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U.S. Unemployment Insurance: A Safety Net With Holes

Just released last week, the current rate of unemployment shows an increase from 5.4 to 5.7 percent, the highest
rate in six years. Behind these numbers are 8.2 million persons who are currently out of work, many of whom
are struggling to meet their daily expenses.

Unemployment insurance, which was designed for such hard times, offers an important safety net for those
suffering the effects of the current recession and from the September 11" disaster. However, unemployment
insurance rules are tight and many of the unemployed are ineligible, or get too little help. In late 2001, only 39
percent of those who were unemployed were eligible to receive benefits. Furthermore, when looking at other
industrialized nations who have unemployment insurance programs, the American system falls behind and joins
a small group of second-tier countries where fewer of the unemployed are covered, where the benefits are less
generous, and where the period of time for necessary benefits is briefer.

In this Issue Brief, we will describe unemployment benefits in the United States. Because current United States
unemployment insurance benefits are limited, we also summarize recent proposals for improving the U.S.
system. Congress could improve provisions quickly. Finally, looking at the rest of the industrial world, we
review prevalent practice and list some additional features Americans might want to explore.

Unemployment Insurance in the United States

Through the 1935 Social Security Act, unemployment insurance was created as a federal-state program to
provide temporary and partial wage replacement to the involuntarily unemployed. A Federal Unemployment
Tax (currently 6.2 percent of the first $7,000 paid annually to each employee) is largely returned to states that
establish qualified programs. Of this, 5.4 percent goes to the states that in turn determine eligibility, benefit
amounts, duration, and their tax structures. Some credit employers who have low unemployment experience by
reducing their taxes. The federal part of the tax finances administration, loans to states that use up their funds,
and half of an “extended benefits” program, described below.

Eligibility

A United States H.R. Committee on Ways and Means publication states that, “in order to qualify for benefits an
unemployed person usually must have worked recently for a covered employer for a specified period of time
and earned a certain amount of wages.” Although 97 percent of all wage and salary workers are “covered”,
constituting 89 percent of the civilian labor force, only 38 percent of unemployed persons received benefits



at a given time in 1999. The number has fluctuated in recent years between one-third and almost 40 percent. In
late 2001 it was 39 percent when 4 million people were drawing benefits at the same time out of a covered labor
force of almost 130 million.

If 89 percent of the civilian labor force is “covered” why then are so few Americans receiving benefits? The
answer is that states have developed what a congressional report calls “diverse and complex methods for
determining eligibility”.

In general there are three major factors used by states to determine eligibility.

1. The amount of employment and earnings in the most recent base year or a high-wage quarter in that
year. Most states require at least two quarters of work per year, with great variability in minimum
required earnings. (For the minimum benefit in 1999, Nevada $600, Oklahoma, $4,280) Low earners
often fail to qualify in some states even though they work enough hours, because they earn low
wages or are “‘contingent” or part-time workers. Some of the people who lost jobs because of
September 11, had not worked long enough to qualify; and the recently employed often fail to
qualify.

2. Demonstrated ability and willingness to seek and accept suitable employment. Here, states are
generally similar although they vary in the rigor of enforcement with regard to job preferences,
transportation, and job “suitability”.

3. Disqualifications, as defined by federal or state law. People who leave work voluntarily or are
discharged for misconduct or the refusal of suitable work are not eligible. Beneficiaries must be
ready and willing to accept work at once. If the unemployment arises from a labor dispute, there is
no eligibility. Over one fourth of those “monetarily eligible” are disqualified for all these reasons.

At the end of 2000, 44 percent of the unemployed were workers who had lost their jobs. Some of them were
ineligible for the reasons given above. Eight percent were new labor market entrants, 14 percent were job
leavers and 35 percent reentrants. Many or most of those in the latter three categories did not qualify for
benefits.

