


The Crisis in American Manufacturing 
 

The crisis in American manufacturing continues.  Despite recovery in some sectors of the 
economy, manufacturing employment remains at its lowest level since 1950.  American 
manufacturing suffered 42 consecutive months of job losses between August 2000 and 
January 2004—and nearly 2.7 million manufacturing jobs have been shed since January 
2001.  The manufacturing crisis has hurt regional, state, and local economies across the 
nation.   
 
At the same time, the U.S. trade deficit in goods grew to a record-breaking $532 billion 
in 2003, an unprecedented 5 percent of U.S. Gross Domestic Product (see Figure 1).  The 
goods deficit with China, hit $124 billion in 2003, up 20 percent over the previous year, 
also a record (see Figure 2).  The growth in the trade deficit represents jobs and job 
opportunities lost because of shrinking export markets, as well as jobs displaced due to 
import competition or production shifts offshore.  
 

Figure 1
U.S. Merchandise Trade Deficit, 1979-2003 (Census Basis)
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Some economists have attempted to blame the job decline on productivity growth and the 
normal business cycle.  They discount or ignore growing evidence that the real roots of 
the problem lie in the massive, steady exporting of U.S. manufacturing jobs to low-cost 
offshore labor markets, and the “low road” business practices that drive this movement.   
 
In an attempt to shed light on how America’s manufacturing decline is linked to this 
movement, the AFL-CIO Industrial Union Council (IUC) has initiated an on-going, 
intensive research effort, the Job Export Database Project (JEDP).  JEDP is a crucial tool 
in helping identify the causes of manufacturing job loss, especially jobs lost to imports 
and offshore production.  
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Figure 2

U.S. Annual Trade With China
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The Manufacturing Crisis in Ohio  
 
America’s manufacturing crisis has hit the state of Ohio especially hard.  Ohio’s 
economy was rocked by the 2001 recession, and it still is far from making a recovery.  
Between January 2001 and July 2004, Ohio ranked third (behind California and New 
York) in the nation in total private sector jobs lost, shedding 246,500 such jobs, a drop of 
5.1 percent in this period.   
 
Ohio’s manufacturing sector, in particular, suffered significant losses.  Manufacturing is a 
critical sector in Ohio’s economy.  In 2000, manufacturing accounted for 25.8 percent of 
Ohio’s Gross State Product (GSP). Currently, manufacturing employment accounts for 
one of every five private-sector jobs in the state.  Ohio is among the top ten states with 
respect to manufacturing’s share of private-sector jobs.   
 
Between January 2001 and June 2004, however, Ohio lost nearly one of every six of its 
manufacturing jobs.  It ranked second (behind California) in the nation in total 
manufacturing employment losses, dropping from 992,200 to 822,200 manufacturing 
jobs (data not seasonally adjusted) in this period, a loss of 170,000 jobs or 17.1 percent.  
The precipitous drop in Ohio’s manufacturing workforce levels since January 2001 is 
illustrated in Figure 3.   
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Figure 3:  
Manufacturing Employment in Ohio, January 1999-June 2004
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Industry Sectors.  All but one major manufacturing industry in the state 

experienced job loss (see Table 1).  Most of the decline occurred in durable goods 
manufacturing, which accounts for about 70 percent of all manufacturing jobs in Ohio.  
Nearly one in five durable manufacturing jobs has been lost since January 2001 – 
134,600 jobs -- while non-durable goods manufacturing shed 35,400 jobs, or about one in 
eight jobs.  The largest losers include computer and electronic products, which lost over 
one third of its workforce, primary metals, which shed nearly one in four jobs, and 
machinery, which lost one in five jobs.  The transportation equipment and the electrical 
equipment, appliances and components sectors each lost 18 percent of their workforces.  
The transportation equipment industry (primarily motor vehicles and related products) 
ranked first in terms of total number of jobs lost (32,000). 
 

