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ers were paid total benefits that wereat
least50 percentbelow the national average.In addition, sevenstateshad total
benefitsthat werebelowaverage- workers were paid total benefits that were
more than 25 percent,but no more than
50 percent,below the national average.
Thesestatesrangedfrom North Carolina
(where benefits were somewhat more
than 25 percentbelow the national average)to Indiana (wherebenefitswere48
percentbelowthe national average).
Therewerealso29 stateswith average
total benefits* workersin thesestatesreceivedtotal benefits that werewithin 25
percent oF the narional average.These
statesrangedfrom Minnesota (wherebenefits were22 percentbelow the national
average)to Califomia (wherebenefitswere
24 percentabovethe narional average).
The comparisonsamong statesin
terms of cashbenefits,medical benefits,
suband total benefitspaid in 1995reveals
stantialdifferencesamongjurisdictionsin
the generosity or paucity of benefits.
\[/hether thosedifferencesaredue to factors peculiar to that year,or aredue to factors that persistacrossyears,is important
for evaluation and poliry purposes.The
next sectionthus examineswhetherstates
are consistentacrossyearsin the relative
generosityofbenefitspaid to workers.
Hist oric al Comp aris ons of
Indiuidual

States

Table2.95andTable2.96in this article,plus comparableunpublishedtables
covering1985to 1994,presentaformidableamount ofdata: costsof cash.medical.
and total benefitsper 100,000workersfor
eachstatefor eachyearbetween1985and
1995.Somereaders(and surelyboth auchors)are likely to find that much data
hard to assimilate.Tables5 through 7 are
designedto facilitatethat assimilation.
Cash Benefits. Table5 providessummaryinformarion on the relacivegenerosity
ofcash benefitsfor eachofthe 45 states
plus che District of Columbia and the
LHWCA for the L2yearsincluded in this
srudy.The coding schemerelieson the classificationspreviouslyintroduced:a statereceivesa "++" for a parcicularpolicy yearifits
cashbenefitswerewell aboveaverage.Likewise,a starereceivesa "+" for apohaTyearif

of GashBenefits
in StatesDutingl2Years
Table5 - Relative
Generosity
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
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Connecticut
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Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode
lsland
South
Carolina
SouthDakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
WestVirginia
Wisconsin

1991

1992 1993

1994

1995

000
0+ +
00
+++0
0++00
00++
00

0
++

++000+
+00000
++0000

+
+
0
0

-000
N/A

++
00
00

0+
00
00
00

N/A

0

;

00

++
++

++
0

++

++

-000
++
++
++000
++
++

+0 0 0 0 0
00000
++++++++r
-00000
000000

++

++

++

++

-:
++
0
+

00
+++

++++++u
0000
+0+0

++

++

;
0
0

0000
++
++
0000
+00
-000
0000
0000
0000
0
+

++

+0

000++++

++
++

++

000+++++
+++0000
+++++++++
++
++
++

150.1
% or moreol Nalional
Average
125.1- 150.0%
of National
Average
75.0- 125.0%
of Nalional
Average
Average
50.0- 74.9%ol Natjonal
49.9%or lessol National
Average
DalaNotAvailable

++

N/A
0
0
0

I
00
++

0
+

++
0

0

:

:

++

+
0
+
0

++

++
00
++
-0
00
-0
00
-0

++

++
++
+
0
IUA

++

:

::

+++++++000
000000+
000
++
++
0++
++
++

0

++

0
0
N/A

++
WellAboveAverage
AboveAverage
Average
BelowAverage
WellBelowAverage

2.85- 2.96
Tables
(Tables
Policy
2,85- 2,94areavailable
uponrequest
to subscribers
to theWorkers'Conpensation
Review.)

its cashbenefitsareaboveaverage;
a"--" if
its cashbenefitsarewell belowaverage;a" )'
ifits benefitsarebelowaverage;
a "0" ifits
benefitsareaverage;
and a "N/t'' if dataate
not availablefor the particular policy period.(Thera"nges
for the variouscategories
areshownin the notesto Tables5-7.)
The entriesin Table 5 permit a quick
assessment
ofhow generousthe cashbenefits havebeenin eachjurisdiction during
the L2 years.Somejurisdictions demonsffatea consistentrecordin termsofben-

