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          Abstract  :   Since the early 2000s, the U.S. federal government has placed increasing focus on combating improper 
payments. Implementing policies to control improper payments is no easy task. Federal programs are often large, 
complex, riddled with moral hazard concerns, and jointly implemented. In 2011, the U.S. Department of Labor 
adopted a national strategy to combat improper payments in the Unemployment Insurance program. This article 
examines the effect that the Department of Labor ’ s strategic initiative had on lowering states’ improper payments. 
Findings show that two of its tools—mandatory cross matching of employment records between the National Directory 
of New Hires and State Directories of New Hires and a communication strategy known as messaging—played a 
statistically significant role in halting the rise of improperly paid unemployment insurance claims. These results suggest 
that information technology tools and increased communication among stakeholders can be effective in lowering 
improper payments and improving government performance.     

   Evidence for Practice 
•     Government payment programs like Unemployment Insurance make payment errors that cost taxpayers 

money. 
•   Reducing improper payments is an executive priority that receives continued federal funding. 
•   The U.S. Department of Labor has engaged in a focused effort to reduce improper payments. These efforts 

have focused on information technology tools for more easily and systematically gathering information and 
tools for lowering the costs of communication among relevant stakeholders. 

•   We find that in complex, jointly implemented programs, strategies that target root causes of improper 
payments using database cross matching and strategies that improve communication among relevant 
stakeholders can aid in lowering improper payments and increase program performance.   

      Robert A.     Greer        
   Justin B.     Bullock      
     Texas A&M University  

 Following the Great Recession, the national 
unemployment rate peaked at 10 percent 
in October 2009. With the increased 

demands on the U.S. Unemployment Insurance 
(UI) program caused by the recession, improperly 
paid unemployment insurance claims rose in 
both absolute dollar amounts and improper 
payment rates. On November 20, 2009, President 
Barack Obama issued Executive Order 13520, 
“Reducing Improper Payments.” This directive 
added requirements for federal agencies to develop 
coordinated efforts to eliminate payment errors, 
waste, fraud, and abuse within their programs. Then, 
in 2010, Congress passed the Improper Payments 
Elimination and Recovery Act (IPERA). IPERA set 
a 10 percent improper payment rate cap for federal 
programs. While the improper payment rate for UI 
fell from 2006 to 2009, it began to increase in 2010 
and remained over 10 percent, in violation of the 
IPERA standard for improper payments, across the 
entire period. 

 In response to these conditions, Jane Oates, 
assistant secretary of the Employment and Training 
Administration (ETA), issued Unemployment 
Insurance Program Letter No. 19-11 (UIPL No. 
19-11). This program letter laid out a strategy 
through which the ETA encouraged its partners 
in state workforce agencies to adopt its national 
strategic plan targeting improper payments, and, in 
particular, overpayments. In the years that followed, 
unemployment insurance state workforce agencies 
began implementing specific tools from the assistant 
secretary ’ s strategic plan. These tools included using 
national and state databases that allow for cross 
matching new hires, increasing direct communication 
between state agents and employers concerning reasons 
for job separation, and increasing the uniformity of 
the communication of programmatic information 
from state agents to both employers and claimants. 

 This article begins by tracing the federal government ’ s 
increased interest in lowering improper payments. 
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We then provide a brief description of our specific case, the UI 
program. Next, we examine the tools from UIPL No. 19-11 that 
the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) believed would help states 
lower their improper payment rates, and we provide theoretical 
justification for the potential effectiveness of these strategies 
within the context of the UI program. Finally, using administrative 
data from several sources, we assess the effectiveness of these 
strategies in reducing improper payments. Our motivating research 
question is whether these strategic approaches were helpful in 
reducing improper payments and improving program integrity, 
accountability, and efficiency in the context of this large, complex, 
and jointly implemented government program.  

  Increasing Focus on Improper Payments 
 At the early encouragement of the U.S. Government 
Accountability Office, federal administrative policy over the 
past 15 years has focused on reducing improper payments 
(Dodaro   2013  ). As part of President George W. Bush ’ s approach 
to improving government performance, the 107th Congress 
passed the Improper Payments Information Act of 2002 (IPIA).  1   
Building on that, President Obama issued Executive Order 13520, 
“Reducing Improper Payments,” in November 2009, highlighting 
the administration ’ s priority of reducing and 
eliminating improper payments. A year later, 
the 111th Congress passed the Improper 
Payments Elimination and Recovery Act of 
2010 (IPERA).  2   Finally, building on IPERA, 
the 112th Congress passed the Improper 
Payments Elimination and Recovery 
Improvement Act of 2012 (IPERIA).  3   

 IPERA requires programs to limit the share of 
improper payments to 10 percent. If a program 
is determined to be out of compliance, the 
agency head is required to submit a plan to 
Congress describing how the agency intends 
to bring down the program ’ s improper 
payment rate so that it is in compliance with IPERA. Further, if 
the same program is noncompliant for two consecutive fiscal years, 
then the director of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
may obligate additional money to the program for compliance 
efforts. Finally, if the program is found to be noncompliant for 
three consecutive years, the responsible agency head must submit a 
reauthorization proposal to Congress and propose statutory changes 
necessary to bring the program into compliance. 

 This standard is particularly relevant for the UI program, where the 
improper payment rate was above 10 percent from 2004 to 2012. 
Despite dropping to 9.3 percent in 2013, the improper payment 
rate was 11.65 percent in 2016 (see  https://paymentaccuracy.gov/
program/unemployment-insurance ). With the passage of IPERA, 
the UI system was immediately noncompliant, and the DOL was 
forced to take action.  

  The Case of Unemployment Insurance Policy 
 Unemployment insurance is the first line of defense for economic 
protection from the effects of unemployment (DOL 2014). It 
is a social insurance program that provides temporary financial 
assistance to individuals who, through no fault of their own, have 

lost their jobs and are actively seeking reemployment (Woodbury 
  2014  ). Another defining characteristic of the UI program is that it 
is a federal–state partnership; the program is based on federal law 
but administered by the states. Research suggests that when the 
Social Security Act was drafted, Congress was reluctant to create 
a large, complex national unemployment insurance program, and 
a compromise created UI through the Social Security Act of 1935 
(West and Hilderbrand   1997  ; Woodbury   2014  ). 

 One persistent issue with UI has been the amount of errant 
payments the program pays out each year. In 1979 and 1980, the 
National Commission on Unemployment Compensation examined 
UI benefits paid in six metropolitan areas. The study found improper 
payments to be even more frequent than had been expected. The 
detectable improper payment rates in the six areas ranged from 
2.3 percent to 25.5 percent, which was 4 to 40 times larger than 
what the states were detecting at that time (Kingston, Burgess, and 
St. Louis 1981). In response to these findings, the DOL began a 
15-year process of gradually creating a systematic sampling of UI 
claims that would allow for accurate estimations of UI payments that 
were improper. In 1995, the DOL settled on the Benefit Accuracy 
Measurement (BAM) program to track improper payments.  

