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ABSTRACT

The unemployment insurance system provides income support of limited duration to workers who
lose their jobs.  Most workers receive this income support through state unemployment insurance
(UI) programs that generally provide up to 26 weeks of benefits and through extended benefit
programs that offer additional weeks of benefits when unemployment rates are high. Since 1970
these extended benefits programs have included the permanent Extended Benefits (EB) program and
a series of temporary programs established during major recessionary periods.

This report responds to a request from Congress to the Department of Labor to examine the
implications of using alternative triggers for extended Ul benefits based on the insured unemployment
rate (IUR)--the unemployment rate among the population covered by the UI program--and the total
unemployment rate (TUR)--the unemployment rate among the entire population. Most importantly
the report finds that the TUR-based trigger rates included in recent legislation provide substantially
morc extended benefits coverage of exhaustees than the IUR-based trigger rates used in the
permanent EB program and the current temporary benefits program. The report also finds that
thresholds--that is, requirements that the current IUR or TUR exceed 120 or 110 percent of the
average rate in the corresponding period during the previous two years--have a major impact on

coverage. Substantially lower trigger rates are needed to provide the same coverage as a given trigger
rate without a threshold.

The report also examined how differences in state UI eligibility requirements and how the shift
from a manufacturing to a service economy may affect the availability of extended benefits. Analysis
of these issues indicates that restrictive statc eligibility criteria tend to have a negative on the IUR
and that the proportion of unemployment in manufacturing had a positive effect on the IUR in the
first half of the 1980s. Since the magnitude of these estimated effects was fairly small. they do not
appear to have a major affect on the availability of extended benefits. However, since the variables
included in the analysis may not have fully captured the effects on the IUR of state eligibility
rcquirements, these findings should be viewed with some caution.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The uncmployment insurance system provides income support of limited duration to workers who
lose their jobs. Most workers reccive this income support through state unemployment insurance
(UT) programs that generally provide up to 26 weeks of benefits and through extended benefit
programs that offer additional weeks of benefits when unemployment rates are high. Since 1970
these extended benefits programs have included the permanent Extended Benefits (EB) program and
a scries of temporary programs established during major recessionary periods.

The permanent EB program and most temporary programs have used the unemployment rate
among the population covered by the UI program--the insured unemployment rate (IUR)--to
determine either when extended benefits are made available or the number of weeks benefits are
extended. Recently, however, a decline in the IUR relative to the unemployment rate among the
entire population--the total unemployment rate (TUR)--has lead to a decline in the availability of
cxtended bencfits and to dissatisfaction with the TUR as a "trigger” for extended benefits. This
situation has led to proposals for the use of the TUR as an alternative trigger for extended benefits.
In 1991, the TUR was used as an alternative trigger in a temporary extended benefits program.

This report responds to a request from Congress to the Department of Labor to examine the
implications of using alternative TUR- and TUR-based triggers for extended Ul benefits. This
examination includes alternative trigger rates and trigger definitions that. in many cases, include a
“threshold” requirement--that is, a requirement that the current IUR or TUR exceed 120 or 110
percent of the average rate in the corresponding period during the previous two years. This
examination of alternative triggers also considers the degree to which alternative triggers and trigger
rates would have provided extended benefits coverage to the Ul population during the past decade,
and how this extended benefits coverage would have been distributed by labor market. stage of the
business cycle, calendar quarter, and region of the country. It finds that:

» The TUR-bascd trigger rates included in the Emergency Unemployment Compensation
(EUC) program and in recent changes to the permanent EB program provide
substantially more extended benefits coverage of exhaustees than the IUR-based trigger
rates also used in these two programs. For example, during the 1980s, 37 percent of
exhaustees were in states that would have been on extended benefits if the extended
benefit program used, as a trigger. the 6.5 percent, three-month average seasonally
adjusted TUR with a threshold that is used in recent legislation. In contrast, only 9
percent of exhaustees would have been on extended benefits with the S5 percent JUR
trigger with a threshold that is used in the permanent EB program. Consequently, a very
low IUR (1.5 percent with a threshold) would be needed to match the coverage of the
6.5 percent seasonally adjusted TUR with a threshold.

» The imposition of thresholds has a major impact on coverage. When a threshold is used,
a substantially lower trigger rate is needed to provide the same coverage as a given
trigger rate without a threshold. Triggers with thresholds also tend to direct benefits to
states and time periods with worsening labor market conditions. Triggers without
thresholds do a better job of directing benefits to states and time periods with high
current rates of long-term unemployment. The performance of trigger mechanisms that
trigger extended benefits when either of two rates is satisfied--a lower rate with a

threshold and a higher rate without a threshold--falls between that of the comparable
triggers with and without thresholds.
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e The performance of TUR- and IUR-based triggers providing equal extended bencfits
coverage shows that the TUR-based triggers arc better at directing benefits to states and
time periods experiencing high current rates of long-term unemployment. The TUR-
bascd triggers arc better at directing benefits to states and time periods experiencing
worscning labor markets. Because the TUR triggers are based on seasonally adjusted
uncmployment rates, they provide approximately equal coverage to exhaustees regardless
of the season. The IUR-based triggers provide less equal coverage because they rely on
data that arc not scasonally adjusted. The TUR-based triggers also appear better at
directing extended benetfits coverage to regions with high unemployment rates.

Congress also raised two related issues, namely how differences in; state Ul eligibility
requircments and how the shift from a manufacturing to a service economy may.affect the availability
of extended benefits. Because the IUR was used to trigger extended benefits during the 1980s, the
analysis focused on how these factors affected the IUR during that period. It also examined how
differences among states in benefit generosity may have affected the IUR.

Analysis of these issues indicates that restrictive state eligibility criteria tended to have a negative
and statistically significant effect on the IUR. whilc state benefit generosity had a positive and
statistically significant effect on it. Despite the statistical significance of these findings, the magnitude
of these estimated effects was fairly small. However, since the variables included in the analysis may
not have fully captured the effects on the IUR of state eligibility requirements, these findings should
be viewed with some caution.

Finally, the proportion of unemployment in manufacturing had a positive and significant effect
on the IUR in the first half of the 1980s, as was found in prior research, but it had an insignificant
effect when the entire decade was considered.




I. INTRODUCTION

The unemployment insurance system provides income support of limited duration to workers who
lose their jobs. Most workers receive this income support through state unemployment insurance
(UI) programs that generally provide up to 26 weeks of benefits and through extended benefit
programs that offer additional weeks of benefits when unemployment rates are high. Since 1970
these extended benefits programs have included the permanent Extended Benefits (EB) program and
a series of temporary programs established during major recessionary periods.

The permanent EB program and most temporary programs have used the unemployment rate
among the population covered by the UI program--the insured unemployment rate (IUR)--to
determine either when extended benefits are made available or the number of weeks benefits are
extended. Recently, however, dissatisfaction with the JUR as a "trigger" for extended benefits has
led to proposals for the use of the unemployment rate among the entire population--the total
unemployment rate (TUR)--as an alternative trigger for extended benefits. In 1991, the TUR was
used as an alternative trigger in a temporary extended benefits program.

This report responds to a request from Congress to the Department of Labor to examine the
implications of using alternative JTUR- and TUR-based triggers for extended UI benefits. It begins.
in this chapter, with a brief overview of the triggers used in EB programs and analyses of those
triggers. This chapter also describes the approach used to analyze alternative trigger mechanisms.
Chapter 1I then presents a comparison of alternative triggers. This comparison examines the degree
to which alternative triggers and trigger rates would have provided extended benefits coverage to the
UI population during the past decade, and how this extended benefits coverage would have been
distributed by labor market, stage of the business cycle, calendar quarter, and region of the country.

The final chapter examines two related issues raised by Congress, namely how the shift from a




et o g A

manufacturing to a service cconomy and differences in state UI eligibility requirements may affect

the availability of extended benefits.

A. THE USE OF TRIGGERS IN Ul EXTENDED BENEFITS PROGRAMS
~ Various trigger rates and definitions have been used to extend Ul benefits. These programs have

included a permanent EB program enacted in 1970 and changed substantially in the early 1980s, as

well as a number of temporary extended benefits programs. J

1. The Permanent EB Program in the 1970s

The permanent Ul extended benefits (EB) program was enacted as part of the Employment
Security Amendments of 1970. Unlike two previous temporary extensions of Ul benefits, this
program incorporated a mechanism to trigger extended benefits automatically when unemployment
increased beyond a specified level. The triggering mechanism used a moving 13-week average of the
insured unemployment rate (IUR) in a state to determine when extended benefits would be
available.! Specifically, EB was triggered when the 13-week average ITUR fo;' a state equaled or
exceeded 4 percent and was at least 120 percent of the state’s average JUR m the corresponding
calendaf period during the previous two years. Benefits were made available in?all states, regardless
of the state IUR, when the national IUR (averaged over a 13-week period) equaled or exceeded 4.5
percent.

The TUR was chosen as the triggering mechanism for the EB program, in part, because it
provides a measure of the unemployment rate among the insured population (the IUR is the ratio
of Ul claims to the Ul-covered population).- It was also chosen because it was available by state on
a weekly basis. At the time, the total unemployment-rate (TUR), which is now being used as an

alternative trigger, was only available by state on an annual basis.

'"The EB program provides a maximum of 13 additional weeks of benefits to eligible claimants.

ZReliable estimates of the monthly TUR by state were first available in the late 1970s. Seasonally
adjusted estimates were not available until 1992.
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The TUR trigger mechanism used in the EB program had several other features worth noting.

First. for EB to be made available. the state trigger required the IUR to:

» Equal or exceed a trigger level (4 percent)
» Equal or exceed a prior "threshold” of 120 percent of the average rate in the
corresponding period during the previous two years

This threshold requirement was intended to target benefits to states in which unemployment
conditions had worsened relative to the previous two years rather than states in which the IUR
routinely exceeded 4 percent. Although the threshold requirement helped achieve this objective,
some states with very high IURs did not trigger EB because of the threshold. As a result the
threshold requirement was suspended several times in the early 1970s. In 1976 states were given the
option of waiving the threshold requirement and triggering EB when the IUR equaled or exceeded
5 percent.

Second, the IUR trigger initially used in the program counted EB recipients in the trigger rate
calculation (that is, the claims number used in the trigger rate calculation included claims under both
the regular state program and the EB program). ‘When EB was triggered in a state, the IUR rose
and EB was more likely to remain in effect than it would have been if EB recipients had not been
counted.

Finally, the TUR was not and still is not seasonally adjusted. Because UI claims rise in the

winter, the EB program has been more likely to be triggered in the winter than other times.

2. The Permanent EB Program in the 1980s
In the early 1980s the EB program was modified substantially. In particular, the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 instituted several changes in the EB triggering formula, which made it

more difficult for states to become and remain eligible for the program. These changes included:
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« Elimination of the national trigger

o Elimination of EB claimants from the IUR trigger rate calculation

e An incrca§c ip the state. trig%er rate from 4 to 5 percént (Qr to 6 percent if the 120

percent criterion was waived)

A simulation analysis of the effect of these changes (Corson and Nicholson 1985) estimated that
the changes in the EB program, by themselves, led to a reduction in first payments under the program
of about 24 percent in late 1982 and 1983, a period of high national unerﬁé)loyment rates. The
changes in the trigger rates accounted for much of the decline. However, actua; first payments under
the EB program during this period declined by as much as 55 f)ercent from the level that would have
been expected, on the basis of the relationship between EB program first payments and the TUR in
the 1970s. This further decline in the availability of EB occurred, in all likelihood, because of the
drop in insured relative to total unemployment during the 1980s.* This decline in insured
unemployment under the regular state UI programs lowered the IUR and made it less likely that

states would trigger EB at a given total unemployment rate.