Metropolitan Areas.  All major metropolitan areas in Ohio saw significant cuts in 
their manufacturing workforces (Table 2).  The shares of manufacturing losses in all but 
one of the twelve largest metro areas were in double digits.  Cleveland, Dayton-
Springfield and Cincinnati led in total numbers of manufacturing jobs lost—Cleveland 
lost over 40,000 between January 2001 and July 2004—while Canton, Cleveland and 
Dayton-Springfield had the largest percentage declines, each losing 20 percent or more of 
their manufacturing jobs. 
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Table 1 
Manufacturing Employment in Ohio, By Industry Sector 

January 2001 to July 2004 
 

Industry Sector Employment, 
January 2001

Employment 
Change 

% Employment 
Change 

Manufacturing 992,200 -170,000 -17.1%
 Durable Goods 697,900 -134,600 -19.3%
    Transportation Equipment  176,800 -32,000 -18.1%
    Fabricated Metal Products 135,900 -22,100 -16.3%
    Machinery Manufacturing 108,200 -21,800 -20.1%
    Primary Metals 74,200 -17,800 -24.0%
    Electrical Equipment, Appliances, 

and Components 42,300 -7,700 -18.2%

    Nonmetallic Mineral Products  40,900 -6,500 -15.9%
    Computer and Electronic Products 40,300 -14,200 -35.2%
    Furniture and Related Products 26,100 -4,400 -16.9%
 Non-Durable Goods 294,300 -35,400 -12.0%
    Plastics and Rubber Products  88,100 -15,200 -17.3%
    Food Manufacturing 57,900 -2,800 -4.8%
    Chemicals  52,600 -3,600 -6.8%
    Printing and Related Support 

Activities 39,800 -6,200 -15.6%

    Paper Manufacturing 31,500 -4,400 -14.0%
    Beverage and Tobacco Products  6,600 500 7.6%

 
 

Table 2 
Manufacturing Employment in Ohio, Major Metropolitan Areas 

January 2001 to July 2004 
 

Metropolitan Area Employment, 
January 2001

Employment 
Change 

% Employment 
Change 

Cleveland 200,600 -40,100 -20.0% 
Cincinnati 120,300 -15,800 -13.1% 
Columbus 86,700 -14,600 -16.8% 
Dayton-Springfield 86,000 -19,200 -22.3% 
Akron 59,600 -10,000 -16.8% 
Toledo 58,200 -9,700 -16.7% 
Youngstown-Warren 49,100 -9,000 -18.3% 
Canton 42,800 -11,400 -26.6% 
Mansfield 22,800 -4,300 -18.9% 
Hamilton-Middletown 21,400 -2,300 -10.7% 
Lima 19,800 -1,600 -8.1% 
Steubenville-Weirton 11,400 -2,100 -18.4% 
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Measuring Job Exports in Ohio 
Thousands of companies lay off hundreds of thousands of American workers every year, 
but no government agency or private organization currently collects comprehensive data 
on the cause of these layoffs. The AFL-CIO/IUC’s Job Export Database Project is a first 
step towards gathering some of the key information needed to compile such a list.  In 
order to assess the extent that job losses are tied to trade and offshore production shifts, 
the JEDP has been conducting a detailed study of worker lay-offs reported by states in 
response to requirements of the Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act 
(WARN), and identified in Trade Adjustment Act (TAA) petitions and other data 
sources.  This project is the first comprehensive effort to systematically examine the 
causes of large-scale layoffs on a state-by-state basis.  As such, it provides a useful tool 
for shedding light on how global forces are hurting state economies, especially those of 
manufacturing-dependent states such as Ohio. 
 
Nevertheless, as described more fully in the methodology section, this study only 
includes layoff events for which WARN notifications were filed by the companies 
involved. In Ohio, these are limited to layoffs of more than 50 people at companies with 
more than 100 employees.  Therefore, both total layoffs and trade-related layoffs covered 
by the JEDP are only a subset of  actual layoffs  in a given state. Thus, at this time, the 
JEDP database does not include a large number of small manufacturing firms that do not 
meet the WARN threshold.  
 