   UIPL  No. 19-11 and the Department of 
Labor ’ s Strategies 
 As discussed earlier, the DOL issued 
UIPL No. 19-11 (2011) in an attempt to 
spearhead several strategies to decrease the 
improper payment rate and the total dollar 
amount of overpayments in the UI system. 
The DOL identified four root causes of 
improper payments: (1) payments made 
to individuals after they have returned to 
work; (2) payments paid improperly as result 
of untimely or incomplete job separation 
information; (3) payments paid improperly 
as a result of states’ inability to validate that 

the claimant had met the state ’ s work search requirements; and (4) 
payments paid improperly as the claimant had failed to register 
with the state ’ s employment services agency. UIPL No. 19-11 
focused on reducing improper payments resulting from root causes 
1, 2, and 4. 

 In UIPL No. 19-11, the DOL proposed two strategies and 
corresponding tools to help lower improper payment rates and 
provide supplementary funding to help implement the strategies. All 
states have the opportunity to apply for supplemental funding from 
the DOL for the purpose of implementing these strategies. The 
DOL is responsible for reviewing and approving state applications. 
The first strategy is mandatory cross matching between the National 
Directory of New Hires (NDNH) and the State Directories of 
New Hires (SDNH). This strategy is designed to combat the 
underreporting or nonreporting of earnings by claimants while they 
continue claiming UI benefits. Regular cross matching with the 
directories of new hires was designed to quickly identify claimants 
who have gone back to work, lowering the overall dollar amount of 
overpayments to ineligible claimants. This cross-matching strategy 
not only identifies recently hired claimants but also provides an 
avenue by which the claimant may be notified of any discrepancies. 

 Our motivating research ques-
tion is whether these strategic 

approaches were helpful in 
reducing improper payments 

and improving program integ-
rity, accountability, and effi  -
ciency in the context of this 
large, complex, and jointly 
implemented government 

program. 
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 The second strategy, adoption of the State Information Data 
Exchange System (SIDES), is designed to address another 
major cause of overpayments, work separation issues. SIDES 
is a technological solution enabling faster and more accurate 
communication between state agents and employers. This 
technology creates a direct link between UI agents and employers 
through an online portal and, in some cases for larger companies, 
direct computer-to-computer links. These lines of communication 
were designed to decrease both the misinformation and the lack 
of information about a claimant ’ s separation from work. In other 
words, direct communication between the employer and UI agents 
should allow for more accurate determinations of why the claimant 
is no longer working for the employer. 

 UIPL No. 19-11 set the stage for the DOL ’ s response to the 
UI program ’ s noncompliance with IPERA. In several program 
letters, the DOL explicitly stated its willingness to help states 
fund the implementation of UIPL No. 19-11 strategies. In 
subsequent program letters, the DOL also noted one additional 
strategy focused on communication across 
stakeholders that it encouraged the states 
to implement. The DOL described this 
as the “messaging” strategy in UIPL No. 
26-11 (2011). The DOL messaging strategy 
encourages states to implement a uniform 
communication strategy to improve (1) 
claimants’ awareness of their responsibility 
to report any work earnings; (2) claimants’ 
understanding of their respective state ’ s work 
search requirements; and (3) employers’ 
awareness of their responsibility to respond 
to requests by the state for information 
with regard to claimants’ earnings and cause 
of job separation. The DOL believed that 
increased information and awareness of 
the responsibilities of both employers and 
claimants would decrease the amount of 
improper payments.  

  Literature Review and Hypotheses 
 In this section, we review the limited research on addressing 
improper payments in the UI program. From here, we look beyond 
the UI program to examine what the literature suggests about the 
effectiveness of implementing these types of strategies in the context 
of a complex, jointly implemented federal program. 

  Improper Payments and the Unemployment Insurance 
Program 
 Kingston, Burgess, and St. Louis (  1986  ) found that overpayments in 
unemployment insurance were unexpectedly high—as we referenced 
earlier—and suggested that it might benefit the UI program to have 
regular monitoring systems of the accuracy of the insurance claims. 
The DOL responded with the creation of what would ultimately 
become the BAM program. Skrable (  1997  ) followed this scholarship 
by examining improper payments in the UI program using data 
from Benefit Quality Control program, a precursor to the BAM 
program that was implemented shortly after the completion of 
Kingston, Burgess, and St. Louis ’ s study. Skrable highlighted that 
as the efficacy of information technology continued to increase, 

computerized wage records could play an increasing role in 
accurately determining payment amounts. As noted in the program 
letters, this approach has been at the core of the DOL ’ s attempts to 
lower improper payments. 

 Given the previous evidence that the DOL may use information 
technology tools to effectively target root causes of improper payments 
within the UI program, it would be reasonable to hypothesize that 
these types of tools would work to lower improper payments. Thus, 
from this historical evidence, we hypothesize that expanding the use 
of the NDNH and SDNH for cross matching employment records 
(the NDNH/SDNH strategy) should be helpful in identifying and 
catching continuing eligibility violations and lowering the incidence 
of improper payments. Moreover, we hypothesize that the SIDES 
strategy, which more easily shares job separation information 
between unemployment insurance agents and employers, would also 
significantly lower improper payments. However, the implementation 
literature suggests that this will be no easy task.  

  Changes to a Complex, Jointly 
Implemented, Moral Hazard–Riddled 
Federal Program 
 In their seminal work on implementation, 
Pressman and Wildavsky note, “We would 
consider our effort a success if more 
people began with the understanding 
that implementation, under the best 
circumstances, is exceedingly difficult” 
(1984, xx–xxi). This quote sets the context 
for understanding how difficult it is for a 
program such as UI to implement effective 
policies to lower improper payments. 
Additionally, Wood (  1992  ) highlights the 
difficulty of understanding and examining 
federal implementation as part of a complex 
system. In laying out a detailed framework 
for analyzing the implementation of public 
policy, Sabatier and Mazmanian (  1980  ) 
highlight the myriad challenges to the 
successful implementation of a government 

program. Some of these challenges include the intractability of 
the problem, the ability of statute to structure implementation, 
and the nonstatutory variables affecting implementation. In the 
UI program, it is worth noting that the problem of improper 
payments has remained quite intractable. According to Sabatier and 
Mazmanian (  1980  ), the intractability of the problem with respect 
to implementation issues is rooted in four causes: (1) the availability 
of valid technical theory and technology; (2) the diversity of 
target group behavior; (3) the target group as a percentage of the 
population; and (4) the extent of behavioral change required. 

