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Executive Summary 
 
The United States economy continues to recover from the worst economic crisis since the Great 
Depression, and while substantial progress has been made, more work remains to boost economic 
growth and speed job creation. Despite ten consecutive quarters of GDP growth and 7.8 million private 
sector jobs added since early 2010, the unemployment rate is unacceptably high at 7.3 percent, and far 
too many families are still struggling to regain the foothold they had prior to the crisis.  
 
The Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program authorized by Congress in 2008 has 
provided crucial support to the economy and to millions of Americans who lost jobs through no fault of 
their own.  Under current law, EUC will end on December 28, 20131. This report argues that allowing 
EUC to expire would be harmful to millions of workers and their families, counterproductive to the 
economic recovery, and unprecedented in the context of previous extensions to earlier unemployment 
insurance programs.  
 
Since their inception in 2008, extended unemployment insurance (UI) benefits have provided 
critical support to millions of workers and their families: 

 
• Nearly 24 million workers have received extended UI benefits 

 
• Recipients are a diverse group: roughly half have completed at least some college, including 

4.8 million with bachelor’s degrees or higher 
 

• Including workers’ families, nearly 69 million people have been supported by extended UI 
benefits, including almost 17 million children 

 
• In 2012 alone, UI benefits lifted an estimated 2.5 million people out of poverty  
 
Millions of workers stand to lose access to UI benefits if no action is taken: 

 
• Approximately 1.3 million workers currently receiving extended UI benefits are set to lose 

them at the end of the year 
 

• 3.6 million additional people will lose access to UI benefits beyond 26 weeks by the end of 
2014 

 
Allowing UI to expire would be damaging to the macro-economy and the labor force:  

 
• Failing to extend UI benefits would put a dent in job-seekers’ incomes, reducing demand 

and costing 240,000 jobs in 2014.  

                                                           
1 In all states except New York, the last payable week of EUC benefits will be the week ending December 28. In 
New York, it will be the week ending December 29. 
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• Estimates from the Congressional Budget Office and JP Morgan suggest that without an 
extension of EUC GDP will be .2 to .4 percentage points lower. 

 
• In 2011, CBO found that aid to the unemployed is among the policies with “the largest 

effects on output and employment per dollar of budgetary cost” 
 

• In over a dozen studies, economists have found that any disincentive to find new work that 
could result from extended UI benefits is, at most, small 

 
• Expiration of extended UI benefits may also lead some long-term unemployed to stop 

looking for work and leave the labor force, reducing the number who could eventually find 
jobs as the economy heals 

 
Allowing EUC to expire would be unprecedented in the context of previous extensions to earlier 
unemployment insurance programs:  

 
• The unemployment rate (7.3% in October) is currently higher than it was at the expiration 

of any previous extended UI benefits program 
 

• The long-term unemployment rate (2.6% in October) is at least twice as high as it was at the 
expiration of every previous extended UI benefits program 

 
• In this cycle, EUC was first signed into law in June 2008 by President Bush when the 

unemployment rate was 5.6 percent and the average duration of unemployment was 17.1 
weeks.  Today, as of October 2013, the unemployment rate is 7.3 percent and the average 
duration of unemployment is 36.1 weeks. 

 
• Consistent with previous programs, the EUC program has been gradually phasing down – 

the median number of weeks one can receive benefits across states is down from a peak of 
53 weeks in 2010 to 28 weeks currently and phasing down to 14 weeks under the proposed 
extension 
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I. Introduction  
 
Ten consecutive quarters of economic growth have raised the output of the American economy 
to an all-time high, more than five percent above its peak before the Great Recession.  The 
labor market has grown steadily as America’s resilient businesses have added jobs for 44 
consecutive months.  Due to the depth of the recession that began in 2007, however, more 
work must be done to aid workers who continue to struggle to find jobs and to ensure that the 
economy continues to grow.   As of October 2013, 11.3 million workers are unemployed, 
including 4.1 million who have been out of work for more than 26 weeks.   

The Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program authorized by Congress in 2008 
has provided crucial support to the economy and to millions of Americans who lost jobs 
through no fault of their own.  Under current law EUC will end on December 28, 2013 at which 
point more than 1.3 million workers will lose benefits immediately.  By the end of 2014 another 
3.6 million workers will lose access to EUC benefits when they exhaust their regular 
unemployment insurance (UI) benefits before finding employment.  As this report details, 
extending EUC would support these workers and the approximately 9 million others in their 
families.  It would also provide an important boost to economic growth and job creation.  Since 
1948 Congress has never allowed extended unemployment benefits to expire with 
unemployment rates as high as they are now and the long-term unemployment rate is currently 
twice as high as in any previous month in which benefits expired. 

Nearly 69 million workers and family members have benefitted from the EUC and EB programs 
since 2008.  Direct beneficiaries of Emergency Unemployment Compensation (EUC) represent a 
broad cross-section of the population: younger and older workers are roughly equally 
represented; about 40 percent have household incomes, prior to job loss, between $30,000 and 
$75,000; and while 13 percent did not finish high-school, 20 percent have a four-year college 
degree, and the remaining two-thirds of the recipients have education through high school or 
some college.  For many of these Americans and their families, EUC is all that stands between 
them and poverty: the Census Bureau estimates that unemployment benefits lifted 2.5 million 
people from poverty in 2012 alone and has kept over 11 million out of poverty since 2008.  

There is broad agreement amongst economists that the extended unemployment benefits 
provided to families during times of high unemployment do not noticeably reduce incentives 
for workers to find jobs.  For example, a recent study of EUC in the Great Recession finds that 
extensions raised the unemployment rate at the end of 2010 by only 0.2 percentage points, 
about 2 percent of the 9.3 percent unemployment rate in that month.  Moreover, recent 
research has shown that whatever disincentive effects may exist, they are even smaller when 
jobs are scarce as strategic considerations are dominated by the urgent need to find a job.  This 
logic suggests that unemployment benefits should increase when jobs are scarce and contract 
when the labor market is strong, which is exactly how EUC is currently designed.  As state 
unemployment rates fall, the program essentially is phased down as states are phased out of 
eligibility for additional weeks of support. 
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An often overlooked benefit of extended unemployment compensation programs is that these 
programs keep the long-term unemployed from exiting the labor market since benefits are 
contingent on continued job-search.  Transitions out of the labor force generally occur at a 
higher rate for those unemployed 27 weeks or more than for those unemployed for shorter 
periods.  After the EUC legislation was enacted in 2008, however, the rate of transition out of 
the labor force among those who were unemployed for 27 to 52 weeks and those unemployed 
over a year actually fell to the lowest level on record.  Though the job-finding rate is low for the 
long-term unemployed (currently about 10 percent per month for those unemployed 27 weeks 
or more), keeping them in the labor market increases the number who eventually do find jobs.   