Cash Benefits

Persons who are eligible for unemployment benefits receive cash benefits. Weekly benefits are set by the states
and generally reflect regional wage scale variations. They replace between 50 and 70 percent of the
individual’s average weekly pre-tax wage up to a state-defined maximum, so that 50 percent is closer to actual
replacement (seeTablel). New York’s 2001 maximum benefit of $405 was double the maximum of low-wage
states. The maximum number of weeks of potential benefit duration in all states is 26 weeks, but some states
award benefits for much shorter periods based on work records. If a family had no other income for a year,
unemployment insurance benefits would leave that family’s income far below the poverty threshold in all
but a handful of places, even after 26 weeks of benefits. Moreover, some people do not qualify for the full
26 weeks. The average annual duration (except during prolonged downturns) is about 15 weeks, but many
exhaust their benefits while still unemployed. In the year 2000, of 6.8 million who collected benefits, 2.2
million exhausted them while still unemployed. In January 2001, the average national weekly benefit was
$231.27.



Ten states enhance minimum and maximum weekly benefit amounts by adding modest dependents’ allowances.
Massachusetts, the most generous, adds an additional $25 per week per child. Its weekly minimum benefit
ranges between $27- 40 and its weekly maximum is between $431 and $646. Other states with dependents’
allowances added to unemployment insurance benefits are Alaska, Connecticut, Illinois, lowa, Maine,
Minnesota, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island (the second most generous). Since 1987, unemployment
benefits have been included in taxable income.

Extended Benefits

Since the 1970’s there have been permanent provisions to extend the maximum benefit period for the long-time
unemployed from 26 to 39 weeks. The “triggers” have evolved and been modified. The complicated details are
not provided here. In general, unemployment rates of 5, 6, 6 %2 percent (depending on the length of time and
comparisons with earlier periods) justify the additional 13 weeks financed half by the state and half by the
federal government. Under more unusual circumstances, including an 8 percent unemployment rate, extended
benefits may go for 20 weeks, bringing the total to 46 weeks.

As we write, Congress is considering a new type of 13-week extension for the present crisis but the proposal
will not help laid-off, part-time or recently employed people. Under these restrictions, many laid-off employees
in small businesses near New York City’s ground zero may not qualify either, but they fortunately also have a
“disaster” option as noted below.

Disaster Unemployment Assistance (DUA)

Disaster unemployment assistance according to a Department of Labor summary “provides assistance to
individuals whose employment or self-employment has been lost or interrupted as a direct result of a major
disaster and who are not eligible for regular state unemployment insurance.” Unlike TANF, this benefit is an
entitlement, administered by the state agency administering unemployment insurance and ensures benefits equal
to the state’s unemployment insurance benefit schedule. It comes into effect after presidential proclamation of a
major disaster and continues for 26 weeks, if the unemployment continues.

Funds for this program are provided by the Federal Emergency Management Agency and the program is
overseen by the Department of Labor. DUA has covered many September 11 victim-families since it also
covers somebody who has become a breadwinner for a household because the previous provider has died or
cannot work because of injury. It has covered Reagan National Airport workers laid-off as a direct result of the
temporary closing of the airport and others affected by the sudden downturn in the local economy.

The ramifications of recent disasters create potential eligibility for DUA for some people in Connecticut, New
Jersey, Maryland, and Virginia in addition to New York and the District of Columbia. It is estimated that a total
of 37,500 in New York City are expected to receive benefits under the DUA.

Making Unemployment Benefits More Adequate in the Current Crisis
In addition to the 13-week extension and DUA, public officials and experts have developed proposals for
federal action and financing along these lines:

Raise the minimum wage. At present, a full-time, full-year job at the minimum wage would not pay
enough to qualify workers for unemployment insurance in some states.
Increase benefits levels, especially during a downturn when consumer spending helps toward recovery.



Change eligibility rules to allow contingent and part-time workers and those with only limited job tenure to
qualify.

Create more inter-state equity. Those who are eligible for unemployment in some states do not meet the
hour or earnings rules in others.

What Other Countries Do?

Countries cannot borrow social policies directly from one another most of the time. However it is often useful
to ask whether experience elsewhere in the industrial world adds to one’s own country’s menu of options.

