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B O T T O M  L I N E :
POLICYMAKERS SHOULD REFORM THEIR UNEMPLOYMENT  

PROGRAMS AND HELP MOVE AMERICANS BACK TO WORK.

TYING BENEFITS TO  
ECONOMIC CONDITIONS HELPS  

ENROLLEES CYCLE OFF THE  
PROGRAM MUCH FASTER.

2

UNEMPLOYMENT TRUST  
FUNDS ARE 84 PERCENT MORE 

SOLVENT IN THESE STATES.

4

PROLONGED UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE BENEFITS ARE 
KEEPING PEOPLE OUT OF  

THE WORKFORCE.

1

STATES THAT HAVE TAKEN THIS 
APPROACH HAVE SEEN 71 

PERCENT LOWER COSTS AND…

3

IF ALL STATES INDEXED UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS, 
UP TO 1.5 MILLION WORKERS COULD REJOIN THE WORKFORCE.

5

K E Y  F I N D I N G S
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What is unemployment insurance? 

Nationwide, nearly 147 million workers are covered through 
the unemployment insurance (UI) system.1 The UI system 
provides unemployment benefits to eligible workers who 
are jobless through no fault of their own and meet a variety 
of other state eligibility requirements.2 

Benefits are financed primarily by state and federal 
employment taxes.3 More than 8.5 million employers pay 
into the unemployment insurance system annually, totaling 
$7 billion in federal UI taxes and another $39 billion in state 
UI taxes.4 

The unemployment system’s structure confirms its  
original purpose: to help counteract economic instability, 
like recessions.5 As the economy grows, UI revenues rise  
as increases in workers and higher wages push tax 
collections higher, while program expenditures fall due to 
decreased caseloads. 

A key tenet of the program, across all states, is that  
enrollees must be actively looking for work and must 
accept any suitable job offer.6-8 Individuals can actively 
look for work in a variety of ways, including contacting an 
employer, an employment agency, a school or university 
employment center; submitting resumes; filling out job 
applications; going to job interviews; answering or placing 
job advertisements; and many other active job search 
activities.9 

States have substantial control over their UI programs. In 
addition to their ability to change tax rates for employers, 
states can make changes to benefits to help ensure the 
sustainability of the program.10 States can also change 
program eligibility rules to limit or expand the enrollee 
population.11-12 

This authority means that states have options to reform the 
system to ensure its sustainability and promote work.

ENROLLEES MUST BE 
ACTIVELY LOOKING 

FOR WORK AND 
MUST ACCEPT ANY 

SUITABLE JOB OFFER
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The problem: Prolonged benefits are 
keeping workers out of the workforce 

Studies have shown that receiving benefits for an extended 
amount of time can reduce unemployed workers’ job 
search efforts, decreasing their likelihood of becoming 
reemployed.13-18 In fact, individuals are more likely to find 
employment shortly before benefits are gone and even 
more likely as benefits expire.19-20 

A recent systematic review of employment rates and 
benefit exhaustion found that the when unemployment 
benefits start ending, the job-finding rate increases by 80 
percent.21 The research concluded that shortening the 
duration of unemployment benefits could reduce “long  
and unproductive job searches” and lower the overall 
unemployment level.22 

Other studies have also noted that these type of long-
term unemployment benefits reduce the urgency to seek 
employment.23-25 

Today’s booming economy has reduced the unemploy-
ment rate to 3.5 percent—a 50-year low.26-27 Employers are 
desperate to find workers, with many sectors and regions 
facing severe labor shortages. Nationwide, more than sev-
en million open jobs sit unfilled.28 More than a third of small 
businesses have job openings—a record high.29 Employers 
are offering record-high wages, signing bonuses, and other 
incentives to attract and retain talent at all skill levels.30 

Getting unemployed workers back into the workforce can 
help ease these labor shortages.31 The longer individuals 
are unemployed, the more likely they are to fall into long-
term dependency and the harder it is to find work.32-37 

Policymakers should make getting workers back into the 
workforce as quickly as possible a top priority. Reforming  
the unemployment system is one way to do just that.

