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Preface

These volumes are a compilation of research studies by experts in their fields. They
are being made available in order to provide policymakers and administrators with
some recent thinking on policy issues and to stimulate the research community’s interest
in unemployment insurance.

No attempt was made to survey all the important topics in unemployment insur-
ance because time was limited and data were not always available. Some of these reports
break new ground, while others revisit old issues. The reports vary greatly in terms of
empirical methods and the amount of quantitative analysis used.

Most of the reports were prepared by authors under contract with the National Com-
mission on Unemployment Compensation or by Commission staff members. Some were
prepared under other auspices and made available to the Commission. The opinions
expressed and conclusions drawn are those of the individual authors and do not neces-
sarily represent the views of the Commission.

The reports are grouped into 13 sections according to the major issue addressed.
Some overlap occurs since a single report may include discussion on several topics. In
some cases, reports are not presented in their entirety; when this is the case, it is indi-
cated in the author’s note on the first page of each report. The complete versions of
such reports, plus additional reports prepared for the Commission but not published
in these volumes, are available from the microfiche collection of Government Depository
Libraries.

A Research Advisory Committee was established to assist in deciding which of the
many proposals received by the Commission should be funded. The members of that
Committee were Joseph Becker, S.J., Research Professor, Jesuit Center for Social Studies,
Georgetown University, Washington, D.C.; Saul Blaustein, Senior Economist, W. E.
Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, Kalamazoo, Michigan; Daniel Hamermesh,
Professor of Economics, Michigan State University, East Lansing, Michigan; Joseph
Hight, Senior Labor Economist, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Evalua-
tion and Research, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.; Thomas Joyce, Re-
search Analyst, Office of Policy, Evaluation and Research, Employment and Training
Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.C.; Arnold Katz, Assistant
Professor of Economics, University of Pittsburgh, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; and Stephen
Wandner, Deputy Director, Office of Research, Legislation, and Program Policies, Un-
employment Insurance Service, Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor, Washington, D.C. In addition to evaluating proposals, these individuals
gave guidance on areas for research and on the organization of these volumes. Their
knowledge has been invaluable, and their willingness to assist is greatly appreciated.
They are not responsible for any shortcomings.

The scope of this collection is attributable to the vision of the Commission Chairman,
Wilbur J. Cohen. James M. Rosbrow, Executive Director, gave day-to-day encourage-
ment. Mamoru Ishikawa got the project launched, and Robert Crosslin helped in mid-
stream. James Van Erden gave continuing assistance. These reports would never have
been published without the willingness and expertise of Roger Webb, Lynne Neorr,
and Judy Wall, all of whom oversaw the details of publication.

RAYMOND MUNTS
Director of Research and Evaluation
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Specific Tax Formulas
for Experience Rating

Eleanor Brown

The United States finances its unemployment insur-
ance (UI) program by levying payroll taxes at
rates that vary across firms according to each firm’s
past experience with unemployment. This use of ex-
perience-rated taxes has not won universal favor, and
is a topic for ongoing debate. Disagreement over ex-
perience rating is not limited to the question of whether
such payroll taxes should be used: even given the man-
date that UI will be financed by the taxes, there is no
consensus on the appropriate measure of a firm’s per-
formance. While the 50 States and the District of
Columbia all used experience-rated taxes, there are
striking differences in the formulas they have chosen
for calculating tax rates.

This report contrasts the two most popular formulas
for experience rating. Any attempt to say which for-
mula is better needs to be built on some basic notion
of the merits of experience rating. To this end, the
arguments for experience rating are reviewed, and one
section suggests how these theoretical notions of
“good” experience rating might be translated into cri-
teria that can be applied to the tax schedules currently
in use. :

A major finding of the subsequent analysis of the
experience-rating rules is that the more popular tax
formula, known as the reserve ratio, may not be as
good an approach as originally hoped. While adjust-
ments to the formula can improve its performance, these
adjustments may be politically unattractive.

The Economics of Experience Rating

“Experience rating” refers to a Ul tax law in which
a firm’s tax rate changes as its layoff policies change,
or when other aspects of its labor market behavior affect
the Ul system. “Complete” or “perfect” experience rat-
ing refers to a system in which the firm is responsible
for the financial burden of UI benefits paid to workers
fired or laid off by the firm. Proponents and opponents
of experience rating probably differ from each other
in their views of the incidence of the experience-rated
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tax. One line of thought supporting experience rating
views the tax as falling primarily on the labor groups
likely to be recipients of UI benefits. Opponents seem
to view the tax as a burden on the firm or industry
itself.

The idea that the UI tax burden, wherever it rests,
can become too large is a pervasive one. All States
impose maximums on the tax rates that can be assigned.
No matter how much a firm’s employees collect in UI
benefits, that firm’s taxes will not rise beyond a certain
level. The result of such a system is well known: high-
layoff industries, such as construction, are recipients of
Ul benefits paid for by taxes on low-layoff industries,
such as banking.

The alternative to this sort of interindustry cross-
subsidization is to allow tax rates on (for example)
construction payrolls to rise. The relevant question is
whether the UI system is placing an unjustifiable burden
on high-layoff industries by imposing high tax rates on
those enterprises.

Consider, for example, the construction industry.
Construction workers know they risk frequent layoffs.
It seems reasonable to expect this knowledge to affect
what wages they deem acceptable. It is also reasonable
to assume construction workers are aware of the UI
benefits they can receive when out of work, and that
this information also affects their wage demands. It
follows that UI taxes are not necessarily a burden on
the firm, since the tax dollars reappear as UI benefits
that make the workers demand less in wages. To the
extent that Ul taxes are perceived as payments for a
useful service to the firm’s workers, the tax may be non-
distortionary. This view leads to the prescription of a
highly experience-rated tax system: bank tellers are not
likely to accept the burden of UI taxes through reduced
wages in exchange for knowing that their bank’s taxes
will pay UI benefits to construction workers.

It is easy to model a situation in which a firm

Eleanor Brown is Assistant Professor in the Department of
Economics, University of Florida, Gainesville. This report was
completed in April 1980.
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benefits from the existence of a Ul system, even with
perfect experience rating and possible high UI tax rates.
Assume that workers dislike fluctuations in their in-
come, preferring a steady source of income. (In other
words, workers are risk-averse.) This preference im-
plies that the workers will be willing to accept less
income, on average, in exchange for a more secure
income profile. It is cheaper, therefore, for a firm to
smooth labor income over the business cycle by paying
UI benefits than it would be for the firm to compete
for workers who know their chances of becoming un-
employed with no UI on which to fall back. True, it
would be cheaper still to let other industries pay for a
firm’s workers’ UI benefits, but it is not clear why such
distortive subsidization would be required.

This argument has been formalized in a model show-
ing that UI can exactly compensate for the absence of
a market in which workers could insure themselves.
If it can be agreed that the function of UI is to insure
workers against drastic income loss, then this model
shows how the tax rule might look in an optimally de-
signed UI program. It is from this derived tax rule that
this report takes its criteria for judging different ap-
proaches to experience rating.

The model is too involved to be reproduced here,
but its approach is straightforward. It begins by looking
at a world with no UI program. Instead, workers can
trade claims to future wages. Suppose, for example,
that there are only two possible states of demand for
a firm’s output: in state one, demand is strong and the
firm retains all of its workers at a wage w;; in state two,
there will be some wage w, and some positive proba-
bility that any given worker will be laid off. Workers
do not know ahead of time which state will occur.
Nevertheless, they can insure themselves through the
following type of arrangement: if state one occurs,
workers pay part of their wages to the insurance com-
pany. If state two occurs and the firm offers employ-
ment, the worker again will pay some amount. But if
the workers are unemployed, the insurance company
must pay some amount in benefits.

No such insurance market exists. But the model
shows that if a perfectly experience-rated Ul system
is introduced, one gets exactly the same results (ex-
pected profits, expected utility for workers, employ-
ment in each state of nature) one would get with the
insurance market. The tax rule giving this result sets the
payroll tax rate so that expected tax payments just equal
expected claims going to workers the firm lays off.

Regardless of the experience-rating formula a State
chooses, there will not be this degree of experience
rating because of the maximum imposed on tax rates:
some firms’ tax rates will never be high enough to raise
revenues to cover the benefit payments resulting from
their employment policies. On the other hand, how
well would the different formulas perform in the absence
of constraints on the range of allowable tax rates?
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Ex Ante Versus Ex Post Experience Rating

The biggest problem in interpreting the criterion pre-
viously given for experience rating is that it is couched
in terms of expected tax payments and expected benefit
claims. Any affordable measure of expectations, given
that every year a tax rate is computed for every estab-
lishment, will probably be some simple function of data
on past experience. One interpretation of the call for
ex ante equality of taxes and benefits is that in the
long run a tax rule should give equality between realized
tax payments and realized benefit claims for each firm.
Since any systematic divergence between the benefits
going to a firm’s employees and the cost of those bene-
fits to the firm, through taxes, is likely to give the firm
incentives to distort its behavior to exploit that diver-
gence (as argued by Feldstein for the case of temporary
layoffs), this seems a reasonable ex post criterion for
good experience rating.! The insurance nature of the
argument supporting the use of experience rating sug-
gests that tax payments should not adjust immediately
to changes in benefit claims.

The criteria that a tax rule should give slow adjust-
ment of taxes to benefit flows, and complete adjustment
in the long run, do not replicate the conditions of a
world with ex ante rules for experience rating, but they
do reflect some basic elements of that world. They are
also rules that appeal to common sense: all States, for
example, have rules that adjust taxes gradually to
changes in benefit claims. The rest of this report con-
siders these rules to be the relevant criteria for judging
tax formulas that are necessarily ex post in nature.

These criteria are now applied to the most popular
forms of experience rating, the benefit ratio and the
reserve ratio. The analysis will show that the reserve
ratio, with no limits to the tax rates that could be
assigned, would yield a system with patterns of industry
cross-subsidization much like the patterns observed
under current tax laws, benefiting firms with high
turnover rates at the expense of firms with low turnover
rates.

Specific Rules for Experience Rating
The benefit ratio

The benefit ratio is the second most popular approach
to experience rating. It is used by 11 States, the largest
of which are Texas, Pennsylvania, and Michigan. Under
this type of tax rule, contributions vary with the ratio
of benefits collected to taxable payroll. The straight-
forward rationalization of this approach is that a tax
rate that averages the ratio of benefits paid to payroll
is the rate at which the firm is just paying the costs of
benefits going to its ex-employees. The numerator of a
firm’s benefit ratio is the yearly average over the last
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3 years (S years in Michigan) of the amount of benefits
charged against the firm. The denominator is the firm’s
taxable payroll over the same period. This gives a tax
rule that sets 1, the tax rate year i as

i—1

to= 1%y 45— (1)
2 WL
k=i-—3

where F, is the number of persons fired in year k, b is
the average amount of benefits claimed, wL; (taxable
wages times labor force) is taxable payroll in year k,
and t*, and s, are respectively the intercept and slope
of the tax function (¢*, is small and s, is close to 1).

Setting t*;, equal to 0 and s, equal to 1, the benefit
ratio gives an estimator for the tax rate that would, in
the absence of systematic movements in layoffs or em-
ployment, on average yield tax revenues from each firm
that would just pay for the benefit claims resulting from
the firm’s employment strategy. This is the long-run
quality of experience rating called for by the ex ante
tax rule. (Use of several years’ experience satisfies the
short-run criterion of gradual tax response to changes
in benefit flows.)

The problem with this estimator is that there can be
systematic movements in employment, and in such cases
the benefit ratio is not a perfect estimator for the
“break-even” tax rate. Consider, for example, a growing
firm: past payroll will underestimate future payroll, and
the tax rate that would have been appropriate to a
smaller tax base will raise more in revenues. The oppo-
site holds true for a declining firm: tax revenues will
be smaller than benefits collected. Business cycle fluc-
tuations also affect the performance of the benefit ratio:
consider, for example, two firms that each regularly
experience a 4-year cycle. One firm employs 100 work-
ers in each of three periods, and in the fourth period,
employment slips to 90 workers. The other firm employs
110 workers in all but one period, in which it hires
only 60. Taxable wages are $6,000 and each worker
laid off collects $1,000 in UI benefits. Turnover in
good years is two workers in each firm. If the tax rate
is set equal to the benefit ratio (¢*, = 0 and s, = 1),
then over the 4-year cycle the firm with the small
change in employment would pay taxes slightly greater
(over 2 percent) than the benefits collected by its ex-
employees. The firm with the wide swing in employment
levels would pay taxes that exceed by 16 percent the
benefits claimed by its workers. To the extent that firms
can manipulate their employment cycles, say, through
changes in inventories, these quirks in the tax rule can
be manipulated and so can serve to distort behavior.

The reserve ratio

The most popular form of UI law bases the employer’s
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tax rate on what is known as a reserve ratio. In this
system, all UI tax contributions ever made by a firm
are recorded, as are all benefit payments charged against
it. The excess of contributions over benefits (“re-
serves”) relative to the firm’s taxable payroll, deter-
mines the firm’s tax rate.

If all employment decisions are made at the begin-
ning of a year, and if everyone who is laid off collects
an amount b of benefits, the firm’s reserve ratio at the
end of the year will be

Ri_. + ttwL; — bF,
wL,

where RR; is the reserve ratio at the end of year i, #
the tax rate during year i, R;_, the reserves accumu-
lated at the end of period i — 1, w the taxable wage
per employee, and L; and F; are the numbers of workers
employed and laid off, respectively, at the beginning
of period i. (As in the case of the benefit ratio, the
measure of payroll used in the denominator of this
ratio is often an average over a few recent years.)

A firm’s tax rate responds negatively to changes in
its reserve ratio. The tax schedules can be approxi-
mated as linear

ti+1 = t* — S(RR4)

=t*—s I: Ri
WLi

where t* and s are positive constants representing the
intercept and slope, respectively, of the tax function.
If tax receipts are greater than benefit payments, the
reserve ratio rises and the tax rate falls. Conversely,
when benefits exceed taxes, tax rates rise automatically,
pushing tax receipts up until they equal benefit outflows.

(3)

bF;
e

WLi

The benefit ratio was seen to be weak in estimating
appropriate tax rates when there were systematic varia-
tions in employment. One advantage of the reserve ratio
is that past imbalances are kept track of, so that the
reserve ratio can constantly revise its tax rate and thus
can equate taxes to benefits over the long run (subject
to one quirk to be discussed shortly).

Under steady state behavior, the reserve ratio con-
verges to a unique value determined by parameters
of the tax law and the firm’s layoff rate. Consider a
firm whose behavior is constant so that for all periods,
L; = L and F; = F. As has been noted by Brechling
and by Topel and Welch,? for values of s between 0
and 2 (a range that brackets the values chosen by the
States with reserve ratio systems), the tax rate will
converge to the value #,:

t__bF
T WL

This is the value for the tax rate that sets benefit out-
flows bF equal to tax inflows twL, and hence keeps the
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reserve ratio unchanging. The steady state reserve ratio
is given by

R, _ t*—bF/wWL
wL s ’

R, = _:_ [*#WL — bF]

@

Besides depending on the tax parameters t* and s, the
steady state level of reserves depends on such endoge-
nous quantities as the firm’s turnover rate (F/L) (also
the worker’s probability of being laid off), and on L,
the number of workers employed.

Because tax rates adjust to equalize tax inflows and
benefit outflows, the reserve ratio approach to expe-
rience rating is often thought of as cost accounting.?
Cost accounting is essentially perfect experience rating
(ignoring, as the discussion of experience rating has
so far, the question of discounting). The reserve ratio,
however, is more accurately described as a combina-
tion of cost accounting with a system that accumulates
precautionary balances. As mentioned earlier, the dy-
namics of the tax are such that, if a firm’s behavior
is constant over time, the tax moves toward a steady
state in which tax inflows just equal benefit outflows.
This is the sense in which the tax formula represents
cost accounting. However, this steady state is also one
in which the firm has a nonzero reserve (unless the
firm happens to have a layoff rate exactly equal to
[w/b]t*). Only after a firm has accumulated a given
level (possibly negative) of reserves do benefits and
taxes tend toward equalization.