Examples include Gerity-Schulze of Toledo, Ohio, a small parts manufacturer for the 
auto industry, which announced in August that it will close its doors by November 1st and 
lay off its remaining 34 employees, because the firm’s largest customer moved its 
business to China (fn).  Another firm, Xcel Mold and Machine, Inc., a maker of molds for 
plastic making parts machines, reportedly has recently laid off ten experienced workers 
from its North Canton production shop, as its customers are buying more molds in China 
(fn).    Because these firms are too small to require WARN notification, they do not 
appear in the JEDP database.   
  
As these anecdotes reflect, the measure of trade-related layoffs reported in the JEDP 
study is not comprehensive.  Thus, the JEDP findings should be viewed as providing only 
a subset of manufacturing layoffs—including those that are trade-related—in the state.   
 
Ohio Job Exports: Preliminary Findings 
For the state of Ohio, in the three-and-a-half year period between January 2001 and May 
2004, the JEDP has identified 182 WARN-associated lay-off events, involving 174 
manufacturing companies1 located throughout the state.  Of the manufacturing-related 
layoff events, a total of 63 can be attributed to either the effects of import competition or 
U.S. companies shifting operations to offshore locations.  For 28, or 15 percent, of 

                                                 
1  A lay-off event refers to a layoff occurrence at a specific location for which a WARN notice was 

submitted by the company making the layoff.  The number of companies is equal or smaller than the 
number of events because a single company at a given location may have more than one layoff at 
different times for which they filed a WARN notice.     
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manufacturing layoff events, involving 26 firms, import competition was identified as a 
primary cause, while, for 35, or 19 percent of the manufacturing events, involving 35 
companies, “offshoring” or the shift of U.S. production activity to offshore locations was 
a primary causal factor (see Table 3).   
 
 

Table 3 
Aggregate Data for Manufacturing Sector Layoff Events 

January 2001 to May 2004 
 

Cause of Layoff Events 

Data Item Totals 
 

Total Trade-
Related 

 

Import 
Competition

Production 
Shifts 

 
Manufacturing 
Layoff Events 

 

182 63 28 35 

 
No. of Companies  
with Manufacturing 

Layoff Events 
 

174 61 26 35 

 
All Layoffs 

 
38,830 20,124 11,345 8,779 

 
 
 
This equates to a total of 38,830 job layoffs in Ohio’s manufacturing sector, more than 
half of which—20,124 job layoffs, or 52 percent of the total—were trade-related. The 
trade-related layoffs include  11,345 (29.2 percent)  resulting from imports and 8,779 
(22.6 percent) due to offshoring.   
 
The JEDP sample represents only one-quarter of the total number of manufacturing 
layoffs in the state between January 2001 and May 2004, as reported by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics.  The BLS reported an estimated net job loss of 170,000 manufacturing 
jobs in Ohio over this period.   
 

Industry Sectors. These layoffs were spread across almost all major 
manufacturing industry sectors in Ohio.  Table 4 summarizes the number of layoffs from 
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WARN-reported events in the top ten manufacturing sectors ranked according to total 
trade-related layoffs.2   
 
These ten sectors account for over 80 percent of all manufacturing job layoffs identified 
in the study, and 95 percent of all manufacturing-related layoffs that have been identified 
as being trade-related.   
 
Similarly, Table 5 shows the numbers of companies associated with these layoffs within 
each major industry sector, ranked by numbers of companies with trade-related layoffs.  
As above, this group accounts for nearly 80 percent of all manufacturing companies 
examined in the study and nearly 90 percent of firms with trade-related layoffs. 
 
The top ten manufacturing firms in the JEDP study with the largest number of reported 
layoffs and the largest number of trade-related layoffs shown in Table 4 overlap 
significantly with the top manufacturing sectors in terms of employment losses in Ohio 
shown in Table 2 — transportation equipment, fabricated metal products, machinery 
manufacturing, primary metals, computer and electronic products, and plastics and rubber 
products.3  The list of sectors in the JEDP study with the largest trade-related layoffs are 
also consistent the list of industry sectors recently identified by the U.S. International 
Trade Commission (ITC) as having large and worsening U.S. trade deficits—especially 
with China.4   

