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Executive Summary 
 
This report seeks to evaluate the economic benefits of AB 1543 (Alejo), the California 
Buy American Act.  AB 1543 would require, beginning January 1, 2014, the state and 
local governments to purchase with taxpayer funds tangible personal property that is 
manufactured substantially in the United States.    
 
The bill is intended to maintain and grow American and Californian manufacturing jobs 
by ensuring that products purchased by state and local governments are purchased with 
taxpayer funds from companies that produce those products within the United States, as 
opposed to abroad. 
 
This report relied primarily upon original research conducted by Kersten 
Communications Inc.  The underlying conclusion is that there has been a massive shift in 
the outsourcing of manufacturing jobs and the production of other goods and services 
from California and the United States to offshore locations abroad.   
 
Furthermore, a comprehensive survey of state and local governments by Kersten 
Communications Inc. has found that these entities do not track the amount of goods 
purchased with taxpayer funds from offshore locations and have no formal policies in 
place regarding the purchase of domestic versus foreign goods.   
 
Data obtained and analyzed by Kersten Communications Inc. from government sources 
shows that the prevalence of the purchasing of goods with taxpayer funds from abroad is 
much larger than one would likely expect and the passage of AB 1543 would have a 
massive impact on the creation of new jobs in the United States, particularly California.   
 
Specifically, it is estimated that California state and local governments spend $44.75 
billion annually to purchase goods with taxpayer funds that are produced abroad, that 
could be shifted back to domestic sources to create and support between 938,700 and 
1.31 million estimated new jobs in the United States, particularly California, annually.   
 
A second approach, using an alternate methodology which included more government 
expenditures, found that the passage AB 1543 is estimated to create and support between 
1.7 and 2.4 million estimated new jobs in the United States and California.   
 
The second half of the report examines data and research pertaining to the prevalence of 
the offshoring of United States-based jobs.  Data and analyses by Kersten 
Communications Inc., and confirmed by alternate sources, find that United States 
companies have moved large amounts of gross domestic product and employment abroad 
over the past 10 years.   
 
The data conclusively shows that, on average, roughly 30 cents of every dollar paid to 
United States Multinational companies is spent on production from abroad.   
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But an examination of the profiles of specific TechAmerica companies shows that many 
companies have offshored far greater amounts of their production operations such that it 
is not uncommon for a United States-based multi-national company to produce 60% to 
even as high as 84% in the case of Apple Inc. of their products abroad. 
 
Moreover, the rate and extent of this offshoring has been much greater for certain 
industries, particularly the computer and high-tech industries, of which some are nearly 
exclusively produced abroad.   
 
Kersten Communications Inc. welcomes an open and honest debate regarding the issues 
raised in this report.  The data is not perfect, it never is, but it undeniably indicates that 
the provisions of AB 1543 would have a significant and lasting impact on the United 
States and California economy.     
 
An Introduction to the Assessment of the Potential Economic Impact of AB 1543 
 
Kersten Communications Inc. was asked to assess the potential economic impact of AB 
1543 (Alejo, 2012).  AB 1543 would require, beginning January 1, 2014, the state and 
local governments to purchase tangible personal property that is manufactured 
substantially in the United States.   As of this writing, “substantially” is understood to 
require that 70% or more of the produce be manufactured and assembled in the United 
State.   
 
The bill is intended to maintain and grow American and Californian manufacturing jobs 
by ensuring that products purchased by state and local governments with taxpayer funds 
are purchased from companies that produce those products and services within the United 
States, as opposed to abroad.   
 
The first task required in this analysis was an examination of the purchasing practices of 
state and local governments to determine how prevalent their purchasing of products with 
taxpayer funds from abroad currently is.    
 
To this end, Kersten Communications submitted public records requests to the purchasing 
departments of 19 state and local government entities total including the State of 
California, nine major California cities, and 10 major California counties.  The list of 
entities contacted was intended to provide a good representative sample of California as a 
whole.     
 
Entities Contacted 
 
State Level 
 
►Department of General Services, State of California 
 
Cities 
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►Oakland 
►Fresno 
►San Diego 
►Long Beach 
►San Francisco (City and County) 
►Bakersfield 
►Anaheim 
►Los Angeles 
►Sacramento 
 
Counties 
 
►San Diego  
►Los Angeles 
►Alameda 
►Sacramento 
►Riverside  
►San Bernardino 
►Fresno 
►Contra Costa 
►Santa Clara 
►Orange 
 
This public records request requested the following information:  
 
►The amount of manufactured goods (finished products) that are purchased (in dollars) 
►The amount of materials, which are incorporated into structures that are purchased (in 
dollars) 
►The location of manufacturing for the above two items 
►The categories of top twenty manufactured goods that are purchased (i.e. computers, 
electronic goods, telephone equipment, televisions, furniture and office fixtures, office 
products etc.) 
►The percentage of the above items that are manufactured for final assembly in the 
United States. 
►A listing of the entity’s approved list of vendors (both domestic and foreign) 
►A description of the entity’s policy (if any) on record-keeping related to the location 
where purchased goods are manufactured 
►A description of the entity’s policy (if any) on purchasing of domestic versus foreign 
goods.   
 
Summary of Key Findings 
 
To date, we have received responses from 11 of the 19 entities contacted—a 58% 
response rate.  Every one of the 11 entities that responded to the request stated that they 
do not have a formal policy on the purchasing of domestic versus foreign goods with 
taxpayer funds and do not track the origin of where goods and services are produced or 
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manufactured.  Some entities said that for specified contracts related to federal 
purchasing they require additional information from manufacturers to ensure that they are 
in compliance with the “Buy American” provisions of federal law as they relate to 
infrastructure projects.     
 
Reponses were received from the following entities: California Department of General 
Services, City/County of San Francisco, City of Bakersfield, City of Anaheim, City of 
Sacramento, San Diego County, Los Angeles County, Sacramento County, Riverside 
County, San Bernardino County, Contra Costa County, and Santa Clara County.   
 
Some entities requested an extension to the request including the City of Oakland, City of 
Long Beach, Alameda County, and Santa Clara County.  Responses have not been 
received from the City of Fresno, Fresno County, City of San Diego, and City of Los 
Angeles.   
 
Summary of Responses from Entities Contacted 
Entity Response 

Received? 
Does entity 
track origin 
of goods? 