The longer  
an individual 

is unemployed, 
the more likely 
they are to fall 
into long-term 
dependency 

and the harder 
it is to find work.
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The solution: Tie the unemployment 
benefit duration to economic 
conditions 

One strategy states have successfully implemented is tying 
the time enrollees spend collecting UI benefits to the state’s 
unemployment rate. 

States that index unemployment benefits set a maximum 
amount of time an individual can collect UI benefits, which 
fluctuates as states’ unemployment rates rise or fall.38 An 
additional week is added for each 0.5 percentage points 
that the unemployment rate rises above 5.5 percent, up to  
a maximum of 20 weeks if the unemployment rate goes 
above nine percent.39

Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina have all successfully 
indexed their UI programs to economic conditions—with 
tremendous results.

TREMENDOUS 
RESULTS WERE 
GAINED FROM 
INDEXING UI 
PROGRAMS 

TO ECONOMIC 
CONDITIONS
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The benefits: Economic growth, more 
workers, lower taxes, and more 

Indexing unemployment benefits is a proven solution to 
growing problems in state unemployment programs. By 
indexing the time spent on unemployment to the state 
unemployment rate states can increase employment, grow 
their economies, lower taxes, and build up their UI trust funds. 

1. BOOST ECONOMIC GROWTH
Past reductions in unemployment duration have led to 
strong economic growth. Under the temporary Emergency 
Unemployment Compensation (EUC) program, enacted in 
the midst of the Great Recession, individuals could receive 
unemployment benefits for as many as 99 weeks, or almost 
two years.40 

Congress expanded and extended EUC benefits nearly a 
dozen times between 2008 and 2012.41-51 In 2013, Congress 
abruptly ended the EUC program and reduced maximum 
durations back to normal levels starting in December 2013, 
ultimately moving nearly five million UI recipients off the 
program.52 

The American economy kicked into overdrive almost 
immediately after this change, adding more than three 
million jobs in 2014 alone.53 Job growth outpaced recent 
post-recession growth by more than 50 percent and 
outpaced the growth in even the best preceding years by 
nearly 30 percent.54-56 More people joined the labor force, 
the unemployment rate dropped, and employers ramped 
up hiring efforts and job postings.57-61 

Economists have called the resulting economic boom an 
“employment miracle,” concluding that ending the EUC 
program increased employment by a whopping 2.5 million 
workers—accounting for nearly three-quarters of total 
employment growth.62 Studies of state-level changes to UI 
duration have found similar results.63 The results are clear: 
shortening UI duration boosts the economy, increasing the 
labor force, and gets more Americans back to work. 

ENDING THE 
EUC PROGRAM 

INCREASED 
EMPLOYMENT 

BY 2.5 MILLION 
WORKERS
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2. HELP PEOPLE QUICKLY TRANSITION BACK 
INTO WORK 
Individuals cycle out of the unemployment system 
significantly faster in states that index UI to economic 
conditions. In states that allow enrollees to collect UI benefits 
for at least 26 weeks, individuals stay on the program for an 
average of 16.1 weeks—roughly four months.64 However, in 
Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina—states that reformed 
their UI systems by indexing duration—enrollees stay on the 
program for an average of 8.6 weeks—just over two months.65 
These states are helping individuals on UI cycle out of the 
program nearly twice as fast as in other states.66 

Moving people out of the program and putting them back 
on the path to work as quickly as possible is critical to easing 
labor shortages, stimulating economic growth, and keeping 
individuals self-sufficient. 

3. LOWER COSTS FOR TAXPAYERS AND 
EMPLOYERS 
States that index UI to economic conditions also have 
significantly lower costs and lower taxes on employers. In 
2018, for example, states offering 26 or more weeks had a 
benefit cost rate—the cost of UI benefits as a proportion of 
total wages—of roughly 0.38 percent.67-69 Florida, Georgia, 
and North Carolina, on the other hand, had a benefit cost 
rate of 0.11 percent—meaning costs were 71 percent lower 
than in standard states.70 

Lower costs have translated into lower taxes for employers. In 
states allowing individuals to collect benefits for 26 or more 
weeks, employers pay an average of $5.60 for every $1,000 
of wages in state UI taxes.71 

In Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina, on the other hand, 
employers pay an average of just $2.30 for every $1,000 of 
wages.72 

This is direct savings to employers, who can use those 
savings to hire more workers, reinvest in their employees with 
higher wages or better benefits, expand their businesses, 
and further contribute to their states’ economic growth.