 
The importance of trade-related impacts, and the distribution of trade-related layoffs, and 
the numbers of manufacturers associated with these layoffs, varies across industry 
sectors, reflecting the differences in their structures and their positions in world markets.  
For example, nearly 80 percent of the 9,441 layoffs in Ohio’s primary metals industry 
(steel, aluminum) since January 2001 were reported in the JEDP study as trade-related.  
Of these, 98 percent were a result of import competition.  Average trade-related layoffs 
for primary metal industry firms were substantially higher (933 layoffs) than the average 
across all sectors (250 layoffs) and for all other manufacturing sectors.  The average 
primary metals industry layoff caused by import competition was over 1,000.  The firms 
with the largest layoffs as a result of import competition (see Table A1) include LTV 
Holdings, which cut 3,700 workers in its Cleveland plant; WCI Steel, in Warren,  which 
laid off 1705 workers; and CSC Ltd, also in Warren, which shed 1,200 employees.  These 

                                                 
2  Because the WARN notices use the Standard Industry Classification (SIC) system to categorize the 

industry sectors the notifying firms belong to, all the industry sector data in the JEDP study are also 
reported according to the SIC categories.  The BLS employment data discussed earlier, however, is based 
on the newer North American Industrial Classification System (NAICS).    

3  The SIC-based categories used in the JEDP WARN-based study, do not track one-to-one with the 
NAICS-based categories employed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which was the source of the data in 
Table 2.  Nevertheless, the same industry segments in one set also are in the other, even though they may 
be grouped differently within the major sectors of each system. 

4  “ITC Finds U.S. Manufacturing Is Quickly Losing Ground to Chinese Producers,” Manufacturing News, 
13 August, 2004.  These sectors include electronic products, computers, peripherals and parts, steel mill 
products, motor vehicles and parts, minerals and metals, telecommunications and cell phone equipment, 
televisions and video monitors, apparel and medical goods among others. 
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numbers reflect, on one hand, the relatively larger size of firms in this sector. They also 
may be explained in part by the impacts of the global overcapacity of steel and the 
dumping of cheap steel imports into the United States. 

 
Table 4 

Lay-Offs in Ohio by Manufacturing Industry Sector,  
January 2001-May 2004 

 
Number of Layoffs by Layoff Cause 

Industry Sector 
 

Total 
Layoffs 

 

Total Trade 
Related 

Import 
Competition 

Production 
Shifts 

Primary Metal Industries 9441 7461 7292 169 

Electronic & Other Electrical 
Equipment & Components 5055 3586 1203 2383 

Transportation Equipment 6294 2637 375 2262 

Stone, Clay, Glass, & Concrete 
Products 1822 1408 925 483 

Industrial & Commercial Machinery 
& Computer Equipment 3182 1263 185 1078 

Fabricated Metal Products 3317 1116 321 795 

Apparel & Related Products 837 698 308 390 

Measuring, Analyzing, & Controlling 
Instruments and Others* 699 533 226 307 

Paper & Allied Products 1715 443 223 220 

Rubber & Miscellaneous Plastics 
Products 1686 360 193 167 

* Other industries include photographic, medical and optical goods, and watches and clocks. 
 
In contrast, in the electronic & other electric equipment and components sector, which 
accounts for the third largest number of total layoffs (5,055) and second largest number 
of trade-related layoffs in Ohio (3,586), according to the JEDP analysis, there were more 
layoffs resulting from production shifts and other causes than from import competition.  
Trade-related layoffs in this sector accounted for a little over 70 percent of all layoffs, of 
which production shift-related layoffs accounted for two-thirds and import competition 
for one-third.  Firms in this sector are somewhat smaller than in primary steel.  This is 
reflected in the larger numbers of firms with smaller average layoffs from any cause 
(230) in this sector, though the average layoff from trade-related causes was somewhat 
higher (326).   
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Table 5 

Numbers of Manufacturing Companies With Layoff Events in 
Ohio, by Layoff Causes and Industry Sector,  

