
Numbers? Borrinnnggg!!!

application of all the learning styles
instructors can help students achieve
this goal, gain greater confidence in
their abilities (affective dimension),
and simultaneously gain a wider
range of skills (cognitive dimension).
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Numbers? Borrinnnggg!!!

William I. Buscemi, Wittenberg University

H ow big is government anyway?
Compared to what? How much does
it spend? How many people work
for it? Doing what? Should we cut
welfare? Social Security? Should we
reduce taxes? Balance the budget?
Reduce the national debt? These
questions dominate public discussion
of politics, and should, it seems, fig-
ure heavily in any course on Ameri-
can government. Indications are,
however, that they do not.

Students are more turned off from
politics today than at any time since
the 1950s (see Mann 1996). One
reason for this lack of interest might
be that the pressing issues of today,
e.g., structural unemployment, wel-
fare reform, and budget deficits, call
for a different sort of understanding

than did the issues of the 1960s and
1970s, e.g. school segregation, the
Vietnam war, and Watergate. What
appears as apathy and cynicism may
be due in part to a lack of relevant
conceptual tools with which to com-
prehend and judge important politi-
cal events. To grasp today's issues
one needs a sense of numbers; un-
fortunately, many students today
would, if pressed, be hard put to de-
scribe the difference between a mil-
lion and a billion. Why are students
so innumerate with regard to the
large numbers that figure into poli-
tics? I would suggest three factors
that contribute to the problem. First
of all, politicians, whose rhetoric fills
much of the space available for po-
litical communication, have little in-

centive to provide, and much reason
to blur and evade, clear information
concerning the magnitudes most rel-
evant to the issue at hand. Rather
than speak directly of unemployment
rates or deficit figures, for instance,
politicians often make reference to
some incremental change over a
time span selected to show them-
selves to advantage. Ross Perot, for
all his faults, is to be commended
for his attempts to provide, in clear
and direct form, basic figures con-
cerning such problems as the na-
tional debt. A second factor contrib-
uting to students' lack of interest in
quantitative data may be, paradoxi-
cally, our own insistence as teachers
on the highest standards of rigor and
precision. We tend to disparage the
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"quick and dirty" estimates that are
often most useful and appropriate
for dealing with the issues at hand.
We fail to convey to students that,
even in our own research, it is the
rough estimate that usually precedes
the controlled study, frames its sig-
nificance, and provides the intuitive
criteria for assessing its results.
When teaching, we too often reverse
this sequence and attempt to equip
students with sophisticated method-
ological tools for solving problems
before they have been made to feel
the importance and difficulty of the
questions. We would do better to
begin with rough numbers and bold
comparisons, and hold the qualifica-
tions and refinements until later. Yet
another factor contributing to stu-
dent apathy concerning politics is, I
believe, the failure of introductory
textbooks in American government
to provide significant and accessible
data. Despite the plethora of slick
and colorful graphics displaying all
sorts of data, one senses that these
are presented largely for their own
sake, perhaps "to teach students to
read charts and graphs" (or worse,
to sell text books), and not because
the data are significant, or integrally
related to the text.

The kind of understanding that I
argue for here is a sense of the im-
portant magnitudes, their relative
proportions, and the place of one's
own concerns within the whole. This
sort of understanding is not exactly
"quantitative"; it results less from
the application of mathematical and
methodological technique than from
reliance upon the kind of intuition
or "feel" that an artist has for shape
and composition, or the educated
layperson has for geographic loca-
tions or historical periods. Such intu-
itions, inexact though they may be,
provide the parameters within which
we wrestle with more local problems.
This is the same sort of intuition
that we use in our daily lives. When
buying a car, we estimate our assets
and calculate the trade-offs between
cost and comfort; and when budget-
ing our time, we balance the impor-
tance of various claims against the
limits of our own energies. Such
rough and ready estimations under-
lie almost all of our understanding
and decision making.