 We believe that Sabatier and Mazmanian ’ s framework is particularly 
relevant for analyzing this case and the potential effectiveness of 
the strategies that the DOL has encouraged for lowering improper 
payments. In our case, the DOL is attempting to use information 
technology tools to tackle improper payments with both the 
NDNH/SDNH strategy and the SIDES strategy. The NDNH/
SDNH cross-matching strategy is used to address the underreporting 
or nonreporting of earnings by claimants while they continue 

 Th e DOL messaging strategy 
encourages states to implement 
a uniform communication strat-

egy to improve (1) claimants’ 
awareness of their responsibility 

to report any work earnings; 
(2) claimants’ understanding 
of their respective state ’ s work 
search requirements; and (3) 
employers’ awareness of their 
responsibility to respond to 

requests by the state for infor-
mation with regard to claim-

ants’ earnings and cause of job 
separation. 
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claiming UI benefits. The SIDES database strategy is used to address 
work separation issues. Our previous section also suggests that if 
specific causes of improper payments are directly targeted, strategies 
should work to lower the overall incidence of improper payments. 

 While the DOL ’ s strategies regarding the first cause of the problem ’ s 
intractability may appear promising (availability of valid technical 
theory and technology), the context related to the three other causes 
is less promising. The diversity of the target group ’ s behavior and 
the target group as a percentage of the population (in this instance, 
those qualifying for unemployment insurance, business, and 
unemployment insurance agents) is quite high, which, according 
to Sabatier and Mazmainian, may present difficulties for the 
implementation processes. Furthermore, the extent of behavioral 
change of the target population is also high, given the long-standing 
moral hazard problem with respect to unemployment insurance. 
Entrenched moral hazard will create difficulties in changing behavior. 
In the UI program, there are many actors, such as unemployment 
insurance agents, claimants, employers, third-party individuals 
and entities, and reemployment services. These actors make many 
determinations—such as the reason for job separation, wages, 
other eligibility determinations, and monetary determinations—
that may lead to a moral hazard problem. In particular, claimants 
have information that the unemployment 
insurance agents and employers need, and 
individuals have incentives to be selective in 
the information they provide to the agents and 
employers. 

 The foregoing factors suggest that any 
attempts at addressing the problem of 
improper payments in the UI program 
may prove to be difficult, but these 
considerations may also provide a theoretical 
justification for which strategies may be 
effective at lowering improper payments. 
The three strategies that the DOL put 
forth to fight the intractability problem 
in improper payments are (1) cross matching of the National 
Directory of New Hires and State Directories of New Hires, (2) 
use of the State Information Data Exchange System, and (3) 
messaging. Each of these strategies takes a different approach to 
minimizing improper payments. 

 NDNH/SDNH takes a targeted, specific approach of using new 
hires databases to quickly identify instances of claimants who are 
either underreporting or nonreporting their wages. Claimants’ 
reporting status directly affects their ability to receive UI benefits. 
With the NDNH/SDNH tool, policy makers designed a strategy 
that utilizes available technology, targets the leading causes of 
improper payments, broadly targets all claimants who are receiving 
overpayments as a result of underreporting or nonreporting 
their wages, and does not require a behavioral change on the 
part of the claimants. One advantage of this approach is that the 
NDNH/SDNH tool allows policy makers to avoid dealing with the 
more systematic moral hazard problem found in the UI program. 
Given that the NDNH/SDNH strategy has these characteristics, we 
hypothesize that in our particular context, this strategy is the most 
likely to be effective for decreasing improper payments. 

 The second strategy, SIDES, also takes a targeted approach for a 
specific cause of improper payments, job separation. This strategy 
puts in place communication tools for employers and state agents 
to share information more easily and accurately with respect to job 
separation. As with NDNH/SDNH, this strategy uses technology 
and targets a major cause of improper payments. This strategy also 
promotes increased communication between the unemployment 
insurance agents and the employers to help correctly identify the 
cause of job separation. However, this tool does not as effectively 
address the moral hazard problem on behalf of the claimant, and 
it is more labor-intensive because unemployment insurance agents 
must devote significant time to corresponding and communicating 
with employers rather than simply cross matching databases. 
Thus, while we believe that this strategy has benefits, as suggested 
by Sabatier and Mazmainian ’ s framework, it does not as directly 
or precisely target improper payments as does NDNH/SDNH, 
and the labor-intensive elements make implementation more 
challenging. We hypothesize that SIDES may still significantly 
lower improper payments but to a lesser degree than the 
NDNH/SDNH strategy. 

 The third strategy, messaging, takes a different approach than the 
NDNH/SDNH and SIDES strategies. The messaging strategy takes 

a broader approach that is not directed at a 
specific root cause of improper payments. 
The strategy focuses on increasing the 
amount and quality of communication with 
claimants, employers, and unemployment 
insurance agents. Furthermore, this strategy 
is implemented under the assumption that 
increasing communication among the relevant 
stakeholders may diminish misinformation or 
lack of information among the stakeholders, 
leading to an overall decrease in improper 
payments. By casting a broader net, this 
strategy addresses improper payments 
that occur from misinformation, lack of 
information, or lack of communication. 

This strategy uses available technology, addresses diverse types of 
behaviors by the target group of claimants, and represents a large 
percentage of the overall claimants. Again, this strategy may have 
difficulties changing the behavior of claimants who are responding 
as a result of the moral hazard problem. However, the potential for a 
moral hazard problem also highlights the importance of streamlining 
communication between agents, employers, and claimants. This 
streamlining process should lower the cost of obtaining necessary 
information, and thus lower overall improper payments. 

 There is some additional empirical evidence that suggests that the 
messaging strategy could be effective. Burby and Paterson (2007) 
find that cooperative strategies may indeed influence the ability 
of regulators to achieve performance standards. While our context 
is a bit different, the messaging strategy may work to encourage 
cooperation among the relevant stakeholders through increased and 
uniform communication. Additionally, Lundin (  2007  ) finds that 
both mutual trust and goal congruence are necessary conditions 
for increasing interorganizational cooperation for joint actions. 
Thus, increased communication among the stakeholders may help 
lead to a higher level of mutual trust among the relevant actors and 

 Th e foregoing factors suggest 
that any attempts at address-
ing the problem of improper 
payments in the Unemploy-

ment Insurance program may 
prove to be diffi  cult, but these 

considerations may also provide 
a theoretical justifi cation for 

which strategies may be eff ective 
at lowering improper payments. 
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increased goal congruence. The messaging strategy may thereby 
work to lower improper payments. 

 In conjunction with examining strategies utilized by the DOL to 
decrease improper payments, we also examine a series of additional 
factors that may influence improper payments. These factors include 
the state ’ s population, unemployment rate, and administrative costs 
for the UI program, state political ideology, state benefit levels, and 
fixed state and year characteristics. We place particular importance 
on the years during the Great Recession because of the rising 
unemployment and overall economic turmoil.   