 

According to the Congressional Budget Office, EUC is among policies with “the largest effects on 
output and employment per dollar of budgetary cost.” The benefits unemployed Americans 
receive are often spent immediately on necessary goods like food, clothing, and shelter, 
supporting local businesses in their communities. Without an extension, the Council of 
Economic Advisers estimates that the economy will generate 240,000 fewer jobs by the end of 
2014. 

The Administration has supported reforms to the unemployment insurance system, and the last 
EUC extension created opportunities for states to improve the program and test new strategies 
to help get the long-term unemployed back to work. The administration supports a variety of 
reforms to the UI system that help workers find jobs quicker. It also expanded "work-sharing" 
programs across the country, which will help prevent layoffs by encouraging struggling 
employers to reduce hours for workers rather than laying them off.  Additionally, for the first 
time, the reforms allowed the long-term unemployed who were receiving federal benefits to 
start their own businesses while providing support to states to expand entrepreneurship 
programs.  

FAILING TO EXTEND UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS WILL LEAD MILLIONS OF WORKERS TO LOSE 
THEIR BENEFITS AND HARM THE RECOVERY: 

 
EUC and EB have been essential for millions of Americans since 2008.  

• 23.9 million Americans have received EUC and EB benefits since the inception of the EUC 
program in 2008. 

• Including other household members, more than 69 million people have benefited from EUC 
and EB, including almost 17 million children. 

• UI benefits help people across the income spectrum: Over 40 percent of households that 
received UI benefits in 2012 but not in 2011 had household income between $30,000 and 
$75,000 in the year before experiencing the loss of a household member’s job.  

• In 2012, 2.5 million Americans were lifted from poverty through support from UI. 

Without an extension, 4.9 million people will no longer have access to unemployment benefits 
beyond 26 weeks in 2014. 
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The progress made since the depths of the recession in 2010 is a testament to the resilience of 
the American economy and the American people. Yet more must be done.  Extending EUC will 
enable beneficiaries to search for jobs that utilize their skills, continue to support their families, 
and support job creation and economic growth in their communities.  
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II. Background 
 
President Bush signed extended unemployment insurance benefits into effect in June 2008 
when the unemployment rate was 5.6 percent and little additional increase was expected, the 
long-term unemployment rate was 1.0 percent and the average duration of unemployment was 
17.1 weeks. Today, as of October 2013, the unemployment rate is 7.3 percent, the long-term 
unemployment rate is 2.6 percent and the average duration of unemployment is 36.1 weeks, 
considerably longer than the 26-week duration of regular UI benefits prevailing in most states.  
These statistics, combined with the historical patterns of UI extensions, point logically to the 
importance of Congress continuing extended benefits through EUC.     

Unemployment Insurance (UI) is a joint Federal-State program that provides income support to 
workers who have lost a job.  Nearly all full-time and some part-time workers who meet basic 
criteria are eligible for UI. More than 60 percent of all Americans benefit from income from 
unemployment insurance by the time they reach their 50s, either as a direct beneficiary or by 
being married to one. Weekly UI payments for eligible unemployed workers are determined by 
their past wages, up to a maximum weekly benefit.  Program parameters vary across states, but 
weekly benefits in 2012 averaged about $300, replacing about half of UI recipients’ lost 
earnings.  Unemployed workers typically qualify for up to 26 weeks of benefits, as long as they 
continue to search for work.  In an economy with normal labor demand, one would expect 
most unemployed workers to find a job within this time frame; in periods of high 
unemployment, however, finding a job may take longer.   

Since 1972, unemployment benefits have been extended in states experiencing high and rising 
unemployment through the Extended Benefits (EB) program, a joint Federal-State program.  
When state unemployment rates reach specific thresholds and are elevated relative to their 
level over the past several years, the EB program allows states to provide 13 or 20 weeks of 
additional benefits with the Federal government paying half of the cost. In 2009, Congress 
provided for 100 percent Federal funding of EB to pay individuals who had exhausted their 
regular UI and EUC benefits, and later loosened the triggers governing state eligibility for EB.2 

However, because unemployment has been falling for some time, no states currently qualify for 
the EB. 

In every recession since 1957, the Federal government has passed legislation to provide 
extended benefits to buttress the regular unemployment insurance program.3  These extended 
benefits are particularly valuable in times of persistent unemployment when the conditions for 
EB to be triggered are no longer satisfied, as currently. The Emergency Unemployment 
                                                           
2 A state is required to offer EB if its insured unemployment rate (IUR) exceeds 5 percent and is at least 20 percent higher than 
in each of the last three years, but this condition is currently not satisfied in any state.  The same is true of the alternative 
optional trigger that the state IUR exceeds 6 percent.  In most cases, for a state to qualify for EB, its total unemployment rate 
(TUR) must exceed the trigger value shown in Appendix Table 2 and this state TUR must be higher than it was either one year or 
two years earlier.  Under the most recent benefits extension, the “look back” period for EB was extended temporarily to three 
years rather than two years, making more states eligible to offer EB benefits. 
3 The only exception is the short recession during 1980, which was followed by a deeper recession beginning in July 1981.  
Congress passed an unemployment insurance extension in September 1982 that can be viewed as a response to the combined 
effects of the two recessions. 
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Compensation (EUC) program currently in effect was created by Congress in June 2008, in 
recognition of the fact that unemployed workers would struggle to find jobs during the 
downturn.  At its inception, EUC provided an additional 13 weeks of federally financed 
compensation in all states to eligible individuals who had exhausted their regular UI benefits. As 
the labor market weakened, Congress extended and expanded the program several times. At its 
most generous, in early 2012, the programs combined to provide long-term unemployed in the 
highest unemployment states with 99 weeks of benefits. The Middle Class Tax Relief and Job 
Creation Act, signed in February 2012, legislated staged decreases in the maximum benefit 
duration. 