Will students be overwhelmed and

confused when confronted with huge
numbers, especially when they find
that these are to be taken seriously
and may even be on the exam?
Maybe. But perhaps the opposite
will occur. A sense of empowerment
can come to students when they re-
alize their ability to see large num-
bers in relation to one another, and
to explore the correlations among
them through rough but important
calculations. Ask them to estimate,
for example, what would happen if
we really did turn swords into plow-
shares. How could they perform this
calculation? First, have them take
the amount that is spent each year
by all nations on military items,
which is nearly $l,000B (U.S. De-
partment of Commerce 1996, 354).l

Then tell them to divide this money
among the world's poor, who num-
ber, let us say, Vfe of the world's pop-
ulation, or IB people. The result is
that each poor person would get
$1,000 annually, a fantastic sum to
those whose current yearly income is
less than $100! This is, of course, a
problem much easier to solve arith-
metically than politically, but it pro-
vides an interesting talking point and
a sense of proportion.

How can we give students a feel
for big numbers? Invariably, intui-
tions are anchored in familiar expe-
rience. Most Americans "feel" the
distance of 100 yards as the length
of a football field, and a gallon as
the volume of a milk container;
(meters and grams remain, unfortu-
nately, mere abstractions). To im-
press upon students the difference
between a million and a billion, we
might try comparing these numbers
to the length of the class room: if
the whole length is a billion, then a
million is a half inch or so; or, if a
million is a penny, a billion is $10.
Once numbers are brought within
the circle of student "familiars," data
tend to lose their authoritative and
mysterious quality. No longer must
one rely so absolutely upon word
from the experts, who alone have
access to arcane sources. Important-
sounding pronouncements concern-
ing, for example, the national debt,
can now be measured against one's
own estimates. Here, too, is a cor-
rective against the notorious power
of statistics to "lie." Students will
come to realize, when making their

own calculations, that all such opera-
tions involve interpretation and con-
struction, that it makes a difference
whether you compare U.S. living
standards to all nations or only to
industrialized nations, and whether
you measure debt growth over the
last 4 years, or the last 14. Students
will be better able to evaluate the in-
terpretations of others, once they gain
experience in formulating their own.

Where do we find those figures so
important to achieving an under-
standing of major political issues? In
my experience, the typical American
government text book is of little
help. Scanning three texts recently
sent to me for possible course adop-
tion—Janda, Berry, and Goldman
(1993), Paterson (1996), and Ed-
wards, Wattenberg, and Lineberry
(1996)—I find little that is useful
concerning, for instance, the federal
budget. Two of the texts have small
pie charts (Patterson 1996, 517; Ed-
wards, Wattenberg, and Lineberry
1996, 375), which are not very infor-
mative because their expenditure
categories are too vague, and their
use of percentages rather than dollar
figures prevents easy comparison
with other relevant data.2 Indeed,
much of the data presented in the
typical text would qualify as "trivia,"
since they are unrelated to the sorts
of context or comparisons which
alone could convey their significance.
The main source that I used to
gather data for this article was the
U. S. government publication Statis-
tical Abstracts (1996), a surprisingly
accessible, interesting, comprehen-
sive compendium of census data and
other records pertaining to a wide
range of political, economic, and
demographic issues.3

How big is government? Annual
expenditures by all levels of Ameri-
can government are shown roughly
in the following figures: (U.S. De-
partment of Commerce 1996, 330).4

Federal
State
Local
Total

$1,600B
850B
750B

$3,200B

What is the significance of these
numbers? To get a sense of their
importance we might compare them,
first of all, to the nation's Gross Do-
mestic Product, which is about
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TABLE 1
Total Tax Receipts as % of
GDP6

Denmark
Sweden
Finland
Czech Republic
Belgium
Netherlands
Luxembourg
France
Poland
Austria
Greece
Italy
Norway
Hungary
Germany
Ireland
New Zealand
Canada
Spain
United Kingdom
Switzerland
Portugal
Iceland
Australia
Japan
United States
Turkey
Mexico

51.6
51.0
47.3
47.3
46.6
45.9
45.0
44.1
43.2
42.8
42.5
41.7
41.2
41.0
39.3
37.5
37.0
36.1
35.8
34.1
33.9
33.0
30.9
29.9
27.8
27.6
22.2
18.8

Source: OECD (1997, 46-47)

$7,000B (1996, 443).5 We see then
that the government spends almost
half of all that the nation "earns"
each year. Is that excessive? To pur-
sue this question we could compare
the percentage of GDP spent by
government in the U.S. to that of
other countries, as seen in the fol-
lowing table.

