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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The federal-state Unemployment Insurance (UI) program offers assistance to workers
who have lost their jobs through no fault of their own.  In all states, the level of cash benefits paid is
based on previous wages earned, and the duration of benefits is limited, typically to a maximum of 26
weeks.  However, the federal government has extended the duration of benefits during every recession
since the 1950s.  Most recently, the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 created the
Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program.  The program, which subsequent
amendments to the act extended, paid federally financed extended benefits from November 1991
through April 1994.  More than $28 billion in benefits was paid under the program.

The EUC program, as implemented, contained two different components.  The largest
consisted of a program that extended individual workers’ potential durations of unemployment
compensation.  This component, targeted at workers suffering long-term unemployment, was similar to
earlier emergency extended benefits programs:  Federal Supplemental Benefits (FSB), in the 1970s,
and Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC), in the 1980s.  Its most important difference from
these “third-tier” programs lay in the precise way in which EUC interacted with the regular, permanent
Extended Benefits (EB) program.  Specifically, EUC legislation permitted states to substitute EUC for
EB in situations where EB otherwise might have been available.  Most states availed themselves of this
option throughout the period in which EUC was available.  This had the practical effect of turning EUC
into a “second-tier” program as well.  That is, for most workers suffering long-term unemployment,
EUC was the only source of extended benefits during the recession of the early 1990s.

The second component of EUC was unique to that program.  During Phases 3 and 4 of its
five phases, some workers who normally would have collected benefits under the regular
Unemployment Insurance (UI) program had the option of collecting EUC benefits instead.  Because the
only claimants eligible for this option were those beginning a new benefit year, such claims acted  as a
substitute for regular UI and served a different category of worker (specifically, workers who expected
recall and who had much shorter periods of unemployment than those who usually collect benefits
under extended benefits programs).  Although benefits paid under this component probably totaled less
than 15 percent of all benefits paid under EUC, the novelty of its structure suggests that considerable
attention be devoted to it in our overall evaluation.

CONCLUSIONS

Our review of the EUC program suggests 11 conclusions about its overall impact and
effectiveness:

1. The extended benefits component of the EUC program performed an important
countercyclical role during the recession of the early 1990s.  The relatively long
duration of the program and its widespread implementation by the states were



 

appropriate, given the extended weakness of the labor market exhibited in that recession. 
EUC appears to have avoided both the overly generous and the poorly targeted benefits
that characterized the extended benefits programs (EB and FSB) in the 1970s and the
overly long duration of the FSC program of the early 1980s. Although no one measure of
the performance of the EUC program captures all its countercyclical features, the
exhaustion rate is perhaps the best single measure.  We estimated that availability of its
extended benefits component permitted the overall system of unemployment
compensation to provide a slightly lower exhaustion rate (our estimates ranged from 17 to
24 percent) than the rate that characterizes the system during nonrecessionary periods. 
These benefits replaced about 2.4 percent of the shortfall in real disposable income
attributable to high unemployment throughout the recessionary period.

2. The size and scope of the EUC program significantly exceeded what would have
been provided under the regular EB program.  Our simulations suggested that, in the
absence of EUC, only about 3 million exhaustees would have been covered under the
regular EB program during the period 1991.4 to 1994.2, even if all states had adopted
the total unemployment rate as a trigger for EB.  On the other hand, EUC (which
effectively replaced EB during this period) paid benefits to about 7.7 million regular UI
exhaustees under its extended benefits component.  Even with modestly relaxed trigger
thresholds, EB would have been a substantially smaller program than EUC. In actuality, of
course, EB itself played virtually no role in the recession of the early 1990s.  In addition,
the federal financing of EUC resulted in $3 to $4 billion in trust fund savings for the states. 
These savings were concentrated in a small number of states, resulting in an average
Unemployment Compensation (UC) tax rate saving of approximately 0.25 percentage
point in those states where EB would have been payable.

3. Implementation of the extended benefits component of EUC presented a number
of administrative complexities arising from its multiple-phase structure and its
integration with the regular UI program.  Most of these difficulties arose from the
time pressure state officials were under to incorporate EUC into their operations. 
Because some of EUC’s provisions (for example, maximum durations) were changed
frequently, and because the program incorporated some provisions that differed from
those of the regular UI program (for example, more stringent work search requirements),
it was often impossible to devote the necessary care to establishing systems and
procedures for paying benefits.  Hence, although the phase structure of EUC did permit a
flexible response to recessionary conditions as they became apparent, more attention
might have been paid to easing the states’ implementation of the programs and to
streamlining transitions among its phases.

4. The characteristics of individuals receiving EUC under its extended benefits
component resembled those of recipients of previous programs, although a few
significant differences reflecting the changing composition of the labor market
were apparent.  Recipients who received both UI and EUC were more likely to be



 

older, female, and part of a minority group than were shorter-term recipients who
received only UI.  Compared to previous emergency programs, they were less likely to
be from manufacturing industries than were recipients of FSB and FSC (for example, 30
percent under EUC, as opposed to 44 percent under FSB).  Females also constituted a
larger fraction of recipients under the extended benefits component of EUC, than had
been the case under the previous emergency programs (44 percent in EUC, versus 37
percent in FSC). Still, it seems clear that the extended benefits portion of the EUC
program served workers suffering long-term unemployment who shared many similarities
with workers who collected under earlier emergency programs.

5. Workers receiving benefits under the extended benefits component of EUC
experienced considerable difficulty in finding reemployment.  Despite extensive
job search, it took many recipients a long time to find a job.  Moreover, approximately 23
percent of workers who received benefits under the extended benefits component of
EUC never (during an average follow-up period of three and one-half years) found a new
job.  Many of those extended benefits recipients who found new jobs reported
subsequent job separations, suggesting that much of the reemployment  was in relatively
unstable jobs.  Two-thirds of those who became reemployed found jobs in industries
different from those of their prior jobs.  About 4 out of 10 workers experienced wage
losses of at least 25 percent.  

6. Substantial numbers of individuals receiving benefits under the extended benefit
component of EUC received reemployment services from the Job Service or
education or training.  However, not all recipients received reemployment
services, and those receiving education or training were not always the
individuals who appeared to be most in need of further education or training. 
Approximately 75 percent of long-term recipients received services from the Job Service;
however, 25 percent did not.  Seventeen percent began education or training programs
while collecting benefits or before the start of a job.  This seems like a substantial number,
since not all recipients need or could benefit from education or training.  However, those 
who did enter education or training tended to be better educated and to have greater
earnings possibilities than those who did not.  Relatively few individuals who were high
school dropouts or who had low wages on their pre-benefits jobs participated in
education or training. 

7. The extended benefits portion of the EUC program kept a considerable number
of families from falling below the poverty line.  Nevertheless, EUC benefits alone
often were insufficient to keep families out of poverty when there was no working spouse
or partner.  Another factor exacerbating the low incomes of EUC recipients’ families was
that they had very low rates of receipt of benefits from retirement and transfer programs.

8. Approximately 5 percent of all EUC first payments (and 30 percent of first
payments during Phase 1 of the program) were made to “reachback” eligibles. 



 

Mean weeks of EUC collected, average total benefits received, and exhaustion rates for
this group were very similar to those of other EUC recipients during Phase 1.

9. The optional claims component of EUC permitted states to achieve savings to
their UI trust funds when workers chose to substitute EUC benefits for regular
UI benefits that would otherwise have been payable to them.  Inaccuracies and
shortcomings in the reporting of optional claims made it difficult to obtain precise figures
for the dollar value of benefits payable under them.  Overall, however, we estimate that
these benefits may have amounted to between $3.4 and $4.6 billion.  This represented 12
to 16 percent of all EUC benefit dollars and 5 to 7 percent of regular UI benefits during
the period.  Our data also suggested that the actual trust fund savings from the optional
claims component of EUC were unevenly distributed among the states, with some states
receiving the equivalent of a full percentage point in UI tax rate relief, while others
received less than a tenth that amount.

10. This optional claims component of EUC added major complexities to the
administration of EUC during Phases 3 and 4.  Presenting information to claimants
about the EUC optional claims provision was time-consuming and difficult, since both
staff claimants found the options hard to understand.  Integrating the payment of optional
claims into state UI systems also required overriding many existing computer safeguards. 
The rapid implementation of Phase 3 of EUC meant that there was little time to validate
new computer code.  This meant that officials often were forced to override their systems
manually.  Further complicating the situation were issues in the proper interpretation of
some optional claims procedures.

11. The overwhelming majority of workers who collected benefits under the EUC
optional claims component were not long-term unemployed.  These workers were
much more likely to expect recall to their prior employers, to do less job search, and to
have significantly higher reemployment rates than workers who collected under the
extended benefits component.  Indeed, average total unemployment compensation
benefits collected by workers choosing the optional claims portion of EUC amounted to
only about 25 percent of the average total amount of UC benefits collected by workers
collecting under the extended benefits component of EUC.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

These conclusions suggest four broad implications for future unemployment compensation policy
toward extended benefits: 

1. In the absence of major changes to the EB trigger mechanism,  it seems likely
that future emergency programs will have to function as both “second-tier” and



 

“third- tier” extended benefits programs.  Trigger rates under EB are simply too high
and too constrained by the trigger rates’ threshold requirements to permit EB to provide
the level of benefits that EUC did during the recession of the 1990s.  Because the goals of
future programs are likely to be similar to those of EUC (although the specifics will be
tailored to particular recessionary circumstances),  these too will likely be used as
substitutes for EB if the UI system is to continue to provide adequate support to long-
term unemployed workers.

2. Operations of future EUC-type programs would be significantly improved if
implementation could be streamlined.  In particular, although the phase structure
incorporated in EUC provided flexibility in meeting recessionary needs as they arose,
these phases were often too short and contained administrative procedures that were
changed too frequently for states to adapt to them.  Operation of the program would be
much smoother if state administrators had more time to adapt their systems to the
program’s requirements and if basic provisions (such as job search requirements) were
more carefully integrated with existing UI procedures.

3. Experiences of recipients of extended benefits under EUC suggest the need for
enhanced labor market services.  Clearly, many of these recipients experienced
significant difficulties in finding reemployment as a result of the 1990s recession.  While
many recipients received some reemployment services, there appears to have been a 
need for additional services directed toward workers who are likely to collect extended
benefits and who probably will have difficulty finding jobs comparable to their pre-
benefits jobs.  However, the Worker Profiling and Reemployment Services systems that
have been introduced since the end of the EUC program now provide a mechanism  to
direct reemployment services toward workers who are likely to collect extended benefits.

4. The optional claims component of EUC should not be a component of future
extended benefits programs.  The optional claims component may have helped some
claimants avoid reductions in weekly benefit amounts as the result of entering a new
benefit year, as was intended, but the vast majority of benefits paid under this option went
to the short-term, rather than long-term, unemployed.  It was also extremely difficult to
administer.  Overall, such a component plays no useful role in a policy intended for the
long-term unemployed.
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I.  INTRODUCTION

The federal-state Unemployment Insurance (UI) program offers assistance to workers who have
lost their jobs through no fault of their own.  In all states, the level of cash benefits paid is based on
previous wages earned, and the duration of benefits is limited, typically up to a maximum of 26 weeks. 
However, the federal government has extended the duration of benefits during every recession since the
1950s.  Most recently, the Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act of 1991 created the
Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program.  The program, extended  by subsequent
amendments to the act, paid federally financed extended benefits from November 1991 through April
1994.  More than $28 billion in benefits was paid under the program.

This evaluation of the EUC program examines a series of questions about extended benefits policy
that were raised by implementation of the  program.  Included are broad questions about the cyclical
adequacy of the program and its employment stabilization effects, as well as  more specific questions
about the program’s effects on claimant behavior, mechanisms that could be used to initiate extended
benefit policies, and how emergency extended benefit programs could be integrated with the regular UI
and the permanent Extended Benefits (EB) program.

In this chapter, we review the history of extended benefits policy in the United States, highlighting
some major ongoing issues.  We then focus on the EUC program, explaining the most important
aspects of the five phases of EUC.  Next, we list the primary questions about the EUC program that we
address in this report.  The chapter concludes with a discussion of our approach to the evaluation and
an outline of this report.



1Two states, Massachusetts and Washington, currently have a 30-week maximum.  Eight “uniform

duration” states (Connecticut, Hawaii, Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, New York, Vermont, and West

Virginia) provide 26 weeks of benefits to all workers regardless of previous work experience.  Other states

base potential durations on a claimant’s prior work experience.  At times, some states have implemented

their own extended benefits programs, but here we discuss only federal initiatives.

2For a detailed discussion, see Corson et al. 1993.
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A. A BRIEF HISTORY OF EXTENDED BENEFITS POLICY IN THE UNITED STATES
Since the inception of the federal-state UI program in 1935, all states have limited the number of

weeks claimants may collect benefits.  States established these limits initially because they were
concerned about their ability to finance lengthy benefit durations, given available financial resources. 
Limited durations were also viewed as an important mechanism for stressing the distinction between UI
and “welfare”: unemployment benefits were only a temporary “first line of defense” for workers who
lost their jobs.  There was also concern that providing benefits for a longer period might slow workers’
return to work by reducing costs associated with continued unemployment.  Hence, states were
cautious in establishing UI durations policy, eventually settling on a standard 26-week maximum.1

1. Rationale for Extended UI Benefit Durations
Because the likelihood of facing a long unemployment spell varies substantially over a business

cycle, the 26-week maximum may not be appropriate for all economic circumstances.  Providing longer
durations during economic downturns would be consistent with an insurance-based rationale for UI,
under which the degree of worker protection should rise to compensate for the increased risks that
workers face.  For example, Corson and Nicholson (1982) found that the goal of keeping the
exhaustion rate for all UI benefits roughly constant over the business cycle can be achieved by
increasing UI durations by  3.5 to 5 weeks for every one-point rise in the insured unemployment rate
(IUR) above full employment levels.  Other writers (see, for example, Moffitt 1985) have obtained
similar figures, using a variety of approaches.  Such cyclical increases in UI durations became a
standard feature of UI policy after the late 1950s.

The argument in favor of increasing UI protection for longer expected spells of unemployment
need not be limited to cyclical situations.  For example, the Advisory Council on Unemployment
Compensation (1994) suggests that extended benefits might be made payable to workers who exhaust
their regular UI entitlements and can be identified as dislocated.  The Trade Adjustment Assistance
(TAA) program uses this approach for workers who can show that increased imports “contributed
importantly” to their job loss and who are participating in an approved training program (or have
received a waiver of the training requirement).2  Unemployment compensation programs in western
European countries also tend to offer extended benefits options to older, more experienced workers
and to workers from regions with high unemployment rates (Congressional Research Service 1992). 



3Technically, EB provides up to one-half of an individual worker’s UI entitlement, up to a maximum

of 13 additional weeks.  In addition, to be eligible, the worker’s “benefit year”--the one-year period starting

with the date of the initial UI claim--must not have ended.  The EB program does not explicitly cover
(continued...)
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For the most part, however, extended benefits programs in the United States have not singled out such
special groups, although there has been policy interest in how the needs of such workers have been met
under the general extended benefits programs.

Accepting the principle that some extension of UI benefit duration during a recession is appropriate
raises several implementation issues:

C How should extended benefits be targeted to labor markets and time periods in which they
seem most needed?

C Should the program contain provisions that “reach back” to cover workers who exhausted
regular UI in earlier periods?

C Should all exhaustees of regular UI be eligible for extended benefits, or should additional
eligibility screens (perhaps based on prior work experience or current job search activities)
be applied?  

C What durations of extended benefits should be offered?  Should durations be tailored to
labor market conditions? 

C Should job search or other reemployment services be offered in conjunction with extended
benefits?

C When and how should extended benefits programs be terminated?

The discussion that follows illustrates how these issues have been treated during the past 25 years.

2. The Permanent EB Program
Temporary programs to extend UI durations were adopted at the federal level during the

recessions of the late 1950s and early 1960s.  Experiences under these programs suggested the
desirability of developing a more systematic approach to extended benefits policy, which was
accomplished by passing the Employment Security Amendments of 1970.  These amendments
established a permanent program under which as many as 13 additional weeks of extended benefits
could be made available to workers who had exhausted their regular UI entitlements.3  These benefits



3(...continued)
individuals who exhausted their regular UI entitlements in prior periods if their benefit year has ended.  For

a defined period, however,  emergency extended benefits programs have generally provided this coverage.

4The 1981 amendments also modified the formula for the IUR trigger by dropping EB claimants from

the numerator.  This was intended to mitigate several anomalies, such as the tendency of the EB program

to prolong its own duration in a state and the tendency of past EB payments to raise trigger thresholds

inordinately because of the 120 percent rule.

5This secular decline has been attributed to a variety of causes, including (1) changes in the

composition of unemployment--especially the reduced importance of unemployment from manufacturing

industries; (2) federal policy changes, including taxation of UI benefits and changes in pension offset

provisions; and (3) changes in policy at the state level, many in response to the tightening of UI trust fund

and loan provisions.
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were to be financed on a 50-50 basis by federal and state UI taxes and were to be activated
(“triggered on”) whenever the IUR in a state reached a certain threshold.

Much of the controversy over the EB program has focused on its triggering mechanisms and
whether the program can target extended benefits to labor markets and time periods in which they are
most needed.  In the 1970s, EB was payable in a state if the state’s IUR averaged 4 percent or more
for 13 consecutive weeks and was at least 120 percent of the average IUR for the corresponding 13-
week period in the prior two years.  EB also contained a national trigger, under which benefits became
available in all states whenever the seasonally adjusted national IUR exceeded 4.5 percent for 13
consecutive weeks.  Amendments to the program in 1981 eliminated the national trigger and raised the
state trigger requirement to 5 percent, with a 120 percent threshold, or 6 percent if the 120 percent
threshold is waived.4  

These changes had a substantial effect on EB caseloads.  One simulation suggests that they
reduced EB first payments by as much as 25 to 30 percent during the early 1980s and by a much
greater magnitude during periods of strong labor market activity (Corson and Nicholson 1985).  An
even more significant impact on the EB trigger mechanism may have resulted from the secular decline in
the IUR that continued throughout the 1980s (Burtless 1983; and Corson and Nicholson 1988).5  By
the early 1990s, despite generally worsening labor market conditions at that time, no state met the
trigger requirements for the EB program.



6Earnings in the base period, a one-year period prior to the UI initial claim, are used to determine UI

eligibility and benefit amounts.  In most states, the base period is the first four of the last five completed

calendar quarters at the time of the initial claim.

7Several European countries mandate additional base period employment requirements for extended

benefits eligibility.

8During most of its history, the FSB program was financed through the Extended Unemployment
(continued...)
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In response to this situation, the Unemployment Compensation Amendments of 1992 permitted
states to choose an alternative trigger mechanism based on the total unemployment rate (TUR).  Under
this alternative, 13 weeks of EB would become available whenever a state’s seasonally adjusted TUR
for a three-month period exceeded 6.5 percent and was at least 110 percent of that rate in either of the
previous two years.  If the TUR exceeded 8 percent (again, with a 110 percent threshold), 20 weeks of
EB would become available.  

Because EUC effectively supplanted EB, there has been very little operational experience with
these new triggers, but simulations using historical data suggest that the alternative triggers may have a
major impact on making EB more widely available in the future (Corson and Rangarajan 1994).  For
example, one simulation of experiences during the 1980s showed that more than one-third of all
exhaustees would have been eligible for EB with the alternative trigger, as opposed to fewer than 10
percent under the IUR trigger existing at the time (Corson and Rangarajan 1994). 

Issues surrounding eligibility for EB have also recently come under  public scrutiny.  Initially, all
regular UI exhaustees whose benefit years had not ended were eligible for the EB program.  In 1980
and 1981, however, several eligibility provisions were added.  Specifically, eligible workers were
required to have the equivalent of 20 weeks of full-time work in their base periods, a figure that
exceeded some states’ requirements for initial UI eligibility.6,7 In addition, requirements for continuing
eligibility were  tightened by  adoption of more stringent “suitable work” definitions and by requirements
of active job search than had existed in some states.  By one estimate, these changes reduced the
overall EB caseload by about 10 percent (Corson and Nicholson 1985). 

3. Emergency Extended Benefits Programs
During every major recession since inception of the EB program, the federal government has

provided emergency (“third-tier”) benefit extensions that offer UI claimants benefits in addition to (and,
sometimes, in place of) those provided by the permanent EB program.  The first of these major
emergency programs was the Federal Supplemental Benefits (FSB) program, enacted in late 1974. 
This program initially provided up to 13 additional weeks of benefits but was soon expanded to 26
weeks.  During the 1974-1975 recession, many claimants were eligible to receive up to 65 weeks of
benefits--26 from regular UI, 13 from EB, and 26 from FSB.8



8(...continued)
Compensation Account (EUCA).  However, under the final extension of the program benefits were

financed from general revenues. 

9The permanent EB program seemed to do a better job of targeting during this period (see, for

example, Corson et al. 1986).
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Much of the analysis of the FSB program has focused on the potentially long durations provided
by the program.  Several studies have reported that these durations reduced the overall benefit
exhaustion rate below that which occurs during normal, nonrecessionary periods (Katz and Ochs 1980;
and Corson and Nicholson 1982).  Other studies have suggested that the durations may have
encouraged workers to prolong their unemployment spells (Moffitt and Nicholson 1982; and Moffitt
1985).  There is general consensus that the program went too far in providing increased UI coverage
during the mid-1970s recession.

Surveys of FSB recipients revealed that they were, on average, somewhat older and more likely to
be women than the general UI population.  Recipients had considerable work experience on their prior
jobs, and many ultimately suffered significant wage losses as a result of their layoffs.  Although evidence
existed that some workers with relatively weak labor market attachments may have received FSB,
there was also substantial receipt of benefits by workers who had suffered major economic dislocations
(Corson and Nicholson 1982).

The next emergency program, the Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC) program,
addressed worsening labor market conditions brought on by the 1981-1982 recession.  Initially, the
program provided a maximum of either 6 or 10 weeks of additional benefits, depending on a state’s EB
trigger status.  To make benefit durations more sensitive to state-level labor market conditions these
maximum durations were changed several times over the course of the FSC program.  Because of the
way in which maximum durations were tied to the IUR, potential durations in a state could change
rapidly.  In general, however, FSC provided considerably shorter durations than the FSB program of
the mid-1970s.

Experiences under the FSC program highlighted some of the problems associated with emergency
extended benefits programs.  Because the FSC program was implemented fairly late in the business
cycle (the program continued until March 1985), a substantial fraction of its benefits were paid during
the post-recessionary period.  The countercyclical impact of the program was considerably less than
that under FSB (Corson et al. 1986).  Similarly, because the FSC trigger formula ensured that workers
in all states would receive a minimum level of benefits, benefits were not tightly targeted toward labor
markets and periods of the most severe unemployment.9  The complex and frequently changing trigger
requirements for FSC also led to administrative difficulties.  Particularly problematic were issues relating
to the sequencing of EB and FSC, because many claimants were switched back and forth between the
programs.  Similar difficulties arose because FSC was implemented in four distinct phases, each with
somewhat different rules regarding claimants’ entitlements and reachback provisions.



10Corson et al. (1986) estimate the reduction in caseload at the national level to be about 4 percent,

with specific state reductions ranging from zero to more than 20 percent.
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FSC used the qualifying-wage and work-test requirements incorporated in the EB program in the
early 1980s.  These requirements reduced the FSC caseload somewhat.  The impact was greatest in
states with the least stringent requirements for regular UI.10  States also reported that the FSC work-
test provisions were costly to administer.

Survey data showed few demographic differences between FSC and regular UI recipients during
the same period.  This finding contrasted with that for FSB and may have resulted because
unemployment from durable-goods manufacturing played a larger role in the 1981-1982 recession than
in the 1974-1975 one.  Workers laid off from jobs in durables manufacturing also experienced longer
unemployment spells than did other workers under FSC, and many suffered severe earnings losses
once they became reemployed.  FSC provided substantial benefits to workers who might be
categorized as dislocated, although the program did not explicitly target them.

B. THE FIVE PHASES OF THE EUC PROGRAM
The EUC program was the most recent temporary extension of UI benefits.  The program was

implemented in five successive phases (labeled EUC-1 to EUC-5), starting in November 1991 and
ending in April 1994.  Table I.1 summarizes the key elements of each phase, while Table I.2 presents
aggregated data on claims activities on each of the five phases.  Greater detail on the provisions of each
phase and durations by state is provided in Appendix A.  Initially, EUC-1 provided 6, 13, or 20 weeks
of benefits, depending on states’ unemployment levels; however, legislation in early December changed
the minimum duration in all states to 13 weeks.  To be eligible for 20 weeks of benefits, states were
required to have an adjusted IUR (AIUR) of at least five percent or a six-month 
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TABLE I.1   MAIN PROVISION OF EUC, BY PHASE
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TABLE I.2CLAIMS AND BENEFIT AMOUNTS, BY EUC PHASE



11The adjustment consisted of including exhaustees during the most recent three-month period in the

numerator.