January 2001–May 2004 
 

Numbers of Companies by Layoff Cause 

Industry Sector 

Total 
Layoffs All 

Companies
Total Trade-

Related 
Import 

Competition 
Production 

Shifts 

Electronic & Other Electrical 
Equipment & Components 5,055 22 11 3 8 

Industrial & Commercial 
Machinery & Computer 
Equipment 

3,182 20 9 2 7 

Primary Metal Industries 9,441 22 8 7 1 

Fabricated Metal Products 3,317 20 6 3 3 

Stone, Clay, Glass, & 
Concrete Products 1,822 11 5 3 2 

Transportation Equipment 6,294 16 4 1 3 

Rubber & Miscellaneous 
Plastics Products 1,686 15 4 3 1 

Apparel & Related Products  837 4 3 1 2 

Measuring, Analyzing, & 
Controlling Instruments & 
Others 

699 5 3 1 2 

Paper & Allied Products 1,715 9 2 1 1 

* Other industries include photographic, medical and optical goods, and watches and clocks. 
 
  
Of the 8 firms in this sector, the companies that had the largest offshore-related layoffs 
include LG Phillips Displays in Ottawa, which cut a total of 1,177 jobs; Lucent 
Technologies in Columbus, with 400 layoffs; and the Siemens Corporation plant in Ft. 
Shawnee, which laid off 258 employees (see Table A2).  These figures are also consistent 
with global market trends in this sector, as foreign outsourcing and contract 
manufacturing are taking on a growing share of production once carried out domestically.  
Large transnational firms such as Siemens and Lucent are known to have invested 
heavily in subsidiary operations in China, and elsewhere around the globe. 
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The transportation equipment sector—in Ohio, primarily motor vehicles and parts—was 
the second largest sector in terms of total layoffs (over 6,000), and the third largest in 
terms of trade-related layoffs (over 2,600).  The average layoff for the 16 firms in this 
sector was 393, though the average trade-related layoff, accounted for by just 4 firms, 
was considerably larger (693).  Although trade-related layoffs account for only 40 
percent of total layoffs in this sector, production shifts account for 86 percent of the 
trade-related layoffs in this sector.  Navistar’s International Truck and Engine Corp. in 
Springfield, OH had the largest offshore-related layoff (2,011) of all companies in this 
group (Table A2).   
 
Only one-third of reported layoffs in the fabricated metal products sector, were trade-
related, of which 70 percent were caused by production shifts and 30 percent by imports. 
Layoffs in this sector are represented by firms such as Alcoa in Newburgh Heights, 
which cut 132 jobs in response to import competition; Leggett & Platt Inc. in Wooster, 
with 529 job cuts; and Tinnerman Palnut Engineered Products in Massillon, with 160 
layoffs, related to foreign production shifts.  
 
Among the smaller sectors, trade-related layoffs in the stone, clay & glass, and concrete 
products sector leaned more heavily to import competition-related, measuring equipment 
and others leaned more towards offshore-related, and apparel and related products was 
evenly divided between the two causes.  
 
Summary 
 
The AFL-CIO/IUC Job Export Database Project, has identified a total of 38,830 WARN-
associated layoffs in Ohio’s manufacturing sector by 174 firms between January 2001 
and May 2004. More than half of these, 20,124, were trade-related layoffs involving 63 
firms.  About 57 percent of these trade-related layoffs were determined to have import 
competition as their primary cause, while 43 percent were linked to production shifts 
offshore.  The pattern of these layoffs varies across industry sectors, with some, such as 
primary metals, characterized by large trade-related layoff events comprising the lion’s 
share of the sector’s total layoffs,  while others, such as transportation equipment, had 
only 40 percent of its layoffs related to trade. Of these, nearly 90 percent were tied to 
production shifts. 
 