efit generosiry through the years.The
LHWCA program and WestVirginia had
well above averagebenefits (payments
that wereat least50 percentabovethe national average)in all yearsfor which data
areavailable.Illinois and Michigan have
had averagebenefits(paymentsthat were
within 25 percentofthe national average)
in all 12years.Iowa and Kansashad below
avetagebenefits (payments have been
from2S to 50 percentbeiowthe national
average)everyyear.Indianaand the District of Columbia had well below average
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benefits (paymentsthat were at least 50
percentbelow the national average)in all
12 years.There was no state that always
had aboveaveragecashbenefits.
Other statesshowedsomewhatless
stabiliry in terms of their relativecostsof
cashbenefitsoverthe l2-year period and
movedamong adjacentcategories.
Alabam4 for example,had cashbenefits that were below averugefor nine
yearsand then increasedto the average
categoryfor the last three years.fukansas
cashbenefits varied were below average
for nine yearsand well below averagein
the three most recentyears.New Hampshirecashbenefitsfluctuated berweenavwhile Wisconsin
erageand aboveaverage,
cashbenefitsfluctuated betweenbelow
averageand well below averageover the
12 years.Table 5 contains a number of
other statesin which the cashbenefits
movedbetweenadjacenrcaregories
More interestingare the statesthat
movedamong threecategoriesin rerms
of the relativegenerosityof their cash
benefits between 1985 and 1996. Ten
s[ates- Alaska,Colorado,Conneclicu!,
Hawaii,Louisiana,Massachusetts,
New
York, Oklahoma,Oregon,and Pennsylvania - varied between averageand well
aboveaveragecashbenefitsduring the 12
years.Of thesejurisdictions, oniy New
York had well above averagebenefits in
1996,and only Alaska,Colorado,Oklahoma, and Pennsylvaniahad aboveaveragebenefitsin 1995.The other sixjurisdictions had averagebenefits in L996,
obviouslywell below their relativelyhigh
beneficsin earlieryears.Two states- Missouri and Tennessee- had well below averagebenefitsin 1985,then improved to
below averagebenefitsfor severalyears,
and then had averagebenefitsfor at least
the four most recentyears.
Two states- Maine and Minnesota had well aboveaveragebenefitsin 1985
but during 1993 to 1996 had benefits
that variedamong averageand below average.The movementof theseEwostates
thus representedvariationsacrossfour of
the generositycategories.RhodeIsland
had well above averagebenefits from
1985 to 1991, then skipped over the
above averagecategory on the way to
below averageand averagebenefitsfrom
L992to'1.995.Theonly statethat varied

Table6 - Relative
of Medical
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among all five categoriesof relativegenerosity ofcash benefitsover the 12 years
wasNew Mexico,which beganwith well
aboveaveragebenefitsin 1985and ended
with well belowaveragebenefitsin L996.
The experiences
in Maine,Minnesot4
Rhode Island, and New Mexico clearly
demonstratethat significant reductionsin
cashbenefitspaid coworkersarepossible.
There werealso three states- New York,
Oklahoma,and Pennsylvania- that began
with averagebenefitsin 1985but that paid
well aboveaveragecashbenefitsin at least

four ofche latestfiveyearsin Table5.These
statesdemonstratethat statescanalsosubstantially increasethe cashbenefitspaid to
worKers.
Medical Benefits. Table 5 provides
summary information on the relative
generosityof medicalbenefitsfor eachof
the 45 statesplus the District of Columbia and the LUWCa for the L2 yearsincludedin this study.The entriesin Table
6 permit a quick assessment
of how generousthe medicalbenefitshavebeenin
eachjurisdiccionduring the l2years.
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in StatesDuring12Years
ofTotalBenefits
Generosity
Table7 - Relative
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Somestatesdemonstratea consistent recordin termsof generosiryof medical benefits through the years.There
were sevenprograms that were in the
samecategoryof generosiryof medical
benefits for aII L2 years:three (Georgia,
Idaho,and Mississippi)werein the averagecategoryeveryyear;rwo states(Massachusettsand New Jersey)were in the
belowaveragecategoryeveryyear;onejurisdiction (the District of Columbia) was
in the well below averagecategoryevery
year;and one jurisdiction (the LH\X/CA)

was in the well above averagecategory
everyyear.There wasno statein the above
averagecategoryall 12 years.
Therewerea number of statesthat
had relatively stable medical costs over
the L2 years, with only movements
among adjacentcategoriesof relativegenerosity.Alaska,for example,moved between above averageand well aboveaveragemedicalbenefitsbetween1985and
1996.Coloradois an exampleof a state
rhat moved.berweenaverageand above