The most recent renewal of the EUC legislation was signed in January 2013.   Currently, the 
program offers four “tiers” of EUC through which unemployed workers may be eligible, 
conditional on their state’s unemployment rate.  All four tiers of benefits are available only in 
the states with the highest unemployment rates, those with unemployment at or above 9%.  In 
these states, a total of 73 weeks of benefits are available and workers can move sequentially 
through the available tiers as long as they remain jobless and continue searching for a job. As 
the unemployment rate in a state falls, the number of weeks of extended unemployment 
benefits also declines, with fewer tiers available. As states unemployment rates decline from 
below 9 percent, states lose access to 10 weeks of benefits.  When the states’ unemployment 
rate goes below 7 percent, they lose access to another 9 weeks; finally as it falls below 6 
percent they lose access to another 14 weeks. Every state, with the exception of North 
Carolina, has access to at least 14 additional weeks of coverage through the EUC system. (North 
Carolina forfeited federal EUC funding by reducing the average weekly benefit amount, 
violating federal law which forced the termination of the EUC program.) Appendix Table 2 
shows the different tiers of benefits for which workers may be eligible under the regular UI 
program, EUC and EB, depending on state law and the unemployment rate in the state.   

Because the EUC system is designed to phase down when prosperous economic times return, 
the median number of EUC weeks available to a long-term unemployed person fell from almost 
36 weeks at the beginning of 2013, to 28 now. By the time the national unemployment rate 
falls to 6.5%, which it is projected to do in mid-2015, the Department of Labor projects the 
median number of weeks of EUC available would fall to 14 under renewed legislation, as shown 
in Figure 1. Yet, it is important to realize that behind this median estimate lie important 
differences across states. For example, in a state with a relatively high unemployment rate 
(higher than 90 percent of states) workers are projected to be eligible for 37 weeks at the end 
of 2015.  By renewing EUC we are able to provide continued support to workers in the states 
with the most need. 

 

 

 

 



8 
 

Figure 1: Historical and Projected EUC Weeks Available at Median and 90th Percentile 

 

Since 1948, when official monthly unemployment rates first became available, special extended 
benefits have been provided to long-term unemployed workers in 82 percent of the months in 
which the national unemployment rate was at the current rate of 7.3 percent or higher.  Figure 
2 shows that it is not uncommon for extended benefits to have been available for 
unemployment rates under 7 percent.  
 

Figure 2: Share of Months since 1948 in which Special Extended Benefits Paid, 
By Unemployment Rate 
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In no prior case has Congress allowed special extended benefits to expire when the 
unemployment rate was as high as it is today.  Moreover, the long-term unemployment rate is 
twice as high today as in any prior month when extended benefits were allowed to expire.  For 
example, during the recovery from the 1981-82 recession, the most severe postwar recession 
before 2007, the extensions passed under President Reagan lasted until June 1985, by which 
time the economy had made a sizeable recovery from its trough.  Table 1 reports the eight time 
periods since 1956 that special extended benefits have been offered.  For each, it shows the 
month the recession ended, the month the special extended benefits program expired, and the 
unemployment rate in that month. Appendix Table 1 details all special extended benefits 
programs since the Temporary Unemployment Compensation program of 1958. 

Table 1: Unemployment Rates in Months in Which Special 
Extended Benefits Program Have Expired 

Official End of 
Recession 

Month in Which 
Special Extended 
Benefits Program 

Expired 

Unemployment 
Rate at Expiration 
of Special Benefits 

Program 

Long-term 
Unemployment 

Rate at Expiration 
of Special Benefits 

Program 

Apr-58 Apr-59 5.2% 0.9% 
Feb-61 Apr-62 5.6% 0.9% 
Nov-70 Mar-73 4.9% 0.4% 
Mar-75 Nov-77 6.8% 0.9% 
Nov-82 Mar-85 7.2% 1.2% 
Mar-91 Feb-94 6.6% 1.3% 
Nov-01 Dec-03 5.7% 1.3% 
Jun-09 Jan-12 7.3% (Oct. 2013) 2.6% (Oct. 2013) 

Source: Department of Labor, and CEA Calculations. 
 

Without an extension of the EUC program, the last week for which EUC could be claimed is the 
week ending December 28, 2013. Those currently receiving EUC would be immediately cut 
off.  Workers receiving regular UI during that week and those who become unemployed 
subsequently would not receive additional benefits if they exhaust their regular UI (26 weeks in 
most, but not all states).  The last time most workers were eligible for only 26 weeks of benefits 
the unemployment rate was 5.4 percent.  
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III. Extended Benefits have Helped Millions of Americans 
 
Extended unemployment insurance benefits have provided crucial support to millions of 
American workers and their families.  Figure 3 shows the total number of job seekers that have 
benefited from earnings replacement through either EB or EUC.  In 2008, the year EUC was 

 

Figure 3: Number of People Receiving EUC/EB Benefits (Cumulative) 

  
 
enacted, approximately 2 million workers received benefits.  As the recession deepened and 
unemployment continued to rise until January of 2010, more and more laid-off workers who 
were unable to find jobs in the first 26 weeks of unemployment moved into these programs.  
While unemployment has been falling steadily since, it has been falling less for those with 
longer unemployment durations and so more workers have relied on EUC and EB for support. 
As of September 2013, 23.9 million workers had received EUC/EB benefits.  Table 2 provides 
details on the number of unemployed people aided by EUC/EB benefits in each state. 

Counting only the job seekers directly receiving unemployment insurance payments leads to a 
dramatic understatement of the number of Americans helped by unemployment insurance, 
since benefits provide income support for all members of the households in which recipients 
live.  In addition to the 23.9 million direct beneficiaries, another 28.5 million adults living with a 
beneficiary have been helped, along with 16.9 million children in households with beneficiaries.  
In total, more than 69 million Americans have been aided by EUC/EB since July of 2008. 
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Table 2: Number of People Receiving EUC/EB Benefits (Cumulative), by State 

State 

Number of People Who Have 
Received EUC Benefits from 

January 2008 through September 
2013 

State 

Number of People Who Have 
Received EUC Benefits from 

January 2008 through September 
2013 

Alabama 277,375 Nebraska 104,795 
Alaska 50,682 Nevada 302,539 

Arizona 389,899 New Hampshire 57,386 
Arkansas 172,392 New Jersey 1,071,279 
California 3,158,520 New Mexico 97,328 
Colorado 356,003 New York 1,735,848 

Connecticut 330,342 North Carolina 1,058,734 
Delaware 68,468 North Dakota 25,336 

D.C. 60,992 Ohio 790,103 
Florida 1,566,719 Oklahoma 175,711 
Georgia 853,334 Oregon 378,035 
Hawaii 69,946 Pennsylvania 1,438,326 
Idaho 100,075 Puerto Rico 189,119 
Illinois 1,117,929 Rhode Island 99,688 
Indiana 602,157 South Carolina 394,018 