This reserve accumulation is important because no
interest is paid on the amount of reserves credited to
a firm. Firms with negative balances receive essentially
interest-free loans, while firms with positive balances
lose the return that money could have earned else-
where. As in the current tax laws whose ceilings pre-
vent high-turnover firms from paying taxes as large
as the benefits charged against them, the reserve ratio
tends to favor these firms by failing to charge interest
on negative balances at their level of equilibrium.

However inequitable, accumulated reserves do not
necessarily distort firm behavior, since firms will re-
spond to incentives at the margin. If, for example,
each firm were required to post a security deposit of
$X, each would be worse off each year by rX, the
opportunity cost of the reserve, but there would be no
way to distort behavior to avoid this cost. If the size of
the required reserve is affected by firm policy, as in the
reserve ratio case, then the tax will hold other incen-
tives for firms than those of pure cost accounting.

The interpretation of the accumulated reserve as
“precautionary” is in part a charitable one. The steady
state reserve ratio is given by equation 4, which shows
that an increase in the layoff rate F/L reduces the size
of the equilibrium reserve. The firms that create little
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unemployment (relative to payroll) are the ones that
accumulate large balances, while firms with high turn-
over may have negative equilibrium reserves. These
reserves are not precautionary in the sense that firms
creating large liabilities for the system are required to
post a large security balance. Of course, if the average
steady state balance for all firms is positive, then this
total balance could be viewed as precautionary for
the UI program as a whole.

Equation 4 shows that equilibrium reserves are
affected by labor turnover and the number of em-
ployees. The effect of reserve ratio taxation on labor
turnover has been investigated in a series of articles by
Brechling.* His results suggest that turnover has been
reduced, in general, by the tax. While the dominant
effect on turnover of an experience-rated payroll tax
is likely to be to reduce turnover, the steady state re-
serve feature of the tax works in the opposite direction.
From equation 4, '

dR, _ .
dF ~— s_W-<

&)

An increase in turnover (more separations from a given
labor force) reduces the size of the reserves that need
to be held in a steady state. Similarly, while a decrease
in turnover will reduce the average taxable payroll per
worker and reduce the amount of benefits charged
against the firm, it will also increase the size of the
reserve balance to be accumulated and on which the
firm earns no return. In the optimal insurance story,
the tax burden increases with the probability of layoff;
the incentive effect of the accumulation of reserves
is not even in the right direction, giving firms an
advantage if they increase the probability of layoff
they offer.

Equation 4 also says that the size of steady state
reserves grows with the number of employees:

dR, * _

a s v

(6)

This is the additional amount (undiscounted) of tax
that must be paid each time the firm’s workforce is
expanded by one worker, with no change in the number
of layoffs.

To measure the importance of this effect, typical
values of the parameters of the tax law can be plugged
into (6). A reasonable value for t*, the tax rate that
applies to firms with O reserves, is 0.03; a common
approximation of the slope of the tax function is 0.3
(see, for example, Brechling).? Recall that s is sub-
tracted from ¢* so that as reserve ratio (RR) rises, the
tax rate declines. The taxable wage per employee in
most States is $6,000. These values suggest that, in
equilibrium, reserves will have increased $600 for
every additional hire. The firm is not paid interest on
these funds; the importance of the lack of interest
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payments will depend on prevailing interest rates, which
in turn should depend on inflation and the real rate
of return on investment. As of April 1980, inflation
was at an annual rate of 18 percent; if a firm could
earn a 2 percent real rate of return, then the oppor-
tunity cost of having these reserves held against the
firm is $120 per worker per year. This is not a large
number relative to the firm’s wage bill, but it is large
on the scale of UI taxes: it is equivalent to the amount
paid in taxes by a firm with a UI tax rate of 2 percent.
Even if inflation were more moderate, say, 13 percent,
the cost of having these funds held against a firm
would be equivalent to the revenue raised by a UI tax
rate of 0.015, a plausible rate for a fairly low-turnover
establishment.

The moral of the story is this: if a firm is expected
to modify its behavior in response to the presence
of an experience-rated UI payroll tax, the firm is likely
to act to avoid the accumulation of reserves as well,
since these reserves carry penalties often as large as
the tax itself. As shown in equations 5 and 6, the two
ways in which a firm decreases the equilibrium level
of reserves to be collected from it are to increase the
layoff rate and to reduce the number of employees.
These are not incentives one would normally expect
from a UI program.

Summary

Experience rating is limited by floors and ceilings that
restrict the range of assignable tax rates, regardless of
the UI tax formulas a State chooses. There are argu-
ments for increasing the degree of experience rating
in the tax schedules. To understand the possible effects
of raising or eliminating the ceilings on tax rates, it is
important to know how the different experience-rating
formulas would perform in the absence of these con-
straints.

If experience-rating rules are judged against the
standard of how closely a firm’s tax liabilities approxi-
mate the benefits claimed against it in the long run,
then neither of the most popular experience-rating
schemes achieves perfect experience rating. The benefit
ratio rule will fail to set taxes equal to benefit claims
when there are systematic movements in employment
levels; these distortions are small—a few percent of
the tax burden—except in cases of dramatic swings in
firm size.

The reserve ratio will converge to a state in which
tax liabilities at the margin are set equal to benefit
claims. This equality occurs around a nonzero level
of reserves, however, and no interest is paid on, or
charged against, those reserves. The size of this dis-
tortion can be as large as the tax itself.

The distortions that follow from the less common
benefit ratio approach appear to be smaller than those
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associated with the reserve ratio. In particular, the
reserve ratio contains some unexpected incentives that
operate contrary to the general goals of UI (e.g.,
employment stability) and that introduce distortions
because interest is not paid on firms’ positive accounts
nor charged to firms’ negative accounts.

Thus, while reserve ratio taxation would provide
complete experience rating if interest were imputed to
accounts, reserve ratio taxation without interest impu-
tation is subject to serious distortion. In particular, the
current pattern of cross-subsidization of high-turnover
industries would persist in reserve ratio regimes, even
if ceilings were removed from the tax schedules.

The distortions introduced by failure to pay and to
charge interest are strong, and add significantly to
cross-subsidization of industries. This type of cross-
subsidy could be eliminated by introducing interest
payments, but this solution is not likely to be politically
acceptable.

Notes

1. Martin Feldstein, “Temporary Layoffs in the
Theory of Unemployment,” Journal of Political Econ-
omy, October 1976.

2. Frank Brechling, “The Incentive Effects of the
U.S. Unemployment Insurance Tax,” Research in Labor
Economics, vol. 1, 1977; and Robert Topel and Finis
Welch, “Unemployment Insurance: What the Theory
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and Extensions,” UCLA Discussion Paper, September
1979.
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Measuring Experience Rating

Stephen A. Wandner
Robert L. Crosslin

xperience rating is an integral part of the unem-
E ployment insurance (UI) system. Generally the
taxes paid by employers should reflect benefit payment
amounts that their former employees receive.

In fact, however, the degree of experience rating is
quite limited in most States. Although all States except
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands have experience
rating systems, the system varies greatly, and most
States impose substantial limitations on the operation
of experience rating. Among these restrictions are non-
charging, ineffective charging, low maximum tax rates,
and low taxable wage bases.

History of Experience Rating
Legislation

The nature of the UI financing system has been deter-
mined by both Federal legislation (the Social Security
Act of 1935, as amended) and individual State laws.
The Social Security Act and related Federal legislation
set up the framework for the entire system. State laws
have continued to evolve and gradually have resulted
in the experience-rating approach being accepted as a
way to finance the UI system.

Social Security Act of 1935. Experience rating became
part of the U.S. system of UI because President Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt wanted to ensure that UI would con-
tribute to economic stabilization. In January 1935, the
Committee on Economic Security recommended that
economic stabilization be achieved through experience
rating. The Committee recommended that lower State
unemployment taxes be permitted by allowing employ-
ers to receive additional credit against the Federal un-
employment tax. Such an additional credit would be the
difference between the State tax paid and 90 percent of
the Federal tax—or 2.7 percent of taxable payrolls. The
Committee also recommended a minimum tax of 1 per-
cent.

As enacted, the Social Security Act of 1935 required
only 3 years of experience under a pooled State plan
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before an employer could qualify for a reduced tax rate.
The minimum tax rate of 1 percent was rejected.
Amendments to the Social Security Act in 1954 and
1970 further eased the experience-rating provisions.

State legislation. Historically, under the original State
UI laws, all States except 11 had experience-rating
provisions. Of these 11 States, 9 had provisions for
conducting a study of experience rating. Seven States
followed the Wisconsin model of providing for individ-
ual reserve accounts. Originally no State provided for
more than one schedule of tax rates, and no schedule
provided more than five tax rates.

Since the enactment of the original UI laws, experi-
ence rating has become almost universal. The experi-
ence-rating plans have become more varied and com-
plex. All States have opted for pooled accounts, aban-
doning the individual reserve accounts.

Goal of experience rating

The goal of experience rating is to influence the be-
havior of employers so that the operation of labor mar-
kets is improved or a sound UI program is provided.

Stabilize employment. The primary economic goal of
experience rating is to stabilize employment by provid-
ing employers an incentive to reduce turnover. Em-
ployers pay lower UI taxes if they reduce the number
of workers they lay off. Experience rating is designed
to encourage employers to reduce the variation in em-
ployment both over the business cycle and seasonally.
Employers are also encouraged to have existing em-
ployees work longer hours (through the use of over-
time) rather than hiring extra staff at peak work pe-
riods, only to have to lay off during slack periods.’

Stephen A. Wandner is Deputy Director, Office of Research
Legislation and Program Policies, Unemployment Insurance
Service, Department of Labor, Washington, D.C. Robert L.
Crosslin is Acting Director for Policy, Evaluation and Research
Office of Wage and Labor Relations, Washington, D.C. This
report was completed in May 1980.
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Equitable distribution of UI costs. Experience rating
can affect the equity of the distribution of the burden
of paying for the Ul system among employers. From the
perspective of the Ul system, employers are considered
to be responsible for their own employees. Since em-
ployers pay the tax, a “fair” allocation of the cost of the
program is one that charges benefit payments back to
the previous employer. If this type of charging back is
not done, other employers are forced to pay for part of
the cost that the previous employer has been relieved of.

Encourage employer participation. Experience rating
encourages employers’ participation in the monitoring
of the benefit-payment procedure by encouraging em-
ployers to challenge unjustified payments. The net effect
of employer participation, however, is to reduce the
extent of experience rating.

Employers challenge benefit payments, because if
they are successful, the benefits are either not paid or
not charged to them, the previous employer. This en-
courages the employer to reduce unwarranted payments
or to limit the unfettered operation of the experience-
rating system. If benefits are not charged to the previous
employer, then these benefit payments are not experi-
ence-rated.

Historical movement of tax rates

Experience rating deals with the charging of benefit
payments to individual employers. But increasing reli-
ance on experience rating has been due to the high level
of UI tax collections relative to the level of benefit
payments during the first 10 years of the program (see
Figure 1 and Table 1). Tax rates began at over 3 per-
cent in 1938 and declined steadily to 1.04 percent by
1948.

Benefit payments as a percentage of total wages never

FIGURE 1. Taxes collected and benefits paid as a
percent of total wages, 1938 - 1978

---------- Benefits paid as percent of
3.0 \ total wages
\ —=—=—= Taxes collected as a'percent
\ of total wages
\
\
2.0 ™
1.0 |~
0 L™ | | ] |
. 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Labor, Handbook of Unemployment Insurance
Financial Data 1938—76, and annual supplements.
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TaBLE 1. Taxes collected and benefits paid as a per-
centage of total wages, 1938-1978

Percentage of total wages

Years Taxes collected Benefits paid
1938 3.11 1.50
1939 2.83 1.47
1940 2.63 1.60
1941 2.39 .82
1942 2.08 .63
1943 2.00 12
1944 1.91 .09
1945 1.74 .67
1946 1.24 1.49
1947 1.27 .90
1948 1.04 .82
1949 1.05 1.85
1950 1.16 1.33
1951 1.26 71
1952 1.07 .78
1953 .97 .69
1954 .83 1.48
1955 .81 91
1956 .89 .84
1957 .89 1.00
1958 .86 2.05
1959 1.05 1.22
1960 1.17 1.40
1961 1.23 1.72
1962 1.39 1.26
1963 1.35 1.24
1964 1.27 1.05
1965 1.18 .84
1966 1.07 .62
1967 .89 .69
1968 77 .61
1969 .70 .58
1970 .65 1.01
1971 .65 1.23
1972 .85 .98
1973 .98 79
1974 .94 1.07
1975 .90 2.03
1976 1.16 1.39
1977 1.27 1.16

SoURrce: U.S. Department of Labor, Handbook of Unemployment Insur-
ance Financial Data, 1938-1976, and annual supplements.

reached the expected high levels during the 1938
through 1948 period. They were never greater than 1.6
percent and only jumped up to 1.49 percent in 1946
during the much-feared postwar demobilization. Expe-
rience rating was the vehicle by which tax rates were
cut during this period. Tax rates were varied by expe-
rience, but since overall benefit payments were low, tax
rates for individual employers generally declined
sharply.

Beginning in 1949 a more stable but cyclical pattern
emerged, and this pattern has not had the strong down-
ward trend of the earlier period. Average tax rates have
moved cyclically, following benefit payment rates with
a 1- to 2-year lag. With each recession, benefit payment
rates moved up and then down. Higher payment rates
trigger tax rate increases, while subsequent benefit-
payment rate declines are again followed by taxes.
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The Present Experience-Rating System

At present all State UI systems except Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands use experience rating for the regular
UI program.

States have developed experience-rating systems in
response to additional tax credit provisions contained
in the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA). Fed-
eral law allows employers additional credit for a low-
ered tax rate if States allow a reduced tax on “a reason-
able basis,” and no lower than 1 percent.?

States have their own requirements for experience
rating, and the requirements are highly diverse. Almost
all States require 3 or more years of experience with
unemployment, meaning that employers must have been
covered and paying taxes for that period. The formulas
used for rate determination after this initial period differ
greatly because different factors are used to establish the
relative incidence of unemployment among workers of
different employers. The difference in incidence of com-

pensable unemployment is the main justification for

permitting differences in tax rates.

There are four major systems of experience rating,
and some States combine more than one system. These
systems all have certain characteristics in common. All
of the formulas establish the relative experience of in-
dividual employers with benefit payments or unemploy-
ment. An employer’s experience is measured by unem-
ployment or benefit payments compared with the poten-
tial liability for UI payments, generally measured by
total payroll. This determines the relative experience of
large and small firms.®

Reserve ratio

Reserve ratio formulas were the earliest methods of
experience rating, and are still the most frequently used
approach.* Presently, 32 States use reserve ratio for-
mulas. In essence, the system is a form of cost account-
ing. For each employer, benefits payments are sub-
tracted from taxes collected representing an employer’s
total balance or reserve. This reserve is divided by total
payroll, yielding the reserve ratio:

benefits paid — taxes collected
total payroll

In this case, both benefits paid and taxes collected
are generally counted over the entire life of the firm or
since the beginning of the State’s UI program, although
some States use a more limited period. Usually, payroll
is only for the most recent 3 years, but again some State
variation occurs.

Employers must generally achieve a certain level of
reserves before they can receive a tax reduction. Once
eligible for a reduced rate, they are assigned a tax rate
according to a tax schedule related to ranges of reserve
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ratios. As the reserve ratio of a firm increases, its tax
rate decreases.

As a result, employers’ tax rates cannot decline unless
the taxes paid exceed the benefits paid to their former
employees. For any level of individual employer re-
serves, the employer’s tax rate can change as the State’s
trust fund balance changes. Conversely, for any level of
State trust fund balance, an employer’s tax rate can vary
as its reserves vary.

Benefit ratio

Benefit ratio formulas measure the ratio of benefit pay-
ments to total payroll. Employer contributions are not
counted in the formula. Thus,

benefits paid
total payroll

Each employer’s tax rate depends on this ratio. The
theory is that funding will be adequate if employers pay
rates that approximate the benefit to payroll ratio. Un-
like the reserve ratio approach, the benefit ratio ap-
proach uses short-run experience only, as generally only
benefits paid in the last 3 years are included in the
numerator. There are 11 benefit-ratio States.