Table 1 indicates that the size of
the U.S. government is, in propor-
tion to its economy, smaller than
that of nearly any other industrial-
ized nation. A related question con-
cerns the size of the national debt,
which is about $5,000B (1996, 330).7

Is this excessive? Supply siders
would say not, since it is less than
the GDP. After all, a family or busi-
ness thinks nothing of going into
debt for amounts two to three times
its annual salary or profits, particu-
larly if borrowing enhances the pros-
pects of future earnings, as do col-
lege tuition, factory equipment, or,

in the case of government, highway
construction. And what, by the way,
is that awesome figure so often
quoted, but which we never quite
remember, namely "Each man,
woman, and child's share of the na-
tional debt?" No problem: just di-
vide the $5,000B debt among 260M
people, or roughly VAB, and you get
$20,000 per person: a little high,
maybe, but close enough, and about
the amount spent on a year of col-
lege! How does government spend
its money?8 The federal government
spends its half of all government
money roughly as follows:

Social Security, Medicare,
and federal employee
retirement

Interest on the national
debt

Defense
Welfare
Other

Total

$750B

250B

250B
250B
100B

$1,6001

Students should understand that
some of these expenditures, called
"Entitlements," are more resistant to
budget cuts than others, since they
involve legal, contractual obligations.
This is the case with the first two
items on the above list. If the federal
budget is to be reduced, therefore,
cuts will most likely come from the
other areas, which together make up
only $600B of the $l,600B federal
budget. This helps to explain why
budget cuts involve such politically
painful decisions.

How many people work for the
government? Or, to put it more
ideologically, what is the size of the
"bureaucracy"? (The Council of
State Governments 1996-97, table
7.14; U.S. Department of Commerce
1996, 346).9 The overall picture
looks about like this:

Federal employees
(including almost 2M
military)

State employees
Local employees

(including 6M
teachers)

Total

5M

5M
11M

21M

Is this too many? Compared to
what? Comparing the number of
government workers to the total

American work force, which we
could roughly estimate to be 100M
out of the 264M total population,
the government workforce of 21M
constitutes just a bit over 20%, or 1
out of 5. Other relevant comparison
would be to prior years, and to other
countries (Wolff, et al. 1992, 197).10

One of the most powerful ways to
present comparative data, given the
natural human interest in record-
setting and competition between
"us" and "them," is the rank-order
list. It is perhaps not surprising,
given the dependence of most pub-
lishers of textbooks or statistics on
either government funding or gen-
teel academic sensibilities, that such
listings, with their potential for caus-
ing embarrassment, are rare. Even
when all of the data required for
such rankings are present, the actual
listings are usually in alphabetical
order—or some other innocuous
pattern which serves to confound
comparisons. With only a little ef-
fort, however, alphabetical tables can
be converted to rank-order listings,
as I have done in Table 2.

It would be interesting to compare
incarceration rates to similar tables
listing other socio-economic vari-
ables. Which states have the highest
percentage of people in poverty?
New Mexico and the District of Co-
lumbia top the list with 21% each.
Which have the least poverty? Utah
and Delaware with about 8% each
(U.S. Department of Commerce
1996, 474). Which states have the
highest rates of violent crime? That
dubious distinction is shared by Flor-
ida and the District of Columbia
(1996, 202). The least crime? North
Dakota and Vermont. Which states
have the most college graduates?
Massachusetts and Colorado, while
West Virginia and Kentucky have
the fewest (1996, 161). And most
interestingly, where does one's own
state stand in the rankings?

Country-by-country comparisons
are even more eye-catching than
state comparisons, and it is unfortu-
nate that, as social scientists, we
teach so little material from this
most obvious fund of data for con-
structing ready-made experimental
tests.12 However rough, such com-
parisons are useful, at least as a first
step, in evaluating our own institu-
tions and policies. What is the popu-
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TABLE 2
Rates of Incarceration per 100,000 Population11

Some of the poorest nations are:

Wash. D.C.
Texas
Louisiana
Oklahoma
S. Carolina
Nevada
Arizona
Georgia
Alabama
Michigan
Mississippi
Florida
Maryland
Virginia
Delaware
California
Ohio
New York
Arkansas
Missouri
N. Carolina
Connecticut
Alaska
Illinois
New Jersey
Colorado

1,583
636
530
508
494
460
459
456
450
428
408
406
395
395
393
384
377
367
353
338
322
321
317
310
310
289