3. Temporary Extended Benefits Programs

A number of temporary extended benefits programs, enacted during recessionary periods, have
used triggers to determine when extended bénefits would be avaﬂable or to determine the duration
of extended benefits in a state. In most cases, the JUR has been used as the trigger in these
temporary programs, but in several cases alternative triggers have been used. More specifically, both
the temporary compensation program established by the Emergency Unemployment Compensation
Act of 1971 and the Emergency Unemployment Cémpe_nsation Program (EUC) established in

November 1991 used an adjusted IUR designed to account for benefit exhaustions. The EUC

3A second set of changes in the early 1980s tightened individual eligibility criteria.

“See, for example, analyses by Burtless (1983), Burtless and Saks (1984), Corson and Nicholson
(1988). Blank and Card (1991), and Vroman (1991).
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program also used an alternative TUR-based trigger, namely a six-month moving average of the
monthly TUR. Finally. in July 1992. modifications to the permanent EB program permitted states
to usc the three-month average, seasonally adjusted TUR as an alternative to the existing IUR
trigger.

The adjusted IUR used in the 1971 temporary compensation program and the one used in the
EUC program both differed from the IUR used in the EB program in that a factor was added to the
13-week moving average of the IUR to account for Ul benefit exhaustions. For the 1971 program,
this factor equaled one quarter of the previous year's exhaustions divided by average covered
employment. For the EUC program, this factor equaled the sum of the most recent three months
of exhaustions divided by average covered employment. Implicitly, both these calculations assumed
that approximately three months worth of exhaustees were unemployed at any point in time.

In the 1971 program an adjusted IUR of 6.5 percent was used to trigger benefits, while in the
EUC program an adjusted IUR of 5 percent was used initially to trigger a maximum of 20 weeks of
extended benefits (as opposed to the minimum of 13 weeks provided in all states). Amendments to
the program in 1992 increased the maximum benefit durations to 26 and 33 weeks. These maximums
were reduced in subsequent amendments.

The six-month average TUR used in the EUC program equaled the average of the most recent
six months of nonseasonally adjusted total unemployment in a state divided by the average number
of individuals in the labor force in the same six-month period. A 9 percent rate was used initially to
trigger the maximum extended benefits period of 20 weeks. The three-month seasonally adjusted
TUR is based instead on three months of seasonally adjusted data. In this latter case, the TUR
trigger rate for the EB program is set at 6.5 percent (that is, EB is triggered if the three-month

seasonally adjusted TUR equals or exceeds 6.5 percent). In addition, this alternative trigger definition
for EB includes a threshold requirement that the TUR equal or exceed 110 percent of the average

rate in the corresponding three-month periods during the preceding two years.

'
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Finally. as is clcar {rom the fact that TUR triggers are currently being used, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics (BLS) is now ablc to cstimatc the TUR reliably on a state-by-state basis each month.

Morcover. these estimatces are also provided on a seasonally adjusted basis.

B. ANALYSIS APPROACH

This report analyzes the performance of alternative extended benefits tﬁgge}s by simulating the
performance of alternative triggers from 1980 through 1991. This period.?was chosen primarily
because monthly, scasoﬁally'adjusted data on the TUR by state were availablc;i; beginning in 1978 and
because two years of dafa--]978 and 1979--before the beginning of the simulation period were needed
to compute the thresholds used in some of the simulations. However, this period also included a
wide range of labor market conditions, from an initial recessionary period, to a period of recovery,
to a subsequent recession.

The simulations include all 50 states plus the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico.> For each
state, monthly BLS data on the TUR and weekly Ul data on the [IUR were‘u;ed to compute an on-
off indicator for each trigger for each month (in the case of the TUR-based tljigger_s) and each week
(in the case of the TUR-based triggers).® When the trigger definition included a threshold
requirement, these on-off indicators considered not only the current level of the unemployment rate
(TUR or TUR), but also the rate in the corresponding period in two prior years. Similarly, the on-off
indicator for the adjusted TUR was computed using weekly IUR data and data on the number of Ul
exhaustees.

For analysis purposes, the monthly or weekly indicators were then aggregated to quarterly

measures for each state, showing the proportion of time the state would have been on extended

“Some of the BLS data used for the distributional analysis were unavailable for Puerto Rico. In
these cases the analysis includes the 50 states plus the District of Columbia. ,-

*We used the 13-weck IUR reported weekly by the states to the Department of Labor.
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benefits during cach quarter.” For cxample. if, for a given trigger. a state would have been on
extended benefits for an entire quarter, the indicator was set at onc. If the state would have been
on cxtended benefits for two months, it was set at two-thirds. If the state would have been on these
bencfits for one month, it was sct at one-third: if the state would not have been on extended benefits.
the indicator was set at zero.

These quarterly indicators were then combined with state-level BLS data on the components of
employment and unemployment (for example, the number of long-term unemployed) and UI data
on exhaustions to create a data set for the analysis. This data set was then used to examine the
degrec of coverage of the unemployed provided by alternative triggers and to examine the
distributional impacts of alternative triggers relative to labor market conditions, business cycle stages,
seasons. and the geographic regions.

Additional data on UI eligibility conditions by state were added to the data set to explore the
effect that eligibility conditions and other factors may have had on the availability of extended
benefits. This analysis focused on the 1980s and examined the degree to which differences among
state IURs could be explained by differences in economic conditions and differences in Ul program
parameters. The results of the analysis were then used to draw inferences about the effect of

cligibility conditions and other factors on the availability of extended benefits.

"When the EB program triggers on or off it remains on or off for a minimum of 13 weeks. Our
procedure for computing the proportion of time a state is on extended benefits ignores thesc
mimnimums. However, this procedure should not bias our estimates.
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II. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE TRIGGERS

Although a number of TUR- and IUR-based trigger definitions and trigger levels have been used
to extend UI benefits, relatively little analysis of the performance of these alternative triggers has
occurred. This chapter examines the performance of alternative triggers definitions and trigger levels,
focusing specifically on the degree to which alternative triggers provide extended benefits coverage
to the unemployed. It also examines the distributional impacts of alternative triggers relative to labor
market conditions. business cycle stages, scasons, and geographic regions.

The findings include the following:

« The TUR-based trigger rates (specifically, the 6.5 percent, three-month average
seasonally adjusted TUR with a threshold) included in recent legislation provide
substantially more extended benefits coverage of exhaustees than the [UR-based trigger
rates used in the permanent EB program and the current temporary benefits program.
A very low TUR (1.5 percent with a threshold) would be needed to match the coverage
of the 6.5 percent seasonally adjusted TUR (SATUR) with a threshold.

« The imposition of thresholds has a major impact on coverage. When a threshold is used,
a lower trigger rate is needed to provide the same coverage as a given trigger rate
without a threshold. Triggers with thresholds also tend to direct benefits to states and
time periods with worsening labor market conditions. Triggers without thresholds do a
better job of directing benefits to states and time periods with high current rates of long-
term unemployment. The performance of trigger mechanisms that trigger extended
benefits when either of two rates is satisfied--a lower rate with a threshold and a higher
rate without a threshold--falls between that of the triggers with and without thresholds.

» The performance of TUR- and IUR-based triggers providing equal extended benefits
coverage shows that the TUR-based triggers are better at directing benefits to states and
time periods experiencing high current rates of long-term unemployment. The JUR-
based triggers arc better at directing benefits to states and time periods experiencing
worsening labor markets. Because the TUR triggers are based on seasonally adjusted
unemployment rates. they provide approximately equal coverage to exhaustees regardless
of the season. The IUR-based triggers provide less equal coverage because they rely on
data that is not seasonally adjusted. The TUR-based triggers also appear better at
dirccting extended benefits coverage to regions with high unemployment rates.

8
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A. DEFINITION OF TRIGGERS USED IN THE ANALYSIS

We examine the performance of four alternative trigger definitions for Ul extended benefits
programs. Two of these definitions are based on the TUR. and two on the IUR. For each of these
trigger definitions, we look at a number of alternative trigger rates and the implications of imposing
threshold requirements--that is, requirements that the trigger must exceed both a specific level and
a level based on past experience. In all cases the triggers operate at ihe state level.

Existing or proposed legislation guided our choice of trigger definitions :ngnd levels. Additional

trigger levels were included to allow us to compare the distributional impliEations of alternative

triggers definitions, using triggers that provide approximately equal coverage of the Ul exhaustee

population.

1. Three-Month Average, Seasonally Adjusted TUR (Three-Month SATUR)

This trigger definition is included in the amendments to the regular EB program enacted in July
1992 as the Uncmployment Compensation Amendments of 1992. Under that; legislation, states can
choose to use this TUR-based trigger definition beginning in March 1993.

Specifically, this trigger is defined as the average of the most recent ?three months of the
seasonally adjusted TUR available in a state.! If this average equals or exceeds 6.5 percent and the
rate is greater than or equal to 110 percent of the average rate for the corresponding three-month
pcriod'in the two preceding calendar years, extended benefits trigger on in the state.?

In our analysis we used the 6.5 percent rate with the 1_10.percent threshold.. We also used a 6.5

percent rate without the threshold, an 8.5 percent rate without the threshold, a 9.5 percent rate with

'Monthly TUR data are .available from the BLS, with a lag of apprommately one and a half
months, so the TUR for May becomes available in mid-July. However, since we had data by month,
we assumed for simplicity that the actual lag was only one month. For example, we used the average
for March, April, and May to compute the three-month seasonally adjusted TUR applicable in July.
We used a similar assumption for the six-month TUR-based trigger definition.

“Claimants receive an entitlement of 50 percent of their regular Ul entitlement, up to a maximum
of 13 weeks. If the trigger rate exceeds 8 percent, the entitlement is 80 percent of the regular Ul
entitlement. up to 20 weeks.




a threshold. and a combination of 7.5 percent with the threshold and 9.5 percent without it (in this
casc a state triggers EB if cither condition holds). These additional triggers were chosen to examine
the coverage and distributional effects of the threshold and to compare the TUR-based triggers and

TUR-based triggers. while holding the level of coverage « onstant.

2. Six-Month Average, Nonseasonally Adjusted TUR (Six-Month TUR)

This trigger, which was used in the EUC program, is the six—montﬁ average of the most recent
six months of the nonseasonally adjusted TUR available. For comparison with the three-month
scasonally adjusted TUR, we used 6.5 percent with and without a 110 percent threshold and 8.5

percent without the threshold.

3. Insured Unemployment Rate (IUR)

This trigger is the 13-week moving average of the weekly IUR used in the existing EB program.
We used 4 and 5 percent triggers with and without the 120 percent threshold used in the EB
program. For comparison with the TUR-based triggers, we also used a 1.5 percent rate with the 120

percent threshold and a combination of 3 percent with the threshold and 4.5 percent without it.

