THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION AND RELIEF FROM A
NATIONAL POINT OF VIEW

EwaN CLAGUE*

Unemployment compensation, as it has devel-
oped in the United States, is in principle sharply
differentiated from public assistance or relief. It
has frequently been called “the first line of de-
fonse” against unemployment. After a short
waiting period the unemployed worker who has
earned wage credits in covered employment re-
ceives benefits as a matter of right, paid to him as
an individual regardless of family ties or responsi-
bilities; in only one jurisdiction—the District of
Columbia—out of 51 in which unemployment
compensation laws have been enacted are benefits
varied in accordance with the number of depend-
ents in the family. Both the amount and the
duration of benefit payments (except in Ohio) are
based upon the previous carnings or amount of
employment of the worker.

Thus, in contrast to the British unemployment
insurance system, in which certain relief or assist-
ance principles are strongly emphasized, American
unemployment compensation is almost wholly di-
vorced from such principles. The American
theory is that under normal long-run circumstances
the unemployed worker will receive unemploy-
ment benefits soon enough and high enough to
carry himself and his family through the insured
period—that is, until his wage credits (or benefit
rights) are exhausted. 'Then, if he has not suc-
ceeded in finding a job, he may have to apply for
relief or assistance, which can be considered as a
last resort to which the worker appeals only when
all his resources and his benefit rights are gone.
It is to be hoped and expected that for the large
majority of workers in covered occupations un-
employment compensation will span gaps of unem-
ployment and obviate necessity for relief. If
actual need should develop, it would occur only
after the worker’s relationships with unemploy-
ment compensation are ended.

Unfortunately for the unemployment compen-
sation program in this country, this basic relation-
ship between unemployment compensation and
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relief has not yet had a chance to develop. At the
moment the interrelationship of the two programs
is governed largely by temporary administrative
situations arising out of the circumstances under
which the unemployment compensation program
began to function.

The reasons for this condition are now fairly
obvious. In 21 States and the District of Colum-
bia, benefits first became payable in January 1938
(Wisconsin had already begun payments in August
1036). In April 1938 two more States began
benefit payments, and in July three more, with
the remaindor beginning later in 1938 or in 1939.
For the great majority of the States which began
benefit payments in January 1938, the base period
for wage-record purposes was 1937; that is, the
carnings of covered workers in certain quarters
of that year constituted the wage credits on the
basis of which benefits were payable for the first
quarter of 1938. Workers who were employed in
covered industries in 1937 long enough to earn
the minimum qualifying wage credits, as specified
in the various State laws, acquired benefit rights,
which, however, could be exercised only when
benefits became payable.

Meantime, business, which was good in the first
half of 1937, slumped rapidly in the second half
of the year. The rocession soon was reflected in
unemployment, which increased markedly during
the autumn and winter. Workers who had been
employed in the spring and summer and who had
earned the necessary wage credits for unemploy-
ment compensation benefits were laid off in the
late summer and early fall, with several months
to go before benefits were payable. When their
own resources were exhausted, these workers had
no choice but to apply for relief, and by the end
of the year large numbers of prospective unem-
ployment compensation beneficiaries were on the
rolls of State and local relief agencies or working
for the WPA. The offect of these developments
was to invert the normal relationship between the
programs in that workers were already ‘‘on relief’’
before they received unemployment compensation.

In the eyes of unemployment compensation
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agencies this was simply one of a number of press-
ing administrative problems. They realized that
when the benefit-paying machinery was finally
put into operation they would be swamped with
claimants—covered and noncovered, eligible and
ineligible, employed and unemployed, relief and
nonrelief. They expected that eventually the
workers on relief or in WPA jobs would present
their claims for unemployment compensation,
which would be paid in due course; but they hoped
that the relief agencies—and the WPA—would not
bring pressure to force the immediate transfer to
unemployment compensation of all eligible cases.
On the other hand, relief administrators were
themselves under pressure. Throughout the coun-
-try two vital questions were being raised: (1)
What will be the effect of unemployment compen-
sation benefits upon reliof expenditures? and (2)
How can officials of the various agencies meet the
administrative problems of transferring to the
unemployment compensation agencies thousands
of cases already on the relief rolls or working for
the WPA?

