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TECHNICAL.NOTE 

The characteristics of unemployment insurance (UI) 
recipients presented in this study differ somewhat 
from those reported in ··Unemployment Insurance 
Developments . in New Jersey · and in New Jersey 

· Economic. Indicators. The sample for this study is 
a sample of all.UI recipients who began receiving 
UI benefits at. some time .during the one-year 
·period beginning December · 198S. The· regularly 
published data are pased on a sample of claimants 
who have. filed for benefits during a given week of 
each month. · Claimants with higher durations will 
have a higher representation in the :regularly 
published data than in this.study, since they will 
be more likely to · be collecting benefits in any 
given week. 

i .. 
I 
I 





EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The duration of unemployment insurance (UI) benefits and claimant characteristics were 
examined for a random sample of 5,053 UI recipients who received their first payments 
between December 1985 and November 1986. Elements of the study include the presenta-
tion of data on a variety of <iemographic, economic and UI progranr characterist.ics of 
claimants; a description of the distribution' of claimants by benefit durationr and an 
analysis relating the duration of benefits and benefit exhaustions to claimant charac;.. 
teristics. 

Table.l (see page 23) presents summary data on a variety of characteristics of the UI 
recipients studied. Fifty-six percent were male, · while 44 percent of claimants were 
female. Almost two-thirds of recipients were white, while nearly equal percentages.of 
the remainder were· black and. Hispanic (cl.bout 17 percent each). The mean age of 
recipients was 37.5 years, with women being.older by an average of 2.5 years. Claim-
ants had an average of 12.years of education. 

On average, recipients had worked about 40 weeks 
preceding the filing of · their UI claims) and 
Average earnings for the year were $13,588. 
substantially below those earned by men. 

in their base years (a 52-week period 
earned an average of $ 336 per week. 
Women's annual and weekly wages were 

About one-third of claimants (35 percent) had worked in manufacturing industries 
before becoming unemployed. Eighteen percent had worked in service industries, 13 
percent were in construction, and 12 percent in retail trade. Compared with the 
distribution of employed workers, . the proportions of UI recipients were higher in 
manufacturing and construction, and lower in services, in retail trade and in finance, 
insurance and real estate. 

. . 

The UI program characteristics in Table. 1 show. that, on average, claimants qualified 
for a maximum of about 24 weeks of UI benefits. 0 The average weekly benefit amount 
received by claimants was $152 for all claimants, $170 for men and $128 for women, 
reflecting differences in weekly base period earnings between men and women. 

Claimants, on average, received 15.0 weeks. of UI benefits while 35.1 percent exhausted 
their benefits (i.e., received the maximum benefits to which they were entitled). 
When the distribution of. claimants by the number of' weeks of benefits collected was 
examined, it was found that the highest perc:entage of c:laimantsat any single duration 
level was the 17 percent who collected exactly. 26 weeks of benefits (the statutory 
maximum). Six percent collected just one week of benefits. Between the first and 
26th week, recipients were spread quite· evenly (about 2 -, 4 percent· each) over• dura-
tion leveis. A small percentage of claimants (3. 7 percent) collected more than 26 
weeks of benefits, because they had received partial payments, due to part-time 
earnings, which allowed them to stretch out their benefit durations. 

The study also examined the distribution of UI payments by when claimants actually 
received the payments during their benefit years. It was foun<i that a. h:i.gh percentage· 
of claimants (48 percent) had at least one gap in their benefit receipt. Thirty-four 
percent of claimants received at least one· UI payment duri.ng the second half of the 
bel'.i"efit year (i.e., after the 26th.week from.the date of filing). However, the total 
number of payments. received in the second half of the year accounted for on],.y 13 
percent of all UI payments. 



The analysis of the relationship between benefit duration and exhaustions and claimant 
characteristics combined simple cross-tabulations and statistical regression analysis 
(which permitted testing the effect of each characteristic· on duration while holding 
other characteristics constant). The analysis revealed no significant differences in 
either duration or benefit exhaustions between men and women. (The difference in 
exhaustions seen in Table 1 became smaller and insignificant when other factors were 
controlled for in the regression analysis.) Racial/ethnic background had a strong 
effect on both duration and exhaustions. Blacks on average collected 2. 7 more weeks 
of benefits than did whites and had an average exhaustion rate 17 percentage points 
higher than whites. Duration and exhaustions for Hispanics were in between those for 
blacks and whites. 

For men" there appeared to be no effect of age on either duration or exhaustions. 
However, for women it was found that both tended to be relatively high for claimants 
in the 25-34 and 55-64 year age groups and low for those between 45 and 54 years or 65 
and over. Although there was no significant effect of education on UI duration, ex-
haustion rates declined with increases in educational.attainment. 

Increases in the potential weeks of UI benefits h~d the expected effect of increasing 
actual duration -of benefits,. but reducing the probability of exhausting benefits. 'l'he 
effects of the claimant's weekly wage and the weekly benefit rate (WBR) were difficult 
to measure because of the s·tatutory relationship bet'iileen them. Generally, an increase 
in the average wee.kly wage, without a change in the WBR (e.g., after the maximum WBR 
is . reached) , reduces the . replacement rate (the extent to which UI benefits replace 
lost wages)~ This increases the incentive to find a job, thereby tending to reduce 
both the duration of benefits and. the probability of exhausting benefits. Similarly, 
an increase in the WBR, at a given weekly wage, raises the replacement rate, and thus 
tends to increase duration and exhaustions. Although, because of the benefit formula, 
the ratio of the WBR to the weekly wage is almost constant for WBRs below the maximµm 
WBR, it was possible in the regression analysis to c;ierive estimates of the separate · 
effects of these variables using· the data on variations in weekly wages above tl),e 
maximum WBR. Although these estimates should be viewed with caution, they showed t:h.e 
expected effects, with increases in the WBR associated with higher levels of duration 
and exhaustions, and increases in the weekly wage reducing duration and exhaustions: 

Among :i..ndustrial groups,· the highest levels of duration and exhaustions occurred for 
claimants who had worked .i,.n finance, insurance and real estate; wholesale trade; 
transportation, communications and utilities; and in personal and social services. 
The lowest duration and exhaustion rates occurred in apparel and construction, both 
seasonal industries in which layoffs are typically of short· duration. A surprising 
result was the low or average duration and exhaustions in marlUfacturing, given concern 
about declines in this sector. It appears that frequent tempo.rary layoffs offset the 

-effect on duration of per~anent layoffs and plant closings. · 

It was found that even the many characteristics examined i:n the study explained only a 
small proportion of individual variations in duration and exhaustions. · Thus, while 
the results provide a good deal of information on what characteristics, on average, 
are associated with benefit duration, they do not provide an accurate way of predict;.. 
ing the duration or exhaustion probability of individual claimants. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

In order to better understand the various dimensions of the Unemployment Insurance 
(UI) system in New Jersey and to design changes and improvements in the system, a 
large variety of statistical and analytical reports are regularly produced by the New 
Jersey Department of Labor (NJ"OOL)~ This report adds to currently available informa-
tion by providing data on and an analysis of an· important aspect of UI benefit re-
ceipt: 'tfe average duration of UI benefits• paid and the distribution of claimants by 
duration. In addition, the study presents da;ta on the characteristics of UI recipi-
ents and examines the relationship between duration and benefit exhaustions and these 
characteristics. 

The actual duration of UI benefit receipt is not only a fundamental statistical 
measure of the UI system but also is important in planning programs, such as employ-
ment and training· services, to assist the insured unemployed. Further, the. duration 
of benefits is a major determinant of the costs of the UI system. An analysis of 
duration and the distribution of benefits can assist policymakers in finding ways to 
reduce the length of time claimants receive benefits, assist in their return to work 
and thereby reduce costs. 

This study is based on a random sample of 5,053 UI recipients who received their first 
payments between December 1985 and November .1986. Most of the claimants in the sample 
filed their UI claims between November 1985 and October 1986. Throughout the report, 
the term "duration" will refer to the actual number of calendar weeks of UI benefits 
paid unless otherwise stated. 

Economic Conditions 
tr 

During the 1985 -- 1986 period, the. New Jersey -economy continued a robust expansion 
which began in 198:3. Its performance outpaced that of the nation by most major 
economic indicators. Employment expanded to rec.ord highs buoyed by a construction 
boom and strong consumer demand, while the unemployment rate fell to ?n average of 5.7 
percent in 1985 and 5.0 percent in 1986, compared with national rates of 7.2 and 7.0 
percent, respectively. 

During this period, New Jersey continued its transition, begun in the 1970s, from a 
heavily industrial to a service-based economy, with' employment expanding in trade, 
services and construction. Manufacturing employment declined slightly, with a number 
of firms experiencing plant closings and layoffs., causing economic dislocation and 
reemployment problems for many workers despi~e the overall health of the economy. 

·• The Unemployment.Insurance System in.New.Jersey 

The federal-state unemployment insurance system was established in 1935 as part of the 
Social Security Act, with'•V,;,the goal of providing temporary income support to workers 

1~rogram Analysis and Evaluation (PAE) of NJDOL annually computes an aggregate 
estimate of average UI duration. Additionally, PAE regularly compiles statistics on 
the duration of the current spell of insuredi unemployment for a. sample of claimants 
who are currently receiving benefits. However, data.have been lacking on the 
distribution of benefit durations for claimajnts who have completed their UI benefit 
years. 



who involuntarily become unemployed. New Jersey enacted its Unemployment Compensation 
Law in 1936 and began paying benefits in 1939. 

\ 

The following sections · describe certain · features of the · current UI system in New 
Jersey, specifically those which governed eligibility for and receipt of UI benefits 
during the study period.. ·., 

The Change to·a Wage Record System 

Effective for claims filed after Ju<ly 5, 1986, the New Jersey UI program changed from 
a wage request to a wage record system. Prior to this date, when a claim was filed 

. the UI staff sent a .. letter to the worker' s emJ?loyer ( s) · requesting information on wages 
and. weeks . worked, as well as information on the conditions under which the worker's 
employment was terminated. Beginning July 1984, all employers in the state were 

·required t2 send to NJDOL on a quarterly basis. data on wages and weeks worked for.all 
employees. These cl.ata were entered. into NJDOL' s computer system, and became avail-
able for. detex-mining UI eligibility beginning July 6, .. 1986, -eliminating the need to . 

. request earnings information when claims were filed; employers are still contacted for 
information on· the reasons for terminations. This new system also resulted in a 
change in 1:.he eligibility determination procedure as discussed below • 

. Monetary Eligibility Conditions and Be:n~fit Rates 

To be. eligible for. benefits, a claimant inust meet certain employment and earnings 
criteria, which. are measured for a one..;.year period referred to· as the ;'base year." 
Until July 5, 1986, the base year consisted of the first 52 of the 53 calendar weeks 
preceding the· filing of the claim. Since July 6, .1986, under the wage record syst3m, 

· it has been defined· as the first f,;,,ur of the last .five completed calendar quarters. A 
claimant must.. have worked at least 20 "base weeks'' in covered · employment during 
his/her base year. A base week ~s a·calendar·week dµ:ring whiqh ·a claimant earned a4 
least 20 percent· of. the statewide average . weekly wage {SAWW) , or $76 for 1986. 
Alternatively, a claimant with· insufficient base wee~s, can qualify for benefits if 
he/sh5 ~as earned · at least 12 times the SAWW (or $.4, 600 for 1986) • during the base 
year. ' · · · · . . 

2Beginnirig in 1981, quarterly wage data.were sent by employers_th. the New Jersey 
Division of Taxation for use· in a number of governmental operations.. Iri July 1984, 
the function of collectin.9 these .data was shifted to NJDOL. 

3For example, for a claim filed if August 1986, the base.year would consist of the 
four quarters ending in March 1986. 

4 ' ' ' 
Froin October 1, 1984 to September 30, 1985 the earnings requirement to establish a 
base week wa~15 percent pf the SAWW. Ef;fective October 1, 1985 it was changed to 20 
pex-cent .of the· SAWW._ In dollar terms, the earnings requirement was $51 for October 1 
- December 31, 1,984, $54 for January 1 - September 30, 1985 and $72 or October 1 -
December 30, 1985. 

5'1'.l}~ alternative earnings requirement was $4,100.for October 1 - .December 30, 1984 and 
$4,300 for January 1 - December 30, 1985. . . 

6Effective octobex: 1, 1985, a. second alternative qualifying requirement was adopted 
for agricultural crop.workers. Such worR:ers can qualify by working 770 hours in 
tlleir· base years, even. if they do not mee.t the alternative. earnings criterion. 

,.. 2 -



Once determined eligible, a claimant · establishes -f . "benefit year", which is~" the 
52-week period beginning on the date of the claim~ While unemployed, the claimant 
receives payments equal to his/her 11weekly benefit rate'' (WBR). The WBR is set at. 60 
percent of the claimant's average weekly wage in the base year, subject to a maximum 
weekly benefit rate of 56 2/3 percent of the SAWW, . or $214 in 1986.. The maximum 
total benefit amount a claimant may receive'. during the .benefit year· is three-fourths 
of the number of the claimant's base weeks: times the claimant's WBR. However, the 
maximum benefit amount cannot exceed 26 times the WBR,. effectively 9 limiting the 
potential full weeks of UI payments to 26 weeks during the benefit year. 

A claimant who works part-time during the benefit year due to· lack of full-time work 
may be eligible to receive partial UI payments. The weekly benefit· is computed by 
subtracting gross wages for the week-claimed froml20 percent of the WBR. A claimant 
who works part-time can effectively stretch out the number of calendar weeks of UI 
benefits that he/she may receive, since the maximum total benefit amount is not affec-
ted by the receipt.of partial benefits. 

Since April 1, 1980, a claimant who is receiving a pension may have all or part Of the 
pension amount deducted from his/her WBR. However; unlike partial UI payment,s due to 
earnings, pension deductions do· not permit claimants to stretch out benefit payme~ts 
beyond their original potential weeks of. benefits. 

Collection of UI benefits is subject to.a waiting period of one week. The first week 
of the benefit year (or "waiting week") is only payable if the claimant remains 
unemployed for four consecutive weeks. 

Nonmonetary EligibilityConditions 

Nonmonetary eligibility conditions are of two types: those involving the circum-
. stances under which a claimant was terminated from employment, referred to as "sepa-
ration issues," and those which must be met to establish continued eligibility, or 
"non separation issues". To qualify. for .benefits, a claimant must be involuntarily 
unemployed and must be able to work, available for work, and actively seeking work. 
In addition, the claimant must not re.fuse .a suitable job offer and must report to the 
UI or Employment Service (ES) office when directed. Failure to meet a nonmoneta:r:y 
requirement can lead to disqualification from benefits for a specific period of time, 
or until certain conditions are met. 

It is important to note that nonmonetary disqualifications do not reduce the total 
number of weeks of benefits a claimant may collect during the benefit year (i.e., 

7The "date of claim" is set at the Sunday preceding the day the claim is filed. 
8The maximum weekly benefit rate was $203 fo:r claims :filed in 1985, and $192 for the 
October 1 - December 31, 1984 period. A claimant who did not earn sufficient wages 
to qualify for the maximum weekly benefit rate may collect an allowance for. 
dependents, if his/her spouse is. unemployed~ · 

9 -The Extended Benefits program, which provides up to 13 additional weeks of benefits 
during periods o:E. high unemployment, was not in effect during the. study period. A 
special federal extended benefits program, 1ederal Supplemental Compensation, expired 
March 31, 1985, and did not affect the study sample •. 

I. 
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. . . . 

his/her potential duration). 
period o:i: disqualification and 

He~ce, a claimant may return to the OI rolls after a 
collect hi.s/her remaining . UI entitlement. 