Iowa 228,738 South Dakota 11,101 
Kansas 203,610 Tennessee 451,007 

Kentucky 213,260 Texas 1,201,076 
Louisiana 174,083 Utah 131,828 

Maine 80,965 Vermont 33,326 
Maryland 188,429 Virgin Islands 9,205 

Massachusetts 655,380 Virginia 363,830 
Michigan 960,474 Washington 276,078 

Minnesota 397,998 West Virginia 97,734 
Mississippi 185,212 Wisconsin 428,126 

Missouri 399,192 Wyoming 31,542 
Montana 79,523 US Total 23,894,795 

Source: Department of Labor 

EUC benefits provide assistance to a wide variety of people. In 2012, 19.6% of EUC beneficiaries 
were African American, and 15.6% were Hispanic. More than half have completed at least some 
college, with 25.2% of 2012 beneficiaries having completed a bachelor’s degree or higher, a 
share that has increased over time as workers seek additional training. Job-seekers of all ages 
have benefitted from EUC, including those early in their careers; more than 27% of EUC 
beneficiaries have been 34 years old or younger in each year since the beginning of the 
recession. The support provided by EUC extends beyond beneficiaries themselves, as 77.8% 
lived in households with at least one other adult in 2012, and 38.5% lived in households with 
children. 
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Figure 4: Total EUC Recipients since July 2008, by Characteristics 
Total 23,894,795 

    
Household Structure   

Single adult, no children 3,948,978 
Single adult, with children 1,618,906 

Multiple adults, no children 10,643,542 
Multiple adults, with children 7,683,369 

    
Household Income   

Less than $30,000 11,779,747 
$30,000 to $74,999 10,137,483 

$75,000 and up 1,626,539 
    
    

Education   
Less than high school 3,246,670 

High school 8,683,623 
Some college 5,010,402 

Associate's degree 2,172,885 
Bachelor's degree or higher 4,781,215 

Source: CEA Calculations, Current Population Survey, Department of Labor.  
Note: Includes beneficiaries through September 2013. 2013 beneficiaries are assumed to have 
the same characteristics as 2012 beneficiaries. The sum of beneficiaries by income group does not 
equal the total number of beneficiaries because some CPS respondents did not provide their 
household income in 2008. 

In each of the first nine months of this year, an average of 236,000 people exhausted their UI 
benefits and became EUC recipients.  This represents a 12.8 percent decrease from 2012 when 
270,000 people were entering EUC every month.  Currently, 1.3 million long-term unemployed 
workers receive EUC (no job-seekers are currently receiving EB).  This represents a significant 
decrease compared to the 2.1 million people who were receiving EUC or EB benefits when the 
program was last extended in December 2012.   Total EUC and EB benefit payments thus far in 
2013 are averaging $2.0 billion per month, and in September 2013, the last month for which 
data are available, total spending on EUC benefits was $1.4 billion.  This compares to the 
average of $3.3 billion in total benefits paid monthly in 2012.  

While unemployment has fallen steadily since 2010 and has done so dramatically in some areas 
of the country, many states are still experiencing extremely high levels of unemployment.  As of 
November 2013, 3 states and Puerto Rico have unemployment rates above 9 percent, and an 
additional 24 states, the District of Columbia and the Virgin Islands have unemployment rates 
above 7 percent. While the economy clearly is healing, the need for substantial assistance to 
unemployed workers also clearly remains large especially given the high-fraction of long-term 
unemployed amongst job-seekers.  
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IV. Labor Market Effects of Extending Unemployment Benefits 
 
In choosing the optimal unemployment insurance policy, policymakers must weigh competing 
costs and benefits.  On the one hand, some argue that extending benefits may dull the 
incentives for unemployed workers to exert effort to search for another job, leading to 
increased unemployment—the so-called “moral-hazard” effect.  But on the other hand, 
providing benefits gives families income that can in the limit keep them from poverty but more 
generally can help them to finance a longer job search that might ultimately result in a job 
better matched with their talents, resulting in higher overall labor market productivity—what 
Chetty (2008) terms the “liquidity effect.” 

Economists have researched these tradeoffs extensively for over 20 years, producing a wealth 
of evidence on the topic (Katz and Meyer 1990, Meyer 1990, Card and Levine 2000). In a recent 
editorial, economist Raj Chetty summarizes these studies as follows: 

“Nearly a dozen economic studies have analyzed this question by comparing 
unemployment rates in states that have extended unemployment benefits with those in 
states that do not. … These studies have uniformly found that a 10-week extension in 
unemployment benefits raises the average amount of time people spend out of work by 
at most one week. This simple, unassailable finding implies that policy makers can 
extend unemployment benefits to provide assistance to those out of work without 
substantially increasing unemployment rates (Chetty 2013)” 

In his work, Chetty (2008) shows that the beneficial impact of helping liquidity constrained 
unemployed workers more than outweighs the moral hazard effect. Indeed, he finds hardly any 
evidence of a moral hazard effect once the liquidity effect is recognized. This finding is 
confirmed by recent work by Rothstein (2011), who finds minimal impacts of extensions to EUC 
and EB during the Great Recession on job search intensity.  Finally, while economists have 
found only small disincentive effects of UI extensions, recent research shows that the effect of 
UI on job search behavior is even smaller in recessions as the moral hazard effect shrinks when 
jobs are scarce (Kroft and Notowidigdo 2011, Schmieder, von Wachter, and Bender 2012).  In 
contrast, the benefits due to the liquidity effect—allowing households to avoid dramatic 
declines in consumption and allowing job-seekers to search long enough for a suitable job—
increase, arguing for longer benefit durations when the labor market is weak. 

An often overlooked benefit of extended unemployment compensation programs is that these 
programs tend to prevent the long-term unemployed from exiting the labor market.  As can be 
seen in Figure 5, transitions out of the labor force generally occur at a higher rate for those 
unemployed 27 weeks or more than for those unemployed for shorter periods.  After extended 
benefits legislation was enacted in 2008, however, the rate of transition out of the labor force 
among those who were unemployed for 27 to 52 weeks and those unemployed over a year 
actually fell below that of groups with shorter durations of unemployment.  In a recent 
econometric analysis, Rothstein (2011) finds that the majority of the modest increase in 
unemployment caused by the availability of extended benefits is attributable primarily to 
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lowering the number of people who leave the labor force rather than to lowering the number 
who become employed.  Though the job-finding rate is low for the long-term unemployed 
(currently about 10 percent per month for those unemployed 27 weeks or more), keeping them 
in the labor market increases the number who eventually do find jobs.   