The first of these questions involved considera-
tions of financial policy. Harassed State and local
officinls—governors, State legislators, city and
county officials—hoped that the inception of un-
employment benefits would relieve to some extent
the financial pressure on relief. WPA officials
also were interested in knowing the extent to which
the payment of unemployment benefits would
reliove their situation. This problem was intensi-
fied by the knowledge that millions of dollars
previously set aside in State accounts in the unem-
ployment trust fund were available for benefit
payments, while relief funds were nearly exhausted.
In some States there was a strong movement to
advance the established dates for beginning unem-
ployment benefit payments so that the edge of
the unemployment problem could be taken off by
the use of the money in the trust fund.

Relief administrators also discovered very early
in the year that there were additional administra-
tive complications involved in this process of
transfer from relief or Works Program employ-
ment to benefit rights. {The unemployed workers
and their families had certain advantages in their
existing situation and were, to some extent,
reluctant to change to a benefit status.

The reasons for this reluctance on the part of the
workers are readily understandable. The most
obvious fact was that unemployment compensa-
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tion requires a waiting period of from 2 to 4 wecks
during which no benefits can be paid. Adminis-
trative delays might increase this period for some
weeks more. Furthermore, the benefits in unem-
ployment compensation for some families did not
compare favorably with the grants for direct
rolief and the WPA security wage. In such cases
there was little incentive to change. Again,
since unemployment benefits for total unemploy-
ment were limited in time to & maximum of 13, 14,
or perhaps 16 weeks, there was apparently more
security in direct relief or in a WPA job than
there was in unemployment compensation. Fin-
ally, workers were faced with the fact that having
accepted unemployment compensation they might
have administrative difficulties some weeks or
months later in getting back on relief or in obtain-
ing another WPA job. In view of this general
attitudo it is not surprising that in some instances
relief administrators found it necessary to bring
a certain amount of pressure in order to force the
workers to make use of their acquired compen-
sation rights. This problem still exists to some
degree, and it will arise again in States which
begin benefit payments later this year.

The answer to the first question—the effect of

iinemployment compensation upon relief expendi-
tures—can be supplied only when adequate sta-
tistical data become available from actual opera-
tions. No one knew or could know how many
wersons eligible for unemployment compensation
were on relief or in WPA jobs when benefit
payments began in January. At a meeting of
the Ainerican Public Welfare Association in Wash-
ington, D. C., December 13-14, 1937, this problem
was discussed by statisticians of State and local
welfare departments. 1t was the sense of the
group that in the months to come an effort should
be made by the statisticians in their various com-
munities to obtain the bhest possible data on this
subject. Accordingly, statistical reporting sys-
tems were instituted in a number of large cities
and in one State (Pennsylvania) by means of
which it would be possible to determine currently
from month to month the extent to which relief
cases were being closed because of the receipt of
unemployment benefits. The data here pre-
sented were made available to the Social Security
Board by these State and local cooperating
agencies.

For a whole State, the only answer to this
question has been supplied by Pennsylvania,
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whero statistics on this point have been collected
regularly by the State Department of Public
Asgistance since payment of unemployment com-
pensation started. Pennsylvania is one of the
best States for this purpose, fortunately, since its
relief policies and practices are such as to make the
data especially significant. First, Pennsylvania
has a unified State-wide general relief system sup-
ported almost wholly by State funds and super-
vised thoroughly from the State office; relief, there-
fore, is available on a fairly uniform basis through-
out the State. Second, sufficient funds have, so
far at least, been available so that applications
have been freely accepted and relief standards have
been fairly well maintained. Third, close coordi-
nation has been maintained between the unem-
ployment compensation agency and the relief ad-
ministration in the State, with records being freely
exchanged when necessary. Therefore the data
on the relationships of these programs in Pennsyl-
vania at present should be indicative of normal
circumstances, insofar as both the unemployment
compensation and the relief agencies were operat-
ing at full speed. By contrast, it must be ovident
that no significant data could be obtained from
communities where relief has almost ceased to
exist, where little interchange of information be-
tween the agencies takes place, or where unem-
ployment benefit payments were scriously delayed
because of administrative inefliciency.