  Methods 
 Yearly improper payment data for the UI program are reported to 
the OMB, as required by the IPIA. Data include improper payment 
percentages and total dollar amounts, which we use in our analysis. 
These state-level data on improper payments are compiled by the 
DOL from the BAM program. As defined in IPERA and by the 
OMB, an improper payment is “any payment that should have not 
been made or that was made in an incorrect amount.”  4   Incorrect 
amounts are overpayments or underpayments that are made to 
eligible recipients and include “any payment that was made to an 
ineligible recipient for an ineligible good or service, or payments for 
goods or services not received.” Our analysis focuses on the years 
2004–13 so that we can capture several years before and after the UI 
program letters of interest. We also merge the IPIA data with other 
data to include state-level economic, political, and UI policy variables. 

 The two dependent variables are the improper payment rate and the 
dollar amount of overpayments per the number of unemployed. The 
improper payment rate is calculated by the BAM program.  5   It is the 
ratio of the absolute value of the total dollar amount of overpayments 
and underpayments to the total dollar amount of UI benefits paid. 
As shown in Appendix A in the supporting information online, the 
improper payment rate varies substantially over time and by state. 
Some states, such as Louisiana, have consistently high improper 
payment rates over 20 percent, while others, such as Vermont, are 
consistently low. States such as Indiana and Kansas have seen large 
year-to-year changes in improper payment rates. 

 The second dependent variable is the dollar amount of 
overpayments standardized by the number of unemployed citizens 
in each state. It is calculated as the ratio of overpayment dollars 
paid to claimants improperly in a single state to the number of 
unemployed citizens in that state. The improper payment rate is the 
main dependent variable of interest because it is the target measure 
used in federal statutes as well as the UIPL. The dollar amount 
of improper payments per number of unemployed is used as a 
dependent variable as well to help estimate policy implications for 
implementing the DOL strategies. 

 Figure   1   shows the average national improper payment rate between 
2004 and 2013. The average is calculated using the improper 
payment rates for all 50 states in each year. The lower and upper 
bounds indicate the states with the lowest and highest average 
improper payment rates. As shown, since 2004 (with the exception 
of 2013), the national improper payment rate has been above the 
10 percent limit established in IPERA. Starting in 2009, the average 
improper payment rate increased from around 11 percent to more 

than 13 percent in 2011. From 2011, the improper payment rate 
decreased to around 9 percent in 2013. 

      Figures   1   and   2   suggest that some policy changes in 2011—namely, the 
UIPL and subsequent strategies to reduce improper payments—may 
have worked to lower improper payment rates. The relatively consistent 
trend from 2004 to 2008 in figure   2   is similar to the improper payment 
rate in figure   1  . For both figures, there is a sharp increase from 2008 
to 2010. This increase is followed by an equally sharp decrease starting 
in 2011. Figures   1   and   2   also demonstrate the wide variation in state 
UI improper payments. From 2004 to 2013, the lowest state improper 
payment rate is 1.45 percent and the highest is 60.15 percent. 

      The main explanatory variables of interest are whether states have 
completed implementation of three DOL strategies: the NDNH/
SDNH cross-matching program, the SIDES database, and the 
messaging system. The DOL grades all states on their progress 
implementing these strategies to reduce improper payments. Once 
a state has received the supplemental funding, it is considered “on 
track,” and once the DOL has received confirmation that the strategy 
has been fully implemented, it is considered “complete.” Otherwise, it 
is listed as “not on track.” To assess the effectiveness of these strategies, 
a binary variable for states that have been identified as complete in 
each year is created for each of the three strategies. We focus on the 

 Figure 1                         UI Improper Payment Rates 2004–2013 

 Figure 2                         State UI Amount of Overpayment Per Capita 
2004–2013 
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complete category because “on track” only indicates whether a state 
has applied for and been granted the supplemental funding. Until the 
strategy is complete, it is difficult to assess the level of implementation. 

 The number of strategies that each state completed between 2011 and 
2013 is listed in Appendix B in the supporting information online. As 
shown, the only state not to adopt any of the strategies is Hawaii. All 
other states had adopted at least one strategy by 2013. Some states, 
such as South Carolina, Utah, and Wisconsin, were early adopters and 
completed all three strategies in 2011, the first year the supplemental 
funding was available. Other states, such as Indiana, Arkansas, and 
California, were slower to adopt and had completed only one of 
the three strategies by 2013. The majority of states fall somewhere 
in between, adopting one or two strategies each year. The average 
number of strategies adopted increases from 1 in 2011 to 2.5 in 2013. 
Of the three possible strategies, Messaging is the most commonly 
adopted. Overall, there is significant variation in the number and 
types of strategies adopted by the states over the three-year period. 

 To control for alternative factors that may influence improper 
payment rates and overpayments, we include a set of state-level 
economic, political, and UI policy variables.  6   The economic variables 
include gross state product per capita and the unemployment rate. 
The Bureau of Economic Analysis reports gross state product data. 
The Bureau of Labor Statistics reports state unemployment rates. 
The UI program is an automatic stabilization program designed to 
help the population most directly affected by recessions, namely, 
those who have lost jobs through no fault of their own. Therefore, we 
expect that as gross state product decreases and the unemployment 
rate increases, improper payment rates will increase as well. 

 To control for the political environment, we use several measures of 
ideology and legislative control. The political ideology variable is the 
NOMINATE measure of state government ideology (Berry et al. 
1998). Berry et al. (1998) construct dynamic measures of the ideology 
of a state ’ s citizens and political leaders using roll call voting scores of 
state congressional delegations, the party of the governor, and various 
assumptions regarding voters. The political ideology measure is 
constructed such that higher scores indicate more liberal ideology. In 
addition to the overall state ideology score, we include several measures 
of state partisan balance from Klarner (  2003  ). Partisan balance measures 
include the party control of the state senate, party control of the state 
house, the party of the governor, and a measure of divided government. 
The state senate and house control variables are constructed such that 
Democratic control of the house or senate equals 1, Republican control 
equals −1, and split control equals 0. The governor party variable is 
the same except that 0 indicates some party other than Democrat or 
Republican. The political ideology and partisan balance variables are 
included to control for the influence that politics may have on the 
implementation process. We have no a priori expectations for the 
direction of the influence that ideology may have on improper payments. 

 The third set of control variables account for differences in state UI 
policy. Each state has flexibility in setting the benefit amounts for 
the state. The variation in UI policy across states is captured in three 
state-level variables. These three variables are the weekly minimum 
benefit amount, the weekly maximum benefit amount, and the 
average weekly benefit amount. The weekly minimum and maximum 
benefit amounts are reported in the DOL Significant Provisions of 

State Unemployment Insurance Laws reports.  7   The average weekly 
benefit amount data are reported in the DOL ’ s  Unemployment 
Insurance Financial Data Handbook.  We also control for the state level 
unemployment administrative costs per capita. Administrative costs 
include federal obligations for administrative data under the Federal 
Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA). State and year fixed effects are also 
used to capture across state variation. Table   1   shows the descriptive 
statistics for all 50 states between 2004 and 2013. 