COSTS IN STATES 
THAT INDEX UI 
TO ECONOMIC 

CONDITIONS WERE 
71 PERCENT LOWER
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4. PREPARE AND PROTECT FOR THE NEXT 
RECESSION 
States that index their UI systems to economic conditions are 
also far better prepared to weather future recessions. 

Before the Great Recession, UI recipients spent an average 
of just over 100 days on the program—roughly 15 weeks.73 
As a result, when the economy took a downturn in 2008, 
many states had insufficient funds to cover their state 
unemployment benefit payments for longer periods of 
time.74-75 Most states took out loans to meet their benefit 
obligations, accruing interest if the loans were not repaid 
by the end of the fiscal year.76-77 Many states were simply 
unprepared for the recession. 

Unfortunately, states have not learned from this experience, 
and many states’ UI trust funds are poised for insolvency at 
the next recession. A state’s solvency level is determined by 
the amount of money built up in a state’s UI trust fund in 
anticipation of upcoming recessions.78 

Currently, states that allow individuals to collect 26 or more 
weeks of benefits have a solvency level of less than 64 
percent.79-81 However, Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina 
have solvency levels of nearly 117 percent, on average.82 

In all, states that index unemployment to economic 
conditions operate UI trust funds that are 84 percent more 
solvent than other states.83 

5. INCREASE EMPLOYMENT 
After eliminating the EUC program in 2013, shortened UI 
durations boosted employment, increased labor force 
participation, and reduced the unemployment rate.84 

Similar successes have followed state-level reforms to UI.85 
If all states indexed unemployment benefits to economic 
conditions—following the lead of Florida, Georgia, and 
North Carolina—the amount of time enrollees would be 
allowed to stay on the program would drop to 12 weeks in 
most states.86 

This shortened duration would increase employment by 
upwards of 1.5 million new workers, pull more Americans 
into the labor force, and lead to a modest decline in the 
unemployment rate.87-92 

Unfortunately, 
states have 
not learned 

from this 
experience, 

and many 
states’ UI trust 

funds are 
poised for 
insolvency 
at the next 
recession.
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The opportunity: Unemployment 
systems should align with economic 
conditions 

From the 1960s through the Great Recession, all states paid 
up to at least 26 weeks of unemployment compensation 
benefits to eligible enrollees.93 

In 2011, six states passed legislation to decrease the maxi-
mum duration of time individuals could collect unemploy-
ment benefits: Arkansas, Florida, Michigan, Missouri, South 
Carolina, and Illinois.94-95 In 2012, Georgia joined these states, 
and Kansas and North Carolina followed suit in 2013.96

Some states, like Arkansas and South Carolina, have tried  
to get people back to work faster with flat duration  
changes.97 Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina have had 
incredible success by indexing the maximum duration of 
benefits with the unemployment rate. 

Other states have a great opportunity in front of them.  
Today, the national unemployment rate is 3.5 percent, 
the lowest in 50 years.98-99 In some states, the unemploy-
ment rate is as low as 2.2 percent.100 Employers have 
7.1 million open jobs, while just 5.8 million Americans  
are looking for work.101-102 Yet in most states, the unemploy-
ment system is not responsive to a growing economy. 

The current unemployment system incentivizes individuals 
to sit on the sideline when there has never been a better 
time to find work. Policymakers need to take advantage of 
the booming economy and move more of the unemployed 
back into the workforce. 

Policymakers must act now to fill open jobs, help employers, 
move enrollees to independence, and keep the U.S. economy 
growing and thriving.