In any event, these layoffs represent only about a quarter of the total net manufacturing 
job loss that the state has experienced since January 2001.  The 20,000 jobs we identified 
as lost to import competition or production shifts are only a subset of the total jobs lost to 
trade impacts, as we know from other data sources and extensive anecdotal evidence, that 
many small businesses and small-scale layoffs are also trade-related. These findings 
provide strong empirical evidence which runs counter to the claims of many economists 
that job exports due to imports and offshoring are not a significant cause of the dramatic 
drop in manufacturing employment in Ohio and across the United States over the past 
half decade.   
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Research Methodology Note 
 
The IUC’s Job Export Database was constructed using the Worker Adjustment and Retraining 
Notification (WARN) notices filed in every state on an ongoing basis, which provide extensive, 
but not exhaustive, listings of layoff events.  The WARN Act (29 USC o2101 et seq.; 20 CFR 
639) requires employers of 100 or more employees to provide notification 60 calendar days in 
advance of plant closings and mass layoffs.  A covered plant closing occurs when a facility or 
operating unit is shut down for more than 6 months, or when 50 or more employees lose their 
jobs during any 30-day period at the single site of employment.  A covered mass layoff occurs 
when a layoff of 6 months or longer affects 500 or more workers, or 33 percent or more of the 
employer’s workforce when the layoffs affect between 50 and 499 workers. The number of 
affected workers reported in these notices, and compiled in the JEDP database, is the total 
number laid off during a 30-day, or in some cases a 90-day period.  Because of these criteria, the 
JEDP database. 
 
Therefore, although the JEDP database may be the most comprehensive of its kind, to-date, 
because of the limitations of the WARN criteria, it could not capture every relevant layoff that 
has occurred (i.e., caused by trade or a production shift), especially those involving small firms 
with less than 100 employees, or those events with fewer than 50 affected workers.  That is, it 
does not include a very large number of smaller firms which have suffered loss of business and 
jobs over the past four year, or larger firms which made smaller layoffs that enabled them to 
avoid making WARN notifications.  Thus, since small manufacturers account for a sizable share 
of the overall manufacturing workforce, the database will tend to understate the number of layoffs 
in the state for the period covered.   
 
Although WARN notices provide some of the most reliable data in locating layoff events, their 
quality and breadth varies by state, and no state lists the causes of the layoffs.  For greater 
information and causal details the JEDP compiled records from the U.S.-China Security Review 
Commission (USCC)5, Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) petitions (both certified and 
denied)6, foreign investment information7, and the AFL-CIO’s internal September 11th 
database8—and indexed the sources by Dunn and Bradstreet (D&B) company numbers.  With the 
aid of the D&B numbers, JEDP researchers matched the WARN layoff events with records in the 
other compiled data sources.  If analysis of these linked data records failed to ascertain the cause 
of a layoff event, a news-based (Lexis-Nexis and/or web-based) search was employed to shed 
further light on the reasons for the event’s occurrence.   
 
At the same time, some degree of uncertainty about their causes remains for a number of layoff 
events included in the database due to inherent uncertainties in the references employed.  To the 

                                                 
5  This data was provided by Dr. Kate Bronfenbrenner, School of Industrial Labor Relations, Cornell 

University, which was compiled for a study conducted by Dr. Bronfenbrenner et al for the U.S.-China 
Security Review Commmission/U.S. Trade Deficit Review Commission: “Impact of U.S.-China Trade 
Relations on Workers, Wages, and Employment, Pilot Study Report,” June 30, 2001.   

6  These are both approved and denied applications for Trade Adjustment Assistance.  TAA application 
data is submitted to the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL).  DOL’s TAA information is available online, 
but excludes the number of affected workers.  This data, including the numbers of employees affected, 
was obtained from the DOL by Public Citizen and by the Food & Allied Service Trades Department, 
AFL-CIO through FOIA requests, and subsequently made available to the JEDP.   

7   Foreign investment records are primarily investment data from the China Business Review, hence we 
only can identify company investments in China at this time.    

8  This is a list of all layoff events that took place in the year following the September 11th attacks. 
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extent made possible by the varied sources of information employed, JEDP researchers made a 
determination of the causes of the layoffs, and indicated their degree of confidence in their 
assessments of whether an event was primarily trade-related, whether tied to import competition 
or production shifts offshore, or other non-trade related factors.    
 