Benefit-wage ratio

The benefit-wage ratio system ignores the level of bene-
fits paid. Under this method relative experience is meas-
ured by those separations that result in benefit pay-
ments. Thus, the duration of benefits is not a factor; the
only factor that matters is the incidence of a first pay-
ment in a benefit year. For an employer, only one sepa-
ration per beneficiary per benefit year is recorded. Bene-
fit wages are not charged until benefits are actually paid.
The resulting benefit-wage ratio is:

total wages paid to separated emplovees
total payroll

Thus benefit-wages for a year are divided by total
wages, usually for a 3-year period. This is the em-
ployer’s “experience factor.”

Then a “State experience factor” is determined by
the ratio of total benefit payments to total wages in the
State in the preceding 3 years. Employers’ tax rates are
determined by multiplying their experience factor by
the State experience factor, according to a table. The
rate table is designed to assess variable tax rates that
approximately raise the total amount of benefits paid.
There are five benefit-wage-ratio States.

Payroll variation

The payroll variation approach is also independent of
the level of benefits paid to unemployed workers.
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Neither benefits paid nor any related measure is used.
Instead experience is measured by percentage declines
in employers’ payrolls, either by quarter or by year.
Declines are measured as a percentage of the payroll in
the preceding period so that the relative measure of
experience is comparable for large and small employers.
The measure of payroll decline is:

payroll decline
total payroll

Total payroll is generally measured over 3 years. Under
this system, the greater the decline in payroll, the
greater the tax level. Employers experiencing little or
no payroll decline should receive the greatest tax rate
reductions. There are three payroll variation States.

Previous Research on the Effects of
Experience Rating

Only recently has meaningful research been done on
the effects of experience rating on the layoff behavior of
employers. The requisite data for examining this issue
are very difficult and expensive to obtain, The two
completed studies are very thorough and reach similar
conclusions.

.One study by Professor Frank Brechling utilized
aggregate U.S. data on all employers, categorizing into
17 industry groupings.” Annual average UI tax rates
and layoff rates for each industry over the years 1962
to 1977 were correlated with each other. After the
influence of factors such as average wages and size of
employment were discounted, industry layoff rates were
found to be significantly correlated with minimum and
maximum tax rates.

The other recent study used data on individual em-
ployers in one industry in one State and obtained similar
results. Gilbert Suzawa and Michael Patch of the Uni-
versity of Rhode Island studied the jewelry industry in
that State, because most of the firms in the industry are
similar in size, have similar production techniques, are
concentrated in one geographical area, and are ex-
tremely competitive.® The homogeneous nature of this
sample allowed them to measure more accurately the
effects of experience rating on employers, free of ex-
traneous influences. Probably this is the closest one
could come to a “laboratory experiment.”

Suzawa and Patch estimated that the variation in
experience rating accounted for 41 percent of the varia-
tion in seasonality of employment in the industry.

Although continuing research on this issue is needed,
the evidence indicates that experience rating does in-
fluence employers’ layoff behavior. This unique method
of Ul financing appears to partially achieve the goal of
employment stabilization.
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An Experience-Rating Index for Ul

Given that stabilization of employment through experi-
ence rating is to be a goal of the system, it would be
desirable to have an objective, quantifiable measure of
the degree of experience rating in each State and in the
overall system to judge how well the program achieves
this goal. For 45 years the UI program has lacked such
a measure.

At one extreme, total absence of experience rating
exists when all employers pay an identical tax rate on
total wages without any reference to experience. Then
employers with below-average benefit experience pay
more taxes into the system than their former employees
receive in benefits, and vice versa for employers with
above-average benefit experience.

Perfect experience rating of benefits (excluding costs
of administration) exists when each employer pays 100
percent of the benefits received by all former employees,
regardless of the reason for separation. This is equiva-
lent to all employers being on a reimbursable system of
financing, with no noncharging of any benefits for any
reason.

From this concept of perfect experience rating is
derived an experience rating index (ERI). As a Ul
system (State or Federal) moves away from total reim-
bursement with no noncharging or ineffective charging
of any kind, the degree of experience rating decreases.
What is needed to compute the ERI is definition and
measurement of the deviation from total reimbursement.
Higher or lower values of such an index carry no nor-
mative meaning. That is, higher values are not neces-
sarily preferred to lower values. Such judgments depend
on one’s point of view and the attainment of other,
possibly competing, goals.

The proposed ERI is defined as the proportion of
benefits that are totally paid for by recipients’ former
employers during a given time period, which may be
more than 1 year. Benefits that are not fully paid for by
a recipient’s former employer are a socialized cost to
other employers and unrelated to their benefit experi-
ence. Some amount of nonexperience-rated financing
is inevitable, and probably desirable. The particular
level that States and the overall system should attempt
to attain is certainly open to debate.

What factors lead to lesser degrees of experience
rating (lower ERI values)? The main contributors are
noncharging, ineffective charging, and charges to inac-
tive accounts.

Noncharging of benefits is the practice of not holding
employers liable for the benefits of former employees
who were separated from employment except by layoff,
benefits to claimants who quit with good cause, and
benefits received after serving a disqualification period.
All State laws have some noncharging provisions.

Ineffective charging results from limits on the maxi-
mum tax rate. Employers at the maximum rate pay a
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fixed amount of taxes (as a proportion of taxable
wages) irrespective of the amount of benefits received
by their former employers. Some portion of the benefit
charges against these employers cannot be paid for by
increasing their tax contributions due to the maximum
tax rate limitation, and must be paid for by employers
below the maximum.

Benefit charges to inactive employer accounts are
also paid for by employers below the maximum tax rate.
These are benefit charges against employers no longer
doing business in the State.

All States currently have the data and capability to
calculate this proposed index on a prospective basis.
In most cases, only the reserve ratio States can go back
more than a couple of years to compute the index. For
a given time period a State can derive the index by:
(1) calculating the difference between taxes paid and
all benefits paid to former employees for each employer;
(2) summing up the amount of benefits in all cases
where more benefits than taxes are paid, so that the
difference is negative (these negative differences result
from noncharging, and from charges to maximum tax
rate employers and inactive accounts that are made up
by “positive difference” employers); and dividing the
sum of these unreimbursed benefits by the total of
regular benefits and the State’s share of extended bene-
fits, to obtain the proportion of nonexperience-rated
benefits; and subtracting the result from one (1.0).

The ERI can be calculated either for 1 year, or a
range of years such as a business cycle. If a single year
is used, it would be preferable to use taxes paid in the
year following payment of benefits, since the response
of tax rates to changing benefit payouts generally occurs
12 to 18 months later.

In the fall of 1979 the authors surveyed all States on
tax revenue and benefit payments for tax years 1971
through 1978. Since aggregate data instead of individual
employer data were gathered, only the reserve ratio
States were able to supply the information needed to
calculate the index, since they alone maintain records
of charges to employers with negative reserves (benefit
payments to whose former employees exceed taxes
paid) for tax rate purposes. Other States do have the
ability to calculate such charges, however.

Table 2 shows the value of the index for the nine
States that provided sufficient data for all years.” The
average value of the index varied from 47.5 in 1975 to
62.6 in 1978, reflecting the influence of the business
cycle. The 8-year average for the States was 57.1. On
average, less than three-fifths of total benefits were
experience rated.

Of the factors that caused the ERI to fall below 100,
the largest in all but 2 years was net negative balances,
followed by noncharging and then by inactive accounts.
Thus, the largest factor causing the ERI to fall is that
many firms have unemployment experience that would
push their tax rate far above the maximum tax rate if
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TABLE 2. Average value of total benefits, experience-
rating index (ERI), and components for nine
States, 1971-1978 *

Nonexperience-rated components,

by percent

Nega-

Total Non- tive

benefits Inactive  charged bal-

($ millions)  ERI accounts net ances

1971 158.9 59.2 6.4 12.7 21.7
1972 139.7 57.2 6.4 17.0 19.4
1973 122.0 58.1 6.3 18.2 17.4
1974 1923 56.4 6.9 15.3 21.4
1975 3223 47.5 13.0 15.7 23.8
1976 254.7 53.8 6.1 159 24.1
1977 2325 62.3 5.4 14.6 17.7
1978 2129 62.6 5.8 17.5 14.2

* The nine States are New York, New Jersey, North Dakota, Kentucky,
Arizona, Nebraska, New Mexico, Idaho, and North Carolina.
Sourcke: Financial data provided by State employment security agencies.

the rate were not legally constrained. The smallest
factor is inactive accounts, which are generally dissolu-
tions and bankruptcies. Inactive accounts, while small,
are also the most sensitive to the business cycle, dou-
bling and then halving before and after 1975.

Table 3 shows how the index varied among States
during the period, varying from a low of 49.7 for New
Mexico to a high of 69.9 for Arizona. It is interesting
to note the relative importance of factors lowering the
ERI. In New York the amount of benefits unrecouped
from negative-balance (maximum tax rate) firms rep-
resented 40.8 percent of total benefits for the period.
On the other hand, Arizona, Nebraska, New Mexico,
and Idaho noncharged about one-fourth of their total
benefits between 1971 and 1978.*

TABLE 3. Average value of total benefits, experience
rating index (ERI), and components for
years 1971-1978

Nonexperience-rated
components, by percent

Net

nega-

Total tive

benefits Inactive  Non- bal-

($ millions)  ERI accounts charged ance
N.Y. 880.8 50.8 7.1 1.3 40.8
N.J. 533.8 60.0 6.8 10.1 23.1
N.C. 117.8 68.0 8.3 15.7 8.0
Ky. 71.9 58.6 6.4 11.1 23.9
Ariz. 44.7 69.9 4.3 27.8 —2.0
Nebr. 25.8 533 1.2 25.6 14.3
N. Mex. 20.1 49.7 10.1 24.8 '14.9
Idaho 18.9 54.5 2.7 26.4 16.4
N. Dak. 11.5 57.3 6.7 3.1 329

SoURCE: Financial data provided by State employment security agencies.
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Several other States submitted complete data for only
5 of the years. Among them were California, which had
an average index value of 60.1, Hawaii (50.2), and
South Carolina (43.6).

The data are not intended to provide a comprehen-
sive picture of the degree of experience rating in the
U.S. They do serve, however, to illustrate: the feasibil-
ity of constructing an experience-rating index; the com-
ponents that influence the level of the index; and the
values of the index that indicate its variability over time
and between States. With additional research, the index
could be calculated for all States to measure the degree
of experience rating in the overall Ul system.

Conclusions

The current status of experience rating in all States can
be determined by using the ERI. If it is judged that a
greater or lesser degree of experience rating is desirable,
the ERI can be a tool to monitor what happens and
how well the goal of the system is achieved. Such a goal
could be stated as a recommendation for a desirable
State-law provision or as a Federal standard.

If a system is to be considered “experience rated,”
~ more benefits should be experience rated than are not,
which means that the ERI should be greater than 50.

At the same time there are programmatic reasons
why a UI system may not and cannot be totally experi-
ence rated, that is, have an ERI of 100. Most students
of the UI systemn are likely to maintain that the ERI
should be less than 100. .

An experience-rated UI system, thus, will have an
ERI value between 50 and 100, but what that value
should be depends on individual judgment, just as
whether a system should be experience rated in the first
place is a matter of judgment.

Notes

1. Employers are also encouraged to use overtime
by low UI taxable wage bases; they pay UI taxes on an
employee’s wages only until a certain fixed amount is
reached.

2. Originally, lowered tax rates were only allowed if
the rates were based on no less than 3 years of expe-
rience with unemployment or other factors bearing a
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direct relation to the unemployment risk. The 1954
amendments revised this requirement to allow States to
extend reduced tax rates to new or newly covered em-
ployers after they had 1 year of such experience. The
present provisions are contained in the 1970 amend-
ments. See U.S. Department of Labor, Comparison of
Unemployment Insurance Laws, October 1979, pp. 2-4.

3. See U.S. Department of Labor, Comparison of
Unemployment Insurance State Laws, October 1979,
pp. 2-5.

4. For a further discussion of the four major types of
experience rating see William Hales and Merrill Mur-
ray, Unemployment Insurance in the American Econ-
omy (Homewood, Ill., Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1966),
pp. 334-336.

5. Frank Brechling, “The Unemployment Insurance
Tax and Labor Turnover: Further Empirical Results,”
The Public Research Institute, November 1979.

6. Gilbert Suzawa and Michael Patch, “Experience
Rating Unemployment Tax and the Seasonality of Em-
ployment in the Rhode Island Jewelry Industry,” Uni-
versity of Rhode Island, September 1978.

7. Not all States replied; and not all reserve ratio
States supplied data for each of the years.

8. Arizona tended to recoup almost all of the benefit
charges from negative balance employers in the aggre-
gate during this time period, probably through solvency
and other surcharges levied on all employers.
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Cross-Subsidies Among Industries

From 1969 to 1978

Raymond C. Munts
Ephraim Asher

One of the major outcomes of the current experi-
ence-rating system in the U.S. unemployment in-
surance (UI) program is a proliferated and vastly
complex network of inter-industry transfer of funds for
the financing of unemployment benefits. In essence, part
of the benefits paid to employees of some industries
are borne by the contributions of other industries. This
outcome is inherent in the limited-range type of ex-
perience-based tax rates as adopted and applied in the
Federal-State UI program.

Inter-industry cross-subsidies, as these financial
transfers are called, are not the result of a predeter-
mined design or calculation. They are instead the result
of a tax rate structure which is misaligned with the
unemployment “risk” structure of industries. In par-
ticular, they stem from the imposition by the various
States of limits on the range of the tax rates, with
non-zero minimums and with maximums at something
less than any firm’s highest benefit cost rates. Those
industries that pay the maximum rates and at the same
time are characterized by relatively high rates of un-
employment are most likely to be subsidized by those
whose unemployment record is relatively more stable.
One would expect, therefore, to find a positive corre-
lation between the existence of positive subsidies and
those industries whose output demand is more volatile
due to such factors as seasonability, price or cost varia-
tions, income changes, and technological or other
business conditions. Conversely, employers paying the
minimum rates and having no unemployment benefits
charged against them will most likely be paying a sub-
sidy to those who have reached the maximum rate and
cannot go beyond.

What about the impact of business location? Would
differences in State statutes, or differences among States
with regard to comparative advantage, market size, or
market structure give rise to variations in the magni-
tudes of inter-industry cross-subsidies? Could the same
industry be positively subsidized in one State and nega-
tively in another? Can States be ranked according to
the magnitude of subsidies received by a given indus-
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try? These are some of the issues that this report will
attempt to quantify.

The objective is to directly estimate the differences
between what employers actually pay and what their
employees receive under Ul

In this report, employees are defined in the context
of the 2-digit Standard Industrial Code (SIC) industry
classification system.! Thus, industries rather than indi-
vidual employees are the subject of the study, and all
pertinent data items used in the study relate to these
industries.

Since the measurement of subsidies will be affected
by the length of time under study, it is imperative that
the period of time be sufficiently long to include at least
one business cycle but not too long to render data
gathering or data-base formation unbearably difficult.
This report covers the period 1968-69 through 1977-
78, which covers the recession years of 1974—75 and,
at the same time, covers the continuity in business
activity which is necessary for meaningful statistical
inferences.

The measurement of subsidies can also be affected
by the relative size of the industries themselves. This
will affect the ranking of industries according to sub-
sidy size. An adjustment must also be made for differ-
ences in industrial outputs, or inputs utilized in pro-
duction. It is especially appropriate to use labor inputs
as proxies for industry size. This report utilizes three
such variables: the average number of employees, the
total wage bill, and the taxable wages. Thus, subsidies
are measured not just in terms of absolute dollars but
also as dollars per employee, percentage of total wages,
and percentage of taxable wages for each industry.
These will be the only adjustments made in measuring
the relative magnitudes of industrial subsidies.

The data base was obtained directly from the States.
Out of an initial positive response of twenty-eight States

Raymond C. Munts is Director of Research and Evaluation
for the National Commission on Unemployment Compensation
and Professor at the University of Wisconsin-Madison. Ephraim
Asher is Associate Professor of Economics at Florida State
University. This report was completed in April 1980.
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to a request for data, only twenty-one sent information
complete cnough for inclusion in the report.* The re-
maining States either sent partial data, had nothing to
offer, or simply refused to cooperate. However, these
twenty-one States offer a sufficiently diverse range of
locations, economic activities, and conditions to serve
as a representative sample of the U.S. economy.