Eligibility Review and Nonmonetary Determinations 

At the time of filing and during. the claim, whenever a question arises about whether . ! 

the claimant_ineets the nonmonetary eligibility.requirements, the claimant is referred 
to a c~aim~ examine:r .f~r _a. "nonrnonetary dete~nation." · The> claims examin~r makei0a 
determination of eligib1lity·based. on•the claimant's statements:and other. evidence. 

· In addition, eligibility review interviews (ERis) are scheduled during the· claim to 
systematically review the claimant's continued eligibility.· Although the' schedule for 

· ERis varies for different tYPes · of claimants, the . average ciaimant will have an ERI 
· around the 6th. to 8th. week of the claim. and another ERI around the 15th week, if 
he/she is still claiming benefitei. Questions of·· eligibility· which ·arise out of ERis 
result in nonm.onetary determinations. 

_Sample Selection and Data Source 

. This_ stu~y _is based oi:, a random sample· of UI recipiemtfl who rece_ived ~heir first ·01 
· payment during the per3,od December 1985 - November 1986. · . The universe of the sample 
consists of all UI claimants receiving benefits under t_he regular state, UI program~ 
The only claimants. excluded from the. study· were those whose benefits were charged to 
the fund of another state and those receiving benefits solely• under federal UI pro-,. 
grams • 

. During December 1985 - November 1986, a total of 270,825 claimants received fir-st 
payments tinder the state program. To achieve the desired s·ample size, · a 1. 88 percent; 
sample was selected,. resuiting in a sample si.2:e of 5,104. After adjustments for 
erroneous data, the final sample size was 5,053. · 

''Dates of claim" fbr -the sample ranged from December 2, 1984 to N~vember 9, 1986, .· 
although the majority of claims .(94. percent) were filed between November 1985 and 
October 1986. ·.•· The early. dates of claim occurred because some claimants receive ~theft 
first payment (which was the basis of sample selection) late. iri their benefit years.~ 

.. (The distribution · of the sample by the months ·, the claiins were · filed- is shown in 
. Appendix Table A. lh . . 

All data for the study came from the UI compµter database a:t NJDOL, referred to as the 
Local Office Online Payment System (LOOPS). The LOOPS files include data on benefit 
payments, emplqyer and claimant, characteristics,• nonmonetary determinations.and other 
information relating to each claim. 

. . . . ·.· .· -
10 . . ·. · . . . 

Both monetary.and nonmonetary detenninatio!ls can be appealed by the cla:imant or ·cin 
. the case of rnc,netary and separation issues) the employer. . 

l1Tlle t~rms "UI recipient" and. ''Ul claimant'' are used interchangeably in this report. ··• -~ · 
. Fc:>r purp(?ses of this study, both terms, refer to· persons who were found eligible for, 
· and, actually received,. Ur· payments. 12 . .· , · ,' . . ... · . 

·. _For ex,a:mplet a claima:rit may return 'tb work before receiving a payment, then become 
unemployed again late inh,is/he+ benefit_year and receive the first·payinent at that 

· time •. 



II. CHARACTERISTICSOFUNEMPt.OYMENT INSURANCE.RECIPIEN';l'S 

This part of. the report presents data .. on Jhe d~mographic, . earnings and·· UI program 
chafi.criristics pf UI. recipients who began receiving benefits during the study peri- · 
od. ' . · · . : . 

Demographic.Charact:eri!:!tics 

Table 2 show$ the distribution pf UI reciplents by. sex, race and age. 15 Fifty-si:x 
percent.of the claimants were male, while 44. percent were female. These·percentages 
correspond to the distribution . of. men .and. women in the New Jersey civwan .. labor force. 
in 1986, according to data . from the Current: ,Population Survey (CPS). . Thus, during 
the study period, unemployment•. appeared· to occur with s'imilar frequency for both 
sexes. 

Almost two ... thirds .of the claimants ( 6,4 percent) ,were ·white, while .almost equal per-
centages of. the remainde.r we:i::e black and Hispan,i.c (18 percent an4 17 percent,. respec-
tively). One percent of claimants were of other1:aces.· The distributioriof claimants 
by race was similar . fox- males and females, : although a· somewhat higher proJ;X>rtion •Of 
females were of Hispanic origin. · 

' . 

About two-thirds of claimants. were between ;the. ages of 25 and 54, with the highest 
percentage (32 percent) in the · 25-.34 age group. Eighteen; 'percent of claimants were 
under 25 while only about 2 percent were 65. ·o:r;- older. The mean age f.or all claimapts 
was 37 .5 years~. Female recipients were on average 2.5 years .older than male.s; mean 
ages for men and women were 36.4 an.d 38.9 yea.rs, .respectively. 

't>ata on the educational background, wage ~ar~er statu's and Union membership of claim-
ants are · shown : in . Tabie 3,. These, data were· · avaLlable only for recipients who· filed 
th~ir claims afte·r July .1,· 1~86. since these ~haracteristics may be· sUbject to·· 

13In the estimates of UI · duration and . claimarit charac~eristfos in parts II - IV c;>f the 
report,. margins of error vary with the sample size and. the variable estimated,. In 
general, for estimates based on the whole ~ample, the margin oi error at a 95 per- · 
cent confidence level is 1.5 per¢entage points or less for percentage distributions. 
and 0.25 weeks for UI duration~. FO:r;-subgroups of about 1,000, margins of error are 
thr,ee percentage points or less for percentages and about o. 5 weeks for duration, 
and for sample sizes of about . 300, error ~rgins are about 5~ 5 percentage points and 
one week, respectively. ·, ,. . 

14with the exception of the regression result~ in-Appendix B,. the. :tables in this re-
port do not indicate whether differences .. among subgroups in various characteristics 
are statistically .significant, because.of the complexity of reporting such results. 
However I, statements made in the text regarding subgroup differences a:re. supported by 
appropriate statistical tests (t--tests; F-tests orchi-sq-y.are.tests}. · · · 

15In all tables. showing data by sex, the :sample: sizes for males i:l.nd females do not add 
:t:o the total sample of 5~053, because o:f missing data on sex fo.r one obser:vation. ·, 

16see Geographic Profile·of Employment.and·unemplo~ent,. 1986, Bureauof Laborstatis-
tics,·u.s. Department of Labor, Bulletin 2279, .W.ashington, D.C., May 1987, Table 12, 
p. 43-. The perc;:enta'ges of me'n ancl' wo~eh i~ t.he-New ·Jersey labor force were esti• · 
mated .q.t 56~.1.·pt!rcent ·a:nd: ·43:.:9•.percent~-··:1:e~pectiyely..... -. 

! 

i 



seasonal variations, the estimates presented· may differ from those w:t+ich would be 
obtained had data for the entire sample been available. 

.. . 
. . ' . . . ' . 

Claimants for · this July ".'" November· 1986·· period averaged· 12 years of ·education •. 
l;'orty-four percent .of claimants were high school. graduates. Twenty-:severi percent had · 
not completed high sc:hool, ,while 11 percent had at least a college education. Educa-
t:i.onal backgrounds were similar for men·· and women. 

Sixty-four percent of recipients classified themselves as the main wage earner iri 
their household~·. Seventy-seven. percent ·of men considered themselves the main wage 
earner while slightly less than half of women did so~ Twenty percent of .claimants 
·were·. members of lal:)or_.·unions, .with union membership be.ing higher. for men than for 
women. 

· Empl,oyment and Earnings: 

Tables 4 and 5 show the distribution · of tiI recipients by employment and earnings 
characteristics ·· during the base year. . Claimants worked an average of about 40 base 

· weeks during the year (Table 4} . Somewhat more . than half ( 52 per-ceht) : worked more 
· than 40 weekst with slightly over one,-fourth working 51 or 52 week~. Women on average 
worked slightly more weeks .than: men (40.0 week$ compared with 39.3 weeks}. (This 
difference is statistically significant.} · · 

/· 

· Total base year wages .averaged ·$13,588. About one-third of claimants · (.35 percept} 
earned less than $8;000 during their• base yecirS. One...:fffth of the claimants earned 
$20,:000 or more. Average earnings were. sul;)stantially lower for women ($10;025) than 
for men. ($16,337). Thirty percent.of•men earned $20,000 or.more during the base year, 
whi).e only 7 percerit of.women earned that much. . 

Average weekly earnings, shown in .Table 5, were $336 for all claimants, $408. for men 
and $244 · for women. Twenty.;..eight percent of al+ claimants. earned less. than $200 per 
week. Forty-five percent of women earned less than $200 per week, :While only 15 
percent of men ha<:i weekly wages thc;tt low. Seventeen pe1rcent of claimants earned 
weekly wages of $500 or more. The corresponding percentages for men and women were26 
percent and 4 percent, respectively. . . 

Wage differentials between men and ~o~en ·are. a well-known feature of the labor force 
and are related to many social and economic factprs, including .occupational differ-

. en·ces and greater part-time employment among women •. · .. A study using .1979 census data 
for. New Jersey found that wage differences between the· sexes were _less for younger 

. workers than for older workers, raising the possibility tl1at, as more recent entranH 
. to the labbr. force move through the age brackets, the. overall wage gc;tp will narrow. 
A similar relationship was found in the. · study sample · of UI recipients for . the 
i985-i986 period. . As Shown . in Table . 6 ,. with the exc::eption of the 65 and over group, 
wage. di.fferences between men and women are dramatically narrower. for the younger age 

· groups compared with older claimants. Ratios of. female to. male wages (both yearly and· 
· weekly wages} range from .70 to • 76 for claimants in the age groups under 35, while 
the ratio was. about • 40 for cliiimants in· the · 55•.64" .year age group. One possible · so· .. 

reasqn for this, cited in the New Jersey study, is that differences between men and · · 

·,. IT ... . .• .· .· 
See Connie b. Hughei;, ~•Ea;nings·'of women in Ne\17 Jerse¥'', New Jersey Econ9lllic 
Indicator.s, No .• 248, April 8, 1985, pp~ 4-_7~. ·•· 
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women · in educational attainment are srnaller. for •. younger persons than for older per-
sons. If the trend toward more equal educational achievement continues, this could 
contribute to reducing disparities in earnings. 

The figures in Table 6 also show that overall, for both men and women, claimants under 
25 years of age and those 65 and over_ had the lowest weekly and annual wages · of all 
the age groups. Claimants under 25 earned $249 per week and those 65 and over earned 
$274 per week compared with weekly wages of $333 to $383 for the other age groups .• 
Claimants under 25 and those 65 and over also worked significantly fewer weeks (38 and 
36 weeks, respectively) than did those in other age groups (about 40 weeks). These 
results are not surprising, in view of the Usual lower wages and less stable employ-
ment of teenagers and new entrants to the labor force, as well as the marginal labor 
force attachment of many older workers. 

Table 7 shows average base weeks and wages by racial subgroup and se.x. White recipi-
ents worked significantly more base weeks in their base years (an average of 40.4 
weeks) than did blacks or Hispanics (38.4 weeks and 38.8 weeks, respectively). Among 
men, blacks worked the fewest weeks ( 37. 2 compared with 40. 3 for whites and 39 .1 for 
Hispanics), while among women Hispanics had the fewest base weeks (38.6 compared with 
about 40 for blacks and whites). 

Earnings differentials between whites and the other racial groups were large and 
highly significant. Total base year earnings averaged $15,476 for whites, compared 
with $10,848 and $9,896 for blacks and Hispanics, respectively. Average weekly wages 
were $378 for whites compared with $280 and $250 for blacks and Hispanics. The 
earnings and weekly wage differentials were greater for men than for women. White 
males earned an average of $19,052 in their base years cbmpared with $11,793 and 
$11,864 for blacks and Hispanics, respectively, while the corresponding figures for 
females were $10,827 for whites, $9,476 for blacks and $7,881 for Hispanics. These 
figures also indicate that the gap in earnings between men and women was smaller for 
blacks than for whites or Hispanics. 

Table 8 shows weeks worked and wages for UI recipients by educational background, wage 
earner status and. union membership. Mean base weeks worked, mean base year earnings 
and average weekly wages all increased dir~ct1y with claimants' level of education 
(except that earnings and weekly.wages were similar for those with 1 to 8 and 9 to 11 
years of schooling). College graduates worked, on average, 4. 5 more weeks in their 
base years than did those with 1 to 8 years .of education. Increases in earnings with 
increased educational level were particularly pronounced for college graduates 
compared with other groups. Claimants who had completed four years of college earned 
an average of $498 per week compared with an average of $290 to $360 per week for 
those with less education. Average annual earnings were $21,729 for college graduates 
compared with $11,713 to $15,307 for other educational groups. 

Claimants who were the main wage earners in their households worked an average of 
about two more weeks in the base year c9.nd earned $73 more per week than secondq,ry wage 
earners.. Members of labor unions had higher average weekly earnings ( $406 compared 
with $337 per week) and higher total earnings ($16,126 compared with $14,139) than 
claimants who were not.union members. 

Industry 

Table 9 shows the distribution of UI recipi~,nts by the industry in which they worked 
prior to becoming unemployed. The indus'tries are classified by the standard 
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is . . · Industrial Classification System (SIC) and refer to the layoff employer. · Also shown 
in the table for comparison is the average number of employedwor1s:_Elf's covered by UI in 
each industry during the .pe;riod November 1985 to _October 1986. (Most of the UI 
recipients in.the study sample filed.their claims during this period.) 

About one-third of the UI recipients (35.0 percent) worked in manufa9turing indus..;. r 
tries, while 18.4 percent of recipients were in service in<fiustries, 12.6 percent were 

_in consti:uction and 11.9 percent were in retail trade. Other industries accounted for 
smaller proportions. -of the insured unemployed. 

Compared with the distribution of. employed workers, the proportions of UI recipients 
were. higher for manufacturing and construction and lower for services,. for retail· 
trade .and for finance, insurance and real, estate. The manufacturing industries 
constituted about one-fifth of average covered employment (20.7 percent) during the 
study period but accounted for 35.0 percent of_UI recipients. Factors contributing to 

· the high incidence of u:t receipt in mamifac::turing include· seasonal and· other temporary 
layoffs,· and a long-term decline in this .sector resulting in a substantial number of 
permanent mass layo~fs and plant closings. 

The relatively high degre~ of UI receipt in manufacturing .was most striking in the . · 
apparel industry, which comprised only 1.4 percent .of covered jobs but accounted•'for 
8.5 percent of all UI recipients. These figures imply that the number of apparel 
workers collecting UI benef~ts d~ri~g the st'2't)Y year was; ab9ut one~half of the aver~ge 
number of workers employed in this industry •. Although the overall level of employ-
ment in apparel has declineq, the large number of UI . recipients. is due. mostly to · tl:le 
highly seasonal nature of. this industry. Periods of production follow the . fashion 
seasons, with typically several. seasons per year a::nd many temporary layoffs •. _)In 
addition~ a substantial number of apparel workers ce>llect UI benefits for weeks :,,;i.n 
which they are employed 9nly_par.t-time. 

18 . . · For 15 percent of the claimants, the layoff employer could not be identified. Moe;t 
of these cases occurred for claimants with dates of claim after July 1, 1986, a~d 
thus are associated with the wage record system. For these claimants, the indus-

• trial classificatio'n refers to the employer from whom the clairiiant received the 
highest total earnings . during tne base year •. 19 · . . ·. .. . 
The covered employment figures were computed directly from' a NJOOL database, which 
contains data on covered jobs;. These fj:gures differ from those in the coYered 
employment reports regularly issued by NJDOL, because. they include both public and 
private sector workers. In the regular reports, private sector.employment and 
public employment are tabulated separately. 
The covered employment figUres are.somewhat different in concept from the sample: . 
data in that they are . establishment· data showing. the number of covered jobs.· rather 
than the number of individual workers. Thus, workers who hold two-jobs at the same 
time will be counted twice in covered employment figures but only once in the data 
on UI recipients. 