Kentucky
Tennessee
Idaho
Indiana
Wyoming
Kansas
S. Dakota
Pennsylvania
New Mexico
Hawaii
Washington
Montana
Iowa
Wisconsin
Rhode Island
N. Hampshire
Oregon
Mass.
Vermont
Nebraska
Utah
Maine
W. Virginia
Minnesota
N. Dakota

288
277
258
258
254
249
240
235
220
202
201
194
192
187
186
177
175
171
168
159
155
118
106
100
78

Source: The Council of State Governments (1996-97, Table 810)

lation of the world? About 6B peo-
ple (Information Please Almanac
1996, 130-33).13 What is the popula-
tion of the biggest countries?

they figure quite heavily in our na-
tional consciousness.

China
India
U.S.
Indonesia
Brazil
Russia
Pakistan
Bangladesh
Japan
Nigeria
Mexico
Germany
Britain, France, and

Italy

1.203M
937M
264M
204M
161M
150M
132M
128M
125M
101M
93M
81M
58M each

Canada
Israel
Ireland

28M
5M
4M

How rich is the world? The Gross
World Product (the sum of the
GDP's of all countries in the world)
is about $30,000B (1996, 127-28).14

The U.S. GDP, of $7,000B, com-
prises about 23% of this, a far
greater percentage than that of any
other nation. Is the U.S. then the
richest country in the world? Not in
terms of per capita GDP (U.S. De-
partment of Commerce 1996, 835).1S

In those calculations, the richest na-
tions are:

These 15 countries have a total pop-
ulation of 3,660M, or well over half
the population of all the world's 191
countries. The countries listed be-
low, some will be surprised to learn,
have small populations, even though

Switzerland
Japan
Denmark
U.S.
Germany

$38,000
37,000
27,000
26,000
25,000

India
Ethiopia
Tanzania

$312
91
74

Other quality of life comparisons
reveal that life expectancy is greatest
in Hong Kong (82.2 years), and low-
est in Malawi (36.2), with the U.S.,
at 76.0 years, near the top (1996,
831). The nation with the highest
military expenditure as a percentage
of its GNP is North Korea, at 23%;
the U.S. spends 5%, while Japan
spends only 1% (1996, 858). The
U.S. is, unfortunately, far ahead of
all competitors in the number of
deaths by handgun per year, topping
9,000, while Great Britain, toward
the bottom, had only 7 in the year
measured (Wolff, et al. 1992, 294).16

The U.S. also holds the lead in rates
of incarceration, particularly since
the dismantling of the Soviet archi-
pelago; our total of about 1.5M be-
hind bars gives us a rate 4 times
higher than that of Great Britain,
and 10 times that of Japan or the
Netherlands (U.S. Department of
Justice 1995, 548; Wolff, et al. 1992,
296).17 Looking at working condi-
tions, we find that workers in the
U. S. spend more hours on the job
each year than workers in any indus-
trialized nation except Japan. Per-
haps not coincidentally, the percent-
age of union membership in
America is only 16%, compared to
Sweden's 85% (Wolff, et al. 1992,
146, 153). When it comes to foreign
aid, the U. S. spends less, in propor-
tion to its national wealth, than
nearly any other industrialized na-
tion, as indicated in Table 3.

It may seem that the sort of fig-
ures mentioned thus far relate
mostly to the "policy" section of the
American Government course, and
have little to do with the sections
dealing with government structure
and function. To the extent that this
is the case, I would argue for giving
greater priority to policy issues than
is usually done. Students feel (and I
agree) that policy is, after all, the
payoff and culmination of all the
structures, the outcome for which
the structures exist. Certainly policy
issues like health care press upon
student attention more urgently
than, say, the operating procedures
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TABLE 3
Foreign Aid as Percentage
of GDP

Denmark
Norway
Netherlands
Sweden
France
Belgium
Canada
Australia
Luxembourg
Switzerland
Austria
Finland
Greece
Germany
Ireland
Japan
United Kingdom
Portugal
Spain
New Zealand
Italy
United States
Turkey
Korea

0.96
0.87
0.81
0.77
0.55
0.38
0.38
0.36
0.36
0.34
0.33
0.32
0.31
0.31
0.29
0.28
0.28
0.27
0.24
0.23
0.15
0.10
0.07
0.03

