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Change in Share of Private U.S. Employment, 1990 vs. 2010
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Change in Per-Employee Compensation Relative to U.S. Level,
Averages for 1990-1995 vs, 2005-2010
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Numbers = state rank for each time period




Number of Times a State Ranked in the Top-10 and Bottom-10 from 1980 to 2010

State

Alabama
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District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
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Mississippi
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Source: Center for Applied Economics, KU Scheol of Business
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Growth of Inflation-Adjusted Private-Sector GDP
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New Hampshirs
2.6% (27)
Montanz Vermonl
2.0% (20) N":;faﬂ";"a Minnesota 1.8% (47)
-7 2.9% (22)
3.8% (9) Massachusetis
Wisconsin 2,3% {36)
South Dakota 2.4% (34)
3.9% (8)
Rhoda Island
ik Pannsyivania 21% {43)
lowa rar | onneclicut
Nabraska - o 2.1% (40)
y 2.7% (25
2,9% (41) ) o orsay 27067}
} 1,8% (48)
California
2.9% (33) Delawara
N 3.2% (16)
Kenlucky:
21% (42} ’
; "o North Cerolina aryland
- Tanne::;)a 2,3% (14) o 2.8% (23)
Oklshoma 29% . )
New Mexica 2.7% (28) South Garalina
3.7% (1) 2.5% (30)
Alabama
25% (32)
Texas 0, Key 2,
3.8% (10) i 1 0 /D to 20 /I’J
L] 2.0% to 3.0%
Ll 3.0% to 4.0%
® 4.0% or More

-
Haveail

1.4% (50} i




Growth of Private-Sector Employment
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1990-2010 Avg. Annual Growth of Private-Sector Employment (and Rank)
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Growth of Business Establishments
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1990-2009 Average Annual Growth of Business Establishments
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Trends Business Entry and Exit Rates, KS vs. US
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There is a strong statistical corvelation between GDP growth and net business creation.
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GDP growth has a stronger correlation with future business entry than vice versa.
But there is a symbiosis—the rate of business entry has a meaningful corvelation with future GDP growth,
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Top State Income Tax Rates vs. Business Startup Rates {Avg. 1990-2009)
14%
Zero-rate states drive the results. Without them, the trend line has a slightly positive slope.
The statistical power of zero rates is consisient with other tax research refated to
- 12% 1A the pattern of foreign direct investment and corporate income tex rates.
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