20,since a 1. 88 percent sample of UI recipients was drawn., the 427 appare 1 workers in 
the sample yields an estimate o-f about 22, 700 total .UI recipients in the apparel 
industry during the study period •. This compares wit,h an. average of 44,982employed 
workers in this industry. 
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In addition to apparel, a relatively high incidence of UI benefit receipt was found in 
the durable goods manufacturing sector, which accounted for 20.2 percent of UI recipi-
ents, but only 11.1 percent of covered jobs. The proportion of UI recipients in 
nondurable goods industries other than. apparel was21only somewhat higher than the 
proportion of·· these industries in covered employment. 

As with apparel, seasonal unemployment .accounted for the high incidence of UI benefit 
receipt in construction, despite a building boom and record employment levels in this 
industry during the study period. Although construction workers constituted only 4.6 
percent of covered employment, 12. 6"of UI recipients· were from this industry. 

The low degree of UI benefit receipt in services, in retail trade and in finance, 
insurance and real estate reflects the rapid increases in employment in these indus-
tries in recent years. Over half of covered workers were employed in these sectors, 
but only about one-third of UI recipients were from these industries. Within the 
services category, the . incidence22of insured unemployment was particularly low in 
heal th services and in education. These two industries accounted for 13. 6 percent 
of covered employment but represented only 3.5 pe:i:-c:ent of UI recipients. 

Table 10 shows variations by broad industry categories2,3 in the average number of 
weeks worked and. wages received by. UI recipients during the base year. The number of 
weeks worked was higher than average in manufacturing (other than apparel), in whole-
sale trade and in finance, insurance and real estate. Lower than average weeks of 
employment occurred in the more seasonal industries, including construction, apparel, 
"other nonmanufacturing" and transportation, communications and utilities. 

·The highest average weekly wages occurred in the construction industry {$488 per week) 
followed by transportation, communications and utilities ($405). The · lowest weekly 
wages were in apparel ($217), retail trade ($255) and. other nonmanufacturing ($279). 
UI recipients in these three industries als9 had the lowest. total base year earnings 
($8,179 in apparel, $10,180 in retail trade and $10,385 in other nonmanufacturing). 
The highest total earnings were in construction· ($17,872) and in nondurable man-
ufacturing other than apparel ($16,102). 

21The degree of UI receipt in most manufacturing industries other than apparel gener-
ally followed the overall patterns for manufacturing, with a higher representation 
among UI recipients than their proportions among covered workers. However, in 
several·industries - instruments, paper, printing and chemicals - the proportions of 
workers among the.insured unemployed were the same or lower than their proportions 
among covered workers. 

22Part of the reason for the low benefit receipt in education may be that most workers 
in this industry·are not eligible for UI benefits during the summer months. 

. ' 
23rn Table 10, most of the detailed service categories shown in Table 9 were elimin-

ated due to small sample•sizes. In Table 10, and in the remainder of the report, 
only two subcategories - apparel and business services - have been broken out, 
.eecause they had large enough sample sizes to be analyzed separately. An additional 
·reason for singling out apparel is that this is a unique, highly seasonal industry 
which differs from other industries in a number of important respects (e.g., the 
unusually high incidence of UI receipt amo1g apparel wo,rkers). 
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Unem;eloyxnent Insurance Program Characteristics 

This section presents data on: the. major Ul program characteristics of claimants other 
than actual duration of UI benefits, ·which is discussed in detail in .Parts HI- IV of 
tbe report. 

Several . UI program characteristics by sex are shown in Table 11. The number of 
potential weeks of benefits that claimants may receive averaged 23. 7 weeks for all UI 

.· recipients •. ~verage po1:entic).l we.eks were slightly higher for wo:men than for men (24.1 
weeks compared with 23.4 weeks for men) reflecting the somewhat higher nu.mber of weeks 
worked by women dl.ll"ing the base year (see Table 4). Two-thirds of all claimants 
qualified for the maximtUll potential benefit duration of 26 weeks. 

Claimants qualified for an average weekly benefit rate of $159 per week, before 
deductions for pensions and part-time earning~. A Ii ttle eyer one~third ( 34. 5 per-
cent) qualified for the maximum WBR. prevailing at the. time they filed their claims. 
The average WBR was. substantially lower for women ($136) .. than for men ($177) because 
of . their lower weekly earnings in their base• years. · ·' Only 15 percent of. women qual-
ified· for the maximum WBR compared with 49 percent of men. · 

Average weekly benefit amourits actually received by claimants were somewhat lower than 
av€rageWBRs, because of deductions for pensions and part-time earnings. The average 
weekly benefit amount paid was $152 for all claimants. Only two percent of UI recipi'-
ents experienced reductions in their weekly benefits because · they wex-e receiving 
pensions. However, fully 32 percent of all recipients . h.ad part-tiir.e earnings sometime 
during their claims and thus received reduced.weekly benefits for weeks in which they 
had earrii;ngs. (Of this 32 percent, 12 percent ha:d earnings only in the first and/or 
last week of their claims. ) Part~time work was. more common among women ( 40 percent) 
than among men (25 percent). . 

The maxiJnum total benefit amount claimants were entitled to receive (equal to the 
potential weeks of benefits times the WBR) averaged $3,792. Again, ma:Y.imum total 
benefits were higher for men .. ($4,170, on average) than· :for .women ($3,301). Total 
benefits actually .r~ceived by claimants were less. than maximum benefits, because most 
claimants receive benefits for fewer weeks than· their potential weeks· of benefits. 
Total benefits received aver.aged $2,315 for all claimants (about $1,500 less than the· 

.average maximum benefit amount), $2,568formen and $1,988.for women. 

Potential weeks of benefits, average weekly benefits and total benefits paid are shown 
in Table 12 by race and sex. ·. Potential weeks of benefits did riot vary much among the· 
races, except that for males, blacks had about one week lower potential duration than 
whites and Hispanics. There were significant differences in average weekly benef~t 
amounts among the races for both males and fentales, reflecting .the higher weeklywages 
of whites and relatively low wages of Hispanics during the base year •. overall average 
weekly benefits were $159 for-whites, $144 for blacks and $133 .for Hispanics. 

Total benefit amounts paid :r;ef1ect both av~rage :weekly benefit amounts and. the actual 
number of weeks claimants receive :benefits.· Although average benefits per .week were 
lower for blacks than for whites, the average total amount of benefits received by 
blacks ($2,471) was higher than that received by whites ($2,337), because blacks, on 
average, collected more actual weeks of.benefits than did.whites (see Part IV of this 
report). Hispanics received the .lowesit aver~ge tc;:,tal benefit amount of $2,056,. with 
Hispanic women rec:ei ving, cm average only $1 # 691 in: total benefits. 
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Table 13 shows UI program characteristics by age group. Potential weeks of benefits 
were similar for the various age groups, except that those 65 and over had somewhat 
lower potential duration than the other age groups. Both average weekly benefits and 
total benefit amounts were lower .for those under 25 and those 65 and over than for 
other age groups because of lower weekly wages earned by claimants in these two groups 
(see Table 6). Total benefits received were $2,048 for claimants under 25 and .$1,457 
for claimants 65 .and over compared with $2,277 to $2,471 for the other age groups. 
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III. THE DISTRIBUTION OF UNENPLOYMENT INSURANCE RECIPIENTS BY BENEFIT DURATION: 
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS 

This part of the report desc:ribes the distribution of UI recipients by the number of 
weeks of benefits they received and other features of benefit distribution. Part IV 
relates the duration of UI benefits to various claimant characteristics. 

The Distribution of Unemployment Insurance Recipients by Benefit Duration 

During the study period, UI recipients received an average of 15.0 weeks of benefits. 
Claimants varied a great deal in how many weeks of benefits they received, with some 
receiving only one week, and many receiving the maximum of 26 weeks. Table 14 shows 
how the claimants were distributed over various benefit durations. This information 
is also shown in graphic form in Figure 1. 

As shown in the table and graph, many more claimants (17 .1 percent) received exactly 
26 weeks of benefits than any other level of benefit duration. The percentage of 
claimants who collected 26 payments is less than the perc'entage who exhausted their UI 
benefits (i.e., received the maximum total benefits to wihich they were entitled), 
because many claimants had potential UI durations of less than 26 weeks. Over all, 
35.1 percent of UI recipients exhausted benefits. 

Other than the duration level·of 26 weeks, the most frequent benefit duration (5.8%) 
was one week of bene.fi ts. After the first week, claimants were. spread qµi te evenly 
(about 2 - 4 percent each) over duration levels of 2 to 25 weeks, except for a dip at 
the third week due to the one-week waiting period. (Because the waiting week is paid 
only after a claimant has been unemployed for four consecutive weeks, most c.laimants 
who receive a third UI payment also receive a fourth payment., for the waiting week.) 

A small percentage of: claimants (3.7 percent) collected more·than 26 weeks of benefits 
because they had received partial UI payments due to earnings, which allowed them to 
stretch out their benefit duration. Most of these, 2.9 percent, received 27 weeks of 
payments, often because they had some earnings during the week they filed their 
claims. 

The last column of Table 14 and Figure 2 show the same distribution of durations in a 
different form, which shows the cumulative effect of claimants leaving the UI rolls. 
The figures show "survival rates". in the receipt of UI benefits; i.e., the percentage 
of claimants receiving a first UI payment, a second payment, etc. By the definition 
of the sample, 100 percent of claimants received a first payment. About 75 percent of 
claimants remained·on the UI ;-olls at the eighth payment. The percentage of claimants 
receiving benefits dipped below 50 percent at the 16th week, while 25 percent of 
claimants remained on the rolls at the 24th payment. 

The graph of the survival rates in Figure 2 declines in almost a straight line fif;?.m 
the first to the 26th payment, except for a slight dip in weeks two and three. Th1 s 
reflects the almost constant rate at which claimants left the rolls between weeks 2 
and 25. The sharp drop in the survival rate at the 27th week reflects the 17 percent 
of claimants who stopped receiving UI at the 26th week. 

The Distribution of Unemployment Insurance Benefits over the Benefit Year 

The distribution of claimants by the duration of benefits does not show how benefit 
payments are actually spread over the benefit year (the 52,-week period beginning with 
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the week the claim. was filed), because many· claimants move on and off the UI rolls 
and, therefore, have gaps in their benefit streams. These can occur because a claim-
ant returns to work and becomes unemplo}·ed; aga~n during the_ benefit year, because .· a 
claimant has been disqualified from benefi 1js for a period of time, or for some other 
reasons. Claimants with gaps in benefits .due to employment during. the_ benefit year 
file "additional claims" when they return to the Ur rolls, and the circumstances under 
which they terminated employment are once again examined. Returns to·the rolls other 
than. after employment, e.g., after a disq1,1alification or period of disability, are 
termed "reassertions." · 

Forty~eight ~ercei:it·of ~I recipients in the ;~tu~y sample had at.least on24gap in their 
benefit receipt (including "gaps" at the beginning of the benefit year). Twenty-one 
percent . o-f claimants had at least one period of benefit disqualifi~~tion and 33 
percent had at least one additional claim after ·a period of employment. · Additional 
claims were most common among. claimants working-in highly seasonal industries, such as 
apparel and construction. Less • than two percent of cla~giants (1.4 per.cent) had a· 
period of temporary disability during their benefit years. 

Table 15 and . the grapb in Figure 3. show th: -actual 12o/'centage of . claimants :'e_cei ving 
benefits during each week of. their benef.lt years. . (The per1od shown .is not a 
calendar year, since it begins and ends in .different months for different <'-laimants, 
depending on their· dates of claim.) The actual distribution of payments over the 
benefit year differs significantly from the.distribution shown previously in Figure 2. 
The survival rates in Figure 2. show what percentage of claimants would receive pay-
ments in each week of the benefit year if ali claimants _began receiving benefits in . 
the first week and had no gaps in benefits.: If that were tl:ie case, very few claimants 
would receive-c!,ny benefits during the second half of the benefit year (after the 26th 
week)~ 

In contr_ast, the graph in Figure 3 shows a substantial degree of benefit receipt in 
the second h~lf. of .the benefit year, although much lower than that in the first half •. 
At the beginning of the benefit year, only two-thirds of claimants received a payment 
for the first week of the year; one-third did not qualify for' the waiting week pay-
ment. Eighty.;..five percent received a pa~nt for the second week of the. benefit year, 
78 percent for the third week and 73 percent: for the fourth week. After the fourth 

24 th b . . f h . Gaps at e eginning o t e claim can occur, for example, when a cl.aimant returns 
to work before receiving a UI payment and is sul:>sequently laid off, or when a 
claimant has a period of disqualification at the .beginning of the benefit year •. 
Gaps in benefits due only to the one-week waiting period were not counted. 

25There is some overlap between these groups~ since some .claimants had both a dis-
qualification(s) and an additional claim(s). It should be rioted that not all 
disqualifications or additional claims result in gaps in benefits, since some 
claimants do not return to the rolls after·a di~qualification, and some are found 
ineligible for benefits when they file an additional claim. 

26These claimants, while not eligible for Ul_benefits during their periods of illness 
'or disability, received state temporary disability insurance (TDI) benefits. 

27 · . . ·. • .. 
· Payments were tabulated by the week of uneljlploymerit for whic_h each payment was made, 

·rather than the. date the payment was ;actuapy received by the claimant. 
I 
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weelc, the percentage of claimants receiving payments declined fairly steadily· (at. · 
about 2 percent per week) until the 26th week. 

. . - . 

Although the. rate of benefit rece;i.pt dropped off substanti~lly afte~ the 26th week of· 
the. benefit year, 10 to 15 percent of claimants received payments in weekEi 27 · to 29 
and from 6 to 10 percent received payments during weeks, .30 to 52 •. The percentage 
receiving benefits rose slightly toward the end of the benefit year. This most li:kely 
reflects claimants returning :to the UI rolls after a pe.riod of employment, many of 
whom probably filed subsequent claims· when: their benefit years ended (ref.erred to as 
"transitional claims"), based on their more recent employment. 

over. all, 34 percent of UI recipients received at·· least one payment during the second 
half of their benefit years. However, payments made in the second half of the benefit 
year accounted for only 13·.percent of all payments, because those. receiving benefits 
d11i:'ing the second· half tecei ved an average 9~ only six payments each . during tl:lis 
period, compared -with an average of 13 weeks. of. payments made .. per· claimant during the 
first half of the benefit year. 



IV. THE DURATION OF BENEFITS AND BENEF.lT E;XliAUS.TIONS BY CLAIMANT CHARACTERISTICS 

This part of the report presents data on: the duration of UI benefits and benefit 
exhaustions by various deJnographic and UI .progrcl.J[l characteristics. Since the rela-
tionships between duration and claimant c.harac.teristics observed in simple· cross-
tabulations . can be misleading, because they . may reflect other underlying causes, 
statistical regression analysis was also performed to provide·. a. more controlled test 
of the effects of characteristics on d1,1ration •. The regression results are•sUllllllarized 
later in this part of the report and are analyzed in greater detail in Appendix B •.. . ' . . . 

Duration of Benefits by Demographic .Characteristics 

As stated in · Part III, th.e average number. of . weeks of benefits collected by all UI 
recipients was 15. 0 weeks, and 35. l percent of recipients exhausted their benefits. 
Table 16 shows variations in the duration of benefits and benefit exhaustions by race, 
sex arid age. The relationship between durati~n and two of these characteristics .(sex 
and race} is shown .in more detail in Table 17, which shows the distribution of recipi-
ents by broad duration categories. 

