State Unemployment Lxwrance Legislation,
Amendments
to the unemployment
insurance laws adopted
by the Stote legislatures
in 1953 centered on benefit rates, disqualifications,
and experience rating. A summary of the changes
in these and other provisions governing the unemployment
insurance programs is presented in the following pages.

NEMPLOYMENT
insurance
legislation enacted in 1953,
like that in the past few years,
presents a mixed picture of increases
in benefit levels coupled with more
restrictive disqualification provisions
and changes in experience rating to
permit assignment of lower tax rates.
Presumsbly these changes reflect the
greater concentration of public attention on certain aspects of the program’s operations and were designed
to accomplish specific purposes.
Weekly benefit amounts were raised
in line with increases in wage and
price levels; disqualification
provisions were tightened in an attempt to
bar payment of benefits to claimants
or classes of claimants under certain
conditions; and, on the basis of rising
reserves and iow benefit costs, the tax
burden on employers was lowered.
Twerltg -six States modified their
benefit, provisions, most of these in an
upwa.rd direction; 25 States changed
their experience-rating
provisions;
and 24 amended the language of their
disql:alif&ations.
All 46 State legislatures that met
in 1953, with the exception of Utah,
had before them proposed amendments to the unemployment insurance law.1 While more than 1,500
such amendments were dropped into
the legislative hoppers, less than 200
were finally enacted into law. In only
four States-Delaware,
Michigan,
Missouri, and South Carolina-of
those considering unemployment insurance bills did the legislatures adjourn without making any change in
their laws. The more important of the
changes that were enacted are de-

U

* Prepared in the Division of Program
Policy and Legislation,
Bureau of Employment Security, Department
of Labor.
1 No changes in the District of Columbia
law were considered by Congress in 1953.
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scribed in this article; the benefit
provisions, as of December 1, 1953.
are summarized in table 1. Several of
the amendments will not be fully effective until some time in 1954.

era1 definitions,
however. Consequently the types of employment
covered under some State laws will
be more inclusive than those covered by the Federal Act and those
covered under other State laws will be
less inclusive.

Bene$t Provisions

Twenty-six States amended their
benefit provisions in one or more respects, with most of the amendments
Coverage
increasing benefits-at least for some
As in the past few legislative ses- claimants. At the same time, the
sions, little attention was given to ex- changes in some State laws will reduce the benefit rights of certain
tending the protection of unemployclaimants or exclude from protection
insurance
to
groups
now
ment
certain workers, usually those with
excluded. Of the changes in the defilow
earnings, who would have been
nition of employment adopted in 15
eligible under the former provisions.
States, amendments were significant
Base period and benefit year.-Verin only five States.
mont changed from a uniform to an
Connecticut provided mandatory
coverage for State employees and individual base period 2 and benefit
authorized elective coverage for em- year 3 with a lag of 4-7 months between them. Alaska changed from an
ployees of its political subdivisions.
Benefit payments made to such em- individual to a uniform base period
and benefit year; the benefit year beployees are to be financed on a reimgins with the first full week in July,
bursable rather than a contributory
basis. Wisconsin broadened its cover- and the base period is the preceding
calendar year. In Massachusetts the
age of State employees to include
the last 4 quarthose paid on an annual salary basis base period-formerly
and changed from a contributory to a ters ending not less than 4 months
before the beginning of the benefit
reimbursable basis of financing, similar to that used in New York. The year-is to be the first 4 of the last
State of Washington extended cover- 5 completed calendar quarters. North
age to employees of public utility dis- Carolina also changed its base period.
The period had been defined as the
tricts and public power authorities.
Florida and South Dakota extended preceding calendar year for benefit
years beginning between July 1 to Dethe coverage of their laws to include
large seasonal operations that could cember 31, and as the next to the last
calendar year for benefit years beginnot previously be covered, though
they had more than eight workers, ning between January 1 and June 30.
because they did not operate for as The amendment makes the base period the first 4 of the last 6 completed
long as 20 weeks.
During the 1953 legislative sessions, calendar quarters.
The lag period between the end of
12 States amended in part their defithe base period and the beginning of
nitions of “employment” and “wages”
to accord with the 1950 changes in the benefit year was increased in
the definitions of these terms in the
ZThe period of covered employment
Federal Unemployment
Tax Act. that is used in determining
a worker’s
Thirty-three States, altogether, have benefit rights.
sTbe l-year period in which a worker
made such changes since 1950. Not all
may draw the benefits to which he has
the amended State deflnitions are been found entitled on the basis of his
completely consistent with the Fed- benefit rights in the preceding base period.
Social Security