Figure 5: Monthly Transitions from Unemployment to Not in the Labor Force by Duration of 
Unemployment, January 2003 to March 2013 

   

The extended benefits programs do not appear to have had a differential impact on the relative 
job-finding rates of unemployed persons who have been out of work for different lengths of 
time.  As shown in Figure 6, job-finding rates are consistently lower for those who have been 
unemployed longer, but the rates for the different cohorts delineated by unemployment 
duration have stayed roughly parallel since 2003.  

Figure 6: Monthly Transitions from Unemployment to Employment by Duration of Unemployment, 
January 2003 to March 2013 
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In contrast to this strong consensus among peer-reviewed studies conducted over the past 20 
years, two recent working papers cited by the House Ways and Means Committee—Hagedorn 
et al. (2013) and Mitman and Rabinovitch (2012)—argue that recent extensions to the UI 
program have significantly impeded the labor market recovery after the Great Recession.  The 
papers concede that UI benefits have only small disincentive effects on workers’ search effort, 
but argue instead that benefit extensions discourage job creation by firms by putting upward 
pressure on wages, thus making job creation less profitable.  This increases unemployment, 
they argue, since for any amount of search effort there are simply fewer jobs to be had than 
would have been the case had benefits not been extended. 

This argument and the model it stems from have important inconsistencies.  The model in 
Hagedorn et al. (2013) assumes that UI affects wages of both incumbent workers and job 
seekers by improving the bargaining position of workers by raising their expected income if 
they decline a job offer.  As noted by Robert Hall (2013), however, incumbents would need to 
quit in order to “take advantage” of higher unemployment income and workers who quit their 
jobs are in fact not eligible for UI.  Given this, the paper’s finding that UI extensions increase 
wages for incumbents (Table 5) is not in fact consistent with their model or other standard 
models of wage determination.  Going beyond this inconsistency, the model also ignores 
important features of the recession such as a dramatic spike in layoffs in late 2008.  That fact 
notwithstanding, the paper claims that “most of the persistent increase in unemployment 
during the Great Recession can be accounted for by the unprecedented extensions of 
unemployment benefit eligibility.”  Taken at face value, this suggests some omitted factor that 
must have changed contemporaneously with EUC extensions to offset the huge adverse 
employment impact those layoffs should have produced.  This is highly implausible. 

The empirics of Hagedorn et al. paper are also problematic.  The paper attempts to isolate the 
effect of UI extensions by studying differences in unemployment in contiguous counties on 
opposite sides of a state boundary with differing unemployment benefit durations.  The idea 
behind this research design is that the two counties will have similar populations and 
experience similar economic shocks, and so should have similar unemployment in the absence 
of policy differences.  Unfortunately, the Bureau of Labor Statistics data used in the paper 
cannot support such an analysis since they are derived from a model that uses state level 
variables to predict county level employment.  Thus, even if unemployment rates vary 
continuously across geography, measured rates will jump at the state border. 

Mitman and Rabinovitch (2012) note on the title page of their draft, available on the web, that 
the study is preliminary and incomplete. It is nevertheless worth noting that the nature of the 
methodology is such that positive effects on aggregate demand of UI and EUC are not taken 
into consideration, eliminating by assumption the key channel through which EUC can aid 
economic growth and the recovery. Furthermore, the authors do not in this early draft take into 
account that extensions to UI benefits come into effect only when unemployment is high, 
whether through the Extended Benefits automatic triggers or through legislation. Had the 
recent labor market recoveries been as robust in the absence of EUC as the authors find in their 
simulations, it is unlikely EUC would have been introduced. 
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V. Unemployment Benefits Support Economic Growth  
 
In a 2011 study, the CBO found that increasing aid to the unemployed is among the policies that 
would have “the largest effects on output and employment per dollar of budgetary cost” (CBO 
2011).  Since unemployment benefits tend to flow to people who need the dollars for necessary 
expenses, the literature suggests that increased spending from unemployment compensation 
happens very soon after the outlay of federal dollars.  In contrast to many other job creation 
programs that involve longer lags between Federal spending and economic benefits, extensions 
to UI are “both timely and cost-effective in spurring … economic activity and employment” 
(CBO 2011).  

In addition to providing income insurance for families, unemployment compensation also helps 
the economy as a whole (Auerbach and Feenberg 2000).  Job loss results in a significant decline 
in income and therefore consumption for workers and their families.  This drop in consumption 
means a loss of demand for businesses, amplifying the original drop in aggregate demand.  
Unemployment compensation is an automatic stabilizer; it mitigates the impact of a recession 
on the broader economy because unemployed workers—whose income has been severely 
reduced due to the job loss—tend to spend their benefits rather than save them.  Economic 
research examining UI suggests that, in the absence of the UI system, a typical family whose 
head of household becomes unemployed would spend 22 percent less on food—as compared 
to the 7 percent drop that is actually observed because of the help of the UI system (Gruber 
1997).  More recent, preliminary, work by Rothstein and Valetta (2013) finds similarly that 
household income falls by about 16 percent when UI benefits are exhausted, with the drop in 
UI income partially compensated by slightly increased participation in SNAP and other 
programs. 

In recent years, unemployment compensation has had a significant role in maintaining 
household income levels.  Council of Economic Advisers (CEA) calculations based on data from 
the Current Population Survey show that, from 2007 to 2010, the share of households receiving 
income from unemployment compensation rose from 4.1 percent to 9.6 percent and the 
average amount received by these households increased from $4,400 to $8,343.  As the 
economy improved the share of households receiving UI fell to 6.6 percent, and the average 
amount received fell to $6,681, but both figures are still more than 50 percent higher than their 
pre-recession levels.  Previous research suggests that recipients tend to understate their 
unemployment compensation by up to one-third (Meyer, Mok, and Sullivan 2009), so these are 
likely to be lower bound estimates of the effect of unemployment insurance on household 
income. 

In addition, unemployment is a leading cause of mortgage defaults, and the income provided by 
unemployment insurance helps avert foreclosures—giving much needed support to our housing 
market (Foote et al. 2009).  