To begin with, only about one quarter of the world’s unemployed have access to some kind of unemployment
insurance. It takes a modern, developed, and robust economy to afford and to have the administrative capacity
for an unemployment insurance program. In the words of the International Labor Organization, “ for those who
work in the rural or urban informal sectors, including 750 to 900 million underemployed workers ...... there is
hardly any protection at all.”

By recent count, 69 countries in the industrial world had unemployment insurance programs, often but not
always compulsory or economy-wide. Some impose a means test, some offer lump sum grants in addition to
scheduled payments. Some guarantee lump-sum severance indemnities to discharged workers. The most
generous countries are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Iceland, Luxembourg,
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden and Switzerland. The U.S. joins Australia, Canada, Ireland, U.K., New
Zealand, and Japan in a second less-generous group, with fewer of the unemployed covered than in the first
group and with benefit levels constituting lower replacement rates. U.S. replacement maxima are only slightly
lower than Tier I, and with a briefer benefit duration. As noted in table 2.2 durations for up to a year is the most
common period in Europe.

The leading countries, while more generous than the U.S., remain cautious about unemployment insurance
because of possible work disincentives (as some research has suggested). In recent decades several countries
have stressed “positive labor market policy”, using unemployment insurance funds to create jobs, offer training,
support mobility. And, during the 90’s, as unemployment rose there was some benefit cut-back (duration and
replacement rates) and tightening of eligibility. Some, in a move, which recalls U.S. “workfare”, tie
unemployment insurance to participation in training, as well as to acceptance of jobs that the benefits
administration deems suitable, and to conducting very intensive job searches.

Without here attempting a review of many country variations, we do list a few features
Americans might discuss:

Unemployment Assistance

Most high-level benefit countries offer a second tier of unemployment benefits called unemployment
assistance. Among these countries are: Germany, Austria, France, and Ireland. As the insurance period
ends, there is an easy transition to a means-tested cash benefit with a slightly lower replacement rate. The
job search activity and rules continue, but this option offers a considerable grace period before one must
turn to social or public assistance.



Benefit Duration (See Column 9 on Table 2)

These countries offer benefits covering long-term recessions. The United States’ state 26-week maxima do
not compare. The U.S. duration averages mask the termination numbers. The 13 weeks extensions occur
only during high unemployment.

Benefit Maxima (See Table 2)
Even countries concerned about possible work disincentives offer more generous benefits.

Benefit Supplements for Dependants
Only 10 U. S. states offer such supplements, which are standard in much of the industrial world and are
provided as additional flat rate benefits or an added percentage.

Special Provisions Covering Temporary and Seasonal Employees
This is not a general provision, but exists in a number of places; it addresses an important group of
uncovered workers in the United States.

Special Coverage for Recent School Graduates

Whether through unemployment insurance, social assistance, or family allowances, a good number of
countries, for example, Australia, Belgium, Luxembourg, offer modest economic help during the school-to-
work transition if jobs are hard to come by. A number combine this with intensive counseling and training
opportunity.

A Broader Financing Base

The U.S. unemployment insurance program is financed by a modest payroll tax. In many places,
government and the insured also contribute. If the U.S. were to enact any of the proposed modifications, the
current funding mechanism would need adjustment.

Conclusion:

The United States can and should be proud of what its unemployment insurance program has accomplished. For
some of those who receive unemployment insurance, it is a valuable and important safety net. However, the
current economic recessions and recent disaster calls attention to its holes and need for further improvement.
When looking at ways of closings its holes, it is possible to look at other industrialized nations and at what

options can be transferable. There are some useful ideas that could be considered, quickly enacted, and
afforded.

The Clearinghouse on International Developments in Child, Youth and Family Policies provides cross-national, comparative
information about the policies, programs, benefits and services available in 23 advanced industrialized countries to address child,
youth, and family needs. For more information visit our website at www.childpolicyintl.org or call Tamara Cannon at (212) 854-9007.
The Clearinghouse is funded by the W.T. Grant Foundation.

