rare around the world.  Cross border ties between the governments of Quebec, Ontario, and western Canada and neighboring states evolved in the years after the establishment of the New England-Eastern Canada conference, but nothing was comparable in terms of the number of jurisdictions (eleven), or the level of permanent staff.

While many issues, including tourism and economic development in general, have been subjects of discussions at the annual conferences, the Governors and Premiers have particularly focused on energy issues over its history.   In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the NEGC and the Governors/Premiers conference undertook a series of regular consultations and actions designed to deal with the energy crisis of the time.  New England had developed an integrated electric grid in the wake of the 1965 northeastern blackout managed by a consortium of the region’s investor-owned utilities called NEPOOL.  

During this period the Governors worked together to force NEPOOL to consider larger purchases of electricity from eastern Canada, particularly Quebec.  (Colgan, 1991)  Throughout the last three decades, the governors, working through the Governors Conference and with the private sector, have devoted considerable effort to coordinating energy policy, particularly electricity policy.  This has included significant deregulation of the electric sector, with the result that New England is generally much more secure in its electricity supplies than other regions.

Electricity, a subject for both the New England states and their northern neighbors, is an example where shared natural resources create opportunities for regional action.  Another historical example is in water resources.  From the 1930s to the 1950s, the New England states sought ways to manage the rivers of the region, particularly those such as the Androscoggin, Merrimack and Connecticut that transited more than one state.  These efforts took place against the backdrop of significant federal investments in water resource development (dam building) for the purposes of flood control, irrigation, and hydro electric development. (Reisner, 1986)

In this effort, the New England states were particularly adamant in insisting on their own regional arrangements and refusing to accept the creation of federal power authorities such as the Bonneville Power Authority (in the northwest) and the Tennessee Valley Authority (in the southeast).  New England states believed instead that water resource development and flood control be managed by interstate compact. (Gere, 1968)   The compacts would assure that each state agreed to the steps to be taken and would be bound under the compact only to the extent of that agreement.  Two decades of tension within the federal government’s executive agencies (the Department of the Interior, the Federal Power Commission, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers), and within Congress, between the federal government and the states, and among the states would be needed to complete those compacts.



Their success with river management compacts encouraged the New England states to expand their regional authority to manage water resources.  The Northeastern Water and Related Land Resources Compact was established in the 1950s to establish a Northeastern Resources Commission comprising representatives of the states plus federal agencies.  However, the Compact ran into problems in Maine and Vermont, where the Legislatures refused to join.  It also had problems with the federal agencies, which feared the form of the compact forced a splintering of the federal “voice” in water resources.  


The NWRLC never came into being, but regional water resource planning would be created under the Johnson Administration.  The Water Resources Planning Act of 1965, which established the New England River Basins Commission (NERBC).  NERBC would be structured with a single federal representative and representatives of each of the New England states and would, over the next fifteen years until it was eliminated by the Reagan Administration, conduct a number of planning and research projects related to the rivers of the region.  


Regional responses to economic issues beyond natural resources have also been a fixture of the region since the formation of the New England Council.  But the New England Council was a business-driven organization, while for much of its history, the New England Governors Conference has had little or no staff and only modest contributions from each state’s governor’s office for support.  It also did not have representation from the federal government.  The one time all of the elements (governors, funds, staff, and the federal government) came together was in the New England Regional Commission (NERCOM).    

NERCOM was created in 1965 as one of the regional economic development commissions established by the Public Works and Economic Development Act as one of six multi-state economic development organizations.  All of the governors in the region sat on the commission ex officio, and each commission was co-chaired by an appointee of the President and one of the governors.  The budgets for the regional commissions were entirely federal money, and the governors and federal co-chairs were responsible for deciding how the funds would be used each year to advance economic development in each region. NERCOM also existed for fifteen years, until, like NERBC, the Reagan Administration eliminated it.  Most of its early years were spent awaiting the appointment of a federal co-chair.  NERCOM would produce two regional economic development strategies during its existence, the most comprehensive of which was begun in 1979 and published in 1980.   

The 1980 New England Regional Plan came at an opportune moment for the New England economy.  The period from 1974 to 1980 was a particularly difficult one for New England.  The oil price shocks of the 1970s hit New England, the most oil-dependent region of the country, especially hard. The emergence of the computer industry as a driver in the economy was still five years away.  Import competition continued drain business and jobs from traditional New England manufacturing industries of textiles, apparel, shoes, and jewelry.  


This should have been a period when common problems called forth new common solutions.  But NERCOM was not able to call forth a major change in regional actions to affect the economy.  Following the obligatory nod to NERCOM’s role in encouraging regional cooperation and in improving coordination between the states and the federal government, the Action Agenda in the 1980 Regional Plan went on to identify activities that should be undertaken in the following areas:

· Local governments, the federal Comprehensive Employment and Training Act program, and NERCOM should improve education and training and labor market forecasting.

· Make better use of existing capital programs in public and private sectors

· Promote increased federal attention to R&D needs in the region

· Review tax and regulatory processes at state level that impede small business growth

· Persuade Congress to liberalize the small cap industrial revenue bond 4and liberalize depreciation allowances.

· NERCOM, State energy offices, and utility companies should develop regional energy consensus and plans, including contingency planning, conservation, better use of regional resources, and creation of a regional strategic petroleum reserve.

· NERCOM should monitor the impacts of rail, truck, and air deregulation

· State and federal governments should target economically distressed areas for infrastructure development.

· Develop a region-wide network to handle hazardous waste.

· NERCOM and states should collaborate on export development programs.

· Regional collaboration on development of port and airport facilities

Following this list of recommendations, there was another list of recommendations that addressed a long list of actions for the federal government to take.

From a regional perspective, this list is notable mostly for its lack of real regional initiatives.  Only in the areas of energy, hazardous waste, and ports/airports is there any real mention of regional collaboration or implication that joint action is to be preferred to individual state action. Even in these areas, the “Regional Plan” does little to suggest new forms of organization or governance that might be required, or at least be helpful, in accomplishing its suggested ends.  If NERCOM itself is to be considered a form of regional action, the list may be expanded somewhat, but the activities suggested for NERCOM are primarily technical.    