Policymakers 
need to take 

advantage of 
the booming 

economy 
and move 

more of the 
unemployed 

back into the 
workforce.
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STATE INCREASED 
EMPLOYMENT

Alabama 24,600

Alaska 3,000 

Arizona 37,900 

Arkansas 6,900 

California 215,100 

Colorado 34,700 

Connecticut 21,100 

Delaware 5,400 

District of Columbia 4,400

Florida N/A 

Georgia N/A 

Hawaii 7,700 

Idaho 7,700 

Illinois 71,800 

Indiana 38,100 

Iowa 19,100 

Kansas 7,700 

Kentucky 22,900 

Louisiana 23,200 

Maine 7,800 

Maryland 35,400 

Massachusetts 42,800 

Michigan 40,400 

Minnesota 34,500 

Mississippi 14,100 

APPENDIX 1 

INDEXING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS WOULD 
INCREASE EMPLOYMENT BY UP TO 1.5 MILLION
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APPENDIX 1 (CONTINUED)

STATE INCREASED 
EMPLOYMENT

Missouri 25,400 

Montana 6,200 

Nebraska 11,600 

Nevada 16,700 

New Hampshire 8,600 

New Jersey 49,000 

New Mexico 10,500 

New York 106,000 

North Carolina N/A 

North Dakota 4,500 

Ohio 63,700 

Oklahoma 20,700 

Oregon 23,200 

Pennsylvania 71,300 

Rhode Island 6,200 

South Carolina 19,200 

South Dakota 5,200 

Tennessee 36,200 

Texas 154,800 

Utah 17,400 

Vermont 3,900 

Virginia 49,000 

Washington 41,900 

West Virginia 8,600 

Wisconsin 35,100 

Wyoming 3,200

TOTAL 1,524,400

Source: Authors’ calculations



12       
TYING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS | NOVEMBER 20, 2019

Th
e

FG
A

.o
rg

 
REFERENCES
1. Julie M. Whittaker and Katelin P. Issacs, “Unemployment Insurance: Programs and benefits,” Congressional Research 

Service (2019), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL33362.pdf.

2. Ibid.

3. Office of Unemployment Insurance, “Unemployment Insurance,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://www.dol.gov/
general/topic/unemployment-insurance. 

4. Office of Unemployment Insurance, “Unemployment compensation, federal -state partnership,” U.S. Department of Labor 
(2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/pdf/partnership.pdf. 

5.  Julie M. Whittaker and Katelin P. Issacs, “Unemployment Insurance: Programs and benefits,” Congressional Research 
Service (2019), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL33362.pdf.

6. Ibid.

7. Unemployment Insurance Agency, “Unemployment Insurance fact sheet,” Michigan Department of Labor and Economic 
Opportunity (2018), https://www.michigan.gov/documents/uia/145_-_What_is_Suitable_Work_379859_7.pdf.

8. Julie M. Whittaker and Katelin P. Issacs, “Unemployment Insurance: Programs and benefits,” Congressional Research 
Service (2019), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL33362.pdf.

9. Employment and Training Administration, “Comparison of state unemployment laws 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor 
(2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/pdf/uilawcompar/2019/complete.pdf.

10. Ibid.

11. Ibid.

12. Ibid. 

13. Maria Canon and Yang Liu, “The effects of extending unemployment insurance benefits,” Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
(2014), https://files.stlouisfed.org/files/htdocs/publications/es/14/ES_16_2014-07-03.pdf. 

14. Henry Farber and Robert Valletta, “Do extended unemployment benefits lengthen unemployment spells? Evidence from 
recent cycles in the U.S. labor market,” Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco (2013), https://www.frbsf.org/economic-
research/files/wp2013-09.pdf. 

15. Alan B. Krueger and Andreas Mueller, “Job search and Unemployment Insurance: New evidence from time use data,” 
Journal of Public Economics (2010), https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0047272709001625. 

16. William Carrington et al., “Unemployment Insurance in the wake of the Great Recession,” Congressional Budget Office 
(2012), https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/112th-congress-2011-2012/reports/UnemploymentIns_One-col.pdf. 