4. Adjusted Insured Unemployment Rate (Adjusted TUR)

This trigger is the adjusted IUR used in the EUC program. It adds a component to the weekly
IUR to account -for exhaustions in the most recent three months. This component equals three
months of cxhaustions divided by covered employment> On average this component adds

approximately one percentage point to the IUR. As with the IUR, we used 4 and 5 percent triggers

with and without the 120 percent threshold.

*We did not have enough detail to compute this number for the entire analysis period, so we
computed a quarterly exhaustion factor and addcd it to the IUR for each time period. We used a
lag of one quarter for this adjustment.
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B. COVERAGE OF ALTERNATIVE EXTENDED BENEFITS TRIGGERS
Tablc 111 shows coverage under each of the triggers we analyzed. The first measure--time
cxtended benefits (EB) are available--shows, for cach trigger, the mean of the on-off indicator
variable described in Chapter L* This mean is interpreted as the propbrlion of time EB would have
been available in the average state during the 1980s. For example, the first row in the table indicates
that EB would have been available 24 percent of the time in the 1980s if the EB program used a
three-month seasonally adjusted TUR with a 6.5 percent trigger rate and a 11(};§ percent threshold.
Because this measure treats each state and each time period as equally imp_o‘%rtam, Table I1.1 also
includes weighted measures of coverage estimates, where the weights are exhaustees, the unemployed,
job losers, and the long-term unemployed (27 or more weeks of unemployment). These measures
give greater weight to states and time periods in which the numbers of exhaustees, the unemployed,
job losers, or the long-term unemployed were greater than average. For exhatklstees, the estimates
indicate the proportion of exhaustees who live in states that would have been on EB. For the other
measurcs. the estimates show the proportion of the unemployed, job loser;, or the long-term
unemployed who live in states that would have been on EB.
Examination of the data in Table I1.1 leads to three general conclusions:
o First, all of the triggers tend to direct extended benefits toward exhaustees and the
uncmployed. That is, coverage rates are higher when measured for exhaustees, the
unemployed, job losers, or the long-term unemployed, as compared with coverage rates
measured in terms of time.
* Second, thresholds have a majdr impact on coverage. With TUR-based triggers,

removing the threshold doubles the time EB would be available. With IUR—based
triggers, removing the threshold more than doubles the time EB would be available.?

*We use EB here and in the remainder of this report to refer to an extended benefits program
that would, like the permanent EB program, trigger on automatically.

SChanges in the level of the threshold also affect coverage, but to a lesser degree than does
imposition of a threshold. For example, using a 120 percent threshold for the 6.5 percent three-
month SATUR trigger would reduce the time EB is available to 18 percent as compared to 24

percent with a 110 percent threshold. A 100 percent threshold would increase the time EB is
available to 30.6 percent.

1




TABILE L1

1980-1991

COVERAGE OF THE UNEMPLOYED UNDER ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS

Percentage of:

4!

Time EB Exhaustees in Unemployed in Job Losers in Long-Term Unemploved
Triggers Available States on I'B States on EB States on EB in States on B
TUR-Based Triggers
3-Month Average Seasonally Adjusted TUR
6.5%. with 110% threshold 24.0 374 321 358 395
6.5%, without threshold 519 67.4 65.8 68.2 76.2
8.5%, without threshold 23.7 33.1 2.3 34.0 44.0
9.5% with 110% threshoid 85 15.8 139 16.0 21.2
7.5% with 110% threshold, or 9.5% without
threshold 24.8 36.6 34.0 36.0 43.9
6-Month Average Nonseasonally Adjusted TUR
6.5%. with 110% threshold 235 36.6 316 353 40.0
6.5%. without threshold S1.8- 66.7 65.1 67.3 75.9
8.5%. without threshold 234 323 31.9 333 43.7
IUR-Based Triggers
Insured Unemployment Rate
1.5%, with 120% threshold 228 315 26.1 288 268
4%, with 120% threshold 8.9 l6.1 124 14.6 15.5
4%, without threshoid 229 3238 279 29.9 4.2
5%, with 120% threshold 4.6 9.2 7.1 8.6 10.2
5%, without threshold 11.4 17.0 14.3 15.2 19.0
3%, with 120% threshold, or 4.5% without
threshold 24.5 344 283 30.5 329
Adjusted Insured Unemployment Rate
2%, with 120% threshold 24.1 34.0 28.0 31.0 30.0
4%, with 120% threshoid 15.6 25.6 19.7 22, 23.6
4%, without threshold 41.4 571.7 50.7 54.0 59.4
5%. with 120% threshold 11.1 19.9 14.6 17.7 19.6
5%, without threshold 25.9 375 314 338 389




 Third. coverage rates measured for exhaustees. the unemployed, job losers. or the long-

term uncmployed arc generally higher for TUR-based triggers than for IUR-based ones
providing similar coverage measured in terms of time.

More specific findings arc that:

extended benefits to high or low unemployment rate areas. Because this analysis includes TUR-based
triggers. however, we did not want to use the TUR as a yardstick for measuring performance. Instead
we developed several alternative measures of labor marketvstrength' that focus on changes in labor
market conditions in the previous year (Table 11.2). For example, the annual employment change

variable equals employment in the current quarter divided by erriployment in the same quarter a year

The coverage provided by the three-month SATUR and the six-month TUR triggers is
almost identical when the same trigger rates are used.®

The 6.5 percent three-month _SATUR trigger is substantially more generous than either
the TUR or the adjusted IUR when trigger rates for these measures are set at 4 or 5
percent. These TUR and IUR trigger rates were used in recent legislatjon.

A very low TUR (1.5 percent with a threshold) is needed to match the coverage provided
by the 6.5 percent SATUR with a threshold. Conversely, a high SATUR trigger rate (9.5
percent with a threshold) is nceded to match the coverage provided by a 4 percent [lUR
trigger rate with a threshold.

Because the adjusted ITUR adds a factor to the IUR to account for exhaustions it
provides greater coverage than the IUR, at a given trigger level. While this increase in
coverage is substantial, a low adjusted IUR trigger level (2 percent with a threshold)
would still be needed to match the coverage provided by the 6.5 percent SATUR with
a threshold.

The combination of a 7.5 percent SATUR with a threshold and 9.5 percent without a
threshold would provide approximately the same coverage as the 6.5 percent SATUR
with a threshold. A similar level of coverage would be provided by the combmatnon of
a 3 percent IUR with a threshold and 4.5 percent without one.

LABOR MARKET PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS

Previous analyses of IUR-based triggers have used the TUR to examine the distribution of

®Additional analyses of a three-month average TUR trigger (not reported in the table) showed
that this tngger also provided the same coverage as the six-month TUR and the three-month

SATUR.
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TABLE 11.2

LABOR MARKET MEASURES

1980-1991
Points on Distribution
Standard 33 67
Measure Mean  Deviation  Percent Percent
Annual Employment Change 1.014 027 1.003 1.025
Annual Manufacturing Employment Change 0.996 048 0.978 1.016
Annual Unemployment Change 1.050 233 0.929 1.115
Annual Job Losers Change 1.090 327 0.905 1.169
Annual Long-Term Unemployment Change 1.202 711 0.832 1.248
Annual Ul Exhaustion Rate Change 1.080 905 0913 1.072
Long-Term Unemployment as Percentage of '
Total Unemployment 0.128 .058 0.097 0.142
UI Exhaustion Rate 0.332 .146 0.265 0.378

NOTE:

The employment, manufacturing employment, unemployment, and exhaustion rate variables
are based on quarterly estimates, while the job losers and long-term unemployment variables
are based on annual averages because they are measured less precisely than the other
variables. The change variables represent the value in the current quarter (or the most
recent four-quarter average), divided by the value for the same period one year earlier.
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carlicr. A valuc greater than one indicates employment growth: a value lower than one indicates a
decline in cmplovment.  Similar variables were computed for manufacturing employment,
uncmployment. job losers. long-term unemployment, and the exhaustion rate.” In general these
\"al'iabl&)&ﬁ(/}/l:lscd to cxamine how well each trigger targets benefits to states and time periods in
which labor market conditions are worscning, as compared with the previous year.

We also used two variables that focus on the duration of contemporaneous uﬁemploymént--long_-
term unemployment as a percentage of total unemployment and the Ul e:iiaaustion rate. These
measures arc used to examine targeting to the long-term unemployed.

Tables 11.3 through I1.6 present the results of this analysis. The first two tables show the
distribution of extended benefits to eligible exhaustees by labor market measure.® For example, the
upper lelt hand block of Table 11.3 shows that 67 percent of the exhaustees who would have been
eligible for EB under the three-month SATUR with a 6.5 percent trigger and a threshold were from
states and time periods in which employment change was in the lowest third of the distribution.
These periods represent stagnant to declining employment.

The next two tables (Tables 11.5 and 11.6) examine exhaustees in states vg}ith poor labor markets
(e.g.. low employment change or high unemployment change) and report the:proportion who would
have been eligible for extended benefits. The data in Table I1.5 show that 63 percént of the
cxhaustces from states in which employment change was in the lowest third would have been eligible
for EB, if we used a 6.5 percent SATUR with a threshold.

Comparisons among triggers are complicated by the fact that a change in trigger rates or
definitions alters the amount of benefits available, which leads to changes in the distribution of

benefits. For example, if we remove the threshold for the 6.5 percent SATUR, 78 percent

"Annual averages were used for the job loser and long-term unemployment variables to account
for the fact that these variables are measured less precisely than the others.

®Eligible exhaustees reside in states that would have been on EB when the exhaustees depleted
rcgular UL '
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EXHAUSTEES IN STATES WITH EB:

TABLEIL3

DISTRIBUTION BY

SELECTED LLABOR MARKET MEASURES,
TUR-BASED TRIGGERS

1980-1991
(Percentage)

‘Three-Month SATUR

Six-Month TUR

7.5% with
6.5% with 6.5% 8.5% 9.5% with Threshold, or 6.5% with 6.57% R.57%
110% Without Without 110% 9.5% Without 110% Without Without

Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold
Annual Employment Change
[.owest Third 67.4 46.4 56.5 76.2 61.0 66.3 45.7 527
Middle Third 238 23.9 24.0 16.1 235 22.3 28.7 237
Highest Third 89 24.7 19.6 7.7 15.5 1.4 255 230
Annual Manufacturing Employment
Change
[.owest Third 78.9 53.0 62.1 79.4 69.5 76.4 51.5 S8.5
Middie Third 15.6 25.8 18.1 14.1 16.1 15.9 26.4 23.7
Highest Third 5.4 21.1 19.8 6.4 144 7.7 22.0 17.8
Annual Unemployment Change
l.owest Third 6.5 25.8 24.1 10.3 16.3 10.3 27.5 28.3
Middle Third 221 294 24.7 2L9 233 227 29.5 24.7
Highest Third 71.4 44.8 51.2 678 60.4 67.0 431 47.0
Annual Job Losers Change
I .owest Third 04 21.8 14.9 0.7 7.5 0.5 23.0 17.7
Middle Third 15.2 27.4 22.7 17.8 185 18.1 277 22,
Highest Third 84.4 50.7 624 81.5 74.0 81.4 49.3 595
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TABLE I3 (continued)

‘Three-Month SATUR

Six-Month T1IR

7.57% with
6.57 with 6.5% R.5%% 9.57% with Threshold, or 6.5% with 6.577 R
110% Without Without 1107% 9.5%% Without 1107% Without Without
Threshold "Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold

Annual Long-Term Unemployment

Change

lowest Third 0.5 20.1 1.2 0.2 4.3 0.4 210 2.0
Middle Third 17.3 27.8 22.6 16.7 214 15.5 27.3 227
Highest Third 82.2 521 66.2 83.1 74,3 84.1 517 o7
Annual Ul Exhaustion Rate Change

! ;

[.owest Third 15.1 24.7 26.8 20.9 22 18.2 25.7 29.7
Middie Third 19.4 30.1 24.1 20.2 223 19.7 0.7 25.5
Highest Third 65.5 45.3 49.0 589 55.0 62.1 43.0 44.7
Long-Temi Unemployment as Percentage

of Total Unemployment

Lowest Third 109 9.6 2.2 1.9 11.4 85 8. 22
Middle Third 339 324 21.0 -14.3 -25.0 329 325 1R.8
Highest Third 552 58.0 76.2 83.8 63.6 58.6 59.2 79.0
Ul Exhaustion Rate

Lowest Third 114 135 -11.0 85 LI R 1.5 4.3 12.3
Middle Third 25.6 32.0 269 246 29.7 257 38 26,6
“Highest Third 629 54.5 62.1 66.8 649 628 539 6l.1




EXHAUSTEES IN STATES WITH EB:
SELECTED LABOR MARKET MEASURES.