12This policy was similar to that of previous emergency benefits programs.

13The increase in potential durations affected individuals who began collecting benefits during EUC-1

as well as individuals beginning during EUC-2.
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average TUR of nine percent.11  Regardless of a state’s overall economic health, the legislation
specified that long-term unemployed claimants were eligible for at least some additional compensation
(13 weeks during EUC-1).12  EUC-1 had more than 1.6 million first payments, while benefits paid out
equaled $6.7 billion.

The EUC trigger was the first use of the TUR as a major trigger device, raising issues about the
accuracy of this measure, especially in smaller states.  Because the trigger rates specified in the EUC
legislation were relatively high, however, only nine states initially qualified for the longer benefit period
allowed.  Claimants in states that did not meet these trigger requirements were eligible for 13 weeks of
benefits. 

On several occasions, subsequent phases of EUC altered the durations allowed.  Under EUC-2,
which began in February 1992 and provided $4.6 billion in benefits,  durations were increased from
either 13 or 20 weeks to 26 or 33 weeks, respectively.13  This phase provided the longest benefit
durations of the five phases.  Benefit durations for EUC-3, which lasted from July 1992 to March
1993, were either 20 or 26 weeks.  EUC-3 also contained provisions to reduce potential durations,
depending on the national TUR.  EUC-4 had the same provisions as EUC-3, but the national trigger led
to a reduction in duration to either 10 or 15 weeks.  EUC-5 reduced durations further to either 7 or 13
weeks.  Each change in duration required complex regulations for how former and current claimants
would be treated. 

An important feature of EUC was that, during most of the program, states were allowed to choose
not to activate the regular EB program during periods in which they qualified for that program.  States
chose not to use EB; as a result, EUC supplanted EB except for the last two months of the program
when this option was not in effect.  Because EUC was financed solely from federal sources, the sharing
formula for funding in the EB program was superseded during the 1990-1992 recession.

The EUC program included two other provisions that made the program both complex and difficult
to administer.  First, like previous temporary extensions, FSB and FSC, EUC included reachback
provisions that allowed benefits to be paid to claimants who had exhausted UI within a defined period
before EUC enactment.  Specifically, individuals who had exhausted benefits under claims with benefit
years ending after February 28, 1991, could collect emergency benefits if they remained unemployed,
even though the program was not enacted until November 1991.  Subsequent modifications to the EUC
program required states to notify claimants who had exhausted their benefits of increases in benefit
durations for which they might be eligible.  These increases included those resulting from new legislation
(phase changes) or the surpassing of trigger levels.  



14Individuals who file an initial claim for UI and who are determined to be eligible for benefits can

collect benefits up to a maximum amount when they are involuntarily unemployed.  Eligibility for these

benefits lasts a year--the benefit year.

15Table I.2 indicates that more than 100,000 initial EUC claims were reported as processed under the

option to defer regular UI in EUC-5, when the option had been repealed.  Some states indicated that they

had difficulty distinguishing EUC claims based on the deferral of regular UI from other EUC claims, and

this difficulty may account for these reports.
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Second, during EUC-3 and EUC-4 (July 1992 to November 1993), claimants were, under certain
circumstances, permitted to choose between filing a claim for regular UI or a claim for EUC. 
Specifically, claimants who reached the end of a benefit year for regular UI while collecting EUC could
choose to continue collecting EUC if they had some remaining eligibility, rather than being required to
establish a new benefit year for regular UI, if they qualified.14  Similarly, newly laid off claimants who
had exhausted a regular UI claim during the period in which EUC was in effect could choose between
filing a new claim for regular UI or a claim for EUC based on their earlier benefit year.  Claimants who
reached the end of a regular UI benefit year without collecting all their potential benefits were
considered to have exhausted their benefits, as well as claimants who collected all potential benefits.  

This provision was intended to let claimants choose the more advantageous program and not be
forced to establish a new regular UI benefit year at a reduced weekly benefit amount.  In doing so,
however, the provision had several unexpected consequences.  First, by allowing claimants to suspend
eligibility for regular UI to collect EUC, it created a situation in which EUC benefits (which were
financed from general revenues during this period) substituted for regular UI benefits (which are
financed through experience-rated UI taxes).  Second, it artificially reduced the number of new UI
claims, a series closely monitored as a leading indicator of economic activity.  Third, it created several
administrative problems for states, including the need to explain this complex choice and its implications
to claimants and the need to reconfigure computer systems to allow claimants to exercise this option. 
The provision further complicated administration by having its own reachback element:  states had to
contact eligible claimants who filed for a new benefit year prior to July 1992 and offer them the choice
of programs.

States reported that more than a million and a half initial EUC claims (about 17 percent of new
initial claims) were processed using this option.15  This provision coincided with the EUC phases
containing the highest level of benefits paid:  EUC-3 and EUC-4 provided claimants $8.6 and $7.0
billion, respectively.

Changes in funding for the EUC program mirrored funding changes for previous emergency
programs, with funding provided by the extended benefit UC Trust Fund when a sufficient balance was
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available and by general revenues when it was not.  For EUC, the trust fund was used to pay for
benefits during EUC-1, EUC-2, and EUC-5.  General revenues were used for phases 3 and 4.

Finally, the EUC amendments of 1992 affected both the permanent EB program and the EUC.  In
addition to the option of declining to provide EB benefits, states were permitted (subsequent to the
passage of EUC-3) to adopt an alternative trigger based on the TUR for the permanent EB program. 
Durations available under the EB program were augmented to provide up to 20 weeks of benefits if
certain trigger levels were reached, rather than exclusively the 13 weeks available previously.  We
determine the extent to which these changes permit the EB program to resume its role as the first line of
antirecession policy in an overall UI program.

C. ISSUES RAISED BY THE EUC PROGRAM
This review of the historical experience with emergency extended benefits programs and of

experiences with the EUC program raises the following six questions, which we address in the
evaluation, about the program in general and the extended benefits initiatives specifically:

5. To what extent did EUC contribute to economic stabilization during the 1990-1992
recession?

6. What are the characteristics of individuals who collected EUC benefits?  Who collected
EUC under the option to opt for EUC instead of regular UI?

7. What were claimants’ labor market experiences?  What effects did EUC itself have on
claimants’ labor market activities?

8. What were the fiscal impacts of EUC on state trust funds?

9. What difficulties were encountered in administering EUC?  To what extent were these
difficulties endemic to temporary programs, and to what extent did they arise from the
complex design of the program?

10. Was EUC the relevant policy response, given the nature of the EUC caseload?  How
might future temporary extended benefits programs be designed to better serve
claimants during recessionary programs?

D. EVALUATION APPROACH
Our approach includes three basic components for addressing the issues raised in Section C. First,

we address macroeconomic issues by examining the number of claims and amount of benefit payments
under the EUC and regular UI programs over time and among states.  We also compare the pattern
and amount of regular UI and extended benefits payments during the EUC program with the patterns
during previous recessionary periods.  For this analysis, we use national and state-level data collected
for all states from the Unemployment Insurance Data Base (UIDB).  We supplement these data with
data on unemployment rates and other macroeconomic measures.
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Second, we tabulate EUC recipients’ characteristics and compare them with those of regular UI
recipients who did not collect EUC, to address issues about EUC recipients’ characteristics and
behavior.  We compare these characteristics with those of recipients under the two previous temporary
extended benefits programs (FSB and FSC).  These analyses are based on individual-level data from
samples of regular UI and EUC recipients.  Specifically, we collected administrative records data on
28,420 individuals who collected regular UI and/or EUC during the period in which EUC was
available.  These data were collected from 18 states and weighted to represent the nation (see
Appendix A).  We also collected more detailed data through a telephone survey on two subsamples of
recipients--1,341 EUC recipients and 963 UI-only recipients.  Because the telephone survey was
conducted in 1996 and early 1997, and to help minimize recall problems, these subsamples were
restricted to individuals who collected EUC or could potentially have collected EUC during the latter
three phases of the program.  The survey samples were drawn from 16 states (2 states were unable to
provide sample frame data in time to be included in the survey) and weighted to represent the nation
(see Appendix B for a discussion of the sample design and weighting, and Appendix C for a discussion
of the survey).

We also examine some EUC impacts on program administration, using information collected
through informal discussions with DOL and regional DOL staff and through semistructured interviews
with program administrators.  It is extremely useful for the EUC evaluation to examine administrative
issues, because temporary extended benefits programs inevitably create problems for administrators. 
These problems are caused in part by the need to implement the programs rapidly and in part by
special provisions in the authorizing legislation, often designed to ensure that particular groups of
claimants are eligible.  A thorough understanding of the challenges administrators face operationally
helps to highlight the potential strengths and weaknesses of future employment security options. 

E. OUTLINE OF THE REPORT
The rest of this report is divided into six chapters describing our findings from the EUC evaluation. 

In Chapter II, we examine the aggregate impact of EUC.  This analysis includes examinations of the
timing of the EUC program relative to the recession, the role EUC played in stabilizing the economy,
and the appropriateness of the triggers to determine EUC benefit durations.

Chapter III analyzes the characteristics of EUC recipients and their experiences while collecting
benefits.  We compare the characteristics of EUC recipients with UI claimants who did not receive
EUC and with recipients of previous emergency benefits programs while also examining the effects of
EUC on family outcomes (by looking at the antipoverty effects of EUC). 

Chapter IV analyzes the labor market outcomes of EUC recipients.  In particular, we examine
unemployment durations and post-unemployment labor market status and earnings. We also examine
the effects of EUC on those outcomes.

Chapter V examines the fiscal impacts of EUC.  Specifically, we look at the impact of EUC on UI
trust funds through two mechanisms: (1) the provision in EUC-3 and EUC-4 that allowed claimants to
choose to collect EUC instead of regular UI benefits, and (2) the provision allowing states to elect EUC
instead of EB.  

Chapter VI documents the most important administrative problems associated with EUC.  We
document state administrators’ perspectives on their experiences with the initial implementation of EUC,
the option to choose EUC instead of UI, the reachback component, and other EUC provisions.
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Finally, Chapter VII suggests lessons learned through the EUC program for federal extended
benefits policy.  These suggestions pertain both to the second-tier EB program and future third-tier
emergency extensions.



16National totals for benefits paid under extended benefits programs are shown in Figures II.1 and II.2

for the period 1971.1 to 1995.4.  For ease of presentation, benefit payments under the regular EB program

are shown separately, but benefits under the three “emergency” programs (FSB in the 1970s, FSC in the

1980s, and EUC in the 1990s) are shown as a single series.  Nominal benefit payments are shown in Figure

II.1, whereas the data in Figure II.2  have been adjusted to real terms, using the Consumer Price Index

(CPI) (1982-83 = 100).  Nominal total benefits were:  $6.2 billion (FSB), $9.8 billion (FSC), and $28.3
(continued...)
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II.  THE AGGREGATE IMPACT OF EUC

The primary purpose of extended benefits programs is to provide additional Unemployment
Insurance (UI) coverage to workers during periods of slack labor demand.  Because such programs
are often implemented quickly, on an emergency basis, their benefits may sometimes not be well
targeted toward those labor markets in greatest need.  In this chapter, we examine several aspects of
the overall  performance of the Extended Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program that seek to
illuminate this targeting question.  The chapter uses mainly aggregate data, usually taking the perspective
of the nation as a whole.  Our primary focus is on comparing EUC to earlier extended benefits
programs as a way of drawing some lessons from the more recent experiences.  We are also
concerned with assessing the timing of the EUC program and evaluating its relationship to state labor
market conditions.  In general, we find that the size of the EUC program was appropriate for the state
of the labor market that prevailed in the early 1990s, but that its timing relative to the business cycle
could have been improved.

The chapter is divided into four sections.  In Section A, we provide an overall summary of
program activities and compare them to aggregate measures drawn from other extended benefits
programs.  Section B assesses the cyclical adequacy of the EUC program by looking at the relationship
between program payment activities and the strength of labor markets as measured by the total
unemployment rate (TUR).  Using this summary of the EUC program’s cyclical pattern, Section C
examines the likely stabilizing effects of EUC on the macroeconomy.  Finally, Section D examines the
performance of the trigger mechanism used to implement the EUC program, with particular attention to
the relationship between that mechanism and the one used to implement the permanent extended
benefits (EB) program.

A. SUMMARY OF THE AGGREGATE DATA
The EUC program provided $28.6 billion in benefits, a figure which, in nominal terms, was

considerably larger than the amount provided by the Federal Supplemental Benefits (FSB) program in
the 1970s and the amount provided by the Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC) program in the
1980s (see Figure II.1).  This pattern also holds up when benefits are stated in real terms; by that
measure, EUC was still larger than FSB and FSC in total program size (Figure II.2).16



16(...continued)
billion (EUC).  Real total benefits (in 1982-83 dollars) were: $11.0 billion (FSB), $9.7 billion (FSC), and

$19.9 billion (EUC).  Data for FSB were obtained from Corson and Nicholson (1982).  Data for FSC and

EUC were obtained from the Unemployment Insurance Service, U.S. Department of Labor.
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Another conclusion that can be drawn from the figures is that benefit payments under EUC were
somewhat less concentrated than were those under the earlier emergency programs.  This may be
explained in part by the differing shapes of the recessions during these historical periods.  The recession
of the early 1990s is widely viewed as somewhat less steep, but perhaps more long-lasting, than the
recessions earlier emergency programs addressed.  However, some part of the large benefit payments
under EUC that occurred well after the recessionary trough may also be explainable by the complex
structure of the program--especially its optional claims feature, a topic we take up in the next section.

Finally, the figures highlight the fate of the EB program during the most recent recession.  Whereas,
in earlier recessions, real  EB benefits were substantial and peaked somewhat earlier than did the
emergency benefits, benefits under this program were very small during the 1990s.  For all
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FIGURE II.1 EXTENDED BENEFIT PAYMENTS



2222

FIGURE II.2 REAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PAYMENTS



17In examining the data on first payments, it is important to recognize that many workers who collect

a first payment under the emergency programs also had received a first payment under EB.  The extent of

this double counting is greatest during the recession of the 1970s and least during the most recent (EUC)

period.

18Table II.1 reports three measures of EUC experience at the state level : (1) first payments, (2) total

weeks paid, and (3) total dollars of benefits.   Because the states differ greatly in the size of their labor

forces, we normalized all the EUC data by the average number of unemployed workers during a quarter

and then averaged these figures over the 11-quarter period that EUC benefits were paid (1991.4-1994.2).

Although this normalization is not ideal,  it is sufficient to permit the illustration of general trends.
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practical purposes, EUC replaced EB.  That result had major consequences for the financing of extended
benefits during the recession of the early 1990s.  It also poses a challenge for the design of extended
benefits policy in the future.

The conclusions about real benefits payments are mirrored in data on first payments paid, presented
in Figure II.3.17  First payments under EUC were, in fact, significantly greater than under the other
emergency programs--totaling about 9.2 million, compared to 6.1 million under FSB and 7.7 million under
FSC.  Again, this difference is largely explained by the fact that EUC replaced EB, which provided a very
small number of EB first payments during the 1990s recession.  If EB first payments are compared to EUC
first payments, EB first payments during the peak quarters in the 1970s are approximately equal to EUC
first payments during peak quarters in the 1990s.

Individual states experienced widely differing levels of EUC activity (Table II.1).   The table reports
data on first payments, weeks paid, and dollars of benefits per unemployed worker.18  For example,
whereas, on average, about 9 percent of unemployed workers received a first payment under EUC, seven
states (Alaska, Connecticut, District of Columbia, Maine, New Jersey, North Carolina, and Rhode Island)
had EUC first payments that averaged more than 14 percent of their total number of unemployed workers.
Similarly, total weeks of benefits of EUC averaged about 1.4 
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FIGURE II.3 NUMBER OF FIRST PAYMENTS PER QUARTER
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TABLE II.1 EUC PAYMENTS AND BENEFITS PER UNEMPLOYED WORKER, BY
STATE
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per unemployed person in the nation as a whole, but four states (Alaska, Connecticut, New Jersey, and
Rhode Island) had average total weeks of EUC of more than twice this level.  As we show later, high levels
of unemployment in these states explain a significant portion of these differences.  Similarly, variation in
states’ UI benefit levels combined with these differing EUC experiences to yield a very high variance in the
dollar value of EUC benefits per unemployed worker among the states.  For many states, this figure
averaged less than $150, but it exceeded $600 in New Jersey and Rhode Island.  In general, these results
suggest that EUC payments were larger in some states than in others.  In subsequent sections, we seek to
evaluate the efficacy of this targeting in achieving the goals of the program.

B. THE CYCLICAL ADEQUACY OF THE EUC PROGRAM
An important question concerning the EUC program is the degree to which the EUC program met the

needs of workers during the recession of the early 1990s.  Assessing adequacy, however,  is necessarily
arbitrary--there are no unambiguous criteria by which such an emergency program can be said to have
performed adequately.  Nevertheless, we believe that a careful examination of the temporal and geographic
concentration of EUC activities, together with comparisons to earlier programs, provides an overall picture
of the program’s strengths and weaknesses.

1. National-Level Analysis
Table II.2 provides four summary measures of EUC activities during the entire period of its operation,

compared to the earlier emergency programs, FSB and FSC.  To focus these comparisons strictly on the
“extended benefits” aspect of the EUC program, we have adjusted the national figures to eliminate the
portion of EUC claims that arose from the UI-optional feature of
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TABLE II.2 NATIONAL MEASURES OF CYCLICAL ADEQUACY



19We used estimates computed from individual-level data of the number of recipients who were “EUC

only” during Phase III and IV of the program as representing the number of UI-optional recipients.  In all,

such an adjustment served to reduce EUC first payments and exhaustions by about 29 percent during these

phases.  Dollar-denominated EUC measures were reduced by about 23 percent.

20In their study of the FSB program, Corson and Nicholson (1982) use a somewhat different

methodology to calculate a total exhaustion rate of 16-17 percent--a figure that, they point out, is well

below exhaustion rates for regular UI during periods of high employment.
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the program.19  Although this adjustment is crude, we believe the resulting data are more directly
comparable to data from the earlier emergency programs, than would be the unadjusted data.

The first measure, “emergency exhaustion rate,” which was computed by dividing total emergency
exhaustions by total emergency first payments under the various programs, indicates that the EUC program
was similar to the FSB program, in that approximately 61 to 64 percent of all recipients went on to exhaust
benefits.  FSC exhaustion rates were much higher than those under either FSB or EUC, primarily because
emergency durations were much shorter under the 1980s program.  

As an alternative to these emergency exhaustion rates, we also computed an estimated “total”
exhaustion rate that attempted to measure the fraction of all workers who received a regular UI first
payment during the various recessions and who went on to exhaust emergency benefits.   By this measure,
EUC was more similar to FSC.  Under both FSC and EUC, approximately one-fourth of all claimants
receiving a regular UI first payment went on to exhaust the benefits available from an emergency program.
This contrasts to the relatively low total exhaustion rate that occurred under the FSB program (here,
estimated as 15 percent.)20  

These comparisons help illustrate the role of the permanent EB program during various recessions.
During the recession of the 1970s, EB benefits were substantial and occurred before any FSB benefits
were collected.   Therefore, assuming that practically all exhaustees from one stage of UI benefits went on
to the next, the total exhaustion rate for FSB represented the product of three numbers:  the exhaustion rate
for regular UI (about 40 percent), the exhaustion rate for EB (about 60 percent), and the exhaustion rate
for FSB (about 60 percent).  For FSC, the regular EB program played a greatly reduced role.  If only half
of all recipients used that program, its “effective” exhaustion rate was about 80 percent.  In combination
with the observed FSC exhaustion rate of about 80 percent, this would yield a total exhaustion rate of 26
percent.  Finally, the EB program was almost completely replaced by EUC in the 1990s; hence, a
prediction of the total exhaustion rate of that program is about 24 percent.  By this measure, EUC did a
fairly good job of replacing EB during the recession, in that the total exhaustion rate actually was somewhat
lower than it was for FSC.  EUC, however, did not come close to providing the protection for unemployed
workers that the combined EB/FSB program did in the 1970s.



21Real extended benefits per worker unemployed 27 weeks and longer were, of course, much larger

than these figures--amounting to $1,941 in 1976.1, $978 in 1983.2, and $1,466 in 1992.2.

22Extended benefits (both EB and emergency) constituted about 34 percent of all UC benefits in each

peak recessionary quarter.

23In preliminary analyses a time trend was included in these regressions, but its coefficient was never

significantly different from zero, and that variable was not included in the models reported here.
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This broad conclusion is supported by the other entries in Table II.2, which show total real benefits
paid under both EB and the emergency programs on a per-unemployed-worker basis.  Regardless of
whether these figures are computed on the basis of all unemployed workers, or only on the basis of all
workers unemployed 15 weeks and longer, the real level of extended benefits provided by EUC fell
somewhere between that provided during the FSB period and that provided during the FSC period.21  To
put these figures in perspective, real regular UI benefits per unemployed worker averaged $522 over the
entire period 1971.1 to 1994.4.  Hence, all extended benefits programs paid benefits that constituted a
significant proportion of unemployment compensation during periods when the emergency programs were
in effect.22

To gain further understanding of the cyclical performance of EUC at the national level, we estimated
a series of descriptive regression equations using real total unemployment compensation benefits per
unemployed worker as the dependent variable (results are reported in Table II.3).  The first regression used
as independent variables only the TUR and three seasonal dummies.  Subsequent regressions added other
cyclical measures on unemployment durations.  All the regressions were adjusted for significant first-order
autocorrelation in their residuals.23

The equations reported in Table II.3 explain the data reasonably well, and all show strong cyclical and
seasonal influences on the real UC benefits series.  There does appear to be some colinearity between the
TUR itself and the various durations measures used, although all the results seem to accord well with prior
expectations.   Focusing on equation 3, for example, we see that real UC benefits per unemployed worker
are estimated to increase by about $69 for each percentage point increase in the TUR and by about $10
for each percentage point increase in the fraction of workers unemployed 27 weeks or longer.  If, during
a “typical” recession, the TUR increases by two percentage points and the fraction of workers unemployed
27 weeks or longer increases by five percentage points, total real UC benefits per unemployed person
would be predicted to increase by $188 (= 2 × $69 + 5 × $10).

We used this general calculation to appraise the cyclical adequacy of all extended benefits programs.
To do that,  least squares regressions identical to the form used as equation 3 in Table II.3 were fit to four
data series over the 1971.1 to 1994.4 period:  (1) total real benefits per unemployed
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TABLE II.3 REGRESSIONS ON REAL TOTAL BENEFITS PER UNEMPLOYED WORKER



24To preserve the property that the residuals sum properly to totals across the regressions, these

equations were not adjusted for autocorrelation.

25This pattern of residuals for FSC is similar, although not identical, to that reported in Corson,

Grossman, and Nicholson (1986).  The primary difference here is that the total and FSC residuals are more

uniformly negative than in the earlier report.  Apparently, the additional data available for the regressions

(especially those related to EUC) provide stronger confirmation of the modest size of the FSC response.
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worker, and its three constituent parts:  (2) regular benefits per unemployed worker, (3) EB benefits per
unemployed worker, and (4) emergency benefits per unemployed worker.24   An examination of the
residuals from these regressions leads to several observations.  

First, residuals estimated from the total benefits equation had very different patterns during the three
emergency periods studied.  For the FSB period, large positive residuals were the prevalent pattern,
averaging more than $300 per unemployed worker during the four quarters, 1975.2 to 1976.2.
Approximately three-fourths of this “unexplained” positive residual arose from the EB and FSB programs,
with a smaller (although still positive) residual being attributable to regular UI. Second, for the FSC
program period, this pattern was reversed.  The total benefits regression exhibited negative residuals
throughout most of the period, averaging nearly !$120 during both 1982 and 1983.  Again, perhaps as
much as three-quarters of this shortfall was explained by the negative residuals in the EB and FSC
regressions.25

Third, the residuals exhibited no strong patterns for the EUC period.  For total benefits, the residuals
had both positive and negative signs.  Some of the quarterly residuals (for example, those for early 1992)
supported the notion that EUC succeeded in offsetting the EB shortfall during these quarters, but this
pattern was not uniform throughout the EUC period, and the later part of the period exhibited negative
residuals.  Therefore, from the perspective of these regressions, EUC again appeared to be a midsized
response to the recession of the early 1990s, falling between the experiences during the FSB and FSC
periods.

For many years, analysts have been concerned that delays in the implementation of emergency
programs may result in their benefits being received well after labor markets have recovered from
recessions, thereby both reducing these programs’ anti-recessionary effectiveness and targeting benefits
to large numbers of workers who are not “recession victims.”  Figures II.4 to II.6 address these issues.
All the figures contain shaded bars that represent National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER)
reference cycles recorded on a peak-to-trough basis.  Although the use of NBER dating may not be ideal
from the perspective of UI policy (since labor markets usually lag behind the business cycle as measured
by the NBER), this method of dating is widely used and has been employed in prior research on extended
benefits policy.  Hence, we use this shorthand method for categorizing  business cycles here. 