17. Johannes F. Schmieder et al., “The effects of unemployment insurance on labor supply and search outcomes: 
Regression discontinuity estimates from Germany,” Institute for Employment Research (2010), https://www.econstor.eu/
bitstream/10419/32764/1/622813668.pdf.

18. Trine Filges et, el. “Unemployment benefit exhaustion: Incentive effects on job finding rates,” Campbell Systematic Reviews 
(2013), https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.4073/csr.2013.4. 

19. Ibid.

20. Alan B. Krueger and Andreas Mueller, “Job search and Unemployment Insurance: New evidence from time use data,” 
Journal of Public Economics (2010), https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0047272709001625.

21. Trine Filges et, el. “Unemployment benefit exhaustion: Incentive effects on job finding rates,” Campbell Systematic Reviews 
(2013), https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.4073/csr.2013.4.

22. Ibid.

23. Stepan Jurajda & Frederick J Tannery, “Unemployment Duration and Extended Unemployment Benefits in Local Labor Markets,” 
Industrial and Labor Relations Review (2003), https://www.jstor.org/stable/3590941?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents.

24. James Sherk and Patrick Tyrell, “Unemployment Insurance does not stimulate the economy,” Heritage Foundation (2008), 
https://www.heritage.org/jobs-and-labor/report/unemployment-insurance-does-not-stimulate-the-economy. 

25. Lawrence F. Katz & Bruce D. Meyer, “The Impact of the Potential Duration of Unemployment Benefits on the Duration of 
Unemployment,” Journal of Public Economics (1990), https://www.nber.org/papers/w2741. 

26. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “The employment situation: September 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019),  
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/archives/empsit_10042019.pdf.

27. Council of Economic Advisors, “U.S. unemployment rate falls to 50-year low,” Executive Office of the President (2019), 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/articles/u-s-unemployment-rate-falls-50-year-low.

28. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Job openings and labor turnover: August 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019),  
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/archives/jolts_10092019.pdf.

29. Sam Adolphsen, “There has never been a better time for welfare reform,” Foundation for Government Accountability 
(2018), https://thefga.org/research/there-has-never-been-a-better-time-for-welfare-reform.

30. Ibid.

31. Ibid.

32. The longer able-bodied adults spend on food stamps, the longer it takes them to regain the labor force. See, e.g., 
Jonathan Ingram and Nicholas Horton, “The power of work: How Kansas’ welfare reform is lifting Americans out of poverty,” 
Foundation for Government Accountability (2016), https://thefga.org/research/report-the-power-of-work-how-kansas-
welfare-reform-is-lifting-americans-out-of-poverty. 



13
TYING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS | NOVEMBER 20, 2019

Th
e

FG
A

.o
rg

 

33. Job applicants are less likely to receive an interview callback the longer they have been unemployed. See, e.g., Kory Kroft et 
al., “Duration dependence and labor market conditions: Evidence from a field experiment,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 
(2013), https://academic.oup.com/qje/article-abstract/128/3/1123/1852133.

34. Individuals experience human capital depreciation when out of the workforce. See, e.g., Julie L. Hotchkiss and M. Melinda 
Pitts, “Evidence of demand factors in the determination of the labor market intermittency penalty,” Federal Reserve Bank of 
Atlanta (2007), https://www.frbatlanta.org/-/media/documents/research/publications/wp/2007/wp0716.pdf.

35. Longer periods of not working are associated with declining job skills relative to other workers. See, e.g., Per-Anders Edin and 
Magnus Gustavsson, “Time out of work and skill depreciation,” Industrial and Labor Relations Review (2008),  
http:// journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/001979390806100202.

36. Long-term joblessness is associated with higher rate of disability benefits receipt. See, e.g., Kenneth A. Couch et al., 
“Economic and health implications of long-term unemployment: Earnings, disability benefits, and mortality,” Research in 
Labor Economics (2013), http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/abs/10.1108/S0147-9121%282013%290000038008.

37. Unemployment is associated with higher disability applications and determinations. See, e.g., Kalman Rupp and David 
Stapleton, “Determinants of the growth in the Social Security Administration’s disability programs: An overview,” Social 
Security Administration (1995), https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/ssb/v58n4/v58n4p43.pdf.