Source: OECD (1997, 68-69)

of Congress, and so it makes peda-
gogical sense to use the former as an
entree to the latter. This said, a
sense of magnitudes and proportions
can help students gain an under-
standing of structures, as well as pol-
icies. It helps, for instance, to clarify
the relationship between the three
supposedly equal federal branches to
see that, of the 5M people who work
for the federal government, over
99% work for the president, while
less than 1% work for Congress and
the Federal courts combined! It also
gives some insight into governmental
operations to see that most federal
employees work for the defense de-
partment and the postal service,
while most local employees are
teachers (U.S. Department of Com-
merce 1996, 345).18 It puts the sys-
tem of federalism in perspective to
learn that state and local govern-
ments, taken all together, spend as
much money and employ 3 times as
many workers as the federal govern-
ment. And it provides a useful con-
text for understanding constitutional
issues of church and state to know

that Americans declare their reli-
gious preferences to be: 60% Protes-
tant, 24% Catholic, 2% Jewish, 6%
Other, and 8% non-religious (1996,
70).1<J

It is certainly not my argument
that we should replace thoughtful
and theoretical analysis with mind-
less number crunching. (I am, after
all, the political philosopher in our
department, and my colleagues will
be amused to find that I, of all peo-
ple, have written an article on the
importance of numbers!) To the
contrary, I think significant and in-
teresting data, properly used, can
prompt questions that go beyond the
numbers themselves. Why is the in-
carceration rate so high in the U.S.,
the income gap so great between
Tanzania and Switzerland, and life
expectancy so low in Malawi? Do
these figures represent fate, or can
something be done to change them?

I welcome suggestions concerning
better ways to find and present sig-
nificant data. The numbers used
herein are intended to be more illus-
trative than definitive. The best solu-
tion would be to have this task done
for us by textbook writers and pub-
lishers. Until that happens, however,
I recommend that instructors spend
a few hours in the library reference
section in search of choice nuggets
for class use. We should have confi-
dence in our own abilities to recast
and juxtapose data in useful ways,
and to round them off for simplifica-
tion. So what if we are off a few mil-
lion or billion here or there? Even if
we are, it will be better to get stu-
dents thinking actively and critically,
in terms of estimates and rough cal-
culations, than to allow them to re-
main passive consumers (or non-
consumers) of boring, inert numbers.

Notes
1. The exact figure for world military ex-

penditures for the year 1993 is S868B. This
represents a decline from $1,234B in 1985.
(Hereafter I will use B for billion and M for
million, and will avoid trillion altogether.)

2. These happened to be the 3 textbooks
at hand. My comments are not intended to
reflect on the quality of these books in any
respect other than the matter of charts and
data. Nor am I aware of any texts that do a
better job with the data, though I would be
happy to hear of some.

3. This publication has the additional
merit that nearly all of its information is free
of copyright restrictions, allowing it to be
photocopied as needed for class use. The
paperback edition was listed at $28 in 1995.
Computer disc editions are also available.

4. Federal expenditures for 1996 (estimat-
ed) are listed as $1,572B. State and local gov-
ernment expenditures are shown only up until
1993, and these are S743B and $685B, respec-
tively (1996, 297). 1 have estimated higher
state and local figures to reflect current ex-
penditures, and have rounded off the whole
set of numbers for pedagogical purposes.

5. The U.S. Gross Domestic Product for
1995 is listed as $7,245B.

6. I am indebted to my colleague Richard
Flickinger for introducing me to this valuable
source of intergovernmental comparisons. The
figures account for taxation by all levels of
government. I have converted the alphabetical
listing to a rank order listing. I am aware that
there is a large discrepancy between these
figures, showing U. S. tax receipts to be
27.6%, and my estimates showing U. S. fed-
eral and state governments to spend $3,200B
of a $7,000B GDP, which would indicate a
45.7% tax rate. This discrepancy may be due
in part to the fact that the OECD data are
from 1994. Also, government tax receipts can-
not be used to indicate government expendi-
tures without taking account of the annual
deficit. In any event, such an important com-
parison calls for further inquiry.

7. The estimated debt for 1996 is shown
to be $5,207B. Many students, in my experi-
ence, are not aware of the difference between
the annual deficit and the total debt, and are
under the mistaken impression that "balanc-
ing the budget" means eliminating the debt.