TABLE 114

DISTRIBUTION BY

[UR-BASED TRIGGERS

1980-1991
(Percentage)
Insured Unemplovment Rate Adjusted Insured Uncemployment Rate
3% with
1207
. Threshold.
1.5% with 4.0% 4.0% 5.0% with 5.0% or 4.5% 2% wi 4.0% with 4.0% 507 with 5.0%
120% with 120% Without 120% Without Without 1207% 1207% Without 12077 Without
Threshoid ‘Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold  “Threshold Threshold

Annual Employment Change

I .owest Third 70.9 83.1 65.9 84.3 738 09.9 70.0 77.1 524 LR 027

Middie Third 23.7 14.1 224 123 164 21.8 239 19.8 26.0 5.1 23.1
("; Highest ‘Third 54 2. 11.7 33 98 8.7 6.1 RA 219 20 14.2

Annual Manufacturing

Employment Change

l.owest Third 87.6 91.3 74.1 91.2 82 81.7 86.0 89.6 59.2 8S.7 57.7

Middle Third 11.4 18.1 16.8 8.1 10.2 12.8 11.7 9.5 24.7 10.7 22.0

Highest Third 1.0 0.6 9.0 0.8 1.7 55 1.7 0.9 16.2 37 20.3

Annual Unemployment

Change

Lowest Third 1.1 0.0 129 0.0 7.1 2 1.5 0.6 223 0.3 16.9

Middle Third 14.1 11.4 255 15.7 24.7 19.6 16.8 13.2 272 13.5 24.0

Highest Third 84.6 88.6 61.6 84.3 .2 73.2 81.7 86.2 50.4 86.2 591

Annual Job Losers Change

[.owest Third 0.1 0.1 7.1 0.0 3.0 2. 0.1 0.0 17.0 0.1 7.8

Middie Third 113 7.1 220 9.8 19.7 17.2 103 7.3 269 6.7 23.0

Highest Third 88.5 928 70.8 90.2 77.3 80.0 89.6 9.7 56.2 93.2 69.2




61

TABLE 114 (continued)

Insured Unemployment Rate Adjusted Insured Uncmployment Rate

3% with

1207%
Threshold, .
1.5% with 4.0% 4.0% 5.0% with 5.0% or 4,5% 2% with 4.057 with 4.0% §.07 with 3.0":.
120% with 120% Without 1209 Without Without 120% 120% Without 12047 ' Wllhnlll
Threshold Threshold ‘Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold ‘Threshold Threshold  Threshold threshold
Annual Long-Term
Unemployment Change
Lowest Third 1.3 .2 9.1 0.3 2.4 34 1.1 0.4 16.7 0. | 8.0
Middle Third 21.8 16.4 25.4 11.5 24.1 24.3 " 14.2 27.2 1.5 24.0
Highest Third 76.9 83.4 65.5 3R.2 73.5 72.2 80.7 85.4 56.1 88.3 08.0
Annual Ul Exhaustion Rate
Change
.owest Third 7.1 7.1 16.5 10.0 17.8 12.3 8.5 7.9 21.2 7.6 19.5
~ Middle Third 11.6 10.2 224 12.2 199 18.0 134 126 28.0 12.0 235
Highest Third 81.3 82.7 61.1 77.8 62.3 69.7 78.1 795 50.9 79.8 57.0
Long-Term Unemployment as
Percentage of Total
Unemployment
Lowest Third 24.6 11.5 10.2 4.3 6.4 15.4 22.7 16.1 1.2 9.5 8.7
Middle Third 413 36.4 30.0 26.3 22.0 33.1 38.6 354 1333 329 299
Highest Third 34.1 52.1 59.7 69.4 71.6 51.5 38.7 48.5 55.5 57,60 ol.4
Ul Exhaustion Rate
L.owest Third 127 8.5 7.6 6.5 1.5 10.8 12.9 1.2 1.5 9.4 8.9
Middle Third 23.5 183 27.2 149 23.1 24.8 24.6 23.0 30.5 22, 27.0

Highest Third 63.8 73.2 65.2 78.6 69.4 64.5 62.5 65.8 58.0 oR.2 od.]
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TABLE 115

EXHAUSTEES IN STATES WITH SELECTED [LABOR MARKET CONDITIONS:
PERCENTAGE ELIGIBI | FOR 1R,
TUR-BASED TRIGGIRS
1980-1991

Three-Month SATUR

Six-Month TUR

7.5% with 110%

6.5% with 6.5% 8.5% 9.5% Threshold, or 6.5 with 6.5% R3¢
110% Without Without with 1107% 9.5% Without 110% Without Without
Threshoid Threshold  Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold Threshold
Annual Employment Change, T.owest Third 62.8 782 46.4 30.0 55.1 61.0 76.0 423
Annual Manufacturing Employment
Change, Lowest Third 63.8 775 443 27.2 © 544 61.0 74.2 40.7
Annual Unemployment Change. Highest
Third 66.6 75.8 42.4 26.7 54.8 61.7 71.7 379
Annual Job Losers Change, Highest Third 74.7 80.1 47.2 30.3 6l.6 71.0 76.7 43.9
Annual Long-Term Unempioyment
Change, Highest Third 74.2 839 51.0 315 63.1 74.8 82.0 8.7
Annual Ul Exhaustion Rate Change,
Highest Third 57.7 722 382 21.9 47.5 54.0 68.5 M.
Long-Term Unemployment as a Percentage
of Total Unemployment, Highest Third 47.4 88.9 55.9 30.2 47.7 49.6 89.4 56.5
Ul Exhaustion Rate, Highest Third 49.1 78.1 42.3 224 525 48.4 75.1 40.6
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TABLE 116

EXHAUSTEES IN STATES WITH SELECTED LABOR MARKIZT CONDITIONS:
PERCENTAGLE ELIGIBLE FOR EB.
IUR-BASED TRIGGERS
1980-1991

Insured Unemplovment Rate

Adjusted Insured Unemplovment Rawe

37 with

1207
} ‘Threshold,
1.5% with 4.0% 4.0% 5.0% with 5.0% or 4.57% 2% with 4,077 with 407 5000 with S0
120% with 120% Without 120% Without Without 120%% 1207% Without 120 Without

Threshold ‘Threshold ‘Threshold Threshoid Threshold Threshold Threshoid  Threshold  Threshold Threshold Threshold
Annual Employment Change, .
1.owest Third 56.2 333 537 190 299 60.2 59.1 489 75.7 9.5 SRS
Annual Manufacturing Employment
Change. Lowest Third ! 60.2 318 52.2 17.9 287 6l.1 63.2 49.4 74.0 28.5 45.5
Annual. Unemployment Change,
Highest Third 67.1 35.6 50.3 19.1 . 277 634 69.1 548 73.0 410 §5.2
Annual Job Losers Change, Highest
Third 66.6 35.1 52.9 19.1 8.2 63.8 720 559 757 2.6 59.5
Annual Long-Term Unemployment
Change, Highest Third 58.9 322 49.8 19.0 273 58.7 66.1 524 710 41.2 59.5
Annual Ul FExhaustion Rate
Change, Highest Third 60.9 31.4 47.0 16.6 239 57.0 62.3 47.7 694 36.4 - 502
Long-Term Unemployment as a
Percentage of Total Unemployment,
Highest Third 249 19.1 433 14.3 25.3 39.8 30.2 283 72.0 25.6 51.2

] - 350 70.3 2760 s0.1

Ul Exhaustion Rate. Highest Third 424 246 445 14.9 236 ‘ 64.5 42




(Table I1.5) of exhaustces from states in which employment change was in the lowest third would

have been cligible for extended benefits, compared with 63 percent with the threshold. However.

only 46 pereent of the benelits (Table 11.3) would have gonc to states and time periods in which
cmployment change was in the lowest third, compared with 67 percent with the threshold. As shown
in Table IL.1. howcver. dropping the threshold would double the coverage provided under the
program. We can expect a larger program to cover more individuals but to target benefits more
poorly than a smaller program.

For this reason, it is important to compare triggers and trigger rates that provide approximately

equal coverage. Our analysis focuses on triggers that would provide EB coverage about one-fourth

of the time. These triggers include:

* A 6.5 percent three-month average SATUR with a threshold

» A 8.5 percent three-month SATUR without a threshold

« A combination of a 7.5 percent SATUR with a threshold and a 9.5 percent SATUR
without a threshold

* A 6.5 percent six-month average TUR with a threshold
* A 1.5 percent IUR with a threshold |

+ A 4 percent IUR without a threshold |

A combination of a 3 percent IUR with a threshold and a 4.5 percent IUR without a “
threshold

* A 2 pereent adjusted JUR with a threshold |

| i

Comparisons of these triggers show that the three-month SATUR trigger with a threshold does |

a better job of directing benefits to states and time periods in which the labor market is worsening |
(as compared with the previous year) than the comparable three-month SATUR trigger without a

|

1

. . . N , . |

threshold. However. the trigger without a threshold is better at directing benefits to states and time ]
\

|

-
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periods with high current rates of k)ng-tcnﬁ uncmployment. A cdmparison of IUR triggers with and
without a threshold leads to the same conclusion.’

As onc would expect. the performance of the SATUR and TUR triggers that trigger extended
benefits when either of two rates is satisfied--a lower rate with a threshold and a higher rate without
a threshold--falls between that of the comparable triggers with and without thresholds. The
combination triggers arc not as successful at directing benefits to states and time p,ériods in which the
labor market is worsening than the comparable SATUR and IUR triggers with a threshold. However,
the combination triggers perform better on this dimension than do the trigge;fs without a threshold.
The performance of the combination triggers on directing benefits to states and time periods with
high current rates of long-term unemployment also falls between the performance of triggers with
and without thresholds.