Alaska and reduced in the other three
States. The shorter the lag period is.
the more nearly can benefits reflect
current wage loss, because a worker’s
benefits are based on more up-to-date
wage experience.
Qualifying wages or employment.To be entitled to benefits, a worker
must have earned at least a specified
amount of wages or have worked in
at least a minimum number of weeks,
or both, within his base period. In 17
States the qualifying earnings or employment provisions were amended in
1953.
Eleven of these States increased the
minimum qualifying wage requirement; in seven * the increase was the
result of an increase in the minimum
weekly amount. Alaska and Connecticut increased their flat qualifying
amounts--Alaska from $150 to $300
and Connecticut from $240 to $300; in
the latter State, a new requirement
was added-that the worker claiming
benefits for a second benefit year must
have earned at least $150 since the
beginning of his previous benefit year.
Rhode Island changed from a flat
qualifying requirement of $300 to 30
times the weekly benefit amount (a
range of $300-750) ; thus, all individuals whose weekly benefit amount is
more than the minimum must have
earned more than under the old formula to qualify, and all individuals
will have to have had employment in
more than 1 quarter, except for those
with earnings of $750 or more in 1
quarter.
Tennessee formerly required earnings equal to 25 times the weekly
benefit amount at the minimum and
30 times for all other benefit amounts.
It now requires earnings equal to 40
times the weekly benefit rate for
amounts from $5 to $15 and 50 times
the weekly benefit for amounts from
$16 to $26. Approximately 20-26 weeks
of work are thus necessary to qualify
-one of the most stringent qualifying
requirements in the country. Montana, where base-period earnings equal
to at least 30 times the weekly benefit
amount had been necessary, changed
to a requirement of 1% times highquarter earnings.
4 Maine, Mlinnesota,
mont,
West Virginia,
Wyoming.
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Three States retained their former
basic qualifying
requirements but
added provisions that will make it
more difficult for some individuals to
qualify. Nebraska changed from a flat
qualifying requirement of $300 to a
requirement that the individual must
have earned at least $150 in wages in
each of 2 qrrarters. Such a provision
will bar some individuals who have
earned considerably more than $300.
Oklahoma retained the qualifying
requirement of earnings equal to 2LI
times the weekly benefit amount but
added a provision that some wases
aust have been earned in at least 2
quarters. Since the weekly benefit is
computed as l/20 of wages in the high
quarter, this change will mean that
all workers must actually have baseperiod earnings of more than 20 times
their weekly benefit amount in order
to qualify for benefits.
Vermont kept its qualifying requirement of earnings equal to 30
times the weekly benefit amount but
added that l/3 of the qualifying
wages must have been earned in the
third and fourth quarters of the base
period. For those with full-time employment in the first half of the base
period, the qualifying requirement
may be as much as 57-64 times the
weekly benefit amount.
Georgia, Ohio, and South Dakota
adopted slightly more liberal qualifying requirements for some claimants.
Maximum weekly benefit amount.As in the past two legislative sessions,
the emphasis in 1953 was on adjusting the maximum weekly benefit
amount to reflect the higher wage
levels rather than on extending the
duration of benefits. Twenty States
raised the basic maximum weekly
benefit amount by amounts varying
from $1 to $6. Alaska increased its
maximum weekly benefit amount to
$35; Wisconsin to $33; 9 States 5 to
$30; Colorado and Oklahoma to $28:
Maine to $27; Georgia, Nebraska,
North Dakota, and Tennessee to $26;
South Dakota to $25; and Montana to
$23. Of these 20 States, 18 raised the
amount of wages that the claimant
must have earned to qualify for the
new maximum, and an additional
5 Connecticut, Maryland, Minnesota, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Ohio,
West Virginia, and Wyoming.

State (Rhode Island), which did not
increase its maximum, also increased
the amount of earnings necessary to
qualify for it. In some cases, as shown
in table 2, the increases were substantial, and disproportionate to the increase in benefit rates as compared
with other States.
Even with the adjustments enacted
in the 1953 legislative sessions the
maxirnum basic weekly benefit is more
than 50 percent of the average weekly
wages of all covered workers in the
State only in Mississippi, New Hampshire, and North Carolina. If maximum augmented weekly benefitsthat is, benefits including maximum
dependents’ allowances-are considered, the maximum weekly benefit is
more than 50 percent of the average
weekly wage in seven additional
States.6 It is interesting to note that,
while in 1953 the maximum weekly
benefit for claimants not entitled to a
dependents’ allowance was less than
50 percent of the average weekly wage
in 46 Stat,es, in 1939 the maximum
weekly benefit was more than 50 percent of the average weekly wage of
covered workers in 48 States.
At the end of the 1953 legislative
sessions the maximum basic weekly
benefit amounts ranged from $20 to
$35, with maximum augmented weekly
benefits as high as $70, distributed as
follows :
maxinnun
Without depen- : With
d;Ey%%drz’
dents’ allowance

’ Average monthly covered employment in 1952.

Twenty States, with 55.0 percent of
the covered workers, now provide a
maximum weekly benefit of $30 or
more, including the maximum dependents’ allowance in three of these
GAlaska,
chusetts,
oming.

Connecticut,
Maryland,
MassaNevada, North Dakota, and Wy-
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Table

1 .-Significant

benefit provisions

/

of State unemployment

Weekly benefit amoUnt ’
Computation
(fraction of
high-quarter
wages, ““less
otherwise
indicated) 2

state

For total unemployment

Minimum

1

.___
‘l/26 ._.............
-I3 5 times wbe and
$112.01 in 1 quarter.
2.1~1.2% of a”“ua1
.I$ 300.~.............~~
wages, plus 20%
wba for each dependent up to wba
l/25 plus $2 for each
-3 0 times wba and
wage.5in 2 quarters.
dependent up to $6
0 times wba ____.__. 1/21-1/27.-.-...-.w.
4 0 times wbs or 1% l/1+1/23 ________.._
times high-quarter
wages, whichever
is less. but not less
than $300.
l/250 times rha--...-..
1; 300 and wages in 2 l/26, plus $3 for each
dependent up to
quarters.
l/2 wha.
l/25-.-.............
-3 Otimes wba...-.-.-2 5 times wba up to 1 j23. plus Wl for each
$m1dent
up to
$250.
4
'i/is-iiac~~.........
.3 0 times wba and
wages in 2 quarters.
l/25.-...-.._.. -___
-3 5-45+ times wba
and $100 in 1 quar-

$6. OC
R.00-10. oc

5.00-7. oc
7. oc
10. O(

7. oc
8.00-11. oc
7. oc
6.00-7.OC

insurance

laws, December 1,1953

Total benefits payable in benefit year
I-.
I
Earnings
I- ____~
disregarded in
computing
Computation
I
weekly
I (fraction of
beneflis
total hasefor partial
period wage
\Yreks of
unemcredits ““less
total un- 1
Alno””
otherwise
ployment ’
eI”ployindicated) 5
“lent 6

___-

122.00 ~$2..............