38. Ibid.

39. Ibid.

40. Julie Whittaker & Katelin Isaacs, “Extending Unemployment Compensation Benefits During Recessions,” Congressional 
Research Service (2013), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RL34340.pdf. 

41. Congress expanded the EUC program on November 21, 2008. See, e.g., Public law 110-449, https://www.govinfo.gov/
content/pkg/STATUTE-122/pdf/STATUTE-122-Pg5014.pdf#page=2. 

42. Congress extended the EUC program with P.L. 111-5 on September 30, 2009. See, e.g., Public law 111-5 (2009),  
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-111publ5/pdf/PLAW-111publ5.pdf. 

43. Congress expanded the EUC program on November 6, 2009. See, e.g., Public law 111-92 (2009), https://www.govinfo.gov/
app/details/PLAW-111publ92/. 

44. Congress extended the EUC program on December 19, 2009. See, e.g., Public law 111-118 (2009), https://www.copyright.
gov/legislation/pl111-118.pdf. 

45. Congress extended the EUC program on March 2, 2010. See, e.g., Public law 111-144 (2009) https://www.congress.gov/111/
plaws/publ144/PLAW-111publ144.htm. 

46. Congress extended the EUC program on April 15, 2010. See, e.g., Public law 111-157 (2010), https://www.congress.gov/111/
plaws/publ157/PLAW-111publ157.htm.

47. Congress extended the EUC program on July 22, 2010. See e.g., Public law 111-205 (2010), https://www.congress.gov/111/
plaws/publ205/PLAW-111publ205.htm. 

48. Congress extended the EUC program on December 17, 2010. See, e.g., Public law 111-312 (2010), https://www.congress.gov/ 
111/plaws/publ312/PLAW-111publ312.htm.

49. Congress extended the EUC program on December 23, 2011. See, e.g., Public law 112-78 (2011), https://www.congress.
gov/112/plaws/publ78/PLAW-112publ78.htm. 

50. Congress extended the EUC program with P.L. 112-96 on February 2, 2012. See, e.g., Public law 112-96 (2012),  
https://www.congress.gov/112/plaws/publ96/PLAW-112publ96.pdf. 

51. Congress extended the EUC program on January 2, 2013. See, e.g., Public law 112-240 (2013), https://www.congress.gov/ 
112/plaws/publ240/PLAW-112publ240.pdf. 

52. Andrew C. Johnston and Alexandre Mas, “Potential Unemployment Insurance duration and labor supply: The individual 
and market-level response to a benefit cut,” Journal of Political Economy (2018), https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/
abs/10.1086/699973. 

53. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculture on the number of non-farm 
employees between December 2013 and December 2014. In 2013 137,390,000 jobs were added, and in 2014 140,396,000 
jobs; a difference of 3,006,000 jobs. See, e.g., Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Employment, hours, and earnings from the 
Current Employment Statistics survey: All employees, total nonfarm,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://data.bls.gov/
timeseries/CES0000000001. 

54. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the number of non-farm employees 
between December 2009 and December 2014.

55. Nonfarm employment grew by approximately 0.80 percent between 2009 and 2010, approximately 1.59 percent between 
2010 and 2011, approximately 1.64 percent between 2011 and 2012, and approximately 1.70 percent between 2012 and 
2013. The average annual growth over this post-recession period was 1.43 percent.

56. Nonfarm employment grew by approximately 2.19 percent between 2013 and 2014.

57. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the number of individuals in the labor 
force, the unemployment rate, and the number of job openings between December 2013 and December 2014.

58. The U.S. labor force grew by nearly 1.2 million people between December 2013 and December 2014. See, e.g., Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, “Labor force statistics from the Current Population Survey: Civilian labor force level,” U.S. Department of Labor 
(2019), https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LNS11000000.

59. The U.S. unemployment rate dropped by 1.1 percentage points between December 2013 and December 2014. See, e.g., 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Labor force statistics from the Current Population Survey: Unemployment rate,” U.S. Department of 
Labor (2019), https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/LNS14000000.