There are almost no distributional differences between the three-month SATUR and the six-
month TUR. Because they provide similar coverage, we can conclude that these two triggers are

11 The performance of the comparable IUR and adjusted IUR triggers is also quite

almost identica
similar. _

Finally, a comparison of the comparable SATUR and TUR triggers SE]OWS that the SATUR
performs better than the TUR along some dimensions, while the JUR performs better along others.
More specifically. the SAi'UR does a better job of directing benefits to states and time periods with
high current long-term unemployment (Tables 11.3 and 11.4), but the IUR does a better job at
directing benefits to states and time periods that are experiencing a worsening of the labor market.

If we examine the percentage of exhaustees eligible for EB in states and time periods with poor labor

market conditions (Tables I1.5 and I1.6), we find that the 6.5 percent SATUR trigger performs better

°These conclusions holds for the analyses in Tables I1.3, I1.4, ILS, and IL.6.
YA separate analysis shows that for the 6.5 percent trigger rate, the two measures agree 95

percent of the time. In 5 percent of the state/quarter observations, one trigger is on and the other
is not. 3
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than the 1.5 percent TUR trigger on all measures. However, this finding probably arises becausc.
while both triggers provide bencfits about one-fourth of the time, the SATUR trigger provides
coverage to about 37 percent and the TUR trigger provides coverage to only 32 percent of
exhaustees. For the comparable triggers (the 9.5 percent SATUR with a threshold and the 4 percent
IUR with a threshold) providing EB coverage about 9 percent of the time to the same percentage
of exhaustees (16 percent), the IUR performs better than the SATUR for some measures showing

the percentage of exhaustees eligible for EB, while the SATUR performs better for others.

D. PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS DURING BUSINESS CYCLE STAGES

Another way to compare alternative EB triggers is to consider how well they perform at different
stages of the business cycle. Do extended benefits become available when economic conditions
worsen and when unemployment is high?

To address these questions, Table I1.7 shows the percentage of exhaustees who would have been
eligible for EB when the national seasonally adjusted TUR was rising and when it was greater than
6.5 percent. These estimates are for the triggers that would provide EB coverage about 25 percent
of the time (we did not include the six-month TUR because it was identical to the comparable three-
month SATUR). We also include the SATUR and IUR triggers that provide EB coverage about 9
percent of the time, since these triggers provide equal coverage to exhaustees.

The estimates in Table I1.7 show that all of the triggers provide substantially higher coverage
when the national TUR is increasing than when it is decreasing, and that all of the triggers provide
substantially higher coverage when the national TUR is high (6.5 percent or higher) than when it is
low (under 6.5 percent). Comparisons among the various triggers also show that:

» Thresholds direct benefits to periods in which the national TUR is increasing. In most

cases thresholds also appear to direct benefits to periods with a high national TUR.

* No clear pattern emerges for comparable SATUR and IUR triggers. In some cases the
SATUR trigger appears to perform better; in other cases the IUR trigger is the better
performer.
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TABLI 1LY

PERCENTAGE OF EXHAUSTEES ELIGIBLE FOR B UNDER
ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS. BY NATIONAIL TUR
1980-1991

National TUR

Greater Than or

Increasing Decreasing Fqual to 6.5 l.ess than 6.57% Total
TUR-Based Triggers
Three-Month Average Seasonally Adjusted TUR
6.5%, with 110% threshold ’ 63.6 10.6 489 2.7 37.4
8.5%, without threshoid 39.6 26.5 4.2 9.0 RN
9.5%. with 110% threshold 25.7 5.7 210 0.1 15.8
7.5%, with 110% threshold. or 9.5% without threshold S2.4 20.0 40.3 6.5 3606 .
! .
IUR-Based Triggers
Insured Unemployment Rate _
1.5%, with 120% threshold 56.5 6.7 38.0 13.2 L5
4%, with 120% threshold ) 30.4 1.6 20.9 1.8 16.1
4%, without threshold St 13.4 40.4 9.4 32.8
3%, with 120% threshold, or 4.5% without threshold 60.2 8.7 438 1.6 34
Adjusted Insured Unemployment Rate
2%, with 120% threshold 60.0 73 41.3 1.7 34.0

Note: The national seasonally adjusted TUR is used to classify time, periods.




E. SEASONAL PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS

Chapter I stated that the permanent EB program has exhibited a seasonal pattern because the
IUR is not scasonally adjusted and because Ul claims tend to rise in the winter. As a result benefits
have triggered on in the first calendar quarter and off in the second or third quarter. Because it
seems desirable to provide equal extended benefits coverage to Ul exhaustees, regardless of the
season in which they exhaust benefits, this pattern may be producing an inequitable distribution of
EB benefits. However. this conclusion is not necessarily accurate because the number of exhaustees
also exhibits a scasonal pattern matching the availability of EB (that is, there are more exhaustees
in the second quarter than in other quarters).

To examine this issue further, Table IL8 estimates the percentage of exhaustees eligible for EB
by quarter for the set of alternative triggers. These data show that the IUR trigger closest to the one
used in the permanent EB program (the 4 percent trigger with a 120 percent threshold) does indeed
exhibit some seasonal variation in coverage. The proportion of exhaustees eligible for EB is highest
in the second quarter and lowesf in the third quarter. The difference in coverage is substantial
(exhaustees in the second quarter are almost twice as likely as those in the third quarter to be
covered by EB). An even more pronounced seasonal pattern occurs for the 4 percent IUR trigger
without a threshold. Interestingly, the seasonal patterns for the 1.5 percent IUR trigger with a
threshold and the 2 percent adjusted IUR trigger with a threshold are less pronounced and somewhat
different (the highest coverage rate for both of these triggers occurs in the fourth quarter).
Nevertheless the TUR-based triggers show the least seasonal variation in their coverage of

exhaustces, which makes sense because these triggers are based on seasonally adjusted unemployment

rates.
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TABLE 11.8

: PERCENTAGE OF EXHAUSTEES ELIGIBLE FOR EB UNDER
: ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS. BY QUARTER

19801991
Quarter |
Triggers 1 2 3 4 Total
: TUR-Based Triggers
i
o Three-Month Average Seasonally Adjusted TUR
6.57%. with 1107 threshold 352 371 403 . 311 374
8.57%. without threshold 321 329 334 ¥ 343 331
9.5%. with 110% threshold 14.0 158 17.2 ~ 163 15.8
: 7.57. with 110% threshold. or 9.5% without H
! threshold 358 358 379 o359 36.6
‘ 1UR-Based Triggers
Insured Unemployment Rate :
1.57%. with 1207 threshold 288 313 30.6 369 315
47%. with 12077 threshold 173 209 11.8 139 16.1
4%. without threshold 40.8 442 243 19.8 328
3%. with 1207 threshold. or 4.5 without ) )
i threshold 41.1 40.2 293 274 344
Adjusted Insured Unemplovment Rate
27%. with 1207 threshold 30.5 332 348 o374 340
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F. REGIONAL PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS

Estimates of the percentage of exhaustcees eligible for EB by region of the country are reported
in Tablc I1.9 for our set of alternative triggers. These estimates show considerable variation among
regions in the percentages of exhaustees who are eligible for EB. This variation is expected,
however.because economic conditions difter by region over the anélysis period (the past decade). As
shown in the table, Region 5 (IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, WI) had the highest average unemployment rate
during the period.!! Region 10 (AK, ID, OR, WA) also had a high unemployment rate. Region
1 (CT. ME. MA, NH, RI) had the lowest unemployment rate.

Given this situation it is not surprising that, for the TUR-based triggers, a greater percentage
of exhaustees would have been eligible for EB in Region 5 than in other regions. With the exception
of the 6.5 percent trigger with a threshold. Region 10 would have had the next highest eligibility rate,
and Region 1 the lowest. For the 6.5 percent rate, the pattern of eligibility among regions appears
more similar than the pattern for the other TUR-based triggers.

With the exception of the 1.5 percent trigger with a threshold and the 2 percent adjusted IUR
trigger with a threshold, the IUR triggers would have provided the highest rates of coverage in
Region 10 and the next highest in Region 5. However, for the 1.5 percent ITUR and 2 percent
adjusted TUR triggers, the highest rates of coverage would have occurred in Region 1, the region with
the lowest average TUR during the analysis period. For the IUR triggers the lowest rates of

eligibility would have occurred in Region 2 or Region 8 (CO, MT, ND, SD, UT, WY), depending

on the trigger used.

""We used a weighted average unemployment rate, where the number of exhaustees was used for
weighting, to account for the differences in size among states. In unweighted estimates, Regions 2

and 10 have the highest average unemployment rates because of the high unemployment rates in
Puerto Rico and Alaska, respectively.
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TABLE 119

PERCENTAGE OF EXHAUSTEES ELIGIBLE FOR EB UNDER ALTERNATIVE EB TRIGGERS,
BY REGION

1980-1991
Region
1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 lotal
TUR-Based Triggers

Three-Month Average Seasonally Adjusted TUR i
6.5%, with 110% threshold 343 20.5 409 38.1 48.5 39.1 33.4 338 35.4 RAR 374
8.5%, without threshoid 12.2 214 332 296 56.2 39.0 138 10.5 20.4 51T 33
9.5%, with 110% threshold ’ 1.8 1.4 19.8 15.7 30.1 1.7 6.5 20 15.6 231 15.8
7.5%, with 110% threshold, or 9.5% without threshold 188 230 38.0 379 519 45.8 220 219 25.8 8.2 36.0

. .
N IUR-Based Triggers
O

Insured Unemployment Rate ‘
1.5%, with 120% threshold 376 21.4 34.4 336 315 373 28,6 29.1 34.8 299 315
4%, with 120% threshold 15.7 43 20.0 12.2 23.6 11.2 10.3 8.6 20.1 26.0 16.1
4%, without threshold 303 30.9 41.2 213 45.0 19.5 19.3 17.6 26.0 - 719 328
3%, with 120% threshold or, 4.5% without threshold 358 30.1 43.5 24.7 44.3 216 213 21.6 319 66.5 344

Adjusted Insured Unemployment Rate v
2%, with 120% threshold 413 20.5 312 354 37.8 411 293 323 31.3 335 34.0

Mean SATUR? 6.1 1.7 8.0 7.7 9.2 8.2 6.5 6.5 13 8.7

NOTE: - The regions include the following states: Region 1: CT, ME, MA, NH, RI; Region 2: NJ, NY, PR; Region 3: DE. DC, MD, PA, VA, WV; Region 4: AL, FI., GA. KY. MS, NC, SC. TN:
Region 5: IL, IN, MI, MN, OH, WI; Region 6: AR, LA, NM, OK, TX; Region 7: 1A, KS, MO, NE; Region 8: CO, MT, ND, SD. UT, WY, Region 9: AZ, CA, HI, NV: and Region 10:
AK, ID, OR, WA, v o o e

i

2The mean SATUR is weighted by the number of exhaustees.




1I. FACTORS AFFECTING THE AVAILABILITY OF EXTENDED BENEFITS

In this chapter we cxamine the effects of economywide and state-specific factors on the
availability of cxtended UI benefits. More specifically, Congress raised two issues concerning the

availability of extended benefits:
e How has the shift from a manufacturing economy to a service economy affected the
availability of extended benefits?

« How have state UI eligibility criteria affected the availability of extended benefits?

In addition to these two questions., we also examine how differences in the generosity of state
unemployment insurance (UI) benefits affect the availability of extended benefits.