From the beginning of the year until May 28,
1938, a tofal of 39,703 Teliel cases hiad_been closed
in Pennsylvania ' because of the receipt of unem-
ployment compensation by the workers. The
effect was most marked in February, when for this
reason over 6,000 relief cases were closed in a single
week, while in the succeeding week nearly 5,000
cases were closed. Since that time the number
closed has declined in every week except one, until
in the last week in May there were only 1,128 clos-
ings on this account. Using as a base the number
of cases receiving general relief in January 1938
(themonth before unemployment benefit payments
actually were made), wo find that in the month of
February about 7 percent of all the relief cases in
Pennsylvania were closed because of the receipt
of unemployment benefits. In March there was
a slight decline in the proportion, and for the first
4 wecks of May it had fallen to about 2.6 percent.

No data are available for entire States other

! Pennsylvania Department of Public Assistance. Summary of Public
Assistance Statistics, April 1938, and weckly supplements following.
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Chart L.—Cases closed and opened following recelpt
and cessation of unemployment compensation'!in
Pennsylvania, February=-May 1938
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than Pennsylvania, but for certain cities or coun-
tios similar data are reported monthly to the Social
Sccurity Board. These data are summarized in
the accompanying table. Note that the closings
in Pittsburgh in March reached a peak of 8.0
percent of the total number of rolief cases for the
month but fell to 4.8 percent in April. In Phila-
delphia, on the other hand, the closings in the peak
month (March) were only 4.6 percent and in April
they were 1.7 percent. The figures for these two
Pennsylvania cities represent operations under
fairly uniform administrative conditions; yot in
one city the ratios are about twice as high as in the
other.

For the other cities in the table, the extreme
variation is due to widely differing administrative
policies and practices. To some extent the data
reflect the promptness with which payment of

. unemployment benefits was effected in the various

States or cities, but they may also be influenced.
by the policies of the relief organizations. In some
places more pressure may have been brought
upon the workers to apply for benefits. The Dis-
trict of Columbia shows almost no connection
between unemployment compensation and relief,
a situation due to the fact that the District welfare
board does not accept employable persons for
relief. Milwaukee is interesting because the data
reflect rolationships between the two programs
after more than a year and a half of benefit-pay-
ment experience. Buffalo shows a marked offect
of unemployment compensation on relief. For 2
months more than half the closings were due to
receipt of unemployment compensation. Yet the
neighboring city of Rochester shows little offect,
and the same is true of New York City.



Statistics of the number of relief cases closed
because of the receipt of unemployment benefits
do not, of course, reveal the full extent to which
the unemployment compensation program has
lightoned the burden of the relief agencies. Woe
do not know how many cases would have been
added to the relief rolls if it. had not been for the
resource of unemployment benefits. To shed light
on this point, sample studies of benefit recipients
are needed. By tracing the relief experienco of
the recipients in anicbenefit and postbenefit
periods we may draw more valid conclusions
concerning the impact of unemployment compen-
sation on relief.

Basic Relationships of Unemployment
Compensation and Relief

In the preceding discussion we have considered
the two major questions of present concern in the
payment of unemployment benefits. It should be
clear, however, that both the financial and the
administrative questions as there presented relate
to the immediate situation rather than to the
relationships between unemployment compensa-
tion and relief which will prevail in the long run.
It is to be expected that eventually all individuals
cligible to receive unemployment compensation
will be dropped from the relicf rolls and will exer-
cise their rights to unemployment benefits.
Ordinarily, qualified unemployed workers will first
receive unemployment compensation and then,
having exhausted their rights to benefits, will
apply, if in need, for relief. In other words, they
will first exercise their right and then they will
plead their need.