Benefits paid under the three major emergency programs of the past 20 years all peaked well after the
cyclical troughs (Figure II.4).  For EUC, the gap was especially large.  Real EUC benefits per unemployed



26FSB benefits peaked in 1976.1 (trough 1975.1), FSC in 1983.1 (trough 1982.4).
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worker peaked in 1992.2, nearly five quarters after the cyclical trough in 1991.1. On the other hand, for
FSB and FSC, real benefits per unemployed worker tended to peak between
two and four quarters after their respective cyclical troughs.26  Part of this disparity can be explained by
the relatively slow recovery from the 1991 recession, but the difference is still surprising, given the important
role EB played in the previous recessions.  That role is highlighted in Figure II.5, which clearly shows the
cyclical sensitivity of the EB program prior to the 1990s.  In the recessions of the 1970s and 1980s, real
EB benefits per unemployed worker grew very rapidly even before the cyclical troughs.  This would have
resulted in a delay of emergency benefits for a large number of
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FIGURE II.4 REAL TOTAL BENEFITS UNDER EMERGENCY PROGRAMS PER
UNEMPLOYED PERSON
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FIGURE II.5 REAL EB BENEFITS PER UNEMPLOYED PERSON



27Although equation 3 was estimated by maximum likelihood to control for autocorrelation, the

residuals were computed such that the predicted value of the dependent variable was not adjusted for

autocorrelation.
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claimants until they reached their “third tier.”  Although there was a minor increase in EB benefits shortly
after the cyclical trough in 1991.1, implementation of EUC in combination with long-standing difficulties
with the EB trigger mechanism severely constrained the responsiveness of the permanent program.

Finally, Figure II.6 uses the regression methodology underlying Table II.3 to gain further insights into
the timing question.  That figure reports the residuals from equation 3 in Table II.3 as an indicator of the
adequacy of the programmatic response to the various recessions.27  The figure shows that total real
unemployment compensation per unemployed worker typically experiences a small decline early in a
recession.  After that, policy responses have varied widely, ranging from the large increase associated with
FSB to the lengthy period of negative residuals associated with FSC.  For EUC, the policy response seems
to have more than restored total benefits to their predicted levels.  Again, the overall lesson to be drawn
from Figure II.6 is that, given its effective replacement of the permanent EB program, the extended benefits
component of EUC was generally consistent
with earlier such extended benefits programs in terms of the severity of the recession in the early 1990s.

2. State-Level Analysis
State-level data on EUC can also be used to evaluate the program’s cyclical performance.  Basic

measures of such performance are illustrated in Table II.4.  To achieve comparability among the states, all
data are presented on a per unemployed worker or per insured unemployed worker basis. The entries in
the table have been adjusted for the optional claims feature of the EUC program--that is, they refer only
to the extended benefits aspect of the EUC program, not to its regular UI
FIGURE II.6 UNEXPLAINED RESIDUAL IN TOTAL REAL UNEMPLOYMENT

COMPENSATING BENEFITS



28In one state--Virginia--our estimate of adjusted EUC first payments per insured unemployed worker

amounted to more that 0.51, however, inconsistencies in the initial claims and first payments data reported

by the state suggest that EUC first payments may be overstated.
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replacement component.  Overall, the figures in Table II.4 exhibit considerable variability in the impact of
EUC on states.  For example, whereas adjusted EUC first payments per insured unemployed worker
averaged approximately 0.25, five states had figures over 0.35.28  Similarly, dollars paid in EUC benefits
vary widely across the states.  Adjusted dollars per insured unemployed worker averaged $638 across all
the states, but six of them averaged more than $1,100 per insured unemployed worker.

The significant variability exhibited by the figures in Table II.4 show that EUC triggers did allocate
available funds differently among the states.  To examine the properties of this targeting, we ran a series of
simple, ordinary least squares regressions on the state average figures.  Explanatory variables included both
measures of the strength of the state labor market (the TUR) and measures of the generosity of state UI
programs (results for these regressions are reported in Table II.5).  In general, these regressions explained
a t  l e a s t  h a l f  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  s t a t e - l e v e l  E U C
data.  The measure of labor market strength (the TUR or the IUR) was always statistically significant,
confirming the fact that EUC did achieve a significant degree of countercyclical  targeting.  The estimated
coefficients of the cyclical variables in Table II.5 were relatively low, however.  For example, each
percentage point increase in the TUR was estimated to increase adjusted EUC first payments per
unemployed worker by 0.6 percent and to raise dollars of EUC by $27.  Regressions that used the IUR
as a cyclical measure gave similar results, although these equations tended to fit the data somewhat better
than those that used the TUR.  Coefficients for the IUR tended to be 2 to 2.5 times the size of those for
the TUR--a difference roughly in line with the magnitude of these variables.
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TABLE II.4 ADJUSTED EUC BENEFITS PER UNEMPLOYED AND PER INSURANCE
UNEMPLOYED WORKER
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TABLE II.5 REGRESSIONS ON STATE AVERAGES DURING EUC
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Examination of the residuals from the equations in Table II.5 suggests that EUC activity across the
states was considerably less variable than might be suggested by the raw data.  Only four states
(Connecticut, Delaware, Massachusetts, and Tennessee) had figures for adjusted EUC dollars per
unemployed worker that were greater than one standard deviation above what might have been expected,
given their characteristics.  Similarly, four states (Michigan, Minnesota, Washington, and West Virginia)
had averages more than one standard deviation below the figures predicted by the regressions.  For most
states, however, characteristics of their unemployment compensation systems, together with measures of
local labor market strength, explain EUC activity fairly well.  Therefore, the overall complexity of the
program appears not to have distorted in any major way its operation as a traditional extended benefits
program.

Finally, the state data can also be used to appraise the timing of the extended benefits portion of the
EUC program.  To do so, we constructed a pooled data series for all the states covering the period 1991.4
to 1994.2.  These data permitted us to evaluate whether the typical state’s experience suggested that EUC
activity met the state’s labor market needs during the period the program was in operation.  Consequently,
our modeling of differences among the states over time relied on relatively simple specifications.  Typically,
we included a measure of cyclical sensitivity (the TUR or the IUR), together with quarterly and state
dummy variables (a “fixed-effect” model), as explanatory variables in regressions on adjusted EUC first
payments and total benefits per unemployed person.  Table II.6 reports representative results for these
estimates.  

The results suggest that, for the typical state, adjusted EUC first payments expanded rapidly once the
program was introduced, but that dollars of benefits paid in the first quarter of the program’s operation
(1991.4) were significantly lower than might have been predicted by the severity of labor market conditions
at that time.  Hence, the mid-quarter introduction of the program
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TABLE II.6 POOLED REGRESSIONS ON EUC ACTIVITY



29We also investigated several other measures of recessionary declines in economic activity, including

real Gross Domestic Product (GDP), real consumption spending, and national income.  These indicators

gave somewhat different appraisals of the relative severity of the three recessions we investigated.

However, all showed that the decline of the 1990s was of somewhat longer duration than were the declines

in prior decades.  Although we believe that the focus on trends in real disposable income is an appropriate

one for appraising stabilization policy, the fact that other cyclical indicators implied that the recession of the

early 1990s was not as severe suggests that caution should be exercised in interpreting our results.
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 and the lag in implementation that has characterized all emergency programs were readily apparent in the
state data.  Overall, it appears that in 1994.4 EUC benefits per unemployed worker were about $170 short
of what the program provided in its later periods of operations, given labor market conditions. 

A somewhat surprising result of the pooled estimates involves the termination of EUC.  Prior studies
of emergency benefits programs have suggested that a large fraction of benefits are paid well after the
economy has recovered, thereby suggesting that more careful targeting would be appropriate.  However,
because of the “long and shallow” shape of the recession of the early 1990s, we did not find that pattern
repeated.  Instead, the pooled estimates reported in Table II.6 suggested that both EUC first payments and
total benefits were significantly lower in the final two quarters of the program’s operation (1994.1 to
1994.2) than might have been predicted by the relative strength of the states’ labor markets.  Indeed, the
shortfall of total benefits per unemployed worker in 1994.2 closely approximated the shortfall at the start
o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  i n  1 9 9 1 . 4 .   T h e r e f o r e ,  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t
the peculiarities of the 1990s recession may have altered somewhat the standard view of the timing of
emergency programs.

C. STABILIZING EFFECTS OF THE EUC PROGRAM
A major goal of all unemployment compensation programs is to stabilize purchasing power during

recessions, thereby fostering the future recovery of the economy.  Regular UI benefits meet this goal
automatically:  benefits expand as laid-off workers file their initial claims.  In prior recessions, the EB
program also tended to play the role of automatic stabilizer, although in these cases, legislative changes in
trigger criteria were sometimes used to ensure that the program performed its role in a timely manner.
Because emergency extended benefits programs are discretionary, they cannot properly be categorized
as “automatic” stabilizers.  The benefits paid under emergency programs still perform a potentially important
stabilization role, however, especially in the later stages of a recession.  In this section, we examine how
well EUC played this role.

To evaluate the stabilization properties of EUC, we first sought to characterize the decline in
purchasing power that accompanies recessions.  We fit a simple exponential time trend to real disposable
income over the 1971-1995 period.29  Negative deviations from this trend were then regarded as measuring
the cyclical declines in purchasing power that UC benefits are intended to stabilize.  Several conclusions
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can be drawn from an examination of this measure (Figure II.7).  First, in terms of purchasing power, the
recession of  the ear ly 1990s appears  not  to  have been as  mild
as traditionally portrayed.  Deviations of real disposable income of more than two percent below trend
occurred during more quarters of the 1990s than in any major recession in earlier decades.  Similarly, the
tendency of the 1990s recession to linger on is readily apparent in the data on purchasing power.  Although
the official trough of the recession occurred late in 1990, large negative residuals in real disposable income
lasted into mid-1994.  Finally, Figure II.7 implies that total lost purchasing power during the complete
1990s downturn exceeded by a substantial margin total losses in earlier downturns.  In part, of course,
these larger total losses are explained by the much larger size of the national economy in the 1990s.  But,
even in percentage terms, the length of the 1990s downturn resulted in the largest losses of purchasing
power of all the downturns shown in Figure II.7.
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FIGURE II.7 DEPARTURES OF REAL DISPOSABLE INCOME FROM TREND LOGARITHMIC
SCALE 1971.1 TO 1994.4
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The relatively unusual shape of the 1990s recession makes it difficult to compare the stabilization
properties of EUC to those of earlier emergency programs.  In the latter periods, such appraisals usually
found that emergency benefits occurred too late in the recession to have much stabilization impact.  EUC
benefits followed a similar trend, in that the program did not begin to pay benefits (in 1991.4) until three
quarters after the NBER-designated recessionary trough (in 1991.1).  This official timing of the recession,
however, may be misleading. Because the shortfall in purchasing power in the 1990s lasted far beyond the
recessionary trough, such a calculation may not tell the full story here.  Throughout the years 1992 and
1993, EUC provided an important offset to the shortfall in disposable income; hence, the program may
indeed have contributed to the economy’s ultimate recovery in purchasing power in late 1994.  Table II.7
provides some summary measures that help make this point.  In the aggregate, the gap in disposable income
illustrated in Figure II.7 was much greater in the 1990s than in earlier recessions.  Our simple time trend
analysis suggests that disposable income fell $800 billion below trend during the period examined, versus
less that $300 billion in earlier recessions.  In part, this larger shortfall is explained by the growth of the real
economy over the period, but a more important explanation is the much greater number of quarters that
constituted the 1990s shortfall.  The figures in Table II.7 show that all unemployment compensation benefits
replaced a much smaller percentage of the large income shortfall in the recession of the 1990s than they
did in prior recessions.  EUC’s replacement was also relatively modest, averaging 2.5 percent of the
income shortfall over the entire period.  However, detailed examination of the timing of the emergency
programs suggests that EUC’s replacement proceeded at a much more steady rate over the period than
was the case for the other emergency programs.  For virtually all the quarters of the EUC program’s
existence, its benefits replaced between 2 and 4 percent of the estimated shortfall in disposable income.
Figures for the earlier emergency programs
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TABLE II.7 STABILIZATION EFFECTS OF UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION
PROGRAMS



30Because EUC periods did not coincide precisely with calendar quarters, all the figures in this section

are necessarily estimates, even for cases in which we seek to describe the operations of the actual program

rather than simulate alternative scenarios.
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were much more erratic.  Both FSB and FSC provided large amounts of benefits during quarters in which
the income shortfall was either very small or nonexistent.  Hence, these computations suggest that, relative
to other emergency programs, EUC had modest, but steady, stabilizing influence on the economy during
its period of operation.

Indeed, our analysis suggests that, if anything, EUC may have been phased out a few quarters too
early.  Even by the third quarter of 1994, real disposable income remained nearly 2 percent below trend--a
greater shortfall than experienced this late in either of the earlier recessions.  Continuation of EUC benefits
at roughly the same levels as in 1993.4 and 1994.1 into 1994.2 and 1994.3 would not have resulted in
replacement percentages any larger than those that characterized the periods of the program’s peak
operations.  However, the conclusion that EUC ended somewhat prematurely, from the point of view of
stabilization, is not supported by other measures of economic activity (such as real GDP) which had largely
returned to their trend growth paths by early 1994.  Of course, using EUC-type programs to sustain real
incomes may be inferior to other types of programs (such as tax reductions), but we have not examined
such programs here.

D. THE PERFORMANCE OF EUC TRIGGERS
Two aspects of the EUC program concern the extended benefits trigger mechanism and its sensitivity

to the trigger indicators and threshold levels used.  Of most direct relevance is the trigger used in the
program itself to implement eligibility for “upper-tier” (longer potential duration) benefits.  That mechanism
sought to focus longer potential durations on especially weak labor markets, and there is a natural policy
interest in how sensitive the results were to the triggers used.  Of perhaps greater relevance to overall
extended benefits policy is the relationship between EUC and the regular EB program.  Specifically,
administrative policy allowed EUC to supplant EB during the recession of the 1990s.  A natural question,
then, is: How would EB itself have performed if this substitution had not occurred?  In this section, we
develop a simulation methodology to address both issues.

1. Triggering Upper-Tier Benefits
Upper-tier potential durations under the EUC program were available during 79 of the 561 state-

quarter periods in which EUC was in effect (Table II.8).30  Although this represents only about 14 percent
of the periods in which the EUC program was available, we estimate that a far higher fraction of EUC
claimants (approximately 26 percent) were eligible for maximum durations.  The primary reason for the
discrepancy is that periods of EUC maximum benefits were likely to occur in weak labor markets and in
somewhat larger states (especially California,  where such maximums
were available throughout the EUC program).  This tendency is more pronounced if the number of  EUC
claimants is adjusted so as to eliminate those who collected benefits under the optional provision of the
program.  After making such an adjustment--an adjustment suggested by the desire to focus only on EUC
claimants for whom the program served as a true extended benefits program--the estimated fraction of



31A simple computation from the final two columns of Table II.8 suggests that only 77 percent of

exhaustees went on to collect EUC in maximum duration periods, versus 92 percent in regular duration

periods.
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claimants in upper-tier periods rises to more than 27 percent.  Still, the fraction of EUC claimants estimated
to be eligible for longer durations fell a bit short of the estimated fraction of individuals who exhausted UI
benefits during periods in which the maximums were in effect.  This suggests that a relatively higher fraction
of exhaustees did not continue on to EUC in the weakest labor markets.31  One possibility is that these
exhaustees were
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TABLE II.8 PREVALENCE OF EUC UPPER TIER POTENTIAL DURATIONS
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more likely to stop actively searching for a job and withdraw from the labor market in such locations, but
we have no direct evidence on this possibility.

To examine the possible consequences of using alternative triggering criteria for upper-tier benefits
within the EUC program, we developed a quarterly simulation model for the program over the period.
Calibrating this model posed several difficulties, primarily because of the extremely complex nature of the
EUC program itself.  In our attempt to simulate the program, we consistently overestimated the extent of
upper-tier periods when we used the program’s actual trigger levels.  Experimentation with the simulations
revealed that the primary difficulty lay in our estimated series for the insured unemployment rate measure
used in the program’s trigger.  That rate--the adjusted insured unemployment rate (AIUR)--adds regular
UI exhaustees during the most recent three-month period to the numerator of the IUR.  Our estimates
suggested that this addition raised the mean IUR from 3.3 to 4.2 percent during the overall EUC period,
and that it raised the mean IUR in upper-tier periods from 5.4 to more than 7 percent.  Although we believe
our calculations of the AIUR to be correct, it is apparent that these levels suggest far more extensive
periods of EUC upper-tier benefits than actually occurred.  A possible reason is that actual triggering based
on weekly data on the AIUR proved to be less generous than was indicated by our quarterly
approximations, but we were unable to examine this hypothesis.  

Given these problems with our estimates of the AIUR, we chose to calibrate the simulation model
simply by raising the EUC trigger level for the AIUR from its actual value (5 percent) to a level that
simulated the approximate level of upper tier periods (6.3 percent).  Under this “base case” simulation, we
estimated that EUC provided enhanced potential durations during 80 periods (versus 79 in the actual
program) in situations in which 2.95 million exhaustees would have been eligible (versus 2.87 million in the
actual program).  Overall, we found that this simulation correctly predicted the upper-tier status of 60
periods.  That is, the simulation model was correct about three-quarters of the time.  We viewed this
agreement to be suitably close for the rough types of simulations we wished to undertake.  Consequently,
we employed this base case to evaluate alternative trigger levels that might have been used in the EUC
program.

Our simulations (Table II.9) show that EUC upper-tier periods were sensitive to the specified levels
of both the TUR and the AIUR.  Each tenth of a point reduction in the TUR threshold below nine percent
added about 70,000 exhaustees to the set of workers potentially eligible for the upper-tier benefits,
whereas each tenth of a point decrease in the AIUR threshold added about  150,000 exhaustees.
Variations in the TUR maintained greater consistency with the actual upper-tier periods than did variations
in the AIUR, thereby indicating some of the sensitivities inherent in IUR-based triggers.  Many periods with
overall unemployment levels only slightly below nine percent would
not have been eligible for upper tier benefits if the AIUR trigger had been more stringent than it actually
was.

2. Substitution of EUC for EB
One provision of EUC, which was in effect until the last two quarters of the program, permitted states

to decline to participate in the regular EB program when the state met the trigger criteria for that program.
All states took advantage of this option to substitute EUC for EB.  To estimate the extent of that
substitution, we developed a simulation model of the EB trigger mechanism over the1991.4-1994.2 period.
Results from those simulations are summarized in Table II.10.  

As a base case, we estimated that the EB trigger mechanism would have provided EB eligibility 
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TABLE II.9 SIMULATIONS OF EUC UPPER TIER DURATION PERIODS
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TABLE II.10 SIMULATIONS OF EB PROGRAM TRIGGERS



32The augmented trigger required an IUR of 5 percent, which exceeded the average of the prior two

years’ IUR by 20 percent, or a TUR of 6.5 percent, which exceeded the prior two years’ average TUR

by 10 percent.  If the TUR trigger was not adopted, EB payments would have been much smaller.  Under

that scenario, EB would have been available in 28 state-quarter periods for 714,000 exhaustees.

33Actual EB first payments totaled about 150,000 during the period, with the vast majority of them

occurring in the final two quarters of the EUC program’s existence, when the state option to use EUC

instead of EB was not in effect.

34This finding is similar to that reported in Corson and Rangarajan (1994).  
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during 101 state-quarter periods if all states had adopted the TUR as well as the IUR as a trigger.32 This
would have resulted in nearly 3 million exhaustees of regular UI potentially being eligible for EB.33  More
than half of these would have been eligible for the “upper tier” (20 weeks) of EB rather than the “lower tier”
(13 weeks). 

Our simulations also showed that with modest variations in that program’s trigger criteria, many more
exhaustees could potentially have been eligible for EB.  The most important of these variations would have
been to eliminate the thresholds in the current EB law that require unemployment rates
to exceed those in prior years by prespecified amounts.  In the absence of such thresholds, especially those
relating to the TUR trigger, the number of exhaustees potentially eligible for EB would expand
significantly.34  Indeed, eliminating the TUR threshold would have raised the number of eligible exhaustees
from less than 3 million to more than 7 million--a number that begins to resemble the adjusted number of
first payments under the extended benefits component of the EUC program (8.2  million).  Modest
variations in the trigger rates themselves would not have had such a substantial impact on EB availability.
Reducing the IUR trigger by half a percentage point (to 4.5 percent) would have had an imperceptible
effect on EB eligibility if the TUR and both threshold requirements remained in effect.  Lowering the TUR
threshold to 6 percent (from 6.5 percent) would have expanded EB eligibility somewhat (by perhaps 5
percent), but the thresholds would still have exerted a significant constraining effect.
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III.  CHARACTERISTICS OF EUC RECIPIENTS AND THEIR
EXPERIENCES WHILE COLLECTING EUC

The Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program was introduced in response to a
perceived need to lengthen the duration of unemployment benefits for unemployed workers during the
1990-1993 recession. Because the duration of unemployment lengthens, unemployment compensation
benefits are often extended during recessions.  Individuals who experience long spells of unemployment
may need a longer period of unemployment compensation, since other sources of income support may be
unavailable or are not sufficient to cover the temporary economic needs of recipients and their families.
Individuals who experience long spells of unemployment during recessionary periods might also benefit from
reemployment assistance or training, but efforts to increase the level of such services typically have not been
tied to extensions of unemployment compensation.

In this chapter, we examine the use of employment, education, and training service and the anti-poverty
effectiveness of EUC.  We begin by examining the unemployment compensation experiences of recipients
who collected regular Unemployment Insurance (UI) and/or EUC during the period in which the EUC
program operated.  We also examine the demographic and pre-layoff job characteristics of EUC recipients
and compare them to a group of recipients who collected only regular UI.  We use administrative data
collected from the 18 states in our sample for our analysis of unemployment compensation experiences;
we also use survey data for our analysis of the characteristics of recipients and their income and
reemployment service receipt.  As discussed in Chapter I, the survey data were collected for subsamples
of EUC and UI-only recipients in the 16 states that provided data in time for inclusion in the survey.  To
reduce recall error, the survey data are restricted to recipients who began collecting EUC during the later
three phases of EUC.  This restriction is also applied to the UI-only sample by restricting that sample to
individuals who, if they had collected EUC, would have been likely to collect EUC during its later three
phases.  Both data sets are weighted to represent national totals as described in Appendix A.  

Our analysis of the unemployment compensation experiences and characteristics of EUC recipients
indicates that it makes sense to think of the EUC program as having served two types of recipients: (1)
long-term, unemployed individuals; and (2) short-term, unemployed individuals.  Prior temporary extended
benefits programs served long-term unemployed individuals because individuals could not receive extended
benefits until they collected all their regular UI benefits and, depending on the program, extended benefits
provided through the permanent Extended Benefits (EB) program.  During EUC-3 and EUC-4, however,
individuals who had previously collected regular UI and had used up their benefits because they had
collected all their benefits or had reached the end of a benefit year were allowed the option, when they filed
an initial claim, of collecting EUC instead of establishing a new UI benefit year.  Our analysis indicates that
the vast majority of individuals who chose to collect EUC instead of establishing a new benefit year did not
continue on to regular UI.  This group also had relatively low benefit exhaustion rates, and many appeared
to be job-attached workers on temporary layoff.

For this reason, we divide EUC recipients into two groups for our analyses.  We  combine individuals
who collected UI then EUC or EUC then UI into one group (labeled UI-and-EUC) and consider this group
as recipients who received both first- and second-tier UC benefits.  We use this group when we make
comparisons to extended benefit recipients under prior temporary extended benefits programs.  The other
group (which we label EUC-only) are recipients who collected only EUC and who appear more like our



35We defined the population of interest as individuals who either received an EUC payment or could

potentially have received an EUC payment if they had remained unemployed long enough.  We defined this

later group as individuals who received a first payment from a state UI, UCFE, or UCX (hereafter referred

to as UI)  program during the period January 1991 through  September 1993, since these individuals would

have been eligible to collect EUC if they exhausted UI.  This definition excludes some who were eligible

for EUC through the reachback provisions, since those provisions allowed some individuals who began

collecting regular UI prior to January 1992 to collect EUC.  However, we believe this definition captures

the vast majority of individuals potentially eligible for EUC.  Finally, our analysis excludes the small number

of payments made under the regular EB program during this period; we did not collect data on these

payments for the individuals in our sample.
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comparison group of UI-only recipients.  We also present data for the combined groups, to allow for
statements about the entire population of EUC recipients.