The primary role of New England regional organizations has been in putting issues (and/or raising their prominence) on the policy agenda within the region and in Washington, DC.  The organizations serve mainly as forums for regional discussion, information collection and analysis and educating a broad audience including the business community, public officials and to a lesser degree the general public in the six New England states.   They have been most effective when dealing with those issues where the geography of natural resources makes the benefits of cross border action clear.  
Marketing The New England Identity

The New England Regional Commission began its 1980 Regional Economic Plan with a statement of the region’s distinctiveness:

The New England states comprise the oldest and one of the most homogeneous regions of the country, sharing both the traditions and some of the problems that reflect their age.  While significant differences among the economies of the states and sub-regions do exist, the planning process has identified an agenda of common prospects and problems that merit region-wide attention.  New England is in many ways significantly different from the rest of the Nation and there is a clear need for interstate cooperation to address these common issues.  (NERCOM, 1981, p.100)

New England is well known for its colonial past, its prominent higher education institutions, its tradition of technological innovation and new product development, its hard working and hardy residents (overcoming limited natural resources and difficult weather conditions), and the unique character of its landscape.  Today, tourism and corporate marketing build upon and exploit both the nostalgia for and the reality of the region’s identity. 

Tourism is one of the leading examples of using the region’s identity to economic advantage.  Many buildings in New England have been renovated (or built) and painted white and commons neatly landscaped to fit the popular notion of the New England town.  (Wood, 1997)  Places such as Salem, Massachusetts (site of the famous witchcraft trials) and New Bedford, Massachusetts (site of whaling operations and home to Herman Melville) combine people's nostalgia for the colonial past and their localities' heritage to attract tourists and revenue.  Many coastal maritime areas such as Portsmouth, New Hampshire, Mystic, Connecticut and Newport, Rhode Island continue to supply food, however, their ports also function as tourist attractions, offering ocean rides, whale watching and historical tours --an example of towns adapting to a changing reality to economic advantage in New England.  

While now part of the international Unilever conglomerate Ben & Jerry’s remains closely connected to New England.  It was noted by the Boston Globe (March 3, 2002) as one of New England’s leading institutions.  Headquartered in Vermont, Ben & Jerry’s uses the phrase "Vermont's Finest" on all of their containers  --a reference to the milk products they employ from the acclaimed Vermont dairy industry.  Many of their containers also feature a cartooned Vermont landscape with dairy cattle, conjuring up a romantic image of a grazing New England pasture.  There are other food products that use the region's identity to bolster sales.  Many restaurants across the country and major manufacturers such as Campbell's sell "New England Clam Chowder."  Only recently have other region’s cuisine, including “Southern” and “Californian,” taken on a similar cache.  Tourism, corporate marketing and food products use New England’s regional identity as they reinforce it.  

The New England Economy: Convergence and Divergence in a Global Economy


Increased integration of economies is the focus of much debate as a result of the combination of forces collectively known as “globalization”.  Globalization is a term that implies both process and result.  As process it encompasses reduced international trade barriers such as the United States-Canada and North America Free Trade Agreements.  It is also driven by the extraordinarily rapid development of information technologies and reduction in transportation costs.  Combined with reductions in trade barriers, globalization has been a process of increasing interaction among all regions of the world.  As result, these transformations in policy and technology have lead to a substantial increase in interactions of all kinds between both national economies and people.  This increase in interactions could, over time, result in further integration of political institutions, of which European Union is the perhaps the ultimate example.   


The power of these forces is so great that they seem overwhelming.  Their logic suggests that increased integration is the only possible outcome, one that should be actively encouraged.  A recent analysis of the Maine economy posits that Maine can only prosper if the state embraces the idea of increased integration with Atlantic Canada to function as a part of a new region called “Atlantica”.  (The Atlantica Group, 2000).


This simply raises one of the oldest questions in regional analysis:  Are market forces driving regions to ever-increasing integration or are a region’s fundamental differences which comprise their sources of comparative advantage in the global economy likely to sustain differences and keep regions separate.  Our analysis considers whether there are economic and political circumstances that might lead to greater regional approaches of New England in the future.  At the regional and sub-regional level a dynamic exists between economic factor conditions defining each locale’s competitive position in the national and global economies and local politics, culture and policies. The institutional factors and local economic factors interact, affect each other, and then, operating in the context of the global economy, shape the parameters of future development, including movement towards or away from regionalism.  

New England has developed a reputation as a region that cultivates innovation and the development of new technological products and processes.  Technological innovation has been a prime element of the economy in the past and continues to be so today.  In the mid-19th century it was technological innovation with the use of water power in mass production and industrialization, followed in the late-20th century by micro-chips and computer hardware and software development in defense and then commercial applications which have helped New England prosper.   Over the next quarter century it will probably be some combination of the Internet, bio-technology, communications and medical services-related technologies, along with some new technologies that have yet to be invented, that will help the region’s economy.  

New England as a whole captures a disproportionate share of the nation’s patents and federal R&D funding, a pattern that has held true as US federal funding has shifted from defense-related manufacturing toward services, such as health care and biotechnology.    The region also attracts a relatively high percentage of the country’s venture capital funds, and of course is a region well known for its high concentration of colleges and universities, which contribute significantly to the well-educated, highly-skilled work force, as well as to research, innovation and entrepreneurship in the region. But this deserved reputation for technological and innovative prowess masks large divisions.  While Massachusetts consistently ranks at the top in federal research funding, Maine consistently ranks near the bottom.  

The strongest recent contributors to the regional economy are in “high technology industries”.  In the absence of a standard classification, several definitions of high technology industries have emerged.  One of the more comprehensive and widely recognized definitions is that of the American Electronics Association (AEA), which includes a number of service industries as well as manufacturing.  The AEA definition encompasses the following industries: computers and office equipment, consumer electronics, communication equipment, electronic components, semiconductors, industrial electronics, photonics, defense electronics, electro-medical equipment, communication services, and software and computer-related services (AEA 1999).   

Using the AEA the definition and data the region has 50 percent above the national average private sector employment in high technology industries, 6.4 percent compared to 4.5 percent US average.   The largest employers in the New England high-technology sector include software services, communication services, computer equipment, electronic components and defense electronics.   Compared to the nation, the region has a relatively high concentration of jobs in industrial electronics, photonics, computer equipment, semiconductors, electronic components, defense electronics and software.

High-tech industries in the region have contributed to growth in gross state product (GSP) per worker and growth in exports, as the leading exports from New England are high technology manufactured products.  These industries also pay above-average wages and contribute to the region having the highest per capita income of any region in the nation.  For example, the average wage in high-technology industries nationally in 1997 was 77 percent higher than the average U.S. private sector wage (AEA, 1999).

But, this reputation for technological prowess, while well deserved, also masks a much more complex reality.  The states in the region that have done best in the region –Massachusetts, Connecticut and New Hampshire—have been relatively fast in transforming their economies and leading the region and the nation through technology and economic cycles.  But the other states, particularly Rhode Island and Maine, have not done nearly as well in capturing the benefits of the recent changes in technology.  These states, and to a lesser degree Vermont, have been much less successful in finding sustainable substitutes for the traditional clothing, textile and shoe industries among the high technology industries.