      As shown in table   1  , both dependent variables have significant 
variation. The mean improper payment rate is about 11.5 percent. 
The average amount overpaid per number of unemployed 
is $436.89. The level of variation within states over time is 
demonstrated using the within standard deviation. The within 
standard deviation for improper payment rates is about five, and 
the standard deviation for overpayments is about $272. There is 
considerable variation in both of these improper payment measures 
both across states and within each state over time.  

  Results 
 To assess the effectiveness of the DOL strategies to reduce improper 
payments, two specific models are estimated: one with the improper 
payment rate as the dependent variable and one with overpayments 
standardized by the number of unemployed. We assume that both 
dependent variables are function of strategy completion, state 
economic variables, state political variables, state UI policy variables, 
and state- and year-specific effects. 

 With state implementation of DOL strategies, it is possible that 
spatial cross dependence exists in addition to temporal dependence.  8   
To correct standard errors for this cross dependence, we use a 
method developed by Driscoll and Kraay (  1998  ), who proposed a 
nonparametric covariance matrix estimator that produces consistent 
standard errors that are robust to general forms of spatial and 
temporal dependence. These standard errors have been shown to be 
well calibrated when cross-sectional dependence is present (Hoechle 
  2007  ). We find that spatial dependence exists in our panel by using 

 Table 1       Descriptive Statistics for State Panel, 2004–13 

Mean SD Between SD Within SD    

Improper payment 
rate

11.50 7.30 5.38 4.98  

Overpayments 
per number of 
unemployed

436.89 271.64 195.27 190.63  

Gross state product 
per capita

0.03 0.04 0.04 0.00  

Population (millions) 5.98 6.69 6.74 0.28  
Unemployment rate 6.43 2.21 1.35 1.76  
Administrative cost 

per capita
47.14 202.27 203.21 18.64  

Weekly benefi t 
minimum

48.34 28.12 27.38 7.40  

Weekly benefi t 
maximum

408.98 121.46 116.60 37.37  

Average weekly 
benefi t amount

281.35 51.33 46.81 21.95  

State senate control −0.01 0.99 0.85 0.51  
State house control 0.03 0.99 0.81 0.58  
Divided government 0.47 0.50 0.31 0.39  
Governor party −0.07 1.00 0.70 0.71  
Political ideology 49.15 26.39 22.22 14.54

  Note: Data are in real 2013 dollars.  
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Pesaran ’ s (  2004  ) cross-sectional dependence test. Thus, Driscoll-
Kraay standard errors are the most appropriate. 

 The results for the two models are reported in table   2   (columns 
1 and 2). In column 1, the dependent variable is the improper 
payment rate, which is the metric of importance to the DOL and 
the OMB. In column 2, the dependent variable is the dollar amount 
of overpayments standardized by the number of unemployed. 
Overpayments are the target of the DOL strategies and have a direct 
impact on state UI budgets. The empirical results find support for 
the effectiveness of the NDNH/SDNH and messaging strategies 
but not the SIDES strategy. In both the improper payment and 
overpayment models, statistical significance is achieved above the 
 p  < .05 level for NDNH/SDNH and messaging strategy coefficients. 

      As shown in column 1, both the NDNH/SDNH and messaging 
strategies have negative and statistically significant coefficients. On 
average, states that have completed the NDNH/SDNH strategy 
have an improper payment rate that is 0.87 percentage point 
lower than states that do not ( p  < .05). Similarly, states that have 
completed the messaging system have improper payment rates on 
average that are 2.4 percentage points lower than states that do not 
( p  < .05). The SIDES database program does not have a statistically 
significant impact on the improper payment rate. 

 Table   2  , column 2 displays the results for the overpayments model. 
States that have the messaging strategy complete have, on average, $65 
less in overpayments per number of unemployed compared with states 
that have not completed the strategy. The coefficients for messaging 
and NDNH/SDNH remain significant at the  p  < .05 level. States that 
completed NDNH/SDNH have on average $52 less in overpayments 
per number of unemployed compared with states that have not 
completed the strategy. Both models include state and year fixed 
effects to control for state- and year-specific unobservable factors. 

 Overall, we observe statistical significance for multiple control 
variables. The population coefficient is negative and statistically 
significant across both models, indicating that larger states have 
lower improper payments. The gross state product per capita 
coefficient, on the other hand, is significant and positive in the 
second model but not in the first model. The weekly benefit 
minimum is also significant and negative in both models, suggesting 
that higher weekly benefit minimums may aid in lowering 
improper payments. The coefficients on the nonlinear term for the 
unemployment rate is significant in the improper payment rate 
model. Political ideology is also marginally statistically significant 
( p  < .10) in the improper payment rate model. 

 Additionally, the administrative cost per capita variable is positive 
and significant in both models, suggesting that increasing 
administrative costs per capita for running the state UI program are 
associated with more improper payments and overpayments. The 
average weekly benefit amount is also significant and positive in the 
overpayment model suggesting that as a state pays more in benefits 
to claimants, on average, the amount of overpayments increases.  

  Robustness Checks 
 One possible threat to the validity of results presented in table   2   is 
the presence of endogeneity. Specifically, if states that had higher 

improper payment rates before the introduction of the DOL 
strategies are more likely to adopt specific strategies, this would 
indicate selection issues in the treatment group that may bias the 
results. To address this concern, we use two robustness checks. First, 
we estimate a multivariate probit model to consider the effect of 
improper payment rates on strategy adoption. Second, we estimate a 
series of Heckman selection models to examine the likelihood-ratio 
test of independent equations for the three strategies. 

 For both robustness check models, we have to expand our initial 
goal of modeling state improper payment rates to model state 
adoption of the DOL strategies. To account for the determinants of 
state adoption, we include several additional variables. The first two 

 Table 2       State Panel of Improper Payments, 2004–13 

State and Year Fixed Effects

Improper 
Payment Rate

Dollar Amount of 
Overpayments Per 

Number of Unemployed

(1) (2)    

NDNH −0.873  **  −52.092  **    
(0.408) (21.910)  

SIDES −0.327 −13.934  
(0.582) (20.293)  

Messaging −2.425  **  −65.016  **    
(0.953) (24.560)  

Gross state product per capita 77.109 4,486.714  **    
(49.779) (1956.602)  

Population −2.051  ***  −43.572  **    
(0.598) (18.164)  

Unemployment rate −0.698 −7.727  
(0.643) (22.530)  

Unemployment rate squared 0.074  *  1.132  
(0.039) (1.432)  

Administrative cost per capita 5.951  **  342.559  ***    
(2.799) (119.604)  

Political ideology 0.029  *  −0.110  
(0.015) (0.698)  

Weekly benefi t minimum −0.154  ***  −5.391  ***    
(0.034) (1.818)  

Weekly benefi t maximum 0.001 −0.339  
(0.013) (0.475)  