Still available upon request (and on our website) is our recent issue brief on Survivors Benefits. The Clearinghouse periodically sends
updates regarding international developments in child, youth and family policies. If you know of someone interested in receiving these
updates, please refer them to our website where they can register for our on-line updates. If you wish to be taken off our mailing list
please contact us at childpolicyintl@columbia.edu.
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The Clearinghouse on International Development in Child, Youth and Family Policies
Table 1.0 United States Unemployment Assistance Payment Rates and Benefit Duration

State and Taxable Weekly benefit amount for total Average 2000 weekly benefits 2000 potential
Wage Base unemployment (1) Weekly amount (7) duration (weeks)
Benefit 1/2001
Minimum [ Maximum |Minimum| Maximum
Alabama ($8,000) 1/24 of average of two highest quarters $ 15732 § 45| S 190 15 26
Alaska ($24,200) 4.4 - 0.9% of annual wages, plus $24 per| $ 195.77| $44-68 | $248-320 16 26
dependent up to $72
Arizona ($7,000) 1/25 $ 168.16/ $ 40| S 205 12 26
Arkansas ($9,000) 1/26 up to 66 2/3% of state average $ 216.74] $ 551 $ 309 9 26
weekly wage
California ($7,000) 1/23 to 1/33 (3) $ 16165 § 40| § 230 14 26
Colorado ($10,000) 60% of 1/26 of two highest quarters, up $ 268.82] § 25| $ 337 13 26
to 50% of 1/52 of base period wages
Connecticut ($12,000) 1/26 of two highest quarters, up to 60% $ 273.28( $15-30 | $382-457 26 26
of state average weekly wage, plus $10
per dependent up to 1/2 weekly benefit
amount or five dependents.
Delaware ($8,500) 3) $ 22444 $ 20| S 315 24 26
Dist. of Columbia 1/26 up to 50% of state average weekly $ 243231 $ 501 S 309 20 26
($10,000) wage, plus $5 per dependent up to $20
Florida (§7,000) 1000 $ 223601 $ 32| § 275 26 26
Georgia ($8,500) 1/50 of two highest quarters (6) $ 21877( § 39 $ 264 9 26
Hawaii ($26,000) 1/21 up to 70% of state average weekly $ 289.411 $ 51 8 371 26 26
wage
Idaho ($22,800) 1/26 up to 60% of state average weekly $ 218.65( $ 51§ 273 10 26
wage
Illinois ($9,000) 49.5% of claimant's average weekly $ 268.83| § 51| $284 - 376 26 26
wage in two highest quarters, up to
49.5% of state average weekly wage (3)
Indiana ($7,000) 5% of first $1,750 in high quarter, 4% of | § 239401 $ 50[ S 252 8 26
remaining high quarter wages
Towa ($15,200) 2)(3) $ 250.19] $39-47 | $263-323 7 26
Kansas ($8,000) 4.25% of high quarter wages, up to 60% [ $ 25936 $ 76| $ 306 10 26
of state average weekly wage
Kentucky ($8,000) 1.185% of base period wages, up to 55% | $ 22879 $ 39| § 316 15 26
of state average weekly wage
Louisiana ($7,700) 1/25 of 4 quarters (5) $ 19424 § 10| $ 258 26 26
Maine ($7,000) 1/22 up to 52% of state average weekly $ 210.90( $41-60 | $254 -381 26 26
wage, plus $10 per dependent up to 1/2
weekly benefit amount
Maryland ($8,500) 1/24 plus $8 per dependent up to $40 $ 225.66[ $25-33 $ 250 26 26
Massachusetts ($10,800) |1/21 - 1/26 up to 57.5% of state average | $ 308.19| $27-40 | $431-646 10 30
weekly wage, plus $25 per dependent up
to 1/2 weekly benefit amount (2)
Michigan ($9,500) 70% of claimant's after-tax earnings, up $ 249.711 $§ 87| $ 300 15 26
to a maximum of 58% of state average
weekly wage.
Minnesota ($16,300) 1/26 (3) $ 327991 $ 38| $331-410 10 26
Mississippi  ($7,000) 1/26 $ 15941 $ 30| § 190 13 26
Missouri  ($8,000) 4.5% $ 19627 § 45| $ 220 11 26
Montana ($16,000) 1% of base period wages or 1.9% of $ 193.89] § 63| $ 254 8 26
wages in two highest quarters, up t060%
of state average weekly wage
Nebraska ($7,000) 1/20 - 1/24 $ 19740 $§ 36| § 206 20 26
Nevada (17,200) 1/25 up to 50% of state average weekly $ 226.80] $ 16| $ 282 12 26
wage
New Hampshire ($8,000) [.08 - 1.1% of annual wages $ 220.11] § 32 § 301 26 26
New Jersey ($18,600) 60% of claimant's average weekly wage, | $ 295.37 $ - S 429 15 26
plus dependents' allowance, up to56
2/3% of state average weekly wage
New Mexico ($14,200) 1/26, not less than 10% nor more than $ 17954 § 48] $ 254 19 26
50% of state average weekly wage