I/3

.........

$70.00

.. _..

35.00-70.00 I$lO.............;j32-306

11+

944(

9R. 00

12

10-l ,82(

.~_....~.

50.00

10

400-5x

l/3- ..........
22.00 $3..............
. m-.l/Zm~~~. ......
26.00 $3..........

70.00

20.00-26.00

'28.00-35.00
30.0045.00

$5..............

r/a

~3..............'1/3~...---~--.
$3-.............~1/3..

25.00 S2..............~1/4.~
320.00 2/5 of xha .---‘l/2...

~_._~...
~~......_
. .._..

85M)-910
81)-l, 170

‘11
12+-lo+

s4oc

G50

16

520

20

..
..

100.00
100.00

?O
10

500
650

10. oc
5.oc

185.00
62.00

Is+-10
12+-S+

702
540

. . . . . . .._
0 times who _..._... I/20.i 100 in 2 quarters or l/25 up to 50% of
State average week
$200 in 1 quarter.
ly wage, b”t not
more than $28.
of annual
-8 300.....-.-...---...:2.6-1.2%

5.oc
5. oc

33.33
34.00

8. oc

28.00 /l/5 wages

~Uniform

208.00

Otimes wba.--- .___ &I??:.__. --.-.1: 400 -.--.____._______ 2.0-0.9% of annual

5.oc
9. oc

25.00 o..............'l/
27.00 $2.. .... . .......

3 .........
Uniform .... ~_

M.00
180.00

l/20.l/25 __._.....

--...
~..-~..

1 /g:;~s
$2 for each
dependent up to $3
1/20,plus%2foreach
dependent, total
not to exceed aversge weekly wage
-1 4 weeks of employ- 67-53Yo of average
ment at more than weekly wage plus
$1 or $2 per depen.w.
dent, by schedule
I Zl-*
-$ 400 with $300 in 1 2.6-1.0% of annual
quarter and $100 in uw@?s.
another quarter, or
$500.
0 times wba ____--__ l/26 ______...... -.._
. . .._ -_-_
3 Vagesi”2quarters.‘1/25..-..-_-___
-1 Xtimes high-quar- l/25-1/28.-.
ter wages and $170
in high qmwter.
1/21-1/23~~..~...--..
.$ 300 with $150 in
eachof2quarters.
-3 Otimeswba ___._... 1/25,plus$3forldependent and $5 for
each additional de
pendent up to $20,
but total may not
I exceed 6% of hiah-3 0 times wba and
$156 in 1 quarter.
.$ 500_.__._____. ._...

“.-

.$ 300-....-~....~.~...
7 weeks of employ11’“lent at $15 or
more.

25.00 $2._..._........
25.00 l/2 of wba

IUniform.
140-26’7c.m

38.00

620-B
26

320

5.00
10. oc

~~.......

610-26
15-10

20

l/25-.....-.........
l/19-l/X.-

26.00 $5.._._.. ~~~. .._ /Uniform...

70.00
120.00

I6
26

100.00

ter.

20.00 $5.-.........~..;1/4.~

15-z+

.~.

-3 Otimes wbs..-...-.
-2 5-38 times wba;
$150 in 1 quarter
and wages in 2
quarters.
400____________
.: 254 and $150 in last
2 quarters.

5.oc
5.oc

150.0(1

7:. 00
i3. 00.

20

35i
G5C

7+

520
560

/

6.00-8. oc

30.00-38.00

7.00-9.0c

25.00-P)

LOO-7.0c

27.00-35.00

728

26

2

500
540

2

.._ ....

45.00

7+

.....

150.00

21-t-G

Up to l/2 basic 2/3 weeks of
wbn.’
cmployme”t.

57.00

9+

$5..............

l/4 ...

26

O-.--...........,3/10~....~

iSO-

26

650-P)

26

540-700

20

15

780

26

16

480
600
460

;i

520

20

I.

/ quarter wages. 2.2-1.2x

of a”“ual

‘Z/??~?erage
wage.

weekly

11. oc

30.00 $5..............Is

3.oc
7.50
7.00

I
30.00 $2.. ___.__...... IUniform . . .._
25.00 CL.............
l/3
..__._.-.
23.00 (8)..-.~ _... -...U”iform.~.~.-

10.00
$8.00-11.00

7.00
10.00

1

26.00 ~Uptol/lrba’
BO.OO-moo

$3...-.--.....--113

41-?Gy0-m....

!

/1,‘K

-_
_-..-_..___

30.00 ST-- . .._.__. ~../U”iforrr--

165.00

48.00
('1
140.00
100.00
$80.00

(9

20

780-1,30~

16

26

._._

182.00

780

26

30.00 Up to W wba.4. ‘3/4 weeks of em
ployment.

130.00

780

2%

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table
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I
State

benefit provisions

l.-Significant

Weekly benefit amoant *

I

Qualifying
wages or
employment
in base period 1

For total unemployment

Computation
(fraction of
high-quarter
wages, lmlesc
otherwise
indicated)

I
Minimum

Okla . ..-I20 times wha and
waxes in 2 cmworeg..

ters.

Maximum

-- --’

-.
I
i30 times wba and
1/26.~---~-..-.
_$156 in 1 quarter.
N. Y .._._ 20 weeks of employ- 67-52% of average
weekly wage.
ment at avemge of
$15 or more.
N. C . . .._ $250__.________..____ 2.P1.0% of annual
N. Dak. _ 30 times wba and
w-ages in 2 quarters.
Ohio . .._ 20 weeks of employment and $240.

3

1

N. Mex.

I?....

of State unemployment

Total benefits payable in benefit year
I
I
1 _ Earnings
. . . 1
msregaraea m
Computation
Minimum
Maxhum
computing
(fraction of weekly
benefits
Weeks of
for partial
total “II- P
3
,l~~~~;t
1
employment 8
-

lO.O(l

30.00 $3...~-......---i2/5.........-...