Because the EUC and EB programs support hundreds of thousands of jobs and increase 
economic activity significantly, they also generate partially offsetting tax revenue for the 
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Federal government (through income and payroll taxes) and help state and local budgets by 
increasing sales tax revenues.  Additionally, without the income support from extended 
unemployment compensation, many families would need to draw on other programs such as 
the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as food stamps), 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) and SSDI.4   

In short, as a form of insurance, the Federal unemployment compensation programs provide 
important income support for workers and their families during periods of job loss, but they 
have substantial benefits to the broader economy as well.  As a result, the net cost to the 
Federal government is less than the official cost that is scored for these programs when they 
are considered in isolation.5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4 Unemployment benefits are included in the income calculation used to determine SNAP eligibility.  Therefore, 
without unemployment benefits, more families would be eligible to receive SNAP.   
5 For example, the Congressional Budget Office (2008) noted this effect in its cost analysis of the Emergency 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of 2008. 
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VI. The Cost of Inaction 
 
Without Congressional action, the EUC program will expire on January 1, 2014. The last week 
for which EUC could be claimed in most states would be the week ending December 28, 2013; 
there is no phase out. Furthermore, workers receiving regular UI during that week and those 
who become unemployed subsequently would not be able to claim EUC if they exhaust their 
regular UI (26 weeks in most states, but 18-25 in seven states, and 28-30 in two states). Millions 
of long-term unemployed workers would be affected, despite the fact that the unemployment 
rate still stands at 7.3 percent and the average currently on-going spell of unemployment has 
lasted more than 36 weeks.   

Figure 7 illustrates the number of unemployed who would be affected by the failure to extend 
EUI. The Department of Labor projects that an initial 1.3 million would abruptly lose EUC 
payments, receiving their last benefit check in the last days of December 2013 or in early 
January 2014. In the first six months of 2014, a further 1.9 million unemployed would exhaust 
regular benefits, but be unable to transition to EUC. An addition 1.6 million unemployed would 
suffer the same fate in the second six months of 2014, making a total of 4.9 million affected 
people. 

Figure 7: Projected Number of Unemployed Denied Benefits if EUC is Not Extended (Cumulative) 

 

These benefit losses will have devastating consequences for many of the long-term 
unemployed and their families.  While the weekly benefit amount is not large, it is enough to 
keep many families out of poverty. In 2012, 2.5 million people were pulled out of poverty by 
unemployment compensation, of whom 600,000 were children.  By the end of 2014, almost 3.6 
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million children will be directly affected by the loss of benefits by someone in their household.  
All told, 11.4 million people have been kept out of poverty since the EUC program began. 

These effects will not be limited geographically.  Every state except North Carolina currently 
offers EUC benefits, so there will be people in every state but one who lose their eligibility.  
State-by-state projections of the number of additional people who would be affected by the 
termination of EUC from expiry through the end of 2014 are shown in Table 3: these numbers 
include those whose EUC benefits are terminated and those unable to transition on to EUC. 

Table 3: Projected Number of Unemployed Affected in 2014 if EUC is Not Extended (Cumulative) 

State Affected unemployed State Affected unemployed 

Alabama 48,100 Nebraska 16,700 

Alaska 23,300 Nevada 60,300 

Arizona 67,000 New Hampshire 8,500 

Arkansas 40,300 New Jersey 260,100 

California 836,100 New Mexico 25,500 

Colorado 72,800 New York 383,000 

Connecticut 85,100 North Carolina 0 

Delaware 13,800 North Dakota 7,900 

District of Columbia 18,200 Ohio 128,600 

Florida 260,400 Oklahoma 33,000 

Georgia 164,700 Oregon 76,100 

Hawaii 13,300 Pennsylvania 262,500 

Idaho 20,300 Puerto Rico 80,200 

Illinois 230,500 Rhode Island 21,700 

Indiana 69,300 South Carolina 52,400 

Iowa 35,500 South Dakota 1,600 

Kansas 35,300 Tennessee 79,000 

Kentucky 53,200 Texas 285,200 

Louisiana 30,400 Utah 20,200 

Maine 18,100 Vermont 5,100 

Maryland 82,600 Virgin Islands 3,500 

Massachusetts 141,000 Virginia 69,900 

Michigan 189,700 Washington 94,100 

Minnesota 65,500 West Virginia 24,700 

Mississippi 37,600 Wisconsin 99,000 

Missouri 84,500 Wyoming 6,700 

Montana 14,300   

Source: Department of Labor 
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The resulting decline in benefit payments will force millions of households to reduce 
consumption in the short term, causing significant adverse effects on aggregate demand and 
thus on employment.  At the time of the extension for 2012, the CBO (2011) projected that, 
compared to allowing extending benefits to expire, an extension could have the cumulative 
effect in 2012 and 2013 of raising output by up to $1.9 billion and employment by up to 19,000 
full-time equivalent job-years for every billion dollars of budgetary spending – the largest 
impact of any policy they examined.  Using the same method the Department of Labor has 
estimated the effect of extending EUC for one year, maintaining the current program rules, on 
the number of job-years, compared to what would happen if benefits were allowed to expire.  
The calculation involves using a standard fiscal multiplier applied to the total amount of 
anticipated benefit payments and considers only the effects of EUC on employment that 
operates through the effect on aggregate demand.  While there is unavoidable uncertainty 
about the precise effects, DOL estimates that extended benefits would save as many as 240,000 
additional job-years cumulatively by the end of 2014.  

To estimate the state-by-state employment impacts of extending EUC financing for another 
year, the estimated national employment effect was allocated across states based on each 
state’s share of total extended benefit payments.   As illustrated in Figure 8, this translates into 
hundreds or, in most cases, thousands of job-years in every state in the country, compared to 
what would be expected if benefits were not extended. 

Figure 8: Estimated Number of Jobs Saved by EUC Extension through the Fourth Quarter of 2014, by 
State  

 

Sources: Department of Labor, CEA calculations 
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State-by-state estimates of job-years saved through the end of 2014 are reported in Table 4.  
The estimates show, for example, that EUC and EB would save more than 10,000 jobs in Florida, 
Illinois, Pennsylvania, and Texas; more than 19,000 jobs in New York; and nearly 46,000 jobs in 
California. 