Tables 2 and 3 document the region’s common economic strengths and key differences.  Both tables include a number of common economic measures.  Table 2 lists in order of average rank from high (i.e., close to “1” among the 50 US states) to low.  While Table 3 lists the same measures but according to variance in ranks among the 6 New England states, from highest to lowest variance.  Regional divergence is indicated by economic measures with high variance in rank across the six New England states.  
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TABLE 2:  New England State Rankings on Economic Measures


As indicated in Table 2 the main common strengths in the region over the last two decades are strong growth in gross state product (GSP) per capita and in personal income, slow overall employment growth, high percentage of adults 25 and older with a Graduate degree or higher, low unemployment and low poverty.  Table 2 also highlights the main contributing factors to the region’s high productivity growth –the high ranking of the New England states in the percentage of adults with a Graduate and college degrees or higher and the high concentration of high technology employment.  

	TABLE 3: 

 Variance in New England State Rankings on Economic Measures

	

	 
	Variance

	R&D Per Capita (98)
	333.1

	Income Gap 
	311.8

	Gross State Product (GSP) Per Capita (98)
	305.5

	Per Capita Personal Income (1999)
	236.6

	Median Family Income (1997)
	213.4

	High Tech Workers Per 1,000 (2000)
	199.8

	Pct of Population with a BA+ (2000)
	167.1

	Unemployment Rate (2000)
	106.4

	Personal Income Pct Change (94-98)
	102.8

	Pct of Adults Graduate Degree (2000)
	87.9

	Total Population Growth (90-2000)
	87.8

	Poverty Rate (98)
	69.5

	Personal Income Pct Change (79-98)
	42.6

	GSP Per Capita Pct Change (79-98)
	22.2

	Employment Growth (1990-99)
	18.7

	Pop. Growth 20-34 Cohort (90-2000)
	3.5


Table 3 indicates the important points of economic divergence that will distract from collaboration.   Only three of the six states --Connecticut, Massachusetts and New Hampshire-- have the combination of high current per capita personal income (all ranking in the top eight among the 50 states), high gross state product per capita, and high concentration of employment in high technology industries.  Thus, not all the New England states may put support for high value-added and high technology industries as a top priority.  A potential further deterrent to integration is that Massachusetts, Connecticut and Rhode Island have high levels of family income disparity –i.e., differences between average family incomes in the top and bottom income quintiles—compared to the other three New England states.   Therefore, attention to income equality and access to economic opportunity will more likely be at the forefront in Massachusetts, Connecticut, Maine and Rhode Island and less important in the other New England states.  

Another area of differentiation is that New Hampshire and Vermont have had relatively stronger population growth, while the other New England states have lagged  behind.  A significant portion of the increase in growth in population in New Hampshire and Vermont is due to in-migration from the slow growing New England states.  For example, New Hampshire ranks seventh in the nation in the percent of population growth from domestic in-migration and eighth in the US (and #1 in the northeastern US) in percent of the population that moved to the state since 1980.  In many respects New Hampshire has gained a high skilled labor force through in-migration.  Recent adult in-migrants to New Hampshire are 2.5 times more likely to have a bachelors’ degree or higher than a native resident adult of the Granite State.   Approximately one-half of domestic in-migrants to New Hampshire come from other New England states, with half of these alone from Massachusetts, New Hampshire’s neighbor to the south.  

This suggests a competition for population and labor force in general, and skilled labor in particular among the New England states.  This competition can deter regional cooperation.  And there appears to be evidence of this.  New Hampshire has appeared to use its so-called “tax advantage” (being the only state in the US except for Alaska without either a broad-based sales or income tax) as a magnet to attract skilled labor.  Many of the state’s skilled migrants come from neighboring, relatively high tax cost, New England states (see more discussion of differences in tax policy and fiscal structure in New England in chapter V).

There are several important points of economic divergence that will distract from collaboration.   Only three of the six states --Connecticut, Massachusetts and New Hampshire-- have the combination of high per capita income (all ranking in the top eight among the 50 states), high gross state product per capita, and high concentration of employment in high technology industries.  Thus, not all the New England states may put support for high value-added and high technology industries as a top priority.  A potential further deterrent to integration is that Massachusetts, Connecticut and Rhode Island have high levels of family income disparity –i.e., differences between average family incomes in the top and bottom income quintiles—compared to the other three New England states.   Therefore, attention to income equality and access to economic opportunity will more likely be at the forefront in Massachusetts, Connecticut, Maine and Rhode Island and less important in the other New England states.  

Another area of differentiation is that New Hampshire and Vermont have had relatively strong population growth, while the other New England states have lagged significantly behind.  A significant portion of the increase in growth in population in New Hampshire and Vermont is due to in-migration from the slow growing New England states.  For example, New Hampshire ranks seventh in the nation in the percent of population growth from domestic in-migration and eighth in the US (and #1 in the northeastern US) in percent of the population that moved to the state since 1980.  In many respects New Hampshire has gained a high skilled labor force through in-migration.  Recent adult in-migrants to New Hampshire are 2.5 times more likely to have a bachelors’ degree or higher than a native resident adult of the Granite State.   Approximately one-half of domestic in-migrants to New Hampshire come from other New England states, with half of these alone from Massachusetts, New Hampshire’s neighbor to the south.  

A final source of important divergence within New England is actually taking place within each state: the growing disparity between urban and rural regions.  Figure 3 shows the ratio of per capita personal income in the metropolitan areas of New England states to the per capita personal income in the nonmetropolitan areas for 1969 and 1999.  This ratio has grown in every state except Rhode Island, and the disparity has increased in New England significantly more than in the United States.  Connecticut shows the greatest change in differences, with Massachusetts and Maine next.  Rhodes Island stands out as an exception; it’s per capita personal income is lower in its urban areas than its rural areas in both decades, and the “rural” advantage increases.  However, this is an artifact of the particular geography of Rhode Island.  Its small size and the dominance of its major cities in the state means there is little “nonmetro” area.  The nonmetro areas are dominated by such communities as Newport and Westerly, both of which are very high income and very untypical of the rest of rural New England.