120.oc

12

720

24

lO.O(I

30.00 $3). . ..-...~-...Cniform.~
,
I
30.00 52._____ . . ..__. Uniform.~~ . .._

260.00

26

760

26

780

26

7. ocI

182.00

26

26.00-32.00

$3...-..........

Uniform-~.....

140.00

20

520640

lo.oo-12.50 ,

30.00-35.00

(9 $2 ~~..~....

l/2 .__....-..-_

120.00

12-g+

78O-QlO

l/3 .-._.._...-_

67.00

6+

616

22

8f

650

26

780

26

z%

26
18

10.00/

-

28.00 57.-.-........s.

133.00

$400. ________._____._ 3.4-1.4% of annual
wages.
l/25 .-_---.__-.-..
._

15.00

25.00 $2..-..-...-.-.-l/3..

10.00

30.00 $6..~....--~....w-34%1,....-..

l/20 _._. _... --_._ ._
l/2& ___. -_-_..--...

10.00,
5.00

25.00 'tS.-.-.~.-.....~'35-27~.~~
.._ :
20.00 /$1-- . .._. . . ..__ /Uniform . . . ..._’

30 times wba and
$120 in 1 quarter.
XL.1______ 30 timeswba . .._____
S. C.. ~. 30 times wba and
$100 in 1 quarter.
S. IInk..- 1% timeshigh-quarter wages and $150
in 1 quarter or
wage.5 in 2 quarters
if base-period
wages are $500 or

l/20-1/23-...-.-

___,._

8. 00

25.00 S...............

. ..____.__

._.. .-

5.00

26.00 $5... .._.....__.

1/26L. _........

.___ .

7.50

20.00 i$3...-.......-.-1;5.-.......-

30.00 $8....--..ee--ee6

w. Va...

10.00
10.00

1500..--.......----.-

l.z%
of annual
wages.
Wis ___.__ 14 weeks of employ- 69-51% of average
ment at average of
weekly wage.
$13 or more.
Wyo.....
26 times wbaand
l/21-1 /25, plus $3 fo1
each dependent u P
$200 in 1 quarter.
to $6. but total
i
may’not exceed
8 “/o of high-quarter wages.

1

10.00-13.00

...

54049% .......

-- _...__ ‘Uniform . . . ..__

I

10’;’

80.00

10

500

20

11n.00

22

572

22

40.00

5

480

24

160.00

6 16-15

715

26

120.00
(effective
4/4i54,32no)

20

500

20

352

16

36.00

a

150.00

15

:

780

26

30.00 1%____.._._____. Uniform _....._

240.00

24

I

724 '

24

33.00 Up to W wba.g- 7/10 weeks of
employment.

100.00

10

/

80.00

6

22.00 '$2.~...-..-.....1/4

3O.OW6.00

1 Weekly benefit amount is abbreviated throughout the table as wba.
2 When State uses B weighted high-quarter formula, annual-wage formula, or
average-weekly-wage
formula, approximate fractions or percentages are taken
at midpoint of lowest and highest normal wage brackets. When dependents’
allowances are provided, the fraction applies to the basic benefit amount.
3 When two amounts are given, higher includes dependents’ allowances except
in CoIorado, where higher amount includes 25 percent additional for claimants
employed in State by covered employers for 5 consecutive calendar years with
wages in excess of $l,KXl per year and no benefits received; duration for such
claimants is increased to 28 weeks. Higher figure for minimum weekly benefit
amount includes maximum allowance? for 1 dependent at minimum weekly
benefit. In the District of Columbia same maximum with or without dependents. Maximum augmented payment to individuals with dependents not shown
for Massachusetts, since any figure presented would be based on an assumed
maximum number of dependents.
4 In States noted, full weekly henefit is paid if earnings are less than $4 weekly
benefit; qj weekly benefit amount. if wages are M weekly benefit but less than
weekly benefit. In all States with dependents’ allowances except Michigan and
Ohio, claimant receives full allowance for weeks of partial unemployment.
In
Michigan, claimant eligible for s weekly benefit amount gets X dependents’
allowance; in Ohio, payment of dependents’ allowance is limited to 26 weeks.

December 1953

'Z: ii

13

20

I

Uniform .......

27.50 $s............s.
25.00 s3..

130.00

36-22%........,
I'

l/21-l/25..--..-

_ 19 weeks of employ- l/2& _.... -- . . . .._.. .10.00
ment and $400.
base-period wages.
_ 30 times m-lx and $50 1 jlS-1126 (effective
6.00
4/4/54, l/22-1/26.
in 1 quarter (effec(’2ffective
tive 4/4&i, 30
414154, $10)
times wba and $21~1
in 1 quarter and x
of wages in last 2
quarters),
6.00
Va.......
25 times wba (16f
l/Z5 . . .._.._. -- .___. .
if wba is $6).
IO. 00
Wash....$600..--...........-.,1.5-1.2Ci,
of annual
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7.oO-Q.ocI

wages.