Wo come, then, to a second series of questions,
those which will arise continually in the ordinary
course of operations in the future. The basic
question discussed above will survive in a sort of
residual form: How many workers and their families
will require relief during the waiting period prior to
the payment of unemployment compensation?

The best data on this point are from the city of
Milwaukee, where the figures probably reflect the
long-run relationship. In Milwaukee the propor-
tion of cases receiving general relief who were
gerving the waiting period for unemployment com-
pensation was as follows: January 1938, 3.9 per-
cent; February, 2.9 percent; March, 3.9 percent;
April, 2.3 percent. Since the Wisconsin waiting
period is the same as that for a number of other
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Table 1.—Number of relief cases closed because aof
receipt of unemployment benefits, per 100 cases
receiving relief during the month, and per 100 relief
cases closed during the month, in eight cities, Feb-
ruary, March, and April 1938

Number of ¢asos closed bhecauso of recoipt
of unemployment componsation

I’er 100 cases recelv-
City or State ing  rellef during
month

Por 100 cases closed
during month

Febru-| neareh [ Aprit] FEPPU | Mareh | Aprit

ary ary
City:
District of Lolumhln... " 0.1} 0 [O) 1.2 0
Baltimoro..... - 2.2 2.2 1.8 21.0 214 7.1
Buffalo........ 4.8 56| 2.7 52.0 51,0 33.8
Rochester. _. O] 0.6 0.5 M 9.0 5.8
New York... 0.6 1.3 0.4 H 13.0 4.5
Pitteburgh. . 7.4 8.0| 4.8 42. 4 41.31 10.3
Phifadelphia 2.3 4.6 L7 33.8 41.9{ 10.8
Milwaukeo. . W (1) 1.0 Q] ) 3.8
State: Pennsylvnnln ........ 5.6 56) 4.2 27.2 35.1] 1490

! Not available.

States, these proportions at least give a clue to
what may be expected elsewhere when the admin-
istrative machinery is functioning normally.

The percoentages just cited show the waiting-
period cases as a proportion of the total relief load
in the community. A much more significant com-
parison is the ratio of these waiting-period cases to
the total unemployment compensation load. Un-
fortunately, such ratios are difficult to calculate
because we have no satisfactory data concerning
the number of different individuals receiving un-
employment compensation in a given period, say.
a month. We do have the number of benefit
checks written each month, and on the basis of
some meager information we have estimated,
from the figures on benefit checks, the probable
number of different individuals represented in the
payments. Using this estimated number as a
base, we have computed the ratios between the
waiting-period cases on relief and the total unem-
ployment compensation load as measured by the
number of different individuals receiving unem-
ployment compensation in a given month. The
figures for Milwaukee on this basis are roughly
as follows: January, 7.6 percent; IFebruary, 3.6
percent; March, 4.9 percent; and April, 4.0 pes-
cent.

The only other city on which we have a record
of reliof payments to cases during the waiting
period is Baltimore. In March 1938, 4.3 percont
and in April 2.5 percent of the cases were receiving
general relief during the waiting period for unem-
ployment compensation. In terms of the unem-
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ployment compensation load, however, the ratios
were very much less. These waiting-period relief
cases in March amounted to only about 0.7 percent
of the individuals receiving benefits, while in April
the ratio was only 0.6 percent. The sharp con-
trast between the Milwaukee and Baltimore data
probably results from marked differences in ad-
ministrative policies and procedures of one or both
agencies in the two cities.