Measures of Subsidies

Very simply stated, Ul subsidy for a given industry is
defined as the difference between benefits and contri-
butions during a given period of time. For a more
precise definition, we use the following notation:

T

T
Si= si =) (Bi—C

t=1 t—1

Q)]

where

S = total subsidy for the period
s = yearly subsidy

B = yearly benefits

C = yearly contributions

i = a specific industry

t — agiven year ,

T — the final year in the period

Formula (1) defines the total dollar subsidy, and
depending on its sign (=) it would measure either
positive or negative subsidy.

Adjusting the total subsidy for the number of em-
ployees, taxable wages, and total wages renders the
next three measures respectively, as follows:

St = Li = i(ai_c*) (2)
E N‘,_‘ t Ni = t t
) T T
sy=> s[> X,
t=1 t=1 (3)
T T
=3 <B‘i—C";>/ZX;'
t=1 t=1
T T )
5-;'5251 /Z wi
t==1 t=1 (4)

T r
=y @-ch [y w

t=1 t=1

where

Sy = dollar subsidy per employee

N = the period’s average number of covered
employees

Sx = dollar subsidy per dollar of taxable wages, or
the subsidy as a percentage of taxable wages

X = the period’s taxable wages

Sr = dollar subsidy per dollar of total wages, or
the subsidy as a percentage of taxable wages

W = the period’s total wages
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Formula (2), the dollar subsidy per employee, pro-
vides an accurate measure of the magnitude of inter-
industry average transfer to the individual employee.
This measure, however, is not refined enough to take
into account inter-industry differences in the average
number of hours (or weeks) worked during the year.
This adjustment is made through the average number
of covered ‘“heads” regardless of whether they were
part-time or full-time employees or whether they
worked one day or a full year.

A movement in the direction of refinement is given
by measure (3), the subsidy as a percentage of taxable
wages. Here, the adjustment is made only on that por-
tion of the industry’s wage-bill that was covered and
taxed under the UI program.

The final measure, (4), adjusts each industry’s sub-
sidy to its total wage-bill. Although nontaxable wages
are added to this adjustment, its usefulness is justified
on the ground that total wages are a good proxy for
the total output of each industry since they are directly
related to the value of the final product. The sign (%)
of each of these measures will indicate whether the
industry was a net receiver or a net transferor of sub-
sidies during the relevant time span.

The subsidies have been quantified through the use
of measures (1) through (4) for the States in the data
base: Arkansas, California, Florida, Georgia, Iowa,
Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Min-
nesota, . Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, Oregon,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Vermont,
Washington, and Wisconsin.

Each of the measures, as indicated in Appendix A,
quantifies that portion of the transfer resulting from
the UI State programs only. It excludes Federal Ex-
tended Benefits or other special benefits (with the ex-
ception of California and Vermont). For the period
as a whole (1968-69 to 1977-78), the inclusion of
Federal benefits would not have changed the ranking of
industries in any significant fashion because they would
have been limited primarily to the recession years of
1974-75.

Finally, all the relevant data utilized in formulas (1)
through (4) are defined for all employers covered. The
data base of five States—California, Kansas, Oregon,
Vermont, and Washington—excludes employers with
reimbursible accounts.

Statistical Estimates of Cross-Subsidies
Among Industries

We have utilized formulas (1) through (4) to estimate
two broad categories of statistical relationships.

The first category deals with the ranking of States
according to the estimated subsidies of their individual
industries. States whose industry exhibits positive sub-
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sidy were ranked in an ascending order, and those with
a negative subsidy were given a descending order.

The second category of statistical relationship deals
with the actual estimates of subsidies for each indi-
vidual State, and relative to the three labor inputs:
number of employees, total wages, and taxable wages.
All subsidies are calculated for the period as a whole
(typically 1969-1978). They are also given for two
subperiods, pre-1974 and post-1974, in order to am-
plify the impact of the business cycle on the estimates.
The industry subsidies relative to taxable payroll by
State are presented in tables in Appendix A. A careful
study of the data reveals several systematic relation-
ships between subsidies and industries, and subsidies
and States.

First, let us examine the estimates for the total
dollar subsidy according to industry and State. The
statistical inferences can be first stated verbally, and
then redefined more accurately and summarized in a
table. These estimates reveal that in most States positive
subsidy predominates in five of the eight sectors, while
in two more—Trade and Finance, and Insurance and
Real Estate (6S and 7S)—negative subsidy is exhibited
in most States. In the Transportation, Communications,
and Utilities sector, there is no clear pattern. The clear-
est and most explicit pattern is demonstrated for the
Construction industries. Here, almost with no excep-
tion, employers are subsidized.

An accurate measurement of these statements is
given in Table 1. The last column shows that we call
a “Measure for the Likelihood of Net Dollar Subsidy.”
Technically, it is defined as the ratio between the differ-
ence in the positive subsidy (Sp) and the negative sub-
sidy (Sv), that is to say, the net subsidy, and their sum
(in absolute terms). In other words, it is defined as

(Sp — Sv) / (Sp + S¥) (5)

It can readily be seen that (5) will measure 4 1
when a given industry exhibits positive subsidy in all
States. It will measure —1 if the subsidy is negative
in all States. And it will register O if the sum of posi-
tive subsidies is exactly equal to the sum of the nega-
tive subsidies. When none of these situations exists, the
resulting magnitude will lie between 41 and —1 (ex-
cluding 0). We would expect that the typical case will
fall into the last category. In light of these examples,
it would be appropriate to interpret (5) as a measure
of the likelihood of the incidence of net subsidy’s sign.
A measure of 1, therefore, would indicate a 100 per-
cent likelihood (or a full certainty) that the industry
receives a positive net subsidy when all States are taken
into account. That does not mean that in each and
every State the industry receives a subsidy, but rather
that there is not even a single State in which the industry
receives a negative subsidy. Stated differently, if sub-
sidies exist in the industry, there is complete certainty
that their magnitude will be positive.
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TABLE 1. Measures for the likelihood of net dollar
subsidy of industries
Measure
for the
Total Total likelihood
positive negative  of net dollar
subsidy subsidy subsidy
(S») (Sw) (Sr — Sv)/
Industry (000’s) (000%s) (Sp + Sx)
Agriculture, Forestry,
and Fisheries $ 63,212 $ 9,217 +0.745
Mining and Quarrying 50,900 33,238 +0.210
Construction 2,663,657 1,427 +0.999
Manufacturing 3,182,936 331,806 +0.811
Transportation, Com-
munications, and
Utilities 288,844 285,519 +0.006
Trade 511,608 847,060 —0.247
Finance, Insurance,
and Real Estate 96,336 415,390 —0.623
Service $585,305 $388,562 +0.202

The last column in Table 1 reveals that the Con-
struction sector leads all industries in its likelihood for
a positive net subsidy—99.9 percent. It is followed by
the Manufacturing sector with 81.1 percent, Agricul-
ture with 74.5 percent, Mining with 21.0 percent, Serv-
ices with 20.2 percent, and Transportation, Commu-
nications, and Utilities with 0.6 percent. When, as in
this last sector, there are almost as many positive dollar
subsidies as negative ones, the likelihood of a net posi-
tive subsidy is close to zero.

The two net subsidizers are (1) Trade and (2) Fi-
nance, Insurance, and Real Estate, with negative sub-
sidy likelihoods of 24.7 percent and 62.3 percent. Two
other results are worth noting. The Agricultural sector
comes in third in the ranking for likelihood of positive
subsidy after Construction and Manufacturing. Given
the relatively high variability rates in its output, a
higher ranking might have been expected. Services were
found likely to receive a positive subsidy. This result is
surprising since economists conceive employment varia-
bility in this sector as relatively small.

In the individual States there is a great deal of vari-
ability in the magnitudes of subsidies for a given indus-
try. Apparently the location of the State affects both
the sign and the magnitude of subsidies for a particular
industry. This is suggésted by the fact that there is no
single industry that exhibits identical signs or similar
magnitudes in all States, not even in the case of the
2-digit Construction industries.

The impact of the individual State on the likelihood
of its industries to have either positive or negative sub-
sidies can be quantified in a fashion similar to that used
for Table 1. Since the aggregate subsidies for each State
can be calculated separately, the likelihood of net dollar
subsidies in a particular State can be' estimated as
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either positive or negative. The resulting estimates are
summarized in Table 2.

Of the twenty-one States, two-thirds (14) show posi-
tive net subsidy, while the remaining third have a nega-
tive net subsidy. The State of Michigan leads in the
likelihood for a positive subsidy (96.5 percent).
Ranked at the bottom of this category is the State of
Kentucky (8.0 percent). Ranked by likelihood of nega-
tive subsidy, the State of Kansas is first (81.1 percent)
and Nebraska last (0.5 percent).

There is a definite link between the industrial make-
up of each State’s economy and the likelihood for that
State’s net subsidy to be either positive or negative.
States with a higher concentration of manufacturing
sectors will more likely exhibit a high positive net
subsidy than those with more agriculture (e.g., Michi-
gan vs. Nebraska, respectively).

Finally, the ranking of States according to such sta-
tisticalimeasure is not only dependent on the differ-
ences in States’ statutes and regulations, but also on
the period of study. Inter-temporal financial imbalances
in each State’s UI program may contribute significantly
to such ranking.

Notes

1. See Appendix B for the all-inclusive list of these
industries. The 2-digit SIC code categorizes all eco-

TABLE 2. Measures for the likelihood of net dollar
subsidy in each State

Measure
for the
Total Total likelihood
positive negative of net dollar

subsidy subsidy subsidy

(Sr) (Swv) Sr — Sv)/

State (000s) (000s) (Sr + S¥)
Arkansas $ 83,118 $ 22,046 +40.581
California 1,262,083 1,004,845 +0.113
Florida 118,564 126,433 —0.032
Georgia 91,784 75,824 +0.095
Towa 91,915 31,109 +-0.494
Kansas 12,716 121,850 —0.811
Kentucky 138,515 117,949 +0.080
Louisiana 112,822 137,551 —0.099
Maine 66,187 42,726 +0.215
Michigan 901,161 16,171 +0.965
Mississippi 18,613 89,470 —0.656
Minnesota 195,615 62,170 +0.518
Nebraska 37,004 37,390 —0.005
New York 3,206,759 232,433 +-0.865
Oregon 80,214 170,593 —0.360
South Carolina 96,750 60,805 +0.228
South Dakota 12,644 28,195 —0.301
Tennessee 150,882 52,754 +0.482
Vermont 39,206 7,342 +0.685
Washington 325,439 93,449 +0.554
Wisconsin $ 270,603 $ 136,435 +0.330
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nomic activities into a theoretical maximum of 99
moderately aggregative economic sectors. The typical
State, however, is represented by approximately 70
industries.

2. See Appendix A for the list of States by years
along with the type of information included.

Appendix A: The Data Base

The data base includes information supplied directly
by each individual State. Records for each State are
organized around the 2-digit SIC industry code, and
each industry has five items of information:

1. contributions

2. benefits

3. taxable wages

4. total wages

S. number of employees.

The information requested initially was supposed to
contain all the affected firms—both of contributing
employers and of benefits-receiving employees—of each
industry and for each of the years 1968 (or 1969)
through 1977 (or 1978). It was specified that the
information should include the total benefits and con-
tributions for each industry.

Not unexpectedly, the data received contained some
deviations. The States of California, Kansas, Oregon,
Vermont, and Washington excluded reimbursing (or
nonchargeable) employers. All but the States of Cali-
fornia and Vermont have excluded Federal benefits
from their benefits data.

A small number of industries were reported in the
form of a combined 1-digit code. In these cases the
statistical analysis was adjusted accordingly.

The employment data refer to the respective indus-
try’s annual averages.

Taxable wages and total wages are the total annual
figures reported for each industry.

Finally, the periods covered by the data for each
State are as follows:

Arkansas, 1968-1978
California, 1969-1977
Florida, 1968-1977
Georgia, 1972-1978
Towa, 1969-1978
Kansas, 1968-1978
Kentucky, 1968-1978
Louisiana, 1973-1977
Maine, 1969-1978
Michigan, 1969-1976
Minnesota, 1969-1977
Mississippi, 1969—-1978
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Nebraska, 1969-1978

New York, 1970-1978
Oregon, 1969-1978

South Carolina, 1968-1978
South Dakota, 1969~1978
Tennessee, 1969-1978
Vermont, 1969-1978
Washington, 1969-1977
Wisconsin, 1969-1978

Appendix B: SIC Industry Titles and Codes

Agriculture, Forestry, & Fisheries

01 Agricultural Production—Crops

02 Agricultural Production—Livestock
07 Agriculture Services

08 Forestry

09 Fishing, Hunting & Trapping

Mining & Quarrying

10 Metal Mining

12 Coal Mining

13 Oil, Gas Extraction

14 Non-metallic Minerals

Construction

15 General Building Construction
16 Heavy Construction
17 Special Trade Contractors

Manufacturing

19 Ordnance

20 Food & Kindred Products

21 Tobacco

22 Textile Mill Products

23 Apparel, Other Textiles

24 Lumber & Wood Products

25 Furniture & Fixtures

26 Paper, Allied Products

27 Printing & Publishing

28 Chemicals

29 Petroleum, Coal Products

30 Rubber & Plastics

31 Leather Products

32 Stone, Clay & Glass Products

33 Primary Metals

34 Fabricated Metal Products

35 Machinery (excluding electrical)
36 Electrical Equipment

37 Transportation Equipment

38 Instruments and Related Products
39 Miscellaneous Manufacturing Industries
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Transportation, Communications, & Utilities

40 Railroad Transportation

41

42
44

45

Local Passenger Transit
Trucking & Warehousing
Water Transportation
Air Transportation

46 Pipeline Transport

47

48
49

Trad

Transportation Services
Communication
Electricity, Gas, and Sanitation Services

€

Wholesale Trade

50 Durable Goods
51 Nondurable Goods

Retail Trade

52 Building Materials, Hardware, Gardening
Supplies

53 General Merchandise Stores

54 Food Stores ‘

55 Auto Dealers & Service Stations

56 Apparel & Accessories

57 Furniture, Home Furnishings

58 Eating & Drinking Places

59 Miscellaneous Retail

Finance, Insurance, & Real Estate

60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67

Banking

Credit Agencies

Securities Commodity Brokers
Insurance Carriers

Insurance Agents & Brokers

Real Estate

Combined Real Estate & Insurance
Holding Companies, Other Investments

Services

70
72
73
75
76
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
86
88
89
90
99

Hotels, Other Lodging
Personal Services

Business Services

Auto Repair, Garages
Miscellaneous Repair Services
Motion Pictures

Amusement Services

Medical, Health Services
Legal Services

Educational Services

Social Services

Museums, Botanical & Zoological Gardens
Membership Organizations
Private Households
Miscellaneous Services
Government

Unclassified
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Appendix C: Disaggregated Data, by States TABLE C-2. California (continued)