The rest of this chapter consists of five sections.  Section A provides a description of the
unemployment compensation experiences of UI and EUC recipients.  Sections B and C provide
descriptions of their demographic and pre-layoff job characteristics.  Then, in Section D, we examine
recipients’ use of public assistance or retirement benefits and see how use of these programs changed as
recipients made the transition from employment to unemployment.  We also examine household income and
poverty status, as well as EUC’s role in helping recipients maintain their household incomes.  Finally, in
Section E, we examine the use of reemployment services and training and whether long-term unemployed
recipients could potentially have benefited from more services or training.  

A. UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION EXPERIENCES
Approximately 22.5 million individuals received one or more weekly payments from state UI,

Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees (UCFE), Unemployment Compensation for Ex-
Servicemen (UCX), and/or EUC programs during the period in which EUC was available.35  As Table
III.1 shows, these individuals, on average, established 1.2 benefit years during this nearly three-year period
and received 23.4 weeks of benefits (17.1 UI and 6.3 EUC), for a total of $4,030 in payments ($2,942
from UI and $1,088 from EUC).  These averages mask considerable variability.
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TABLE III.1 UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION EXPERIENCES OF INDIVIDUALS
 ESTABLISHING BENEFIT YEARS DURING THE EUC PERIOD



36The administrative records did not allow us to determine precisely which individuals who began

collecting EUC did so under the reachback provision and which did so under the provision allowing EUC

to be collected instead of regular UI.  To address this problem, we categorized claims as reachback claims

if they occurred during EUC-1 or EUC-2 and the UI first payment began prior to 1991(we obtained UI

data for claims beginning in January 1991).  This definition will incorrectly classify individuals who began

collecting UI in mid-November through December 1990 as reachback claims, but this misclassification

should affect only a small number of claims.  We categorized EUC claims as EUC optional claims if they

occurred after the beginning of EUC-3 and the time period between a UI benefit year begin date and the

EUC first payment was one year or more.  Individuals who met this criterion would have been required to

establish new UI claims had the options legislation not been enacted.  This definition counts as EUC-

optional claims a few claims established during EUC-5, when the option was not in effect; however, data

on EUC optional claims reported by states also show a small number of optional claims during this period.

We also distinguished between recipients who collected only EUC and those who collected EUC followed

almost immediately by a new benefit year and a UI claim.  We categorized recipients as “EUC-then-UI”

recipients if the first payment date for the new UI claim was within 30 days of the last payment date of the

EUC claim.  This requirement  distinguished between recipients who most likely did not have subsequent
(continued...)
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While  most individuals (80 percent) established a single benefit year, 17 percent established two benefit
years and 3 percent established three or four. The decile of individuals receiving the largest payments
received 23 percent of all dollars spent during this period, while the decile receiving the lowest payments
received less than one-half of one percent of total payments.  These numbers imply that the individuals in
the highest decile received more than $9,000 on average (56 weeks of benefits) and those in the lowest
decile received $173 on average, or roughly one week of benefits.

Turning to an analysis of benefit years (Table III.2), we can see that most of the benefit years (90
percent) established during the EUC period began with a spell of regular UI, which, about 30 percent of
the time, was followed by a period of EUC collection.36  The remaining 10 percent of benefit years began



36(...continued)
employment and recipients who may have interrupted their benefit collection by either a job spell or time

out of the labor market.  While these definitions may not be accurate in all cases, they do provide a

consistent way of defining EUC first claims across the states in our sample.
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as EUC first claims.  Two of the 10 percent (five percent of EUC claims) were claims made under EUC’s
reachback provisions.  The remainder, which accounted for 22 percent of EUC claims, were EUC optional
claims.  The vast majority of these claims were EUC-only claims--that is, benefit years in which an EUC,
but no UI, benefit was collected. 
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TABLE III.2 UC EXPERIENCES BY BENEFIT YEAR DURING PERIOD IN WHICH EUC WAS
AVAILABLE



37We define “exhausted” as collecting the full entitlement.

38For example, the national exhaustion rate for regular UI was about 30 percent over the 1986-1990

period.
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The average recipient collected 20 weeks of benefits and about $3,400 per benefit year (Table III.2).
As we discuss above, however, these averages mask considerable variability.  For example, the 27 percent
of recipients who collected UI and then EUC collected 54 percent of all benefits, while the 63 percent
collecting only UI collected 38 percent of the benefits.  Furthermore, data on the distribution of benefits
by decile (not shown in the table) show that individuals in the highest decile collected 25 percent of all
benefits and those in the lowest collected less than one-half percent.  Interestingly, the figures on the
distribution of benefits by benefit year are roughly identical to those reported in Table III.1 for individuals
over multiple benefit years.  This finding implies that those who collected large benefit amounts did so
because they had a long spell of benefit collection associated with a single benefit year, as opposed to
several spells over multiple benefit years.  In other words, it implies that, at least during a recession,
individuals who tend to collect UI in multiple years (often termed “repeaters”) have relatively short spells
and do not collect a disproportionate share of benefits over time.

Another issue worth considering is the exhaustion rate, which provides a measure of the extent to
which the UI and EUC programs provided adequate unemployment compensation coverage to unemployed
workers.  As shown in Table III.2, we estimate that about 17 percent of all recipients exhausted both tiers
of benefits during the EUC period.37  This rate is lower than the 25 to 30 percent UI exhaustion rate
typically found during nonrecessionary periods, which suggests that the degree of coverage of
unemployment spells provided by the unemployment compensation system was somewhat larger during
the EUC period than is typically the case.38  However, one reason the exhaustion rate was as low as it was
is that some individuals who exhausted first-tier benefits did not go on to collect second-tier benefits.  Some
of these individuals probably became reemployed quickly, while others (some EUC-only recipients) may
not have qualified for further benefits; however, some undoubtedly could have collected further benefits but
chose not to.  An alternative calculation of the total exhaustion rate, which assumes that everyone
exhausting first-tier benefits collects second-tier benefits, involves multiplying the exhaustion rate for tier one
(assumed to be UI) by the rate for tier two (EUC).  Conceptually, this calculation is the same as the one
reported in Chapter II, using aggregate data, and our empirical results, using individual level data, are
basically identical.  Namely, we estimate that during the EUC period the UI exhaustion rate was 42 percent
and the EUC rate was 58 percent for a total rate of 24 percent.  This rate is at the low end of the typical
nonrecessionary range--which, again, suggests that the combined UI-EUC programs provided adequate
coverage as judged by historical nonrecessionary standards.

Turning to an examination of the experiences of EUC recipients by phase (Table III.3), we can see
how the changes made over time in the EUC program affected recipients’ experiences.  Mean weeks of
EUC was longest during phases one and two, when potential durations were the longest (26 or 33 weeks);
mean weeks on EUC was shortest during phase five, when potential durations were the shortest (7 or 13
weeks).  As one would expect, the reverse occurred for the EUC exhaustion rate among recipients who
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received both UI and EUC: mean weeks collected and the exhaustion rate among reachback recipients
were similar to the averages experienced by other EUC recipients during EUC-1 and EUC-2.

Finally, the EUC program experiences of EUC option recipients differed substantially from those of
other EUC recipients.  These recipients had shorter durations than other EUC recipients who collected
during the same program phases, and they had substantially lower exhaustion rates (less



5667

TABLE III.3 EUC EXPERIENCES BY PHASE
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than 35 percent versus more than 60 percent).  Overall, these recipients accounted for 19 percent of all
EUC recipients, but they collected about 13 percent of EUC benefits. 

B. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
Older, female, and minority workers were disproportionately represented among long-term recipients

(those collecting UI and EUC), compared to shorter-term recipients, who collected only UI (Table III.4).
This pattern is consistent with prior studies of long-term unemployment insurance recipients including
recipients of some emergency extended benefits programs (Corson and Dynarski 1990; Corson and
Nicholson 1982; and Corson et al. 1986). 

Other differences between long- and shorter-term recipients appear to be related to the nature of the
1990-1993 recession and the industries and occupations most affected by it.  While one might expect that
education level would be negatively correlated with duration of unemployment, the longer-term recipients
(UI-and-EUC) had higher education levels than the shorter-term UI-only and EUC-only recipients.
However, data presented in the next section show that the shorter-term recipients, particularly the EUC-
only recipients, were more likely to come from construction or manufacturing industries and occupations
than were the longer-term recipients.  Jobs in these industries and occupations tend to require less schooling
than in other industries or occupations.

Comparisons of the UI-and-EUC recipients to emergency extended benefits recipients in the 1981-
1983 recession also show some differences, which are probably related to the nature of the recessions.
The earlier recession was heavily concentrated in durable manufacturing, and, not surprisingly, the
proportion of UI-and-EUC recipients who were female (44 percent) was greater than the proportion (37
percent)  found for recipients of  Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC), the
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TABLE III.4 DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
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39The percentage of EUC recipients who are female, however, is slightly less than the 47 percent of

Federal Supplemental Benefits (FSB) recipients during the mid-1970s, who were female (Corson and

Nicholson 1982).

40In 1980, 42 percent of the civilian labor force were female, compared to 46 percent in 1994 (U.S.

Bureau of the Census 1996).
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program in effect during the earlier recession (Corson et al. 1986).39  In addition, UI-only recipients during
the 1990s recession were slightly more likely to have been female (41 percent) than UI-only recipients
during the 1980s recession (38 percent), but the difference is smaller.  These numbers stand in contrast to
the slight decrease in the percentage of the civilian labor force that has been female from the 1980s to the
1990s, suggesting that females bore a greater portion of the 1990s recession than they did in the 1980s.40 

C. PRE-LAYOFF JOBS AND JOB SEPARATIONS
Many of the differences between UI-and-EUC recipients and EUC-only and UI-only recipients can

be explained by the recipients’ types of jobs and job separations (Table III.5).  The major difference
among these groups is that EUC-only recipients appear more job-attached than UI and EUC recipients
or even UI-only recipients.  EUC-only recipients were more likely to report long tenure at their pre-
unemployment employers.  For example, 48 percent of EUC-only recipients worked with their previous
employers for five or more years, whereas only 35 percent of UI-and-EUC recipients worked that long
with their pre-unemployment employers.  However, EUC-only recipients were also more likely to report
breaks in employment than either other group.  Only 70 percent of EUC-only recipients reported having
worked continuously for their pre-unemployment employers, compared to 84 percent of UI-and-EUC
recipients, and 76 percent of UI-only recipients.  Similarly, EUC-only recipients were almost three time
as likely to  report being laid off on a regular
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TABLE III.5 PRE-BENEFITS JOB CHARACTERISTICS
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41In 1994, 16 percent of employees worked in manufacturing industries, compared to 22 percent in

1980 and 26 percent in 1970 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1996).
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basis than were UI-and-EUC recipients.  UI-only recipients reported regular layoffs at a rate that fell
between these two groups.

These patterns of job attachment are not surprising, in light of the differences in the industries and the
occupations of the recipients.  About 60 percent of EUC-only recipients were employed in the
construction, durable manufacturing, and nondurable manufacturing industries, compared to 40 percent of
UI-and-EUC recipients and slightly less than half of UI-only recipients.  Both EUC-only and UI-only
recipients were more likely to report being in a seasonal industry than were UI-and-EUC recipients, and
thereby more likely to experience the short unemployment spells found among recipients of only one UC
program.  Reported occupations of recipients are consistent with this pattern:  EUC-only recipients were
more likely to have been machine operators or assemblers, or to have been in construction and extractive
occupations, than were UI-and-EUC recipients, who were more likely to have been in managerial,
professional, or administrative support occupations. 

Long-term emergency benefits recipients during the 1990s recession were less likely to be in the
manufacturing industries (30 percent) than were emergency recipients during the 1970s and 1980s
recessions (44 percent and 40 percent, respectively), whereas a greater percentage of long-term EUC
recipients were in services or finance, insurance, and real estate.  These differences are probably related
to differences in the recessions, with the earlier recessions being more manufacturing-based; however, the
differences may also arise in part because the share of the labor force in manufacturing has declined over
time.41 

Given the differences among work histories of the recipient groups, we expect that UI-and-EUC
recipients were more likely to be permanently separated from their employers than EUC-only and UI-only
recipients (the data in Table III.6 indicate that this is the case).  Although approximately equal percentages
(73 to 79) of UI-and-EUC and UI-only recipients reported having been laid off, the reasons differ
substantially.  Thirty-one percent of the long-term EUC recipients reported that their plant or facility moved,
the company was sold, or the job or shift was eliminated, compared to 18 percent of UI-only recipients,
who were more likely to report “lack of work” as the reason for being laid off.  As before, EUC-only
recipients differed even more than the UI-only recipients from UI-and-EUC recipients.  EUC-only
recipients were the group most likely to report “lack of work” as their reason for job separation, and least
likely to report that the plant closed, the company moved, or the job or shift was eliminated.  Similarly,
recall expectations were highest among EUC-only recipients and lowest among UI and-EUC recipients.
Forty-nine percent of EUC-only recipients expected recall, 20 percent had a definite recall date, and 44
percent reported that they had been recalled.  In contrast, 23 percent of UI-and-EUC recipients expected
recall, 3 percent had a definite date, and 14 percent had been recalled.

Another measure of the severity of job loss is the definition of “dislocated worker” used by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics (BLS) in its Displaced Worker Survey.  Under this definition, which takes into account



42The BLS defines workers as dislocated if they worked at the job they lost for three or more years

and lost their job because (1) their plant closed, (2) their employer went out of business, or (3) they were

laid off and not recalled.
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both the reason for job separation and job tenure, 19 percent of UI-and-EUC recipients could be classified
as dislocated, compared to only 6 percent of EUC-only recipients and 12 percent of UI-only recipients.42

These findings on pre-layoff jobs and job separations show that EUC-only recipients were, on
average, more likely to be job attached than UI-and-EUC and UI-only recipients.  This finding is not
surprising, given the industries the recipients came from and given that EUC-only recipients must



5677

TABLE III.6 PRE-BENEFITS JOB SEPARATION CHARACTERISTICS
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have had a previous UI benefit year before they could choose to collect EUC first.  That is, individuals who
had never previously filed for UI benefits would not have been eligible to choose whether or not to collect
EUC first.  First-time claimants would have been required to claim UI before EUC.  Those claimants who
had previously collected UI benefits, such as workers laid off and recalled periodically, would have been
eligible to choose EUC first.  Although we cannot examine the issue directly, these workers, or their
employers, might also have been better able to understand the complexities of the choice offered between
collecting UI or EUC first, and therefore might have been more able to take advantage of the option
available, compared to claimants less familiar with the UI system.

In summary, individuals permanently dislocated from their pre-UI jobs were more likely to end up
receiving both UI and EUC than were job-attached individuals.  They might also be expected to have
different needs for assistance with their job search or additional education or training than would the job-
attached recipients who ended up receiving either UI or EUC. 

D. THE ANTI-POVERTY EFFECTIVENESS OF EUC
Emergency unemployment benefits are provided as additional, time-limited resources to individuals

and their families to tide them over while they look for work.  Implicit in the emergency benefits legislation
is that other income sources, such as other government transfer programs and spouse/partners’ incomes,
do not provide sufficient support to maintain family incomes at an adequate level.  Indeed, it has been
argued that emergency extensions are necessary to keep individuals and their families from having poverty-
level incomes.  We explore these issues in this section by examining (1) receipt of transfer payments, (2)
the earnings of spouses/partners, and (3) family income relative to the poverty threshold and the role of
EUC in maintaining incomes above the poverty threshold.

1. EUC Recipients’ Use of Transfer Programs and Retirement Benefits
Families may increase the use of transfer programs from pre-unemployment levels to help alleviate the

short-term financial needs experienced during unemployment.  To assess the reliance of EUC and UI-only
recipients on transfer programs and retirement benefits, we asked survey respondents about their use of
these programs, both during the six months preceding their first UC payment and during UC benefit
collection.  Our analysis includes means-tested cash benefits, such as welfare; means-tested in-kind
benefits, such as food stamps; retirement benefits, such as social security and private pensions; and other
benefits, such as workers’ compensation.  

We found that rates of receipt for each of these benefits were low for all groups, both before and
during the period of UC receipt (Table III.7).  The highest rates of receipt occurred for social security,
which was received by six to eight percent of UC recipients.  Rates of receipt for other benefits were lower.
Previous research also found relatively low rates of retirement and public assistance receipt by UC
recipients during both recessionary and nonrecessionary times  (Smith and Vavrichek 1990; Corson and
Dynarski 1990; and Corson and Nicholson 1982).  

In general, there were slight increases in the rates of receipt after unemployment, but the differences
were quite small.  The largest such increase occurred for the UI-and-EUC group, where five percent of
recipients reported receiving food stamps prior to layoff and seven percent reported receiving food stamps
after layoff. 



5679

TABLE III.7 RECEIPT OF RETIREMENT AND PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BENEFITS BEFORE,
DURING, AND AFTER UI AND/OR EUC RECEIPT
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In sum, recipients rarely used transfer and retirement programs, either before or during UC benefit
collection.  We could not examine the reasons why UC recipients did not participate in these programs to
assess whether they would have been eligible for them, but it is clear that this source of income was
insufficient to replace the income lost through unemployment.

2. Earnings of Spouses/Partners
An important source of income to families experiencing an income shortfall attributable to

unemployment is likely to be the earnings of the spouse or partner.  Income from this source may be
sufficient to support recipients and their families during the period of unemployment.  Moreover, if
spouses/partners are able to increase their earnings substantially, the need for benefit extensions may be
lower.  

Information from our survey (Table III.8) indicates that spouse/partner earnings were indeed an
important source of earnings for recipients with a working spouse/partner; but there is no evidence that
employment rates and/or earnings were increased after unemployment.  There were no noticeable
differences by recipient group.  Specifically, 60 to 65 percent of each group reported being married or
living together unmarried, about 43 percent reported that they had a spouse or partner who worked, and
mean incomes from the spouse/partner averaged $6,500 to $8,000 per recipient.  The spouse or partner’s
income averaged $16,000 to $19,000 for recipients with a working spouse.  

3. Family Poverty Rates
EUC was introduced to provide temporary income support for unemployed workers who, because

of the recession, needed additional time to look for work.  The implicit assumption was that other sources
of income were insufficient to provide adequate financial support to avoid depleting
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TABLE III.8 SPOUSE/PARTNER EMPLOYMENT STATUS AND EARNINGS BEFORE AND
DURING UC BENEFIT RECEIPT



5682

savings.  We therefore examine two questions of policy interest: (1) Was the total family income of EUC
recipients above the poverty line? (2) Would the recipients’ families have fallen into poverty if they had not
received EUC?

To examine these questions, we compare average weekly total family income to family size- adjusted
poverty thresholds during the six months prior to receipt of UC and during receipt, including and excluding
UI/EUC benefits.  “Family income” includes recipients’ earnings, earnings reported for the spouse/partner,
and public assistance and retirement benefits. 

Our analysis shows that, prior to the unemployment spell, distribution of family income relative to the
poverty threshold was very similar for the UI-and-EUC and UI-only groups (Table III.9).  About 60 to
65 percent of the families had incomes above twice the poverty line, and 11 to 12 percent had incomes
below the poverty line, a rate equal to the national rate for families in 1993  (U.S. Bureau of the Census
1996).  The EUC-only group was slightly less well off, with 46 percent having incomes more than twice
the poverty line and 15 percent with incomes below the poverty line.

Family income dropped after the recipients became unemployed and substantially greater percentages
of claimant families had poverty-level incomes, despite UC benefit receipt.  During the UC benefit
collection period, family income averaged about half the income during the period immediately prior to
unemployment.  Including UC benefits, 41 percent of UI-and-EUC, 60 percent of EUC-only, and 52
percent of UI-only recipient families appear to have had incomes at or below the poverty line. 

If EUC benefits were not available and were excluded from the family income during the EUC benefit
collection period,  70 percent of UI-and-EUC recipient, and 77 percent of EUC-only recipients would
have been below the poverty level if recipients or their families were unable to find
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TABLE III.9 FAMILY INCOME RELATIVE TO THE POVERTY LEVEL THRESHOLD



5684

PAGE 2



43Loss of UI benefits would have had a similar effect on UI-only family incomes.
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jobs or increase their earnings in the absence of UI benefits.43  To examine potential behavioral responses
to the loss of EUC, we also examined family income of EUC exhaustees following exhaustion.  We found
little evidence that exhaustees were able to increase family income rapidly. 

These poverty rates are substantially higher than those found in other studies of UC recipients.  For
example, Corson and Nicholson (1982) estimate that 23 percent of FSB recipient families had poverty-
level incomes when collecting FSB, and Smith and Vavrichek (1990) estimate that 19 percent of mid-
1980s long-term UI recipients and their families had poverty-level incomes.  In the absence of UC, the two
studies estimate poverty rates of 33 and 46 percent, respectively.  One reason for the differences is that
the current study, unlike the other two cited here, may have less complete data on family income.  For
example, the other two studies were able to include data on the earnings of family members other than the
spouse, as well as data on dividends, rent, and interest; but this study does not contain these data.  Another
reason for the differences is that the FSB calculation refers to the year in which FSB was collected while
the other two refer solely to the period in which UI or EUC was collected.

While this comparison to earlier studies suggests that the poverty rates reported here may be biased
upwards, an analysis of family structure and the components of income suggests that the numbers reported
here may not be far out of line.  The numbers reported in Table III.4 indicate that the average family size
of EUC and UI recipients was 2.4, which translates to an average 1993 annual poverty threshold of roughly
$10,500.  With an average UI/EUC weekly benefit of $169, recipients who were solely or primarily
dependent on their UI benefit for income would have had  poverty-level incomes ($169 × 52 = $8,788).
In contrast, the 40 percent of recipients with working spouses would be unlikely to have poverty-level
incomes, since average earnings of the spouse were more than $16,000 in all our claimant groups.  These
numbers suggest that poverty status is highly correlated with the absence of a spouse’s income, a finding
confirmed in the Smith and Vavrichek (1990) study.

In summary, our analysis of family income relative to poverty thresholds suggests that EUC kept a
substantial portion of families from experiencing poverty-level incomes during the period of EUC collection.
Other transfer payments and retirement benefits, without EUC, would not have kept these families above
the poverty level.  On the other hand, the earnings of the spouse/partner were an important and sizable
source of family income, but this source was available only to the  approximately 40 percent of recipients
whose spouse/partner was working prior to the pre-UI layoff.  We found no evidence of increased
employment rates or earnings of the spouse/partner during the unemployment spell.

E. RECEIPT OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES AND PARTICIPATION IN
EDUCATION OR TRAINING

EUC recipients’ employment and training needs may have differed from those of regular UI-only
recipients.  If so, the appropriate policy response may have been to provide more reemployment services
or education/training to these individuals before they began to collect EUC.  While the need for services
is not easily measured without in-depth case studies of the skills and interests of each individual, we explore
this issue in two ways.  First, we examine the degree to which EUC recipients used reemployment services
and education and training.  Evidence that reemployment services and education/training were used by



44The rates of Job Service use are similar to those found in a study of UI recipients in 1988.  In that

study, 64 percent of exhaustees and 50 percent of nonexhaustees reported using the Job Service (Corson

and Dynarski 1990).  As in that study, the services most commonly mentioned by recipients were (1)

receiving referrals to jobs, (2) being taught how to apply for jobs, (3) receiving assistance in applying, (4)

receiving information on careers or occupations, and (5) receiving information about job training or

education programs.  
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many recipients would suggest that increased emphasis on service use may be unnecessary, while evidence
that reemployment services or education/training were used by few recipients would suggest the opposite.
Second, we examine whether EUC recipients had characteristics such as low skills and education levels,
which may indicate a need for employment and training services.

1. Reemployment Service Use
Both UI and EUC recipients could use job search and placement services provided by their state’s

Job Service or Employment Service, and substantial fractions of both groups used services.  As we would
expect, long-term EUC recipients (UI-and-EUC) were more likely to use the Job Service than shorter-
term recipients (EUC-only and UI-only).  As Table III.10 shows, about two-thirds of EUC-and-UI
recipients reported using the Job Service, both while collecting UI and while collecting EUC, compared
to about 50 percent of EUC-only and UI-only recipients.44 However, despite the greater likelihood of
service use and the fact that Job Service registration was required during some phases of EUC, 25 percent
of long-term recipients did not report using the Job Service either during UI or EUC.  This finding suggests
that there is probably some room for increasing the level of service use for long-term recipients.

One potential explanation for the fact that some recipients did not use the Job Service is that some
recipients were job attached and probably not in need of reemployment services.  Data on the use of Job
Services by recall status (Table III.10) confirm that recipients with definite recall dates were much less
likely than other recipients to go to the Job Service; still, a substantial number of  recipients with no
expectation of recall did not use the Job Service.  The rate of use was highest for
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TABLE III.10 USE OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES OTHER THAN TRAINING



45These rates are higher than the rates for UI recipients reported in Corson and Dynarski 1990, for
1988 (16 percent for exhaustees and 10 percent for nonexhaustees).  That study, however,  covered a
shorter time period (about one year), and 1988 was a nonrecessionary year.
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longer-term recipients who had no recall expectations (that is, UI-and-EUC); even for this group, however,
a quarter did not use the services.