Table 4 provides a summary of the region’s industrial makeup.  A weighted statistical index is used to identify leading industries in terms of overall contribution to an individual state’s economy and employment base.  The index is based on generally accepted definitions of leading industries (Porter, 1993) and includes employment level and growth, relative wages and relative industry concentration (in New England states as compared to the national average).  For all of the variables in the index both levels and percent change since 1992 (since the last recession in New England and the US) to the end of the 1990s were considered.  The highest weight is given to relative employment concentration –35%, followed by employment level –25%, wage level –20%, wages relative to U.S. average for the industry, and number of establishments –10%.   Each variable is normalized before the weights are applied.  The weights for each variable are equally divided between level and recent percent change.  For each state the 12 top performing industries are identified.

Michael Porter (1993) has suggested that having leading industries in common could provide a basis for regional cooperation.  Prospective regional efforts might include industry and public policy efforts to foster mutually beneficial supply chain relations in the region and investment in economic foundations that can be shared and are critical to sustained competitive advantage.  Examples include efforts to secure federal research and development (R&D) monies and targeted education and training to bolster labor skills in leading industries.   Both R&D capabilities and human capital move relatively easily across the borders of states and the benefits from efforts in any one state could be shared with other states through supplier-customer relations and movement (e.g., commuting) of labor.

	TABLE 4:  Leading Industries In New England

	Top ranked industries in New England States 
	
	
	
	
	Leading 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 in # of

	
	NH
	MA
	CT
	ME
	VT
	RI
	States

	Health Services
	2
	5
	3
	4
	2
	2
	6

	Business services
	6
	2
	9
	3
	
	3
	5

	Eating and drinking places
	8
	11
	
	7
	10
	4
	5

	Educational services
	10
	6
	
	
	7
	6
	4

	Electronics and electronic equipment
	1
	9
	
	
	3
	11
	4

	Insurance carriers
	
	12
	2
	12
	11
	
	4

	Wholesale Trade --Durable Goods
	4
	10
	12
	
	
	7
	4

	Engineering and management services
	5
	8
	
	10
	
	
	3

	Instruments
	3
	7
	
	
	
	8
	3

	Security and commodity brokers
	
	4
	4
	
	
	5
	3

	Chemicals
	
	
	8
	2
	
	
	2

	Holding and investment offices
	
	1
	6
	
	
	
	2

	Hotels and other lodging places
	
	
	
	6
	6
	
	2

	Industrial machinery
	12
	
	
	8
	
	
	2

	Local and inter-urban passenger transit
	
	
	5
	
	9
	
	2

	Miscellaneous manufacturing
	
	
	
	
	1
	1
	2

	Real estate
	11
	
	
	
	8
	
	2

	Special trade contractors
	9
	
	
	
	
	10
	2

	Amusement and recreation services
	
	
	1
	
	
	
	1

	Apparel & accessory stores
	
	
	
	
	12
	
	1

	Fabricated metals
	
	
	7
	
	
	
	1

	Food and kindred products
	
	
	
	9
	
	
	1

	Food stores
	
	
	
	12
	
	
	1

	General building contractors
	
	
	
	
	4
	
	1

	Leather and leather products
	
	
	
	1
	
	
	1

	Lumber and wood products
	
	
	
	
	5
	
	1

	Miscellaneous retail
	7
	
	
	
	
	
	1

	Miscellanous repair services
	
	
	12
	
	
	
	1

	Paper and allied products
	
	
	
	
	
	9
	1

	Services n.e.c.
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	1

	Social services
	
	
	
	5
	
	
	1

	Textile mill products
	
	
	
	
	
	12
	1

	Transportation equipment
	
	
	10
	
	
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Industries not in top 12 in other states
	1
	1
	4
	4
	3
	2
	13

	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Source: New Hampshire Industry Group, UNH, 1998
	
	
	
	
	


There are only three industries –health care, business services and drinking establishments-- that are among the top-twelve industries in five or more of the New England states.    Health services is the only leading industry present in all the states in the region.  However, this industry is a leading industry in every state in the US with approximately 1/7th of total US national employment in health services and wages in the industry well above the overall US average.  Apart from in Massachusetts there probably is little particularly unique or distinctive about the health care industry in New England that one would expect to spur a regional “cluster” effort as envisioned by Porter.  

The second common leading industry is business services.  This sector includes a diverse range of industries from software to help supply services to janitorial services.  It is difficult to expect regional effort of the Porter type in such a wide-ranging industry.  There may be opportunity for regional effort to support and promote one “sub-industry” such as software (or some particular sector within software, such as Internet-related software) but our data does not allow for such refined analysis.   Eating and drinking places is the third common leading industry, in part because of the importance of tourism.   For this industry there is likely limited opportunity to develop a regional advantage beyond a region-wide promotion of tourism. 

The two states in the region with the highest concentration of high technology employment –New Hampshire and Massachusetts also share the most leading industries in common, eight.  The leading industries in common in the Granite and Bay states include high technology industries such as electronics and instrumentation manufacturing, business services and engineering and management services.   While one might imagine some cooperation to ensure future competitiveness in these high technology industries, the reality is that much of New Hampshire’s strength in these industries has moved into the state along with skilled labor from Massachusetts and thus there is a competitive and thus non-cooperative element between the two states that could deter regionalism.

Furthermore, there are noteworthy divergences within the region in leading industries that could deter collaboration.  Even with its similarities to New Hampshire, Massachusetts along with Connecticut stand out as the most different in terms of having the most leading industries that are not leading in any of the other New England states.  Thus, Massachusetts and Connecticut might have limited incentive to work collaboratively with other New England states on industry initiatives in the region of the Porter type.  
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An important demographic challenge that is definitely shared by all New England states is the slow growth in the 20-34 year old cohort.   The New England states rank lowest among the 50 states in growth in this age cohort group from 1990 to 2000.   This is the group of entry-level workers that will affect the future economic growth and competitiveness of all the states in the region. 

This suggests a competition for population and labor force in general, and skilled labor in particular among the New England states.  This competition can deter regional cooperation.  And there appears to be evidence of this.  New Hampshire has appeared to use its so-called “tax advantage” (being the only state in the US except for Alaska without either a broad-based sales or income tax) as a magnet to attract skilled labor.  Many of the state’s skilled migrants come from neighboring, relatively high tax cost, New England states (see more discussion of differences in tax policy and fiscal structure in New England in chapter V).

The Challenges Ahead

Education has traditionally been and continues to be highly esteemed and an important element of the region’s culture and identity.  In early New England, learning lessons from the Bible required that children be literate.  Parents therefore taught their children to read.  Education still receives, perhaps, greater emphasis in New England than anywhere else in the country.  The physical presence of educational institutions in cities and town across the region and the fact that half of the Ivy League institutions call New England home reflect the importance of education in the region.   The data strongly support New England’s claim as an education leader.  The region has a significantly higher percentage of college graduates -- 30 percent of adults compared to 25 percent in the nation—than other regions (Kodrzycki, 2000).  It is also a net exporter of education, particularly higher education.  New England more so than any other region in the US educates outsiders.  The region enrolls 12 percent of all US students in independent colleges (NEBHE, 2000) more than double its general population share.