Table 4: Impact on Employment of a Failure to Extend EUC, by State 

State 
Estimated Number of Jobs 

Saved by EUC Extension 
Through End of 2014 

State 
Estimated Number of Jobs 

Saved by EUC Extension 
Through End of 2014 

Alabama 1,083 Nebraska 456 
Alaska 1,212 Nevada 2,953 

Arizona 1,938 New Hampshire 225 
Arkansas 2,088 New Jersey 19,660 
California 46,441 New Mexico 989 
Colorado 3,571 New York 19,826 

Connecticut 5,788 North Carolina 7,629 
Delaware 505 North Dakota 146 

District of Columbia 993 Ohio 6,535 
Florida 10,109 Oklahoma 659 
Georgia 5,876 Oregon 3,829 
Hawaii 585 Pennsylvania 15,200 
Idaho 522 Puerto Rico 1,691 
Illinois 13,345 Rhode Island 1,284 
Indiana 3,406 South Carolina 1,892 

Iowa 824 South Dakota 31 
Kansas 846 Tennessee 2,276 

Kentucky 3,151 Texas 11,766 
Louisiana 726 Utah 542 

Maine 675 Vermont 118 
Maryland 3,462 Virgin Islands 238 

Massachusetts 7,067 Virginia 1,477 
Michigan 8,450 Washington 6,183 

Minnesota 1,078 West Virginia 1,173 
Mississippi 1,412 Wisconsin 5,185 

Missouri 2,456 Wyoming 134 
Montana 295 US Total 240,000 

Source: Department of Labor 
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VII. Other UI-Related Reforms and Innovations Have Also Benefited 
Workers 

 
The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 set aside $7 billion to incentivize states 
to modernize their UI systems and update eligibility rules to reflect the state of the labor 
market. To receive an incentive payment, a state had to adopt an alternative base-period, a 
measure that allows workers to qualify based on their most recent earnings, to determine 
eligibility.  States also had to complete at least two of the following:  

• pay UI to individuals seeking only part-time work;  
• make eligible workers who quit their job because of family responsibilities, leave 

because of a domestic violence or sexual assault, or accompany a spouse who moves to 
a new job;  

• extend benefits to workers in approved training programs who exhaust regular UI; or, 
• provide a dependent allowance. 

 
Overall, states received $4.4 billion of ARRA funds for their UI Modernization efforts. The law 
prompted 41 states to make nearly 100 reforms to their UI programs. Numerous states 
extended UI eligibility to workers whose job loss was due to compelling family circumstances, 
with 13 states adding coverage for domestic violence, 14 choosing to add coverage to care for a 
sick family member, and 16 extending coverage to a relocating spouse. 

The Middle Class Tax Act of 2012 also made a number of innovative reforms to the UI program 
to help workers return to employment faster.  First, the Act made participation in 
reemployment services (RES) and reemployment and eligibility assessments (REAs) a 
requirement for EUC claimants to be eligible.  These types of assessments and services have 
been shown to speed the return of claimants to work and are more than cost effective—they 
have been shown to save more than they cost as they reduce weeks of UI paid and increase 
weeks of paid employment.  Since the EUC RES/REA requirement was enacted, all states have 
fully implemented RES/REA programs and 3 million EUC claimants have received 
services.  Based on an evaluation of regular REA program, there is evidence that, when 
combined with reemployment services similar to the EUC RES/REA program reemployment 
outcomes for claimants improve, claimants are more successful in returning to work sooner in 
jobs with higher wages, and duration of benefits are shorter. One study found that combining 
these services also increased reemployment by 20 percent and earnings of participants by 25 
percent in the first year. 

The Act also allowed states to expand "work-sharing", which will help prevent layoffs by 
encouraging employers to reduce hours for workers rather than eliminating their positions. 
Finally, the Act also allowed states to establish programs to encourage the long-term 
unemployed to start their own businesses - a significant reform for aspiring small business 
owners and entrepreneurs. 

While there is more to be done, these reforms and many others have helped move the 
unemployment insurance program to a re-employment system. 



23 
 

VIII. Conclusion 
 
The progress made since the depths of the recession in 2010 is a testament to the resilience of 
the American economy and the American people. Yet more must be done: there remain more 
than 11 million Americans unemployed, over 4 million of whom have been unemployed for 
more than 26 weeks. Thus far, the pain of the recession has been mitigated by the 
unemployment compensation programs, including EUC. Since Congress enacted the EUC 
program and offered 100 percent Federal funding of EB in June 2008, almost 24 million people 
have been direct beneficiaries.  The benefits have enabled the direct beneficiaries to search for 
jobs that utilize their skills, and encouraged the long-term unemployed to remain in the 
workforce continuing to search for work. The direct beneficiaries live in households that include 
more than 69 million people since 2008. The additional consumption afforded these 
households by EUC has kept millions of people out of poverty, 2.5 million in 2012 alone and 
over 11 million since 2008, and rippled through the economy to support growth. 

If Congress fails to act, the current programs will expire in the last week of December 2013.  
More than 1.3 million long-term unemployed workers will lose their unemployment benefits at 
once at the end of December, and millions more will have no benefits after their initial 26 
weeks of UI payments are exhausted during the course of 2014.  Without an extension, 4.9 
million workers will be affected by the end of 2014, and employment will be lower by 240,000 
in 2014. 
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Appendix Table 1: Temporary Extended Benefit Programs 
Name Effective Dates Weeks Payable Financing 
Temporary Unemployment 
Compensation (TUC) 
PL 85-441 

Reachback to 06/57 
 
06/58 – 06/59 

 
 
Up to 13 

Interest free loans to 
17 participating states 

Temporary Extended 
Unemployment Compensation 
(TEUC) 
PL 87-6 

Reachback to 06/60 
 
 
04/61 – 06/62 

 
 
 
Up to 13 

FUTA increase: 
0.4% in 1962 
0.25% in 1963 

Temporary Compensation (TC) 
PL 92-224 
PL 92-329 

No reachback 
 
01/72 – 09/72 
10/72 – 03/73 

 
 
Up to 13 
Up to 13 

 
 
EUCA 
EUCA – FUTA increase 
0.08% in 1973 

Federal Supplemental Benefits 
(FSB) 
PL 93-572 
PL 94-12 
PL 94-45 
 
PL 95-19 

No reachback 
 
01/75 – 03/75 
03/75 – 09/75 
10/75 – 12/75 
01/76 – 03/77 
04/77 – 01/78 

EB effective in all states 
through 12/77 
Up to 13 
Up to 26 
Up to 26 
Up to 13 or 26 
Up to 13, beginning 05/77 

 
 
EUCA 
EUCA 
EUCA 
EUCA 
General Revenue 

Federal Supplemental 
Compensation (FSC) 
PL 97-248 
PL 97-424 
PL 98-21 
PL 98-118 
PL 98-135 
PL 99-15 

Reachback to 06/82 
 
09/82 – 12/82 
01/83 – 03/83 
04/83 – 09/83 
09/83 – 10/83 
10/83 – 03/85 
04/85 – 06/85 

 
 
Up to 6, 8, or 10 
Up to 8, 10, 12, 14, or 16 
Up to 8, 10, 12, or 14 
Up to 8, 10, 12, or 14 
Up to 8, 10, 12, or 14 
Phaseout 

 
 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 

Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation (EUC) 
PL 102-164 
PL 102-244 
PL 102-318 
PL 103-6 
PL 103-152 
 