Similar patterns held for use of services from the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) or other
sources.  Once again, a higher percentage of UI-and-EUC recipients (25 percent) received services from
these sources than did EUC-only and UI-only recipients (9 and 14 percent, respectively).  Recipients with
recall expectations were less likely to receive services than recipients who were less job attached.

2. Use of Occupational Training and General Education
During recessionary periods most unemployment compensation recipients are likely to have job skills

that will lead to jobs once the economy strengthens, and these recipients are not likely to need further
education or training to find a job.  However, some recipients lack employable skills and need (or could
benefit from) further education or training, either to find a job or to increase their wages.  These recipients
may or may not receive education or training while unemployed.  Hence, an important question is: To what
degree do unemployment compensation recipients participate in education or training programs?

Information collected in our survey about this question indicates that a modest number of recipients
did participate in training or education programs at some point between their first UC claim date and our
interview date, a period that averaged approximately three-and-a-half years.  A slightly higher percentage
of UI-and-EUC recipients (24 percent), compared to UI-only or EUC-only recipients (14 to 17 percent),
received education or training, with some recipients reporting participation in more than one program (Table
I I I . 1 1 ) . 4 5   H o w e v e r ,  n o t  a l l  e d u c a t i o n  o r  t r a i n i n g
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TABLE III.11 USE AND TYPES OF EDUCATION OR TRAINING RECEIVED BY BENEFITS
RECIPIENTS



46We cannot distinguish perfectly between training undertaken in response to unemployment and

education or training begun for other reasons.  For example, a worker might have started a training program

in expectation of a layoff; alternatively, a worker may have accepted a job for the short term to provide

income while participating in education or training for a new career.  

47Because sample sizes for the second and third programs are too small for comparisons to be

meaningful, we focus on the first program only.
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received between the first claim date and the interview date was in response to the unemployment spell.
Some recipients continued education or training they had began before collecting UC benefits, while others
began participating after becoming reemployed.46  About 30 percent of the first education or training
program reported by UI-and-EUC recipients, and 35 percent or more for EUC-only and UI-only
recipients, began either before or after the unemployment spell.  Adjusting for the start date, we find that
about 17 percent of UI-and-EUC and 10 percent of EUC-only and UI-only recipients participated in
education or training programs that began while they were unemployed. 

Participation in occupational training programs was two to three times as common as participation in
general education programs.  Moreover, UI-and-EUC recipients who received education or training were
more likely to receive occupational training than general education, compared to EUC-only and UI-only
recipients.

An examination of the characteristics of the first training program begun during the unemployment spell
(Table III.12) indicates that common types of training were computer programming and data processing;
nursing, therapy, and other medical training; and business management, including sales.47  The category
labeled “Other” represents a large percentage of claimants’ training, since the training varied considerably.
Common categories included in this category are police and correctional work, social work and counseling,
and food management.  
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TABLE III.12 CHARACTERISTICS OF OCCUPATIONAL TRAINING STARTED DURING
UNEMPLOYMENT SPELL
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48We ignore the EUC-only recipients, since the sample size is quite small.
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UI-and-EUC  were twice as likely to have a government agency pay for the program, as were UI-only
recipients.48  About 75 percent of UI-and-EUC completed the first occupational training program, and
more than 60 percent considered the course useful in obtaining a job.  (Somewhat more thought that the
program was “useful” or “somewhat useful” on the current job.) 

In contrast to UI-and-EUC, UI-only recipients most commonly reported paying for their own
program.  Their experiences in how the training helped them either to get a job or maintain it were similar
to those of the long-term unemployed.  Sixty-five percent reported that the training was useful in obtaining
a job; 66 percent thought it was useful or somewhat useful on the job.

The most common types of general education courses taken by EUC and UI-only  were  two-year
college courses (Table III.13).  General Equivalency Diploma (GED) classes, English as a Second
Language (ESL) classes, and noncredit adult education classes were also common.  As with occupational
training, UI-and-EUC recipients were more likely than UI-only recipients to report that their general
education courses were paid for by a government agency, although paying for one’s own course was the
most prevalent method.  Half the courses taken by both EUC and UI-only recipients were to last less than
six months.  

In contrast to the occupational training, larger percentages of EUC and UI-only recipients (18 percent
and 41 percent, respectively) reported that they did not complete the general education courses, and a
lower percentage of recipients thought their general education courses were useful in performing their jobs.
Common reasons for not completing the courses were finding employment and being unable to afford to
continue.  Because the number of recipients who reported taking general education courses is extremely
s m a l l ,  c a u t i o n  s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e s e  p a t t e r n s .
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TABLE III.13 CHARACTERISTICS OF GENERAL EDUCATION COURSES STARTED
DURING THE UNEMPLOYMENT SPELL
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49We also considered using two other measures as potential indicators of need for education or

training: (1) having worked in an industry that had experienced significant employment decline in the several

years prior to the recession (from 1986 to 1990), and (2) not expecting recall.  When we used either

indicator in conjunction with the other indicators of need for training, virtually all of the sample was

considered to have potential need for training.  We therefore rejected use of these measures as indicators

of potential need for training.
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3. Indicators of Potential Need for Education or Training
In Section 2, we reported that 17 percent of the long-term recipients (that is, those receiving both UI

and EUC) participated in education or training programs while unemployed, and that three-quarters of
these individuals participated in occupation-oriented training programs.  An obvious question to ask is
whether other recipients might have benefited from participation in education or training programs.  This
is a difficult question to answer, since we do not know what the impact of participation would be on
employment and earnings.  However, we can examine this question partially by examining characteristics
of recipients that are likely to reflect a need for further education or training.

We examined two indicators of potential need for education or training: (1) not having a high school
diploma or a GED, and (2) earning less than $6 per hour at the pre-benefits job.49  By these measures,
substantial numbers of recipients might benefit from education or training (Table III.14).  Specifically, about
35 percent of the recipients in the EUC-and-UI and UI-only samples had one or more of these
characteristics, while about 7 percent had both characteristics.  EUC-only recipients were more likely to
be high school dropouts and/or earn less than $6 per hour than were either UI-only or UI-and-EUC
recipients (44 percent, compared to 35 percent).

While these indicators suggest that substantial numbers of recipients might have benefited from further
education or training, the actual participation rate was considerably lower (about 16 percent);
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TABLE III.14 INDICATORS OF POTENTIAL NEED FOR EDUCATION OR TRAINING
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interestingly, it was lower for recipients with low educational levels or low pre-unemployment wages than
for recipients with higher education levels or higher pre-unemployment wage levels (Table III.15).  Rates
of education or training participation were even slightly lower for individuals with both a low education level
and low pre-unemployment wages.  These findings are mirrored in the data on Job Service use; rates of
Job Service use were higher for individuals with no indicator of education or training need than for those
with such indicators.  These results are consistent with results from a study of Trade Adjustment Assistance
(TAA) recipients.  Recipients who participated in training had more education, on average, than TAA
recipients who did not participate in training (Corson et al. 1993). 

These findings suggest that providing additional education and training services as part of emergency
benefits legislation might be useful, but we should not base a recommendation for additional education and
training solely on the findings.  For example, we found that a greater percent of EUC-only recipients had
low education levels or low wages than any of our other groups, but it probably would not necessarily be
beneficial to provide education and training to this group, since EUC-only recipients tended to be job
attached.  Before providing additional education and training, we need evidence of the impacts these
services have on the future earnings of workers.  We also need information about which workers are most
likely to benefit.
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TABLE III.15 USE OF TRAINING AND JOB SERVICES BY INDICATED POTENTIAL NEED
FOR TRAINING/EDUCATION



50To be eligible for EUC benefits, EUC legislation required recipients who collected EUC to conduct

a more intensive job search than was required of most recipients in UI programs. 
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IV.  LABOR MARKET EXPERIENCES OF EUC RECIPIENTS

Emergency extended benefits are intended to provide additional income support during a time when
unemployment durations are expected to be longer.  Because they decrease the economic urgency for
employment, however, the benefits may also lead to longer unemployment spells.  In this chapter, we
examine four aspects of Extended Unemployment Compensation (EUC) recipients’ unemployment and
post-unemployment labor market experiences.  First, we describe recipients’ work search activities during
benefit collection and, after benefit exhaustion, by exhaustees.  Second, we characterize recipients’
unemployment durations and examine the characteristics of recipients who did not return to work.  Third,
we report the characteristics of post-unemployment jobs for recipients who became reemployed.  Finally,
we estimate the work disincentive effects of EUC on unemployment durations.

Our findings indicate that many Unemployment Compensation (UC) recipients, particularly those who
had the most difficulty finding a job (that is, the Unemployment Insurance [UI]-and-EUC recipients), had
unfavorable reemployment outcomes.  Despite active job search, it took many recipients a long time to find
a job.  Many were not successful in finding work in their pre-benefits occupations or industries, and many
took jobs that paid less or provided fewer hours of work than their pre-benefits jobs.  Many also ended
up having more than one post-benefits job within the period of roughly three and a half years that we
examined.

A. RECIPIENTS’ WORK SEARCH PATTERNS
The work search patterns of EUC and UI recipients may have differed, given recipients’ different

expectations about recall to their former employers or their understanding of the requirements for collecting
UC benefits.50  To explore this issue, we asked sample members about the frequency and intensity of their
job search efforts at two points of time:  (1) during their initial benefit collection period under either UI or
EUC, whichever they collected first; and (2) during their second benefit collection period, if they collected
both UI and EUC.  Consistent with our analysis in Chapter III, we divided the EUC sample into two
categories of recipients: (1) recipients who collected both UI and EUC, and (2) recipients who collected
EUC only.  This allowed us to investigate whether recipients who collected EUC only were similar to other
recipients who collected EUC (but who were more likely to be long-term unemployment recipients) or to
recipients who collected UI-only (recipients more likely to be short-term unemployed).  

The likelihood of searching varied across recipient groups.  Almost 90 percent of long-term
unemployment recipients (who collected both UI and EUC) indicated that they searched for employment
during both first and second benefit collection periods (Table IV.1).  This number is significantly higher than
the 65 percent of EUC-only recipients and 74 percent of UI-only recipients who reported searching.  This
finding is consistent with our findings in Chapter III:  EUC-only recipients were more job attached than
other recipients and, thus were less likely to need to search for work. 
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We asked recipients how many employers they contacted in person, by phone, and by mail during the
first benefit collection period and whether they contacted “more, less, or about the same” number of
employers by these means during the second benefit collection period.  On average, UI-and-EUC
recipients who searched for work reported contacting four to five employers in person each



105105

TABLE IV.1 WORK SEARCH INTENSITY DURING EACH BENEFIT PERIOD
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week, and slightly fewer by phone and mail.  UI-only recipients who searched for work contacted fewer
employers, on average; EUC-only recipients who searched for work contacted the fewest.  During the
second period, most respondents indicated contacting about the same number of employers through each
of these methods as they had in the first period; of the remainder, more recipients reported contacting fewer
employers, rather than more.  Although our survey questions were not designed to assess whether
recipients met the legislative requirement that their work search be “systematic and sustained,” most long-
term recipients reported substantial search effort.  Work search intensity was slightly higher during the
earlier benefit collection period, compared to later, but it still remained high. 

Recipients who did not search for work gave various reasons for not searching during the benefit
collection periods (Table IV.2).  The most common reasons for not looking for work were that recipients
expected to get their old job back and that ill health or disability prevented them from working or looking
for work. 

Receiving UC may delay some recipients’ work search efforts until they exhaust benefits, suggesting
that work search intensity should increase over time, but the overall pattern that emerges from our data is
not consistent with this view.  Data in Tables IV.1 and IV.3 show that, during benefit collection, UI-and-
EUC recipients who subsequently exhausted benefits reported searching at about the same level as
nonexhaustees, which suggests that low work search effort was not a major reason for the increased length
of their unemployment.  However, some exhaustees reported decreasing their work search efforts following
benefit exhaustion--only 74 percent of exhaustees searched after exhausting their benefits, compared to
90 percent during the first benefit period.  These recipients may have decreased their search efforts either
because they were discouraged about  the prospect of finding work or because they had already contacted
a l l  t h e  e m p l o y e r s  i n  t h e i r  a r e a .
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TABLE IV.2 MAIN REASONS FOR NOT LOOKING FOR WORK
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TABLE IV.3 WORK SEARCH INTENSITY BY EXHAUSTEES
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In sum, three patterns emerge from recipients’ reports of their work search intensity during and after
benefit collection.  First, searches by UI-and-EUC recipients who had lower expectations about recall by
former employers than did EUC-only or UI-only recipients were more intensive.  Second, the majority of
recipients who reported not searching said they did not do so because they expected to be recalled. Third,
long-term unemployed recipients decreased their work search efforts over time.  Although we can only
speculate about the reasons for this, recipients may have become discouraged after finding no job openings,
or they may have run out of employers to contact. 

B. UNEMPLOYMENT DURATIONS
We begin our analysis of the labor market experiences of UC recipients by providing some descriptive

statistics on the length of time recipients were without a job.  Although the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS)
defines “unemployment” as not working and either waiting to return to or actively seeking a job, we focus
on the length of time individuals spent without jobs, since it is difficult to determine from retrospective survey
data whether an individual would fit the BLS definition throughout the period he or she was without a job.
We look first at all recipients, then at recipients who exhausted benefits, and finally at recipients who did
not return to work during the follow-up period.

1. UC Recipient Reemployment Rates
The cumulative percentage of UC recipients who became employed at quarterly intervals after their

first benefit payment (Figure IV.1) shows that a number of recipients found a job relatively quickly but that
the cumulative rate of reemployment rises more slowly as unemployment spells
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FIGURE IV.1 CUMULATIVE PERCENT REEMPLOYED BY QUARTER SINCE THE FIRST
BENEFIT PAYMENT



51When we examine reemployment rates and unemployment durations throughout this chapter, we

exclude 163 recipients who responded inconsistently in our survey to questions about their reemployment.

Because a greater proportion of this group than other recipients had a definite recall date, excluding them

most likely increases estimates of the proportion of the sample who never became reemployed, as well as

the average time to reemployment.

52The 20 percent figure is not shown in Figure IV.1, since that figure shows reemployment rates over
the first two and a half years.
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lengthened.51  Slightly more than 25 percent of recipients became reemployed within one quarter of the first
payment, but the rate of reemployment three quarters later (that is, at the end of one year) was only 58
percent.  It took two years for 75 percent of recipients to be reemployed.  Moreover, by the end of our
average three and a half years of followup, almost 20 percent of recipients still had not become
reemployed.52

We also show the cumulative reemployment rates for our EUC and UI-only subgroups, although we
caution that this figure can be used only for descriptive purposes, rather than attribute the different
reemployment patterns to participation in the EUC program.  Not surprisingly, since recipients could collect
both UI and EUC only if they were unemployed, the UI-only and EUC-only recipients exhibited higher
reemployment rates throughout the follow-up period than did UI-and-EUC recipients. 

2. Exhaustee Reemployment Rates
Because UC benefits provide work disincentives, and incentives to obtain work increase as exhaustion

approaches, some recipients might be expected to obtain employment shortly after exhausting benefits.

We explore this phenomenon in Figure IV.2, which shows the cumulative percentage of UI-and-EUC

benefit exhaustees who become reemployed at different intervals.  The figure shows that some exhaustees

found work relatively quickly--11 percent of the sample became reemployed within one month of benefit

exhaustion, and 26 percent were reemployed within three 
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FIGURE IV.2 PERCENT UI-AND-EUC EXHAUSTEES EMPLOYED SINCE BENEFIT
EXHAUSTION



53These reemployment rates for exhaustees seem consistent with those reported by Corson and

Dynarski (1990).  As we would expect, that study, which examined a sample of regular UI exhaustees who

exhausted benefits during a nonrecessionary period, reported reemployment rates larger than those

reported here.  Specifically, that study found that 25 percent found jobs within one month and just over 40

percent had found jobs within three months.
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months.  However, the figure also shows that a substantial number of exhaustees did not find jobs quickly--
about half the exhaustees were still without work one year after benefit exhaustion.53 

3. Recipients Who Did Not Return to Work
Substantial numbers of long-term and even short-term recipients (22 percent of UI-and-EUC

recipients and 14 percent of UI-only and EUC-only recipients) reported not having been reemployed
during an approximately three-and-one-half year follow-up period between the initial UC claim and our
interview.  These high rates of reported  nonemployment raise several questions: (1) How does this rate
of nonemployment compare to that found for prior emergency benefits programs?  (2) Who were the
individuals who did not find jobs?  and (3) Did the individuals who did not find jobs drop out of the labor
force?

Regarding the first question, data on Federal Supplemental Benefits (FSB) recipients indicate that an
even higher proportion of FSB than UI-and-EUC recipients found no job over a comparable period.
Specifically, 29 percent of FSB recipients did not find reemployment in the three years between the UI
claim date and the interview (Brewster et al. 1978).  Of these, 90 percent (26 percent of the full sample)
ended their unemployment spells by exiting the labor force, and the rest were continuously unemployed.
This result could be expected, however,  since FSB recipients were considerably older than EUC recipients
and were more likely to be collecting retirement benefits.  Unfortunately, data are not available for the
Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC) program to make a similar comparison.

As regards the second question, recipients who never became reemployed had characteristics we
would expect to be associated with difficulty in becoming reemployed.  These recipients were significantly
more likely to be older (particularly those over 55), high school dropouts, and nonwhite than recipients who
became employed (Table IV.4).  They were also significantly more likely prior to unemployment to have
been low wage earners and dislocated workers, and less likely to have been laid off and expect to be
recalled.  Moreover, these differences tended to be substantial.  For example, 26 percent of the recipients
who did not find a job were over 55, while only 9 percent of recipients who found a job were over 55.

Finally, although we cannot address the third question directly (we do not have data on recipients’
labor force status at the interview date), we have some indirect evidence that many of the individuals
without jobs may, at some point, have dropped out of the labor force.  For example, recipients who never
became reemployed were three times more likely than other recipients to report having separated from their
previous employers because of illness or pregnancy, retirement, or “other” reasons.  Similarly, many
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recipients who did not become reemployed and  who reported that they did not search for work gave
similar reasons for not searching.  In contrast, recipients who found jobs and did not search generally said
that they were not searching because they expected to get their old job back or were waiting for a job to
start.  In addition, although these recipients were 50 percent more likely to have been dislocated from their
previous job, they were less likely to participate in training or education services than were recipients who
found jobs.

C. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FIRST POST-BENEFITS JOB
The long-term effects of unemployment depend crucially on the type of job found.  An appropriate

benchmark for the quality of employment outcomes is the recipient’s pre-unemployment
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TABLE IV.4 CHARACTERISTICS OF RECIPIENTS BY REEMPLOYMENT STATUS
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job.  We compare the jobs obtained by UI-and-EUC recipients, both with their pre-unemployment jobs
and with the jobs obtained by UI-only and EUC-only recipients, to assess how long-term, unemployed
workers fare compared to workers able to find jobs more quickly.  We examine post-unemployment job
stability, industry, and occupation, as well as wages and hours worked.

1. Job Stability
Evidence from our survey indicates that many individuals who lost their jobs during the 1990s

recession, and who subsequently found a job, experienced further changes in jobs.  In fact, recipients who
became reemployed during the average three and a half years we observed following their initial UC claim
were more likely to have two or more jobs than a single one.  About 29 percent of UI-and-EUC recipients
reported having exactly one job since collecting benefits, whereas 48 percent had two or more jobs (Table
IV.5).  When we adjust for individuals who never had a job, these numbers imply that over 60 percent of
reemployed recipients had more than one job.  The level of job changing was slightly less among UI-only
and EUC-only recipients, but it was still high.  Fifty-five percent of UI-only and 53 percent of EUC-only
recipients who became reemployed had two or more jobs.

Although this level of job instability might be typical for these individuals, we found that this was not
the case, that the post-benefits jobs appeared less stable than the pre-benefits jobs.  When we compared
the duration of the initial post-benefits job with the duration of the pre-benefits job, we found that 33
percent of the initial jobs obtained by UI-and-EUC recipients lasted less than six months (Table IV.6),
compared to 7 percent of their pre-benefits jobs (Table III.5).  Similarly, 24 percent of the post-benefits
jobs found by this group lasted more than three years, compared to 53 



118118

TABLE IV.5 NUMBER OF POST-BENEFITS JOBS
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TABLE IV.6 DURATION OF FIRST POST-BENEFITS JOB



54Our measure of post-benefits job duration becomes less accurate, the longer the duration, since our

observation period becomes increasingly truncated and the sample sizes become increasingly smaller.
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percent of the pre-benefits jobs.54  The level of job instability was less for the shorter-term recipients, but
it was still greater than we observed for the pre-benefits jobs.  For example, over 16 percent of the jobs
obtained by UI-only and EUC-only recipients lasted less than six months, compared to less than 10 percent
of the pre-benefits jobs. 

2. Industry and Occupation of the Post-Benefits Job 
Not surprisingly, since UI-and-EUC recipients were least likely to expect or experience a recall, they

were most likely to change industries and occupations between the pre-benefits job and first post-benefits
job (Tables IV.7 and IV.8).  For example, 30 percent of UI-and-EUC recipients were employed in
manufacturing in the pre-benefits job, whereas only 18 percent had a manufacturing post-benefits job.  The
percent of UI-and-EUC recipients who were in a service job increased as much as those in manufacturing
decreased.  In all, 68 percent of UI-and-EUC recipients switched their industry, and 64 percent switched
their occupation at the two-digit classification level.  EUC-only recipients and UI-only recipients were less
likely to experience changes in their industry or occupation--at 38 and 50 percent, for industry, and 45 and
51 percent, for occupation, respectively. 

These rates of changing industry and/or occupation are slightly higher than, but consistent with, those
found in previous research.  Corson and Dynarski (1990) found that 58 percent of exhaustees and 32
percent of nonexhaustees changed two-digit industries, while 53 and 32 percent changed occupations,
respectively.  Because UI-and-EUC recipients had higher rates of benefit exhaustion and lower rates of
expecting recall than recipients in the earlier study, and since these recipients were 
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TABLE IV.7 COMPARISON OF INDUSTRY OF PRE-AND POST-BENEFITS JOBS FOR
INDIVIDUALS WITH A POST-BENEFITS JOB 
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TABLE IV.8 COMPARISON OF OCCUPATION OF PRE-AND POST-BENEFITS JOBS
FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH A POST-BENEFITS JOB 



55The mean ratio of post-benefits to pre-benefits weekly earnings (94 percent) does not equal the ratio

of mean post-benefits earnings to pre-benefits earnings, since the mean of ratios does not necessarily equal

the ratio of the means.

56That this is greater than 1 is driven by a few recipients having large pay increases, since a majority

of the UI-only recipients suffered at least some cut in pay.
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unemployed during a recession, the higher rates of switching industry and occupation are not surprising.

3. Post-Unemployment Weekly Earnings and Hours Worked
About two-thirds of UI-and-EUC recipients reported that their post-benefits job paid less than or

were equal to their pre-benefits job, while one-third earned more; overall, UI-and-EUC recipients’ weekly
pay after unemployment averaged about 90 percent of the pay before unemployment (Table IV.9).55

EUC-only and UI-only recipients fared comparatively better, with about 40 percent reporting that they
made more on their post-unemployment job, and the mean ratio of post- to pre-benefits earnings is slightly
greater than 1.56  Although pre-benefits earnings of UI-only and UI-and-EUC recipients were similar, post-
benefits earnings of UI-only recipients were much higher.  

Since weekly earnings can change, due either to changes in hourly pay or to changes in weekly hours,
we show a similar analysis for weekly hours worked (Table IV.10).  Although the most commonly reported
number of hours worked in both pre-benefits and post-benefits jobs is 40, a substantial number of
recipients reduced their hours.  Part-time work among the UI-and-EUC recipients tripled, increasing from
7 percent to 23 percent; EUC-only and UI-only recipients  experienced less dramatic (but still substantial)
increases in part-time work.  Overall, 47 percent of UI-and-EUC only recipients experienced decreases
in hours worked, compared to 33 percent of EUC-only recipients and 32 percent of UI-only recipients.
A b o u t  2 0  p e r c e n t  o f  e a c h  g r o u p
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TABLE IV.9 COMPARISON OF EARNINGS OF PRE- AND POST-BENEFITS JOBS FOR
INDIVIDUALS WITH A POST-BENEFITS JOB
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TABLE IV.10 COMPARISON OF HOURS OF PRE- AND POST-BENEFITS JOBS
FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH A POST-BENEFITS JOB



57We have no data on UI or EUC claims for which no first payment was made.  Therefore, we

construct maximum potential duration for each UI-only recipient as the sum of the UI potential duration and

the minimum of (1) the maximum EUC duration available in the state at the time of the recipient’s last UI

payment; or (2) the maximum the recipient would be allowed, given the recipient’s UI duration. Using the

same legislative formulas, we construct a potential UI duration for each EUC-only recipient that

approximates the UI potential duration tied to the EUC claim.  Although we do not know whether EUC-

only recipients would have been eligible for a new benefit year, this approximation seems reasonable, given

that EUC-only recipients appear to have been laid off from and recalled to their jobs at higher rates than
(continued...)
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experienced an increase in the number of hours worked.  Although we do not know recipients’ preferences
for full-time work compared to part-time work, it seems likely that the reduction in hours worked
experienced by many recipients was involuntary.