Longer term the New England economy faces many challenges in the 21st century. Recent trends in New England’s population, labor force, and college degrees awarded could undermine the region’s competitive advantage.  The New England region has lagged well behind other regions of the nation –including the Western, Mountain and Southern states – in population growth and has been losing, through out-migration, some of its younger and best-educated residents.  In addition growth in high technology employment, even during the late 1990s period of economic strength, has lagged behind the national average.

As highlighted previously, the main culprit for slow employment growth is slow population growth.  The 2000 US Census figures indicate that population growth over the last decade in the New England region was less than half the US rate. Over the last decade the region’s population grew just 5.4 percent compared to the national average of 13.2 percent  (Figure 1).   The relatively slow population growth is expected to continue in the future.  This will result in slow labor force growth and limit the potential for employment and economic growth in the future. Compounding New England’s demographic challenge is an aging population -- with the region’s median age well above the national average-- and an expected decline in the entry level worker population cohort (those in the age group 25-44) significantly greater than the national average over the next decades.

Within the region, two different patterns have emerged.  Two of the three northern New England states –New Hampshire and Vermont -- have experienced relatively high population growth, benefiting from in-migration from other states.  The three southern states, in contrast, have experienced growth well below that of the nation.  These states have become increasingly dependent on foreign in-migration for employment growth.  For example, Massachusetts without foreign immigration would have experienced a decline in its labor force over the last decade.  

Foreign immigrants have provided a critical source of skilled workers, particularly important at a time when southern New England has experienced significant domestic out-migration that includes many well-educated individuals.  Recent changes in immigration laws have increased quotas, thereby allowing expansion of the region’s immigrant workforce.  The region is vulnerable, however, to possible future changes in these federal laws, which could result in smaller numbers of immigrants allowed into the country.  Moreover, the region needs to better understand the reasons behind the exodus of well-educated workers, especially in times of worker and skill shortages.  If, as has been suggested by a recent (MassINC) report, skilled workers are leaving for geographic areas with lower living costs, employers have to consider increasing real wages or otherwise improving living and working conditions in order to attract and keep workers in New England. 

Perhaps of even greater concern than demographic trends is that New England has been losing higher education market share.  The percent of total U.S. college and university degrees awarded in the region declined from 7.2 to 6.7 percent between 1993 and 1998 (the last year complete data is available) with the number of degrees in New England declining by nearly 1 percent while increasing by 7 percent nationally.  Part of this reflects demographic trends, as the region’s growth in college-aged population lags the nation.  However, it also reflects the relatively low public support of higher education in New England, relatively high costs, and increased competition from schools in other regions. 

A smaller supply of new college graduates in New England reduces the pool of talent from which businesses can recruit.  Moreover, degrees in several fields critically linked to high-tech industries have experienced greater than average declines of new graduates in the region.  For example, New England’s share of engineering and math/computer science degrees awarded in the US has also fallen over the past two decades. A well-educated, highly skilled work force has long been a competitive strength of New England, fostering growth and development of high-technology firms and attracting employers dependent on skilled workers to the area.  Shortages of such workers can hinder the long-term economic development of the region. 

The next few years are critical to New England.  If the region is unable to maintain its strength and competitive advantage in education and innovation, other regions (nationally and internationally) will displace New England.  The region needs to retain its national and international leadership in high-technology infrastructure, in order to secure its strong economic position and be a leader in high-technology industry innovation, and change through the 21st century.

At question is whether the region can find the will and the way to work together on collective economic challenges.  Can the region work around (or through) the competitive aspects associated with recruiting and retaining high technology firms and workers?  Can the region overcome problems of free rider states and economic differences among the states inhibiting collaboration on some core issues of common concern?  Insights on these questions can be gained by consideration of political and institutional factors in chapter V.  

Conclusion

New England has shown it can, with some help from the federal government, develop regional approaches to management of some critical natural resource and infrastructure issues such as energy and water resources.  It has been less successful in other areas, and now faces the challenge of how to respond to challenges in the  innovation-based high value-added economy and higher education.  In these areas, there is significant divergence in the state’s economies and leading industries that will detract from common effort.   How state-level economics and common regional economic challenges impact integration (positively or negatively in net) will ultimately be determined by a variety of institutional factors.  We review these factors and their implications for regional integration in the next chapter.
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	4 Industrial revenue bonds permit a private sector borrower to take advantage of the fact that interest paid on state and local government bonds is tax exempt under federal law.  The recommendation would have increased the amount of capital that states could raise through this device for business development.
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		Connecticut		Connecticut

		Maine		Maine

		Massachusetts		Massachusetts

		New Hampshire		New Hampshire

		Rhode Island		Rhode Island

		Vermont		Vermont

		New England		New England

		US		US



1969

1999

Ratio of Per Capita Personal Income in Metro v. Nonmetro Areas 1969 and 1999

1.1254892931

1.3098906802

1.1224489796

1.2021547933

1.1273748997

1.2017342601

1.0697803725

1.1333194963

0.9632224168

0.8787612497

1.0421398685

1.1317913942

1.2454466609

1.3544270141

1.3979522184

1.4185382744



PY State Metro Nonmetro.htrm

		

		Per capita personal income		FIPS						1969		1999		1969		1999

		30		9998		1		Connecticut Metro						4888		40380

		30		9999		1		Connecticut NonMetro						4343		30827

		30		23998		1		Maine Metro						3355		27337

		30		23999		1		Maine NonMetro						2989		22740

		30		25998		1		Massachusetts Metro						4213		35617

		30		25999		1		Massachusetts NonMetro						3737		29638

		30		33998		1		New Hampshire Metro						3848		32762

		30		33999		1		New Hampshire NonMetro						3597		28908

		30		44998		1		Rhode Island Metro						3850		29000

		30		44999		1		Rhode Island NonMetro						3997		33001

		30		50998		1		Vermont Metro						3487		28039

		30		50999		1		Vermont NonMetro						3346		24774

		30		91998		1		New England Metro						4308		35658

		30		91999		1		New England NonMetro						3459		26327

										1969		1999

		30		9000		2		Connecticut		1.1254892931		1.3098906802		4847		39543		0.1844013871

		30		23000		2		Maine		1.1224489796		1.2021547933		3140		24582		0.0797058137

		30		25000		2		Massachusetts		1.1273748997		1.2017342601		4207		35527		0.0743593604