We address these questions by focusing on the effect these factors had on the IUR during the
1980s, because the IUR was used during that period as a trigger for extended benefits. We then
examine the effects of changes in these variables on the magnitude of the IUR, and consequently its
implications for the availability of extended benefits.

We find that, in the 1980s, the proportion of unemployment in manufacturing had no significant
effect on the IUR, while the proportion of unemployment in construction had a positive and
significant effect on the IUR. Further, as expected, more restrictive state eligibility criteria tended
to have a negative and statistically significant effect on the IUR, while state benefit generosity had
a positive and statistically significant effect on the IUR. Despite the statistical significance of these
findings, the magnitude of the estimated effects of these variables on the IUR was found to be small.
However, since the variables we were able to include in our analysis may not fully capture the effects

on the IUR of state eligibility requirements and other factors, these findings should be viewed with

some caution.
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A. NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT PATTERNS AND POTENTIAL
EFFECTS ON THE IUR :

Figurc 1111 shows national trends in employment and unemployment for the manufacturing,

-construction. and service sectors during the 1980s.  Nationally, the proportion of employment in

manufacturing declined during this period ([rorh 25 percent in 1981 to just over 19 percent in 1991),
while the proportion of employment in the service sector increased over this perfod (from 33 percent
in 1981 10 over 38 percent in 1991). Over the same period, the proportion pf unemployment in
manufacturing also decreased (from 23 ’percent in 1981 to 19 percent in 1991; and the proportion
of unemployment in the servicé sector increased (from about 16 percent in 1981 to over 19 percent
in 1991). The proportion of employment and unemployment in construction stayed fairly constant
over this period.

There was also wide variation in the proportion éf unemployment in manufacturing among states
as well as in the amount of decline in the proportion of unemployment in the manufacturing sector
during the 1980s. For example, in the early 1980s, over 30 percent of the unemﬁloyment in Arkansas,
Connccticut, Georgia, Indiana. Michigan, Ohio, and North and South Carolina was in manufacturing,
while less than 10 percent of the unemployment in Alaska, Nevada, New Mexigzo, North Dakota and
Wyoming was in manufacturing. Some states such as Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, and Indiana, with
a high share of unemployment in manufacturing in the early 1980s experienced large reductions
(about 30 to 40 percent) in manufacturing unemployment during the 1980s, while other states
experienced smaller reductions.  Some states, such as Montana, Nebraska, and North Dakota,
expericnced a slight increase during the 1980s in the proportion of unemployed in manufacturing.

We expect these differences among states and changes over time in manufacturing

unemployment to affect the likelihood of Ul receipt and, consequently, the IUR and the availability

of extended benefits. In particular, information about Ul and hence access to Ul may be greate'r in .

manufacturing than in other sectors. Unions, which are more prevalent in manufacturing than in

most other sectors, may provide information about UI to their members. Workers in manufacturing
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FIGURE lil.1

PROPORTION OF EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT
IN THE MANUFACTURING, CONSTRUCTION, AND
SERVICE SECTORS

PERCENT EMPLOYMENT

50

40 |- 5 .

30 —_ - e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
20 L. . ... LT &~ — g, MANUFACTURING
10 — . - - . - . . - .- - - - . - e e = e T e a e h e e e e e e e
. ; ; t , : ~+ +————— CONSTRUCTION
n : n | : 5t i j

19812 19822 1983.2 1984.2 19852 19862 1987.2 19882 1989.2 19902 19912

YEARS
PERCENT UNEMPLOYMENT
BO - - e e e e
40 .........................................
<

SERVICE
20 <

MANUFACTURING

10 AL v e 7 <P e ey, A R - ——e - m
a3 IS¢ CONSTRUCTION
. ! ! i i ! I 1 ]| -
1881.2 10822 1983.2 1984.2 19852 1986.2 1987.2 1088.2 1980.2 1990.2 19891.2

YEARS

SOURCE: Employment and Earnings, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of
Labor.

32




o s e

are also likely to have had previous expericnce with the UI system because of the temporary layolfs
common to that industry. A relative decline in unemployment in manufacturing would probably cause
Ul claims to decline. A decline in claims will probably produce a decline in the IUR and the

availability of extended benefits.

B. STATE ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS AND BENEFIT GENEROSITY :

Differcnces among states in both monetary and nonmonetary Ul eligibi!jty requirements and
changes in these requircments over time are likely to affect IURs and the a\;ailability of extended
benefits. For example, the ratio of the minimum base period wages required for UI eligibility to the
a\"cragc weekly earnings for state Ul covered employment--a variable reflecting the number of weeks
a worker who earns the average wage would have to work to be eligible for the minimum amount
of Ul--varies among states, from about one week (Alabama, Alaska, Connecticut and Florida) to over
six weeks (New Hampshire, North Dakota, Oklahoma, and Virginia). This wide variation is likely to
affect eligibility and state [URs. This ratio rose by half a week across all state§, on average, during
our observation period. This tightening of eligibility requirements is likely to have affected state
IURs. |

Differences among states or changes over time in benefit generosity may also affect the
likelihood that an unemployed worker files for UI and may also affect IURs and the availability of

extended benefits. We observe some variation among states in Ul weekly benefit amounts. For

examplc. during our observation period, the average wage replacement rate (the average Ul weekly

‘benefit amount divided by the average weékly wage) varied between 28 and 35 percent for most

states. However, the average wage replacement rate (WRR) was close to 20 percent in Alaska,
California, and Indiana, and close to 40 percent in Hawaii, Kansas, and Montana. Potential duration
of benefits also exhibited wide variation, with-some states providing 26 weeks of benefits to all UI

claimants and others providing amounts that vary with the amount of base period wages.




There is also somc evidence of a decrease in benelit generosity over the past decade. On
average. the wage replacement rate decreased by only a smail amount. However, some states, such
as Connecticut, Illinois, and Indiana experienced a significant decrease in thc WRR (between 10 to
30 pereent) while other states. such as Kansas and Michigan, experienced a slight increase in the
WRR. There was also a decrease of about three-quarters of a week in the maximum duration of
benefit receipt. Although most states had the same maximum duration throughout the period, some

with a maximum duration greater than 26 weeks in the early 1980s reduced their maximum to 26

during the 1980s.

C. ANALYTICAL METHOD AND RESULTS
We estimated a regression model in which we examined the effects of key explanatory variables
on the IUR. These explanatory variables attempt to capture, either directly or indirectly, the effects

of changes in eligibility requirements or benefit generosity and the shift from a manufacturing to a

service economy.

1. Analytical Methodology and Key Explanatory Variables

We used simple regression estimation methods to examine the effects of key variables on the
IUR. using a combination of quarterly cross-section and time-series data for all states over the period
{rom 1981 through 1991.1% These data allow us to use variation in state UI program characteristics

to identify the effects of these variables on the JIUR. We also estimated a fixed-effects model by

'We could only obtain state level data on proportion of unemployment in the manufacturing and
construction sectors beginning in 1981.

Our approach is similar to the one used by Corson and Nicholson (1988) to explore the reasons
for the decline in insured relative to total employment. That study used quarterly state-level data for
the period 1971 through 1986 to examine the effects on insured relative to total unemployment of
labor market variables, changes in federal laws, changes in state laws, and changes in the
measurement of unemployment after 1980. That study found that state administrative practices and
the fraction of unemployment in manufacturing had a significant influence on the insured to total

unemployment ratio. The study also found that regional shifts in unemployment contributed to the
decline in the ratio.
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including binary variables for states, because the IUR may vary across states [or unobscrved rcasons,
and it is unlikcly that our explanatory variables can fully account for all the differencés in the JUR
among states.

- The key explanatory variables used in the models attempt to capt;xre the effects of state program
characteristics. the shift from a manufacturing to a service economy, and variables reflecting state
labor market conditions. The means and standard deviations of these variables are presented in Table
IL1. /

To capture the effects of changes in state eligibility requirements, we ;sed variables based
dircctly on eligibility requirements as well as some variables that reflect UI administrative actions.
To capture changes in monetary eligibility, we used the ratio of the minimum base period wages
nécessary for UI eligibility (qualffying carnings) to the average weekly earnipgs for a state’s Ul
covered employment. The minimum base period wages were divided by averagek wages to control for
differences among states and time periods. The variable reflects the number of weeks a worker who
earns the average wﬁge would have to work to be eligible for UL>

To capture nonmonetary eligibility, we use separation denial rates and nonse[j_)aration denial rates.
The separation denial rate pertains to benefit denials that occur when an indivi;iual first applies for
Ul For example, it includes denials for voluntary separations and misconduct. It is deﬁnea as the
number of denials per 1,000 new spelis of insured unemployment. The nonseparation denial rate
pertains to denials that occur during the claim period--after initial eligibility for Ul is established. It
includes denials because the Ul claimant was not able and available for work, because the claimant

relused suitable work, or because the claimant did not report to the Ul office when required. This

rate is defined as the number of denials per 1,000 claimant contacts.

*This variable ignores the fact that, to establish cligibility, most states requii'e earnings in more
than one quarter of the base period.
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TABLE III.1

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF KEY
VARIABLES USED IN THE ANALYSIS

Mean Standard Deviation

IUR 3.642 1.927
TUR 6.905 2.462
Proportion Long-Term Unemployed? 0.134 0.065
Proportion Job Losers” 0.494 0.097
Qualifying Earnings/Average Wages 2.930 1.494
Separation Denial Rate 105.425 69.976
Nonseparation Denial Rate 16.232 11.842
Wage Replacement Rate 0.304 0.045
Maximum Duration 26.230 1.216
Uniform Duration Dummy 0.157 0.364
Proportion of Unemployment in

Manufacturing 0.205 0.089
Proportion of Unemployment in

Construction 0.120 0.038

NOTE: The means and standard deviations pertain to quarterly state-level data for the period 1981
through 1991.

7 *The proportion of long-term unemployed is the proportion who are unemployed for 27 or more
~' weeks.

®The proportion job losers is the proportion of the unemployed who are job losers.
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To capture state benefit generosity we used three variables. The wage replaccmeﬁl rate (the
average weekly UI benetit for total unemployment. divided by the average weekly whge in covered
employment): maximum duration (the maximum number of potential weeks of regular UI benefits
available to claimants in a state); and a uniform duration dummy (a -binary variable equal to one for
states that proyidc the same potential duration of benefits to all claimants).® ‘

To capture the effects of the shift from a manufacturing to a service economy, we use the
proportion of unemployed in manufacturing. Data on the share of unemploygﬁent in manufacturing
are unavailable at the quarterly level by state, but are available at the armualé':level.5 For purposes
of this analysis. we use the state annual figure for each quarter. Similar data for the share of
uncmployment in construction were also used in the regressions.

In our regression models, we also included variables to capture labor market conditions in each
state. We included the total unemployment rate (TUR), the pfoportion of the" unemployed who are
long-term unemployed, and the proportion of the unemployed who are job lose;s. As the proportion
of the unemployed who are long-term unemployed increases, we would expect a decrease in the IUR,
since fewer of the unemployed are eligible for UL. On the other hand, an incre;ase in the proportion
of the unemployed who are job losers is likely to increase the number collecti;lg UI and is likely to
increase the TUR.

In addition to these variables, we included binary variab‘les‘for the quarter to capture seasonal

effects and binary variables for each year to capture any national trend.®

‘We attempted to use the proportion of claimants who are eligible for maximum duration as an
explanatory variable. However, the data series for this variable had numerous missing and out of
range values. Consequently we decided not to use this variable in our analysis.