14       
TYING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS | NOVEMBER 20, 2019

Th
e

FG
A

.o
rg

 
60. The number of U.S. job openings grew by 985,000 between December 2013 and December 2014. See, e.g., Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, “Job Openings and Labor Turnover Survey: Total nonfarm job openings,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), 
https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/JTS00000000JOL.

61. Marcus Hagedorn et al., “The impact of unemployment benefit extensions on employment: The 2014 employment 
miracle?” National Bureau of Economic Research (2016), https://www.nber.org/papers/w20884.

62. Ibid.

63. Andrew C. Johnston and Alexandre Mas, “Potential Unemployment Insurance duration and labor supply: The individual 
and market-level response to a benefit cut,” Journal of Political Economy (2018), https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/
abs/10.1086/699973.

64. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the average duration of UI enrollees, 
disaggregated by state. See, e.g., Employment and Training Administration, “Unemployment insurance data summary: 1st 
quarter 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/data_summary/DataSum.asp.

65. Ibid.

66. The average duration in Florida, Georgia, and North Carolina is approximately 43 percent lower than the average 
duration in states providing up to at least 26 weeks of benefits.

67. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the benefit cost rate in each state 
and total wages in each state.

68. Employment and Training Administration, “State Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund solvency report: 2019,” U.S. 
Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/docs/trustFundSolvReport2019.pdf.

69. Employment and Training Administration, “Unemployment insurance data summary: 1st quarter 2018 through 4th quarter 
2018,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/data_summary/DataSum.asp.

70. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the benefit cost rate in each state 
and total wages in each state.

71. Authors’ calculations based upon data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the tax rate in each state and total 
wages in each state.

72. Ibid.

73. Authors’ calculations based upon the average duration of UI enrollees in the 3rd quarter of 2007, immediately before 
the Great Recession. See, e.g., Employment and Training Administration, “Unemployment insurance data summary: 
4th quarter 2006 through 3rd quarter 2007,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/data_
summary/DataSum.asp.

74. Julie M. Whittaker, “The Unemployment Trust Fund (UTF): State insolvency and federal loans to states,” Congressional 
Research Service (2018), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RS22954.pdf.

75. In the wake of the Great Recession only 15 state Unemployment Trust Fund accounts remained solvent: Alaska, Iowa, 
Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Utah, Washington, 
West Virginia, and Wyoming. See, e.g., Pedro Amaral et. al. “State Unemployment Insurance policy responses during the 
Great Recession,” Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland (2014), https://www.clevelandfed.org/en/newsroom-and-events/
publications/economic-trends/2014-economic-trends/et-20140812-state-unemployment-insurance-policy-responses-
during-the-great-recession.aspx. 

76. Julie M. Whittaker, “The Unemployment Trust Fund (UTF): State insolvency and federal loans to states,” Congressional 
Research Service (2018), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/RS22954.pdf.

77. Pedro Amaral et. al. “State Unemployment Insurance policy responses during the Great Recession,” Federal Reserve Bank 
of Cleveland (2014), https://www.clevelandfed.org/en/newsroom-and-events/publications/economic-trends/2014-
economic-trends/et-20140812-state-unemployment-insurance-policy-responses-during-the-great-recession.aspx.  

78. Office of Unemployment Insurance, “State Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund Solvency Report,” U.S. Department of Labor 
(2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/docs/trustFundSolvReport2019.pdf. 

79. Authors’ calculations based on data provided by U.S. Department of Labor on the trust fund solvency in each state and 
trust fund balances in each state.

80. Employment and Training Administration, “State Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund solvency report: 2019,” U.S. 
Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/docs/trustFundSolvReport2019.pdf.

81. Employment and Training Administration, “Unemployment insurance data summary: 1st quarter 2018 through 4th quarter 
2018,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/data_summary/DataSum.asp.

82. Authors’ calculations based on data provided by U.S. Department of Labor on the trust fund solvency in each state and 
trust fund balances in each state.