As shown in Table 16, there was no differenc.e between men and women in the average 
number of weeks of benefits received. However, a somewhat smaller percentage of women 
than men exhausted benefits (32.4 percent compared with 37. 2 perc_ent for men). The 
distributions in T.able 17 show that a higher percentage of · women than men collected 
five or fewer,UI payments, while proportionately more·meii than women received 6 to 15 
payments. Despite these differences, wome·n had th'e same average duration as men 
because somewhat more women than men . ( 4 5 percent; compared with. ~. 1 percent) .. received . 
more than 26 wee.ks· of benefits (not shown in Table 17). This occur.red because more· 
wom~n than men received ·partial. payments, due to part-time earnirl'gs · during their 
claims, and were thus able to coliect mote weeks of bepefits. _ . . .. 

Table 16 shows a substantial. variation in average benefit duration and in exhaustions 
among racial/ethnic subgroups. Whites had the lowest levels of l;,oth duration and ex-
haustions (.14.4 weeks and 30.3 percent, respectively), blacks had the highest levels 
(17.0 weeks and 48.7 percent), and Hispanics were in between the other. two groups 
(15. 2 weeks and 35. 8 percent) • Differences among tbe races in· average duration and 
exhaustions were much greater among men thari among women. For men, the difference in 
average duration between blacks and whites.'Was 3. 5 weeks and the difference in the 
exhaustion rate was 23.6 percentage points, while for women the corresponding differ-
ences were 1.1 week arid .11.1 percentage points, respectively. Further, among women 
there were no significant differences between whites and Hispanics in either average 
duration or exhaustions, while among men, Hispanics had both highe~11 average dm:ation 
and higher exhaustion · 1evels than whites. · 

The· distributions in Table 17 ~how that the large differences between whites and 
blacks occurred over the whole range of the ~"!:"ation distribution. . Substantially. 
lower percentages of blacks than whites collected 1 ·· to 15 weeks of benefits while 
higher percentages.of blacks collected 16 or more·weeks. _In contrast, Hispanics were 
similar to. whites· in the percentages of claimants receiving 1 to 5 weeks of benefits. 
ang. more than 25 weeks. ·· However, few:er Hispanics than whites collecte~ 6 to 15 weeks, -
while Hispanics collected 16 to 25 payments more often thari did whites. ·· 

• • • • •• • : I • •. ;- • ' • • • • ,: 

When benefit duration and exhaustions 1were ~xamined'"by age group (see Table 16), it 
was foun.d that differences among the. '.group~ were generally not very large. and few . 
significant differences were found. · Al1thoug~ there ·were some variations in the number 
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of weeks· of benefits paid, none of these differences were statistically significant 
for either the whole sample .or for the male and female subgroups. For the sample as a 
whole, the highest exhaustion rates occurred in the 25 - 34 and 65 and over groups 
(with exhaustion rates of 37 .2 percent and 38.3 percent, respectively), while the 
lowest exhaustions occurred in the 45-54 age group (31.1 percent). (These differences 
were statistically significant.) It seems reasonable that benefit exhaustions would 
be low for those in the prime of their working lives and high for relatively new 
entrants to the work force and for older workers who often face reemployment diffi-
culties. Similar effects were found for females (except.that females 65 and over had 
average exhaustion rates). For males, however, no significant age effects were found. 

Table 18 shows data on benefit duration and exhaustions by education, wage earner 
statu~8 and_ union mem:'ership for UI ;t"ecipients wi_th dates of claim after J~ly ~, 
1986. Differences in average duration by education level, although substantial in 
magnitude, were not statistically significant._ Benefit exhaustions, however, declined 
with increases in education. Claimants with some college or a college degree had the 
lowest exh~ustion rates (35. 7 percent and 37. 7 percent, respectively), while those 
without a_high school diploma had the highest (about 48 percent). 

Claimants who were main wage earners in their households had significantly higher 
durations (an av.er age of 16. 4 weeks) and benefit exhaustions ( 46 .1 percent) than did 
claimants who were not main wage earners (15.1 weeks s,nd 36.6 percent, respectively). 
These results run counter to our expectation that a main wage earner would be likely 
to get a job more quickly than a secondary worker because of greater family respon-
sibilities, because he/she is less likely to have financial support from others, and 
because he/she is likely to have substantial work experience. The regression analysis 
in Appendix B shows that the higher durat_ion and exhaustions for main wage earners 
occurred only· for women. At this time, no adequate explanation has been found for 
these effects, but the answer may be related to the parti~ular demographic charac-
teristics of women associated with main wage earner status.. (For example, women who 
are main wage earners are more likely to be single parents than male main wage ear11-
ers.) 

Uni.on membership did not appear to affect benefit duration. Union members were very 
similar to non-members both in the number of weeks of benefits they received and in 
the percentage exhausting benefits. 

Duration of Benefits by Industry 

The average duration of UI benefits and benefit exhaustions by industry are shown in 
Table 19. The hig·hest levels of benefit duration were found in finance, insurance and 
real estate (17.9 weeks), wholesale trade {16.9 weeks)ti and ''.other services" (16.1 
weeks), while the lowest levels occurred in construction {13.0 weeks), durable goods 
manufacturing {14.3 weeks) and apparel (14.6 weeks). Benefit exhaustion rates were 
highest in transportation, communicat'!ti;wm and utilities (43.9 percent) and finance, 

28The overall duration and exhaustioI} rates for this group, shown at the top of Table 
'18, are substantially higher (16.0 weeks and 42.7 percent) than for the sample as a 
whole (15.0 weeks and 35.1 percent). This serves to underscore the point that rela-
tionships observed for this subgroup may be affected by seasonal and other economic 
factors and thus may differ from the overall z;elationships for the whole sample. 
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insurance and real estate (43. 5 percent), and lowest in construction (25. 9 percent) 
and appare 1 ( 2 5 . 3 percent) • 

The low average durations and exhaustion • rates for the apparel and construction 
industries are no doub.t due to the seasonal nature of these industries. Layoffs for 
most claimants in these industries are temporary and of. short duration, and, in the 
case of construction, even t:tiose experiencing permanent layoffs could quickly find new 
jobs, given the high demand in this industry during the study period. Although demand 
was not as great in the apparel industry, most apparel workers are tied to an indi-
vidual company and are usually recalled. Furthermore, a high proportion of claimants 
in apparel received partial UI payments, since they were often employed only parts of 
weeks. Thus, they extended the~9 effective potential duration of benefits and were 
less likely to exhaust benefits. · 

A notable aspect of the pattern of duration by industry was low or average duration 
levels in manufacturing in general, despite the high degree of concern about mass 
layoffs and worker dislocation -in these industries. Although permanent. mass layoffs 
did occur in manufacturing during the study period, it appears that the many temporary 
layoffs typicalof these industries resulted in relatively low average durations. 

The high duration df benefits in finance,· insurance and real estate and in wholesale 
trade may be due to the relatively low seasonality in these industries. Since a 
higher proportion of the layoffs in these industries filfY have been permanent than in 
others, a longer job search process may have resulted.· The high rate of exhaustions 
in transportation, cdmmunications and utilities may have resulted partly from layoffs 
at American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T) in early 1986 stemming from the breakup of 
the Bell system. . 

The relatively high average duration and exhaustion rate _ in the "other services" 
category was concentrated mostly in hotels and bdarding places and in health services. 
The high duration among health service workers is difficult to explain given the 
strong demand for health services during the study period and the relatively low 
number of workers who were laid off (see Table 9). 

Duration by __ Employment . and Earnings 

Tables 20 and 21 relate benefit duration and exhaustions to wages and the number · of 
weeks worked during the base year. Both duration and exhaustions were significantly 
related to the number of base weeks worked. The duration of benefits was substantial-
ly lower for claimants who had worked 20 weeks or less (with an average duration of 
11.4 weeks) than for claimants with more base weeks (with average durations ranging 
from 14.5 to 15.7). This difference is no doubt largely due to lower potential 
durations of benefits for these claimants, since potential duration is determined by 

29rn general, for the whole sample, claimants who worked part-time during their claims 
had lower average exhaustion. rates (18 percent) than those without part-time 
earnings (43 percent). 

30- .. . 
Although the sample size in this study is small for the finance, insurance ·and real 
estate industry, a study of claimants in Ne.w York State also found benefit duration 
to. be highest in this industry. See John Jj. Comisky, Unemployment Insurance Benefi-
ciaries. in New York State; Benefit Year Ending 1985, New York State Department of 
Labor, Division of Research and Statistics,i Albany,.NewYork, June 1987. 

I 
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. . . . . . . . . . . . 

the rilimber of base· weeks. · Lower. potential duration also· explains the. much higher 
exhaustion rates for recipients who had woJ:ked 1 - 2p weeks or 21 - 30 weeks .(with 
exhaustion rates of .65 5 percent and 49. 8 perc~nt, respectively) · compared with those 
who were· employed -more weeks duz:c;i.ng · the base year (with r,ates of 26.1. to 32. o per-
cent). · · · 

The data by average weekly wage, · in the lower half of_ Table 20, show that' benefit. 
duration first increases from 14~5 weeks to 16.1 weeks with increases in .the weekly 
wage, and then declines from, l6 .1 to 13. 6 for weekly wag-es ab<;>ve the $ 300 - $ 399 
range. Although many factors may affect the relationship between wages and UI dura-
tion, a primary factor lies in the connection between the average weekly wage and the. 
WBR. As the weekly wage rises, the WBR also increases. However, because of. the_ 
maximum ·limit on the WBR, · · increases . in wages above • about $ 350 · ( :for the study period} 
no longer lead to higher WBRs. Instead, as wages increase, the WBR replaces a .lower 
proportion of pre~layoff wages •. The collection of .UI benefits· thus becomes a less 
attractive alternative to working, both because_ it r~presen:ts a 1arger cut in living 
standard than for lower wage claimants;· and because the claimant can.earn subi;;tantial-
ly inore income by becoming reemployed (assuming pre..:1ayoff wages are an indicator- of 
future wages). This decline in the "replacement rate" is Probably a major factor 
ex,I>laining the decline in OI duration for weekly wages above the $300-$:399 rar,ge. · · 

. . . . . . 

In the range of weekly wages below $300, 'the. incre~~e in duration with inc~eases in 
the weeldy wage cannot be explained by the wage replacement rate. · The replacement 
rate is fairly constant in this range, because the u1·1awntandates a: replacement rate 
of 60 percent until the maxim~ WBR is reached. (Some deviations from the 60 per.cent 
rate occur because of dependency allowances~ deductions for pensions and some othE=r 
minor reasons.) _The positive J:elationship :between -dU:ration and weekly wages in this 
range may be due to other claimant characteristics which are correlated with the 
weekly w.age. Another possibility is. t:hat claimants with lower weekly wages may ha,ve 
more · incentive to find work, because their WBRs are-· too :;l.ow to provide•· an adeqUqte 

· income (e1ren though· their wage replacement· rate is the same as those . with .high~r 
wages)-. 

... . 

The figures for UI e:x:haustions by the -weekly wage followed a pattern similar to that 
of duration. As the wage rate increaseq the per.centage exhausting· benefits first · in-
creased' from 32. 7 to 38.9 percent, for claimants_ in the $.300 - $399 wage range, an!i 
then declined to 2.8. 7 percent.,, for the $700 and over wage level. · 

. '., ' . . . 

Duration and exhaustions are shown in Table 21 by total base year wages. Since total 
. earnings are the product of the average weekly . wage and .the number of weeks worked, 
the relationship between earnings and benefit duration and exhaustions is a mixture of 
the effects seen earlier for the weekly wage · and base weeks.. The duration.- figures in 
the· table show that average duration first rises .from 13.·6 weeks to 16.3 weeks then 
falls to 14.4 weeks with increases in total base year wages.· This pattern reflec-t:s 
both the higher average_ weekly .wages at higher earnings levels (and, therefore, 
declining wage-replacement rates) ; . and fewer. c1verage weeks worked (and lower potential 
01 durations)_ among those with lower total earnings. The effect of lower potential 
durations at lower · earnings levels is seen most clearly in the exhaustion figu:i:-es. 
The percentage of claimapts who exhauste4 benefits was substantially higher (44 - _47 
percent). among claimants who earned less than $6,000 in their base years than among 
claimants earning $6,000 or more (25 ;... 35 percent). · 
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Duration by Unemployment Insurance Program Variables 

Table 22 shows the duration of UI benefits and exhaustions by two key UI program 
parameters, the potential duration of benefits and the WBR, and by the wage replace-
ment rate, defined here as the WBR as a per~entage of the average weekly wage during 
the base year. 

As mentioned in the previous section, it was expected that claimants with higher 
potential weeks of UI benefits would also tend to have higher. actual benefit dur-
ations, simply because they have more weeks of benefits available. On the other hand, 
claimants with higher potential durations were expected to be l_ess likely to exhaust 
benefits. With more weeks available, these claimants should be more likely to return 
to work before using up their available benefits, compared with claimants with lower 
potential durations. 

The data in Table 22 show that, as expected, average actual duration increased as 
potential duration increased from the 1 - 15 week level (with average actual duration 
of 11.4 weeks) to the 21. - 25 week range (with actual duration of 16.3 weeks). 
However, average actual benefit duration then dropped to 15.1 weeks for claimant& with 
potential durations of 26 weeks. This is most likely due to other characteristics of 
these claimants, who worked 35 or more weeks in their base years in order to qualify 
for the maximum potential benefit duration. For example, claimants in this group had 
higher weekly wages than those in 21 - 25. week category, and somewhat lower wage 
replacement rates. Thus, they had a somewhat greater incentive to find new employ-
ment. 

The relationship between potential duration and benefit exhaustion rates was also as 
expected, with exhaustion rates declining steadily as potential duration increased. 
The percentage of claimants exhausting benefits decreased from 65. 5 percent for 
claimants with 1 - 15 potential weeks of benefits to 28. 7 percent for those with 
potential durations of .26 weeks. 

The relationship of the WBR to benefit duration and exhaustions mirrors that of the 
average weekly wage. The figures in Table 22 show that as the WBR increased from the 
$100 or less range to the $151 - $200 range, average duration increased from 14.5 
weeks to 16. 2 weeks and. exhaustion rates rose from 32. 8 percent to 38. 8 percent. 
However, 3-yhen the WBR reached the statutory maximum, represented here by the over $200 
category , both duration and exhaustion rates fell (to 14.5 weeks and 34.0 percent, 
respectively). As seen in the previous sec;:tion, when the maximum WBR is reached, 
higher average weekly wages in the base year _ do not lead to higher WBRs, and the 
proportion of wages replaced by UI. benefits falls. Claimants with lower replacement 
rates have less incenlive t~ collect UI and, therefore, tend to find jobs sooner, 
thereby reducing their duration and.benefit exhaustions. As mentioned previously, for 
WBRs below $200, the increase in duration with increases in the WBR may be due to 
cl~~~ant characteristics associated with the wage rate or to an incentive to find work 
when the WBR is too low to provide an adequate income. 

31For most claimants in the sample, the statu;tory maximum WBR was either $203 or $214, 
depending on whether the claim was filed inj 1985 or 1986. Most of the claimants in 
the "over $200" category in Table 26 had WBRs at the maximum. 



In the bottom section of Table 22, duration and exhaustions are related directly to 
the wage replacement rate, since this variable most closely measures the effect of UI 
benefits on the incentive to find employment. As shown in the table, both duration 
levels and exhaustion rates increased, as expected, as UI benefits replaced a higher 
percentage of wages. 

Sumi:nary of Regression Results 

In the previous sections the relationships between duration and exhaustions and 
claimant characteristics were examined in simple cross-tabulations. The regression 
analysis, described in detail in Appendix B, provides better estimates of these 
relationships by estimating the effect of each characteristic on duration or exhaus-
tions while controlling for the effects of other characteristics (i.e., holding other 
characteristics constant). 

For the most part, the regression results confirmed the general relationships between 
claimant characteristics and UI duration found in the cross-tabulations, al though 
there were often differences in the magnitude or significance of effects. Major 
differences in the results, as well as similarities, are summarized in the discussion 
below. (See AppencUx B for a more complete discussion.) 