If not received, Status of Request 

CA Dept. of General 
Services 

Y N  

City of Oakland N Unknown Requested an extension to April 27 
City of Fresno N Unknown Left follow-up message for purchasing 

manager March 21 
City of San Diego N Unknown Left message for director of contracts and 

purchasing 
City of Long Beach N Unknown Requested extension to April 12 
City of San Francisco Y N  
City of Bakersfield Y N  
City of Anaheim Y N  
City of Los Angeles N Unknown Left message for Office of Finance 
City of Sacramento Y N  
San Diego County Y N  
Los Angeles County Y N  
Alameda County N Unknown Still processing request 
Sacramento County Y N  
Riverside County Y N  
San Bernardino County Y N  
Fresno County N Unknown  
Contra Costa County Y N  
Santa Clara County Y Unknown Requested an extension until April 13 
 
Source:  Kersten Communications Inc.  
 
 



8 
 

We will continue to monitor the responses as they are received but based on the initial 
findings from the majority of entities contacted we do not believe it is likely that any of 
the contacted entities tracks the origins of their purchases of goods and services with 
taxpayer funds.   
 
Some entities track the zip code or city where a contractor is based but that does not 
necessarily correspond to where the goods were manufactured. 
 
Review of Public Information Request Responses 
 
California Department of General Services 
 
A response was received by the California Department of General Services, the main 
purchasing entity for the State of California.  Department staff said that agency does not 
keep data on the names and locations of manufacturers that provide tangible personal 
property to the State of California bought with taxpayer funds.  The State does maintain a 
public database of state contracts, called the State Contracts and Procurement 
Registration System (SCPRS), but there is no aggregated data pertaining to the request.   
 
City and County of San Francisco 
 
The City and County of San Francisco said there is no formal policy or centralized 
reporting or maintaining of data on this issue.  The only information they collect from 
each vendor is “the company name, commodities purchases, and their HQ or payment 
receipt location.”  The city does not require contractors to submit information on where 
the products are manufactured.  The city did provide a list of commodities purchased in 
2011-12 and a current vendor list but no information is available on the origin of the 
products and services purchased.  
 
City of Bakersfield 
 
The Bakersfield City Attorney’s Office responded and said they do not have an records 
related to the purchasing practices of the city as they relate to the purchase of foreign 
versus domestic goods with taxpayer funds.  The Office did state that they follow the 
“Bay America” requirements of federal legislation pertaining to the use of United State’s 
steel in infrastructure projects.   
 
City of Anaheim 
 
The Purchasing Office for the City of Anaheim said they do not have any policy or record 
keeping related to providing contracts for domestic versus foreign goods.  The city does 
not require contractors to submit information regarding where their products were 
manufactured or assembled.   
 
City of Sacramento 
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The city’s Procurement Services Office said they do not have an overall policy or record 
keeping practice regarding domestic versus foreign goods, however, they do have Buy 
America provisions in some contracts.  Such contracts are usually related to foundation 
work and large capital improvement projects for which they are receiving federal funding 
and there is a federal document with “Buy America” provisions.  In these cases, the 
contractor must agree during bidding to abide by the federal provisions and provide 
certification showing that these items were produced and manufactured in the USA.   
 
The Office said they keep contract documents for a 10-year retention period but do not 
collect any aggregate data on this.  They only collect information on the location of 
manufacturing for projects with the Buy America provisions.  The Office did believe that 
the amount of goods manufactured abroad has increased over the past 5-10 years, but 
could not provide concrete estimates on the prevalence.  The Office said there has been 
an increase due to city project managers increasingly mentioning the reduced quality of 
imported goods and have steered more towards American products, however, this is at 
the discretion of each individual purchasing manager.   
 
San Diego County 
 
The Purchasing Office said the county does not have a formal policy or system of record 
keeping on domestic versus foreign contracts.  The office follows all federal, state, and 
local provisions but does not maintain more records than that.  The only type of data they 
maintain is the zip codes for where the vendors are based.  
 
Los Angeles County 
 
The Purchasing and Contract Servicing Division said that they do not have a policy or 
practice of record keeping pertaining to domestic versus foreign contracts.  “Our policy is 
that anybody can participate and we don’t limit, nor do we give preference,” stated the 
office.  The office did not have any aggregate data or information to share on the issue, 
but did believe that there has been an increase in the amount of goods purchased that are 
manufactured abroad.    
 
“In general, most of the products are being imported.  We buy the everyday products like 
pencils, beds, toilets, etc., 95-96% of the businesses that we work with are in the USA, but 
their products could be made anywhere, local or abroad.  Otherwise, we use some 
Canadian and French vendors (i.e. helicopters).” 
 
--Purchasing and Contract Servicing Division     
 
County of Sacramento 
 
The County of Sacramento’s Contract and Purchasing Services Divisions said they do not 
have any records or information pertaining to the information request. 
 
Riverside County 
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The County of Riverside’s Purchasing and Fleet Department said they do not have an 
policy or record keeping practice relating to contracts for domestic versus foreign goods.  
The Department does not require contractors to submit information on where the products 
were manufactured or assembled.  “If you don’t keep records, how would you know?,” 
responded Department staff when asked if the portion of goods manufactured abroad has 
increased over the past five to 10 years.     
 
San Bernardino County 
 
The San Bernardino County Purchasing Department stated that they do not have any 
policies or record keeping practices related to the location of where purchased goods are 
manufactured.  Furthermore, the county does not track the amount of materials for 
incorporation into structures that are purchased by the Department, the location of the 
manufacturing, and the percentages of goods or services that are manufactured for final 
assembly in the United States.  The Department is currently processing information on 
the amounts of manufactured goods that are purchased by the Department, the categories 
of the top 20 manufactured goods that are purchased by the Department, and a list of the 
Department’s approved vendors.   
 
Contra Costa County 
 
The Contra Costa County Purchasing Office stated “we do not keep records on the 
location of manufactured items” and “do not have a policy on domestic versus foreign 
goods.”  The office did provide a list of approved vendors and a summary of the 
categories of items purchased.  
 
The office stated that the purchasing orders for products and supplies in 2011 totaled 
$125 million and the estimated amounts for computers equipment, furniture, appliances 
and telecommunications was $55 million.   
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Sources:  Contra Costa County Purchasing Office 
 
 
Estimating the Economic Impact of AB 1543:  An Alternative Approach 
 
Given that state and local entities do not have any data pertaining to prevalence of the 
purchasing of goods and services from foreign versus domestic producers with taxpayer 
funds, we had to take an alternative approach to producing estimates regarding the 
economic impact of AB 1543.  
 