l/24, plus $1 or $2 pcr
dependent, by
schedule $2-6.
l/17-1 i’2.5,plus $2.50
for each dependel nt
up to $5.
1;20 ._-_____.__ -___ ._

insurance

.-..___.---_I
25-3170-m.-e-e

$j~..--.~~-..~~~S31-26%0-~..~~~

1

874.50

' 780-936

~34
26

I

5 In States with weighted schedules the percent of beneats is figured at the
in St&es noted the perbottom of the lowest and of the highest wage brackets;
centages at other brackets are higher and/or lower than the percentages shown.
In Utah, duration is baaed on average State wage; percentages given apply for
beneEt years beginning between 4/l/53 and 3/31/54.
8 When two figures are given, higher applies to claimants with minimum
weekly benefit amount and minimum qualifying wages except in Colorado, where
some claimants are entitled to 26 weeks (sea footnote 3); if qualifying wages are
concentrated largely of wholly in the l&h quarter. weekly benefit for claimants
with minimum qualifying wages may be higher and consequently weeks of beneEts are less, as indicated by lower figure. In Delaware, statutory minimum; in
Illinois and Utap, statutory minimum of 10 and 15 weeks respectively, not
applicable at mimmum weekly benefit amount.
7 If benefit is less than $5, beneats are paid at the rate of $5 a week; no qualifying
wages and no minimum weekly or annual beneats are specified.
8 No partial benefits paid, but earnings not exceeding the greater of $7 or 1 day’s
work of 8 hours are disregarded for total unemployment.
9 Partial benefits are g of weekly benefit amount for each of l-3 eflective days.
“Effective day” is defined as the fourth and every subsequent day of total unemployment in a week for which not more than $30 is paid.
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States. A maximum of $22 is found in
only three States, with only 3.5 percent of all covered workers. Only five
States, with 7.4 percent of the covered
workers, now provide a maximum
weekly benefit of less than $22.
Dependents’ allowances.-No State
adopted dependents’ allowances during 1953. Of the 11 States having such
provisions, Connecticut, Maryland,
North Dakota, Ohio, and Wyoming
increased the maximum basic weekly
benefit amount and thus the maximum augmented benefit amount. The
Connecticut increase was from $36 to
$45, Maryland’s from $33 to $38,
North Dakota’s from $31 to $32,
Ohio’s from $33 to $35, and Wyoming’s from $31 to $36.
Alaska and Nevada not only increased the maximum basic weekly
benefit but also amended their dependents’ allowance provision. In
Alaska the limit on the amount of the
allowance was raised from 60 percent
to 100 percent of the weekly benefit
amount, thus providing a maximum
augmented benefit of $70 for a claimant with five dependents. Nevada,
which raised the allowance for the
second and additional dependents
from $3 to $5, also increased the limit
of the allowance from $12 to $20 and
the limit on the augmented weekly
benefit amount from $37 to $50. Since,
however, the Nevada law retains the
overriding proviso that in no case can
the augmented weekly benefit amount
exceed 6 percent of high-quarter
wages, the increase in the maximum
augmented benefit may be more apparent than real for many claima.nts.
Ohio limited payments of dependents’
allowances to 26 a year; the restriction will affect claimants who receive
benefits for weeks of partial unemployment and who may be paid basic
benefits for more than 26 weeks.
Minimum weekly benefit amount.Seven of the 20 States that raised the
maximum weekly beneflt amount also
raised the minimum amount, and
Vermont raised the minimum without
making any change in the maximum.
The increase amounted to $4 in Oklahoma and Vermont; $3 in Wyoming;
$2 in Maine, Nebraska, and West Virginia; and $1 in Minnesota and Wisconsin.
These changes will probably affect
18

however, to enable the claimant to
obtain a $15 weekly benefit, the individual will be eligible at that benefit
rate for 20 weeks or for total potential
annual benefits of $300. To be eligible
for a weekly benefit of $20 under the
new iaw, the individual must earn at
least $540 in the high quarter and
$810 in the base period.
Wyoming shifted from l/20 of
high-quarter
wages to a weighted
schedule of l/21-1/25. Under this
amendment, the weekly benefit wi!l
be decreased for all claimants whose
high-quarter earnings would entitle
them to a weekly benefit less than the
former maximum and for some who
qualified for the maximum.
In contrast, Maine liberalized its
annual-wage formula by increasing
the weekly benefit by $1 for each wage
bracket, and Minnesota modified its
formula by lowering the earnings required for all weekly beneflt amounts
between $17 and $30.
Benefits for partial unemployment.
-Five States increased payments for
weeks of partial unemployment under
formulas that provide that the
amount paid for a week of partial tmemployment is the weekly beneflt
amount less any wages in excess of a
specified amount earned in the week.
In Alaska the earnings allowance was
raised from $5 to $10; in Maryland
from $2 to $5; in Minnesota from $3
to $6: in Oklahoma from $2 to $7;
and in Wyoming from $3 to $5. Pennsylvania increased the partial-earnings allowance from $5 to $6 and
amended its definition of unemployment to provide that an individual is
7 Under a high-quarter
formula,
the
unemployed in any week in which he
weekly
beneiit
is determined
by the
works less than full time and earns
amount of the claimant’s
wages in that
calendar quarter of his base period during
less than his weekly benefit plus $6.
which his wages were highest. The forThus individuals who work less than
mula may be in terms of a uniform fracfull time and earn more than their
tion, with the weekly benefit representing
weekly benefit, but less than their
the same proportion of high-quarter
wages
at all benefit levels, or it may be a
weekly benefit plus $6, will therefore
weighted schedule, under which the weekbe able to draw some benefits. Maine,
ly beneflts at the lower levels generally
on the other hand, lowered the parrepresent a higher proportion of the hightial-earnings limit from $3 to $2.
quarter wages than do the benefits at the
higher levels.
Duration of benefits.-Only
eight
Under an annual-wage
formula,
the
States amended their duration proviweekly beneflt represents a percentage of
sions-probably because of the greater
the claimant’s
aggregate annual wages
emphasis upon upward adjustment of
during his base period. In all States where
such a formula
is in effect, the weekly
weekly benefit amounts-although
benefits are determined under a weighted
another factor may have been the
schedule that gives a higher proportion of
short
duration of unemployment for
the annual wages to the claimants at the
lower benefit levels.
most claimants under present condi-