As in the cross-tabulations, the regression results showed no significant effect of 
sex on the duration of UI benefits. In addition, the small difference between men and 
women in benefit exhaustions, found in the cross-tabulations, became smaller and 
insignificant in the regressions. 

The regression results were quite similar to those in the.cross-,tabulations for race, 
educ:ation, industry andunion membership. Women who were main wage earners were found 
to have higher levels of UI duration and exhaustions than tl::lose who were not main wage 
earners, an unexpected result which was discussed in an earlier section (see page 16). 

The regression results for age were also similar to the cross-tabulations for most age 
groups. These effects, found for the whole sample and for women (but not for men) , 
showed high duration and exhaustion levels for claimants in the 25.;.34 and 55-64 age 
ranges and low levels for those in th 45-54 age group. The biggest difference between 
the cross-tabulations and .the regressions was that, when factors such as potential 
weeks of benefits and pension receipt were taken into account, the 65 and over group 
switched from having apparently high exhaustion rates to having the lowest average 
duration and exhaustions. However, this result should be viewed with caution, because 
of small sample sizes for this group. 

A variable tot di~cussed in the cross-tabulations, but included in the regrt!ssions was. 
, pension status. It was found that the receipt of a pension increased both benefit 
duration and exhaustions. This was expected, since pension income provides _an alter-
native to working and because claimants receiving a- pension may have a more tenuous 
labor force attachment than other claimants. 

Turning to Ul program variables, potential duration showed similar effects in the ~. 
cross-tabulations and the regressions. The regressions indicated that an additional 
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week of potential UI duration increased·actual duration by an avera?e of3g.2·weeks and 
reduced the probability of exhausting benefits by 2~-9 -percentage points. 

- ' ' 

- -

In the cross-tabulations, it was seen that .is both the WBR and the average weekly wage 
rose, - both the duration of benefits and the exhaustion rate first rose, then fell as 
declining.wage replacement rates reduced th~ incentive to c;:ollect UI. In the regres-
sions, the effects of each of these variables, the weekly wage and the . WBR, . were 
estimated while holding the other. constant;-_ Although there are limita1:ions t~3 this 
procedure because of the statutory relationship between these two variables, · _ the 
regression results were as expected. With the weekly wage heldconstant,-increases in 
the WBR increased duration because of rising wage replacement ·rates. Simil.arly, at a 
given WBR, increases in the weekly wage lead to lower average duration because of a · 
declining - wag$ replacement · rate and other .- factors. The regression coefficients 
indicated that an increase or $10 in the WBR increased UI duration by an average of 
0.15 weeks and exhaustions by. 0.9 percentage ppints, while an increase of $100.in the 
average weekly wage reduced durati.ori by 0~21 weeks and exhaustions by 1.3 percentage 
points. 

How Well llave We Explained Duration? 

In both the cross-tabulations and the reg:rel3sion analysis, we have -found a· nUI!lber . of 
claimant characteristics whic;:h ar.e strongly related·. to benefit duration and the 
exhaustion rate. How well have we explained duration in the 1;1ense that .we riow kno\v 
what causes it tobe high or.low? Can thesecharacteristics taken together be used to 
pred;i.ct the duration of an individual claimapt? 

:·· r· 

Unfortunately.,_ the answer - i.s that we have not done very well. The multip;Jre 
correlation coefficient (R2 ) c;1,t the bottom of each regression• in Tables B •. 1 - B •. 4- ;~f 
Appendix B shows the proportion of. -the vari,ation .in duratio:n_ and exhaustions which was · 
1fexplained" by the variables in the regressions. : The R 2 s_ al;'e ':ery. loy4 rang~ng .. fr9m . 
• 033 to ~125., Such low R 2 s are common to the research in this area.. and indicate 
that the variables available - to us -go only a small way toward explaining the compl~x 
behavioral and other factors involved in returning to work after peing unemployed. 

However, th.e analysis does give us useful in;!ormation. we can say that under current 
economic conditions, construction. worke:i;-s,, on average, are . likely to have lower 
durations and exhaustion.s than .other workers, that nonwhites are - likely to have 
higher average duration and .exhaustions and;that higher potential benefit duration is 
associated with higher actual du:i;-ation and lower exhaustions. Information on the 
average experience, of.• population 1;1ubgroups is s.till useful even if we· cannot ·yet 
predict duration and benefit exhaustion for individual UI recipients. 

32 ·- - .· · ' · · ·•. · · · 
These results may reflect·not only the effect of potential duration, but also 
effects of. unmeasured clai~nt characteristics associated with the number of weeks 
employed during the base year (which detexnu.nes potential duration}. 

33Although, .because of the benefit formula, the ratio of the WBR and the weekly wage' 
is almost constant for WBRs.below the niaxiihum WBR, it was possible in the regression 
,analysis to derive estimates of the separate effects of these variables using the 
data on variations in weekly· wages above the ri1aximtim WB'.R Jsee Appendix Bl • 

34see, for example, Walter Corson and warterlNi~holson, An Analys~s of m: Recipients' 
Unemployment Spells,. u~s. Department:of La.Jpor,. :Unemployment .Insura~ce Occasional _ .. · 
Pape,: 83~1, Washingtoil, n,c,., 1983. - .J • . 





TABLE 1 

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
RECIPIENTS WITH FIRST PAYMENTS 

FROM DECEMBER 1985 TO NOVEMBER 1986 

Sample Size 

Sex (Percent) 

Race (Percent) 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

Average Age (Years) 

Average Years of Educationa 

Average Bas6 Weeks Worked in 
Base Year · 

Average Weekly Wage 

C Average Base Year Wages 

Average Potential Weeks of 
UI Benefits 

Average Weekly Benefit Amount 

Average Total Benefits Paid 

Average Weeks of Benefits Paid 

Percent Exhausting Benefits 

Total 

5,053 

100.0 

100.0 

64.3 
17.7 
17.0 
1.0 

37.5 

12.0 

39.6 

$336 

$13,588 

23. 7. 

$152 

$2,315 

15.0 

35.1 

Male 

2,851 

56.4 

100.0 

65.0 
18.7 
15.4 
0.9 

36.4 

11.9 

39.3 

$408 

$16,337 

23.4 

$170 

$2,568 

15.0 

37.2 

Female 

2,201 

43.6 

100 •. 0 

63.4 
16.4 
19.1 
1.1 

38.9 

12.0 

40.0 

$244 

$10,025 

24.1 

$128 

$1,988 

15.0 

32.4 

a Available only for recipients who filed their claims after July 1, 1986. Total 
sample size is 1,193. 

b Prior to July 6, 1986, the base year was defined as the first 52 of the 53 
calendar weeks preceding the filing of the claim. Since July 6, 1986 it has been 
defined as the first four of the last five completed calendar quarters. A base 
week is a calendar week during the base year in which the claimant earned at 
least 20 percent of the statewide average weekly wage (or $76 for 1986}. 

c The claimant's base wages are the total ,wages earned during all base weeks in the 
base year. 
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Sex 

Male 
Female 

Total 

Race 

White 
Black 
Hispanic 
Other 

Total 

. Age (years) 

Under 25 
25 - 34 
35 - 44 
45 - 54 
55 - 64 
65 and over 

Total 

Mean Age 

TABLE 2 

DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
RECIPIENTS BY SEX, RACE AND AGEa 

Total Male 
Number Percent Number Percent 

2,851 56.4 
2,201. 43.6 

5,052 100.0 .··-

3,191 64.3 1,803 65.0 
878 17.7 520 18 • 7 ,' 
844 17.0 427 15.4 

50 1.0 26 0.9 

4,963 100.0 2,776 100.0 

8.80 17.5 553 19.4 
1,584 31.5 976 34.4 
1,043 20.8 531 18.7 

805 16.0 416 14.7 
635 12.6 322 11.4 

81 1.6 39 1.4 

5,028 100.0 2,837 100.0 

37.5 36.4 

Female 
Number Percent 

1,387 63.4 
358 16.4 
417 19.l 

24 1.1 

2,186 100.0 

. 327 14.9 
608 27.8 
512 23.4 
389 17.8 
312 14.2 

42 1.9 

2,190 100.0 

38.9 

a Sample sizes for males and females may not add to totals because of missing data 
for one observation. 
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TABLE 3 

DISTRIBUTION BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHJl..FACTERISTICS FOR 
-UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RECIPIENTS WHO FILED CLAIMS 

DURING JULY - NOVEMBER 1986a 

Total Male Female_ 
Num):)er - Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Education 

1-8 Years 
9-11 Years 
High School 

Graduate 
Some_College 
College Graduate 
Post Graduate 

Work 

Total 

Mean Years of 
Education 

Wage Earner Status 

Main Wage.Earner 
Not Main Wage 

Earner 

Total 

Union Membership 

Union Member 
Not Union Member 

Total 

107 9.0 
218 18.3 

528 44.2 
210 17.6 

78 6.5 

52 4.4 

1,193 100.0 

12.0 

774 64.3 

429 35.7 

1,.203 100.0 

243 20.2 
960 79.8 

1,203 100.0 

61 9.1 46 8.8 
128 19~1 90 17.2 

29.2 43.7 236 45.0 
115 17.2 95 18.1 

44 6 •. 6 34 6.5 

29 4.3 23 4.4 

669 100.0 524 100.0 

11.9 12.0 

520 76.8 254 48.3 

157 23.2 272 51.7 

677 100.0 526 100.0 

161 23.8 82 15.6 
516 76.2 444 84.4 

677 100.0 526 100.0 

a Data for education, wage>earner status and union membership are not available for 
recipients who filed their claims ';befo:t"e July 1, 1986. 
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Number of Base 
Weeks· Worked 

1 - 20 
21 30 
31 - 40 
41 - so 
51 - 52 

Total 

Mean Number of 

TABLE 4 

DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RECIPIENTS 
BY NUMBER OF BASE WEEKS WORKED.AND BASE·YEAR WAGESa 

Total 
Number 

290 
1,002 
1,115 
1,332 
1,314_ 

5,053 

Percent 

5.7 
19.8. 
22.1 
26.4 
26.0 

100.0 

Male 
Number Percent 

215 7.5 
573 20.1 
575 20.2 
707 24.8 
7131 27.4 

2,851 100.0 

Female 
Number Percent 

75 3.4 
429 19.5 
5.40 24.5 
624 28. 4 
533 24.2 

2,201 100.0 

Base Weeks 39~6 39.3 40~0 

Total Base Year 

a 

Wages 

Less than $4,000 324 6.4 105 3.7 219 10.0 
$ 4,000 - $ 5,999 740 14.6 326 11.4 414 18.8 
$ 6,000 - $ 7,999 705 14.0 303 10.6 402 18.3 
$ 8,000 - $ 9,999 599 11.9 281 9.9 318 14.4 
$10,000 - $14,999 1,050 20.8 588 _20.6 462 21.0 
$15,000 - $19,999 628 12.4 397 13.9 230 10.4 
$20,000 - $29,~99 671 13.3 540 19.0 131 6 •. 0 
$30,000 and over 336 6.6 311 10.9 25 1.1 

Total 5,053 100.0 2,851 100.0 2,201 100.b 

Mean Base 
Year Wages $13,588 $16,337 $10,025 

Base weeks and base year wages refer to weeks worked and earnings during the base 
year. See page 2 of the text for definitions of. these terms. 
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TABLE 5 

DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
RECIPIENTS BY AVERAGE WEEKLY WAGEa 

Total Male Female 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Average Weekly Wage 

a 

Less than $150 

$150 - $199 

$200 - $299 

$300 - $399 

$400 - $499 

$500 - $599 

$600 - $699 

$700 and over 

Total 

Mean Average 
Weekly Wage 

496 9.8 

921 18.2 

1,413 28.0 

833 16.5 

553 10.9 

318 6.3 

198 3.9 

321 6.4 

5,053 100.0. 

$336 

103 3.6 393 17.9 

324 11.4 597 27.1 

727 25.5 686 31.2 

527 18.5 305 13.9 

428 15 •. 0 125 5.7 

2-64 9.3 54 2.4 

175 6.1 23 1.0 

303 10.6 18 o.~ 

2,851 100.0 2, 201_ 100.0 

$408 $244 

The average weekly wage is defined as average wages per week worked/ during the 
base year. 
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TABLE 6 

MEAN.BASE WEEKS WORKED, BASE YEAR WAGES 
AND WEEKLY WAGE BY AGE AND SEXa 

Mean Number of 
Base Weeks 

Worked 
(Total Sample) 

Mean Base. Year Wages 
Total Male Female 

Age (years) 

Under 25 37.9 $ 9,583 $10,392. $ 8,216 

25 - 34 40.0 13,427 14,982 10,931 

35 - 44 40.3 14,889 18,568 11,074 

45 54 40.2 15,585 20,870 9,933 

55 - 64 39.7 15,481 21,914 8,834 

65 and over 35.8 9,828 11,513 8,263 

Total 39.6 $13;588 $16,337 $10,025 

a For sample sizes for age-sex subgroups, see Table 2. 
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Average Weekly Wage 
Total Male Female 

· $249 $274 $207 

333 377 264 

359 452 263 

379 510 240 

383 537 223 

274 332 221 

$336 $408 $244 



TABLE 7 

MEAN BASE WEEKS WORKED, BASE YEAR WAGES AND 
WEEKLY WAGE BY RACE AND SEX 

Mean Number of Mean 
Base Weeks Base Year Average 

Worked Wages weekly Wage 

Total 39.6 $13,588 $336 

White 40.4 $15,476 $378 

Black 38.4 $10,848 $280 

Hispanic 38.8 $ 9,896 $250 

Males 39.3 $16,337 $408 

White 40.3 $19,052 $467 

Black 37.2 $11,793 $314 

Hispanic 39.1 $11,864 $296 

Females 40.0 $10,025 $244 

White 40.4 $10,827 $261 

Black 40.0 $ 9,476 $230 

Hispanic 38.6 $ 7,881 $203 

,-
a Sample sizes may not add to totals because of missing data. 
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Sample 
Sizea 

5,053 

3,191 

878 

844 

2,851 

1,803. 