Average weekly benefi t amount 0.006 3.073  ***    
(0.022) (0.924)  

State senate control −0.056 −4.536  
(0.509) (8.970)  

State house control −0.651 −17.976  
(0.528) (20.001)  

Divided government 0.112 6.024  
(0.533) (15.002)  

Governor party −0.788  *  −14.157  
(0.397) (12.893)  

Constant 178.599 178.599  
(438.749) (438.749)  

 N 488 488  
 R  2 0.127 0.13  
Rho  *  0.891 0.82  
Year dummies Yes Yes  
State dummies Yes Yes

  Notes: The sample consists of 488 observations covering the 50 states from 
2004 to 2013. Improper payment rates are unavailable for Colorado in 2008 
and Georgia in 2010. Driskoll-Kraay standard errors are used to control for state 
panel cross-sectional and temporal dependence. A modifi ed Hausmen test for 
fi xed effects is used to test for consistency. Coeffi cients for year dummies are 
not reported. Driskoll-Kraay standard errors in parentheses:    *  p  < .10;    **  p  < .05;  
  ***  p  < .01. Rho *  represents the fraction of variance attributable to the state 
fi xed effect.  
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measure state UI efficiency through claim processing time. The first 
variable, first payment promptness, measures the percentage of all 
first payments made within 21 days after the week ending date of 
the first compensable week in the benefit year. The second variable, 
nonmonetary determination time lapse, measures the percentage of 
nonmonetary separations made within 21 days of the issue detection 
date. This includes any nonmonetary issue that had the potential 
to affect the claimant ’ s benefit rights. Taken together, these two 
measures capture state UI administrative effort and efficiency. We 
also include several administrative cost variables to capture funding 
levels and fiscal capacity of the state agencies. These include the total 
administrative cost per capita, total FUTA tax receipts per capita, and 
state administrative costs per capita. These new variables in addition 
to state gross product, unemployment rate, and unemployment rate 
squared are used to model state strategy adoption. 

 In the first robustness check, we consider the possibility that states 
with higher improper payment rates may be more likely to adopt 
certain strategies, which would bias the results. To address this 
concern, we estimate a multivariate probit model. One challenge 
of estimating the choice to adopt one or more strategies is that the 
decisions are likely to be related. We assume that the decision for all 
three strategies is made contemporaneously which requires a jointly 
determined error term. The likelihood functions can be derived and 
maximized using simulation-based estimation methods.  9   

 The multivariate probit modeling approach accomplishes two 
objectives. First, we can test for reverse causality by including the 
improper payment rate as an explanatory variable in each of the three 
estimating equations while allowing for the error terms to be correlated. 
As shown in table   3  , the improper payment rate is not statistically 
significant in any of the three equations predicting strategy adoption.  10   

      In fact, other than a couple of administrative cost variables, there is 
little statistical significant for these covariates. The purpose of this 
study is not to study the determinants of state adoption, although 
that may be an interesting topic for future studies. Second, we 
can assess the covariation between each combination of strategy 
adoption. The rho values presented in table   4   can be interpreted as 
the covariation of the unmeasured characteristics in each model. 
Each combination of strategies is statistically significant and 
positive. This suggests that all three strategies can be viewed as 
complements rather than substitutes. 

      For our second robustness check, we consider a two-stage Heckman 
selection model in which the likelihood that a given state will 
adopt a strategy is estimated in the first stage and the second stage 
estimates the improper payment rate regression. We estimate three 
versions of the selection model, alternating which strategy is selected 
in the first stage. In the first stage, the outcome variable is the 
completion of one of the three strategies. The explanatory variables 
in the first stage are state gross domestic product, timeliness of 
claim processing, unemployment rates, and various measures of 
administrative costs. Rather than focusing on the coefficients from 
the Heckman models, the important finding here is that we fail 
to reject the null hypothesis on both the likelihood-ratio test of 
independent equations ( p  > .439,  p  > .802, and  p  > .531, respectively) 
as well as the Wald test of independent equations ( p  > .358,  p  > .815, 
and  p  > .4854, respectively) for all estimated selection models. These 

findings suggest that it is unlikely that there are selection issues 
between the treatment and control groups for the DOL strategies 
and that the Heckman models are not necessary. Taken together, 
these robustness checks give us reasonable evidence that there are 
not strong selection problems in state adoption or reverse causality 
between improper payment rates and state adoption.  

  Challenges of Utilizing Archival Data 
 There are several advantages of using archival data, including the relative 
simplicity with which improper payments are defined, the potential 
importance for public administration scholars, and the availability of 
large- N  public data sets. Despite these advantages, however, there are 
also clear limitations and challenges with archival data. 

 The first challenge of this data (which applies to both data sets 
utilized in the article) is that the audit data are collected by 
different auditors across and within program and over time. This 
limitation highlights potential concerns for measurement error in 
our improper payment variables. For example, auditors may differ 
in their level of vigor in the auditing process, and this level of vigor 
could be related to some additional variable. 

 The second challenge is missing data. While, this is not a particularly 
large issue for the OMB data or BAM data. The missing data could 
result in selection bias in statistical models. It may be the case that 

 Table 3       Multivariate Probit Regression Results for State Adoption of DOL 
Strategies 

Variables
NDNH 

Complete
SIDES 

Complete
Messaging 
Complete    

Improper payment rate −0.007 0.010 0.012  
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016)  

Gross state product per 
capita

−0.598 0.682 −1.514  
(2.626) (2.628) (3.205)  

Unemployment rate −0.253 0.055 0.006  
(0.340) (0.320) (0.427)  

Unemployment rate 
squared

0.017 0.003 −0.007  
(0.020) (0.020) (0.027)  

First payment promptness −0.017 0.006 −0.023  
(0.020) (0.018) (0.023)  

Nonmonetary 
determination time lapse

0.000 −0.007 0.006  
(0.007) (0.007) (0.008)  

Total administrative costs 
per capita

−86.633  **  −11.670 −78.768  
(41.826) (20.571) (52.480)  

Total FUTA tax receipts per 
capita

6,429.655  *  2,348.282 900.555  
(3,373.661) (3,149.996) (4,396.940)  

State administrative costs 
for UI per capita

100,225.416  **  12,143.985 100,111.112  
(49,619.345) (24,923.420) (65,080.018)  

Year 1.083  ***  1.061  ***  1.219  ***    
(0.119) (0.135) (0.142)  

Constant −2,175.652  ***  −2,134.765  ***  −2,450.031  ***    
(239.098) (272.760) (285.791)

   N  = 508; standard errors in parentheses. 
  ***  p  < .01;    **  p  < .05;    *  p  < .1.  