Approach #1:  For approach #1, we collected data to estimate the total amount that 
California state and local governments spent on outside private contracts and materials 
and supplies.  Then we produced an estimate for portion of these contracts and materials 
and supplies that were produced abroad.  An additional adjustment was made for the 
provisions of AB 1543 which only require 70% or more of product to be produced in the 
United States.   
 
Data for the 2008-09 fiscal was obtained from CaliforniaCityFinance.com, which is 
sponsored by the League of California Cities, the California Department of Finance and 
the California State Controller’s Office.  
 
The League of California Cities estimates that roughly 37% of city expenditures is spent 
on outside contracts (including goods and services) and 37% of expenditures are spent on 
materials and supplies—for a total of 74% of expenditures (weighted average).  A 50% 
adjustment was made to the private contract spending figure to adjust for the portion of 
the private contracts that are estimated to be associated with services costs as opposed to 
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manufactured goods.   Thus, the total ratio of spending on manufactured products for 
California cities is estimated to be .55 (=0.37 + (0.37)*.5).   
 
Data on the exact amount of county, special districts and California State expenditures 
spent on outside contracts and materials and supplies was not available, however, 
estimates were produced using the above .55 ratio.   
 
The chart below summarizes the data and calculations on the total estimated amount that 
state and local governments spent on contracts and materials and supplies.  For 2008-09, 
state and local governments are estimated to have spent a total of $149 billion on outside 
contracts for manufactured goods and materials and supplies.   
 
As will be discussed in greater detail later in the report, an estimated 30% of these 
expenditures are estimated to be spent on goods produced abroad based on prevailing 
data from the U.S. Congressional Research Service and other sources.    
 
Thus, it is estimated that for 2008-09, state and local governments spent $44.76 billion of 
taxpayer funds on goods that were produced abroad.   
 
Estimated Amount of Manufactured Goods Purchased by California State and 
Local Governments with Taxpayer Funds from Abroad for 2008-09  
Entity 2008-09 Fiscal 

Year 
Adjustment--30% 
from Abroad 

California City Expenditures on Contracts, 
Materials, and Supplies $29,377,085,175 $8,813,125,553 
Est. California County Expenditures on 
Contracts, Materials, and Supplies  $30,966,160,065 $9,289,848,020 
Est. California Special District Expenditures on 
Contracts, Materials, and Supplies $22,674,152,040 $6,802,245,612 
Est. California State Expenditures on Contracts, 
Materials, Supplies $66,180,975,000 $19,854,292,500 
Estimated Total State and Local Expenditures $149,198,372,280 $44,759,511,684 
Source:  CaliforniaCityFinance.com, California Controller’s Office, California 
Department of Finance      

 
Approach #1: Key Findings 
 
Based on this methodology, it is estimated that California state and local governments 
spent an estimated $44.76 billion of taxpayer funds on goods produced abroad that could 
be spent to create jobs in California and the United States, as opposed to abroad.  
 
The U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration has estimated 
that every $1 billion of infrastructure spending creates 42,000 new jobs.  This number has 
estimated to be as low as about 30,000 new jobs for every $1 billion invested, based on 
more recent federal figures.  
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The chart below summarizes the estimated U.S.-based job creation that would occur if 
100% of the spending by California state and local government was spent on American 
made goods.  The second column, labeled “Low End Est. Job Creation if 100% Produced 
in US,” provides an estimate, based on the assumption that 30,000 new jobs would be 
created in the U.S. for every $1 billion invested.   
 
The third column, titled “High End Est. Job Creation if 100% Produced in US,” provides 
an estimate, based on the assumption that 42,000 new jobs would be created in the U.S. 
for every $1 billion invested.   
 
The fourth and fifth columns reduce the low and high end estimates by 30% to account 
for the assumption that under AB 1543, up to 30% of the cost of a manufactured good 
could be produced abroad.  
 
Based on these assumptions, it is estimated that the passage of AB 1543 would lead to the 
creation of between 938,700 and 1.3 million new manufacturing jobs in the United States, 
of which many of these jobs would created in California.     
 
Estimated United States-based Job Creation if 100% and 70% State and Local 
Government Expenditures Spent on American Made Manufactured Goods  
 
Entity Low End Est. 

Job Creation if 
100% 
Produced in 
US 

High End Est. 
Job Creation 
if 100% 
Produced in 
US 

Low End 
Adjustment 
if Only 70% 
Made in US 

High End 
Adjustment 
if Only 70% 
Made in US 

CA Cities 264,000 369,600 184,800 258,720 
CA Counties 276,000 389,760 193,200 272,832 
CA Special Districts 204,000 285,600 142,800 199,920 
CA State 595,500 833,700 416,850 583,590 
Total State and Local 
Government 1,341,000 1,877,400 938,700 1,314,180 
Source:  Kersten Communications Inc. based on original data sources 
 
Approach #2:  To provide another way to check and verify these figures, we produced a 
second set of calculations from alternative data sources to produce an alternative set of 
calculations.   
 
Data on total spending by California state and local governments was produced by Bruce 
E. Cain, University of California Berkeley and Roger G. Noll, Stanford University 
(“Institutional Causes of California’s Budget Problem,” California Journal Of Politics 
and Policy).   
 
For 2008, Cain and Noll found that total expenditures by California state government was 
$247 billion and $259 billion for local governments for a total of $506 billion.  Assuming 
55% (or .55) of this money was spent on contracts and materials and supplies, it is 
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estimated that $281 billion of taxpayer funds was spent by state and local governments on 
contracts for manufactured goods.   
 
Assuming 30% of these contracts and supplies were produced abroad, state and local 
governments spent $84 billion of taxpayer funds on manufactured goods produced 
abroad.  
 
Approach #2: Key Findings  
 
Thus, it is estimated that between 1.7 million and 2.4 million new U.S.-based jobs would 
be created if 70% of this spending was spent on manufactured goods produced in the 
United States.    
 
These figures are a bit higher than the estimates produced under approach #1 since the 
total figures used for total state and local expenditures are higher.  The figures compiled 
by Noll and Cain include more state and local spending that was not included in the 
figures used in approach #1 such as school district spending and other special assessment 
districts.     
 