Reachback to 02/91 
 
11/91 – 02/92 
02/92 – 06/92 
06/92 – 09/93 
09/93 – 10/93 
10/93 – 02/94 
02/94 – 04/94 

 
 
Up to 13 or 20 
Up to 26 or 33 
Up to 20 or 26 
Up to 10 or 15 
Up to 7 or 13 
Phaseout 

 
 
EUCA 
EUCA 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
EUCA 
EUCA 

Temporary Extended 
Unemployment Compensation 
(TEUC) 
PL 107-147 
PL 108-1¹ 
PL 108-26 

Reachback to 03/01 
 
 
03/02 – 12/02 
12/02 – 05/03 
05/03 – 12/03 
01/04 – 03/04 

 
 
 
Up to 13 or 26 
Up to 13 or 26 
Up to 13 or 26 
Phaseout 

 
 
 
EUCA 
EUCA 
EUCA 
EUCA 

Emergency Unemployment 
Compensation (EUC 08) 
PL 110-252 
PL 110-449 
PL 111-5 
PL 111-92 
PL 111-118 
PL 111-144 
PL 111-157 
PL 111-205 
PL 111-312 
PL 112-78 
PL 112-96 
PL 112-96 
PL 112-96 
PL 112-240 

Reachback to 05/07 
 
07/08 – 03/09 
2 

03/09 – 12/09 
2 

12/09 – 02/10 
02/10 – 04/10 
04/10 – 06/10 
06/10 – 11/10 
11/10 – 01/12 
01/12—02/12 
02/12—05/12 
05/12—09/12 
09/12—12/12 
12/12—12/13 

 
 
Up to 13 
Up to 20 or 33 
Up to 20 or 33 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 20, 34, 47, 53 or 63 
Up to 20, 34, 47, or 53 
Up to 14, 28, 37, or 47 
Up to 14, 28, 37, or 47 

 
 
EUCA 
EUCA 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 
General Revenue 

FUTA = Federal Unemployment Tax Act EUCA = Extended Unemployment Compensation Account     Source: Department of Labor 
¹ PL 108-11, which provided additional benefits (up to 39 or 52 weeks) to displaced airline and related workers under the TEUC-A 
program, is not included as it did not change the basic TEUC program. 
² Expanded the number of weeks payable, but did not change effective dates 
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Appendix Table 2: Weeks and State Eligibility for Regular UI, EUC, and EB 
 

Coverage Program Length (weeks) States Eligible5 

UI Up to 261 all 

EUC Tier 1 14 all 

EUC Tier 22 14 state unemployment rate > 6% 

EUC Tier 33 9 state unemployment rate > 7% 

EUC Tier 44 10 state unemployment rate > 9% 

EB Option 1 13 state unemployment rate > 6.5% and higher than in 
at least one of the last three years 

EB5 Option 2 20 state unemployment rate > 8% and higher than in 
at least one of the last three years 

1. Seven states currently offer less than 26 weeks: Arkansas (25), North Carolina (20), Florida (19), Georgia (18), Michigan 
(20), Missouri (20), and South Carolina (20). Two states offer more than 26 weeks: Massachusetts (30), and Montana (28). 
All other states, districts or territories offer 26 weeks. 
2. As of November 2013, tier 2 is triggered on in 36 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 
3. As of November 2013, tier 3 is triggered on in 27 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 
4. As of November 2013, tier 4 is triggered on in 3 states and Puerto Rico. 
5. The EB and EUC triggers reported are the current optional total unemployment rate (TUR) thresholds. The standard 
insured unemployment rate (IUR) triggers are usually not relevant, as they rarely qualify any state for EB or EUC; however, in 
February 2013 EUC became available in Alaska through the IUR trigger. States are either in option 1 or option 2 (or neither); 
recipients do not move sequentially through these options. States also must have in place a law that triggers EB on under 
the specified conditions. The three year reference is known as a, “look back” period; Congress extended this window to 
three from two years through the end of 2013. As of November 2013, EB is not triggered on in any state, the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands. 
Source: Department of Labor     
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Appendix Table 3:  Average Weekly UI Benefits, Maximum Weekly UI Benefits & Average UI Replacement Rate 
State Avg. Wkly Benefit 2013 Max Benefit 2013 Replacement rate   (CY 2012) 

Alabama $208  $265  41.4% 
Alaska $250  $370  33.7% 
Arizona $220  $240  41.3% 
Arkansas $292  $451  51.1% 
California $305  $450  45.5% 
Colorado $366  $466  49.8% 
Connecticut $342  $591  43.4% 
Delaware $251  $330  42.4% 
District of Columbia $301  $359  40.5% 
Florida $232  $275  43.0% 
Georgia $269  $330  46.5% 
Hawaii $420  $534  52.8% 
Idaho $266  $357  46.8% 
Illinois $320  $413  37.7% 
Indiana $242  $390  51.5% 
Iowa $336  $396  52.2% 
Kansas $339  $456  53.2% 
Kentucky $292  $415  49.2% 
Louisiana $207  $247  39.5% 
Maine $289  $372  50.7% 
Maryland $331  $430  48.4% 
Massachusetts $490  $674  48.5% 
Michigan $293  $362  49.0% 
Minnesota $383  $393  48.3% 
Mississippi $193  $235  43.2% 
Missouri $242  $320  41.1% 
Montana $294  $446  45.6% 
Nebraska $282  $362  48.1% 
Nevada $314  $402  47.2% 
New Hampshire $300  $427  41.8% 
New Jersey $394  $624  52.6% 
New Mexico $306  $407  49.5% 
New York $308  $405  42.9% 
North Carolina** $283  $535  50.8% 
North Dakota $414  $516  48.0% 
Ohio $318  $413  45.5% 
Oklahoma $296  $386  49.3% 
Oregon $329  $524  46.4% 
Pennsylvania $357  $573  54.1% 
Puerto Rico $118  $133  36.6% 
Rhode Island $354  $566  55.7% 
South Carolina $253  $326  47.8% 
South Dakota $270  $333  46.5% 
Tennessee $241  $275  39.9% 
Texas $344  $440  51.0% 
Utah $350  $479  49.5% 
Vermont $316  $425  48.9% 
Virgin Islands $309  $491  N/A 
Virginia $303  $378  44.0% 
Washington $401  $604  48.8% 
West Virginia $276  $424  42.4% 
Wisconsin $272  $363  46.6% 
Wyoming $379  $459  50.9% 
US $310  $412  46.6% 
Source: Department of Labor 
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