relatively few claimants, since in 1952
only 1.4 percent of all weeks compensated were paid at the minimum
benefit rate, while 55.4 percent were
compensated at the maximum.
Weekly benefit formulas.-In
most
States the maximum weekly benefit
was increased without change in the
formula, but in three States the formula was changed. Alaska changed
from a formula basing weekly benefits on a fraction of earnings in the
base-period quarter of highest earnings to one basing beneAts on a fraction of annual earnings.’ Under the
old formula, an individual who earned
$580.01in 1 quarter and had no other
base-period earnings was eligible for
a benefit of $30 (the old maximum)
for 8 weeks; under the new formula
he will be eligible for a weekly benefit
of $9 for 14 weeks. Base-period earnings of $2,500 are now required for
a weekly benefit of $30 and 26 weeks’
duration.
Montana’s change, from l/22 of
high-quarter wages to a weighted
schedule of l/26-1/28 of high-quarter
wages, results in a considerably
higher earnings requirement. Formerly, an individual who earned $440 in
the high quarter and $600 in the base
period was eligible for a weekly benefit of $20 for 18 weeks, or total potential annual benefits of $360. Under
the new formula, high-quarter earnings of $440 will yield a computed
weekly benefit of $16, but base-period
earnings of $600 are insufficient to
qualify for benefits at that amount.
Since earnings of $600 are sufficient,

Social Security

tions. Four of these States, with variable duration, increased the maximum duration to 26 weeks--an
increase of 6 weeks for Wyoming, 3
weeks for Massachusetts, and 1 week
for Alaska and Minnesota. Under
Alaska’s new formula, maximum duration is possible only at a weekly
benefit amount of $22 and above.
Two States with uniform duration,
Montana and West Virginia, increased duration from 18 to 20 weeks
and from 23 to 24 weeks, respectively.
Connecticut increased duration for all
claimants except those eligible for the
maximum of 26 weeks by increasing
the duration fraction from l/4 to l/3
of base-year earnings. Maryland increased duration for claimants with
dependents by providing that dependents’ allowances are not to be considered in the duration formula.
Along with the changes in the
arithmetic of the formulas, minimum
duration was increased in Alaska
from 8 to 12 weeks, in Connecticut
from 6 to 8 weeks, in Minnesota from
14 to 15 weeks, and in Wyoming from
6 to 8 weeks.
At the end of 1953, the potential
maximum duration of benefits varied
from 16 to 261/2weeks.
Maximum
number of
weeks

-,-

1 Average monthly

14 I
4
2
6
21

37 i
--I----1; I
11 j
3;

covered employment

100.0
67.2
10. 1
17.4
5. 3

in 1952.

Benefit rights of ex-servicemen.Ten States took some legislative action on provisions concerned with
special beneflt rights for ex-servicemen. One State enacted, one changed,
and three extended provisions preserving the beneflt rights of individuals entering the Armed Forces, while
five States repealed such provisions.

Eligibility

for Benefits

As in 1951, only three States made
any changes during 1953 in their eliaside from
gibility
requirement,
qualifying earnings.
Arkansas and Oklahoma amended
Bulletin.
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Table 2.-Amounts

required to qualify for maximum
weekly benefit
amounts under old and new provisions, 19 States

state

weekly
/ benefit
lamount

required

.4laska 1.. .___ _ $30.001 $580.01
Colorado..
_._I 22.751 682.50
Connecticut.. .__
24.001 612.00
Georgia.. ~.
MaryhId..
~. ._.
%J2
pEffi
Minnesota..
~.
Montans-.
.__._
20.00~ 'two.00
Nebraska _____...
24.00
525.01
25.00
750.00
28.00 2,200.oo

Now Mexico-...North Dakota. ._
Ohio-...- _._____
Oklahoma..
.__
Rhode Island.
Tennessee.
.__West Virginia--.Wisconsin. _ .__
wyomhlg~~.

25.00
750.00
25.00'
750.00
28.00
(3
22.00,
440.00
25.00
490.00
22.00
660.00
25.00 2,500.oo
30.00
812.14
25.00
625.00

weekly
benefit
nmouut

Earnings
rcquired

$35.00 $3,000.00
28.00
840.00
30.00
768.00

26.00 1,183.OO

30.00
900.00
30.00~3,000.00
23.00
945.00
26.00
575.01
30.00
900.00
30.00 2,400.oo
30.00
26.00

900.00
780.00

::o"i
&loo
25.00
750.00
26.001,300.00
30.00 3,ooo.oo
33.00
896.14
30.00
730.00

1 Earnings required for former mexfmum iu Alaskir
under high-quarter wage formula entitled claimant
to duration of 8 weeks; earnings required for new
maximum under annual-wage formula entitle clsimnut to 26 weeks.
2 Total earnings required not specified in law; highquarter earnings for former maximum, $671; for current maximum, $731. Twenty xveeks of work in base
period required under both laws.

the availability-for-work
provision by
adding the equivalent of an “active
search for work” clause, bringing to
26 the number of States with such
statutory requirements. Connecticut
added a provision, in keeping with
other State labor legislation, that a
woman need not be available for work
between the hours of 1 a.m. and 6
a.m., thus adding some flexibility in
the a.pplication of the availability requirement.