The Clearinghouse on International Development in Child, Youth and Family Policies

Table 1.0 United States Unemployment Assistance Payment Rates and Benefit Duration

State and Taxable Weekly benefit amount for total Average 2000 weekly benefits 2000 potential
Wage Base unemployment (1) Weekly Benefit amount (7) duration (weeks)
1/2001
Minimum | Maximum [Minimum| Maximum

North Dakota ($14,200) 1/65 of two highest quarters and 1/2 total| $ 223.64] § 43| $ 283 12 26
wages in third quarter, up to 60% of state
average weekly wage (5)

Ohio ($9,000) 1/2 claimant’s average weekly wage, $ 246.13( § 77| $279-375 20 26
plus dependents' allowance of $1-$83
based on the claimant’s average weekly
wage and number of dependents

Oklahoma ($11,000) 1/25 (4) $ 215451 § 16| $ 283 20 26

Oregon ($20,000) 1.25% of base period wage, up to 64% $ 238.62] § 84| $ 360 4 26
of state average weekly wage

Pennsylvania ($8,000) 1/23 - 1/25 up to 66 2/3% of state $ 274.00 $35-40 | $408 -416 16 26
average weekly wage plus $5 for one
dependent; $3 for second

Puerto Rico ($7,000) 1/11 - 1/26 up to 50% of state average $ 104.78( $ RS 133 26 26
weekly wage

Rhode Island ($17,600) |4.62% of higher quarter wages up to $ 287.13($52-102 | $383-478 15 26
67% of state average weekly wage, plus
greater of $10 or 5% of the benefit rate
per dependent up to 5 dependents

South Carolina ($7,000) |1/26 up to 66 2/3% of state average $ 193.60( $ 20| $ 248 15 26
weekly wage

South Dakota ($7,000) 1/26 up to 50% of state average weekly $ 190.85( $§ 28] $ 214 15 26
wage

Tennessee ($7,000) 1/26 of average two highest quarters $ 19267] $§ 30 $ 255 12 26

Texas (§9,000) 1/25 (6) $ 229.06 $ 48] S 294 9 26

Utah ($17,800) 1/26 up to 60% of state insured average $ 221300 $ 20 S 309 10 26
fiscal year weekly wage

Vermont ($8,000) 3) $ 23392 $§ 40| S 287 26 26

Virginia ($8,000) 1/50 of wage in two highest quarts $ 207200 $ 50| S 230 12 26

Virgin Islands ($14,000) |1/26 up to 50% of state average weekly $ 209.091 $ 32| $ 233 13 26
wage

Washington ($21,300) 1/25 of average of two highest quarters, $ 28972 § 94 $ 441 16 30
up to 70% of state average weekly wage