SData on the proportion of unemployment in manufacturing and in construction was obtained

from the Geographic Profiles of Employmem and Unemployment, Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S.
Department of Labor.

*We also estimated alternative specifications that exclude the yearly time variables and include
a quadratic specification for time. The estimated coefficients from these altefnative specifications
were similar to the results presented here.
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2. Results

Table 111.2 contains the results of the basic regression models estimated using the cross-section
time-series data. The first column contains the results of the specification with no fixed effects, while
the second column presents estimates of the model with fixed effects.

The estimated coefficients show that the state labor market conditions have the expected effects
and are statistically significant. Both the TUR and the proportion of job losers have a positive effect
on the TUR, while an increase in the proportion of long-term unemployment lowers the TUR.’
These cffects are fairly similar in models with and without fixed effects.

For the full period covered by the data, we found that the proportion of unemployed in
manufacturing has no effect on the JUR. We re-estimated our basic model separately for the period
1981 through 1986, and for the period 1987 through 1991. Consistent with the results in Corson and
Nicholson (1988), we found that the proportion of unemployment in manufacturing had a positive
and significant effect on IUR in the early period. However, this variable had a negative effect on
the IUR for the latter part of the 1980s, Icading to the overall small and insignificant effect of the

proportion of unemployment in manufacturing for the entire period® We also found that the
proportion of unemployment in construction had a positive and statistically significant effect on the
IUR.
The estimated effects of the eligibility requirements and benefit generosity are as expected and

as found in prior research (Corson and Nicholson 1988). In general, more restrictive eligibility

’Given the high degree of correlation between the proportion of long-term unemployed and the
proportion of job losers, we estimated alternative specifications in which we included only one of the
two variables. The sign and significance of these variables stayed the same in all cases, and the
magnitude of the coefficients was affected to a small extent. We also estimated models in which we
included lagged TUR to control for exhaustions. As expected, the coefficient on this variable was

negative and statistically significant. Further the sign and significance of the other variables were not
affected by this specification.

8We suspect this change in the effect on the IUR of the fraction of unemployment in

manufacturing over time is due to a change in the composition of manufacturing unemployment over
the period.
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TABLE II1.2

EFFECTS OF STATE Ul PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS AND
LABOR MARKET CONDITIONS ON THE IUR
(Standard Errors in Parenthescs)

No Fixed : State Fixed Effects
Effects Specification
TUR 0.506 ** 0.530 **
(0.014) -+ 7(0.013)
Proportion Long-Term Unemployed -3.307 ** -1.739 **
(0.479) 4 (0337)
? Proportion- Job Losers 3.658 ** 1.9
(0.297) (0.207)
| Qualifying Earnings/Average Wages -0.065 ** -0.078 **
(0.015) (0.020)
Separation Denial Rate -0,0035 *x 0.00004.
(0.0004) (0.0005)
Nonseparation Denial Rate 0.011 ** -0.014 **
(0.002) (0.002)
Wage Replacement Rate 2.398 ** 6.346 **
(0.510) 0.677)
Maximum Duration 0.105 ** 0.015
(0.019) L (0.016)
Uniform Duration Dummy? 0.149 ** -
‘ (0.062)
Proportion of Unemployment in 0.140 0.120
“Manufacturing (0.296) (0.451)
Proportion of Unemployment in Construction '3.943 ** 1.889 **
(0.633) (0.491)
Constant -4.857 ** -2.868 **
(0.561) (0.496)
Average IUR 3.643 3.643
R? 0.720 0.899
Sampie Size 2,244 2,244

NoT1i:  The regressions contain quarterly state-level data for the period 1981 through 1991. Quarterly
dummies and yearly time dummies were also included in these regressions.

*The uniform duration dummy was perfectly colinear with a set of state dummy vanables Consequently, we

excluded this variable in our fixed effect specifications.




conditions were likely to lead to a reduction in the IUR. Qualifying carnings. as expected, had a
ncgative: cffcct on the TUR. indicating that the higher the base period earnings required to quality
for UL the lower the IUR. Separation denial rates also had a statistically significant negative effect
in the model without fixed effects. but not in the model with fixed effects. In contrast. the
nonseparation denial rates coefficients were positive and statistically significant in the model without
lixed effects, and negative and significant in the model with fixed effects. The estimated coefficients
on the state benefit generosity were positive and statistically significant, indicating that higher
generosity is likely to increase the IUR. Higher wage replacement rates, maximum duration, and
uniform duration all tended to increase the TUR.?

What are the implications of these estimated coefficients for the ITUR and consequently the
states’ ability to trigger extended benefits? In order to answer this question, we used the estimated
coefficients to examine the effect on the TUR of a change in value for each key explanatory variable
from the 25th and 75th percentile of its distribution, holding other variables at their mean. The
percentile values and mean value of the explanatory variables are contained in Table II1.3 and the
predicted values of the IURs in Table II1L4.

We find that state labor market conditions, especially the total unemployment rate, have a large
effect on the ITUR. while the eff¢cts of state eligibility requirements and the effects of the shift from
a manufacturing to a service economy on the IUR are small. When we compare the predicted IURs
at the 25th and 75 percentiles for the key state eligibility requirement variables, we find only small
differences in the IURs, suggesting that changes in eligibility requirements and other factors are
unlikely to have a large effect on the availability of extended benefits. However, since the variables
we were able to include in our analysis may not fully capture the effects on the IUR of state eligibility

requirements, we should view these findings with some caution.

"We excluded the uniform duration binary variables from the fixed effect model since it was
perfectly collinear with a combination of state dummy variables. Moreover, there was very little
variation across states in the maximum duration variable, and, therefore, this variable is likely to be
highly correlated with the fixed effects. We ran the fixed-effects model excluding the max?mum
duration variable. This did not have any effect on the coefficients of the explanatory variables in the
model. except to increase the significance of certain state dummy coefficients.
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TABLE HL.3

DISTRIBUTION OF KEY EXPLANA'I'ORY VARIABLES

50th Percentile

Mean 25th Percentile " (Median) 75th Percentile

Qualifving Larnings:Average Wages 293 1.92 275 3.63
Separation Denial Rate 105.42 64.83 90.33 127.26
Nonseparation Denial Rate 16.23 827 13.72 20.46
Wage Replacement Rate 0.304 0.273 0.307 0.335
Maximum Duration 26.30 26.00 26.00 5 26.00
Uniform Duration Dummy 0.157 0 0 : 0
Proportion of Unemployment in

Manufacturing 0.205 0.140 0.209 0.274
Proportion of Unemplovment in Construction 0.120 0.098 0.117 0.141
TUR 6.905 5.127 6.514 8.322
Proportion Longterm Unemploved 0.134 . 0.089 0.122 0.169
Proportion Job 1.osers 0.494 0428 0.490 0.559
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TABLE 114

PREDICTED VALUES OF THE TUR EVALUATED AT THE 25TH AND 75TH
PERCENTILLE OF KEY EXPLANATORY VARIABL 1S

No Fixed FEtfects Fixed Eftects
25th Percentile 75th Percentile Difference 25th Percentile 75th Percentile Difterence

Qualifying Famnings/Average Wages ki 3.60 011 372 339 0.1
Separation Denial Rate 3.79 357 0.22 3.06 3.63 0.03
Nonseparation Denial Rate 3.56 3.09 0.13 3.75 3.58 0.17
Wage Replacement Rate 357 3 0.15 344 3.84 .40
Maximum Duration 3.62 3.62 0.00 3.64 3.64 0.00
Uniform Duration Dummy 3.62 302 0.00 - --

Proportion of Unemployment in B

Manufacturing 3.63 365 0.02 364 3.65 0.01
Proportion of Unemployment in Construction 3.56 373 0.17 3.60 3.08 0.08
TUR 2.74 4.36 1.62 270 +4.39 1.69
Proportion Longterm Unemployment 79 3.53 0.26 372 3.58 014
Proportion Job Losers . 3.43 3.87 0.44 3.51 3 0.26

*All other variables included in the regression, except for the one under consideration, were evaluated at the sample means.
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Supplemental Benefits Program: National
Experience and the Impact of P.L. 95-19, SRI

International.
NTIS PB83-149633. Price: $11.50.

Paul Burgess, Jerry Kingston and Chris Walters,

The Adequacy of Unemployment Insurance Benefits:
An Analysis of Weekly Benefits Relative to
Preunemployment Expenditure Levels, Arizona

Department of Economic Security and Arizona
State University. .
NTIS PB83-148528. Price: $17.50.
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Christopher Pleatsikas, Lawrence Bailis and

Judith Dernburg,_A Study of Measures of
Substantia)l Attachment to the Labor Force,

Volumes I and II, Urban Systems Research and
Engineering, Inc.

Vol I: NT1S ©PB83~147561. Price $13.00
Vol. II: NTIS PB83-147579. Price: $14.50

Henry Felder and Randall Pozdena, The Federal

Supplemental Benefits Program: Impact of

P.L. 95-19 on Individual Recipients, SRI
International.

NTIS PB83-149179. Price: $13.00

Peter Kauffman, Margaret Kauffman, Michael

Werner and Christine Jennison, An Analysis of
() t Effects ncreasi t Du

of Reqular Qnemglgyment Insurance Benefits,

Management Engineers, Inc.

Jerry Kingston, Paul Burgess and Chris Walters,

The Adequacy of Unemployment Insurance Benefits:
An Analysis of Adjustments Undertaken Through

Thirteen and Twenty-Five Weeks of Unemplozment,
Arizona Department of Economic Security and

Arizona State Unlver51ty.
NTIS PB83-149823. Price: $19.00

Walter Nicholson and Walter Corson, The Effect

of State Laws and Economic Factors on Exhaustion
Rates for Reqular Unemployment Insurance Benefits:
A Statistical Model, Mathematica Policy Research.
NTIS PB83-149468. Price $14.50

Louis Benenson, Incidence of Federal Retirees
Drawing UCFE Benefits, 1974-75, Unemployment
Insurance Service.

NTIS PB83-161927. Price: $7.00

1979

Henry Felder, A Statistical Evaluation of the

Impact of Disqualification Provisions of State
Unemployment Insurance Laws. SRI International.
NTIS PB83-152272. Price: $17.50
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Arthur Denzau, Ronald Oaxaca and Carol Taylor, h 79-2
The Impact of Unemployment Insurance Benefits

on local Economies--Tucson, University of
Arizona.

NTIS PB83-169912. Price: $11.50

Paul Burgess, Jerry Kingston and the Research 79-3
and Reports Section of the Unemployment Insurance
Bureau, Arizona Department of Economic Security,
Labor Market Experiences of Unemployment
Insurance Exhaustees, Arizona Department of
Economic Security and Arizona State University.
NTIS PB83-224162. Price: $22.00 -

Carolyn Sperber, An Evaluation of Current and 79~-4

Alternative Methods of Determining Exhaustion
Ratios, Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB83-148866. Price: $8.50

Mamoru Ishikawa, Unemployment Compensation in 79-5
Varying Phases of Joblessness, Unemployment

Insurance Service.
NTIS PB83-150581. Price: $8.50

Nicholas Kiefer and George Neumann, The Effect { 79-6
of Alternative Partial Benefit Formulas on ?