Disqualifications
While a few States made alleviating
changes in the statutory disqualiflcation provisions, others added restrictions to the conditions governing
disqualification.
On balance, the
amendments result in provisions
somewhat more restrictive than those
in effect before the legislative sessions. As in earlier years, however,
many of the proposals introduced for
more restrictive
disqualifications
failed of enactment. Of the 24 States
amending their disqualification provisions, eight deleted certain causes
for disqualification, and 15 added new
causes (eight of these providing an
administrative disqualification in ad-

dition to the penalty provisions for
fraud). Eleven States increased the
severity of existing disqualification
provisions, and six made them less
severe.
The character of the new disqualification provisions is to make it more
difficult for disqualified claimants to
reestablish their entitlement to benefits by requiring some reemployment
and earnings as a condition for lifting the barrier. It is likely that these
provisions would have the effect of
completely wiping out rights under the
program in periods of increased unemployment and decline in work
opportunities.
Voluntary leaving. - Arkansas,
Montana, and Oklahoma made more
restrictive their provisions that disqualify for voluntarily leaving work by
limiting “good cause” for leaving to
causes “attributable to the employer”
or “connected with the work,” or by
completely eliminating the reference
to good cause from the provision.
Arkansas made an exception to the
limitation-“attributable
to the employer” -when the employee leaves
because of illness, injury, or disability
or personal emergency if an effort is
made to preserve job rights, and when
a wife leaves work to follow her husband to another city, provided she
seeks work immediately in the new
location.
Oklahoma, in addition to restricting good cause for leaving to that
connected with the worker’s last work,
also lengthened the disqualification
period from 3 weeks after the leaving
occurred to 6 weeks after the claim
was Aled. The latter change is signiflcant in itself, aside from the difference in the length of the period; it is
especially meaningful if the claimant
has no subsequent employment before filing his claim, because it postpones the beginning of the disqualification period until the claim is filed.
North Dakota also changed its law to
require that the disqualification period begin with the filing of the claim,
rather than with the date of the disqualifying act.
Massachusetts changed from a variable period of 4-10 weeks to the duration of the unemployment and until
the claimant has earned in each of 4
weeks of covered employment an
19

amount at least equal to his weekly
benefit. Wyoming, which formerly
disqualiiled for l-5 weeks, with a mandatory reduction of benefit rights,
now disqualifies for the duration of
the unemployment
following
the
“quit” and until the individual is reemployed for 1 week. Connecticut
liberalized its provision somewhat by
providing that the disqualification
would not apply if the claimant accepted a job while on layoff from his
regular job and left when recalled by
his regular employer, or if he left
work that is outside his regular trade
to return to his regular trade. Iowa
provided that the disqualification for
voluntary leaving does not apply if
the individual leaves work to enter
the Armed Forces. Rhode Island extended the period of disqualification
from 3 weeks to 3-5 weeks.
West Virginia extended its existing
disqualification
of individuals who
leave a job to attend school so that
the disqualification will continue until
they return to covered employment.
Indiana modified an existing provision canceling wage credits of individuals who quit work to marry or because of marital, parental, filial, or
other domestic obligations by substituting language disqualifying such individuals for the duration of their
unemployment following the quit and
until they have earned $200 in covered employment. Arkansas added a
disqualification for leaving to become
self-employed, to attend school, or to
accept temporary noncovered employment ; the disqualification period is to
run until the claimant has had paid
work for 30 days or more.
Discharge for misconduct.-Arkansas substituted a variable disqualiflcation period of 6-10 weeks for a flat
period of 10 weeks and, in cases of
gross misconduct, provided for disqualification for the duration of the
unemployment and until the claimant is employed for 10 weeks at wages
at least equaling his weekly benefit
amount. Massachusetts replaced its
provision disqualifying for 4-10 weeks
with one disqualifying for the duration of the unemployment and until
the claimant has earned at least his
weekly beneilt amount in each of 4
weeks in covered employment. Oklahoma changed the disqualification
20

period from 4 weeks after a discharge
to 7 weeks after the claim is flled. and
North Dakota changed the beginning
date of the disqualification
period
from the date of the disqualifying act
to the date the claim was filed. Rhode
Island, which formerly disqualified
for a period of l-10 weeks, now provides for 3-10 weeks. Wyoming
changed from l-5 weeks with reduction in beneilt rights to the duration
of unemployment, plus 1 week of employment. Ohio added a disqualification for the duration of the claimant’s
unemployment due to a disciplinary
layoff for just cause in connection
with his work.
Refusal of suitable work.-Wyoming increased the period of disqualification from l-5 weeks to the duration of the unemployment and until
employed for 1 week; in Rhode Island
the increase was from 1 week to 3-5
weeks. Montana and Wyoming removed the word “suitable” from the
refusal-of-work disqualification, thus
permitting disqualiilcation for refusal
of any work regardless of its suitability. Wyoming also removed the criteria formerly contained in the State
law for determining the suitability of
work other than the labor standards
required by section 1603 of the Federal Unemployment Tax Act.
Other disqualifications.-Eight
States s added administrative
disqualifications for persons filing fraudulent ‘claims, bringing to 46 the
number of States with such provisions. Four States 9 added a disqualification for unemployment due to
pregnancy; 29 States now have such
provisions. Five States added to existing provisions that disqualify claimants or reduce the benefits payable to
claimants who are receiving specified
types of remuneration, such as pensions. Arkansas added a proviso that
disqualification for receipt of a pension does not apply if the worker has
contributed toward the pension. Montana repealed its complete disqualification for receipt of retirement beneAts under old-age and survivors
insurance and added a provision
s Alaska. Connecticut,
New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, South Dakota, West Virginia, New Mexico, and Oklahoma.
9 Maine, Montana,
Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania.

canceling wage credits earned from an
employer from whom an individual is
receiving a pension. Connecticut,
Oklahoma, and West Virginia now
provide a disqualification
if the
claimant is receiving a pension financed by a base-period employer, but
if the pension is less than the benefits
for which he would have been eligible,
the claimant is paid the difference.
New Mexico dropped its disqualiflcation for receipt of retirement benefits under old-age and survivors insurance.
Two States changed their labor dispute disqualifications. In Massachusetts the claimant must have earned
$500 before he can again be entitled
to benefits after having been disqualified; as long as a labor dispute lasts,
wages earned from the employer involved cannot be used for beneflt
rights. New Hampshire added a provision that the disqualification would
be lifted if a work stoppage continues
for 2 weeks after the end of the labor
dispute.