TABLE C-1. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable 1968-73  1974-77 1968-71
wages of industries in Arkansas, 1968— Industry group and code (pet) (pct) (pct)
1978
Construction
General building con-
1968-73 1974-78 1968-78 struction (15 )' 1.83 4.67 3.15
Industry group and code (pct) (pet) (pct) Heavy construction (16) 3.98 3.95 397
Special trade contractors
Agriculture, Forestry an . 52 268 1.58
& Fisheries (01-09) — 36 — 44 — 41  Manufacturing
Mining & Quarrying (10-14) — .09 05— 01 Food & kindred products
Construction (15-17) .69 2.50 1.76 (20) 2.75 3.68 3.20
Manufacturing Textile mill products
Food & kindred products (22) . — .60 20 — .18
(20) — 25 98 45 Apparel, other textiles
Textile mill products (22) — .37 1.71 79 (23) 1.08 1.40 1.25
Apparel & other Lumber & wood products
textiles (23) 30 175 1.08 (24) 2.10 . 2.62
Lumber & wood products Furniture & fixtures (25) — .43 35 — .04
(24) 03 1.09 61 Paper, allied products
Furniture & fixtures (25) — .04 135 70 (26) L - 51— 77 — .63
Paper & allied products Printing & publishing
(26) — 30 — .20 — 24 (27) — 48 - 31 -— 40
Printing & publishing Chemicals (28) — 16 — 56 — .36
27 — 25 07 — .06 Petrzoglgum, coal products 6 - o
Chemicals (28 — .68 .84 .29 ; - . -
Petroleum,(coa)l products Rubber & plastics (30) — .88 — 46 17
(29) — .01 45 25 Leather products (31) — 65 — 37 — 54
Rubber & plastics (30) — .64 44 .05 Stone, clay & glass
Leather products (31) 96 3.03 2.06 products (32) - 21 39 08
Stone, clay & glass (32)  — .41 1.18 49 Primary metals (33) 32 57 43
Primary metals (33) — .84 28 — .15 Fabricated metal products
Fabricated metal products (34) - .08 12 02
(34) — .56 55 16 Mac.hmery (exc. elec-
Machinery (exc. elec- trical) (35) — 41 — 4 - 4
trical) (35) — 57 95 37 Electrical equipment (36) 35 — 8 — .23
Transportation equip- Transportation equipment
ment (37) — 35 2.52 1.35 (37) - 9 L1 1.01
Miscellaneous manufac- Instruments & related
turing industries (39) 05 1.79 1.07 products (38) — .56 118 — .94
Transportation, Communica- Miscellaneous manufac-
tions & Utilities (40-49) — 30 04— .10 turing industries (39) 25 01 13
Trade (50-59) — .40 .01 — .16 Transportation, Communica-
Finance, Insurance & tions, & Utilities
Real Estate(60-67) — .56 — .30 — 41 Railroad transportation
Services (70-89) — .50 — .15 — .33 (40) — 41 279 — .38
Local passenger transit
_Sourck: Arkansas Department of Labor, Employment and Security Divi- (41) - .23 1.18 47
sion. Trucking & warehousing
(42) 30 1.07 .68
Water transportation (44) .63 2.59 1.40
TaBLE C-2. Ul subsidies as a percentage of taxable Air transportation (45) — 112 — 113 — L13
wages of industries in California, 1968— Pipeline transport (46)  — 95 — 1.69 — 130
977 Transportation services
1 (47) - 17 - 59 — 40
Communication (48) — 8 — 96 -— 92
Electricity, gas & sanita-
196873 1974-77 196877 tion services (49) - 9 —108 — 101
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Trade
R Wholesale trade (50,51) — 33 — 66 — 47
Agroulure, Foreatry & Retail trade
Agricultural production Bulllldlgg materials, .
(01-02) 1499 — 25 04 ardware, gardening
Forestry (08) 2.56 8.73 5.64 supplies (52) - 72 - 64 — .68
Fishing, hunting & General merchandise
trapping (09) 12.79 14.18 13.49 stores (53) — 80 — 83 — 82
Mining & Quarrying Food stores (54) ) - 70 — 87 - .19
Metal mining (10) — 30 — 195 — .50 Auto dealers & service
Oil, gas extraction (13) 17 — 52 — 20 stations (55) — 68 — 13 — 43
Non-metallic minerals Apparel & accessories
(14) — .81 - 122 - 101 (56) - 12 - 34 - 23
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TABLE C-2. California (continued)

TABLE C-3. Florida (continued)

1968-73  1974-77 1968-77 1968-73  1974-77 1968-77
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Furniture, home Heavy construction (16) — .21 1.54 .59
furnishings (57) - 23 - 10 - .17 Special trade contractors
Miscellaneous retail (17) — 45 1.99 .67
(59) — 63 — 52 — 57 Manufacturing
Finance, Real Estate, & Food & kindred products
Insurance (20) 71 28 51
Banking (60) — 115 - 152 — 135 Tobacco (21) 39 1.17 67
Credit agencies (61) - 102 — 132 -— 119 Textile mill products (22) — .14 1.85 .86
Securities commodity Apparel, other textiles
brokers (62) - 62 - 79 — .69 (23) 26 1.09 67
Insurance carriers (63) - 87 — 110 — 99 Lumber & wood products
Insurance agents & 24) — .16 — 47 — .33
brokers (64) - 113 - 119 — 116 Furniture & fixtures (25) .04 1.53 72
Real estate (65) — .65 00 — 29 Paper, allied products
Combined real estate & (26) .03 — .37 — .14
insurance (66) - 38 — 37 — 38 Printing & publishing
Holding companies, other (27) — .02 — 42 - .22
. investments (67) - N 94 24 Chemicals (28) — 01 — 46 ,— 23
Services Petroleum, coal products
Hotels, other lodging (70) .10 46 .28 (29) — 12 — 58 — 35
Personal services (72) — 42 — 49 — 45 Rubber & plastics (30) — 32 — 33 — 33
Business services (73) — .05 02 — .01 Leather products (31) 94 56 74
Auto repair, garages (75) — .50 — 20 — .35 Stone, clay & glass
Miscellaneous repair products (32) — 12 45 .10
services (76) - 54 — 60 — .58 Primary metals (33) — .05 1.33 .60
Motion pictures (78) 3.28 2.14 2.70 Fabricated metal products
Amusement services (79) .09 .93 53 (34) — 07 27 .09
Medical, health services Machinery (exc. elec-
(80) — 131 — 138 — 135 trical) (35) 20 — 28 — .04
Legal services (81) — 127 — 148 — 139 Electrical equipment (36) — .12 —1.07 — .63
Educational services (82) — .22 38 .08 Transportation equipment
Social services (83) .00 13 .13 37) 09 — 17 — .02
Museums, botanical & Instruments & related
zoological gardens (84) — 2.10 — 1.59 — 1.74 products (38) 09 — .78 — .40
Membership organizations Miscellaneous manufac-
(86) - .07 .36 .14 turing industries (39) 12 1.18 .57
Prgvate households.(87) — .98 44 - 27 Transportation, Communica-
Miscellaneous services tions & Utilities
(89) - 42 - 20 — 31 Local passenger transit
(41) — .09 — .02 — .06
SOURCE: California Employment Development Department, Trucking & warehousing
(42) — 17 - .18 — .18
Water transportation (44) — .17 — .13 — .15
TaBLE C-3. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxat ﬁgetlrizgsgg;t:;g;? ((:65)) _ :(l)g _ '.33 - '_gz
wages of industries in Florida, 196§ Transportation services
1977 47) - 37 — .33 — .35
Communication (48) — .03 — .58 — .30
Electrical, gas, & sanita-
1968-73 1974-77 1968-77 Trade tion services (49) — .06 - 37 — 22
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Wholesale trade
i Durable goods (50) .10 12 11
Agriculture, Forestry & Nondurable goods (51) 0 -39 — 39
Fisheries Retail trade
Agricultural production Building materials,
(91’02) X — 39 - sl — 47 hardware, gardening
Agriculture services (07) — .36 .65 24 supplies (52) — 14 11 — .02
Forestry (08) - 33 —1.59 —1.34 General merchandise
Fishing, h‘mg;‘g & 47 57 5 stores (53) 03— 42 .17
Mining‘;‘agl’lg‘ri;ing) - - - Food stores (54) 07— 33  — 15
Metal mining (10) — 18 — .59 - .41 Auto dealers & service
Coal mining (12) — 30 — 46 — 43 stations (55) — .28 - .30 - .29
Oil, gas extraction (13) — 25 - 21 - .23 Apparel & accessories
Non-metallic minerals (5 ‘,5) 03 - .54 - 29
(14) — 09 — 32 — 20 Furniture, home fur-
Construction nishings (57) — .21 35 .08
General building con- Eating & drinking
struction (15) — 46 2.51 .89 places (58) — .31 — .46 — 40
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TaBLE C-3. Florida (continued)

TaBLE C-4. Georgia (continued)

1968-73 1974-77 1968-77 1972-73 1974-78 1972-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pet) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Miscellaneous retail Heavy construction (16) — .48 1.42 .89
(59) — .19 - .27 - .23 Special trade contractors
Finance, Insurance & Real (17) — .64 1.59 1.00
Estate . Manufacturing
Banking (60) - 06 —.55 - .32 Food & kindred products
Credit agencies (61) — .08 — 42 - .27 (20) — 07 _ 05 — 06
Securities commodity Tobacco (21) 22 1.72 1.26
brokers (62) - .16 - .60 - 39 Textile mill products (22) — .01 .50 37
Insurance carriers (63) — .02 — 49 - .26 Apparel, other textiles
Insurance agents & (23) 08 57 45
brokers (64) - .25 — .34 - .31 Lumber & wood products
Real estate (65) — 26 .86 32 (24) — 38 15 02
Combined real estate & Furniture & fixtures (25) 15 1.17 .88
insurance (66) — .23 — .23 - .23 Paper, allied products
Holding companies, other (26) — .10 — .20 — .18
investments (67) — .55 - .10 - 25 Printing & publishing (27) — .42 - 17 — 22
Services Chemicals (28) — .27 .02 — .05
Hotels, other lodging (70) .00 38 .20 Petroleum, coal products
Personal services (72) — .16 — 35 — .25 (29) — 60 — 45 — 49
Business sgrvices (73) — .24 — 07 — .15 Rubber & plastics (30) — 42 — 11 — .17
Auto repair, garages (75) — 42— 32— 36 Leather products (31) 07 2.14 1.32
Miscellaneous repair : Stone, clay, glass (32) - 25 — .01 — .07
services (76) -3 -31 - 32 Primary metals (33) — 04 — 59 — .48
Motion pictures (78) 20 S1 34 Fabricated metal products
Amusement services (79) — .04 - .13 — .09 (34) — 35 31 13
Medical, health services Machinery (exc. elec-
(80) - 60 - 35 - .43 trical) (35) — 36 — .09 —.15
Legal services (81) — .55 12 — 13 Electrical equipment (36) — 31  — 30 — .31
Social services (83) 0 -71 -7 Transportation equipment
Museums, botanical & 37) 30 65 55
zoological gardens (84) — .18 — .12 — .15 Instruments & related
Membership organizations products (38) — 13 =20 — .19
(86) — 3 -—.10 — .21 Miscellaneous manufac-
{?vatlel households (88) — .72 — 31  — .35 turing industries (39)  — .27 87 57
1scellaneous services Transportation, Communication
(89) - 24 14— 06 & Lnilities
Local passenger transit
Source: Florida Department of Commerce, Officc of Research and Sta- (41) — .06 — 37 — 31
tistics. Trucking & warehousing
(42) — 41 21 .06
Water transportation (44) — .09 — .07 — .08
TaBLE C—4. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable Air transportation (45) — 47 — 62 — .59
wages of industries in Georgia, 1972— ,II’}PC"H"- transport (46) a1 - 29 — .19
ransportation services
1978 (47) - 57 —06 —.16
Communication (48) - .29 — .11 — .16
Electricity, gas & sanita-
1972-73 197478 1972-78 tion services (49) — 26 — .64 — .56
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pet) Trade
Wholesale trade
Agriculture, Forestry & Durable goods (50) — .35 .06 — .06
Fisheries Nondurable goods (51) .00 —1.33 —1.33
Agricultural production, Retail trade )
crops (01) — .83 — .5 — .5 Building materials,
Agricultural production, . hardware, gardening
livestock (02) 00 —153 —1.53 supplies (52) — .51 07— 07
Agricultural services (07) — .81 78 38 General merchandise
Forestry (08) - .29 — .54 — .52 stores (53) — .26 — .08 — .12
Fishing, hunting & Food stores (54) - .37 — .14 — .20
trapping (09) . — 84 3.51 2.49 Auto dealers & service
Mining & Quarrying stations (55) . — .63 21 .00
Metal mining (10) 08 1.30 94 Apparel & accessories
Coal mining (12) .00 —2.25 —225 (5§) — .28 .28 14
Oil, gas extraction (13) —1.23 — .16 — 49 Furniture, home fur-
Non-metallic minerals nishings (57) — .56 25 40
(14) — .20 - .22 - .22 Eating & drinking
Construction places (58) . - 43 35 .18
General building con- Miscellaneous retail
struction (15) — .66 1.76 1.08 (59) — 49 .04 - .07
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TABLE C-4. Georgia (continued)

TaBLE C-5. Iowa (continued)

1972-73  1974-78 1972-78 1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Finance, Real Estate & Paper, allied products (26) .23 — .38 — .13
Insurance Printing & publishing (27) .26 — 28 — .09
Banking (60) — 42 — 46 — 45 Chemicals (28) .16 — .08 .01
Credit agencies (61) — 41 — .16 - .21 Petroleum, coal products
Securities, commodity (29) 2.16 1.92 2.01
brokers (62) — .67 — .31 — 41 Rubber & plastics (30) — .04 — .56 - 37
Insurance carriers (63) — .21 - 39 — .35 Leather products (31) 24 .76 .55
Insurance agents & brokers Stone, clay & glass
(64) — .74 — 46 — .51 products (32) .74 1.08 96
Real estate (65) — .83 37 .09 Primary metals (33) .55 — 21 .09
Combined real estate & Fabricated metal products
insurance (66) — .96 .28 — .14 (34) 25 — .23 — .08
Holding companies, other Machinery (exc. elec-
investments (67) — .60 — .09 — .19 trical (35) .69 — .16 .07
Services Electrical equipment (36) .50 33 .40
Hotels, other lodging (70) — .32 32 .19 Transportation equipment
Personal services (72) — .17 46 29 (37) 33 — .23 — .04
Business services (73) — .52 47 27 Instruments & related 3
Auto repair, garages (75) — .83 17 — .06 products (38) 28 — .81 r— .43
Miscellaneous repair Miscellaneous manufac- :
services (76) — .90 12 — .10 turing industries (39) .29 - .52 - .25
Motion pictures (78) .10 51 35 Transportation, Communications
Amusement services (79) — .34 32 17 & Utilities
Medical, health services Local passenger transit (41) .54 .87 71
(80) — .85 — .34 — 43 Trucking & warehousing
Legal services (81) —1.08 — .55 — .65 (42) .19 — .03 .05
Educational services (82) — .94 —1.51 —1.47 United States Postal
Social services (83) .00 —1.77 —1.77 Services (43) .00 — 47 — 47
Museums, botanical & Transportation services
zoological gardens (84) —1.79 — .01 — 27 (44) .03 42 .29
Membership organizations Air transportation (45) .61 — .78 - 34
(86) 90 1.02 45 Pipeline transport (46) .04 — .35 — .22
Miscellaneous services Transportation services
(89) — .85 — .08 — .26 47) — .26 11 .00
Communication (48) .14 — .33 — .15
SOURCE: Georgia Department of Labor, Employment Security Agency, Electricity, gas, & sanita-
Georgia State Employment Service. tion services (49) .24 — 41 — .18
Trade
Wholesale Trade (50,51) 41 — 41 — .16
T Retail Trade
TaBLE C-5. Ul subsxd}es as a pfarcentage of taxable Building materials, hard-
wages of industries in Iowa, 1969-1978 ware, gardening
supplies (52) .04 — .27 — .14
General merchandise
1969-73 1974-78 1969-78 stores (53) 25 — 34 — .10
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Food stores (54) 12 - .20 — .09
Auto dealers & service
Agriculture, Forestry & stations (55) .09 — .01 .03
Fisheries (01-09) 40 41 41 Apparel & accessories
.. . (56) .08 — .24 - .12
Mining & Quarrying Furniture, home fur-
Coal mining (12) 74 2.40 1.71 nishing; (57) 02 _ 5 — 16
Oil, gas extraction (13) 1.43 3.03 232 Eating & drinking ' ' :
Non-.metallic minerals (14) 1.22 1.39 1.32 places (58) 06 24 18
Construction Miscellaneous retail
General building con- (59) — 07 — 27 — .18
struction (15) .82 1.04 97 Finance, Insurance & Real
Heavy construction (16) 4.44 7.14 6.04 Estate
Special trade contractors Banking (60) 06 — 61 — 37
17) 69 .87 -82 Credit agencies (61) 04— 65 — 42
Manufacturing Securities commodity
Ordnance (19) 2.04 4.01 2.30 brokers (62) — .24 - .7 — .54
Food & kindred products Insurance carriers (63) .06 — .58 - .35
(20) 51 30 .39 Insurance agents & brokers
Tobacco (21) .00 —1.60 —1.60 (64) ’ — .41 — .82 — .70
Textile mill products (22) 15 —1.65 — .92 Real estate (65) — .02 — .36 — .25
Apparel, other textiles (23) 41 .74 .60 Combined real estate &
Lumber & wood products insurance (66) .26 - .7 — .53
(24) .19 1.77 1.19 Holding companies, other
Furniture & fixtures (25) .14 — 43 - .20 investments (67) — .85 - .31 — 46
Unemployment Compensation: Studies and Research 285