Our findings indicate that many UC recipients--particularly those who had the most difficulty finding
a job (that is, UI-and-EUC recipients)--had unfavorable reemployment outcomes.  Many were not
successful in finding work in their pre-benefits occupations or industries, and many took jobs that paid less
or provided fewer hours of work than their pre-benefits jobs.  Many also ended up having more than one
post-benefits job within the roughly three-and-a-half year period we examined. 

D. WORK DISINCENTIVE EFFECTS OF EUC
Theoretical models of the length of unemployment spells predict that additional UC benefits increase

the length of unemployment spell by decreasing the cost of unemployment relative to work (see, for
example, Mortensen 1977).  While cushioning against the effects of unemployment on household income
and providing additional time for job search or skills development, extended benefits programs may also
lead to an increase in both the average unemployment spell and the total time on unemployment benefits.

We examine the potential disincentive effects of UC benefit extensions by specifying  a  model in which
unemployment spell length depends on the state unemployment rate at the time of first benefit payment and
on such individual factors as whether the recipient expected to be recalled or had a definite recall date, the
weekly benefit amount, potential UC duration, the pre-unemployment weekly earnings level, and
demographic characteristics.  The crucial control variable for our analysis is the maximum potential benefit
duration, which varies according to state-specific UI legislation, an individual’s work history, the phase of
EUC legislation in effect at the time the recipient collected benefits, and whether the state was eligible for
the higher or lower tier of EUC benefits.57  



57(...continued)
other UC recipients.

58We also estimated the models using ordinary least squares.  The results for time to reemployment

were very similar to those that use the Weibull distribution.  This was less true for the weeks of UC results,

where the truncation of the dependent variable is more severe and the adjustment for truncation more

important.
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To estimate this model, and because we have no direct measure of the unemployment duration, we
use two dependent variables: (1) time to first reemployment, and (2) the number of weeks of UC.  Time
to first reemployment is probably a good proxy for unemployment duration for most individuals; as noted
earlier, however, because some individuals who did not find jobs probably dropped out of the labor force,
our measure will overstate the duration of their unemployment spells.  The number of weeks of UC is also
a proxy for the unemployment spell, although it is truncated to a greater degree than time to reemployment
and includes multiple spells of unemployment for some individuals.  However, number of weeks of UC has,
by necessity, been used in studies that relied on administrative data; its use here enhances our comparisons
to the other studies.  Since both measures of duration are truncated because some individuals in our sample
did not become reemployed by the time we interviewed them, or because some exhausted their UC
benefits, we use an estimation method that explicitly takes this censoring into account.  This approach
assumes that the distribution of the hazard rate for jobless duration and benefits collection is a Weibull
distribution, which appears appropriate on the basis of plots of the hazard rate over time.58  We also use
the natural log of time to first reemployment and the natural log of weeks of UC to restrict our dependent
variables to nonnegative values and to reduce the effects of outliers on the estimation.  Finally, we also
report  results that contain state-specific control variables and those that do not.

Several individual-specific characteristics in our analysis are statistically and significantly related to time
to first reemployment (Table IV.11).  Having a college education, having been employed in manufacturing,
expecting recall, and having had a definite recall date all significantly decrease time to first reemployment.
Being a high school dropout; being older; being separated, widowed, or divorced; or being African
American increase time to reemployment. Our results also show that expecting recall and having a definite
recall date dramatically reduce the weeks of benefits collected, while being African American increases
weeks collected. 

Our estimates of the effect of an increase in potential duration are mixed; they are not statistically
significant for time to reemployment but are statistically significant for weeks of UC.  The point estimates
for the coefficient on maximum potential benefits duration are also sensitive to the model specification.
Including state dummy variables in the model doubles the point estimate from 0.007  to 0.015 of the effect



59Including state-specific dummy variables helps separate out the effects of other UC program

characteristics and other state differences from differences in potential duration, which vary by state.

60The effect of a one-week increase in potential duration is calculated by multiplying the coefficient for

potential duration by the sample mean of the dependent variable.
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for weeks of UC.59  These two estimates imply, respectively,  that a one-week increase in potential duration
would lead to a .20 or .42 increase in weeks collected at the sample mean of benefit weeks collected (27.4
w e e k s ) . 6 0   T h e s e  e s t i m a t e s  a r e  w i t h i n  t h e  r a n g e  
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TABLE IV.11 UNEMPLOYMENT DURATION ANALYSIS
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61The point estimate of the effect of a one-week increase in potential duration on time to

reemployment, while not significant, suggests that a one-week increase leads to a .43 week increase in time

to reemployment, a result that is similar to the higher of the two estimates for weeks of UC.
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(from about 0.1 to 0.5) found in other research (for a summary, see Decker 1995). They also imply that
a 13-week increase in potential duration would increase weeks of benefits collection by 2.6 or 5.5 weeks.61

These estimated impacts of potential benefit duration on weeks of UC suggest that the EUC program
may have had a substantial disincentive effect.  We should be cautious with this assessment, however; we
found no significant effect, using our other dependent variable.  Moreover, our descriptive analysis suggests
that many recipients continued to have difficulty finding work even after they exhausted UC benefits, and
when they did find a job it was often at a reduced level of pay relative to their pre-benefits job.  Our
analysis also indicates that some individuals exhausted regular UI and did not go on to collect EUC.  These
findings do not seem consistent with a substantial disincentive effect that led individuals to remain
unemployed in order to collect EUC.
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V.  IMPACT OF EUC ON STATE UI TRUST FUNDS

Although, traditionally, emergency extended benefits programs have been financed solely with federal
funds, they can affect the financial operations of state Unemployment Insurance (UI) programs.  Extended
Unemployment Compensation (EUC) contained two important elements that acted to reduce the strains
on states’ UI  trust funds during the recession of the early 1990s.  Perhaps the most direct effect arose from
the optional claims feature during Phases 3 and 4 of EUC.  Because EUC benefits paid under that option
substituted for regular UI benefits that would otherwise have been financed out of state trust funds, savings
accrued to trust funds approximately on a dollar-for-dollar basis.  EUC legislation also permitted states to
substitute EUC benefits for benefits that might otherwise have been payable under the regular Extended
Benefits (EB) program.  In this case, since the state share of EB is 50 percent, trust fund savings amount
to approximately 50 cents on the dollar.  Because an assessment of these savings is important for
determining the true net cost of the EUC program, there is considerable interest in obtaining estimates of
them.  In this chapter, we use simulation methods to develop such estimates.

Before describing our simulations, two brief caveats are warranted.  First, because of the complex
structure of the actual EUC program, our estimates are necessarily very rough; our simulation methods can
capture only the most general features of the EUC program.  Second, our estimates do not consider
possible behavioral effects of EUC on the labor market activities of workers.  Because these effects
generally involve extra trust fund costs (from the possibly longer UI durations encouraged by EUC), our
estimates of the trust fund savings from the legislated features of the program should be regarded as upper
bounds.



62“Tax rate relief” is defined as average annual trust fund savings provided by EUC, divided by the

state’s average taxable payroll over the period.  The figures therefore represent the effective increase in UI

tax rates that would have been necessary during the EUC period to keep trust fund balances constant if

EUC had not been in effect.  If the estimated tax increases made necessary by the absence of EUC were

spread over more years, these percentage changes would be smaller.

63We assumed that all optional claims actually resulted in a first payment under the optional claims

component of EUC.

64No attempt is made here to adjust this $1,869 figure for possible differences in weekly benefit

amounts across the states.
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A. NATIONAL SUMMARY
Overall, the optional claims feature of EUC and the substitution of EUC for EB each produced modest

but significant savings to state UI trust funds. Table V.1 presents the simulation estimates of the impact of
EUC on states’ UI trust funds.  It shows three alternative estimates of total dollar savings over the 11 EUC
quarters and of the “tax rate relief” implied by these savings.62  Each of the three optional claims feature
estimates is based on somewhat different data and on a different estimation methodology.  Specifically, the
three estimation procedures are:

C Estimate 1.  Uses EUC benefits paid in each state, together with individual-level data from
our sample states, to estimate the fraction of those benefits paid under the optional component
of EUC.

C Estimate 2.  Uses state-reported EUC optional claims data.  Optional claims are multiplied
by the estimated average benefits paid per optional EUC first payment in each state to arrive
at the total optional benefits figure.63

C Estimate 3.  Uses the number of state-reported EUC optional claims, together with our
estimate from individual-level data that the average worker filing an optional claim collected
$1,869 in total benefits.64
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Each approach potentially has shortcomings.  Inaccuracies may arise in the first, either because the
estimates we made with our administrative data do not reflect the complete experiences in our survey states
or because of errors introduced by the necessity of using national averages of the
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TABLE V.1 ESTIMATED TOTAL STATE TRUST FUND RELIEF FROM THE EUC
PROGRAM



65These figures represent actual EUC collections for weeks not exceeding the 13th or 20th week of

collection, respectively.
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prevalence of optional claims for the states not included in our sample.  Methods two and three may
incorporate errors--because optional claims reported by the states may be incomplete, the claims may not
actually have resulted in first payments being made, or our assumed dollars per claim figures are inaccurate.
Hence, the figures we report for the total dollar amounts involved in the optional claims component of EUC
should be treated with caution.

Overall, the estimates suggest that the optional claims feature of the EUC program may have resulted
in a saving of $3.4 to$4.6 billion to states’ UI trust funds.  Tax relief estimates range from 0.21 to 0.28
percent.  These figures constitute 5.5 to 7.5 percent of total regular UI benefits paid during the quarters
EUC was in effect ($61.4 billion).  Hence, the offset to states’ UI trust funds provided by the optional
feature of EUC was of modest, but still significant, proportions.  In addition, the trust fund offset varied
significantly among the states, as we show in the next section.

We also developed three simulation estimates of the trust fund savings provided by substitution of EUC
benefits for those that might have been paid under the EB program if it had operated using both an IUR and
a TUR trigger during the recession of the early 1990s.  All these simulations were based on the triggering
simulation procedures described in Chapter II in connection with our efforts to predict whether a state
would have been “on” EB in a given quarter.  All three estimates assumed that the states’ shares on
hypothetical EB benefits would have been 50 percent.  For each quarter in which EB was estimated to have
an “on” trigger status, we made three different assumptions about the benefits that would have been payable
under EB had EUC not been available:

C Estimate 1.  Assumed that benefits paid under EB would have been precisely equal to those
paid under EUC after adjusting EUC benefits by deleting our estimate of benefits paid under
the optional claims component

C Estimate 2.  Used the same approach as Estimate 1, but adjusted the resulting benefits figure
by the ratio of estimated maximum potential duration under EB to maximum potential duration
under EUC, on the assumption that recipients of EB would have collected the same fraction
of their entitlements that EUC recipients actually did

C Estimate 3.  Used our individual-level data to impute estimated benefits to hypothetical EB
recipients.  The number of EB first payments was assumed equal to the number of EUC first
payments during periods in which EB was simulated to be “on.”  Dollar amounts of EB were
estimated to be $1,806 in states with 13 weeks of EB eligibility and $2,438 in states with 20
weeks of eligibility.65



66The level of real EB benefits implied by these figures approximated the real value of EB benefits paid

during the highest 11 quarters of the recession of the early 1980s, but was less than half the real value of

EB benefits paid during a similar period in the 1970s.
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As for the optional claims simulations, these estimates may be subject to a variety of errors, both
because of inaccuracies in the methodology that we developed to simulate the EB triggering mechanism and
because the assumed relationship between actual EUC benefits and hypothetical EB payments may not
reflect what would actually have happened had EB been available.

Overall, our three methods provided relatively similar estimates of the EB savings provided by EUC--
between $3.0 and $4.3 billion over 11 quarters.66  In all, 33 UI jurisdictions would have made some EB
benefits available under this hypothetical simulation.  The implied tax rate savings in those states is relatively
high--between 0.22 and 0.32 percent of taxable payroll.  In some states, therefore, the ability to substitute
EUC for EB had a substantial impact on UI trust fund balances and on the tax rates necessary to finance
their UI systems.

B. STATES’ EXPERIENCES
Our estimates of the trust fund savings experienced by individual states from implementation of the

EUC program are reported in Tables V.2 and V.3.  These estimates used the various methodologies
already described in connection with the national estimates, and the caveats about their reliability apply even
more strongly here.  That is, although it is possible that some of the biases inherent in our estimation
procedures cancel out at the national level, differences in the UI programs in individual states may result
in substantial state-specific biases.  Nevertheless, because the data tend to be relatively consistent across
the states, they may be indicative of the general magnitude of EUC’s trust fund impacts.

The overall figures on trust fund savings (Table V.2) show considerable state-to-state variation,
primarily because of differences in the sizes of states’ labor markets.  At one extreme, our estimates suggest
that the EUC optional claims and EB provisions together may have saved the California UI trust fund at
least $1 billion and possibly as much at $1.7 billion.  New York State also may have experienced savings
of more than $1 billion.  The dollar size of savings was much less in the smaller states, probably amounting
to only about $1 million in Montana and South Dakota.  The variation in potential EB costs was especially
large, with the majority of these savings occurring in three states (California, New Jersey, and New York).

A somewhat clearer picture of the extent of trust fund savings among the states is provided by the tax
relief estimates in Table V.3.  Overall, as a result of EUC, the average state received the equivalent of a
0.4 percentage point reduction in potential UI tax rates.  Tax rate relief from the optional claims feature of
EUC alone appears to have been especially large in Alaska, Kansas, Maine, Michigan, and Rhode Island,
although these rankings were not consistent across our estimation procedures.  The states that experienced
relatively little in the way of trust fund benefits  from the optional claims component of EUC are Colorado,
Delaware, Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Dakota,
Texas, Utah, and Virginia.
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TABLE V.2 UI TRUST FUND RELIEF
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TABLE V.3 ESTIMATED TAX RATE RELIEF
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As expected, because of the EB trigger procedure, our estimates of the implied tax rate relief from
substitution of EUC for EB were even more variable among the states than were our estimates of the relief
provided by the optional claims component.  Estimated relief in excess of 0.5 percentage point was
obtained by Alaska, Maine, New Jersey, New York, and Rhode Island.  On the other hand, more than
half the states had tax rate relief of less than 0.1 percentage point. 



67This set of states offers several advantages.  First, we interviewed administrators from both large (5)

and small states (4).  Second, the states vary geographically, representing 6 of the 10 UI regions.  Third,

the states chosen represent a wide range of average benefit durations and percentages of EUC claims that

were optional EUC claims; these characteristics probably affect the states’ experiences in implementing the

EUC program.
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VI.  STATE EXPERIENCES IN THE ADMINISTRATION OF EUC

The Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program, like earlier emergency benefits
programs, was difficult to implement and administer.  Some implementation problems are inherent to
emergency extended benefits programs because these programs are typically enacted in the latter part of
recessionary periods after unemployment rates have been high for some time.  Because these programs
attempt to meet immediate needs, they are often expected to be implemented very quickly.  Furthermore,
concern for individuals who became unemployed before enactment of emergency benefits legislation often
leads to passage of legislation that includes retroactive-eligibility provisions.  Other components of
emergency benefits legislation, while not inherent to these programs, often attempt to redress problems or
issues that arise from the way emergency programs interact with regular state Unemployment Insurance
(UI) programs.  These components add to the implementation challenge.  In this chapter, we assess the
effects of EUC on the administration of state employment security agencies (SESAs) and discuss those
aspects of EUC most difficult to implement and administer.  This analysis should be useful for improving
the design and implementation of future emergency benefits programs. 

Our analysis is based on examination of the EUC legislation and UI program letters interpreting this
legislation for the states, as well as on discussions with program administrators in nine states.  Each
discussion lasted about an hour and addressed such issues as the need for rapid implementation, the
implications of legislative changes over the life of the program, the implications of the reachback provision
(which allowed claimants from an earlier period to be treated as though they were current claimants) and
the options provision (which allowed some claimants to choose to collect EUC instead of UI).  Also
covered are the effects of EUC on other functions such as data reporting and on the relationships between
the SESAs and UI claimants, the broader community, and the federal-state UI partnership.  The
administrators were from California, Florida, Illinois, Maine, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Texas, West
Virginia, and Wisconsin.67 

In Section A, we discuss the states’ experiences implementing the EUC program shortly after
enactment of the initial legislation.  This section focuses on the need for rapid implementation of EUC and
the reachback provisions.  In Section B, we discuss the implications of the different phases of the EUC
program.  In Section C, we discuss complications that arose from the need to offer some claimants a choice
between regular UI and EUC between July 1992 and November 1993.  In Section D, we discuss other
administrative aspects of EUC, such as the work search requirements and the effects of EUC on other



68The first General Administrative Letter, for example, was distributed November 27, 1991.  The first

Unemployment Insurance Program Letter, which provided responses to more than 50 questions from states

about implementation of Public Law 102-164 (EUC-1), was distributed December 16, 1991.

69Even when new staff were hired, the complexity of EUC made it difficult for states to train them (as

well as more tenured staff).  Lack of sufficient staff to cover the increased workload plagued most of the

states we talked to throughout EUC.
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administrative functions.  In Section E, we examine the implications of EUC on the relationships between
the SESAs and other groups, such as the federal UI system and the community.  In Section F, we conclude
by making recommendations on how some of the implementation problems associated with EUC might be
avoided in the future.

A. INITIAL PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION
On November 15, 1991, Congress enacted Public Law 102-164, which allowed states to pay up to

either 13 or 20 weeks of benefits to claimants who had exhausted their regular UI entitlements.  EUC
legislation became effective almost immediately, since payments were to be made for weeks beginning only
two days after the enactment date.  As a result, states were under intense pressure to make payments to
claimants as soon as possible.  For example, there were reports in the national media of congressional
representatives who promised that the checks would be paid by Thanksgiving.  Agency staff felt that these
expectations were unrealistic, that they did not take into consideration the processes necessary to interpret
the new legislation, translate it into state-specific language, train staff, modify computer programs, and
create or modify forms--all within a short time.68  A few states reported getting some portion of their checks
out by Thanksgiving; but, not surprisingly, most states took longer to issue checks.

1. Staffing
One of the reasons why states had difficulty implementing EUC-1 quickly was that they were unable

to adjust their staff levels rapidly to respond to the sudden increase in claims that needed to be processed.
In most states, UI claim rates are high in the winter; so regular staff were extremely busy when EUC was
enacted.  Because states were often restricted in their ability to hire new staff due to civil service
requirements, most of the states we talked to had to handle the sudden--and quite large--increase in their
caseloads by requiring substantial staff overtime.69  

2. The Reachback Provision
Because emergency benefits programs typically start after unemployment rates have been high for a

long time, these programs often contain provisions that benefits be available to individuals whose benefit
years for regular UI benefits ended prior to the legislation date authorizing the emergency benefits.  The goal



70The DOL distributed 12 General Administrative Letters (or changes to them) and 7 UI Program

Letters, which provided answers to more than 260 questions asked by SESAs.  In some instances, the

answers provided as guidance to the states were modified in subsequent UI Program Letters.

71Several states reported issuing between 60 and 100 notices, memos, and procedural instructions to

their field offices while the EUC program was in effect. 
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of these “reachback” provisions is to ensure that people who became unemployed early in the recession
are not penalized, compared to those who became unemployed later in the recession, simply because of
the timing of their unemployment.

Reachback provisions were the most complicated programming aspect of EUC-1.  States had to
contact, determine eligibility for, and process records for the large number of claimants whose benefit years
ended during the reachback period (March 1 to the November 15, 1991, legislation date).  By the time
EUC became effective, many of these claimants had previously been denied benefits or had been paid
under other programs, thereby complicating eligibility and payment determination.  Most states were able
to develop programs that identified both claimants with expired benefit years and claimants who had
exhausted their UI entitlements; however, the urgency with which benefits were expected to be paid meant
that no state had adequate time to thoroughly check the numerous programming changes.  Once claimants
were identified, states’ central offices mailed forms to notify claimants of the potential additional benefits.
Although states tried to handle administration by mail, several had large numbers of potentially eligible
claimants who had to visit field offices.  This only added to the stress on state systems. 

B. IMPLICATIONS OF THE DIFFERENT PHASES
The EUC program consisted of the initial legislation and six legislative amendments over the two and

a half years the program was in effect.  Most of these amendments significantly changed parts of the
program and had little lead time, thereby forcing states to modify their procedures quickly.  For discussion
purposes, we have categorized the EUC program into five different phases (EUC-1 through EUC-5), each
significantly different from the other phases (see the discussion in Chapter I).

All states reported having problems coordinating the five different phases of EUC.  Much of the
information provided to claimants became obsolete or incorrect as soon as amendments became effective.
The legislative changes, which typically were effective immediately after passage, necessitated three to six
central office staff (with intermittent support from other staff), who became the “EUC experts” and liaison
with the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL).70  These staff often worked full time on interpreting the
legislation, training managers, revising forms, and directing implementation within their states.71 

Several respondents expressed frustration that SESA staff were exhausted because of the intense
demand on resources caused by the revisions and by what was perceived as lack of legislative foresight.
A common theme reported by survey respondents was that just when agency staff thought they had gotten
things straightened out, the program would change again (the phases lasted only two and a half to nine
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months).  State administrators also reported that the frequent changes in program rules and procedures,
and the confusion that resulted, increased the time spent helping each claimant.

Even changes in benefit duration, which were relatively easy to implement from a programming
standpoint, added considerably to the administrative burden because these changes were frequent and
required mass mailings to claimants.  At a minimum, 35 states had 5 EUC benefit duration levels (one for
each of five phases) during the two and a half years of the program (Table VI.1).  For other states, duration
levels changed more frequently because their state-specific unemployment rate
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TABLE VI.1 NUMBER OF DIFFERENT MAXIMUM BENEFIT DURATIONS DURING THE
EUC PROGRAM



72In most states, the base year is defined as the first four of the last five calender quarters completed.
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crossed the threshold for different durations.  Eight states, for example, had at least eight different durations
in effect.  In addition, three of these eight states switched from EUC to regular extended benefits during this
time.  These changes made necessary the sending of additional notices to claimants.  When benefit
durations increased, both old and new claimants had to be notified of the change in their potential benefit
duration.  When durations decreased, old claimants retained their eligibility for the higher benefit level, but
new claimants were eligible for only the lower benefit duration.  One state explained that continual revisions
required a complex “audit trail” of burdensome documentation of changes.

The multiple program changes affected claimants as well.  Some claimants perceived disparities
(generated by the EUC phases) in how they were treated because of apparently arbitrary distinctions
between them. In some situations, claimants who filed one week later than other claimants were eligible for
substantially fewer benefits; in other situations, claimants could lose a large portion of potential benefits if
they experienced an interruption in benefit collection that spanned a period in which durations changed.

One state administrator recommended that future emergency benefits programs be established initially
for two to three years, to avoid the start-and-stop nature of the program and to recognize that emergency
programs historically have lasted that long even when initial legislation specified shorter program duration.

C. ADMINISTRATION OF THE OPTION TO CLAIM EUC INSTEAD OF REGULAR UI

The concept of a benefit year is central to the regular UI program; claimants have one year from filing
for unemployment benefits to collection of their total benefit allotment, which is based on earnings in the
year prior to application for unemployment benefits (known as the “base period”).72  Claimants may not
carry unused benefits into a new benefit year; to collect benefits, they must instead reestablish eligibility for
a new benefit year.  If they have been unemployed for any length of time, however, they may not be eligible
at all for new benefits or they may be eligible for reduced benefit levels.  In earlier emergency benefits
programs, and in EUC-1 and EUC-2, claimants who had not collected all their emergency benefits were
also required to file for a new benefit year after their existing benefit year ended.  If eligible for regular UI,
they could not continue collecting extended benefits.  Therefore, some claimants had to forfeit some of their
emergency benefits when they were forced to establish a new benefit year, potentially at a lower weekly
benefit amount.  These requirements were to ensure that state-financed benefits were exhausted before
federally financed benefits were collected.  If claimants were ineligible to establish a new benefit year (which
meant they could not collect regular UI), they were allowed to continue collecting emergency benefits after
expiration of their benefit year. 

EUC-3 legislation passed in 1992 allowed some claimants to choose between filing for regular UI,
when they were able to establish a new benefit year, and beginning or continuing to collect EUC under a
previously established benefit year.  The intent of the EUC-3 legislation was to help claimants whose
weekly benefit amounts would decrease if they were forced to establish a new benefit year.  However,
determining which option--collect UI or EUC--was better became an extremely complicated decision for
claimants.  Whether a claimant would be better off choosing EUC or UI depended not only on known
factors--the weekly benefit amount and duration of EUC and UI benefits they were eligible for at the time
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of filing--but on unknown factors, for instance, the expected duration of unemployment and the likelihood
that EUC would be available in the future.