Assessing the Prevalence of the Purchasing of Foreign vs. Domestic Goods and 
Services 
 
A key figure needed to produce the calculations in the previous section is the percentage 
of the purchases of manufactured goods that have been produced abroad.   
 
Based on our research into this issue, we came to the conclusion that roughly 30% of the 
purchases of these entities were for manufactured goods produced abroad.  This section 
seeks to explain where that figure came from by presenting the highlights of the research 
on the issue.   
 
The U.S. Congressional Research Service produced a report in 2010 titled “Outsoucing 
and Insourcing Jobs in the U.S. Economy,” that used Department of Commerce data to 
estimate the amount of production operations of U.S. companies that are located abroad.   
 
The chart on the next page shows that for 2007 some 70% of U.S. parent companys’ 
gross product was produced in the United States, while 30% was produced by majority-
owned foreign affiliates located abroad.   
 
Production by majority-owned foreign affiliates has increased from 22.8% in 1999 to 
30.2% in 2007, while production by the U.S. parent companies decreased from 77.2% in 
1999 to 69.8% in 2007.   
 
We also examined a series of individual companies to assess the prevalence of offshore 
production facilities.  Since when state and local governments buy from American 
companies such as Dell or Apple, they are commonly getting products produced wholly 
or in part by their foreign subsidiaries.  
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Some of the data for the individual companies shows an even more dramatic trend of the 
offshoring of U.S. production facilities such that it is not uncommon for more than 60%, 
even up to 85% of a U.S.-based company’s production to be located abroad. 
 
Gross Product of U.S. Parent Companies and Their Majority-Owned Foreign 
Affiliates 

 
 
   
Company Profile: Dell Inc. 

 
An examination of Dell Inc.’s 10-K report shows that the percentage of Dell employees 
located in the United States has dropped from 64.4% of the company’s workforce 37.4% 
of the company’s workforce.    

 
Summary of Geographic Distribution of Dell Employees 
 
- As of 2000, 23,500 of Dell’s 36,500 employees (64.4%) were located in the U.S.1

- As of 2003, 21,200 of Dell’s 39,100 employees (54.2%) were located in the U.S.
 

2

- As of 2006, 26,200 of Dell’s (and Dell Financial Services’) 66,100 regular employees 
(39.6%) were located in the U.S.

 

3

                                                 
1 Dell Computer Corporation. 2000. Form 10-K. Page 9. 

 

http://www.getfilings.com/o0000950134-
00-003430.html.  
2 Dell Inc. 2003. Form 10-K. Page 6. http://yahoo.brand.edgar-
online.com/DisplayFiling.aspx?TabIndex=2&FilingID=2270585&companyid=11845&ppu=%252fdef
ault.aspx%253fcik%253d826083.  
3 Dell Inc. 2006. Form 10-K. Page 7. 
http://i.dell.com/sites/content/corporate/financials/en/Documents/10k-fy06.pdf. 

http://www.getfilings.com/o0000950134-00-003430.html�
http://www.getfilings.com/o0000950134-00-003430.html�
http://yahoo.brand.edgar-online.com/DisplayFiling.aspx?TabIndex=2&FilingID=2270585&companyid=11845&ppu=%252fdefault.aspx%253fcik%253d826083�
http://yahoo.brand.edgar-online.com/DisplayFiling.aspx?TabIndex=2&FilingID=2270585&companyid=11845&ppu=%252fdefault.aspx%253fcik%253d826083�
http://yahoo.brand.edgar-online.com/DisplayFiling.aspx?TabIndex=2&FilingID=2270585&companyid=11845&ppu=%252fdefault.aspx%253fcik%253d826083�
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- As of 2009, 25,900 of Dell’s 76,500 regular employees (33.9%) were located in the 
U.S.4

- As of 2012, 39,900 of Dell’s 106,700 regular employees (37.4%) were located in the 
U.S. 

 

5

- Note: Dell Inc. publishes information related to location of its regular employees, but 
not its temporary employees. Temporary employees represent only a small portion of 
Dell’s total employees, for example 2.5% in 2012.

 

6

 
 

Chart 1: U.S. versus Global Employment at Dell Inc. 

 
 
Source: Kersten Communications Inc., based on Dell Inc. Annual 10-K reports 2000-2012 
   
 
Company Profile: Intel Corporation 

 
An examination of Intel Corporation’s reports, show that in 2002 65% of Intel’s 78,700 
employees were located in the United States, but this figure dropped to 55% in 2010.   
 
The geographic distribution of Intel’s wafer manufacturing has declined from 70% 
conducted in the United States to 61% in 2010, according to company reports.      
 
Summary of Geographic Distribution of Intel Employment  

- Prior to 2002, Intel did not publish information on the location of employees. 
- In 2002, after a workforce reduction program which affected 4000 employees, 65% 

                                                 
4 Dell Inc. 2009. Form 10-K. Page 6. 
i.dell.com/sites/content/corporate/secure/en/Documents/FY09_SECForm10K.pdf  
5 Dell Inc. 2012. Form 10-K. Page 10. 
i.dell.com/sites/content/corporate/secure/en/Documents/FY12_Form10K.pdf.  
6 Dell Inc. 2012. Form 10-K. Page 10. 
i.dell.com/sites/content/corporate/secure/en/Documents/FY12_Form10K.pdf.  
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http://i.dell.com/sites/content/corporate/secure/en/Documents/FY12_Form10K.pdf�
http://i.dell.com/sites/content/corporate/secure/en/Documents/FY12_Form10K.pdf�
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of Intel’s 78,700 employees were located in the U.S.7

- In 2003, 60% of Intel’s 79,700 employees were located in the U.S.
 

8

- In 2004, 60% of Intel’s 85,000 employees were located in the U.S.
 

9

- In 2005, “more than 50%“ of Intel’s 99,900 employees were located in the U.S.
 

10

- In September 2006, Intel announced substantial restructuring, which in decreased 
their global employment levels to 94,100 in December, 2006, with “more than 
50%” of those employees located in the U.S.

 

11

- In 2007, “more than 50%” of Intel’s 86,300 employees were located in the U.S.
 

12

- In 2008, “more than 50%” of Intel’s 83,900 employees were located in the U.S.
 