TABLE C-5. Iowa (continued) TaBLE C-6. Kansas (continued)

1969-73 1974-78 1969-78 1971-73 1974-78 1971-78
Industry group and code (pet) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Services Transportation, Communications
Hotels, other lodging (70) .05 13 .10 & Utilities
Personal services (72) — .02 — 17 — .11 Local passenger transit
Business services (73) — .03 .01 .00 (41) — .09 .20 11
Auto repair, garages (75) 1.15 .02 44 Trucking & warehousing
Miscellaneous repair (42) — .67 — 54 — .57
services (76) — 28 — .24 — .25 Water transportation (44) — .26 — .57 — 49
Motion pictures (78) .33 56 46 Pipeline transport (46) 18 - 35 — .23
Amusement services (79) 36 55 .49 Transportation services
Medical, health services (47) — 44 — 35 - 37
(80) — 25 — 34 — .32 Communication (48) — 43 — 63 — .57
Legal services (81) — .68 — .88 — .83 Electricity, gas & sanita-
Educational services (82) 1.21 1.96 1.80 tion services (49) — .28 — 54 — 47
Social services (83) .00 —1.11 —1.11 Trade
Museums, botanical & Wholesale Trade (50,51) — 52— .75 — .70
zoological gardens (84) —1.22 — 44 — .51 Retail Trade
Membership organizations Building materials,
(86) 07 54 37 hardware, gardening
Private households (88) ~ —1.90 — .89 — .90 supplies (52) — 80 -7 — 74
Miscellaneous services General merchandise
(89) -07 —-73 - .51 stores (53) _ 8 —.74 .6
Food stores (54) — .50 — 73 — .66
Source: Towa Department of Job Service. Auto dealers & service
stations (55) — .67 — .56 — .59
Apparel & accessories
TaBLE C-6. Ul subsiglies as a Percentage of taxable Fu(rfl?t)ure, home fur- — 68 92 83
wages of industries in Kansas, 197 1-1978 nishings (57) — 67 — .65 — .66
Eating & drinking
places (58) — 97 —1.06 —1.04
1971-73 1974-78 1971-78 Miscellaneous retail
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) (59) — .76 — .80 — .78
Finance, Real Estate &
Agriculture, Forestry & Insurance
Fisheries (01-09) -7 =19 -8 Banking (60) - .70 —106 — .96
Mining & Quarrying (10-14) — .19  —119  — .92 Credit agencies (61) — 64 — 91 — .83
Construction Securities commodity
General building con- brokers (62) — .58 — .54 — .55
struction (15) — .50 1.40 84 Insurance carriers (63) — .70 — .89 — .84
Heavy construction (16) 2.39 .60 1.03 Insurance agents &
Special trade contractors brokers (64) —1.02 —-129 —122
17) 24 30 29 léeal §§taga (6?) & —1.06 — .88 - 93
. 'ombined real estate
M rdnance (19) 05— — .11 insurance (66) -4 -7 -8
Food & kindred products qudmg companies, other
(20) -7 26 — 05 . investments (67) —1.32 —1.23 —1.25
Tobacco (21) .00 76 76 Services .
Textile mill products (22) .29 1.39 1.01 Hotels, other lodging (70) — .27 — .86 — .70
Lumber & wood products Personal services (72) — 43 — .85 - .72
(24) — 45 —1.04 — 95 Business services (73) —1.01 —1.04 —1.03
Furniture & fixtures (25) — .62 26 — 05 Auto repair, garages (75) — .93 - .97 — .96
Paper, allied products Miscellaneous repair
(26) — .58 24 — .03 services (76) —1.13 —1.29 —1.25
Printing & publishing (27) — .24 13 .02 Motion pictures (78) — 83 - 52 — .62
Chemicals (28) 1.88 — .76 .07 Amusement services (79) — .70 — 95 — .88
Petroleum, coal products Medical, health services
(29) . 32 - 32 —.13 (80) —144 — 78 — .89
Rubber & plastics (30) ~ — .94  — .93 — .93 Legal services (81) —137  —147 —145
Leather products (31) 12 20 18 Educational services (82) —1.24 — .51  — .53
Stone, clay & glass Social services (83) 00 —207 =207
Products (32) — 45 — .03 — .16 Museums, botanical &
Frimary metals (33) o 39 21 zoological gardens (84) — 98  —1.12  —109
achinery (exc. elec- Membershi A
trical) (35) —100 — .74 — 81 embership organizations
. - _ _ _ (86) — .90 — .40 — .54
glrz‘;t:;ﬁta?ng:‘lqﬂ;s;)t 116 64 g Private households (88) —1.90 —1.53 —1.53
(37) — 44 — .03 — .14
Miscellaneous manufac- Source: Kansas Department of Human Resources, Division of Employ-
turing industries (39) - .79 27 — .01 ment.
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TaBLe C-7. UI subsidy as a percentage of taxable TABLE C-7. Kentucky (continued)
wages of industries in Kentucky, 1968—

1978 1968-73 1974-78 1968-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
1968-73 1974-78 1968-78 Furniture, home
Industry group and code t t t H
tey groupand e (pet) — (pet)  (pet) furnishings (57) — 49— 34 — 40
.. . Eating and drinkin,
Mining & Quarrying places (58) © — .65 — 6@ — 6
gozl mining (22) . 57 37 43 Miscellaneous retail
ther mining & quarrying trade (59) - 56 — .73 — .66
(10,11,14) 81 1.42 114 Finance, Insurance &
Petroleum & natural gas Real Estate
Const (lt?) 88 01 41 Banking (60) — 49 139  _104
°“Sé“° o buildi Credit agencies (61) — 3 — 81 — 62
enera’ bullcing con- Insurance (63,64) — 48 —137 — 98
struction (15) 2.49 3.49 2.99 Real estate (65,66) _ 74 — 2 _ 44
Heayy construction (16) 3.42 4.26 3.89 Other insurancé finance :
Special trade contractors &real estate (62,67)  — 96 —1.19 —1.10
Manuf (17) .63 .60 .61 Services
anufacturing .
Food & beverages (20) 5 .70 73 Ho(t;:‘l)s), lodging places - 17 — 2 Y
Toba:cco .(21) 25 61 44 Personal services (72) — .24 — .43 — 34
Textile mill pr. oduc}s (22) 30 63 49 Business services (73) — .75 — .38 — .53
Apl:éa;rel, other textiles 30 1.50 93 Auto repair, garages (75) — .76 - .75 — .76
L ( b) dorod . . . Motion pictures (78) 276 — .10 1.14
urr214er, wood products 3 1.95 1.22 Amusement services (79) — .70 —2.24 —1.64
( .) : . - Miscellaneous services
Furniture & fixtures (25) .53 2.34 1.44 (80-95) —1.07 — 90 — 95
Paper, allied products ’ ’ )
26 — .49 — 38 — 42
Pri(ntilzg & publishing (27) NA — 34 — .19 Source: Kentucky ‘D%mrtmem for HIuman Resources, Bureau for Social
Chemicals ( 28) - 07 — 63 _ 138 Insurance, Division of Unemployment Insurance.
Petroleum refining, coal
products (29) — .13 —1.10 — .81
112111‘}’101' & Plgmtc ((1;01)) - -% 2N£1 - 1'33 TaBLE C-8. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable
ather products . : . . ., o _
Stone, clay & glass (32) 33 1.01 60 wages of industries in Louisiana, 1973
Primary metal industries 1977
(33) — 38 - 55 — .47
Fabricated metal products
(34) - .19 .47 .18 1973 1974-77 1973-77
Machinery (exc. elec- Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
trical) (35) — .53 — .46 — 49
Electrical machinery (36) — .18 1.93 1.00 Agriculture, Forestry &
Transportation equipment Fisheries
(37) — 64 62 12 Agriculture services (07) .19 3.06 2.49
Instruments & related Forestry (08) 2.31 8.12 7.24
Products (38) — .23 47 17 Fishing, hunting &
Miscellaneous manufac- trapping (09) 3.75 8.38 7.46
turing industries (39) — .16 .80 37 Mining & Quarrying
Transportation, Communica- Metal mining (10) 541 1735 1531
tion & Utilities . Oil, gas extraction (13) — .55 — 115 — 1.05
Local passenger transit Non-metallic
(41) 30 05 :18 minerals (14) - 53 - 98 - 9
Trucking (42) 30 .01 .08 Construction
Other transportation General building
(4447) — 41— 88  — .68 construction (15) 1.23 1.97 1.85
Communications (48) — 38 —1.55 —1.07 Heavy construction (16) 1.88 6.26 548
Electricity, gas, and Manufacturing
sanitation services (49) — .25 —1.46 — .92 Ordnance (19) 37 16.99 6.54
Trade Food & kindred
Wholesale trade (50,51) — .31 — .66 — .53 products (20) 1.74 1.27 1.36
Retail Trade Textile mill products (22) — 60 — 23 — 26
Building materials, Apparel, other
hardware, gardening textiles (23) — 41 2.45 1.93
supply (52) — .22 — .23 - .23 Lumber & wood
General merchandise products (24) — .35 .35 22
stores (53) — 47 - .75 — .62 Furniture & fixtures (25) 20 1.73 1.41
Food stores (54) — .57 — .82 — .72 Paper, allied
Auto dealers, service products (26) -5 - 26 - .33
stations (55) — .59 — .36 — 46 Printing &
Apparel, accessories publishing (27) — 61 — 86 — .82
(56) — .40 — .80 — .64 Chemicals (28) — 38 — 84 — 76
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TABLE C-8. Louisiana (continued) TABLE C-8. Louisiana (continued)

1973 1974-77 1973-77 1973 1974-77 1973-717
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Petroleum, coal Personal services (72) — 43 — 66 — .62
products (29) — .04 .08 .05 Business services (73) — 84 — 98 — 96
Rubber & plastics (30) 22 2.39 2.06 Auto repair,
Leather products (31) — 94 - 71 - .76 garages (75) —146 — 110 — 123
Stone, clay & glass Miscellaneous repair )
products (32) 33 — 52 — .37 services (76) —133 — 111 — 1.15
Primary metals (33) —-111 - 60 — .69 Motion pictures (78) — 64 — 114 — 105
Fabricated metal Amusement services (79)  1.42 2.62 243
products (34) — 36 — 60 — .56 Medical, health
Machinery (exc. services (80) — 8 — 39 — 48
electrical) (35) —111 - 96 — 98 Legal services (81) —125 — 110 -— 112
Electrical equipment (36) — 90 — .26 — .37 Educational services (82) 3.64 19.06 15.90
Transportation Social services (83) 00 — 144 — 144
equipment (37) — 53 - 40 - 42 Museums, botanical
Instruments & related & zoological
products (38) — 07 — 8 — .77 gardens (84) —1.60 1.82 123
Miscellaneous Membership
manufacturing organizations (86) — 48 — 48 — 48
industries (39) 1.17 5.05 4.37 Miscellaneous
Transportation, Communications services (89) — .30 72 .54
& Utilities Unclassified Industries (99) .00 6.77 8.33
Local passenger transit
(41) — 44 - .59 — .56 SOURCE: Louisiana Department of Employment Security.
Trucking &
warehousing (42) — 65 — 41 — 46
Water 5
transportation (44) — 49 - 584 - . s 3
Air transportation (45) — 77 — .16 — .28 TaBLE C-9. Ul subsu!nes as.a Percen.tage of taxable
Pipeline transport (46) .64 1.95 1.71 wages of industries in Maine, 1969-1978
Transportation
services (47) —1.15 00 — .18
Communication (48) ~— — 28 — L7 — 100 1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
tion seg\:iges’( 49) — 39 _— 8 — 16 Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Trade
Wholesale trade (50,51) —1.13 — 1.53 — 1.46 Agriculture, Forestry &
Retail trade Fisheries (01-09) 1.71 1.97 1.90
Building materials, Mining & Quarrying (10-14) 3.91 347 3.65
hardware, gardening Construction (15-17) 1.90 3.08 2.62
supplies (52) — 78 — 93 — 90 Manufacturing
General merchandise Food & kindred
stores (53) — 42 - 100 — .89 products (20) 2.92 1.64 2.22
Food stores (54) - .31 — 94 - .84 Textile mill products (22) 1.52 — .18 .60
Auto dealers & Apparel, other textiles (23) .35 40 38
service stations (55) — .65 — .80 — .77 Lumber & wood
Apparel & products (24) 12 1.12 .70
accessories (56) — 40 — 50 — 48 Furniture & fixtures (25) 33 — 42 - 10
Furniture, home ’ Paper, allied
furnishings (57) - 78 - 80 - .79 products (26) — 60 — 108 — .87
Eating & drinking Printing &
places (58) — 58 — 96 — 91 publishing (27) — 67 — 113 — 94
Miscellaneous Chemicals (28) 87 — .03 37
. retail (59) - 75 — .54 — .58 Petroleum, coal
F“;{“‘cle’EI“S“m“ce & products (29) 6.45 7.43 7.32
eal Bstate Rubber & plastics (30)  — .15 1.08 61
Banking (60) — 71 — 134 — 123 Leath ducts (31) 1,69 1.08 227
Credit agencies (61) — 81 — 102 — 98 eather procucts . : ‘
Securities commodity Stone, clay & glass
brokers (62) 35 — 48 — 31 products (32) 57 82 7
Insurance carriers (63) 103 — 106 — .63 Primary metals (33) - 47 26 — .20
Insurance agents & Fabricated metal
brokers (64) — 52 — 103 — 96 products (34) - 69 — 102 -— .89
Real estate (65) —140 — 136 — 137 Machinery (exc.
Combined. real estate & electrical) (35) .85 - .92 — .28
insurance (66) 2.95 1.05 1.34 Electrical equipment (36) — .38 27 .00
Holding companies, other Transportation
investments (67) —1.09 — 151 — 148 equipment (37) J3 — 61 — .09
Services Instruments & related
Hotels, other lodging (70) — 33 — .33 — .33 products (38) -5 - 73 — .68
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TABLE C-9. Maine (continued)

TaBLE C-10. Michigan (continued)

1969-73 1974-78 1969-78 1969-73  1974-76 1969-76
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Miscellaneous Transportation
manufacturing equipment (37) — .15 3.03 1.21
industries (39) .08 1.29 .88 Instruments and related
Transportation, Communications products (38) .09 1.00 .50
& Utilities (40—49) — 54 — 79 — .68 Miscellaneous manufac-
Trade (50-59) — 55 - 78 — .69 turing industries (39) 1.05 2.96 1.80
Finance, Real Estate & Transportation, Communications
Insurance (60-67) — 92 — 145 — 125 & Utilities
Services (70-89) — 63 - 24 — 37 Railroad
transportation (40) .00 1.58 1.58
SOURCE: Maine Department of Manpower Affairs, Employment Security, Local passenger
transit (41) 27 1.36 .66
Trucking &
e warchousing (42 .52 2.46 1.31
TaBLE C-10. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable Water t,anspﬁniﬁo),, (44) 4.94 7.66 6.03
wages of industries in Michigan, 1969— Air transportation (45) .15 1.22 .58
1976 Pipeline transport (46) — .10 — .34 —- .23
Transportation
services (47) .63 1.35 97
1969-73  1974-76 1969-76 gl‘;';;‘};’a“lwzgg‘}‘“s) 03 19 06
Industry group and code (pet)  (pet) (pet) sanitation services (49) .00 28 11
Trade
Agriculture, Forestry & Wholesale trade
Fisheries Durable goods (50) .02 1.21 .36
Agricultural production— Nondurable goods (51) .00 1.21 1.21
crops (01) 2.15 5.41 3.75 Retail trade
Agricultural production— Building materials,
livestock (02) .00 2.62 2.62 hardware, gardening
Agricultural services (07) 2.81 5.44 4.04 supplies (52) .17 1.60 78
Forestry (08) 14.01 12.12 12.58 General merchandise
Fishing, hunting & stores (53) — .08 .70 23
trapping (09) 15.59 16.30 15.92 Food stores (54) — .26 .81 21
Mining & Quarrying Auto dealers &
Metal mining (10) .05 2.63 1.16 service stations (55) — .18 1.18 .38
Coal mining (12) .00 9.29 9.29 Apparel &
Oil, gas extraction (13) 31 1.57 1.10 accessories (56) - .22 42 .05
Non-metallic minerals (14) 2.67 5.80 397 Furniture, home
Construction furnishings (57) — .18 .88 29
General building Eating &
construction (15) 2.74 7.06 4.35 drinking places (58) .02 74 35
Heavy construction (16) 2.16 10.67 393 Miscellaneous
Special trade retail (59) — .13 .68 22
contractors (17) 229 5.78 3.65 Finance, Insurance, &
Manufacturing Real Estate
Ordnance (19) 135 — 3.13 57 Banking (60) — .57 — .08 - 35
Food & kindred Credit agencies (61) — .26 .34 .00
products (20) .85 1.44 1.09 Securities commodity
Tobacco (21) 282 — 239 2.08 brokers (62) — .03 47 13
Textile mill products (22) 2.08 3.28 2.47 Insurance carriers (63) — .26 .53 .06
Apparel, other textiles (23) 1.69 2.25 1.90 Insurance agents &
Lumber & wood brokers (64) — .33 15 — .10
products (24) 1.68 7.89 443 Real estate (65) — .09 1.21 49
Furniture & fixtures (25) .38 1.88 98 Combined real estate &
Paper, allied products (26) 33 1.64 .84 insurance (66) — .17 1.07 22
Printing & publishing (27) 13 1.05 49 Holding companies,
Chemicals (28) 11 26 17 other investments (67) — .75 1.92 42
Petroleum, coal products Services
(29) 1.35 2.63 1.95 Hotels, other lodging (70) .60 1.51 1.00
Rubber & plastics (30) .03 3.09 1.30 Personal services (72) .13 75 37
Leather products (31) .28 1.45 74 Business services (73) — .12 1.02 40
Stone, clay & Auto repair,
glass products (32) .69 4.04 2.07 garages (75) - .23 1.22 44
Primary metals (33) 48 1.55 1.02 Miscellaneous repair
Fabricated metal services (76) .00 1.64 72
products (34) .62 3.06 1.66 Motion pictures (78) — .09 .82 29
Machinery (exc. Amusement services (79) 1.25 3.13 2.11
electrical) (35) 1.12 229 1.57 Medical, health
Electrical equipment (36) .68 3.56 1.79 services (80) .79 — 26 — .52
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TABLE C-10. Michigan (continued) TABLE C-11. Minnesota (continued)