In addition, there are other data problems with a small subset of WARN-reported layoff events, 
preventing their inclusion in the database. In Ohio, data problems prevented inclusion of 80 
records of WARN-identified layoff events.  Moreover, because many small layoff events receive 
only limited media coverage, there often is a simply a lack of information, especially about the 
larger circumstances surrounding firms’ layoff decisions, to enable reliable determinations of 
their cause.  Work continues on addressing these problems, and new events will be added to the 
database as they are resolved. 
 
Given the caveats and limitations of the data sources, it therefore is important to treat the 
numbers generated by this study as minimum measures of job losses in the state, and 
especially of those that have been determined to be trade-related. 
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Table A1   
Manufacturing Companies in Ohio With Layoffs From Import 

Competition, January 2001-May 2004 
 
Company Name Location Parent Primary 

SIC 
Total 

Layoffs 
LTV HOLDINGS INC CLEVELAND  L T V CORPORATION 33120000 3700 

WCI STEEL INC WARREN  RENCO GROUP INC 33120704 1705 

CSC LTD WARREN  CSC LTD 33120503 1200 

THOMSON INC CIRCLEVILLE  THOMSON INC 36510000 970 

CORNING INC. GREENVILLE  CORNING INC. 32290000 452 

MIDLAND STEEL 
PRODUCTS COMPANY CLEVELAND  MIDLAND STEEL PRODUCTS 

COMPANY 37140000 375 

TS TRIM INDUSTRIES INC ATHENS  TS TECH NORTH AMERICA 
INC 23999910 308 

J&L SPECIALTY STEEL LLC LOUISVILLE  J&L SPECIALTY STEEL LLC 33120802 291 

CRANE PLUMBING LLC MANSFIELD  CRANE PLUMBING LLC 32610200 261 

RANCO INCORPORATED PLAIN CITY  INVENSYS INC 38220100 226 

CARAUSTAR INDUSTRIES 
INC ASHLAND  CARAUSTAR INDUSTRIES 

INC 26570000 223 

AMERICAN STANDARD INC TIFFIN  AMERICAN STANDARD 
COMPANIES 32610200 212 

KIRKWOOD INDUSTRIES 
INC CLEVELAND  KIRKWOOD INDUSTRIES INC 36210104 158 

GENERAL CASTING CO. DELAWARE  GENERAL CASTING CO. 33219903 156 

ALCOA INC NEWBURGH 
HEIGHTS  ALCOA INC 34639902 132 

AMES TRUE TEMPER INC ELYRIA  WIND POINT PARTNERS 34230100 124 

BARON DRAWN STEEL 
CORP MICH TOLEDO  RENCO GROUP INC 33169901 124 

COLD METAL PRODUCTS 
INC. YOUNGSTOWN  AARQUE SECURITIES 

CORPORATION 33160000 116 

LEMPCO INDUSTRIES INC NEW LEXINGTON LEMPCO INDUSTRIES INC 35440000 103 

WELLINGTON LEISURE 
PRODUCTS XENIA  STANDARD INDUSTRIES INC 22980000 94 

AKRON EQUIPMENT 
COMPANY AKRON  AKRON EQUIPMENT 

COMPANY 35990303 82 

CHAMPION PLASTICS INC. DAYTON  CHAMPION PLASTICS INC 30890609 75 

HOOVER COMPANY NORTH CANTON  MAYTAG CORPORATION 36359903 75 

INNOVATIVE HOME 
PRODUCTS INC. COVINGTON  INNOVATIVE HOME 

PRODUCTS INC 34420402 65 

EAGLE PLASTICS INC. STOW  EAGLE PLASTICS INC 30890608 61 

FEDERAL-MOGUL CORP. SOLON  FEDERAL-MOGUL CORP. 30530107 57 
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Table A2   
Manufacturing Companies in Ohio With Layoffs From Offshore 