13

- In 2009, 55% of Intel’s 79,800 employees were located in the U.S.
 

14

- In 2009, Intel’s restructuring program resulted in $208 million of charges for 
employee severance for 6,500 employees, primarily within manufacturing.

 

15

- In 2010, 55% of Intel’s 82,500 employees were located in the U.S. 
  

16

 
 

Chart 1: U.S. versus Global Employment at Intel 

 
Source: Authors, based on Intel Corporation’s Annual Reports, 2002 – 2010.17

 
 

Geographic Distribution of Manufacturing 
 

- In 2000 and 2001, the “majority“ of wafer manufacturing was conducted within the 
                                                 
7 Intel Corporation. 2002. Intel Annual Report 2002. Page 10. 
8 Intel Corporation. 2003. Intel Annual Report 2003. Page 10. 
9 Intel Corporation. 2004. Intel Annual Report 2004. Page 10. 
10 Intel Corporation. 2005. Intel Annual Report 2005. Page 10. 
11 Intel Corporation. 2006. Intel Annual Report 2006. Page 10. 
12 Intel Corporation. 2007. Intel Annual Report 2007. 
http://www.intc.com/intelAR2007/business/employees/index.html 
13 Intel Corporation. 2007. Intel Annual Report 2007. 
http://www.intc.com/intelAR2007/business/employees/index.html 
14 Intel Corporation. 2009. Intel Annual Report 2009. 
http://www.intc.com/intelAR2009/business/employees/index.html. 
15 Intel Corporation. 2010. Intel Annual Report 2010. Page 10. 
16 Intel Corporation. 2010. Intel Annual Report 2010. Page 6. 
17 Note: U.S. employee levels were calculated by the authors based on the approximate percentage 
values available in Intel Corporation’s Annual Reports. 
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U.S. (at facilities in Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, Massachusetts and 
California). Approximately 30% of wafer manufacturing was done in Ireland and 
Israel.18

- In 2002, more than 70% of Intel’s wafer manufacturing was conducted within the 
U.S. (at facilities in Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, Massachusetts, California and 
Colorado.) The remaining 30% was conducted in Ireland and Israel.

  

19

- In 2002, components assembly and testing was performed in Malaysia, Costa Rica 
and the Philippines.

 

20

- In 2003, 75% of Intel’s wafer manufacturing was conducted within the U.S. (at 
facilities in Oregon, Arizona, New Mexico, Massachusetts, California and 
Colorado.) The remaining 25% was conducted in Ireland and Israel.

 

21

- In 2008, 70% of Intel’s wafer manufacturing was conducted within the U.S. (at 
facilities in Arizona, Oregon, Massachusetts, New Mexico, and California.) The 
remaining 30% was conducted in Ireland and Israel.

 

22

- Between 2003 and 2008, components assembly and testing was performed in 
Malaysia, China, Costa Rica and the Philippines.

 

23

- 2009 restructuring by Intel impacted both domestic and overseas employees; the 
changes resulted in the closure of two assembly and test plants in Malaysia and 
the Philippines, and two wafer-production facilities in Hilsboro, Oregon and Santa 
Clara, California.

  

24

- In 2009, of 64% Intel’s wafer manufacturing was conducted within the U.S. (at 
Intel facilities in Arizona, Oregon, New Mexico, and Massachusetts).  The 
remaining 36% was conducted at Intel facilities in Ireland and Israel.

  

25

- In 2009, components assembly and testing was performed in Malaysia, China, and 
Costa Rica.

 

26

- In 2010, 61% of Intel’s wafer manufacturing was conducted within the U.S. (at 
Intel facilities in Arizona, New Mexico, Oregon, and Massachusetts).  The 
remaining 39% was conducted at Intel facilities in Israel, Ireland, and at a new 
facility in China.

 

27

- As of 2010, components assembly and testing was performed in Malaysia, China, 
Costa Rica, and at a new facility in Vietnam.

 

28

 
 

 
                                                 
18 Intel Corporation. Annual Reports, 2000 and 2001. 
19 Intel Corporation. 2002. Intel Annual Report 2002. Page 8. 
20 Intel Corporation. 2002. Intel Annual Report 2002. Page 9. 
21 Intel Corporation. 2003. Intel Annual Report 2003. Page 8. 
22 Intel Corporation. 2008. Intel Annual Report 2008. 
http://www.intc.com/intelAR2007/business/manufacturing/index.html 
23 Intel Corporation. Annual Reports 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, and 2008.  
24 Lai, Eric. “Intel to shut four plants, lay off 6000.” Network World. January 22, 2009. 
http://www.networkworld.com/news/2009/012209-intel-to-shut-four-plants.html 
25 Intel Corporation. 2009. Intel Annual Report 2009. 
http://www.intc.com/intelAR2009/business/manufacturing/index.html. 
26 Intel Corporation. 2009. Intel Annual Report 2009. 
http://www.intc.com/intelAR2009/business/manufacturing/index.html. 
27 Intel Corporation. 2010. Intel Annual Report 2010. Page 6. 
28 Intel Corporation. 2010. Intel Annual Report 2010. Page 6. 
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Chart 2: Percentage of Intel’s Wafer-Manufacturing Conducted in the U.S. 

 
 
Source: Kersten Communications Inc., based on Intel Corporation Annual Reports 2000 - 2010 
 
 
Company Profile:  IBM  
 
Less than one quarter of IBM’s workforce is located within the United States, but the 
extent of the company’s offshoring practices is increasingly tough to measure since the 
company has quit keeping data on this.  Thus, for every dollar spent on IBM products, 
roughly 75% gets paid abroad.     
 
As of 2010, IBM no longer makes public the breakdown of employment by country.29.  
IBM Spokesman Prasanth Balarama said in 2010 that reason for keeping this information 
private is that “the geographic distribution of highly skilled employees required to be 
successful in this industry is a source of competitive advantage for companies competing 
globally. […] Many technology companies have recognized this, and already disclose 
headcount only on a global basis.”30

 
 

According to IBM’s current TechAmerica profile, the company employs 426,751 
workers globally, and 102,033 workers in the U.S.31

 
 

In 2000, IBM (and wholly-owned subsidiaries) had 316,303 employees worldwide.32

                                                 
29 Thibodeau, Patrick. “IBM stops disclosing US headcount.” ComputerWorld. March 
12, 2010. 
http://www.computerworld.com/s/article/9169678/IBM_stops_disclosing_U.S._he
adcount_data. 