520 

427 

2,201 

1,387 

358 

417 



TABLE 8 

MEAN BASE WEEKS WORKED, BASE YEAR WAGES AND WEEKLY 
WAGE BY EDUCATION, WAGE EARNER STATUS 

Total 

Education 

1-8 Years 
9-11 Years 
High School 

Graduate 
Some College 
College Graduate 

Wage Earner Status 

Main Wage Earner 
Secondary Wage 

Earner 

Union Membership 

Union Member 
Not Union Member 

AND UNION MEMBERSHIP 

(For Recipients With Dates of Claim 
from July to November 1986) 

Mean Number of 
Base Weeks 

Worked 

40.3 

38.2 
39.1 

40.3 
41.3 
42.7 

41.0 

39.2 

40.3 
40.4 

Mean 
Base Year 

Wages 

$14,540 

$11,843 
$11,713 

$14,009 
$15,307 
$21, 729 

$15,861 

$12,157 

$16,126 
$14,139 

Average 
Weekly Wage 

$351 

$302 
$290 

$342 
$360 
$498 

$377 

$304 

$406 
$337 

Sample 
Sizea 

1,203 

107 
218 

528 
210 
130 

774 

429 

243 
960 

a Sample sizes for educational groups do not add to the total due to missing data. 
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TABLE 9 

DISTRIBUTION BY INDUSTRY OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE RECIPIENTS AND EMPLOYED 

COVERED WORKERS 

UI Recipients 
(Study Sample) 

Average Employment 
Covered by UI 

Nov. 1985 - Oct. 1986 
(Universe)a 

Industry·· 
Manufacturing 

Number Percent 
1,763 35.0 

Number· Percent 
686,830 20.7 

Durable Goods 746 14.8 320,027 9.6 

Nondurable Goods 1,017 ·20.2 366,803 ll.l 

Apparel 427 8.5 44,982 1.4 
Other Nondurables 590 ll.7 321,821 9.7 

Nonmanufacturing 3,278 65.0 2,628,272 79.3 

Construction 

Transportation, 
Communications & 
Utilities 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance, Insurance & 
Real Estate 

Services 

Hotels and Other Lodging 
Business Services 
Health Services 
Educational Services 
Other Services 

Other Nonmanufactgring & 
Nonclassifiable 

636 

312 

367 

599 

108 

929 

151 
305 

95 
83 

295 

327 

12.6 150,640 4.6 

6.2 229,440 6.9 

7.3 250,654 7.6 

ll.9 573,963 17.3 

2.1 204,301 6.2 

18.4 999,094 30.1 

3.0 . 62,791 . 1.9 
6.0 232,588 7.0 
1.9 232,764 7.0 
1.6 218,071 6.6 
5.9 252,880 7.6 

6.5 220,180 6.6 

Total 5,041 100.0 3,315,102 100.0 

a 

b 

Average covered employment by industry was calculated from a New Jersey Depart-
ment of Labor database which contains information on covered jobs. 
Includes· agriculture, mining, government administration and nonclassifiabl"e 
establishments. 
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TABLE 10 

MEAN BASE WEEKS WORKED, BASE YEAR WAGES AND 
WEEKLY WAGE BY INDUSTRYa 

Industry 

Manufacturing 

Durable Goods 

Nondurable Goods 

Apparel 
Other Nondurables 

Nonmanufacturing 

Construction· 

Transp./Comm./ 
Util. 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance/Insur./ 
Real Estate 

Services 

-Business Services 
Other Services 

Mean Number of 
Base Weeks 

Worked 

41.6 

43.1 

40.6 

37.6 
42.7 

38.5 

36.0 

38.0 

41.5 

38.6 

43.0 

39.7 

39.0 
40.0 

h f , C Ot er Nonmanu acturing 35._9 

39.6 Total 

Mean Base 
Year Wages 

$13,788 

$15,168 

$12,776 

$ 8,179 
$16,102 

$13,452 

$17,872 

$14,551 

$14,493 

$10,180 

$12,888 

$12,900 

$12,898 
$12,901 

$10,385 

$13,588 

Average 
Weekly Wage 

$320 

$345 

$302 

$217 
$364 

$344 

$488 

$405 

$334 

$255 

$305 

$315 

$317 
$314 

$279 

$336 

SamplE 
Size 

1,763 

746 

1,017 

427 
590 

3,278 

636 

312 

367 

599 

108 

929 

305 
624 

327 

5,053 

a.,- Data refe:i::- to weeks worked and wages during the base· year. See page 2 of the 
report for the defin~tion of the base year. 

b Sample sizes for industry do not add to the total due to missing data. 
c Includes agriculture, mining, government administration and nonclassifiable 

establishments. 
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TABLE 11 

SELECTED UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE PROGRAM 
CHARACTERISTICS BY SEX 

UI Program Characteristics 

Mean Potential Weeks of 
UI Benefitsa 

Percent at Maximum (26 Weeks) 

Mean Weekly Benefit Rateb 
(Before Deductions) 

Percent at Maximum 

Mean Weekly Benefit Amount Paidb 

Mean Maximum Total. Benefit 
Amountc 

Mean Total Benefits Paid 

Sample Size 

Total 

23.7 

66.7% 

$159 

34.5% 

$152 

$3,792 

$2,315 

5,053 

Male 

23.4 

65.2% 

$177 

49.4% 

$170 

$4,170 

$2,568 

2,851 

Female 

24.1 

68.5% 

$136 

15.2% 

$128 

$3,301 

$1,988 

2,201 

a The potential number of weeks of benefits is equal to three-fourths of the number 
of the claimant's base weeks (but may not exceed 26 weeks). 

b 

C 

The weekly benefit rate (WBR) is the amount of benefits per week a claimant 
qualifies for before deductions for pensions and part-time earnings. The actual 
average weekly benefit amount paid is lower than the WBR for some claimants 
because of these deductions. 
The maximum total benefit amount for each claimant is equal to number of poten-
tial weeks of benefits times the WBR. 
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TABLE 12 

SELECTED UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE PROGRAM 
CHARACTERISTICS BY RACE AND SEX 

• 
Mean Potential Mean Weekly Mean Total Sample 

Race Weeks of Benefits Benefit Amount Paid Benefits Paid Sizea 

Total 23.7 $152 $2,315 5,053 

White 23.9 $159 $2,337 3,191 

Black 23.4 $144 $2,471 878 

Hispanic 23.8 $133 $2,056 844 

Males 23.4 $170 $2,568 2,851 

White 23.7 $180 $2,549 1,803 

Black 22.8 $156 $2,737 520 

Hispanic 23.8 $152 $2,413 427 

Females 24.1 $128 $1,988 2,201 

White 24.2 $133 $2,060 1,387 

Black 24.1 $126 $2,085 358 

Hispanic 23.9 $113 $1,691 417 

a Sample sizes may not add to totals because of missing data for race and sex. 
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TABLE. 13 
. . . 

SELECTEDUNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE PROGRAM 
CHARACTERISTICS BY.AGE 

Mean·Potential Mean Weekly Mean.Total Sample 
AGE (years) Weeks of Benefits · Be:p.efit Amount 'Benefits Paid s· a 1ze -

Under25 23.3 $134 $2,048 880 

25 - 34 23.7 $158 $2,427 1,584 

35 - 44 23.9 $158 '$2,.471 · 1,043. 

45 - 54 24.0 $158 · $2, 31.9 805 

55 - 64 23.8 $150 $2,277 635 

65 and over· 22.9 $108 $1,457 .81 

Total 23.7 $152 $2,315 5,053 

a Sample sizes do not add to the .total because of missing data for. age. 
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Number of 
Weeks Paid 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 or More 

Total 

TABLE 14 

DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RECIPIENTS 
BY NUMBER OF WEEKS OF BENEFITS PAID AND SURVIVAL RATES 

Distribution 
By Number of · Survival Rate: 

Weeks of UI Percent of Claimants 
Benefits Paid Remaining at Each 

Number Percent Payment 

292 5.8 100.0 
208 4.1 94.2 

86 1. 7 90.1 
175 3 .5 88.4 
178 3.5 84.9 
162 3.2 81.4 
161 3.2 78.2 
157 3.1 75.0 
177 3.5 71.9 
162 3.2 68.4 
160 3.2 65.2 
157 3.1 62.0 
157 3.1 58.9 
166 3.3 55.8 
201 4.0 52.5 
152 '3. 0 48.6 
184 3.6 45.5 
163 3.2 41. 9 
162 3.2 38. 7 
130 2.6 35.5 
155 3.1 32.9 
118 2.3 29.8 
114 2.2 27.5 
115 2.3 25.2 
110 2.2 23.0 
864 17.1 20.8 
144 2.9 3.7 

16 0.3 0.9 
7 0.1 0.5 
5 0.1 0.4 

15 0.3 0.3 

5,053 100.0 
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TABLE 15 

PERCENTAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RECIPIENTS RECEIVING A PAYMENT 
IN EACH WEEK OF THE BENEFIT YEARa 

Percent Percent 
Week of the Receiving b Week of the Receiving b 

Benefit Year a UI Payment Benefi_t Year a UI Payment 

1 67 27 15 
2 85 28 12 
3 78 29 10 
4 73 30 9 
5 70 31 8 
6 68 32 7 
7 66 33 7 
8 64 34 7 
9 61 35 6 

10 58 36 6 
11 54 37 6 
12 52 38 6 
13 50 39 6 
14 48 40 6 
15 46 41 6 
16 43 42 6 
17 41 43 6 
18 39 44 7 
19 37 45 6 
20 35 46 6 
21 33 47 6 
22 31 48 7 
23 30 49 7 
24 28 50 8 
25 26 51 8 
26 25 52 10 

a The benefit year is defined as the 52-week period beginning the week the UI claim. 
is filed. It is not a calendar year, since it begins and ends in different 
months for aifferent recipients._ 

b Th_e sample size for all percentages is 5,053. 
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FIGURE 3 
PERCENTAGE OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE RECIPIENTS RECEIVJNG A PAYMENT. 

IN EACH WEEK OF THE BENEFIT YEAR 
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Total 

Race 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

Age (years) 

Under 25 

25 - 34 

35 - 44 

45 - 54 

55 - 64 

65 and-Over 

TABLE 16 

AVERAGE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND 
BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY SEX, RACE AND AGEa 

Total Male Female 
Mean Weeks Percent Mean Weeks Percent Mean Weeks Percent 

of Benefits Exhausting of Benefits Exhausting of Benefits Exhausting 
Paid Benefits Paid Benefits Paid Benefits 

15.0 35.1 15.0 37.2 15.0 32.4 

14.4 30.3 14.0 30.l 15.0 30.5 

17.0 48.7 17.5 53.7 16.1 41.6 

15.2 35.8 15.8 39.8 14.5 31. 7 

15.1 34.2 15.1 36.5 15.0 30._3. 

15.3 37.2 15.2 37.2 15.5 37.2 

15.2 35.7 15.4 39.5 15.0 31.6 

14.3 31.1 14.4 35 .1 14.2 26.7 

15.1 35.1 14.7 36.3 15.5 34.0 

14.0 38.3 14.3 43.6 13. 7 33.3 

a For sample sizes, see the distributions in Table 2. 
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Total 

Sex 

Males 

Females 

Race 

White 

Black 

Hispanic 

r-·-

TABLE 17 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
RECIPIENTS BY DURATION OF BENEFITS BY SEX AND RACE 

1 - 5 

18.6 

17.4 

20.1 

19.5 

13.4 

21.0 

Number of Weeks of Benefits Paid 

6 - 15 16 - 25 

32.8 27.8 

34.3 27.6 

31.0 28.0 

36.2 25.5 

27.0 31.8 

27.4 30.3 

26 and 
Over 

20.8 

20.7 

20.9 

18.8 

27.8 

21.3 · 

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

Sample 
Sizea 

5,053 

2,851 

. 2,201 

3,191 

878 

844 

a Sample sizes do not add to the total because of missing·data for age and race. 
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TABLE 18 

AVERAGE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND 
BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 

(For Recipients Who Filed Their Claims During July - November 1986a) 

Mean Weeks Percent 
of Benefits Exhausting 

Paid Benefits Sample Size 

Total 16.0 42.7 1,203 

Education 

1 - 8 Years 17.2 48.6 107 
9 - 11 Years 15.8 48.2 218 
High School Graduate 16.1 43.4 528 
Some College 15.3 35.7 210 
College Graduate 15.5 37.7 130 

Wage Earner Status 

Main Wage Earner 16.4 46.1 774 
Secondary Wage Earner 15 •. l 36.6 429 

Union MembershiJ2 

Union Member 16.1 43.2 243 
Not Union Member 15.9 42.6 960 

b 

a Data for education, wage earner status and union membership are not available for 
recipients who filed their claims before July 1, 1986. 

b Sample sizes for education categories do not add to the total because of missing 
data. 
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TABLE 19 

AVERAGE DURATION OF Ul\'!EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND 
BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY INDUSTRY 

Mean Weeks· Percent 
of Benefits Exhausting 

Industry Paid Benefits 

Manufacturing 14.5 32.3 

•Durable Goods .14.3 35 .o 

Nondurable Goods 14.7 30.4 

Apparel 14.6 25.3 
Other Nondurables 14.8 34.1 

Nonmanufacturing 15.3 36 •. 5 

Construction 13.0 25.9 

Transp ./ Comm ./Uti 1. 15.8 43.9 

Wholesale Trade 16.9 41.4 

Retail Trade 15.3 36.1 

Finance/Insur./Real J:lst. 17.9 43.5 

Services 15.7 38.2 

Business Services 14.9 35.1 
Other Se.rvices 16.1 39.7 

Other Nonmanufacturing b 15.4 38.2 

Total 15.0 35.1 

. . . 

Sample . a Size· 

1,763 

746 

1,017 

427 
590 

3,278 

636 

312 

367 

599 

108 

929 

305 
624 

327 

5,053 

a 
b 

Sample sizes for industries do not add to the total because 
Includes agriculture, mining, government administration 
establishments. 

of Illissing data. 
and nonclassifiable 
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TABLE 20 

AVERAGE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND BE~lEFIT 
EXHAUSTIONS BY BASE WEEKS AND.AVERAGE WEEKLY WAGEa 

Mean Weeks Percent 
of Benefits Exhausting Sample 

Paid Benefits Size 

Total 15.0 35.1 5,053 

Number of 
Base Weeks Worked 

1 - 20 11.4 65.5 . 290. 

21 - 30 15.4 49.8 1,002 

31 - 40 15.7 26.1 1,115 

41 - 50 14.5 27.9 1,332 

51 - 52 15.7 32.0 1,314 

Average Weekly Wage 

Less than $150 14.5 32.7 496 

$150 - $199 14.9 33.9 921 

$200 - $299 15.7 37.6 1,413 

$300 - $399 16.1 38.9 833 

$400 - $499 14.2 33.5 553 

$500 - $599 14.6 34.6 318 

$600 - $699 13.2 28.8 198 

$700 and over 13.6 28.7 321 

a Base weeks and the average weekly wage refer to weeks worked and the average wage 
during the base year. ·See• page 2 of the text for the definition of the base 
year •. 
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TABLE 21 

.· AVERAGE DURATION OF UNEJ.l".PLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND 
BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY BASE YEAR WAGESa 

Mean Weeks Percent 
of Benefits Exhausting 

Paid Benefits 

Total Base Year Wa2es 

Les~ than $4,000 13.6 44.1 

$4,000 _: $5,999 15~2 47.0 

$6,000 - $7,999 14~8 34.3 

$8,000 - $9,999 15.7 .. 34~1 .. · 

$10,000 - $14,999 15.0 31. 7 

$15,000 - $19.,999 16.3 35 .4 

$20,000 $29,999 14.4 29.4 

$30',000 and over 14.4· 25.0 

Total 15.0 35.1 

'' 

-Sample 
Size 

324 

740 

705 

599 

1,050 

628 

671 

336 

5,053 

a Ba:se year wages refer.totot;al earnings during. the base year. See page2 of the 
text for.the.definition of the base year. 
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Total 

Potential Weeks 

15 or Less 

16 - 20 

21 - 25 

26 

Weekly Benefit 

$100 or Less 

$101 - $150 

$151 - $200 

Over $200 

TABLE 22 

AVERAGE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND 
BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY SELECTED PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 

Mean Weeks Percent 
of Benefits Exhausting 

Paid Benefits 

15.0 35.1 

of UI Benefits 

11.4 65.5 

14.9 52.9 

16.3 35.5 

15.1 28.7 

Rate 

14.5 32.8 

15.3 35.5 

16.2 38.8 

14.5 34.0 

Wage Replacement Rate (Percent) a 

Less than 40 13. 8 31.3 

40 - 49 14.2 31.6 

50 - 59 15.3 35.4 

60 and Over 15.4 36.5 

Sample Size 

5,053 

293 

715 

633 

3,412 

809 

1,416 

936 

1,892 

696 

535 

820 

3,002 

a The wage replacement rate is defined as the weekly benefit rate as a percentage 
of the average weekly wage in the base year. Although the fonnula for computing 
benefits provides for a replacement rate of 60 percent, replacement rates above 
60 percent occur mainly because of dependency allowances. Replacement rates 
below 60 percent are due to the statutory limit on the maximum weekly benefit. 
rate. 
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APPENDIX A 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY SAMPLE 
BY FILING DATE OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE CLAIM 





Year 

1984 

1985 

1986 

Total 

TABLE A.l 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY SAMPLE BY THE YEAR AND MONTH 
THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE CLAIM WAS FILEDa 

Month Claim 
Was Filed Number Percent 

December 6 0.1 

January 10 0.2 
February 4 0.1 
March 10 0.2 
April 10 0.2 
May 7 0.1 
June 26 0.5 
July 25 0.5 
August 31 0.6 
September 30 0.6 
October 60 1.2 
November 307 6.1 
December 782 15.5 

January_ 646 12.8 
February 397 7.9 
March 390 7.7 
April 325 6.4 
May 251 5.0 
June 533 10.5 
July 320 6.3 
August 313 6.2 
September 216 4.3 
October 256 5.1 
November 98 1.9 

5,053 100.0 

Cumulative 
Percent 

0.1 

0.3 
0.4 
0.6 
0.8 
0.9 
1.4 
1.9 
2.6 
3.1 
4.3 

10.4 
25.9 

38.7 
46.5 
54.2 
60.7 
65.6 
76.2 
82.5 
88.7 
93.0 
98.1 

100.0 

a The study sample was defined as a 1. 88 percent sample of all claimants who 
received their first UI payment between December 1985 and November 1986. Some 
sample members had claim dates much earlier than December 1985, because they 
received their first payments late in their benefit years~ 
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APPENDIX B 

THE DETERMINANTS 
OF BENEFIT DURATION AND EXHAUSTIONS: 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS 





THE DETERMINANTS OF BENEFIT DURATION AND EXHAUSTIONS: REGRESSION l',NALYSIS 

Part IV of• the report examined the relationships between UI benefit duration and 
exhaustions and a variety of claimant characteristics. by means of cross-tabulations. 
The regression analysis presented in this appendix (and summarized in Part IV) 
provides a better test of these relationships by estimating the effect of each 
characteristic on duration or exhaustions while controlling for the effects of other 
characteristics (i.e., holding other characteristics constant). This is accomplished 
by entering data on all characteristics into a regression equation and estimating ·the 
effects of all variables simultaneously. 