Beneficiary Part-Time Work Behavior, National

Opinion Research Center.

NTIS PB83-146811. Price: $11.50

1980

80-1
Mamoru Iskikawa, Unemployment Insurance and

Proliferation of other Income Protection Programs
for Experienced Workers, Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB83-140657. Price: $10.00

UI Research Exchange. Information on '80-2
unemployment insurance research. First issue: 1980,
Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB83-148411. Price: $17.50.




Raymond P.F. Fishe and G.S. Maddala, Effect of
Unemployment Insurance on Duration of Unemploy-
ment: A Study Based on CWBH Data for Florida,
Florida State University and University of Florida.
PB88-162464. Price: $19.95

Jerry Kingston, Paul Burgess, Robert St. Louis
and Joseph Sloane, Benefit Adeguacy and UI Program

Costs: Simulations with Alternative Weekly Benefit

Formulas, Arizona Department of Economic Security
and Arizona State University.
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UI_Research Exchange. Information on unemployment
insurance research. First issue: 1981.
Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB83-152587. Price: $19.00

Jerry Kingston, Paul Burgess, Robert St. Louis and
Joseph Sloane, Can Benefit Adequacy Be Predicted
on the Basis of UI Claims and CWBH Data? Arizona
Department of Economic Security and Arizona State
University.

NTIS PB83-140566. Price: $8.50

Paul Burgess, Jerry Kingston, Robert St. Louis and
Joseph Sloane, Changes in Spending Patterns
Following Unemployment, Arizona Department of
Economic Security and Arizona State University.
NTIS PB83-148833. Price: $8.50

UI Research Exchange. Information on unemployment
insurance research. Second issue: 1981,
Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB83-148429. Price: $14.50

1983

Walter Corson and Walter Nicholson, An Analysis of

Ul Recipients’ Unemployment Spells, Mathematica
Policy Research.

NTIS PB84-151463. Price: $14.50
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Lois Blanchard and Walter Corson, A Guide to the . 83-2

Analysis of UI Recipients’ Unemployment Spells Using
a Supplemented CWBH Data Set, Mathematica Policy

Research.
NTIS PB84-151471. Price: $16.00

Ronald L. Oaxaca and Carol A. Taylor, The Effects 83-3

of Aggregate Unemployment Insurance Benefits in the -

U.S. on the Operation of a local Economy, University
of Arizona.

NTIS PB84-150317. Price: $10.00

UI Research Exchange. Information on unemploymentg 83-4
insurance research. 1983 issue. Unemployment ‘

Insurance Service.
NTIS PB84-150325. Price: $14.50

1984

UI Research Exchange. Information on unemployment 84-1
insurance research. 1984 issue. Unemployment

Insurance Service.

NTIS PB85-180370. Price: $17.50

Stephen Wandner, John Robinson and Helen Manheimer 184-2
Unemployment Insurance Schemes in Developing 5 .
Countries, Unemployment Insurance Service. i

NTIS PB85-185098/AS. Price: $11.50

1985

Walter Corson and Walter Nicholson, An Analysis of 85-1
the 1981-82 Changes in the Extended Benefit Program,

Mathematica Policy Research.

NTIS PB85-176287/AS. Price: $13.00

Walter Corson, David Long and Walter Nicholson, : 85~2
Evaluation of the Charleston Claimant Placement and.

Test mons tion, Mathematica Policy Research.
NTIS PB85-152965. Price: $14.50

Walter Corson, Alan Hershey, Stuart Kerachsky, 85-3
Paul Rynders and John Wichita, Application of

the Unemployment Insurance System Work Test and

Nonmonetary Eligibility Standards, Mathematica Policy
Research.

NTIS PB85-169910/AS. Price: $17.50 1




Robert Moffitt, The Effect of the Duratio of
em ent Benefits Wo Incentives:

Analysis of Four Data Sets, Mathematica Policy

Research.

NTIS PB85-170546. Price: $14.50

Helen Manheimer and Evangeline Cooper, Beginning
he empl en s e (o3 - ra is

Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB87-117370/AS. Price: $16.95

1986

Helen Manheimer, John Robinson, Norman Harvey,
William Sheehan and Burman Skrable, Alternative
Uses of Unemployment Insurance, Unemployment
Insurance Service.

NTIS PB87-118402/AS. Price: $616.95

Norman Harvey, Unemployment Insurance Bibliography,
Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB87-118410/AS. Price: $21.95

Walter Corson, Jean Grossman and Walter Nicholson,

An _Evaluation of the Federal Supplemental

Compensation Program, Mathematica Policy Research.
NTIS PB86-163144. Price: $16.95

Stuart Kerachsky, Walter Nicholson and Alan Hershey,
An Evaluation of Short-Time Compensation Programs,
Mathematica Policy Research.

NTIS PB86-167616. Price: $22.95

James M. Rosbrow, Fifty Years of Unemployment
Insurance--A Legislative History: 1935-1985,
Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB87-179834/AS. Price: $18.95

Stephen A. Wandner, (editor) Measuring Structural
Unemployment, Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB87-209433/AS. Price: $18.95

1987

Burt Barnow and Wayne Vroman, An Analysis of UI
Trust Fund Adequacy, Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB87-209342. Price: $6.95
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Esther Johnson, Short-Time Compensation: A Handbook 87~
Basic Source Material, Unemployment Insurance Service
NTIS PB88-163589 Price: $19.95

1988

Walter Corson, Stuart Kerachsky and Ellen Eliason 88~
Kisker, Work Search Amo Unemploymen nsuranc

Claimants: Investi on Some Effects

State Rules and Enforcement. Mathematica Policy

Research. '

NTIS PB89-160022/AS. Price: $28.95

A

UI Research Exchange., Information on unemploiment : 88-:
insurance research. 1988 issue. Unemployment

Insurance Service.
NTIS PB89-160030/AS. Price: $21.95

Walter Corson and Walter Nicholson, An Examination 88~:
of Declining UI Claims During the 1980s.

Mathematica Policy Research. '

NTIS PB89-160048/AS. Price: $21.95

Phillip Richardson, Albert Irion, Arlen Rosenthal 88~

and Harold Kuptzin, Referral of ILong-Term
Unemployment Insurance (UI) Claimants to

Reemployment Services. First Edition. Macro
Systems and Mathematica Policy Research.
NTIS PB89-153100/AS. Price $28.95

1989

Walter Corson, Walter Nicholson and Stuart 89-1
Kerachsky, The Secretary’s Seminars on

Unemployment Insurance. Mathematica Policy

Research.

NTIS PB90-216649. Price: $23.00

Phillip Richardson, Albert Irion, Arlen Rosenthal 89~
and Harold Kuptzin, Referral of Long-Term ‘

Unemployment Insurance (UI) Claimants to

Reemployment Services. Second Edition.

Systems and Mathematica Policy Research.
NTIS PB89-153100/AS. Price: $28.95

Walter Corson, Shari Dunstan, Paul Decker, 89-:
and Anne Gordon,_New Jersey Unemployment Insurance

Reemployment Demonstration Proiject.
Mathematic Policy Research. i

NTIS PB90-216714. Price: $45.00




UI Research Exchange. Information on unemployment

insurance research. 1989 issue. Unemployment
Insurance Service.
NTIS PB90-114125/AS. Price: $23.00

John L. Czajka, Sharon L. Long, and walter Nicholson,

An Evaluation of the Feasibility of a Substate Area

Extended Benefit Program. Mathematic Policy Research.
NTIS PB90~127531/AS. Price: $31.00

Wayne Vroman, erience Ra in unemployme

Insurance: Some Current Issues. The Urban Institute.
NTIS PB90-216656. Price: $23.00

Jack Bright, Leadership in Appellate Administration:
Successful State Unemployment Insurance Appellate

Operations. Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB90-161183/AS. Price: $23.00

1990
Geoffrey L. Hopwood, Kansas Nonmonetary Expert

System Prototype. Evaluation Research Corporation
NTIS PB90-232711. Price: $17.00

Esther R. Johnson, Reemployment Services To
Unemployed Workers Having Difficulty Becoming
Reemployed. Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB91-106849. Price: $31.00.

Walter Corson, and Mark Dynarski, A Study of

Unemployment Insurance Recipients and Exhaustees:
Findings from a National Survey. Mathematica Policy

Research, Inc.
NTIS PB91-129247. Price: $23.00.

UI Research Exchange. Information on unemployment
insurance research. 1990 issue.

Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB91-153171. Price: $23.00.

1991

Patricia Anderson, Walter Corson, and Paul Decker,
The New Jersey Unemployment Insurance Reemployment

Demonstration Project Follow-Up Report.
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

NTIS PB91-160838/AS. Price: $23.00.
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Wayne Vroman, The Decline In Unemployment Insurance

Claims Activity in the 1980s. The Urban Institute.
NTIS PB91-160994/AS. Price: $17.00.
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available from the Bureau of the Census. To
obtain the tape contact Customer Services,
Bureau of the Census, Washington, D.C. 20233

or telephone 301-763-4100; when requesting oo
the public use tape cite: Current Population
Survey, Unemployment Compensation Benefits:
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1990 (machine readable data file) conducted 1
by the Bureu of the Census for the Employment
and Training Administration, U.S. Department

of Labor, Washington: Bureau of the Census
(producer and distributor), 1990.

Bruce H. Dunson, S. Charles Maurice, and Gerald P.

Dwyer, Jr., The Cyclical Effects of the Unemployment
Insurance (UI) Program. Metrica, Inc. .

NTIS PB91-197897. Price: $23.00.

Terry R. Johnson, and Daniel H. Klepinger, Evaluation

of the Impacts of the Washington Alternative Work

Search Experiment. Battelle Human Affairs Research%
Centers.
NTIS PB91-198127/AS. Price: $17.00.

1992

Walter Corson, Paul Decker, Shari Dunstan and

Stuart Kerachsky, Pennsylvania Reemployment
Bonus Demonstration Final Report.

Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB93-152684. Price: $36.50.

Stephen A. Wandner, (editor) Self Employment Programs
for Unemployed Workers. Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB92-191626/AS. Price: $35.00.

Employer Layoff and Recall Practices.

Bureau of Labor Statistics. ,
NTIS PB92-174903/AS. Price: $19.00.

Ul Research Exchange. Information on Unemployment
Insurance research. 1992 issue.

Unemployment Insurance Service.

NTIS PB93-117968. Price: $36.50.
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Wayne D. Zajac and David E. Balducchi, (editors)

Papers and Materials Presented at the Unemployment
Insurance er ste olloguium une 1991.

Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB93-202695. Price: $27.00.
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and Kenneth J. Kline, The Washington Reemployment
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Unemployment Insurance Service.
NTIS PB93-159499. Price: $44.50.

Paul T. Decker and Christopher 0’Leary,

An Analysis of Pooled Evidence from the Pennsylvania
and Washington Reemployment Bonus Demonstrations.
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc. and W.E.

Upjohn Institute for Employment Research.

NTIS PB93-160703. Price: $27.00.

1993

Paul L. Burgess and Stuart A. Low,
Unemployment Insurance and Employer Layoffs.

Arizona State University, Department of Economics.
NTIS PB93-205573. Price: $27.00.
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Self-Employment; Experiences and Opportunities in
Combatting Unemployment

Unemployment Insurance Service.
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