West Virginia ($8,000) 1.0% of annual wage up to 66 2/3% of $ 202.66] $ 24| $ 318 26 26
state average weekly wage

Wisconsin ($10,500) 4% of higher-quarter wages up to $ 24041 $ 44| S 297 12 26
maximum weekly benefit amount

Wyoming ($12,200) 4% of higher-quarter wages up to 55% $ 21327 $ 191 $ 261 12 26
of state average weekly wage (4)

Sources:

Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives 2000 Greenbook Washington D.C.: GPO,
Social Security Administration. Social Security Programs in the United States. U.S. Department of Labor

(2001). Summary Data for State Programs. Retrieved Nov. 20, 2001 from the U.S. Department of Labor

website at http:// www.workforcesecurity.doleta.gov/unemploy/txdocs/sumjan01.html.




Notes:

(1) When two amounts are given, the higher includes dependents' allowances. In the Dist. Of Columbia, Maryland, and New Jersey the
maximum is the same with or without dependents' allowances. Higher for minimum weekly benefit amount includes maximum
allowance for one dependent.

(2) When states use a weighted high quarter, annual wage, or average weekly wage formula, approximate fractions or percentages are
figured at midpoint of lowest and highest normal wage brackets. When dependents' allowances are provided, the fraction applies to the
basic weekly benefit amount and who have one to three dependents. In Iowa and Ohio, claimants may be eligible for an augmented
amount at all benefit levels but benefit amount above the basic maximum are available only to claimants in dependency classes whose
high-quarter wages or average weekly wage are higher than that required for a maximum basic benefit. In Massachusetts, for claimants
with an average weekly wage in excess of $66 the weekly benefit amount is computed at 1/26 of the two highest quarters of earnings or
1/13 of highest quarter if the claimant has not more than two quarters.

(3) To 58.5% state average weekly wage if claimant has nonworking spouse; 65.5% if claimant has dependent child, two quarter if the
trust fund balance is at least $90 million or is 1/52 of wages in highest two quarters if the trust fund balance is less$90 million,
Delaware; a state average weekly wage ranging from 60% to 66 2/3% depending on the balance of the fund, Minnesota; wages in the
two highest quarters divided by 45, Vermont; if high quarter wages exceed$4,966.99, the maximum weekly benefit amount will be $225,
and if the trust fund balance is less than $90 million the maximum weekly benefit amount will be $205, Delaware; weekly benefit
amount reflects a 7% decrease and a 5% discount from the computed maximum of $205, Louisiana.

(4) Weekly benefit amount will be reduced by 5% or by the reduction determined by a trigger mechanism, but the weekly benefit
amount may not be reduced to less than half the maximum weekly benefit amount, Pennsylvania; weekly benefit amount over $90 will
be reduced to 85% of the computed amount when revenues in the fund are inadequate to pay benefits, Wyoming; the greater of $197 or
60%, 57.5%, 55%, 52.5%, or 50% of state average weekly wage of the second preceding calendar year depending on the condition of the
fund, Oklahoma; if the trust fund balance is less than $165 million but equal to or greater than $90 million, the maximum weekly benefit
amount will be $225, and if the trust fund reflects a 7% decrease and a 5% discount from the computed maximum of $205, Louisiana.
(5) Up to 66 -2/3% of state average weekly wage, Louisiana; 62% of state average weekly wage depending on the trust fund reserves or
65% of state average weekly wage depending on trust fund reserves and the states average contribution rate if below the nationwide
average for the preceding year, North Dakota.

(6) Maximum amount adjusted annually: by same percentage increase as occurs in state average weekly wage, Ohio; by$7 for each $10
increase in average weekly wage of manufacturing product in workers, Texas.

(7) A range of amounts is show for those states that provide dependents' allowance.