The results of the regression analysis are presented first for the whole sample. 
Estimates are then presented for recipients who filed their UI claims after July 1, 
1986, since data on education, wage earner status and union membership are available 
only for this subgroup. In addition, for both these samples, separate regressions 
were estimated for men and women, to allow for differences between the sexes in the 
effects of other characteristics on duration. 

Regression Results for the Whole Sample 

Estimates of the effects of the various claimant characteristics. on UI duration and 
exhaustions are shown in the regression results in Table B.1. (Separate regressions 
for males and females are presented in Table B. 2.) Tbe regression coefficients show 
the estimated effect of a change in each characteristic if all other characteristics 
were held constant. For example, the coefficient of 3. 977 on. the pension status 
variable in the duration equation indicates that, other things being equal, a claimant 

. with a pension is likely to collect about 4 tnore weeks of benefits than a claimant not 
receiving a pension. For continuous explanatory variables, such as age, the coeffi-
cient indicates the estimate.a increase in duration when the explanatory variable 
increases by one unit (e.g., one year). Since the WBR is in units of 10, the coeffi-' 
cient for the WBR shows the estimated effect of increasing the WBR by $10. 

In the exhaustion regression, the coefficients show the estimated effect of each 
characteristic on the probability of exhausting benefits. For example, the coeffi-
cient of -0.029 for potential duration, indicates that, if other characteristics are 
held constant, an increase of one week in potential duration is estimated to reduce 
the probability of exhausting benefits by 0.029 or, in percentage terms, by 2.9 
percentage points. -

For the most part, the regression results confirmed the general relationships between 
claimant characteristics and UI duration that were found in the cross-tabulations in 

1For characteristics which are composed of more than two population subgroups (such as 
race and industry) one subgroup is omitted from the regression equation, and the 
coefficient on each remaining subgroup estimates the difference in average duration 
(or in exhaustion probability) between that subgroup and the group which was left out 
of the equation. In the case of race, whites are the omitted subgroup, and for 
industry the "left out" group is worke:r:s in durable goods manufacturing industries. 
For example, the coefficient of 2.760 on wholesale trade in the duration regression 
indicates that, after controlling for. other claimant characteristics, average dura-
tion for claimants in wholesale trade. was about 2.8 weeks longer than for those in 
durable goods manufacturing. 
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Part IV of the report, although there were changes in the magnitude of the effects or 
in significance · levels in many cases. The most -important differences .between the 
cross-tabulations and the regression analysis are pointed out in the discussion below. 
Similarities in the results.are also noted. 

The estimates in the upper half of Table B.l show the effects. of several demographic 
and UI program characteristics on the duration of benefits and on exhaustions. As 
found earli~r in the descriptive analysis in Part IV (see Table 16), . the regression 
results showed no significant effect of sex on the duration of UI benefits. Further-
more, the small difference between men and women in benefit exhaustions, which was 
significant in the cross-tabulation, became smaller and insignificant in the regrt:is-
sion. (In the regression, the probability Qf exhausting benefits was .023 - or 2 • .3 
percentage points - loW'er for · women .than for rnen, compared with a difference of. 4. 8 
percentage points in Table.16.) 

Turning to the effects of race, it should be ~Qted that the "other nonwhite" group in 
the rzgression consists mostly of Hispanics . (94 percent), and can be considered as 
such. The ef.fects of race in the regression results were very similar to those found 
in the cross-tabulation in Table 16, both in magnitude and significance. The only 

.change was that the regression results revealed that Hispanic women had a 6.6 percent-
age point higher probability of exhausting benefits than white women (see Table .B. 2), 
whereas no significant difference was found in the cross-tabulation. However, there 
remained no significant difference between Hispanic and white women in the average 
duration of benefits. 

The .results for age show that· when age was entered into the regression as a sing.le 
continuous variabl,e, no significant effects were fauna on.duration or exhaustions for 
either the whole sample or for the male and female subg~oups. However, a continuous 
variable may not be appropriate, since duration may not increase or decrease uniformly 
with age. For example, it may be that older groups o.f workers and younger groups .c:i.re 
more similar in average duration than those in the middle age ranges. 

To test these relat:ionships, additional regressions (not shown) were estimated using 
the age categories in Table 16 as variables. In these regres.sions, as in the cross-

· tabulations, several significant.effects were found for both the whole sample and for 
females, while no significant effects were found for males. However, while the 
cross-tabulations showed significant results only for benefit exhaustions, significant 
effects w1=re found ·in the regressions for both duration and exhaustions. In the 

. cross-tabulations, the highest exhaustion rates were found for the 25 .. 34 and 65 and 
over age groups, while exhaustions were low for the 45-54 age group. The regression 
results indicate that both duration and exhaustions tend to be high for those in the 
25-34 and 55-64 age ranges, low for those. in the 45-54 age group and lowest for those 
65 and over. The biggest difference between the cross-tabulations and the regressions 
was that1 when factors such as potential weeks of benefits and pension receipt were 
controlled for in the regressions, the 65 and over group switched from having appar-
ez:itly high exhaustion rates to having the lowest average duration and exhaustions. 

2 ,-c 
· The other six percent of the "other nonwhite" category.consists of American Indians, 

Alaskan natives, Asians and Pacific ];slanders. Although these groups were omitted 
from the cross-tabulations by race, they were incluc'l.ed in the regressions in order to 
estimate the effec_ts of all variables on duration and. exhaustions using the. entire. 
sample •. 
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However, this result should be viewed as tentative because of the small. sample sizes 
for the 65 and over group. 

The pension status variable indicates.whether the claimant had a pension deduction in 
the calculation of his/her weekly UI benefit. The pension variabl.e was used in the 
regressions for several reasons. First, any sou:rce of income other than the claim-
ant's ea:rnings (incl.uding unearned income or a spouse's earnings) will ten:d to reduce, 
the claimant's incentive to find. work. Second, an older person receiving a pension 
may be more likely to consider himself/herself retired than a person not receiving a 
pension, and thus may have a more tenuous labor force attachment. Third, the pension 
variable was strongly correlated with age and some other variables, and was used to 
produce unbiased estimates of these related variables. 

As expected, receipt of a pension increased both the duration of benefits and the 
probability of exhausting benefits. After coptrol.ling for other factors, those with 
pensions collected on average almost 4 weeks more .of UI· benefits than those without 
pensions, and had a 2.4 percentage point higher probability of exhausting benefits. 

The remaining data in the upper section of Table B.1 relate to wage and UI program 
variables. In Part IV (Tables 20 and 22), it was seen that as both the WBR and the ' 
average weekly wage rose, both the duration of benefits and. the exhaustion rate fi:rst 
rose, and then fell as declining wage · replacement t'ates reduced the incentive to 
collect UI. _ In the regressions, the effects of each of these va9-ables, . the weekly 
wage and the WBR, were estimated while holding the other constant. In principle, at 
a given weekly wage, an increase in the WBR increases the replacement rate, and, 
therefot'e, would be expected to increase benefit duration and exhau~tions. Similarly, 
at a given WBR, a higher weekly wage tends to reduce duration and exhaust:.ions, because 
it reduces the replacement rate and increases the incentive to return to work. The 
relationship between duration and the weekly wage, may also be influenced by other, 
unmeasured claimant characteristics (i.e., character~stics not included in the re-
gressions), which are correlated with the weekly wage. 

However, these effects are difficult to measure, · given the statutory relationship 
between the WBR and the average weekly wage. In our sample, although the weekly wage 
can vary for.a given WBR, when the WBR is at the maximum level, tg.e ratio of the WBR 
to the weekly wage is fairly constant for WBRs below the maximum. Because of this, 
the coefficients on the weekly wage in the regressions are essentially estimates of 

3 

4 

For the regressions, the pension deduction was subtracted from the WBR to measure the 
weekly benefit actually received. -Earnings deductions were not subtracted, however, 
because the claimant's full WBR is available if he/she does not choose to work part 
time. 

The theory regarding the effects of the weekly wage and the WBR is explained here in 
terms of variations in the replacement rate. However, the WBR and the weekly wage 
were entered into the regressions separately, rather than entering the replacement 
rate itself, in order to allow for effects these variables might have that are 
independent of the replacement rate. 

5As stated in Part.IV of the text, some deviations from the statutory ratio can occur 
because of dependency allowances, deductions for pensions and other minor factors • 
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the effect of the wage on duration for weekly wages above that required to receive the 
maximum WBR (i.e., above approximately $350). If the relationship between duration 
arid wages j.s · different for lower weekly wages, the estimates .will be biased for, the 
lower wage range. 

Although the WBR is essentially fixed for a given weekly.wage, the regression produces 
an estimate of its effect. on duration by using. the information on the effect of the 
weekl:;r· wage on duration. That is, for the. range of wages and WBRs below the maximum 
WBR, ·the· regression essentially subtracts the effect of the wage on .duration (which it· 
estimated from variations in wages in the higher wage ranges} from the combined effect 
on duration of the. increasing wages andWBRs in this range. This produces an estimate 

· of the. net effect of the WBR on duration. However, this estimate, should be viewed 
with caution, bec:ause of the implicit assumption that· the effect of the weekly wage on 
duration is the same iri the lower and higher wage.ranges. 

Despite the l.imitations of the estimating. pr~cedure~ the c:oefficients on the· weekly 
wage and WBR in the regression have the expected.· signs, with increases in wages . 
leading to.lower duration and iricreases in the WBR associated with increased duration. 
For the whole. sample, the coefficients show that an increase. in the average weekly 
wages of $100 per week reduced duration by 0.21 weeks and exhaustions by 1 •. 3 percent-
age· points.· The estimates for the WBR indicate that an increase of · $10 in the WBR 
increased.duration by 0.15 .weeks and exhaustions by 0.9 pe;t:'centage points. 

· The potential duration of benefi-ts had a consistently strong effect on both bene:fit 
duration and exhaustions for the whole sample and for all subgroups examined. For the 
whole · sample, an additional week of potential duration increased average· act11al · 
duration by about 0.2 weeks· and reduced the probability of exhausting benefits by ,:a:n 
average . ·of 2. 9 percen1:age points. The direction of these effects was as expected~ 
given the discussion and results of the cross-tabulations in Part IV {see Table 22}.~ 
However, it ... should be cautioned that, since not all claimant characteristics· could .be 

. c.ontrolled for in the regressions, the magnitude of these effects may be influenced 
by unmeasured characteristics associated with the number of weeks employed in the base 
year. (which determines potential duration). . . . 

The regression analysis · produced no substantial · changes in · the industry eff.ects · 
reported earlier in Table 19 (except that in the regression analysis more significant 
differences could be detected).· In the exhaustion regression, transportation,. colTIIllu-
nicat:i,ons and utilities no longer had the highest exhaustion rate. It was surpassed 
by finance, insurance and real estate and by wholesale trade. However, these three.· 
industries, plus the "other services"· group could, not be distinguished statistically; 
all. could be said to have relatively high exhaustion rates. 

,·. .. . . . . . .· . : . 

over all, . the difference.s · in duration and exhaustions by industry were quite similar 
for· men and women~ Exceptions were that among men, claimants in retail trade nad 
above average exh.austion rates and those in "other nonmanufacturingll had lo'W rates, 
·while among women, claimants in retail trade had about average exhaustions and those 
in "other nonillanufacturing" had high exhaustion rates. The differences for the retail 
trade may have to .do with. the types of jobs men and women have within the industry. i • 
If. men have more specialized types of jobs (e.g.,. management jobs), it may take them 

·longer to find an appropriate position. The differences in the "other nonmanufactur-
ing11 category are more· difficult to analyze because of small sample size.s for sub-
groups within this category. , .· 
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Results for Sample with Claim Dates after July 1, 1986 

Table B. 3 shows regression results for claimants who filed their UI claims after 
July 1, 1986. The regression equations include the three variables that were not. 
available for the whole sample. In addition, the industry variable has· been collapsed 
into a single broad category - goods-producing industries (as opposed to ser-
vice-producing) - because of the smaller sample .size.. Separate regressions for men 
and women are reported in Table i3.4. The analysis in this section will focus only on 
those variables not available for the full sample, since the effec:ts of the other 
variables have already been examined. 

In the descriptive analysis in Part IV of the report (see Table 18), no significant 
relationship was found between education and benefit duration, but the exhaustion rate 
was found to decline with higher education levels. These results were generally 
confirmed in the regression. In the duration regression, the coefficient on education 
was negative but not significant. However, for exhaustions, the negative coefficient 
was significant at the 90 percent confidence level. The coefficient indicates that an 
increase of one year in a claimant's educational level reduced the exhaustion rate by 
1.1 percentage points. 

For this. sample as a whole, the positive effect of the main wage earner status, found 
earlier in Table 18, was significant only in the exhaustion regression. However, :l;or 
women (see Table B.4) there is a large positive coefficient for main wage earner in 
both the duration and exhaustion regressions. (No significant effects were found for 
men.) The coefficients indicate that women who considered themselves the main wage 
earner in the family had an average duration of benefits 2. 5 weeks longer than those 
who were secondary wage earners, and had exhaustion rates 11.8 percentage points 
higher. As d±scussed in Part IV of the report, these results run counter to our 
expectation that a main wage earner would be likely to get· a job more quickly than a 
secondary worker. At this time, no adequate . explanation has been found for these 
effects. 

As in the tabulation in Part IV (Table 18), union membership was found to have. no 
significant effect on either the duration of benefits or. on exhaustions. 
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TABLE B.1 

DETERMINANTS OF THE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE BENEFITS AND BENEFIT EXHAUSTION 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Female 

Black Racea 

Other Nonwhite Racea 

Age (Years) 

Pension Statusb . 