83. Ibid.

84. Marcus Hagedorn et al., “The impact of unemployment benefit extensions on employment: The 2014 employment 
miracle?” National Bureau of Economic Research (2016), https://www.nber.org/papers/w20884.

85. Andrew C. Johnston and Alexandre Mas, “Potential Unemployment Insurance duration and labor supply: The individual 
and market-level response to a benefit cut,” Journal of Political Economy (2018), https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/
abs/10.1086/699973.

86. If all states were operating under the same indexing model used in North Carolina, the maximum duration would be 12 
weeks in all states except Alaska, which would have a maximum duration of 15 weeks.

87. Authors’ calculations based upon the results of a proprietary simulation model of state-level changes to employment and 
labor force participation resulting from changes to maximum UI duration.



15
TYING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS TO ECONOMIC CONDITIONS | NOVEMBER 20, 2019

Th
e

FG
A

.o
rg

 

88.  The proprietary simulation model incorporates the benchmark finding from research on the 2013 EUC expiration that 
a one percent reduction in benefit duration is associated with an increase of 0.0214 log points in the employment-to-
population ratio and an increase of 0.0145 log points in the labor force participation rate. See, e.g., Marcus Hagedorn et 
al., “The impact of unemployment benefit extensions on employment: The 2014 employment miracle?” National Bureau of 
Economic Research (2016), https://www.nber.org/papers/w20884.

89. The proprietary simulation model incorporates data provided by the U.S. Department of Labor on the labor force 
participation and employment status of non-institutionalized civilian population, disaggregated by state. See, e.g., Bureau 
of Labor Statistics, “Geographic profile of employment and unemployment: 2018,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019),  
https://www.bls.gov/opub/geographic-profile/2018/home.htm.

90. The proprietary simulation model incorporates data provided by the Congressional Research Service on current maximum 
UI durations, disaggregated by state. See, e.g., Kaitlin P. Isaacs, “Unemployment insurance: Consequences of changes in 
state unemployment compensation laws,” Congressional Research Service (2018), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41859.
pdf.

91. The proprietary simulation model incorporates data provided by the Department of Labor on current average UI duration, 
disaggregated by state. See, e.g., Employment and Training Administration, “Unemployment insurance data summary: 
1st quarter 2018 through 4th quarter 2018,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://oui.doleta.gov/unemploy/data_
summary/DataSum.asp.

92. The proprietary simulation model assumes all states adopt North Carolina’s statutory indexing model. Florida and Georgia 
operate under similar, albeit slightly different, indexing models. Due to the similarity in both maximum duration and 
average duration in 2018, the proprietary simulation model excludes any impact in those states.

93. Prior to 2011, Massachusetts provided up to 30 weeks of benefits, Montana provided up to 28 weeks of benefits, and all 
other states provided up to 26 weeks of benefits. See, e.g., Kaitlin P. Isaacs, “Unemployment insurance: Consequences of 
changes in state unemployment compensation laws,” Congressional Research Service (2018), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/
misc/R41859.pdf. 

94. Ibid.

95. Illinois reduced its maximum duration for the 2012 calendar year only.

96. Kaitlin P. Isaacs, “Unemployment insurance: Consequences of changes in state unemployment compensation laws,” 
Congressional Research Service (2018), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41859.pdf.

97. Ibid.

98. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “The employment situation: September 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://www.bls.gov/ 
news.release/archives/empsit_10042019.pdf.

99. Council of Economic Advisors, “U.S. unemployment rate falls to 50-year low,” Executive Office of the President (2019),  
https://www.whitehouse.gov/articles/u-s-unemployment-rate-falls-50-year-low.

100. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “State employment and unemployment: September 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), 
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/archives/laus_10182019.pdf. 

101. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “The employment situation: September 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019), https://www.bls.gov/ 
news.release/archives/empsit_10042019.pdf.

102. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Job openings and labor turnover: August 2019,” U.S. Department of Labor (2019),  
https://www.bls.gov/news.release/archives/jolts_10092019.pdf.



TheFGA.org   

 @TheFGA

15275 Collier Boulevard | Suite 201-279

Naples, Florida 34119

(239) 244-8808