		30		33000		2		New Hampshire		1.0697803725		1.1333194963		3744		31325		0.0635391238

		30		44000		2		Rhode Island		0.9632224168		0.8787612497		3865		29335		-0.0844611672

		30		50000		2		Vermont		1.0421398685		1.1317913942		3388		25845		0.0896515257

								New England		1.2454466609		1.3544270141						0.1089803532

								US		1.3979522184		1.4185382744						0.0205860559

		30		0				United States		0.9389648438		0.9415839298		3846		28546

		30		998				United States Metropolitan Portion		1		1		4096		30317

		30		999				United States Nonmetropolitan Portion		0.7153320313		0.7049510176		2930		21372

		30		24000		1		Maryland		1.0943837754		1.1391088068		4209		32517

		30		1000				Alabama		2748		22972

		30		1998				Alabama Metropolitan Portion		3013		24482

		30		1999				Alabama Nonmetropolitan Portion		2229		19424

		30		2000				Alaska		4749		28629

		30		2998				Alaska Metropolitan Portion		5608		33813

		30		2999				Alaska Nonmetropolitan Portion		4136		24934

		30		4000				Arizona		3489		25173

		30		4998				Arizona Metropolitan Portion		3608		26203

		30		4999				Arizona Nonmetropolitan Portion		2769		17674

		30		5000				Arkansas		2619		22233

		30		5998				Arkansas Metropolitan Portion		2958		24903

		30		5999				Arkansas Nonmetropolitan Portion		2364		19669

		30		6000				California		4540		29856

		30		6998				California Metropolitan Portion		4563		30164

		30		6999				California Nonmetropolitan Portion		3777		20830

		30		8000				Colorado		3686		31533

		30		8998				Colorado Metropolitan Portion		3826		32717

		30		8999				Colorado Nonmetropolitan Portion		3026		25322

		30		10000				Delaware		4421		30701

		30		10998				Delaware Metropolitan Portion		4563		32303

		30		10999				Delaware Nonmetropolitan Portion		3597		23700

		30		11000				District of Columbia		4528		39130

		30		11998				District of Columbia Metropolitan Portion		4528		39130

		30		11999				District of Columbia Nonmetropolitan Portion		0		0

		30		12000				Florida		3659		27781

		30		12998				Florida Metropolitan Portion		3731		28189

		30		12999				Florida Nonmetropolitan Portion		2741		22361

		30		13000				Georgia		3162		27324

		30		13998				Georgia Metropolitan Portion		3551		30124

		30		13999				Georgia Nonmetropolitan Portion		2507		21061

		30		15000				Hawaii		4548		27533

		30		15998				Hawaii Metropolitan Portion		4752		29465

		30		15999				Hawaii Nonmetropolitan Portion		3666		22329

		30		16000				Idaho		3269		22871

		30		16998				Idaho Metropolitan Portion		3502		26298

		30		16999				Idaho Nonmetropolitan Portion		3162		20719

		30		17000				Illinois		4354		31138

		30		17998				Illinois Metropolitan Portion		4543		32846

		30		17999				Illinois Nonmetropolitan Portion		3427		21798

		30		18000				Indiana		3714		26157

		30		18998				Indiana Metropolitan Portion		3829		27584

		30		18999				Indiana Nonmetropolitan Portion		3427		22529

		30		19000				Iowa		3652		25598

		30		19998				Iowa Metropolitan Portion		3831		28460

		30		19999				Iowa Nonmetropolitan Portion		3534		23269

		30		20000				Kansas		3548		26705

		30		20998				Kansas Metropolitan Portion		3857		29767

		30		20999				Kansas Nonmetropolitan Portion		3248		22674

		30		21000				Kentucky		2971		23227

		30		21998				Kentucky Metropolitan Portion		3494		27589

		30		21999				Kentucky Nonmetropolitan Portion		2463		19143

		30		22000				Louisiana		2901		22839

		30		22998				Louisiana Metropolitan Portion		3132		24340

		30		22999				Louisiana Nonmetropolitan Portion		2283		18287

		30		24998				Maryland Metropolitan Portion		4273		33090

		30		24999				Maryland Nonmetropolitan Portion		3309		25244

		30		26000				Michigan		4145		28104

		30		26998				Michigan Metropolitan Portion		4309		29554

		30		26999				Michigan Nonmetropolitan Portion		3181		21272

		30		27000				Minnesota		3779		30742

		30		27998				Minnesota Metropolitan Portion		4192		33877

		30		27999				Minnesota Nonmetropolitan Portion		3011		23337

		30		28000				Mississippi		2408		20686

		30		28998				Mississippi Metropolitan Portion		2977		24010

		30		28999				Mississippi Nonmetropolitan Portion		2183		18804

		30		29000				Missouri		3561		26404

		30		29998				Missouri Metropolitan Portion		3971		29499

		30		29999				Missouri Nonmetropolitan Portion		2665		19841

		30		30000				Montana		3284		21997

		30		30998				Montana Metropolitan Portion		3513		24808

		30		30999				Montana Nonmetropolitan Portion		3175		20587

		30		31000				Nebraska		3572		27047

		30		31998				Nebraska Metropolitan Portion		3905		30632

		30		31999				Nebraska Nonmetropolitan Portion		3305		23136

		30		32000				Nevada		4520		31004

		30		32998				Nevada Metropolitan Portion		4619		31477

		30		32999				Nevada Nonmetropolitan Portion		4083		27947

		30		34000				New Jersey		4525		35612

		30		34998				New Jersey Metropolitan Portion		4525		35612

		30		34999				New Jersey Nonmetropolitan Portion		0		0

		30		35000				New Mexico		2921		21836

		30		35998				New Mexico Metropolitan Portion		3140		24860

		30		35999				New Mexico Nonmetropolitan Portion		2699		17827

		30		36000				New York		4603		33901

		30		36998				New York Metropolitan Portion		4710		34953

		30		36999				New York Nonmetropolitan Portion		3246		21991

		30		37000				North Carolina		3051		26417

		30		37998				North Carolina Metropolitan Portion		3338		28690

		30		37999				North Carolina Nonmetropolitan Portion		2563		21768