averagemedical benefits during the 12
years.Illinois beganwith below average
benefits and moved to averagemedical
benefits, while Indiana began with well
below average medical benefits and
moved to below averagebenefits during
the period between1985and 1996.There
are a number of other statesthat moved
between adjacent categoriesof relative
generosityof medicalbenefitsduring the
T2yearsincluded in Table5.
As Table 6 also illustrates, there
were 14 states that moved among nonadjacentcategoriesduring the 12 years.
Twelve states (Alabama, California,
Delaware, Hawaii, Louisiana, Maine,
Minnesota, Montana, New Mexico,
Oregon, Pennsylvania,and West Virginia) varied among the average,above
average,and well above averagecategories between 1985 and 1996. Two
states(New York and North Carolina)
oaid medical benefits that varied
i-ong the average,below average,and
well below averagecategoriesin the
by Table 6.
yearsencompassed
The experiences in California,
Hawaii, Louisiana,Maine, Minnesota,
New Mexico, and Pennsylvaniaclearly
demonsrate that significant reductions
in medicalbenefitspaid to workersare
possible.There were also two s[ates New York and North Carolina - that
had well below averagemedical benefits
in 1985 or 1985,but that paid average
medicalbenefitsin 1995or 1996.These
statesdemonstratethat statescan also
substantiallyincreasethe medicalbenefits paid to workers.O[particular interest are three states(Montana, Oregon,
and West Virginia) thac had well above
average
medicalbenefitsin 1985or 1986,
reducedthe relativegenerosiryof their
medicalbenefits to the averagecategory
for at leastone yearin the late 1980sor
early 1990s,but had well aboveaverage
medicalbenefitsagain in 1996.The "solutions" to high medical costsin these
statesareworrh further examination.
Total Benefits. Table 7 provides
summary information on the relative
generosity of tocd (cash plus medical)
benefitsfor eachofthe 45 staresDlusthe
District of Columbia and the LHV/CA
program for the L2 yearsincluded in this
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study. The entries in Table 7 permit a
quick assessment of how generous the
total benefits have been in eachjurisdiction during these 12 years
Some states demonstrate a conslstent record in terms oFgenerosityof total
benefits through the years.There were six
programs tl.rat have been in rhe same category ofgenerosiry oftotal benefits for all
12 years. Two programs (West Virginia
and the L\X/HCA) had well above average
total benefirs in every year.Two states (Alabama and Michigan) were in the average
category everyyear; one state (lowa) was in
the below averagecategory every year; and
one jurisdiction (the District of Columbia) was in the well belowaverage category
every year. Tl-rerewere no states tl-rat paid
above averagetotal ber.refitsin all 12 years.
A nun.rber of states had relarively
constant total benefits tl-rroughout the
12 years and only moved between adjacent ca teg orie s o f rc lat iv c geuer os it y .
Alaska, for example, varied between the
above averageand well above averagecategories.Colorado is an example oFa state
that varied between the average and
above average categories over the 12
years.Arkansas was one oFtl-rejurisdictions that had either averageor below average total benefits during all the years.
Indiana had well beiow averagebeneFits
in 11 years,br-rtonly below averagebenefits in 1995.There are otl-rerjurisdictior-rs
that only varied between two adjacent
categoriesoFrelativegcnerosity of total
benefits inch-rdedin Table 7.
As showr.rin Table 7, there were 14
states that moved among non-adjacent
categories during the 12 years shown.
Eight srates (CaliFornia,Florida, Hawaii,
Louisiana, Maine, Minnesota, Oklahoma,
and Oregon) had rotal benefirs that varied
between average and well above average
during the 12 years.Ofthese eight states,
only Florida paid well above averagetotal
benefits in 1995.Three states (Delaware.
Massachuserrs,and New York) had total
benefits chat varied among the above average, average,and below averagecategories
of generosity during the 12 years, while
Utah varied among the average,below average,and well below averagecaregorit's
over the years included in Table 7.
Finallv. New Mexico and Rhode Is-
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Iand experienced
an exhilaratingride over
the 12yearsthat rangedamongfour categoriesofgenerosityoftoral benefits:the
states started with well above average
benefitsfor most yearsbetween1985and
1989.droppedto the average
categoryin
1991,and then droppedto the belowaveragecategoryFortotal benefitsfor rwo
oFthethreemost recentyears
The experiences
in New Mexicoand
RhodeIsland,aswell asfour otherjurisdictions (Hawaii,Louisiana,Maine,and
Minnesota)that had averagebenefitsin
1996following well aboveaveragebenefits in at leastone earlieryearmakeclear
that significanrreductionsin total beneFits(cashplus medical)providedto injr-rredworkersare possible.The fleeting
natureof "reForrn"in Florida is alsoevidenr in rhe dara in Table 7. Tlre srare
begar.r
witl.raveragetoral benefitsin 1985,
achievedwell aboveaveragetotal ber-refits
in 1987-1989,
cut tota.lbenefitsto the averagecategoryagain
in 1991,and then reachievedwell aboveaveragetotal benefits
in 1994and1995.
Are tbe States Conuerging
or Diuerging?
Our casualperr-rsal
oFthe irlforrnarion inTables5 to 7 suggests
that the diF
ferencesamong statesin the costs of
workers'compensation
bcnefitspaid to
workershavenarrowedovertl-rc12 years
Forwhich we havedata.For example,in
termsof rhe data on total benefirs(cash
plus medical)shown in Table 7, there
wereeight stateswitl-rwell aboveaverage
benefitsand four jurisdictionswith well
belowaverage
benefitsin 1985,while in
1996 there were only three srateswith
well aboveaveragebenefitsand fwo jurisdictionswirh wellbelowaverage
benefits.
A more rigorous examir-ration
of
whether rhedifFererrces
alnongsratesin
the amountsof benefitspaid to workers
arenarrowingoverthe 12 yearsfor which
we havedatais presentedin Table8. For
eachoFtheyears,we haveca^lculaced
the
dispersionamongthe 44 statesfor which
data are availablefor all 12 yearsin each
slate'scostsas a percentageof the r-rationai averagefor cashbenefits,for medical benefits,and for total (cashplus medical)benefits.The dispersionis measured
by the standard deviation, which is a