 Table 4       Rho Values for Between Agency Covariation 

NDNH-SIDES 1.057  ***  (0.233)    
NDNH-Messaging 0.373  **  (0.173)  
SIDES-Messaging 0.337  *  (0.172)

   N  = 508; standard errors in parentheses. 
  ***  p  < .01;    **  p  < .05;    *  p  < .1. 
 Note: Rho values are calculated from the multivariate probit presented in table   2  . 
They represent the covariation of unmeasured characteristics between pairs of 
agencies.  
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worse offenders simply do not report in some years. It could also be 
the case that some programs are lacking in capacity to perform the 
yearly audits, thus biasing the data against smaller programs. 

 The third challenge of using this archival data is the actual collection 
and maintenance of the data. For example, the UI policy data is 
drawn from multiple sources, one of which is only available either in 
paper form or portable document format; both of these formats are 
time intensive to translate into standard statistical software packages. 

 The fourth challenge is the merging of data from multiple sources. 
While having data from a variety of sources helps to combat the 
issue of common-source bias (Favero and Bullock   2015  ), merging 
data can present challenges of its own. For example, identification 
codes for states within the various sources of UI data vary across the 
sources. This requires careful attention to the process by which the 
data sets are merged. 

 In working with archival data, researchers should continue to be 
aware of these limitations and challenges. Archival data provide 
for unique opportunities to examine empirical questions in a wide 
array of contexts that would be unavailable 
using only survey data or case studies. Thus, 
even given these limitations and challenges, 
archival data should be utilized, albeit 
carefully, to examine additional questions of 
performance and financial accountability.  

  Discussion 
 Federal agencies responsible for making 
payments to citizens or businesses are paying 
close attention to the amount of improper 
payments, and specifically the amount of 
overpayments. Unemployment insurance has 
been identified by academic research and OMB 
reports as a federal program that is susceptible 
to high levels of improper payments. This problem was exacerbated 
by the Great Recession and the strain on state UI systems that resulted 
from increased unemployment rates and the resulting increase in 
benefit claims. UI is a unique program in that the DOL shares 
responsibilities for its administration with state workforce agencies. 
Faced with increasing improper payment rates, the DOL offered 
supplemental funding to state workforce agencies to implement a 
set of strategies designed to reduce improper payments. Finally, the 
UI program is a jointly implemented, complex program that deals 
with moral hazard problems. These characteristics make it difficult to 
implement positive change to the program with respect to decreasing 
improper payments. 

 In 2011, the DOL renewed its efforts to fight improper payments 
despite the difficulties associated with the task. The DOL issued 
program letters outlining a process by which states could apply 
for and receive funding to implement a set of improper payment 
reducing strategies. These strategies included a system of cross 
matching the National Directory of New Hires with the State 
Directories of New Hires, a State Information Data Exchange 
System, and a claimant/employer messaging system. We find 
evidence suggesting that improper payments, as measured by 
the improper payment rate and the amount of overpayments 

standardized by the number of unemployed citizens, are lowered 
by implementing two of these three strategies. Specifically, we find 
that the NDNH/SDNH and messaging strategies lowered improper 
payment rates and the amount of overpayments when we control 
for a number of variables, including state fixed effects and the Great 
Recession. We do not, however, find statistical support for the 
effectiveness of the SIDES program, although the coefficients are in 
the direction (negative) that we would expect.  

  Conclusion 
 In our literature review and theory sections, we note theoretical 
reasons why it is difficult to implement effective policies in a 
program such as UI as well as reasons why specific DOL strategies 
are likely to be most effective. In analyzing the context of UI, we 
utilized Sabatier and Mazmanian’s framework for the analysis of 
implementing policies that attempt to change the behavior of state 
officials, claimants, and employers. Using this framework, we suggest 
that it would be challenging for the DOL to implement strategies 
to lower improper payments given the relative intractability of the 
problem in the context of the UI program. However, we also made 
hypotheses about which of the strategies were most likely to be 

helpful in lowering improper payments. We 
hypothesized that the NDNH/SDNH would 
be more likely to be effective than the SIDES 
strategy because it attempts to directly target 
the leading cause of improper payments and 
does not require a direct voluntary change 
of behavior on behalf of the claimant, both 
factors that we suggest would make SIDES 
less effective. The results of our models 
provide evidence for this hypothesis. 

 Additionally, we find that the messaging 
strategy was effective for lowering improper 
payments in states where it was adopted. 
We hypothesized that this strategy could 

be effective in broadly increasing communication among the 
stakeholders, which could lead to lower improper payments. The 
theoretical framework suggests that this strategy fosters higher 
levels of mutual trust among the relevant actors and increased goal 
congruence. Our results find support for this hypothesis that not 
only may the targeted strategies be useful in lowering improper 
payments, but also broad attempts at facilitating communication 
and trust among the stakeholders can help in lowering improper 
payments and thus improving performance. 

 Reducing improper payments remains an executive priority. 
Continued federal funding for improper payment reduction 
strategies, DOL program letters, and extensive data collection 
and reporting by state and federal agencies demonstrates this 
commitment. Political support combined with administrative 
innovation is needed to improve financial management of improper 
payments within the UI program and other federal programs 
that make payments to citizens. However, the most important 
takeaway of our study is that even in a large, complex, and jointly 
implemented program that is riddled with moral hazard, carefully 
designed tools and strategies that either target root causes and 
undermine the extent of the moral hazard problem or broadly 
facilitate improved communication among the relevant stakeholders 

 Carefully designed tools and 
strategies that either target 
root causes and undermine 

the extent of the moral hazard 
problem or broadly facilitate 
improved communication 

among the relevant stakeholders 
can aid in lowering improper 
payments and increase a pro-
gram ’ s overall performance. 
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can aid in lowering improper payments and increase a program ’ s 
overall performance.  

  Notes 
   1 .  Public Law 107–300, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-107publ300/pdf/

PLAW-107publ300.pdf. 
   2 .  Public Law 111–204, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-111publ204/pdf/

PLAW-111publ204.pdf. 
   3 .  Public Law 112–248, https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-112publ248/pdf/

PLAW-112publ248.pdf. 
   4 .  See Appendix C to OMB Circular No. A-123, https://paymentaccuracy.gov/

pdf/m-15-02.pdf. 
   5 .  The improper payment rate is calculated by BAM following guidelines from the 

OMB. The raw data are available at http://www.dol.gov/dol/maps/Data.htm. 
   6 .  All data are in real 2013 dollars. 
   7 .  See http://workforcesecurity.doleta.gov/unemploy/statelaws.asp 
   8 .  To further test for stationarity, a Fisher-type (Choi   2001  ) test was conducted to 

confirm that not all panels contain a unit root in the dependent variable. This is 
done using a variation on a Phillips-Perron unit-root test on each panel. 

   9 .  The multivariate probit regression uses a simulation method to maximize the 
likelihood function (Cappellari and Jenkins   2003  ; Greene   2003  , 931–33). 
This technique evaluates a multivariate normal distribution using a smooth 
recursive conditioning simulator. This is done in Stata using the mvprobit 
program. See Cappellari and Jenkins (  2003  ) for more information. For 
examples of other applications, see Moon and Stotsky (  1993a  ,   1993b  ) and 
Greer (  2016  ). 