From a SESA perspective, the change in the way emergency benefits programs were structured
relative to regular UI was the most problematic aspect of EUC.  These problems were both philosophical
and operational.  On the philosophical level, our state respondents felt that this provision was contrary to
“everything UI stood for.”  The respondents felt that the time limit for eligibility should be maintained, that
benefits from an old benefit year should not be retrievable if a new benefit year was established, and that
emergency benefits collection should follow regular UI collection.  On these issues, the administrators
thought that the EUC legislation’s logic undermined the regular UI system’s safeguards. Allowing claimants
to collect emergency benefits instead of regular benefits reduced employers’ responsibility for layoffs, since
employer contributions finance regular UI but not EUC.

On the operational level, the options legislation dramatically increased the resources necessary to
process claims, particularly in the programming departments, field offices, and departments that handled
funding adjustments.  All states had to make changes in their claims-processing computer programs because
the EUC option overrode checks that were designed to force claimants to establish a new benefit year
when they reached the end of their initial one. States also modified computer programs to do the
calculations necessary to provide the option to claimants, but in some cases they could not automate all the
steps of the process.  Because of the short time frame in which states had to make changes, state staff
reported that they had to test their computer changes on the public, thereby creating additional errors that
had to be corrected.  In the end, staff reported that they were unsure of all the implications of the
programming changes that had to be made.

Not only was the options legislation difficult to program into state computer systems, it was also
complicated to explain to claimants.  Staff typically explained the options to claimants in one-on-one
sessions, which were extremely time-intensive (a few states reported spending 20 minutes on average to
do this, plus potentially more time to calculate potential benefit award levels).73  State administrators
typically thought that most claimants were unable to understand the trade-offs involved in making their
decision, even after field staff provided detailed explanations.  One administrator felt that this situation was
especially frustrating to field staff, who were frequently asked, “What do you think I should do?” after giving
a complex explanation of the options to claimants.  Another state reported that some claimants found the
process so confusing that they stopped filing for benefits to which they were entitled.  While EUC
regulations allowed only claimants who had not received complete information about the option to change
their choice after they began filing, some states indicated that, because of the complexity of the options
legislation, they interpreted this restriction more loosely and allowed more than just a few claimants to
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change their choice after they began filing.  These changes merely added to the administrative complexity
of the program.  

All states reported that a number of under- and overpayments were generated by delays in
implementing the option fully and correctly, and that these under- and overpayments were extremely
complicated and time-consuming to correct.  For example, one state reported that up to nine transactions
were required to change funding from one program and benefit year to another program and benefit year.
A few states reported taking up to two years after the program ended to sort out all the funding problems
created by the options legislation.  Enacting the options legislation retroactively was responsible for much
of this extra work, since claimants could retroactively choose the program from which their payments
came.74  Some states were unclear about which overpayments were forgiven and which were not; thus,
they did not know how to handle different payment offset rates for EUC and regular UI.  States may also
have experienced higher rates of noncharging because of this confusion.  Changing funding sources affected
employers as well, since they were often confused by receiving several notices about charge adjustments.

Although each state may have encountered different problems interpreting and implementing the
options legislation, all of them felt that the problems were due to the unnecessary complexity of EUC and
could not easily be integrated into the regular UI system.  Several states gave specific examples of the
confusion and complications resulting from the options legislation and the incomplete instructions on how
to implement it.  Some states did not initially understand that claimants with new benefit years already
established could retroactively choose to collect EUC instead of UI for weeks prior to the date the claimant
chose the option.  At least one state reported having to expand its computer hardware because the
hardware in place could not fully automate the options legislation.  Interstate claims were even more difficult
to administer than regular UI claims, because states often interpreted the options legislation differently.
Overall, state administrators thought the options legislation should not be repeated in future emergency
benefits programs, primarily because implementing this legislation would be too costly and confusing to
administer, even if some claimants benefited.



153153

D. OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES
Although the most prominent components of EUC were the reachback and options provisions, EUC

had other components that affected program administration--and EUC affected other routine SESA tasks
besides the administration of intrastate regular UI claims.  In this section, we examine three special topics:
(1) the EUC requirements for stringent work search efforts, (2) the effects of EUC on the handling of
interstate claims, and (3) the effects of EUC on the ability to conduct other routine administrative tasks.

1. Work Search Requirements
Eligibility for benefits during EUC-1, -2, and -3 required “systematic and sustained” work search

efforts, a standard that is more stringent than most states’ regular UI work search requirements.  Some
states, for example, require that regular UI program claimants be “able and available” for work.  In
contrast, systematic and sustained work search was interpreted to be work search “maintained throughout
the week” and in a “regular manner with thoroughness and with a plan” (Unemployment Insurance
Program Letter No. 9-92 Change 2, February 20, 1992).  SESAs also had to verify that claimants whose
job prospects were identified as “poor” registered with the Job Service.  

Most state respondents thought that these stringent work search requirements did not make sense,
since few jobs are available during recessionary periods.  In their view, requiring increased job search
activity and more trips to field offices, with little chance of finding a job, was frustrating to claimants and
did little to improve claimants’ chances for reemployment.  It also made no sense for job-attached workers
who are typically exempt from state work search requirements, but no exemption was allowed for EUC.
As we discuss in Chapter III, the option to receive EUC before establishing a new UI benefit year meant
that a greater proportion of EUC claimants were job attached than would typically be the case with an
extended benefits program.  It was frustrating to employers who complained about receiving many contacts
from recipients when no jobs were available.  Finally, employers complained about receiving contacts from
agency staff attempting to verify that recipients had contacted them.  These problems were exacerbated
in areas where there were few employers.  

States also reported that the requirements led to some administrative complications and problems.
Agency staff had to be trained to administer two sets of work search requirements, and claimants had to
have explanations of both sets of requirements.  Additional complications arose with disqualifications
because of failure to meet the work search requirements or to register with the Job Service.  The UI and
EUC programs had different criteria for renewed eligibility, and previously disqualified claimants might
become eligible for one program but not the other.  This additional complexity meant that, because of the
work search requirements, some claimants switched back and forth between UI and EUC programs.

States reported that they found ways to classify claimants’ job prospects as “not good” and to monitor
that these claimants registered with the Job Service, but that this requirement did not adequately
differentiate among claimants in many states.  Half the states we contacted reported that they automatically
classified all EUC claimants’ job prospects as “not good.”  Two of the states indicated that Job Service
staff found it difficult to register claimants, since there were no additional funds for handling the increased
workload.

Overall, agency staff felt that emergency benefits programs would be easier to administer if they were
more easily integrated into states’ regular UI programs, so the states did not have to maintain two sets of
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instructions to claimants, two sets of criteria for determining eligibility, and two sets of procedures in which
to train field staff.

2. Interstate Claims
Most of the states we surveyed reported that the processing of interstate claims became more difficult

during EUC.  Handling interstate claims is more complicated than handling intrastate claims because of
differences in state UI programs, but, they felt, EUC exacerbated the level of difficulty in dealing with
interstate claims.  State staff indicated that this was particularly true for options legislation, since agent and
liable states often treated options legislation differently.  States found it difficult to inform claimants of all
their choices when information from one state was not readily available to another, such as when a claimant
was eligible for UI in one state and eligible for EUC in another.75  The retroactivity of the legislation further
complicated administration of interstate claims because states sometimes had to coordinate collecting
payments from one program--say, EUC--in one state to offset overpayments in another program--say, UI-
-in another state,  when claimants retroactively exercised the option to choose which program they wanted
to receive benefits from.
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3. Effects on Administrative Resources
Because some central office management and data programming staff had to be assigned to work full

time on EUC, states reported that routine tasks suffered and that most forward-looking administrative
activities were put on hold during EUC.  

Some states found that EUC greatly complicated their data reporting, while other states did not.
States that experienced particular difficulty with EUC had to develop parallel sets of forms for EUC.  Some
states felt that, in particular, the accuracy of their reports suffered because of the number of reclassifications
of claimants between UI and EUC.  

A few states reported small advantages from EUC.  One state was able to test a program (originally
designed for extended benefits) for mailing information to claimants.  Another state indicated that state
agency staff understand their computer system better because EUC “tested the limits” of the system.
Overall, however, the states felt that the complexity of EUC, and the continued revisions, made it
impossible to complete planned activities to improve administration of the regular UI program.

E. RELATIONSHIP WITH CLAIMANTS, THE PUBLIC, EMPLOYERS, AND THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Most state respondents said that, overall, they were able to maintain good relationships with claimants
at a time when the UI system was strained and public expectations for unemployment compensation
assistance were high.  Despite the many changes in EUC and the behind-the-scenes administrative
problems, state respondents thought that collecting EUC was straightforward for most claimants and that
most claimants made a relatively smooth transition from UI to EUC.  Claimants also appreciated the
additional benefits.  Nevertheless, the complexity of the program, especially the options legislation, confused
some claimants; because of the confusion, some claimants may not have applied for (or collected) all
benefits they were entitled to.  

Most states also thought that, in general, they could maintain good public relations, but that the frequent
policy changes, in conjunction with unrealistic expectations to get benefits out quickly, affected their
agencies’ ability to serve claimants and led to more than the usual number of inquiries and complaints, both
from the public and from elected officials.  A respondent in one state felt that the frequent policy changes
and the seemingly inconsistent ways claimants were treated--a claimant who filed in one week might be
eligible for substantially more or less money than a claimant who filed one week later--were important
hindrances to good community relations.  Several respondents thought that EUC stripped the UI system
of some integrity because it was a “giveaway” program.  These respondents believe that EUC was
provided for too long and that it discouraged claimants from seeking and obtaining work.

Employers in most states had mixed experiences.  As discussed above, employers were frustrated by
continued contacts by job seekers arising from the stringent work search requirements and by agency staff
to verify job contacts.  Many employers were confused by the flip-flopping of charges as under- and
overpayments to the regular system were corrected.  However,  agency staff also reported that employers
appreciated the provision of noncharged benefits to claimants.

Most state administrators thought they had good overall working relationships with the UI regional
offices but that administering EUC caused some strains in the federal-state relationship.  Most
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administrators reported frustration that the regions (often perceived to be caught in the same spot as the
states) had difficulty interpreting the EUC legislation and disseminating information quickly.  Some states
thought they wasted a great deal of resources because they were unable to get guidance from their regional
offices in a timely manner and because the advice received was often incorrect or conflicting. When written
instructions from the national and regional offices were eventually received, they were unduly complex
because they frequently cross-referenced other memoranda.  Because states were under intense pressure
to get their systems modified and get benefits out to claimants, they often had to proceed without guidance
or confirmation that their interpretations were correct.  After implementation, states sometimes found that
they had to change their systems and correct the errors generated from incorrect  interpretation of the
legislation.  One state respondent felt that these experiences would adversely affect future contacts with the
regional office.

F. CONCLUSION
Emergency extended benefits programs are inherently difficult to implement initially, but the EUC

program had implementation and administrative problems throughout its duration.  Emergency programs
are commonly enacted after a recessionary period has begun, and implementation is expected to be rapid.
In addition, emergency programs often contain reachback provisions to provide benefits to former
claimants, making initial implementation difficult.  The EUC program experienced these implementation
difficulties, but it also had several components that made continued implementation and administration of
the program difficult.  

The options legislation effective during EUC-3 and -4 is the prime example.  Undoubtedly, some
claimants benefited from the option to collect EUC instead of UI, but the SESAs expended substantial time
and resources trying to understand the options legislation, train staff, program the options legislation into
their computer systems (including overriding several important computer checks that ensure accurate
processing of payments), and explain the legislation to claimants.  SESAs also had to correct for under-
and overpayments because of the retroactivity of the options legislation, as well as allow some claimants,
who could argue that they lacked sufficient information to make an informed decision, to switch their
choices.  From society’s perspective, it is unlikely that the gain to the claimants who chose to collect EUC
instead of UI outweighed the extensive cost of implementing the options legislation.

Another example of unnecessary complexity--one that added to administrative complexity without
offsetting benefits--is the five phases of EUC.  Although emergency benefits programs are intended to
provide benefits when needed, and it is difficult to predict the length of a recession, it would make more
sense to have fewer phases, with each phase lasting slightly longer than did the EUC phases.  Attempts at
fine-tuning over several phases lasting only a few months are not worth the effort, particularly when
claimants with periods of unemployment early in the emergency program qualify for the longer benefit
durations enacted during later phases.

A final operational problem with EUC was the work search requirements.  Although increased work
search requirements make conceptual sense when providing emergency benefits to ensure that the
disincentives of extra benefits are counterbalanced, state respondents thought it impractical to implement
the more stringent work search requirements.  Having work search requirements that differed from the
requirements for regular UI caused the program and its administration to become more complex.  At the
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same time, since few jobs were available, more stringent requirements may not have led to more rapid
reemployment of claimants.

Eliminating some of the complexity often associated with emergency programs, such as EUC and
lengthening the duration of each phase, would help minimize problems inherent in these types of programs.
Although the programs may still need to be implemented quickly and address the legitimate needs of some
claimants through reachback provisions, having a minimal number of components different from the regular
UI program would reduce the need to modify computer programs and train staff.  This would result in fewer
errors in claims processing, and administrative costs might be substantially lower.
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VII.  CONCLUSIONS AND LESSONS FOR POLICY

The Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program, as implemented, contained two
different components.  The largest consisted of a program that extended individual workers’ potential
durations of unemployment compensation.  This component, targeted at workers suffering long-term
unemployment, was similar to earlier emergency extended benefits programs:  Federal Supplemental
Benefits (FSB), in the 1970s, and Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC), in the 1980s.  Its most
important difference from these “third-tier” programs lay in the precise way in which EUC interacted with
the regular, permanent Extended Benefits (EB) program.  Specifically, EUC legislation permitted states to
substitute EUC for EB in situations where EB otherwise might have been available.  Most states availed
themselves of this option throughout the period in which EUC was available.  This had the practical effect
of turning EUC into a “second-tier” program as well.  That is, for most workers suffering long-term
unemployment, EUC was the only source of extended benefits during the recession of the early 1990s.

The second component of EUC was unique to that program.  During Phases 3 and 4 of its five phases,
some workers who normally would have collected benefits under the regular Unemployment Insurance (UI)
program had the option of collecting EUC benefits instead.  Because the only claimants eligible for this
option were those beginning a new benefit year, such claims acted  as a substitute for regular UI and served
a different category of worker (specifically, workers who expected recall and who had much shorter
periods of unemployment than those who usually collect benefits under extended benefits programs).
Although benefits paid under this component probably totaled less than 15 percent of all benefits paid under
EUC, the novelty of its structure suggests that considerable attention be devoted to it in our overall
evaluation.

A. CONCLUSIONS
Our review of the EUC program suggests 11 conclusions about its overall impact and effectiveness:

11. The extended benefits component of the EUC program performed an important
countercyclical role during the recession of the early 1990s.  The relatively long
duration of the program and its widespread implementation by the states were appropriate,
given the extended weakness of the labor market exhibited in that recession.  EUC appears
to have avoided both the overly generous and the poorly targeted benefits that characterized
the extended benefits programs (EB and FSB) in the 1970s and the overly long duration of
the FSC program of the early 1980s.  Although no one measure of the performance of the
EUC program captures all its countercyclical features, the exhaustion rate is perhaps the best
single measure.  We estimated that availability of its extended benefits component permitted
the overall system of unemployment compensation to provide a slightly lower exhaustion rate
(our estimates ranged from 17 to 24 percent) than the rate that characterizes the system
during nonrecessionary periods.  These benefits replaced about 2.4 percent of the shortfall
in real disposable income attributable to high unemployment throughout the recessionary
period.

12. The size and scope of the EUC program significantly exceeded what would have
been provided under the regular EB program.  Our simulations suggested that, in the
absence of EUC, only about 3 million exhaustees would have been covered under the regular
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EB program during the period 1991.4 to 1994.2, even if all states had adopted the total
unemployment rate as a trigger for EB.  On the other hand, EUC (which effectively replaced
EB during this period) paid benefits to about 7.7 million regular UI exhaustees under its
extended benefits component.  Even with modestly relaxed trigger thresholds, EB would have
been a substantially smaller program than EUC. In actuality, of course, EB itself played
virtually no role in the recession of the early 1990s.  In addition, the federal financing of EUC
resulted in $3 to $4 billion in trust fund savings for the states.  These savings were
concentrated in a small number of states, resulting in an average Unemployment
Compensation (UC) tax rate saving of approximately 0.25 percentage point in those states
where EB would have been payable.

13. Implementation of the extended benefits component of EUC presented a number of
administrative complexities arising from its multiple-phase structure and its
integration with the regular UI program.  Most of these difficulties arose from the time
pressure state officials were under to incorporate EUC into their operations.  Because some
of EUC’s provisions (for example, maximum durations) were changed frequently, and
because the program incorporated some provisions that differed from those of the regular UI
program (for example, more stringent work search requirements), it was often impossible to
devote the necessary care to establishing systems and procedures for paying benefits.
Hence, although the phase structure of EUC did permit a flexible response to recessionary
conditions as they became apparent, more attention might have been paid to easing the
states’ implementation of the programs and to streamlining transitions among its phases.

14. The characteristics of individuals receiving EUC under its extended benefits
component resembled those of recipients of previous programs, although a few
significant differences reflecting the changing composition of the labor market were
apparent.  Recipients who received both UI and EUC were more likely to be older, female,
and part of a minority group than were shorter-term recipients who received only UI.
Compared to previous emergency programs, they were less likely to be from manufacturing
industries than were recipients of FSB and FSC (for example, 30 percent under EUC, as
opposed to 44 percent under FSB).  Females also constituted a larger fraction of recipients
under the extended benefits component of EUC, than had been the case under the previous
emergency programs (44 percent in EUC, versus 37 percent in FSC). Still, it seems clear
that the extended benefits portion of the EUC program served workers suffering long-term
unemployment who shared many similarities with workers who collected under earlier
emergency programs.

15. Workers receiving benefits under the extended benefits component of EUC
experienced considerable difficulty in finding reemployment.  Despite extensive job
search, it took many recipients a long time to find a job.  Moreover, approximately 23
percent of workers who received benefits under the extended benefits component of EUC
never (during an average follow-up period of three and one-half years) found a new job.
Many of those extended benefits recipients who found new jobs reported subsequent job
separations, suggesting that much of the reemployment  was in relatively unstable jobs.  Two-
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thirds of those who became reemployed found jobs in industries different from those of their
prior jobs.  About 4 out of 10 workers experienced wage losses of at least 25 percent.  

16. Substantial numbers of individuals receiving benefits under the extended benefit
component of EUC received reemployment services from the Job Service or
education or training.  However, not all recipients received reemployment services,
and those receiving education or training were not always the individuals who
appeared to be most in need of further education or training.  Approximately 75
percent of long-term recipients received services from the Job Service; however, 25 percent
did not.  Seventeen percent began education or training programs while collecting benefits
or before the start of a job.  This seems like a substantial number, since not all recipients need
or could benefit from education or training.  However, those  who did enter education or
training tended to be better educated and to have greater earnings possibilities than those
who did not.  Relatively few individuals who were high school dropouts or who had low
wages on their pre-benefits jobs participated in education or training. 

17. The extended benefits portion of the EUC program kept a considerable number of
families from falling below the poverty line.  Nevertheless, EUC benefits alone often
were insufficient to keep families out of poverty when there was no working spouse or
partner.  Another factor exacerbating the low incomes of EUC recipients’ families was that
they had very low rates of receipt of benefits from retirement and transfer programs.

18. Approximately 5 percent of all EUC first payments (and 30 percent of first payments
during Phase 1 of the program) were made to “reachback” eligibles.  Mean weeks
of EUC collected, average total benefits received, and exhaustion rates for this group were
very similar to those of other EUC recipients during Phase 1.

19. The optional claims component of EUC permitted states to achieve savings to their
UI trust funds when workers chose to substitute EUC benefits for regular UI
benefits that would otherwise have been payable to them.  Inaccuracies and
shortcomings in the reporting of optional claims made it difficult to obtain precise figures for
the dollar value of benefits payable under them.  Overall, however, we estimate that these
benefits may have amounted to between $3.4 and $4.6 billion.  This represented 12 to 16
percent of all EUC benefit dollars and 5 to 7 percent of regular UI benefits during the period.
Our data also suggested that the actual trust fund savings from the optional claims component
of EUC were unevenly distributed among the states, with some states receiving the equivalent
of a full percentage point in UI tax rate relief, while others received less than a tenth that
amount.

20. This optional claims component of EUC added major complexities to the
administration of EUC during Phases 3 and 4.  Presenting information to claimants
about the EUC optional claims provision was time-consuming and difficult, since both staff
claimants found the options hard to understand.  Integrating the payment of optional claims
into state UI systems also required overriding many existing computer safeguards.  The rapid
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implementation of Phase 3 of EUC meant that there was little time to validate new computer
code.  This meant that officials often were forced to override their systems manually.  Further
complicating the situation were issues in the proper interpretation of some optional claims
procedures.

21. The overwhelming majority of workers who collected benefits under the EUC
optional claims component were not long-term unemployed.  These workers were
much more likely to expect recall to their prior employers, to do less job search, and to have
significantly higher reemployment rates than workers who collected under the extended
benefits component.  Indeed, average total unemployment compensation benefits collected
by workers choosing the optional claims portion of EUC amounted to only about 25 percent
of the average total amount of UC benefits collected by workers collecting under the
extended benefits component of EUC.
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B. POLICY IMPLICATIONS
These conclusions suggest four broad implications for future unemployment compensation policy

toward extended benefits: 

1. In the absence of major changes to the EB trigger mechanism,  it seems likely that
future emergency programs will have to function as both “second-tier” and “third-
tier” extended benefits programs.  Trigger rates under EB are simply too high and too
constrained by the trigger rates’ threshold requirements to permit EB to provide the level of
benefits that EUC did during the recession of the 1990s.  Because the goals of future
programs are likely to be similar to those of EUC (although the specifics will be tailored to
particular recessionary circumstances),  these too will likely be used as substitutes for EB if
the UI system is to continue to provide adequate support to long-term unemployed workers.

2. Operations of future EUC-type programs would be significantly improved if
implementation could be streamlined.  In particular, although the phase structure
incorporated in EUC provided flexibility in meeting recessionary needs as they arose, these
phases were often too short and contained administrative procedures that were changed too
frequently for states to adapt to them.  Operation of the program would be much smoother
if state administrators had more time to adapt their systems to the program’s requirements
and if basic provisions (such as job search requirements) were more carefully integrated with
existing UI procedures.

3. Experiences of recipients of extended benefits under EUC suggest the need for
enhanced labor market services.  Clearly, many of these recipients experienced significant
difficulties in finding reemployment as a result of the 1990s recession.  While many recipients
received some reemployment services, there appears to have been a  need for additional
services directed toward workers who are likely to collect extended benefits and who
probably will have difficulty finding jobs comparable to their pre-benefits jobs.  However,
the Worker Profiling and Reemployment Services systems that have been introduced since
the end of the EUC program now provide a mechanism  to direct reemployment services
toward workers who are likely to collect extended benefits.

4. The optional claims component of EUC should not be a component of future
extended benefits programs.  The optional claims component may have helped some
claimants avoid reductions in weekly benefit amounts as the result of entering a new benefit
year, as was intended, but the vast majority of benefits paid under this option went to the
short-term, rather than long-term, unemployed.  It was also extremely difficult to administer.
Overall, such a component plays no useful role in a policy intended for the long-term
unemployed.
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APPENDIX A

EUC PROVISIONS, BY PHASE



APPENDIX B
SAMPLE DESIGN AND SAMPLE WEIGHTS



76Administrative samples from two states were received too late to be included in the survey.

77We included in our universe the 50 states plus the District of Columbia.  For convenience, we refer

to this group as the “51 states.”

3

The sample for the Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) evaluation was designed to
represent the national population of EUC recipients and to provide sufficient statistical precision to meet
the descriptive and analytic objectives of the study.  It was also designed to provide a comparison group
of Unemployment Insurance (UI) recipients who did not receive EUC; this group was representative of the
national population of UI-only recipients when EUC was available.  More specifically, the sample design
called for a two-stage sampling process: initially, 23 states were selected; then, recipients in those states
were selected.  Administrative records were to be collected and analyzed for the recipient samples and
survey data were to be collected for subsamples.

In practice, a number of states selected for the sample were unable to participate.  Additional states
were selected and asked to participate, but, in the end, only 18 of the 35 states that were asked provided
samples of recipients.  In addition, response rates for the survey were low (just under 50 percent), primarily
due to difficulty in locating respondents (see Appendix C).