		30		38000				North Dakota		3052		23273

		30		38998				North Dakota Metropolitan Portion		3280		26011

		30		38999				North Dakota Nonmetropolitan Portion		2949		21174

		30		39000				Ohio		3934		27171

		30		39998				Ohio Metropolitan Portion		4057		28403

		30		39999				Ohio Nonmetropolitan Portion		3343		21943

		30		40000				Oklahoma		3198		22958

		30		40998				Oklahoma Metropolitan Portion		3613		25410

		30		40999				Oklahoma Nonmetropolitan Portion		2686		19191

		30		41000				Oregon		3677		26958

		30		41998				Oregon Metropolitan Portion		3823		28811

		30		41999				Oregon Nonmetropolitan Portion		3312		22011

		30		42000				Pennsylvania		3815		28619

		30		42998				Pennsylvania Metropolitan Portion		3917		29797

		30		42999				Pennsylvania Nonmetropolitan Portion		3200		22204

		30		45000				South Carolina		2827		23538

		30		45998				South Carolina Metropolitan Portion		3016		24520

		30		45999				South Carolina Nonmetropolitan Portion		2467		21223

		30		46000				South Dakota		2995		25041

		30		46998				South Dakota Metropolitan Portion		3386		28509

		30		46999				South Dakota Nonmetropolitan Portion		2865		23218

		30		47000				Tennessee		2967		25548

		30		47998				Tennessee Metropolitan Portion		3234		28045

		30		47999				Tennessee Nonmetropolitan Portion		2422		20267

		30		48000				Texas		3373		26834

		30		48998				Texas Metropolitan Portion		3523		28057

		30		48999				Texas Nonmetropolitan Portion		2803		20103

		30		49000				Utah		3103		23276

		30		49998				Utah Metropolitan Portion		3202		24335

		30		49999				Utah Nonmetropolitan Portion		2754		19838

		30		51000				Virginia		3558		29794

		30		51998				Virginia Metropolitan Portion		3881		32274

		30		51999				Virginia Nonmetropolitan Portion		2652		20883

		30		53000				Washington		4097		30380

		30		53998				Washington Metropolitan Portion		4205		32136

		30		53999				Washington Nonmetropolitan Portion		3617		21810

		30		54000				West Virginia		2798		20921

		30		54998				West Virginia Metropolitan Portion		3268		24006

		30		54999				West Virginia Nonmetropolitan Portion		2451		18694

		30		55000				Wisconsin		3751		27370

		30		55998				Wisconsin Metropolitan Portion		4031		29575

		30		55999				Wisconsin Nonmetropolitan Portion		3137		22732

		30		56000				Wyoming		3584		26363

		30		56998				Wyoming Metropolitan Portion		3978		28724

		30		56999				Wyoming Nonmetropolitan Portion		3395		25369

		30		92998				Mideast Metropolitan Portion		4424		33603

		30		92999				Mideast Nonmetropolitan Portion		3236		22475

		30		93998				Great Lakes Metropolitan Portion		4226		29977

		30		93999				Great Lakes Nonmetropolitan Portion		3317		22040

		30		94998				Plains Metropolitan Portion		3969		30700

		30		94999				Plains Nonmetropolitan Portion		3118		22277

		30		95998				Southeast Metropolitan Portion		3423		27933

		30		95999				Southeast Nonmetropolitan Portion		2433		20234

		30		96998				Southwest Metropolitan Portion		3528		27382

		30		96999				Southwest Nonmetropolitan Portion		2757		19351

		30		97998				Rocky Mountain Metropolitan Portion		3625		29418

		30		97999				Rocky Mountain Nonmetropolitan Portion		3112		22139

		30		98998				Far West Metropolitan Portion		4489		30368

		30		98999				Far West Nonmetropolitan Portion		3640		22296

		</pre>
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		TABLE 3: New England Affiliation (Pecent Democrat)

				CT		Maine		Mass		NH		RI		VT		NE Ave.		NNE Ave.		SNE Ave.		Variance

		Percent Democratic Registered Voters		36%		32%		37%		27%		NA		NA		33%

		Percent Independent Registered Voters		40%		39%		50%		36%		NA		NA		41%

		Turnout		41%		44%		41%		37%		41%		49%		42%		42%		41%		0.00162

		Percent Voting for Clinton 1996		53%		53%		61%		49%		60%		53%		55%		52%		58%		0.00218

		Percent Voting for Clinton 1992		42%		39%		48%		39%		47%		46%		44%		42%		46%		0.00163

		Pecent Democrat in Exec Branch		60%		75%		60%		75%		100%		60%		72%		65%		73%		0.02467

		Percent Democrat State Senate		53%		57%		83%		54%		84%		57%		65%		55%		73%		0.02155

		Percent Democrat State House		64%		52%		81%		39%		86%		51%		62%		51%		77%		0.03382

		Percent Democrat US Senate		100%		0%		100%		0%		50%		50%		50%		50%		83%		0.20000

		Percent Democrat US House		67%		100%		100%		0%		100%		0%		61%		22%		89%		0.24082

		Average Percent Democrat		59%		51%		71%		35%		75%		45%		56%		56%		57%

		Source: Almanac of American Politics, 2000.

		TABLE 4: New England State Rankings (among 50 US states)

		Ranks among 50 States on

		Percent of State Gov. Expenditures on:		CT		Maine		Mass		NH		RI		VT		NE Ave.		NNE Ave.		SNE Ave.		Variance

		Current Operations		12		4		31		3		6		2		9.7		5.7		16.3		121.9

		Interest on General Debt		6		32		12		7		19		17		15.5		10.0		12.3		92.3

		Education (total including Higher Ed)		46		44		50		49		45		37		45.2		44.0		47.0		21.4

		Public Welfare		17		2		16		3		15		9		10.3		9.7		16.0		44.7

		Corrections and Police		15		45		21		42		22		33		29.7		30.0		19.3		149.5

		Highways		43		25		25		13		47		19		28.7		25.0		38.3		181.5

		Health and Hospitals		4		34		10		37		7		50		23.7		30.3		7.0		365.9

		Natural Resources and Parks and Rec.		49		14		41		43		38		9		32.3		33.7		42.7		275.9

		State and Local Tax Rev as % of Income		9		5		26		50		11		8		18.2		22.3		15.3		297.4

		Source: Morgan Quitno Press, using data from the US Bureau of the Census.