Financing
Rating

and

Experience

Twenty-six States amended their
financing provisions-most of them to
permit the assignment of lower tax
rates. Nevada became the first State
to raise its taxable wage base to $3,600
from the $3,000 limit provided in the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act and
in all the State employment security
laws. North Carolina changed its system of experience rating from an employer-reserve account with a partial
pool to a pooled-fund, reserve-ratio
system. Kentucky is now the only
State with a reserve-account system
of experience rating.
Of the 13 States that adjusted their
experience-rating formulas, Massachusetts, Ohio, South Dakota, and
Wyoming modified the rate structure
by lowering the fund balance required
to put into effect one or more schedules of reduced rates. Fund requirements in New Mexico and North
Dakota, formerly related to the
amount of benefits paid in the preceding year, were changed to a percentage of taxable wages in specified
years. In addition, 11 States made
adjustments in their rate schedules or
provided additional schedules to perSocial Security
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preceding year (15 percent) and was
somewhat less in terms of dollar
amounts ($77 million, in comparison
with an increase of $93 million from
1950 to 1951).
Associated with the slackened rate
of increase in payments was a slight
drop in the total number of work injuries-compensable and noncompensable. The Bureau of Labor Statistics

estimates that all disabling work injuries totaled 2.0 million in 1952-less
than the 2.1 million total in 1951 but
higher than the number in 1949 and
1950. The continued increase in payments reflects the higher wages on
which cash benefits are now based, in
combination with rising costs of hospitalization and medical services.
The Nation-wide increase of slightly
more than one-tenth resulted from
different rates of increase among the
States. Under nine programs, pay-

cent of either the predecessor’s payroll in the year preceding the transfer
or his average annual payroll in the
3 years preceding the transfer, whichever is greater. Fourteen States
adopted less significant amendments
modifying the charging of benefits
and omission of charges to individual
employers’ accounts and changing
provisions on the transfer of employer
experience when required because a
business changes hands.

10Arkansas, Colorado, Maryland,
Montana, New Mexico, North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, West Virginia,
and Wyoming.

11Alaska, Arizona, Connecticut,
Hawaii,
Illinois, Indiana, Massachusetts, Michigan,
Minnesota,
Nevada, Ohio, and Pennsyl-

Workmen’s Compensation
Payments, 1952

.

vania.

more substantive. The most significant revision was the new qualifying
requirement for benefit years beginning after June 30, 1953. The new requirement, like that for unemployment insurance benefits, calls for
earnings 30 times the weekly benefit
amount. The State also added, in
both programs, a l-year disqualiflcation of individuals convicted in a
State court of fraudulent misrepresentation to receive benefits. Other
added restrictions relate to payment
for part-weeks of disability and for
weeks in which workmen’s compensation is also paid.
Several changes were made in the
California law. The benefit-year concept is eliminated; instead, for each
new spell of disability a disability
benefit period is established, which
continues only during the time an individual is disabled. A 4-quarter base
period is established with respect to
each period of disability, and the
determination of benefit rights, including duration, applies to that disability period. An individual can thus
have more than one determination of
benefit amount and duration for disability during a la-month period, and
a given quarter’s wages can be used
in more than one determination. The
schedule of weekly rates is changed
so that, for any amount of high-quarter wages, the weekly benefit amount
is higher for temporary disability insurance than for unemployment insurance. The temporary disability insurance maximum was increased from
$30 to $35. Hospitalization benefits
were raised from $8 to $10 a day. The
private-plan restrictions against selection of risks adverse to the State
fund were made inoperative for 1954
and 1955.

mit lower rates for individual employers who meet speciiled requirements.10 These adjustments include
lower minimum rates in Arkansas,
Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, and Wyoming. Some of the
new schedules provide, for emPlOYerS
with relatively poorer experience, a
smaller reduction in rates than they
previously enjoyed; in Maryland, new
schedules were added to increase the
rates for all employers eligible for reduced rates when the fund drops to
specified levels. New Mexico repealed
its penalty rate for employers with
unfavorable experience, and Tennessee added a penalty rate.
Arkansas, Connecticut, and Nebraska added a provision preserving
the experience of employers who enter the Armed Forces. Nebraska, Ohio,
South Dakota, and West Virginia
amended their laws to permit allocation to employers’ accounts of interest
earned on the State’s account in the
trust fund, and Arizona and North
Dakota adopted provisions permitting
voluntary contributions under their
programs.
Other amendments include the extension in Georgia and the repeal in
Minnesota of the “war-risk” contribution provisions; Georgia also provided
a special computation date for new
employers that allows them to obtain
a reduced rate sooner than the regular computation date, provided they
have had the required experience.
Florida amended its law to require
that, when a business changes hands,
a successor employer must pay 2.7
percent on wages in excess of 500 per-

Wage loss and medical benefits
under workmen’s compensation programs amounted to $787 million in
1952,almost 11 percent more than the
1951 total of $710 million. This increase was at a less rapid rate than
the record rise of the immediately
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Temporary
Disability
Insurance
During 1953, there were several
changes in the four State temporary
disability laws. In 12 States ii one or
more bills to establish a temporary
disability insurance program were
considered, but none was enacted.
The Minnesota Legislature called for
a complete study by the employment
security agency, with the advice of a
special advisory council, of existing
systems of temporary disability insurance and asked for a report to be
ready for its next meeting.
The only amendment adopted in
New York was a technical provision
relating to the enforcement of payments by employers in default. In
New Jersey the three amendments enacted were also technical in nature:
one relates to computation of the average weekly wage where several employers were involved,
another
changes the procedures for obtaining
judicial review, and a third restricts
the private-plan exclusions from coverage.
The Rhode Island changes were
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