Table
8 - Dispersion
Among
Forty-Four
States
in Benefits
PaidPer100,000
. 1996
Workers
forYears
1985
Standard
Deviations
forState's
Benefits
asa Percentage
of U.S.Average
Year

Cash
Benefits

Medical
Benefits

Total
Benefits

1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

98.1
95.2
75.3
68.8
66.0
60.9
48,5
46.1
44.4
44.7
39.8
37.1

54.5
49.5
44.6
43.5
33.7

78.9
73.6
59.0
54.6
47.0
41.9
34.6
34.6
34.8
36.3
31.3
31.3

J t.c

31.2
32.4
34 .1
36 5
J+.O

37.4

Nole:The44staiesarethoseincudedin PanelB ofTable
3

commonly used statistical measureoFtl.re
variability oFrhe values oFindividual observations around the average value
(mean) for all observations.
Severalpatterns revealed in Table 8
are worth mentioning. First, there is a pronounced tendency For the dispersion
among states in berrefits paid to workers
to narrow over the 72 years.Secor-rd,tl-ris
narrowir-rg has occurred for cash benefits,
for medical benefits, and For total benefits, although almost all of the narrowing
for rnedical benefits occurred berween
1985 and 1989, and tl-re differences
among statesin rnedicalbenefirshas been
relatively constant since 1989. Third,
thcrc was a gleatr'r dispcrsion rnrong
srates for cash beneFirsoaid ro workers
chan for r.r-redical
benefits in most years,althor-rgh tl.redifference between rl-redispersion for cash ar.rdthe disoersion for medical benefits disappearedin 1996.
Conclusions
Three conclusions warrant emohasis. Firsr, rhe narional avl'ragesof workers'compensation benefirs paid to workers lravecxperienceddrarnaric swings in
tlre last 12 yearswith available data. For
exarnple,cash benefits per 100,000worke r s a v r 'r a g c d d o u b l e - d i g i r p cr ce n t i n creases for the four years From 1986
through 1989, but then averageddoubledigit percent decreasesfor 1991-93.Sin-rilar turnarounds have occurred in the payments of medical benefits and total
benefits (cash plus medical) per 100,000
workers over the last 72 yearswith data.
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Second, the experienceof states
varies widely. Some states, such as Alabama, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, and
New Jersey,have shown little variation
overthe 12yearsin their paymentofbenefits comparedto the national averages
in those years.But a number of other
states,such as New Mexico, Rhode Island, and Maine haveseentheir benefit
paymentsplummet. Other srates,suchas
New York and Oklahoma, haveexperiin benefit payencedsignificant increases
ments relative to national averages.For
betteror worse,the generosiryofbenefirs
in a stateis not an immutabie condition.
Third, the dispersion in benefits
paid to workershasnarrowedconsiderably over the 12 policy periodsencompassedin this study.The explanationof
this phenomenon apparent from the
data presentedin this article is that the
narrowingof rhe dispersionis due both
to the subscantial reduction in the
arnount ofbenefits paid in well aboveaveragestatesas well as some increasein
benefitspaid in well belowaveragestates.
For example,in 1985 there were eight
states(Alaska,Maine,Minnesota,Montana,New Mexico,Oregon,RhodeIsland,
and WestVirginia) with cashbenefitsper
100,000workers that were at least 150
percentof the national averagein that
year,while in 1996,therewereonly two
states(NewYork and WestVirginia) with
cashbenefitsper 100,000workersrhat
wereat Ieast150 percentofthe national
averagein that year.At the other end of
chedistribution, nine jurisdictions (the
District of Columbia, Indiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska,North Carolin4 Tennessee,
Utah, and Virginia) provided cashbenefitsthat wereIessthan 50
percentofthe nationalaveragein 1985,
while in 1995 only five jurisdicdons
(Arkansas,the District of Columbia,Indiana,New Mexico,and Utah) provided
cashbenefitsthat werelessthan 50 percent of the national average
in 1996.
Theseobservarions
are consistent
with the recentclimate of cost control in
American businessin general,and in
workers' compensationin specific.Decreasesin benefitspaid may also be the
result of improved safetyrecordsaswell
as efforts by employers,insurers,and legislatorsto decrease
or denybenefitsto in-