Average Weekly Wage (100s) 

Weekly Benefit Rate (10s) 

Potential Weeks of UI Benefits 

. C Industry 

Apparel 

Other Nondurable 

Manufacturing 

Construction 

Transp./Comm./Util. 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance/Insur./Real Est. 

Business Services 

Other Services 

''Other Nonmanufacturingd 

Intercept 

Number .of Weelcs 
of Benefits Paid 

Coefficient t-Statistic 

-0.207 

2.680** 

1.274** 

-0.010 

3. 977** 

--0.206* 

0.149** 

0.183** 

0.739 

o •. 315 

-0. 973* 

1.935** 

2.760** 

1.496** 

3.710** 

0.995+ 

1.951** 

1.349* 

7._756** 

· -0.720 

8.025 

3.644 

-1.020 

4.397 

-2.421 

4~005 

5.871 

1.358 

0.669 

-2.018 

3.306 

5.048 

3.093 

4.210 

1.684 

4.123. 

2.261 

7.502 
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Benefit Exhaustion 
Coefficient t-Statistic 

-0.023 

0.170** 

0.081** 

0.0'00 

0.244** 

-0.013** 

0.009** 

-0.029** 

-.0.105** 

-0.013 

-0.146** 

0.044 

0.058* 

0.006 

0.100* 

-0.019 

0 •. 032 

-0.044 

0.899** 

-1. 495 

9.489 

4.295 

0.4,89 

5.037 

-2.772 

4.697 

-17.392 

-3.588 

-0.501 

-5.667 

1.403 

1..989 

0.243 

2.114 

-0.588 

1.259 

-1.364 

16.223 



TABLE B.1 (cont'd) 

DETERMINANTS OF THE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT 
INSURANCE BENEFITS AND :BENEFIT EXHAUSTION 

Swmnary 
Statistici;i 

Number of Weeks 
of Benefits Paid Benefit Exhaustion 

F-Statistic 

0.042 

11.93 

(18,4895) 

0.098 

29 .• 48 

(18,4895) Degrees of Freedom 

NOTE: 

* 

The coefficients show the effect of each characteristic on the dependent 
variable (duration. or exhaustion), and we:i;:-e estimated using ordinary least 
squares regression analysis. Benefit exhaus'tion is a binary variable equal 
to 1 if the claimant exhausted benefits, and equal to O if the claimant did 
not exhaust benefits. The significance of a coefficient is determined by 
the absolute value of the t-statistic (i.e., irrespective of the sign). 
Using a. two-tailed test, a coefficient is significant at the 95 percent 
confidence level if the t-statistic is 1.960 or greater. Confidence levels 
of 90 percent and 99 percent are associated with t-statistics exceeding 
1.645 and 2.576, respectively. 

Coefficient is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level 
(two-tailed test). 

** Coefficient is significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
+ Coefficient is significant at the 90 percent confidence level. 
a. The race itariables are binary (or "dummy") variables equal to 1 if the claimant 

is a member of the race specified, equal to · 0 otherwise.· The· coefficients for 
race show the difference in mean duration (or benefit exhaustion) between the 
specified race and the "left out" category, in this case whites. 

b Pension status indicates whether the claimant has a· pension deduction in the 
calculation of his/her weekly UI benefit. · 

c For industry, the "left out" category is durable goods manufacturing. Thus, the 
coefficients on the industry variables show the difference in mean duration, or 
exhaustions, between the specified industry and the durable goods industry. 

d. Includes agriculture, xnining, government administration and ·nonc::lassifiable 
establishments. 
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TABLE B.2 

DETERMINANTS OF THE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
BENEFITS AND BENEFIT EXHAUSTION BY SEX 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Black Racea 

Other Nonwhite Racea 

Age (Years) 

. b Pension Status 

Average Weekly Wage (100s) 

Weekly Benefit Rate (10s) 

Potential Weeks of UI Benefits 

Industry c. 

Apparel 

Other Nondurable Manufacturing 

Construction 

Transp./Comm./Util. 

Wholesale Trade 

Retail Trade 

Finance/Insur./Real Est. 

Number of Weeks 
of Benefits Paid 

Male Female 

3.628** 
(8. 333) 

1.962** 
(4.167) 

-0.007 
(-0. 515) 

2.699* 
(2.206) 

-0.137 
(-1.509) 

0.061 
(1.215) 

0.222** 
(5.912) 

-0.379 
(-0.356) 

-0.279 
(-0.461) 

-1.400** 
(-2.606) 

1.216+ 
.(1.689) 

1.693* 
(2.377) 

1. 283* 
(1. 991) 

4.412** 
(3.259) 
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1.406** 
(2. 671) 

0.619 
(1.168) 

-0.013 
(-0.822) 

4.874** 
(3.543) 

0.062 
(0. 218) 

0.17.0* 
(2.251) 

0.117* 
(2.129) 

1.658* 
(2.353) 

1.038 
(1. 401) 

2.060 
(1. 216) 

3.084** 
(3. 079) 

3.931** 
(4. 625) 

1.864* 
(2.529) 

3.668** 
(3. 082) 

Benefit Exhaustion 
Male Female 

0.204** 
(8.542) 

0.095** 
(3. 676) 

0.001 
(1.125) 

0.136* 
(2 .032) 

-0.010* 
(-2. 003) 

0.005+ 
(1.684) 

-0.028** 
(-13.789) 

-0.150* 
(-2.574) 

-0.015 
(-0.444) 

-0.166** 
(-5.626) 

0.026 
(0. 656) 

0.012 
(0.311) 

0.018 
(0.509) 

0.115 
(1. 553) 

0.118** 
(4.309) 

0.066* 
(2.371) 

-0.000 
(-0.239) 

0.340** 
(4. 738) 

-0.002 
(-0.142) 

0.011** 
(2.711) 

-0.030** 
(-10.342) 

-0.072+ 
(-1. 949) 

-0.011 
(-0.287) 

0.071 
(0.805) 

0.068 
(1. 294) 

0.108* 
(2.442) 

0.000 
(0.005) 

0.102 
(1. 635) 



TABLE B.2 (cont'd) 

DETERMINANTS CF THE DURATION OF UNEHPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
BENEFITS AND BENEFIT EXHAUSTION BY SEX 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Number of. Weeks 
of Benefits Paid 

Male Female 
Benefit Exhaustion 
Male Female 

C Industry (cont'd) 

Business Services 0.803 1.252 -0.038 -0.002 
(1.017) (1.404) (-0.878) (-0~049) 

Other Services 1.422* 2.590** 0.005 0.059 
(2 .152) (3. 726) (0 .144) (1.630) 

. d 
Other Nonmanufacturing 0.466 2.740** -0.078+ 0.012 

(0.631) (2.744) (--1.913) (0.221) 

Intercept 8.166** 7.945** 0.944** 0.854** 
(6.308) (4. 689) (13-~97) (9,.672) 

R2 0.064 0.033 0.119 0.080 
F-Statistic 
Degrees of Freedom 

10.96 
(17, 2731) 

4.36 
(17 ,2147) 

21.67 11.00 
(17,2731) (17,2147) 

NOTE: 

* 

The . coefficients show the effect of each characteristic on the dependent 
variable ( duration or exhaustion) , and were estimated using ordinary least 
squares regression analysis. Benefit exhaustion isa binary variable equal 
to 1 if the claimant exhausted benefits, and equal to O if the claimant did 
not. exhaust benefits. T-statistics are reported in parenthes1::;s. The 
significance of a coefficient is determined by the absolute value of the 
t-statistic (i.e., irrespective of the sign). Using a two-tailed test, a 
coefficient is significant at the 95 percent confidence level if the 
t-statistic is 1. 960 or greater. Confidence levels of 90 percent and 99 
percent are associated with t-statistics exceeding 1. 645 and 2. 5 7 6, respec-: 
tively. 

Coefficient is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence . level 
(two-tailed test). · 

** 
+ 
a 

· Coefficient is significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 

b 

C 

d 

Coeffici.ent is significant at the 90 percent confidence level. 
The race variables are binary (or "dummy") variables equal to 1 if the claimant 
is a member· of the race specified, equal to O otherwise. The coefficients for 
race show the difference in mean duration (or benefit exhaustion) between the 
specified race .and the "left out" category, in this case whites. 
Pension status indicates whether the claimant has a pension deduction in the 
calculation of his/her weekly UI benefit. 
For industry, the "left out" category is durable goods manufacturing. Thus, the 
coefficients on the industry variables show the difference in mean duration, or 
exhaustions, between the specifie¢i industry and the durable goods industry. 
Includes agriculture, mining, government administration and noncla.ssifiable 
establishments. 
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TABLE B.3 

.DETERMINANTS OF.DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE BENEFITS AND 
BENEFIT EXHAUSTION FOR RECIPIENTS FILING CLAIMS 

DURING JULY - NOVEMBER 1986 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Number of Weeks 
of Benefits Paid 

Coefficient t-Statistic 
Benefit Exhaustion 

Coefficient t-Statistic 

Ferltale 
Black Racea 

0.235 
3.391** 

0.393 
4.782 

-0.003 -0.103 
0.222** 5.876 

· Other Nonwhite Race a 
Age (Years) 

1. 737* 
0.031 

2.207 
1.359 

0.069, 1.634 
0.001 0.876 

Years of Education 
Main Wage Earner 
Union Member b 
Pension Status 

-0.148 
0.854 

-0.317 
3.203+ 

-1.264 
1.457 

-0.470 
1.800 

-0.011+ -1.705 
0.079* 2.526 

-0.020 -0.555 
0.214* 2.258 

Average Weekly Wage (100s) 
Weekly Benefit Rate (10s) 
Potential Weeks of UI Benefits 
Goods-producing.Industriesc 

-0.016 
0.088 
0.280** 

-1.389* 

-0.090 
1.139 
4.184 

-2. 419 

..;o. 015 -1.564 
0.011** 2.766 

-0.029** -8.101 
-0.077* -2.526 

Intercept 7.433** 3.052 0.990** 7.629 

Ra 0.049 0.107 
F-Statistic 
Degrees of Freedom 

4.94 
(12, 1145) 

11.45 
(12,1145) 

NOTE: 

* 
** 
+ 

a 

b 

C 

The coefficients show the effect of each characteristic on the dependent 
variable (duration or exhaustion), and were estimated using ordinary least 
squares regression analysis. Benefit exhaustion is a binary variable eCJ_-ual 
to 1 if the claimant exhausted benefits, and equal to O if the claimant did 
not exhaust benefits. The significance of a coefficient is determined by 
the absolute · value of the t-statistic (i..e., irrespective of the sign) • 
Using a two-tailed test, a coefficient is significant at the 95 percent 
confidence level if the t-statistic is 1.960 or great~r. Confidence levels 

· of 90 percent and 99 percent are associated with t-statistics exceeding 
1.645 and 2.576, respectively. 

Coefficient is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level 
(two-tailed test). 
Coefficient is significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
Coefficient is significant at the 90 percent confidence level. 
The race variables are binary (or "dummy") variables equal to 1 if the claimant 
is a member of the race specified, equal to O otherwise. The coefficients for . 
race show the difference · in mean duration (or benefit exhaustion) between the 1' 

specified race and the "left out" category, in this case whites. 
l?ension status indicates whether the claimant has a pension deduction in the 
calculation of his/her weekly UI benefit. 
Goods producing industries include agriculture, mining, manufacturing and con-
struction. 
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TABLE B.4 

DETERMINANTS OF THE DURATION OF UNE?'lPLOYME~TT INSURANCE 
BENEFITS AND BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY SEX, 

FOR RECIPIENTS FIL.ING CLAIMS DURING JULY - NOVEMBER. 1986 

Explanatory 
Variables 

Number of Weeks 
of Benefits Paid 

Male Female 
Benefit Exhaustion 
Male Female 

Black Racea 

Other Nonwhite Racea 

Age (Years) 

Years of Education 

Main Wage Earner 

Union· Membex-

b Pension Status 

Average Weekly Wage (100s) 

Weekly Benefit Rate (10s) 

Potential Weeks of UI Benefits 

Goods-Producing· Industryc. 

Intercept 

4.686** 
(5 .083) 

2.195* 
(2.027) 

0.026 
(0.817) 

-0.152 
(-0. 987,) 

-0.869 
(_;1. 005) 

-0.282 
(-0. 340) 

1.925 
(O .813) 

0.135 
(0.684) 

-0.032 
(-0. 299) 

0.326** 
(3. 928) 

~1.242+ 
(..;1.674) 

9.058** 
(2.812) 
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1.271 
(1. 14i) 

1.247 
(1.067) 

0.045 
(1. 340) 

· -0.210 
(-1.153) 

2.455** 
(3. 048) 

-o. 49_4 
(-0.42S) 

3.989 
(1.448) 

-0.024 
(,-0.044) 

o.i02 · 
.(L200) 

0.210+· 
(1.873) 

~1.510 
(-1. 632) 

7.945* 
(2.079) 

0.302** 
(6.-016) 

0.070 
(1.186) 

0.001 
(0.352) 

-0.013 
(-1. 523) 

0.043 
(0.907) 

-0.005. 
(-0.113) 

0.091 
(0.705) 

-0.005 
(--0. 483) 

0.005 
(0.934) 

-0.024** 
(-5. 376) 

-0.054 
(-1 •. 343) 

0.992** 
(5.662) 

0.105+ 
(1. 809) 

0.082 
(1.346) 

0.002 
(0.931) 

-0.013 
(-1.319) 

o •. 118** 
(2 •. 817) · 

-0.047 
(-0.778) 

0~357*· 
(2.495) 

-0.036 · 
(-11.300) 

0.021**-
(2 •. 618) 

-0.036** 
(-6.191) 

-0.117* 
(-2.439) 

1.099** 
(5. 531) -



TABLE B.4 (cont'd) 

DETERMINANTS OF THE DURAT.ION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
BENEFITS AND BENEFIT EXHAUSTIONS BY SEX, 

FOR RECIPIENTS FILING CLAIHS DURING JULY - NOVEMBER 1986 

Number of Weeks 
Summary 

Statistics 
of Benef.i ts Paid 

Male Female 
Benefit Exhaustion 
Male Female 

0.072 0.055 0.112 0.125 

F~Statistic 

Degrees of Freedom 

4.45 

(11,627} 

2.68 

(11,507} 

7.18 6.60 

(11,627) (11,507) 
·,. 

NOTE: 

* 

** 
+ 
a 

b 

c 

The coefficients show the effect of each .characteristic on the dependent 
variable (duration or exhaustion), and were estimated using ordinary least 
squares regression analysis. Benefit exhaustion is a binary variable equal 
to l if the claimant exhausted benefits, and equal .to O if the claimant did 
not exhaust benefits. T-stathitics are reported in parentheses. The 
significance of a coefficient is determined by the absolute value of the 
t-statistic (Le., irrespective of the sign). Using a two-tailed test, a 
coefficient is significant at the 95 percent confidence level if the 
t-statistic is 1. 960 or greater. Confidence levels of 90 percent and 99 
percent are associated with t-statistics exceeding 1.645 and 2.576, respec~ 
tively. 

Coefficient is statistically significant at the 95 · percent confidence level 
(two-tailed test}. 
Coefficient is significant at the 99 percent confidence level. 
Coeffiqient is significant at the 90 percent confidence level. 
The. race variables c;1re binary (or "dummy) variables equal to 1 if the claimant is 
a member of the race specified, equal to O otherwise. The coefficients for race. .t 
show the difference in mean duration (or benefit exhaustion) between the speci'"' 
fied race and the ''left out" category, in this case whites. 
Pension sta.tus indicates whether the claimant has a pension deduction in the 
calculation of his/her weeklyUI benefit. 
Goods-producing industries include agriculture, mining, manufacturing and con .. 
struction. 
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