  10 .  An alternative specification using lagged improper payment rates yields similarly 
insignificant results.  

  References 
    Berry ,  William D.  ,   Richard C.   Fording  ,   Evan J.   Ringquist  ,   Russell L.   Hanson  , and 

  Carl E.   Klarner  .  2010 .  Measuring Citizen and Government Ideology in the U.S. 
States: A Re-Appraisal .  State Politics & Policy Quarterly   10 ( 2 ):  117 – 35 .  

    Burby ,  Raymond J.  , and   Robert G.   Paterson  .  1993 .  Improving Compliance with 
State Environmental Regulations .  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management  
 12 ( 4 ):  753 – 72 .  

    Cappellari ,  Lorenzo  , and   Stephen   Jenkins  .  2003 .  Multivariate Probit Regression 
Using Simulated Maximum Likelihood .  Stata Journal   3 ( 3 ):  278 – 94 .  

    Choi ,  In  .  2001 .  Unit Root Tests for Panel Data .  Journal of International Money and 
Finance   20 ( 2 ):  249 – 72 .  

    Dodaro ,  Gene L.    2013 .  Addressing the Long-Term Fiscal Challenge .  Public 
Administration Review   73 ( 6 ):  782 – 83 .  

    Driscoll ,  John C.  , and   Aart C.   Kraay  .  1998 .  Consistent Covariance Matrix 
Estimation with Spatially Dependent Panel Data .  Review of Economics and 
Statistics   80 ( 4 ):  549 – 60 .  

    Favero ,  Nathan  , and   Justin B.   Bullock  .  2015 .  How (Not) to Solve the Problem: An 
Evaluation of Scholarly Responses to Common Source Bias .  Journal of Public 
Administration Research and Theory   25 ( 1 ):  285 – 308 .  

    Greene ,  William H.    2003 .  Econometric Analysis ,  5th ed.   Upper Saddle River, NJ : 
 Prentice Hall .  

    Greer ,  Robert A.    2016 .  Local Government Risk Assessment: The Effect of 
Government Type on Credit Rating Decisions in Texas .  Public Budgeting & 
Finance   36 ( 2 ):  70 – 90 .  

    Hoechle ,  Daniel  .  2007 .  Robust Standard Errors for Panel Regressions with Cross-
Sectional Dependence .  Stata Journal   7 ( 3 ):  281 – 312 .  

    Kingston ,  Jerry L.  ,   Paul L.   Burgess  , and   Robert D.   St. Louis  .  1986 .  Unemployment 
Insurance Overpayments: Evidence and Implications .  Industrial and Labor 
Relations Review   39 ( 3 ):  323 – 36 .  

    Klarner ,  Carl  .  2003 .  The Measurement of the Partisan Balance of State Government . 
 State Politics & Policy Quarterly   3 ( 3 ):  309 – 19 .  

    Lundin ,  Martin  .  2007 .  Explaining Cooperation: How Resource Interdependence, 
Goal Congruence, and Trust Affect Joint Actions in Policy Implementation . 
 Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory   17 ( 4 ):  651 – 72 .  

    Moon ,  Choon-Geol  , and   Janet G.   Stotsky  .  1993a .  Municipal Bond Rating Analysis: 
Sample Selectivity and Simultaneous Equations Bias .  Regional Science and Urban 
Economics   23 ( 1 ):  29 – 50 .  

    _______  .  1993b .  Testing the Differences between the Determinants of Moody ’ s and 
Standard & Poor ’ s Ratings: An Application of Smooth Simulated Maximum 
Likelihood Estimation .  Journal of Applied Econometrics   8 ( 1 ):  51 – 69 .  

    Pesaran ,  Mohammad H  .  2004 . General Diagnostic Tests for Cross Section 
Dependence in Panels.  https://www.repository.cam.ac.uk/bitstream/
handle/1810/446/cwpe0435.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y  [accessed June 4, 
2017].  

    Pressman ,  Jeffrey L.  , and   Aaron   Wildavsky  .  1984 .  Implementation: How Great 
Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in Oakland ,  3rd ed.   Berkeley :  University 
of California Press .  

    Sabatier ,  Paul  , and   Daniel   Mazmanian  .  1980 .  The Implementation of Public Policy: 
A Framework of Analysis .  Policy Studies Journal   8 ( 4 ):  538 – 60 .  

    Skrable ,  Burman  .  1997 .  Fraud, Abuse, and Errors in the Unemployment Insurance 
System: Extent, Measurement, and Correction . In  Unemployment Insurance 
in the United States: Analysis of Policy Issues , edited by   Christopher J.   O ’ Leary  , 
and   Stephen A.   Wandner  ,  423 – 56 .  Kalamazoo, MI :  W. E. Upjohn Institute for 
Employment Research .  

    U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration .  2011a . 
Unemployment Insurance Program Letter No. 19–11. June 10.  https://wdr.
doleta.gov/directives/attach/UIPL/UIPL19-11.pdf  [accessed June 4, 2017].  

    _______ .  2011b . Unemployment Insurance Program Letter No. 26–11. July 18. 
 https://wdr.doleta.gov/directives/attach/UIPL26_11.pdf  [accessed June 4, 2017].  

   U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Unemployment Insurance, Division of 
Legislation .  2014 . Unemployment Compensation: Federal-State Partnership. 
 http://workforcesecurity.doleta.gov/unemploy/pdf/partnership.pdf  [accessed 
June 4, 2017].  

    U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) .  2014 . Memorandum for the Heads 
of Executive Departments and Agencies, Re: Appendix C to Circular No. A-123. 
October 20.  https://paymentaccuracy.gov/pdf/m-15-02.pdf  [accessed June 12, 2017].  

    _______ .  2016 . Budget of the United States Government: Fiscal Year 2017.  https://www.
govinfo.gov/features/featured-content/Budget-FY2017  [accessed June 4, 2017].  

    West ,  Thomas  , and   Gerard   Hilderbrand  .  1997 .  Federal-State Relations . In 
 Unemployment Insurance in the United States: Analysis of Policy Issues , edited by 
  Christopher J.   O ’ Leary  , and   Stephen A.   Wandner  ,  545 – 98 .  Kalamazoo, MI : 
 W. E. Upjohn Institute .  

    Wood ,  Dan B.    1992 .  Modeling Federal Implementation as a System: The Clean Air 
Case .  American Journal of Political Science   36 ( 1 ):  40 – 67 .  

     Woodbury ,  Stephen A  .  2014 . Unemployment Insurance. Working Paper 14–208, 
W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research.  http://research.upjohn.org/
up_workingpapers/208/  [accessed June 4, 2017].            

Supporting Information
Supplementary appendices may be found in the online version of this article at http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/puar.12809/full.