1969-73 1974-76 1969-76 1969-73 1974-77 1969-77
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Legal services (81) — .65 - .30 — .48 Trucking &
Educational services (82) — .61 57 .01 warehousing (42) - .20 .85 22
Museums, botanical & Water transport (44) .83 6.09 3.84
zoological Air transport (45) — 27 — .82 — .58
gardens (84) —1.45 — .29 — .86 Pipeline transport (46) — 24 - 24 — 24
Transportation
SOURCE: Michigan Employment Security Commission. services (47) — .18 17 .03
Communication (48) — 47 — .55 — .51
Electricity, gas &
TaBLE C-11. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable Trade sanitation (49) A7 65 1
wages of industries in Minnesota, 1969— Wholesale trade (50-51) — .28  — .08  — .17
1977 Retail. trade
Building materials,
hardware, gardening
supplies (52 — .10 .13 .02
1969-73  1974-77 1969-77 Genonal me(mhlndise
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) stores (53) — .38 — .19 — 24
Food stores (54) - .31 — .34 — .33
Agriculture, Forestry & Auto dealers, service
Fisheries (01-09) 1.74 1.76 1.75 stations (55) — .23 — .01 — .12
Mining & Quarrying (10-14) 41 .38 39 Apparel,
Construction accessories (56) - .33 — .30 — .31
General building Furniture, home
construction (15) 92 3.58 2.24 furnishings (57) — .19 — .03 — .11
Heavy construction (16) 5.13 11.19 8.01 Eating & drinking
Special trade places (58) — .19 — .04 — .10
contractors (17) 74 2.57 1.70 Miscellaneous retail
Manufacturing trade (59) - 32 — .10 — 25
Ordnance (19) 1.47 76 1.39 Finance, Insurance & Real
Food & kindred Estate
products (20) 23 51 .36 Banking (60) — .53 — .55 — .54
Textile mills . Credit agencies (61) — .38 - 21 - .29
products (22) — .11 .53 21 Securities, commodity
Apparel, other textiles (23) .42 1.24 .82 brokers (62) — 43 — .52 — 47
Lumber & wood Insurance carriers (63) — .46 — 42 — 44
products (24) 31 71 54 Insurance agents (64) — .58 — .55 - .56
Furniture & fixtures (25) — .02 1.29 .58 Real estate (65) - .29 26 .03
Paper, allied Combined real estate &
products (26) — .28 — .26 — 27 insurance (66) — .38 .34 — .23
Printing & Holding companies, &
publishing (27) — .34 — .30 — .32 other investments (67) — .46 11 — .16
Chemicals (28) 11 .06 .09 Services
Petroleum refining, Hotels, other
coal products (29) 11 .81 43 lodging (70) 13 .30 23
Rubber & plastics (30) .02 .64 .38 Personal services (72) .00 33 17
Leather products (31) — .38 86 28 Business services (73) — .17 12 .00
Stone, clay & Auto repair, garages (75) — .17 19 .03
glass products (32) .84 3.04 1.99 Miscellaneous repair
Primary metals (33) 1.20 1.28 1.23 services (76) — .07 49 24
Fabricated metal Motion pictures (78) — .5 — .19 — .37
products (34) .07 — .07 — .01 Amusement services (79) — .02 39 22
Machinery (exc. Medical services (80) — 53 — .52 — .52
electrical) (35) — .14 .06 — .04 Legal services (81) — .64 — .38 — 45
Electrical machinery (36) .06 .70 .36 Education services (82) — .41 - .12 — 23
Transportation Social services (83) .00 .61 .61
equipment (37) 1.41 2.67 2.02 Museums, botanical &
Instruments & related zoological
products (38) — .15 — .55 — .36 gardens (84) .50 —111 - .77
Miscellaneous Membership
manufacturing organizations (86) - .30 27 .00
industries (39) — .14 1.54 il Miscellaneous
Transportation, services (89) — 43 — .14 — .28
Communications & Utilities
Local passenger transit (41) .25 18 21 SOURCE: Minnesota Department of Economic Security.
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TABLE C-12. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable TaABLE C-12. Mississippi (continued)
wages of industries in Mississippi, 1969—

1978 1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
1969-73 1974-78 1969-78 Transportation
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pet) services (47) — 75 —1.02 — %
Agricultqre, Forestry & g&?tlgzirtl;fagtg?&(“) 2 138 .
Flil\wlr';gltural sanitation
Sfoduction—crops (01) 76  — 91  — 17 T dse""“s (49 -B -l -
Agricultural r&/;
production— olesale trade
livestock (02) 00 —1.02 —~1.02 Durable goods (50) — .12 — .76 — .46
Agriculture services (07) — .09 — .26 — .21 Nondurable
Forestry (08) 1.13 - .32 .05 Ret %Oodz (51) .00 —1.19 —1.19
Fishing, hunting & eBal‘lél:a e ial
trapping (09) .00 1.02 1.02 uilding materials,

Mining & Quarrying :Srdr;:sreZSg;)rdcnlng — a7 69 — 45
Oil, gas exltraction (13) —.09 -—130 — .82 Gengrl;l merchandise . o .
Non-metallic stores (53 — 25 — 92 — 64

minerals (14) - .20 o — 08 Food stores )(54) -2 - 92 — 68
Construction Auto dealers &
General building service stations (55) — .23 —1.01 — .70
construction (15) — .11 .00 .00 Apparel &
Heavy construction (16) .83 S1 .62 accessories (56) — .36 — 94 - .77
Special trade Furniture, home
contractors (17) — .08 - .29 - 21 furnishings (57) — 32 —95 —_ .7

Manufacturing Eating & drinking

Food & kindred places (58) — .36 —1.09 — .80
products (20) .01 — 43 — .25 Miscellaneous

Textile mill retail (59) — .32 .00 .00
products (22) .60 — .15 23 Finance, Insurance & Real

Apparel, other Estate
textiles (23) .07 38 25 Banking (69) — 21 —147 —1.02

Lumber & wood Credit agencies (61) — 27 —1.11 — .80
products (24) — .06 — 42 - .27 Securities commodity

Furniture & fixtures (25) — .20 24 .06 brokers (62) — 61 —1.30 — 97

Paper, allied Insurance carriers (63) — .19 —1.39 — .96
products (26) - .23 —1o1 — .67 Insurance agents &

Printing & brokers (64) — 40 —128 — 95
publishing (27) - -103 — 69 Real estate (65) - 60 — 72 — 68

Chemicals (28) — .01 —115 -7 Combined real estate &

Petroleum, coal insurance (66) — 43 —1.06 — 79
products (29) - .17 —1.39 — 92 Holding companies, other

Rubber & plastics (30) — .24 — 28 — .26 investments (67) —- 53 — 60 — .58

Leather products (31) — .18 20 .03 Services

Stone, clay & glass Hotels, other
products (32) — .18 — .56 — 41 lodging (70) — .12 - .77 — .54

Primary metals (33) —1.31 — .97 —1.10 Personal services (72) .28 — .59 — .21

Fabricated metal Business services (73) - .39 - .92 — .74
products (34) — .15 — .23 — .20 Auto repair,

Machinery (exc. garages (75) — .52 — 96 — .82
electrical) (35) — .02 — .58 — .38 Miscellaneous repair

Electrical equipment (36) 21 43 36 services (76) — 43 — .76 — 66

Transl?ortation Motion pictures (78) — 31 — .33 — .32

mﬁlpm‘:mé”)l ed — .16 - .7 - .51 Amusement services (79) — .39 — .88 — .71
struments & relate: Medical, health

M?mf]“c‘s (38) — 63 1.12 45 services (80) — 61 —103 — 9
l;c:nuaft; ec‘:ll:ls'ing Legal Sfervices (81) — .69 —1.28 —1.13
industries (39) 16 66 44 Educational

Transportation, Communications services ‘(82) — .66 .01 — .04

& Utilities Social services (83) .00 3.38 3.38
Local passenger Membership
transit (41) — .16 - 91 — .61 organizations (86) 31 1.33 .90
Trucking & Miscellaneous
warehousing (42) - 27 — .58 — 46 services (89) 01 — 50 — 32
Air transportation (45) — .42 —1.14 — .85
Pipeline transport (46) .00 —1.01 —1.01 SOURCE: Mississippi Employment Security Commission.
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TABLE C-13. UI subsidy as a percentage of taxable
wages of industries in Nebraska, 1969~

1978
1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Agriculture, Forestry &

Fisheries (01-09) — .11 - .39 — .30
Mining & Quarrying (10-14) 1.58 3.16 2.51
Construction (15-17) 1.01 1.87 1.54
Manufacturing (20-39) 36 .29 32
Transportation, Communica-

tion & Utilities (40—49) — .12 — 45 — .32
Wholesale & Retail Trade

(50-59) — .18 — .60 — 45
Finance, Insurance, Real

Estate (60-69) — .17 — .60 — 44
Services (70-95) — 41 — .30 — 34

Source: Nebraska Department of Labor, Division of Employment.

TaBLE C-14. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable
wages of industries in New York, 1970-

1978
1970-73 1974-78 1970-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Construction
General building construc-
tion (15) 8.40 10.02 9.23
Heavy construction (16) 8.25 13.76 11.27
Special trade contractors
17) 2.65 9.67 6.45
Manufacturing
Food & kindred products
(20) 1.38 1.76 1.59
Tobacco (21) 33 36 35
Textile mill products (22) 3.31 6.67 5.23
Apparel, other textiles
(23) 5.78 6.74 6.31
Lumber & wood products
(24) 1.12 2.55 1.95
Furniture & fixtures (25) 1.32 247 1.95
Paper, allied products
(26) .93 1.13 1.05
Printing & publishing (27) .90 1.32 1.15
Chemicals (28) .84 .50 64
Petroleum, coal products
(29) 73 1.12 97
Rubber & plastics (30) .80 1.78 1.40
Leather products (31) 293 3.18 3.07
Stone, clay & glass
products (32) 1.21 2.60 2.04
Primary metals (33) 2.33 2.88 2.65
Fabricated metal products
(34) .82 1.86 1.43
Machinery (exc. elec-
trical) (35) .65 37 A48
Electrical equipment (36) 1.29 1.21 1.24
Transportation equipment
(37) 1.37 1.54 1.48
Instruments & related
products (38) .69 .36 49
Miscellaneous manufac-
turing industries (39) 1.48 2.74 1.19
Transportation, Communica-
tions & Utilities
Rail transportation & local
passenger transit (40,41) 73 2.46 1.75
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TABLE C-14. New York (continued)

1970-73 1974-78 1970-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Trucking & warehousing
(42) .86 2.46 1.78
Water transportation (44) 3.11 2.56 2.81
Air transportation (45) .37 34 35
Pipeline transport (46) — .23 .69 .30
Transportation services
(47) 74 1.15 1.00
Communication (48) 1.01 — .56 A1
Electricity, gas, & sanita-
tion services (49) — 33 .00 — .13
Trade
Wholesale trade (50,51) .68 97 .85
Retail trade
Building materials,
hardware, gardening
supplies (52) 53 1.62 1.16
General merchandise
stores (53) 11 .61 40
Food stores (54) — .07 97 .56
Auto dealers & service
stations (55) .09 1.20 75
Apparel & accessories
(56) 95 1.66 1.36
Furniture, home fur-
nishings (57) .54 1.88 135
Eating & drinking places
(58) .67 1.31 1.06
Miscellaneous retail
(59) 48 1.40 1.07
Finance, Insurance & Real
Estate
Banking (60) — .33 — .12 — .20
Credit agencies (61) 18 .08 11
Securities commodity
brokers (62) .62 37 49
Insurance carriers (63) .03 37 .23
Insurance agents &
brokers (64) — .04 21 11
Real estate (65) 45 1.62 1.16
Combined real estate &
insurance (66) — .09 .60 31
Holding companies, other
investments (67) 36 63 .53
Services
Hotels, other lodging (70) 1.59 2.28 1.98
Personal services (72) 85 1.31 1.10
Business services (73) .58 1.07 .89
Auto repair, garages (75) 15 1.05 72
Miscellaneous repair
services (76) .85 2.02 1.59
Motion pictures (78) 1.44 3.84 2.84
Amusement services (79) 3.55 4.72 4.29
Medical, health services
(80) — 47 .26 .02
Legal services (81) - .20 A1 .01
Educational services (82) 43 1.47 1.08
Social services (83) .00 1.66 1.66
Museums, botanical & :
zoological gardens (84) 1.11 241 1.90
Membership organizations
(86) .23 1.18 .76
Private households (88) — .24 .89 .39
Miscellaneous services
(89) .64 .89 .79

Source: New York Department of Labor, Division of Employment.
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TaBLE C-15. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable TABLE C-15. Oregon (continued)
wages of industries in Oregon during