jured workers.As previouslydiscussed,
there is someevidencethat work-related
injury rateshavedeclinedin the 1990s.
From that perspective,
benefits
decreased
aresurelya positiveoutcome,as the uitimate goal of any workers'compensation
programwould be to haveno injuriesand
thus payno benefitsat all.
A myriad ofexplanationsbeyondthe
cursoryonesofferedaboveare possible
for the downwardand tightening spiral
of workers'compensationbenefitspaid
to workersby the variousstateprograms
overmost of the 1990s;a definitiveexplanation ofthis trend is outsidethe scooe
ofthe presentstudy.
Endnotes
1. Data for Delaware and Pennsylvania
are missing From the 2000 edition of rhe NCCI
Bulletin.
2. \Ve appreciate the assistanceofJudith
Greenwood of the Research,Inlormation and
Analysis Division o[the West Virginia Bureau of
Employment Programs for providing rhe West
Virginia data used in this study.
3. The benefits paid are incurred benefits
Forall injuries that occur in policy year. Incurred
benefits include benefirs paid as ofthe repordng
date plus reservesForFuturebenefirs.
4. The missingjr-rrisdictions fi'om the maximum number of 46 jurisdictions are Delaware,
Pennsylvania,and Wesr Virginia.
5. While the range in policy yearsamong
the states in the 2000 NCCI Bulletin was not
great, the FederalLongshore and Harbor Workers'Act data pertained to a relativelyold policy
period (February 1995 toJanuary 1996)
6. The tables also incorporate previously
unpublished or corrected data tl-ratwe obtained
From the NCCI, or direcrly from stateswith independent rating bureaus,or from West Virginia7. We also obtained daca fi'om the NCCI
and from severalindependent rating bureaus
that had never been published in che various issuesoFrhe NCCI Bullerin. In addition, some oF
the data published in the NCCI Bulletin contained errors that we corrected.
8. Data on the employers' cosls ofworkers'
compensationas a percentoFgrossearningsare
included in Burton (2000).Table 1 includes information on private industry employees for
1991-2000 in Panel A; information on state and
local government employeesFor 1991-2000in
Panel B; and informacion Forall non-Federalemployees for 1991-2000 in Panel C. Table 2 includes information on private industry employeesFor1986-1990.
9. Data on the overall operadng rado from

1973 to 1999 are included in Table A.4 of
Thomason,Schmidle,and Burton (2000).
10.Krueger(2000)discusses
the significant
declinein the work-related
injury rateduring the
1990s.
11.Dataon work-relatedinjury and illness
incidenceratesfrom 1972to 7998areincluded
in Table4.6 of Thomason,Schmidle,and Burton (2000).
12.Bvron (1997)discusses
recentdevelopmentsin managed
carein workers'compensadon.
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