Production Shifts, January 2001-May 2004 
 

Company Name Location Parent Primary 
SIC 

Total 
Layoffs 

INTERNATIONAL TRUCK & 
ENG CORP SPRINGFIELD NAVISTAR INTERNATIONAL 

CORP 37110202 2011 

LG PHILIPS DISPLAYS USA 
INC OTTAWA LG PHILIPS DISPLAYS USA 

INC 36710102 1177 

LEGGETT & PLATT 
INCORPORATED WOOSTER LEGGETT & PLATT 

INCORPORATED 34950000 529 

NORTHROP GRUMMAN 
SPACE CLEVELAND NORTHROP GRUMMAN 

CORPORATION 35920102 500 

LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES 
INC COLUMBUS LUCENT TECHNOLOGIES 

INC 36639913 400 

TECHNEGLAS INC COLUMBUS TECHNEGLAS INC 32290503 383 

FINDLAY INDUSTRIES INC OHIO CITY FINDLAY INDUSTRIES INC 23960206 340 

SIEMENS CORP FT. SHAWNEE SIEMENS CORPORATION 36120104 258 

PACIFIC DUNLOP 
INVESTMENTS USA RED BANK, NJ PACIFIC DUNLOP 

INVESTMENTS USA 38420105 235 

PECHINEY PLASTIC 
PACKAGING CLEVELAND PECHINEY PLASTIC 

PACKAGING 26310305 220 

PARKER HANNIFIN 
CORPORATION MARION PARKER HANNIFIN 

CORPORATION 35990202 193 

STEELCASE INC GRAND RAPIDS, 
MI STEELCASE INC 25220000 174 

NATIONAL REFRACTORIES 
MINERAL CORP COLUMBIANA NATIONAL REFRACTORIES 

HOLDG CO 33530000 169 

VERNAY LABORATORIES 
INC 

YELLOW 
SPRINGS 

VERNAY LABORATORIES 
INC 30610000 167 

TINNERMAN PALNUT 
ENGINEERED PRODUCTS MASSILLON TINNERMAN PALNUT 

ENGINEERED PRODUCTS 34290300 160 

PARKER HANNIFIN 
CORPORATION ANDOVER PARKER HANNIFIN 

CORPORATION 37280000 153 
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Table A2 (continued) 

Company Name Location Parent Primary 
SIC 

Total 
Layoffs 

BEAM STREAM INC OTTAWA BEAM STREAM INC 36799914 135 

VIASYSTEMS EMS BUCYRUS VIASYSTEMS GROUP INC 36940202 125 

DIXON TICONDEROGA 
COMPANY SANDUSKY DIXON TICONDEROGA 

COMPANY 39520102 115 

KRUPP HOESCH AUTO OF 
AMER HAMILTON THYSSENKRUPP USA INC 34930101 106 

KIRKWOOD INDUSTRIES 
INC HEBRON KIRKWOOD INDUSTRIES 

INC 36210104 105 

FCI USA INC BRECKSVILLE FCI AMERICAS HOLDING 
INC 36430302 103 

YORK INTERNATIONAL 
CORPORATION ELYRIA YORK INTERNATIONAL 

CORPORATION 35850000 102 

MTD PRODUCTS INC VALLEY CITY MTD PRODUCTS INC 35240000 100 

US PRECISION GLASS 
COMPANY LEWISBURG US PRECISION GLASS 

COMPANY 32310000 100 

HOLLAND AXLE PRODUCTS 
CORP DELPHOS HOLLAND GROUP INC 37140000 98 

DREW SHOE 
CORPORATION LANCASTER WEXFORD CAPITAL LLC 31440000 94 

SENCO PRODUCTS INC CINCINNATI SENCORP INC 35460000 83 

LEAR CORPORATION ZANESVILLE LEAR CORPORATION 36470100 80 

A B B INC COLUMBUS A B B HOLDINGS INC 38290000 72 

RELIZON COMPANY NEWARK RELIZON COMPANY 27590000 72 

HEDSTROM CORPORATION ASHLAND HEDSTROM 
CORPORATION 39490000 70 

BARD MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY BRYAN BARD MANUFACTURING 

COMPANY 35850101 50 

NEFF MOTIVATION INC GREENVILLE NEFF MOTIVATION INC 23990101 50 

PARKER HANNIFIN CORP. CLEVELAND PARKER HANNIFIN CORP. 35940100 50 
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