Table 2

		TABLE 2:  Leading 2-Digit Industries In New England

		Top-twelve ranked in New England States														Leading

																in # of

				NH		MA		CT		ME		VT		RI		States

		Health Services		2		5		3		4		2		2		6

		Business services		6		2		9		3				3		5

		Eating and drinking places		8		11				7		10		4		5

		Educational services		10		6						7		6		4

		Electronics and electronic equipment		1		9						3		11		4

		Insurance carriers				12		2		12		11				4

		Wholesale Trade --Durable Goods		4		10		12						7		4

		Engineering and management services		5		8				10						3

		Instruments		3		7								8		3

		Security and commoity brokers				4		4						5		3

		Chemicals						8		2						2

		Holding and investment offices				1		6								2

		Hotels and other lodging places								6		6				2

		Industrial machinery		12						8						2

		Local and inter-urban passenger transit						5				9				2

		Miscellaneous manufacturing										1		1		2

		Real estate		11								8				2

		Special trade contractors		9										10		2

		Amusement and recreation services						1								1

		Apparel & accessory stores										12				1

		Fabricated metals						7								1

		Food and kindred products								9						1

		Food stores								12						1

		General building contractors										4				1

		Leather and leather products								1						1

		Lumber and wood products										5				1

		Miscellaneous retail		7												1

		Miscellanous repair services						12								1

		Paper and allied products												9		1

		Services n.e.c.				3										1

		Social services								5						1

		Textile mill products												12		1

		Transportation equipment						10								1

		Industries not in top 12 in other states		1		1		4		4		3		2		13

		Source: New Hampshire Industry Group, UNH, 1998





table by ave rank top dow

		TABLE 2:  New England State Rankings on Economic Measures

		Rank is from top (#1) to low (#50) among the 50 US states

										CT		MAINE		MASS		NH		RI		VT		Average		Variance

		GSP Per Capita Pct Change (79-98)								3		12		4		2		7		13		6.8		22.2

		Personal Income Pct Change (79-98)								1		17		2		3		13		7		7.2		42.6

		Pct of Adults Graduate Degree (2000)								2		27		1		9		11		8		9.7		87.9

		Unemployment Rate (2000)								2		15		4		7		30		8		11.0		106.4

		Median Family Income (1997)								1		37		4		8		6		27		13.8		213.4

		Personal Income Pct Change (94-98)								2		25		3		17		19		24		15.0		102.8

		Pct of Population with a BA+ (2000)								8		33		2		4		28		17		15.3		167.1

		Poverty Rate (98)								12		20		3		14		28		16		15.5		69.5

		High Tech Workers Per 1,000 (2000)								16		37		3		2		28		9		15.8		199.8

		Per Capita Personal Income (1999)								1		37		2		8		15		32		15.8		236.6

		R&D Per Capita (98)								13		48		3		12		5		36		19.5		333.1

		Gross State Product (GSP) Per Capita (98)								2		43		5		11		23		39		20.5		305.5

		Income Gap								46		8		35		7		28		3		21.2		311.8

		Total Population Growth (90-2000)								47		46		41		22		45		38		39.8		87.8

		Employment Growth (1990-99)								49		44		45		39		50		41		44.7		18.7

		Pop. Growth 20-34 Cohort (90-2000)								50		49		45		48		46		47		47.5		3.5





rank by variance

		TABLE 3:  New England State Rankings on Economic Measures

		Rank is from top (#1) to low (#50) among the 50 US states

										CT		MAINE		MASS		NH		RI		VT		Average		Variance

		R&D Per Capita (98)								13		48		3		12		5		36		19.5		333.1

		Income Gap								46		8		35		7		28		3		21.2		311.8

		Gross State Product (GSP) Per Capita (98)								2		43		5		11		23		39		20.5		305.5

		Per Capita Personal Income (1999)								1		37		2		8		15		32		15.8		236.6

		Median Family Income (1997)								1		37		4		8		6		27		13.8		213.4

		High Tech Workers Per 1,000 (2000)								16		37		3		2		28		9		15.8		199.8

		Pct of Population with a BA+ (2000)								8		33		2		4		28		17		15.3		167.1

		Unemployment Rate (2000)								2		15		4		7		30		8		11.0		106.4

		Personal Income Pct Change (94-98)								2		25		3		17		19		24		15.0		102.8

		Pct of Adults Graduate Degree (2000)								2		27		1		9		11		8		9.7		87.9

		Total Population Growth (90-2000)								47		46		41		22		45		38		39.8		87.8

		Poverty Rate (98)								12		20		3		14		28		16		15.5		69.5

		Personal Income Pct Change (79-98)								1		17		2		3		13		7		7.2		42.6

		GSP Per Capita Pct Change (79-98)								3		12		4		2		7		13		6.8		22.2

		Employment Growth (1990-99)								49		44		45		39		50		41		44.7		18.7

		Pop. Growth 20-34 Cohort (90-2000)								50		49		45		48		46		47		47.5		3.5





Table 1

		TABLE 1:  New England State Rankings on Economic Measures

		Rank is from top (#1) to low (#50) among the 50 US states

										CT		MAINE		MASS		NH		RI		VT		Average		Variance

		Pop. Growth 20-34 Cohort (90-2000)								50		49		45		48		46		47		47.5		3.5

		GSP Per Capita Pct Change (79-98)								3		12		4		2		7		13		6.8		22.2

		Percent Employment in Manufacturing								17		22		29		11		13		19		18.5		42.3

		Personal Income Pct Change (79-98)								1		17		2		3		13		7		7.2		42.6

		Pct of Employment in Services								11		19		2		17		6		14		11.5		42.7

		Poverty Rate (98)								12		20		3		14		28		16		15.5		69.5

		Total Population Growth (90-2000)								47		46		41		22		45		38		39.8		87.8

		Pct of Adults Graduate Degree (2000)								2		27		1		9		11		8		9.7		87.9

		Personal Income Pct Change (94-98)								2		25		3		17		19		24		15.0		102.8

		Unemployment Rate (2000)								2		15		4		7		30		8		11.0		106.4

		Employment Growth (96-97)								19		9		13		28		33		37		23.2		126.6

		Pct of Population with a BA+ (2000)								8		33		2		4		28		17		15.3		167.1

		High Tech Workers Per 1,000 (2000)								16		37		3		2		28		9		15.8		199.8

		Median Family Income (1997)								1		37		4		8		6		27		13.8		213.4

		Per Capita Personal Income (1999)								1		37		2		8		15		32		15.8		236.6

		Gross State Product (GSP) Per Capita (98)								2		43		5		11		23		39		20.5		305.5

		Income Gap								46		8		35		7		28		3		21.2		311.8

		R&D Per Capita (98)								13		48		3		12		5		36		19.5		333.1

		Note: All rankings are from highest (1) to lowest (50) except where noted.

		Sources: A14Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic Information System.

		Educational attainment, poverty rate: US Bureau of the Census. Income Gap (ratio of average income in top quintile

		to average income in bottom quintile), Center for policy and budget priorities. High technology employment:

		American Electronics Association.