1969-1978 1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pet)
1969-73  1974-78 1969-78 Auto dealers. service
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) stations (55) — _ 85§ — 64
] Apparel, accessories
Agriculture, Forestry & (56) — .15 —1.00 — 70
Fisheries (01-09) .15 —4.69 —2.96 Furniture, home fur-
Mining & Quarrying nishings (57) - 17 —109 - .79
Metal mining (10) 75 .00 22 Eating & drinking
Extraction of fuels
places (58) .36 — .87 — 47
Otl(nl 1,12,13) N Jing L1 —161  —147 Miscellaneous retail
er mining & quarryi trade (59) — .18 —1.00 - .72
(14) 1.43 135 1.38 Finance, Insurance & Real
Construction Estate
General building construc- Banking (60) — .50 —1.60 —1.22
tion (15) 1.53 1.23 1.34 Credit agencies (61) — 47 —1.55 —1.23
Heavy construction (16) 3.67 3.84 3.77 Securities commodity
Special trade contractors brokers (62) — .20 —1.72 —1.12
17) .64 43 .50 Insurance carriers (63) - 31 —1.50 —1.11
Manufacturing Insurance agents (64) — 34 —1.56 —1.17
Food & kindrea products Real estate (65) — .16 —1.01 — 74
(20) 1.60 64 1.01 Combined real estate &
Textile mill products (22) .13 — 41 — .19 . insurance (66) — .65 —8.57 —4.40
Apparel, other textiles (23) .35 — .81 — 37 Services
Lumber & wood products Hotel, other lodging (70) 37 - .70 — .31
(24) .68 53 .58 Personal services (72) .06 —1.01 — .58
Furniture & fixtures (25) .52 49 .50 Business services (73) — .24 — 98 — .76
Paper, allied products Auto repair, garages (75) — .18 — .86 - .64
(26) — 02 —1.12 - .72 Miscellaneous repair
Printing, publishing (27) — .32 —121 — .90 services (76) - 23 —-.7 - .59
Chemicals (28) — .16 —130 — .88 Motion pictures (78) 24 — 99 - 53
Petroleum refining, coal Amusement services (79) — .06 — .66 — 45
products (29) 11 — .11 — .02 Medical services (80) — 38 — .29 — .30
Rubber & plastics (30) .28 — .74 — 48 Legal services (81) ~  — .65 —170  —1.39
Leather products (31) 43 — 62 — 28 Membership organizations
Stone, clay & glass (86) . - 27 —136 — 96
products (32) 36 30 .32 Miscellaneous services
Primary metals (33) 32 - .75 — 40 (89) — .69 —2.96 —2.24
Fabricated metal products
(34) .83 31 48 SOURCE: Oregon Department of Human Resources, Employment Division.
Machinery (exc. elec-
tricity) (35) 37 — .53 — 24
%ﬁ:ﬁ:;f:&;?ﬁﬁ,ﬁ:& 01 23 1 TaBLE C-16. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable
37) 59— .06 .19 wages of industries in South Carolina,
Instruments & related 1968-1978
products (38) - .20 —1.77 —1.59
Miscellaneous manufac-
turing industries (39) 42 22 30 1968-73 1974-78 1968-78
Transportation, Communica- Industry group (pct) (pct) (pct)

tions, & Utilities
Local passenger transit

(41) — 13 — 85 — 58 Agriculture, Forestry and

Trucking & housi Fisheries — .82 - .37 — .51
ru: 2“’3 warehousing 3 Mining & Quarrying — .30 45 12
(42) 1 — 29— .14 Construction — 85 1.72 64
V\{ater transport (44) — 42 — .87 — .67 Manufacturing
Alfrfng;%iltﬁoga;igg; Food & kindred products — .25 49 .14
Textile mill products .15 1.31 .76
(45,46,47) -35 =270 —-177 Apparel & other textiles 31 56 45
Communication (48) — 62 —166 —130 Lumber & wood products — .40 28 — .02
Electricity, gas & sanita- Furniture & fixtures — .65 1.25 31
tation services (49) — .66 —1.78 —1.38 Paper, allied products — 35 47 .10
Trade Chemicals — .55 58 .08
Who}esale trade (50,51) — .20 —2.07 —1.33 Stone, clay & glass
Retail trade . products — .30 .61 .18
Building materials, . Fabricated metal products — .63 .09 — .18
hardvyare, gardening Machinery (exc. elec-
supplies (52) — 38 —1.22 — 94 trical) — 49 .20 — .06
General merchandise Electrical machinery — .18 1.05 .53
stores (53) — .30 —1.21 — .87 Miscellaneous manufac-
Food stores (54) — .07 — .93 — .64 turing industries .09 81 .52

Unemployment Compensation: Studies and Research 293



TaBLE C-16. South Carolina (continued) TABLE C-18. Tennessee (continued)

1968-73 1974-78 1968-78 1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
Industry group (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Transportation, Communica- Primary metal industries
cation & Ultilities — .66 - .29 — 45 (33) 94 1.12 1.06
Trade — .64 — .39 — 49 Fabricated metal products
Finance, Insurance & Real (34) — .24 1.24 .53
Estate — .69 — 45 — .55 Machinery (exc. elec-
Services - .77 — .19 — .39 trical) (35) 3.97 10.30 8.26
Electrical machinery (36) 44 5.40 2.23
SOURCE: South Carolina Employment Security Commission. Transportation equipment
(37) .07 2.85 1.35
Instruments & related
. roducts (38 —1.61 —1.76 —1.68
TaBLE C-17. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable Mi‘;ce,,aneof,s ,Lanufac_
wages of industries in South Dakota, turing industries (39) — .14 1.81 .76
_ Transportation, Communica-
1969-1978 tions & Utilities (40-49) — .49 .67 A1
Trade
Wholesale trade (50,51) 23 12 .14
q 1969-73 197478  1969-78 Retail trade (52-59) — 36 06— .25
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Finance, Insurance & Real
Estate (60-69) — .04 — .64 — .08
Agriculture, Forestry & Services (70-89) — .05 .18 — .03
Fisheries (01-09) — .34 — .27 — .30
Mining & Quarrying (10-14) .03 33 20 SOURCE: Tennessee Department of Employment Security.
Construction
General building con-
struction (15) — 45 37 .10 .4
Other general contractors TaBLE C-19. Ul subS1d1'es as a pe.rcentage of taxable
(16) 2.63 431 3.59 wages of industries in Vermont, 1973—
Special trade contractors 1978
(17) - .13 .57 35
Manufacturing (19-39) — .02 12 .07
Food & kindred products 1973 1974-78 1973-78
(20) 31 20 25 Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Transportation, Communica-
tions & Utilities (40—49) — .20 — .09 — .13 Agriculture, Forestry and
Trade Fisheries (01-09) 48 2.03 1.51
Wholesale trade (50-51) — .16 ~ — .18  — .17 Mining & Quarrying (10-14) 30 1.08 .70
Retail trade (52-59) — 26 — .22 — .24 Construction (15-17) 1.07 7.70 4.36
Finance, Insurance, & Real Manufacturing
Estate (60-69) — .20 — .28 — 25 Food & kindred products
Services (70-89) —.38 — .16 — 22 (20) .07 32 21
_ Textile mill produc}s (22) 27 3.95 2.26
SOURCE: South Dakota Department of Labor, Office of Administrative Apparel, other textiles (23) 12 3.52 2.05
Services. Lumber & wood products
(24) — .02 1.29 .79
Furniture & fixtures (25) 34 55 46
. Paper, allied products
TaBLE C-18. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable ?26) P _ 04 37 19
wages of industries in Tennessee, 1969 Printing & publishing (27) — .12 — .12 — .12
1978 Chemicals (28) .06 .05 .05
Rubber & plastics (30) — 25 — 47 - 37
_ Leather products (31) .23 1.02 .63
Stone, clay & glass
1969-73 1974-78 1969-78
fndustry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Pmdums (32) 28 245 1.44
Primary metals (33) — .16 1.77 .69
Mining & Quarrying (10-14) 39 655 3.72 Fabricated metal products
Construction (15-17) .10 .19 14 (34) — .16 - .22 — .20
Mamll‘factgring od brod Machinery (exc. elec-
umber & wood products : _ _ _
(24) 30 172 9 tncz.ll) (35)' .54 .28 .40
Furniture & fixtures (25) — .26 113 40 Electrical equipment (36) — .13 — 41 — .30
Paper, allied products Transportation equipment
(26) & publishing (27) — 42 -93 (2)3 37 — .67 09— .19
Printing & publishing (27) — .37 A . Inst ts & related
Chemicals (28) 17 96 54 e 8(38')" ate 2 9 6
Rubber & plastics (30) — 95 .57 .00 products — - =
Stone, clay & glass Miscellaneous manufac-
products (32) - .23 .01 .01 turing industries (39) — .18 1.15 71
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TaBLE C-19. Vermont (continued) TaBLE C-20. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable
wages of industries in Washington,
1969-1977

1973 1974-78 1973-78
Industry group and code (pct) (pet) (pct)

1969-73  1974-77 1969-77

Tra.nsportatic')r'l,. Communica- Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pet)
tions & Utilities

Local passenger transit

(41) — .03 41 21 Agriculture, Forestry &
Communication (48 — .44 — .23 — 26 Fisheries
Electri:ity, gas, g(z sazlita- Agriculture (01-07) 2.92 2.56 2.70
tion services (49) - 31 — .61 — .57 Forestry (08) 131 1.54 1.46
Trade Flshmg,' hunting &
Wholesale trade Mini tf& a;())pmg (09) 7.93 1.76 7.82
Durable goods (50) .00 - 37 — .01 Ining uarryimg
Nondurable goods (51) 00 —105 —1.05 Metal mining (10) 2.20 47 1.20
Retail trade Coal mining (12) —1.58 —126 —135
Building materials Qil, gas extraction (13) 1.15 3.95 2.67
hardware, gardening Non-metallic minerals
supplies (52) — 07 20 15 (14) 1.43 2.09 1.88
General merchandise Consglexgtel:;l; building con
stores (53 .04 .34 29 . -
Food stor(es ()54) — 40 — 21 — 24 struction (15) 4.40 2.23 3.12
Auto dealers & service Heavy construction (16) 5.78 4.41 4.99
stati K 28 24 Special trade contractors
R o7 g (17) 2.95 1.05 1.80

Ap(psa6r;=.l & accessories e 37 30 Manufacturing

Furniture, home fur- Food & kindred products
nishings (57) -1 51 41 20) 349 18 228
Eating & drinking Textile mill produc}s (22) 1.32 .44 .81
laces (58) 90 94 94 Apparel, other textiles
p . . : . (23) 5 52 .62
Miscellaneous retail Lumber & wood products
(59) .00 27 .23 (24) 1.52 1.42 1.46
Finance, Real Estate & Furniture & fixtures (25) 1.33 1.64 1.49
Paper, allied products
Insurance (26) 30 —104 — 47
Banking (60) - 06 — 98 — 46 Printing & publishing (27) — 46 —1.12 — .84
Credit agencies (61) — .40 — .80 — .74 Chemicals (28) 35 —1.59 — .83
Securities commodity Petroleum, coal products
brokers (62) — 24 —114 —101 (29) . —100 —210  —168
Insurance carriers (63) — 28 — .82 — .74 Rubber & plastics (30) 1.27 75 93
Insurance agents & Leather products (31) 1.76 .78 1.20
g Stone, clay & glass
brokers (64) — 68 —.74 —.73 products (32) 1.95 .95 1.37
Real estate (65) 1.30 1.01 1.06 Primary metals (33) — .04 — 44 — 27
Holding companies, other Fabricated metal
investments (67) — .75 — .97 — .95 proglucts (34) 1.89 89 1.25
. Machinery (exc. elec-

Services . trical) (35) 1.13 27 .62
Hotels, other lodging (70) .05 2.89 42 Electrical equipment (36) .76 — .37 .05
Personal services (72) — .12 .05 02 Transportation equipment
Business services (73) 13 .57 S1 (37) 6.79 - .59 2.01
A . 75 12 37 35 Instruments & related

uto repair, garages (75) : - : products (38) 122 —126 — .70
Miscellaneous repair Miscellaneous manufac-
services (76) .40 .59 .56 turing industries (3:9) 31 .52 44
Motion pictures (78) - .23 26 18 Tr?{nSPogatl(.)ll?,‘Commumca-
Amusement services (79) 3.56 4.07 4.01 tlolris Uti 1F1es .
; g ocal passenger transit
Medical, health services a1 73 74 74
(80) .00 — .45 .00 Trucking & warehousing
Legal services (81) — .83 — .59 — 62 (42) .52 .08 27
Educational services (82) .60 2.56 2.27 Water transportation (44) 87 - .22 31
Social services (83) 00 2.02 2.02 Air transportation (4.") 27 —1.67 — 91
Museums, botanical & Pipeline transport (46) —1.80 —2.49 —2.22
zoological gardens (84)  2.92 8.17 7.16 Transportation services
(85) 2.42 1.94 2.03 (47) .16 — .80 — 45
Membership organizations Communication (48) —1.09 —1.91 —1.57
(86) 00 —1.76 —1.76 Electricity, gas & sanita-
87) 24 84 5 tion services (49) —1.22 —2.08 —1.79
Trade
Source: Vermont Derartment of Employment Security. Wholesale trade (50,51) 72 — .39 — .06
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TAaBLE C-20. Washington (continued)

TaBLE C-21. Wisconsin (continued)

1969-73  1974-77 1969-77 1969-73  1974-77 1969-77
Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct) Industry group and code (pct) (pct) (pct)
Retail trade Agricultural production
Building materials, —Ilivestock (02) .00 — .07 - .07
hardware, gardening Agricultural services (07) 1.35 2.49 2.07
supplies (52) .08 — .66 — 34 Forestry (08) — .03 — .01 — .02
General merchandise Fishing, hunting & :
stores (53) .66 — .36 .13 trapping (09) 35 5.12 2.07
Food stores (54) 47 — .58 — .14 Mining & Quarrying
A“‘tOt‘?eale(f; ;‘; service 0 - 08 Metal mining (10) 98 - 96 — .13
stations . : - : Oil, gas extraction (13) 80 — 99 .10
AP(PS‘:S’;l & accessories 162 02 8s Non-metallic minerals
. - : 14 6.08 9.89 8.09
Furniture, home fur- Constru(c tio)n
Eartlil:hlggcsjr(iflli)n 61 - 52 -7 General building con-
e (53) g 178 36 99 struction (15) 3.40 7.66 5.63
Mil; cellaneous retail ! : ' Heavy construction (16) 10.34 16.85 13.48
(59) 38 47 12 Special trade contractors
' - - 1.86 3.95 3.02
Finance, Insurance & Real (17).
Estate Manufacturing
Banking (60) - 71 —158  —1.23 prdnance () roducts ] 143 — 14
Credit agencies (61) - 22 —121 — 81 0y | mered products 2 - o7 20
Securities commodity T (b ) 1 ' 15 '9 4 ’60
brokers (62) — 46  —158  —1.08 T° ‘?lm il products (22) 59 ‘24 s
Insurance carriers (63) — .51 —1.27 — .96 extile mill pro uc.ls : : )
Insurance agents & Apparel, other textiles 08 s
brokers (64) - 71 —140 —113 L) & wood oroducts . :
Real estate (65) 2.76 02 97 gy = ood products 34 5 a“
Combined real estate & ( . ) ! : '0]
insurance (66) — 64 —1.47 —1.08 Furmture_& fixtures (25) .24 — .19 K
Holding companies, other Pa}(a;g,)allled products 00 — 16 39
Servicer T mens (67) -6 -3t - Printing & publishing (27) — 07  — 39  — 24
Chemicals (28 9 1.04 98
Hotels, other lodging (70)  1.45 26 77 Petroloum. eonl products 2
Personal services (72) 1.16 - .23 42 (29) ’ 1.71 3.23 253
Business sgrvices (73) .64 — .89 — .38 Rubber & plastics (30) — 30 .00 — 23
ﬁ?;geﬁffelguia:?ﬁ;?r( 75) S5 — .28 05 é.eatherlproguclts (31 45— 17 15
t )
services (76) .67 - .39 — .01 (;I:id:;;); (3§)ass 1.87 277 235
Motion pictures §78) .08 — .68 — .35 Primary metals (33) 48 — 06 21
‘:{‘;’;Z’;‘;‘:aig"s‘:sig:) 1.16 84 97 Fabricated metal products
4 (34) - .12 — .18 — .15
(80) — 49 —1.17 — 91 : .
Legal services (81) — 81 158 —133 Machonery ore. elee 4 — o1 19
gg;g?tslgxl::r(vge; &2 & 32 i Electrical equipment (36) 27  — 46  — .10
> : . - . Transportation equipment
Museums, botanical & 37) — 41 3.15 1.51
zoological gardens (84) — .46 —1.03 — .80 Instruments and related
Membership organizations products (38) 04 - .29 - .13
86) 13 33 25 Mlsce_llar}eous manufac-
( . : . turing industries (39) 11 .00 .05
ofo;J‘:th: Washington Employment Security Department and Department Tr?il(l’ipso;‘tﬁll}lttﬁlilt,iecsommunlca-
Local passenger transit
41) - .21 — .29 — .25
.. Trucking & warehousing
TaBLE C-21. UI subsidies as a percentage of taxable (42) 41 99 )
wages of industries in Wisconsin, 1969- Water transportation (44)  7.71 8.78 8.20
ir transportation . - — .
1977 A tation (45) 05 91 47
Pipeline transport (46) — .52 — .55 — .54
Transportation services
47 .28 - 97 — 47
1969-73  1974-77  1969-77 Co(mnzunication (48) - .52 — .79 — .66
Indu