 
Jobs with IBM’s less than wholly-owned subsidiaries grew by 27.4% between 1999 and 

30 Banerjee, Devin. “Big Blue India’s New Boss?” Wall Street Journal India. August 18, 
2010. http://blogs.wsj.com/indiarealtime/2010/08/18/is-ibm-one-of-
india%E2%80%99s-biggest-employers/. 
31 TechAmerica. No Date. “IBM: TechAmerica Member Directory.” 
http://www.techamerica.org/Members/profile.cfm?id=0014000000U6yLmAAJ 
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2000, which was attributable to growth “primarily in subsidiaries within the company’s 
storage, personal computer and microelectronics businesses in China, and services in 
Japan and Australia.”33

 
  

By the end of 2004, IBM was employing 23,000 people in India – more than in any 
country other than the U.S.34

 
   

In 2005, IBM (and wholly-owned subsidiaries) had 329,373 employees globally.35

While that global employment level remained fairly static between 2004 and 2005, 
  
36 the 

number of IBM employees working in or serving emerging markets (Brazil, China, India 
and Russia) tripled during the same period.37

 
  

By 2006, some 65% of IBM’s workforce was located overseas.38 Of the 355,766 global 
workforce, US employees accounted for 127,000 jobs, and employees in India accounted 
for 52,000 jobs.39

 
  

 In 2007, IBM reported total global employment of 386,558. At total of 98,000 of those 
jobs were in Brazil, Russia, India and China, with the majority in India (74,000). Those 
are the last public records released by IBM on the size of their Indian workforce. India’s 
IBM workforce grew from 22,000 in 2006, an increase of by 43%.40 American 
employment in 2007 was at 121,000 – down slightly from 2006. 41

 
  

Between 2003 and 2007, IBM’s global employment rose by 21% (to 386,558), while 
IBM’s US employment declined by 11% (to 121,000).42

 
 

By 2008, US employment decreased by 5%, with US employees representing 115,000 of 
IBM’s 398,445 global employees (28.9%). Employment in Brazil, Russia, India and 
China had grown by 13% to 113,000.43

                                                                                                                                                 
32 IBM. 2000. “IBM Annual Report 2000.” page 63. 

  

33 IBM. 2000. “IBM Annual Report 2000.” page 63. 
34 Labriandis, Lois. 2008. The Moving Frontier: The Changing Geography of 
Production in Labour Intensive Industries. Page 262. 
35 IBM. 2005. “IBM Annual Report 2005.” page 10. 
36 IBM. 2005. “IBM Annual Report 2005.” page 10. 
37 IBM. 2005. “IBM Annual Report 2005.” page 8. 
38 Bulkeley, William. “IBM To Cut US Jobs, expand in India.” Wall Street Journal. 
March 26, 2009. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123799610031239341.html 
39 IBM. 2006. “IBM Annual Report 2006. Page 49.  
40 IBM. 2007. “IBM Annual Report 2007.” page 50. 
41 IBM. 2007. “IBM Annual Report 2007.” page 50. 
42 IBM Annual Reports, via The Times of India. “IBM’s US payroll numbers a 
challenge.” January 12, 2012. http://articles.economictimes.indiatimes.com/2012-
01-02/news/30587537_1_samuel-j-palmisano-ibm-s-india-mainframe-business 
43 IBM. 2008. “IBM Annual Report 2008.” 
http://www.ibm.com/annualreport/2008/md_7erw.shtml. 
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The year 2009 saw layoffs of 5,000 American IBM workers, coupled with an increase in 
foreign workers, particularly in India. 44 By early 2009, 71% of the company’s 400,000 
employees were foreign workers.45 Congressional testimony by IBM cited US 
employment at 105,000 in the fall of 2009.46

 
  

The Times of India speculated in 2010 that IBM was India’s second-largest private-sector 
employer,47 with up to 130,000 employees.48

 
  

The Alliance@IBM/CWA Local 1701 estimates that IBM employs 96,000 workers in the 
U.S.  This would mean that as a percentage of IBM’s last reported global employment 
totals of 426,751 workers--U.S. workers make up just 22.5% of IBM’s total employment. 
 

                                                 
44 Bulkeley, William. “IBM To Cut US Jobs, expand in India.” Wall Street Journal. 
March 26, 2009. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123799610031239341.html 
45 Bulkeley, William. “IBM To Cut US Jobs, expand in India.” Wall Street Journal. 
March 26, 2009. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123799610031239341.html 
46 Thibodeau, Patrick. “IBM stops disclosing US headcount.” ComputerWorld. March 
12, 2010. 
http://www.computerworld.com/s/article/9169678/IBM_stops_disclosing_U.S._he
adcount_data. 
47 Tejaswi, Mini Jospeph, and John, Sujit. “IBM is India’s second largest pvt sector 
employer.” Times of India. August 18, 2010.  
http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/business/india-business/IBM-is-Indias-second-
largest-pvt-sector-employer/articleshow/6327698.cms 
48 Banerjee, Devin. “Big Blue India’s New Boss?” Wall Street Journal India. August 18, 
2010. http://blogs.wsj.com/indiarealtime/2010/08/18/is-ibm-one-of-
india%E2%80%99s-biggest-employers/. 
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Source: IBM, via William Bulkeley. “IBM To Cut US Jobs, expand in India.” Wall Street Journal. March 
26, 2009. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123799610031239341.html  
 

 
Company Profile:  Cisco Systems, Inc. 
 
Company data obtained by Kersten Communications shows that the distribution of Cisco 
System Inc. employees abroad has increased from 20% of total employment in 1999 to 
48% in 2011—more than doubling.  This means that for roughly every dollar spent on a 
Cisco product, 50% is paid abroad.    
 
In 1999, most of the company’s manufacturing was conducted in Silicon Valley, 
California, however, by 2008 the company employed a near 100% outsourcing strategy to 
manufacturing of offshoring all new jobs, according to company reports.     
 
Summary of Geographic Distribution Cisco System Inc. Employees 
 

- Between 1999 and 2011, Cisco’s overseas jobs grew by 30,125, or from 20.1% of 
total employment, to 48.1% of total employment,49

- As of 1999, 4,400 of Cisco’s 21,000 employees were located overseas.
 