8. Statistical Abstract (1996, 332) shows the
following estimated federal budget for 1996,
in millions of dollars:

National Defense
Social Security
Income Security
Medicare
Health
Education
Veterans Benefits
Transportation
Commerce and

Housing
Net Interest
Other
Undistributed Offsets
Total Outlays

(includes "Outlays not

$ 265,556
350,924
228,342
177,586
121,211
54,131
37,748
39,769

-10,744

241,059
71,452

-42,268
$1,572,411

shown separately")

Detailed as it is, this breakdown is not fully
satisfactory. Poverty-related assistance, for
instance, is not listed separately, but is scat-
tered throughout the other categories. "In-
come Security" refers not to poverty assis-
tance but to federal employee retirement
programs. Fortunately, poverty-related expen-
ditures are brought together in a table on p.
371 of the 1996 Statistical Abstract. There we
learn that, for 1994, means-tested federal out-
lays totaled S246B, in addition to $99B by
state and local governments. The table lists in
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detail the amounts spent by the federal gov-
ernment for food stamps, AFDC, housing as-
sistance, student loans, Medicaid, school
lunches, job training, etc. Using this table,
together with the one printed above, I have
reconfigured categories and rounded numbers
to arrive at the simplified presentation herein.

9. The Book of the States gives 1992 fig-
ures showing government employment at the
state level to be 4.595M and, at the local
level, 11.103M. (This chart also showed the
numbers employed in different types of jobs:
teachers, police, etc.) Statistical Abstract shows
federal civilian employment for 1995 to be
2.94M. To this must be added military em-
ployment, shown to be 1.7M for the year 1993
(1996, 357). In the simplified table that I have
constructed from these number, the biggest
"reach" was to round off the military at 2M.

10. A couple of years ago I used this book
in class. It consisted almost entirely of vivid
graphs and charts comparing the U.S. to
other nations in a whole variety of categories,
including economics, education, health, poli-
tics, leisure, (and even sex, though I forbade
my students to read that chapter!). This book
illustrates well the main theme of my essay,
since the selected points of information were
significant, interesting, and well presented. I
have not used it recently, however, since it
has not been updated, and, more importantly,
because it does not clearly indicate its sources
and assumptions. With those reservations in
mind, I will cite that source herein. It indi-
cates that the U.S. percentage of government
employees to total workforce is 14.4%, a fig-
ure which ranked the U.S. far down the list of
countries in terms of the size of government.

I was unable to determine, however, the year
of the report or assumptions concerning the
total workforce.

11. Figures are for 1994, and include prison
populations serving sentences of one year or
more.

12. Undoubtedly, courses in comparative
government do far more to compare cross-
national data than do courses in American
government, and some might think that the
division of labor principle dictates that we
assign such tasks accordingly. I have reserva-
tions about this reasoning, however. Since
American government is the only political sci-
ence course taken by many undergraduates,
we are missing a great educational opportu-

nity if we do not introduce such concepts in
that course. Another problem with such a di-
vision of labor is that it is only in the light of
comparison that we fully comprehend our
own American government. (The logical con-
clusion to this point is that the introductory
American and comparative government
courses should be combined, which I believe
should happen).

13. World population is listed, as of July,
1994, at 5,643,287,771. All population figures
come from this source. I have rounded all
country figures to the nearest million.

14. This interesting figure is shown to have
been $29,000B in 1993.

15. All GDP per capita reports are for
1994. Figures for the richest nations are
rounded to the nearest thousand. Figures for
the poorest nations are as printed!

16. The figures are from 1988, but the
source is not mentioned.

17. Data from 1994 show a total population
of 1,475,329 in all federal and state prisons
and jails. A chart shows a dramatic increase
from about 300,000 in 1980 to over one mil-
lion (in prisons) in 1994 (U.S. Department of
Justice 1995, 555).

18. The 1995 civilian employment by the
federal government is listed as 2,918,674. Of
these, 28,993 work for and in the judicial
branch, and 33,367 work for and in the legis-
lative branch. This table also gives a detailed
breakdown of totals within the executive
branch, and across the years 1990 to 1995.
Agencies employing the greatest number of
civilians are the defense department with
830,738 and the postal service with 845,393.

19. Between 1967 and 1994, the percentage
of Protestants decreased from 67% to 60%,
the percentage of Catholics and Jews re-
mained fairly constant, "Other" grew from
3% to 6%, and "None" grew from 2% to 8%.
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