The Clearinghouse on International Development In Child, Youth and Family Policies
Table 2: Unemployment Assistance Payment Rates and Benefit Duration

Countries Employment Conditions Waiting |Payment |Minimum Benefit Maximum Benefit Duration
Period [rate (%) () |(yearly) ) (yearly) @ (months)
National |US Dollar|National US Dollar
Currency Currency
Australia n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Austria 20 weeks in 1 year or 52 wks in 2 years | 7 days 57% 20,112 1,429 152,496/ 10,836 12
if first claim. Max duration if 156 wks in
5 years
Belgium (3) 312 days in 18 months rising to 624| 0 day 60%| 252,720 6,712 402,168| 10,682| Indefinite
days in last 3 years, depending on
age
Canada 20 weeks in 1 year 2 weeks 55% n/a n/a 23,296 18,873 12
Czech Republic|12 months in the last 3 years 7 days 60% n/a n/a 43,920 3,887 6
Denmark (4) 26 weeks in 3 years 0 day 90% n/a n/a 132,864| 15,404 84
Finland 4)(5) 26 weeks in 2 years 5 days 80% 30,444 5,067 n/a n/a 23
France 4 months in the last 8 months 8 days 75% 50,677 7,653 358,038| 54,067 60
Germany (6)(7) |360 days in 3 years 0 day 60% n/a n/a 56,160, 27,181 12
Greece (6) 125 days in the last 14 months | 6 days 40% 711,600 3,418 n/a n/a 12
Hungary 12 months in the last 4 years 0 day 75%| 103,200 1,509 216,000 3,158 12
Iceland 425 hours in the last year variable flatf 566,566 7,156 n/a n/a 12
Ireland 39 weeks in 1 year 3 days flat 3,250 5,000 n/a n/a 15
Italy 52 weeks in 2 years 7 days 80% n/a n/aj 18,000,000 11,327 12
Japan (8) 6 months in 1 year 7 days 80% n/a n/a 2,963,000, 16,858 7
Korea 12 months in the last 18 months| 14 days 50%| 1,728,900 2,792 12,600,000 20,349 6
Luxembourg |26 weeks in 1 year 0 day 80% n/a n/a 1,312,320 32,944 12
Netherlands 26 weeks in 1 year for basic 0 day, 70% n/a n/a 52,205 25,119 54
benefit, 4 years in 5 for
extended benefits
New Zealand |n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Norway (4)(9) n/a 3 days 62% n/a n/a 143,987 15,361 43
Poland 180 days of work in the last 1 day flat] 3,021 2,238 n/a n/a 18
year
Portugal 540 days in 2 years 0 day 65%| 624,000 5115 1,216,800 9,974 21
Spain 12 months in 6 years n/a 70%| 658,350 5,263 1,931,160, 15,437 14
Sweden 80 months in the last 5 months | 5 days 80% 63,700 6,389 146,640, 14,708 10
Switzerland 6-18 months in 2 years 5 days 70% n/a n/a 68,040 33,018 18
United Kingdom|n/a 3 days flat n/a n/a 2,145 3,604 12
United States |26 weeks total, regionally: n/a 50% 2,184 2,184 15,236 15,236 6
minimum earnings requirement




Source: Benefit Systems and Work Incentives, Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development, Paris France, 1998 Edition.
Notes: 1. The payment rate is expressed s a percentage of gross earnings, unless indicated, "flat" which means flat rate.
2. Minimum and maximum benefits are recalculated from early earnings ceilings if necessary. 1995 purchasing parties are used to calculate US$
values (1994 for the Czech Republic).
. Belgium: the payment rates for single persons is reduced to 42 cents in the second year.
. Denmark, Finland and Norway have a voluntary Ul scheme.
. Finland: daily payments: Mk 188 + 42 percent of earnings below Mk494, plus 20 per cent of earnings exceeding Mk 949.
The benefit is restricted to 80 per cent of previous earnings.
. Germany and Greece: payment rates are higher when dependants are present.
. German payment rates are expressed as a percentage of net income.
. Japan: the payment rate depends on age and previous earnings level.
. Norway: total duration equals two periods of 80 + 13 weeks. Average earnings in previous three years
must be at least 75 per cent of the "base amount" to quality.
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