50

- As of 2002, 10,000 of Cisco’s 36,000 employees were located overseas.
 

51

- As of 2005, 11,000 of Cisco’s 38,413 employees were located overseas.
 

52

                                                 
49 Authors’ calculations, based on Cisco Systems Inc. Annual 10-K filings 1999 to 
2011.  

  

50 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 1999. Form 10-K. Page 14. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=891618-99-4365 
51 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 2002. Form 10-K. Page 11. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=891618-02-4345 
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- As of 2008, 28,700 of Cisco’s 66,169 employees were located overseas.53

- As of 2011, 34,525 of Cisco’s 71,825 employees were located overseas.
  

54

 
  

Chart 1: U.S. versus Global Employment at Cisco Systems Inc. 

 
 
Source: Kersten Communications Inc., based on Cisco Systems Inc. Annual 10-K filings, 
1999 - 2011 
 
 
Location of Manufacturing 
 

- As of 1999, “most” of Cisco Systems’ manufacturing was conducted in Silicon 
Valley, California.55

- By 2008, Cisco Systems stated that they primarily employed an outsourced 
strategy to manufacturing, with the exception of a manufacturing facility in 
Juarez, Mexico. 

 

56

- As of 2011, Cisco Systems expects a total headcount reduction by 2012 of 5,000 
employees, due to the sale of the Juarez, Mexico facility.

  

57

                                                                                                                                                 
52 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 2005. Form 10-K. Page 9. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=1193125-05-187168 

  

53 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 2008. Form 10-K. Page 8. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=1193125-08-195608 
54 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 2011. Form 10-K. Page 13. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=1193125-11-247394 
55 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 1999. Form 10-K. Page 12. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=891618-99-4365 
56 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 2008. Form 10-K. Page 8. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=1193125-08-195608 

0 

10,000 

20,000 

30,000 

40,000 

50,000 

60,000 

70,000 

80,000 

1996 1999 2002 2005 2008 2011 2014 

Global 
Employees 
(total) 

U.S. Employees 



24 
 

- Otherwise, Cisco Systems Inc. does not make public information on the location 
of their manufacturing.  

 
  
Company Profile:  Apple Inc. 
 
Only roughly one-sixth of Apple Inc.’s employees are located in the United States, 
according to the company’s current TechAmerica profile.  Apple’s outsourcing started 
early and has been nearly complete.  By 2004, Apple had “largely” shifted its 
manufacturing facilities abroad, according to company documents.   
 
Thus for every dollar spent on Apple products, only roughly 17 cents is spent to create 
U.S.-based jobs.    
 
Summary of Apple Inc. Profile:   

  
- Apple’s TechAmerica Profile lists Apple as having 63,300 employees worldwide 

(equivalent with Apple’s reported 2011 employment levels), and 11,473 
employees in the U.S. 58

- According to a recent and widely-publicized New York Times article on Apple, 
which cites Apple’s 2011 SEC 10-k form filing, the company employed 43,000 
people in the United States, and 20,000 overseas.

 

59 The article also states that 
there are 700,000 more people working for Apple’s contractors overseas to 
engineer, manufacture and assemble the company’s consumer electronics.60

- In its 2011 SEC filings, Apple states that final assembly of products performed at 
an Apple manufacturing facility in Ireland, and by outsourcing partners primarily 
in Asia. 

 

61 “The supply and manufacture of a number of components is performed 
by sole-sourced outsourcing partners in the U.S., Asia and Europe. Single-sourced 
outsourcing partners in Asia perform final assembly of substantially all of the 
company’s hardware products.”62

- The company also states that “substantially all of the company’s manufacturing is 
performed in whole or in part by a few outsourcing partners primarily located in 
Asia. The company has also outsourced much of its transportation and logistics 
management.”

 

63

                                                                                                                                                 
57 Cisco Systems, Inc.. 2011. Form 10-K. Page 13. 
http://investor.cisco.com/secfiling.cfm?filingID=1193125-11-247394 

 and “substantially all of the Company’s hardware products are 
manufactured by outsourcing partners primarily located in Asia. A significant 

58 http://www.techamerica.org/Members/profile.cfm?id=0014000000U6yI2AAJ 
59 http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/22/business/apple-america-and-a-
squeezed-middle-class.html?pagewanted=all 
60 http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/22/business/apple-america-and-a-
squeezed-middle-class.html?pagewanted=all 
61 Annual Report 2011, page 8 
62 Annual Report 2011, page 8 
63 Annual Report 2011, page 12 
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concentration of this manufacturing is currently performed by a small number of 
outsourcing partners, often in single locations.”64

- According to Apple’s 2010 SEC filings, “substantially all of the Company’s 
Macs, iPhones, iPads, iPods, logic boards and other assembled products are 
manufactured by outsourcing partners, primarily in various parts of Asia. A 
significant concentration of this outsourced manufacturing is currently performed 
by only a few outsourcing partners of the company, including Hon Hai Precision 
Industry Co. Ltd. and Quanta Computer, Inc. The Company’s outsourced 
manufacturing is often performed in single locations.”

 

65

- In 2006, according to Apple’s annual SEC filings, “significant portions of the 
company’s CPUs, logic boards, and assembled products are now manufactured by 
outsourcing partners, primarily in various parts of Asia”

 

66

- In 2006, according to Apple’s annual SEC filings, “Final assembly of products 
sold by the Company is currently performed in the Company’s manufacturing 
facility in Cork, Ireland, and by external vendors in Fremont, California; 
Fullerton, California; Taiwan; the Republic of Korea; the People’s Republic of 
China; and the Czech Republic. Currently, manufacturing of many of the 
components used in the Company’s products is performed by third-party vendors 
in Taiwan, China, Japan, Korea, and Singapore. Final assembly of substantially 
all of the Company’s portable products, including MacBook Pros, MacBooks, and 
iPods, is performed by third-party vendors in China.” 

 

67

- In 2006, according to Apple’s annual SEC filings, “Most of the Company’s 
products are manufactured in whole or in part by third-party manufacturers. In 
addition, the company has outsourced much of its transportation and logistics 
management.”

 

68

- Academic estimates suggest that in 2006, Apple’s iPod supported twice as many 
overseas jobs as it did American jobs – 27,250 and 13,920 respectively.