Both state and respondent nonresponse raise the possibility that estimates from the samples may  be
biased.  However, our analysis of this issue suggests that the administrative records samples from the 18
states can be weighted to represent the national population on key dimensions of UI receipt.  Therefore,
we believe that the results we obtain with these samples can be characterized as representing the nation.
We use an analogous procedure to weight the 16 state survey samples to be nationally representative.76

Furthermore, our analysis of survey nonresponse (Appendix C) suggests that the respondents are similar
to nonrespondents on key demographic and UI receipt characteristics.

We now turn to a discussion of the sample design and our procedure for computing weights.

A. INITIAL SAMPLE DESIGN
The sample design for the EUC evaluation was intended to fulfill three main objectives.  First, it was

designed to produce a sample that was representative of the national population of EUC recipients.
Second, it was intended to provide a comparison group of UI recipients who did not receive EUC that was
representative of the national population of UI-only recipients when EUC was available.  Third, it was
meant to provide sufficient statistical precision for the descriptive and analytic objectives of the study.

To address the first objective, we defined the EUC sample frame as all individuals in the 51 states who
received an EUC payment.77  We planned to select a sample from this sample frame and to  collect
administrative records data for this sample.  We also planned to collect survey data for a subsample but
to limit the survey subsample to individuals who began collecting EUC in July 1992 or later.  We restricted
the survey subsample because we wanted to limit the period for which recipients were asked to recall labor
market events.  We chose July 1992, which was the start date of EUC Phase 3, so that the survey sample
would be representative of EUC recipients in Phases 3 through 5.

To address the second objective, we defined the UI-only sample frame as all individuals in the 51
states who began collecting UI between January 1991 and September 1993 and who did not collect EUC.
We chose these start and end dates for this sample to capture the majority of UI recipients who could have
collected EUC.  Although some individuals who began collecting UI as early as March 1990 collected



78We used a two-tail test at the 80 percent power level for this computation. 

79Since the EUC caseload was heavily concentrated in a few states, this procedure was modified

slightly to allow for the fact that the sample would definitely contain the largest states.  Once these states

were identified, sample sizes were allocated to them in proportion to their representation in the national

caseload.  The remaining states were then selected with probabilities proportional to size, with equal size

samples being allocated to each state.

80To draw a nationally representative sample of regular UI-only recipients, we needed to account for

the fact that the selection probabilities of states were relative to the EUC population, rather than to regular

UI-only recipients or to recipients in general.  Following the approach used in an earlier study, regular UI-
(continued...)
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EUC through its reachback provisions, the number of such individuals was small relative to the entire UI
population.  For this reason, we restricted the comparison group to individuals who were more likely to
transition to EUC if they exhausted UI.  Individuals who began collecting UI in early 1991 would have
exhausted UI in the second half of 1991 and could have collected EUC beginning in November 1991.  We
chose September 1993 as the end date for this comparison sample for similar reasons.  Some individuals
who started collecting UI after September could have exhausted UI and begun collecting EUC prior to
February 5, when the last EUC initial claims were taken, but most individuals who ended up on EUC would
have begun collecting UI earlier.  Finally, we decided that the UI-only interview subsample would include
UI-only recipients who began collecting UI between January 1992 and September 1993.  We chose
January 1992 as the start date to include individuals who would have been likely to collect EUC beginning
in July 1992 or later if they had collected EUC.

To address the third objective, we decided that a reasonable precision standard for the survey
subsamples would involve describing attributes of the EUC population with a  ± 2.5 percent, 95 percent
confidence interval and differences between the EUC and UI-only samples of  ± 6.0 percent at 95 percent
confidence, for attributes with an incidence of 50 percent in the population.  We calculated that these
objectives could be achieved with roughly 1,500 EUC and 900 UI-only sample members, if the samples
were simple random samples of the national population.78  

Because the UC program operates separately in each state, however, it was, not feasible to select
simple random samples from the national population of EUC and UI-only recipients.  Instead, we chose
a two-stage sampling procedure that involved the random selection of states in the first stage and recipients
in the second stage.  Specifically, we decided to choose states in the first stage with probability proportional
to the size of their EUC population and then to choose equal-sized samples of EUC recipients in the second
stage.79  This procedure maintained equal probabilities of selection for all EUC recipients and was intended
to yield a self-weighting sample of EUC recipients.  A comparable UI-only sample was allocated to each
state in a way that was designed to provide a self-weighting sample of such individuals.80



80(...continued)
only recipients were sampled with equal probabilities of selection by allocating larger numbers of regular

UI-only recipients to states with smaller numbers of EUC recipients, according to the following formula

(Corson and Dynarski 1990):

(1) Qj ' X j [ (1 & Ej) / Ej ] R,

where, for state j, Qj is the regular UI-only sample, Xj is the expected size of the subsample of our sample

of EUC claimants who collected regular UI earlier in their unemployment spells, Ej is the ratio of the total

number of EUC recipients who previously collected UI in the state to the total number of UI recipients in

the state, and R is the uniform sampling rate required to adjust the size of the UI-only sample to the desired

total number.

81We used average benefit duration for regular UI to assess the importance of design effects. Although

other variables would yield different results, we expected that the variation among states on this variable

would indicate variation in important outcome variables, such as duration of EUC receipt.
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Because of the two-stage sample design, we also had to increase the EUC and UI-only  sample sizes
to take into account the loss of statistical precision (termed the “design effect”) resulting from clustering the
sample in a limited number of states.  To account for the importance of design effects, we considered the
degree to which average UI benefit duration varies across states.81  In 1991, average UI duration
nationwide was 15.8 weeks; however, an examination of average duration by state revealed important
systematic variation.  Average duration was more than 17 weeks in five states and less than 12 weeks in
nine states.  Because earlier studies of the UI population (see, for example, Corson and Dynarski 1990)
suggested that the total variance in average UI duration is about 144 weeks, we used the variation in state-



82The weighted state-level variance in average duration is equal to Sws(ds - dn)2, where ws is the state

share of the population, and ds and dn are state average duration and national average duration,

respectively.
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level averages to estimate the state component of variance and allocated total variance between individuals
and states as follows:82 

Variance Component Variance Percentage

Individual Recipient 137.6 95.6

State 6.4 4.4

Total 144.0 100.0

These data suggested that 4.4 percent of the variability in average benefit duration is attributable to state-

specific factors and the remaining 95.6 percent to recipient-specific factors.  Although 4.4 percent at first

seems like a small amount, it is a major component of variability for a sample of EUC recipients drawn from

a small subset of states.

We explored the implications of this situation for various recipient and state sample sizes.  We found,

for example, that the standard deviation of the estimate of average benefit duration made from a simple

random sample of 2,500 recipients drawn from all 51 states would be .24 (the “one-stage” simple random

sample estimate).  If the sample was restricted to 15 states, the standard deviation would be .42, a

difference of 75 percent.  In this example, the sample of 2,500 recipients drawn from 15 states would

provide the same statistical precision as a one-stage simple random sample of only 821 recipients (the

“effective” sample size) drawn from all 51 states.  Increasing the recipient sample size would do little to



83To ensure regional representativeness, we ordered states within stratum by region.
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improve precision, because the source of the high variance is state specific, not recipient-specific.  For

example, doubling the sample to 5,000 recipients drawn from the same 15 states would only increase the

effective sample size from 821 to 974 (an increase of 19 percent).  Instead, substantially greater gains in

precision could be achieved by increasing the number of states.  For example, with 23 states instead of 15,

a sample of 2,500 recipients has an effective size of 1,547, compared with 821 for 15 states.

On the basis of this analysis, we decided to draw our sample from 23 states and to interview 2,500

EUC recipients and 1,500 UI-only recipients.  Eleven states (New York, California, Pennsylvania, Texas,

New Jersey, Illinois, Florida, Michigan, North Carolina, Ohio, and Massachusetts), representing 64 percent

of the EUC population, were selected with certainty and allocated 64 percent of our sample (see Table

B.1). 

The remaining noncertainty states could have been selected by a simple random drawing from the

remaining states with probabilities of selection proportional to size; however, we believed additional

stratification was warranted.  Specifically, we chose the 12 noncertainty states on the basis of a stratified

sample according to average UI benefit duration.83  This stratification was intended to ensure adequate

variability in the sample along dimensions, such as labor market strength and generosity of state UI,

programs that are approximated by the average duration figures.  To accomplish the stratification, the 42

noncertainty states were grouped into three equal-sized strata--high, medium and low duration--with four

states being selected from each stratum as shown in Table B.1.
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TABLE B.1 STATE SELECTION PROBABILITIES
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PAGE 2
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Finally, we decided to select, at a minimum, 10,000 EUC recipients and 10,000 UI-only recipients

as the first stage of the sampling process.  We intended to obtain administrative records for these samples

and then select the smaller samples (2,500 EUC recipients and 1,500 UI-only recipients) for the interview.

We chose 10,000 as the sample size for each of these administrative records samples to ensure that we

had enough sample members to (1) complete 4,000 interviews on subsamples drawn from the latter three

phases of EUC, and (2) examine the characteristics and experiences of EUC recipients by program phase.

B. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE SAMPLE DESIGN

We implemented our sample design by contacting the 23 states we selected and asking them to select

random samples of recipients who either collected EUC or who began collecting UI between January 1991

and September 1993.  To reduce the burden on states, we did not ask them to give us separate EUC and

UI-only samples.  Instead, we asked for a single sample of recipients who met either criterion (collected

EUC or collected UI during the relevant period).  In addition, we used data on the number of EUC and

UI first payments reported by states to the Unemployment Insurance Service to set sampling rates designed

to meet our target of having a minimum of 10,000 EUC and 10,000 UI only sample members.  Since the

EUC population was smaller than the UI-only population, and since we were conservative in setting the

sampling rates, this approach meant that we ended up with administrative records samples that were larger

than our minimums.

Since our sample frame covered several years, we also asked states to provide administrative data

on all benefit years established during this time frame by members of this sample.  When we used

administrative data for our analysis, we sometimes used the individual as the unit of analysis and we

sometimes used the benefit year.  However, we had to decide how to handle individuals with multiple

benefit years in the interviewing subsample, since the interview used the benefit year begin date to establish
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a time frame for the interview which began with the pre-benefits job.  One option would have been to start

with the earliest benefit year.  We rejected that approach, however, because we felt that our main objective

of representing the EUC population was better served by sampling benefit years for the interview.  Hence,

we assigned individuals to the EUC subsample if they ever collected EUC, and we began the interview with

the benefit year that led directly to EUC.  A few individuals had more than one EUC claim during Phases

3 through 5.  In these cases, we randomly selected one of these claims as the start date for the interview.

We also randomly selected a benefit year to start the interview for UI-only sample members with more than

one benefit year.

A relatively large number of the states we selected were not able to participate in the study because

of constraints on their programming resources or for other reasons.  Specifically, 10 of the 23 states we

initially contacted did not participate in the study.  We addressed this situation by selecting a further random

sample of 12 noncertainty states; of these, 7 did not participate.  We ended up with samples from 18 states.

We encountered two further difficulties in implementing our design.  First, two of the states that

provided samples provided them too late for inclusion in the survey.  Therefore, our survey sample is drawn

from 16 states.  Second, because we had difficulty locating sample members (as discussed more fully in

Appendix C) our survey sample is smaller than planned and not distributed by state in the same proportions

as planned.

Table B.2 reports final sample sizes, by state and by sample type.  Our  final sample included 28,420

individuals (34,484 benefit years) for whom we collected administrative data.  It also included 1,341 EUC

and 963 UI-only individuals for whom we collected survey data.
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TABLE B.2 EUC STUDY SAMPLE SIZES



84The distribution of sample members by state was also different than planned but this did not present

a major problem.  We had random samples of recipients in each state in our records samples, and, although

there was some nonresponse to the survey, we treated the survey samples in each state as simple random

samples when constructing weights.  We examine the appropriateness of this assumption in Appendix C.

85These are the reachback and EUC option claims.
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C. WEIGHTS

We constructed weights for the administrative records and survey samples to produce nationally

representative estimates.  For the administrative records sample, the weights were designed to produce

national estimates of the population of individuals receiving UI and/or EUC during the EUC period and

national estimates of the benefit years established during that period.  For the survey samples, the weights

were designed to produce national estimates of the EUC Phase 3 through 5 population and national

estimates of the UI-only population receiving UI during that period.  

The major problem we faced in constructing these weights was that we had fewer (and, sometimes,

different) states in the final sample than planned.84   We addressed this problem by using external data on

state-level UI and EUC activities reported by states to the Unemployment Insurance Service to compute

national estimates of key EUC and UI program outcomes.  In making these estimates, we treated each

program separately; however, since most individuals who collected EUC also collected UI, we also

computed estimates of key outcomes for the combined population (that is, individuals who collected under

either program).  We used data from our records samples to estimate the proportion of EUC recipients

who did not begin collecting UI between January 1991 and September 1993.85  We used the proportion

for each state in our sample and the average for other states to compute the number of EUC first payments

to individuals who did not collect UI.  We then added this number to the number of UI first payments to
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compute the number of EUC and/or UI first payments made during our observation period.  This

unduplicated count of first payments was divided into the number of weeks compensated and total

payments under the two programs to produce our national EUC/UI estimates.

Using these estimates of national figures, we examined two alternative ways of weighting the state

samples.  Under the first alternative, we weighted the 18 states in the records sample to represent

themselves.  That is, we assigned weights such that the California sample represented California, the

Connecticut sample represented Connecticut, and so on.  This is a conservative approach that says that

the sample only represents the 55 percent of the population found in the sampled states.

Under the second alternative, we weighted the 18 states in the records sample to represent the national

population.  We did this by grouping certainty and noncertainty states by stratum and adjusting the initial

weight (the share of the total population represented by a state) assigned to each state to account for any

nonresponse in the stratum.  For example, we initially selected eight certainty and four noncertainty states

in the high duration stratum but we ended up with six certainty and five noncertainty states whose weights,

when summed, implied that this stratum equaled 54 percent of the EUC population.  Since the high-duration

states actually contained 65 percent of the EUC population, we increased each state weight to sum to 65

percent.

Our comparison of these weighting schemes (see Table B.3) indicated that either approach would

produce estimates that appear close to our national estimates for the EUC population, the UI population,

or the combined EUC/UI population.  However, since the weights designed to represent the national

population produced estimates closer to our national estimates, and since we would like to characterize our

estimates as representing the nation, we chose to use the national weights in our analysis.
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TABLE B.3 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE WEIGHTING SCHEMES
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We then computed weights for our records and survey samples designed to make these samples

representative of the national populations of EUC and UI recipients.  We created one weight for the

records sample and two weights for the survey samples (see Table B.4).  More specifically for the records

sample, we created weights that when multiplied by the individuals or benefit years in the sample sum

respectively to the total number of individuals who collected UI and /or EUC during the EUC period and

that sum to the total number of benefit years established during this period.  As noted previously, we

defined the EUC period as including all individuals who received an EUC first payment and all individuals

who received a UI first payment between January 1991 and September 1993 and did not collect EUC.

As described above, we used data from our records samples to estimate the proportion of EUC first

payments to recipients who did not also begin collecting UI between January 1991 and September 1993.

We then used these figures to compute unduplicated counts of benefit years established during the EUC

period.  Finally, we used these numbers to adjust our initial sample weights by stratum, as described earlier.

The resulting weights are applicable to individuals or benefit years included in our sample.

We used an analogous procedure for the survey samples to create weights for the EUC and UI-only

samples that sum to national totals of EUC recipients who began collecting EUC during Phases 3 through

5 and UI-only recipients who began receiving UI between January 1992 and September 1993.

C. DESIGN EFFECTS

The standard errors produced by most statistical programs are computed under the assumption that

the samples used to compute estimates are simple random samples of the population.  However, as we

discussed previously, these standard errors underestimate the true standard errors for estimates
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TABLE B.4 EUC STUDY SAMPLE WEIGHTS



86We report design effects computed as the proportional change in the standard error due to the

survey design as compared to the standard error that could be achieved by a simple random sample of the

same size, although design effects are often reported as the proportional change in the variance due to the

survey design.
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made with our samples, since they are not simple random samples of the national population.  Instead, our

samples are clustered by state, and this clustering increases standard errors.

We examined the degree to which simple random sample standard errors should be increased to

account for the sample design.  We computed these design effects using the SUDAAN computer program,

which was developed at the Research Triangle Institute.86  This program uses Taylor Series approximations

to compute estimated variances using standard formulas that relate the size of the design effect to the

relative size of two variables: (1) the component of the variance due to variation within individual clusters

in the survey design, and (2) the component of variance due to differences between clusters in the relevant

underlying population characteristics.

Since we examine a number of characteristics of sample members, and since the size of the design

effect varies by characteristic, we computed design effects for a number of variables.  Table B.5 shows the

results of this exercise.  These estimates range from a low, negligible effect of 1.02 for the percent female

in the EUC sample to a high of 2.32 for the percent white.  This range is not surprising, since the proportion

of the UI population that is female is unlikely to vary among  states (clusters in our sample) as much as the

proportion that is white.  Other important variables, such as the mean weekly benefit amounts and mean

weeks on UI and EUC, which are likely to vary by state given differences in state laws and economic

conditions, have design effects in the mid to high end of this range.
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TABLE B.5 DESIGN EFFECTS: SURVEY SAMPLES
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Given this range in design effects, we chose to use the average (1.6) as a rough design effect to apply

to our survey results.  That is, when making comparisons between the EUC and UI samples, we inflated

standard errors by 1.6 when determining which differences were statistically significant. 

Table B.6 provides standard errors for the survey samples for binary variables used to estimate the

prevalence of characteristics that can be expressed as a proportion or percent (for example, the percent

expecting recall).  These standard errors can be used to compute confidence intervals for such

characteristics or to compute standard errors for difference of means tests.  For example, we reported in

Table III.6 that 23 percent of the UI-and-EUC sample expected recall by their pre-UI employer as

compared to 49 percent for the EUC-only sample.  Two-tailed 95 percent confidence intervals for these

estimates would equal 1.96 times the appropriate standard error from Table III.6, which would be

approximately +/-4 percent for the UI-and-EUC sample.  The t-statistic for a difference of means test

equals the difference between a characteristic for two groups divided by the standard error of the difference

of means, which equals the square root of the sum of the variances of the two estimates.  For example, the

t-statistic for the difference in the expected recall rate for the UI-and-EUC and the EUC-only sample is

5.1  .  This level indicates that the difference is statistically significant at the 99(49&23)/ (4.62%2.32)

percent confidence level for a two-tailed test.
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TABLE B.6 STANDARD ERRORS FOR PROPORTIONS



APPENDIX C

SURVEY RESULTS AND NONRESPONSE BIAS ANALYSIS



87Another source of nonresponse that could affect our findings is nonresponse among the states

selected for the survey.  We address that issue in Appendix A.
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The EUC study design called for the selection of nationally representative samples of Unemployment

Compensation (UC) recipients and the collection of Unemployment Insurance (UI) program data and, for

a subsample, telephone survey data on the pre-layoff characteristics of recipients and their post-layoff labor

market experiences.  We implemented this design using a two-step process involving the random selection

of states and the random selection of UC recipients in those states.  Initially we selected 23 states for the

sample, but, as discussed in Appendix A, not all states agreed to participate.  In the end, 18 states provided

data, with 16 doing so in time for inclusion in the survey.  We then selected subsamples of EUC recipients

and UI recipients who did not collect EUC (called the “UI-only sample”) for the telephone survey.  The

EUC sample was chosen to represent individuals who began receiving EUC in July 1992 or later (that is,

in EUC, Phases 3 through 5).  The UI-only sample was chosen to represent individuals who began

receiving UI during the period January 1992 through September 1993.  These individuals would have

collected EUC during the same time period as the EUC sample if they had continued onto EUC.  The

survey subsamples were restricted in this way to help minimize recall error.  Even with this restriction,

however, the recall period was long.  The interviews were conducted between April 1996 and April 1997,

which, on average, was three and a half years after the respondents’ UC first payments.

This appendix provides information on the survey results, the number of completions, their distribution

by state, and the reasons for nonresponse.  It uses administrative records data to examine nonresponse and

to assess the likelihood that survey results could be biased because of nonresponse to the survey.87 



44

A. SURVEY RESULTS

We attempted interviews with 4,781 sample members and completed interviews with 2,304, yielding

an overall response rate of 48 percent (Table C.1).  This response rate varied slightly by sample; it was

46 percent for the EUC sample and 52 percent for the UI-only sample.  It also varied by state as has been

our experience in other, similar studies.  It was highest in Minnesota and Wisconsin (just over 60 percent)

and lowest in California and Texas (40 percent).  

The overall response rate and the rates in each state were low, both in an absolute sense and in

comparison to the rates achieved in prior surveys of UI recipients.  For example, Corson and Dynarski

(1990) report an overall response rate of 60 percent in their study of UI exhaustees.  Response rates for

states included in both studies were as much as 20 percentage points higher in the earlier survey.

Several reasons exist for the low response rate achieved in this study.  The most important one is that

it was difficult to locate sample members.  As Table C.2 shows, 32 percent of the cases were not located

(60 percent of the nonrespondents).  The interview was conducted approximately three and a half years

after the UC first payment was made, and the addresses and telephone numbers available from UC records

were old.  Having old, out-of-date addresses contributed to the difficulty we encountered in locating sample

members; but, interestingly, 31 percent of the sample members in the exhaustee study also were not

located, and the addresses in that study were, on average, only 20 months old.

Another factor contributing to the low response rate is that some individuals either did not complete

the full interview (2 percent) or refused to be interviewed (10 percent).  In this case, the experience in the

exhaustee study was different; there were virtually no partial completes and the refusal rate was half that

of this study.  One possible reason for this difference is that this interview
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TABLE C.1 EUC SURVEY: NUMBER OF COMPLETES AND COMPLETION RATES, BY

STATE
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TABLE C.2 EUC SURVEY OUTCOMES
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was longer (it averaged 45 minutes) than the earlier interview (which averaged about 30 minutes).  The

interview length contributed to the partial completes, since some individuals refused to continue with the

interview.  Length may also have contributed to the refusals, since individuals were told approximately how

long the interview was when they were asked to participate.

Finally, some cases (about six percent) were retired because we made multiple phone calls without

reaching the potential respondent or for other reasons such as ill health, language barriers, or death (two

percent).

B. POTENTIAL NONRESPONSE BIAS

Results of the survey could be affected by nonresponse bias, particularly since the overall completion

rate was quite low.  If nonrespondents differ from respondents in a systematic way, inferences drawn from

the interview data on the characteristics and labor market experiences of respondents could be misleading

and not representative of the universe of UC recipients.

To analyze the implications of survey nonresponse for the analysis, we used UC administrative data

that were available for both respondents and nonrespondents to explore differences in the baseline

characteristics of respondents and nonrespondents and in UC outcomes.  To perform this analysis, we used

the weights described in Appendix A to create estimates for the respondent sample, which can be

characterized as nationally representative of the UC population.  We created comparable weights for

nonrespondents, so that the weighted distribution of nonrespondents matched the weighted distribution of

respondents by state and UC status (EUC and UI-only).  This step was necessary because response rates

differed by state and by UC status.
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Our analysis shows (Table C.3) that there were a number of statistically significant differences between

respondents and nonrespondents.  Survey respondents were more likely than nonrespondents to be female,

older,  and nonminority.   Respondents also had higher base period
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TABLE C.3 DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SURVEY RESPONDENTS A N D

NONRESPONDENTS
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earnings--hence, higher average weekly benefit amounts and entitlements for the regular UI program.  They

also collected more dollars of UI, but differences in other UI outcomes (weeks collected and the exhaustion

rate) were not statistically significant.  This pattern of differences between respondents and nonrespondents

suggests that the respondent sample represented an older, more stable population than the nonrespondent

sample--which is not surprising, given that the main reason for nonresponse was an inability to locate a

sample member.

Although we find statistically significant differences between respondents and nonrespondents, we think

that the broad conclusions drawn from the survey data in this report are not affected substantially by

nonresponse.  There are two reasons for this conclusion.  First, the main focus of this report is on describing

EUC experiences.  While we found some differences in UI program entitlements and collections, we did

not find statistically significant differences for EUC program variables.  Respondents and nonrespondents

had similar EUC weekly benefit amounts and entitlements, and there were no significant differences in EUC

outcomes--dollars collected, weeks collected, exhaustion rate, or likelihood of choosing the option to

collect EUC instead of UI. 

Second, most of the differences we found are small (although statistically significant).  For example,

the respondent-nonrespondent difference in UI potential weeks is one-half week, and the difference in the

UI weekly benefit amount is $10.  Because the completion rate was roughly 50 percent, the nonresponse

adjusted estimate differs from the survey estimate by half these amounts.  Similarly, the differences in

baseline characteristics seem small.  For example, mean age differs from the nonresponse adjusted estimate

by one year, and the percent female differs by two percentage points.  Even the estimates for race/ethnicity

differ at most by three percentage points.  These differences seem small; as stated earlier, we think the

broad conclusions we reach using the survey data are unaffected by nonresponse.