 

69 The 
majority of these overseas jobs were in China and the Philippines, as well as in 
Japan, Thailand, Singapore, Korea, and Taiwan. That report suggests that while 
innovative U.S. electronics companies can create skilled jobs in the U.S., 
American production jobs are unlikely to recover as such companies move 
production overseas.70

- One analysis in 2009 suggested that if Apple were to manufacture and sell 
American-made iPods, and transfer the entirety of increased labor costs onto 

 

                                                 
64 Annual Report 2011, page 7 
65 Annual Report 2010, page 8.  
66 Annual Report 2006, page 108.  
67 Annual Report 2006, page 19.  
68 Annual Report 2006, page 25. 
69 Linden, G., Dedrick, J. and Krarmer, K.L.. "Innovation and Job Creation in a Global 
Economy: The Case of Apple's iPod," Journal of International Commerce and 
Economics, 3(1): 223-239. 
70 Linden, G., Dedrick, J. and Krarmer, K.L.. "Innovation and Job Creation in a Global 
Economy: The Case of Apple's iPod," Journal of International Commerce and 
Economics, 3(1): 223-239. 
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consumers, the average purchase-price differential would only be between 20-
30%.71

- By 2004, Apple had “largely” shifted its manufacturing abroad. 
 

72

- According to Apple’s SEC filings in 2001, the majority of Apple employees were 
located in Silicon Valley

 

73 and many of the Company's products are manufactured 
in whole or in part by third-party manufacturers”. 74

- As early as 2001, “final assembly of products sold by the Company is conducted 
in the company's manufacturing facilities in Sacramento, California, Cork, 
Ireland, and Singapore and by external vendors in Taiwan, Korea, Mexico, the 
People's Republic of China, and the Czech Republic.  Currently, many 
components of the Company's products and final assembly of all of the 
Company's portable products including PowerBooks, iBooks, and the iPod is 
performed by third-party vendors in Taiwan.”

 

75

 
 

 
Wall Street Journal Analysis Shows Similar Trend for U.S.-based Multinational 
Companies, Oracle, GE, and Caterpillar 
 
An April 19, 2011, Wall Street Street Journal analysis, showed this same trend of U.S. 
companies shifting jobs outside of the United States.   
 
“The companies cut their work forces in the U.S. by 2.9 million during the 2000s while 
increasing employment overseas by 2.4 million,” according to data obtained by the Wall 
Street Journal from the U.S. Commerce Department.   
 
The chart on the next page illustrates the trend for U.S.-based multinational companies 
and select U.S.-based companies including Oracle, GE, and Caterpillar.   
 
For Oracle, between 2001 and 2010, jobs created in the United States increased by 77% 
but jobs created overseas increased by 215.5%.  Roughly 60% of the company’s current 
worforce is now located overseas.   
 

                                                 
71 Haque, Umair. “What Would a Fair-Labor iPod cost?” Harvard Business Review 
Blog.  July 30, 2009. Available at: 
http://blogs.hbr.org/haque/2009/07/a_fair_labor_ipod_what_would_i.html. 
72 Duhigg, Charles and Bradisher, Keith. “How the US Lost out on iPhone Work.” The 
New York Times. January 21, 2012. Available at: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/22/business/apple-america-and-a-squeezed-
middle-class.html?pagewanted=all.  
73 “Apple Inc. Form 10-K405: Filed 12/21/01 for the Period Ending 09/29/01.” 
December 21, 2001, page 31. 
74 “Apple Inc. Form 10-K405: Filed 12/21/01 for the Period Ending 09/29/01.” 
December 21, 2001, page 28. 
75 “Apple Inc. Form 10-K405: Filed 12/21/01 for the Period Ending 09/29/01.” 
December 21, 2001, page 28. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2012/01/22/business/apple-america-and-a-squeezed-middle-class.html?pagewanted=all�
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For General Electric (GE), between 2001 and 2010, the company reduced its U.S.-based 
workforce by 15.8%, but increased its workforce located abroad by 1.3%.   
 
For Caterpillar,  between 2001 and 2010, the company increased its U.S.-based 
workforce by 22.4%, while increasing its workforce located abroad by 71.5%.    
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Source:  Wall Street Journal 
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Data Shows Certain Sectors Have Been Offshored to a Greater Extent Than Others 
 
As the chart on the previous page illustrates, the data shows that production and 
employment in certain industry sectors is increasing abroad at more rapid rates than other 
industry sectors, according to the U.S. Department of Commerce.  (Note:  I will fix the 
view of this chart, I need to use my other scanner) 
 
For example, the average annual percent change in gross domestic product for computer 
and office equipment has increased by 2% for U.S. parent companies, but 11% for 
foreign-based affiliates from 2003 to 2007.   
 
The average annual change in gross domestic product for electronic equipment has 
increased by 25.2% for U.S. parent companies, but 47.6% for foreign-based affiliates 
from 2003 to 2007.   
 
Employment figures show a similar trend.    
 
Conclusion 
 
The findings in this report provide convincing evidence that California State and local 
governments are using large amounts of taxpayer funds to purchase goods that are 
manufactured abroad.   
 
Moreover, passage of AB 1543 (Alejo) would have a significant and undeniable impact 
on the creation of U.S.-based, particularly California-based manufacturing jobs.  
Specifically, based on our research we have found that the passage of AB 1543 would 
lead to the creation and annual support of between 938,000 and 2.4 million new 
manufacturing jobs.  
 
Two different approaches were used to produce job estimates but both approaches 
provided a clear indication that the magnitude of job creation would be significant, likely 
well over 1 million manufacturing jobs every year, potentially more than 2 million jobs 
depending on the estimates that are used.   
 
Kersten Communications Inc. also examined the offshoring practices of some of 
America’s largest and most powerful corporations such as IBM, Apple, Cisco, and Intel 
and found that these companies have offshored large amounts of manufacturing jobs.   
Moreover, State and local governments are using taxpayer funds to purchase large 
amounts of goods from these companies, and other U.S.-based companies, however, 
these companies manufacture up to 85% of their goods abroad. 
 
This has created a scenario where California state and local governments are exporting 
large amounts of taxpayer dollars abroad to support the economies of Asia, particularly 
China and India, and the Far East, among others.    
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AB 1543 would require that at least 70% of these taxpayer funds be spent on 
manufactured goods made in the United States—thereby sparking a large increase in 
domestic production and the creation of millions of U.S. manufacturing jobs for years to 
come.    
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