Chart Il.—Cases receiving general assistance to supple-
ment unemployment compensation in Pennsylvania,
February-May 1928
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In this connection it must be emphasized that
for relief purposes the term ““waiting period’’ must
be interpreted to include those administrative
delays which necessarily accompany the opera-
tion of unemployment compensation. An unem-
ployed worker, to be entitled to benefits, must in
many States serve 3 full weeks of waiting. Then
in the fourth week he earns his first right to bene-
fits, but these are not due until the end of that
week.  Ordinarily the benefit payment will be
made some time in the following week, which
means during the fifth week after the worker lost
his job. Should any complication concerning the
payment arise, this period might even be dnger.
It is this over-all period of 5 or 6 or more wecks
after unemployment begins that is covered by the
figures mentioned above. Unquestionably, delays
in making benefit payments during the initial
months of benefit operation have been costly to the
relief agencies. Many workers, forced to go on
relicf while awaiting their checks, have doubtless
received them after becoming reemployed. Such
delay has resulted in two payments where one
might have sufficed.

The next major question for the future is: How

“many workers receiving unemployment compensation
benefits will require supplementary relief? On this
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point the Pennsylvania figures aroe of primary

interest. During March and April 1038 there were,
on the average, somewhat more than 4,000 unem-
ployment compensation benocficiaries Mso

receiving relief. These cases represented approxi-

mately 2.0 percent of the total relief load, and just .
about this same-percentage of the unemployment

compensition lond in the State, using as & moasure

of the latter the admittedly crude estimates of the

total number of different individuals receiving

compensation,

Reports from four cities for the months of
March and April indicate the following percent-
ages of relief cases in which general relief and un-
employment compensation were received simul-
tancously in the same household: '

City: Mareh  April
Baltimore- ... ... 6.7 4.0
Buffaloo. ... 3.6 4,0
Milwaukee_ - ... ____ . ______.___.. 03 1.3
New York City e eavo oo . 0.9 0.8

These data indicate that supplementation of
unemployment compensation cases may run as
high as 4.0 percent of the relief load and may ro-
main as low as 1.0 percent. The preceding per-
centagoes do not express the extent to which the
unemployment compensation beneficiaries require
supplementary relief grants. In Baltimore and in -
New York City such supplementation affects only
about 1.0 percent of the unemployment compen-
sation cases, and in Milwaukee the average for the
2 months indicated was not far above 1.0 percent,
Buffalo differs from all the other cities in that
nearly 5.0 percent of those receiving benefits were
also receiving supplementary relief currently,
Variations in relief policy and in administrative
practices might account for these differences.
Cortainly, also, where the standards for relief
payments are high, there would be more supple-
montation of compensation beneficiaries. It is
doubtful whether normal relationships with refer-
enco to supplementation have yeot been established
in any of these cities, and the present data may
not be indicative of the future.

No information is yet available concerning the
extent to which benefits for partial unemployment
may relicve the welfare agencies of the necessity-
of supplementing low earnings. Average wecekly
benefit payments for partial unemployment in
April 1938 in 18 States for which data on this
point were available ranged from $3.61 to $8.10,
averaging $5.39. It is ovident that such pay-
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ments will obviate to an appreciable extent the
‘need for relief to supplement inadequate earnings
in periods of partial unemployment.

The third major question undoubtedly is
that which will loom largest in the futuro:
How many unemployment compensation benefici-
aries will require relief when their benefit rights are
exhausted? In Pennsylvania, even before the end
of February, a few genecral assistance cases were
being opened after the cessation of unemploy-
ment compensation. By the end of March the
number had risen to more than 1,000 per weok,
and at the end of April it was nearly 4,500 por
week. By the end of May the number had de-
clined to about 3,500 per week. From the begin-
ning of the year through May 28, 1938, a total of
30,734 cases had been opened for assistance fol-
lowing the cessation of unemployment compon-
sation. Even more impressive is the fact that
these post-unemployment-compensation cases ac-
counted for nearly one-third of all the cases opened
for general assistance during May 1938 in Penn-
sylvania. Furthermore, the proportion of these
cases is rapidly increasing and as workers’ benefit
rights become exhausted may soon rise even above
the present ratios. On the other hand, workers
now becoming unemployed may have established
more wage credits and thus be entitled to longer
benefits than beneficiaries in the first quartor of
the year; this would decrease the rapidity with
which they would exhaust benefit rights.

In terms of the total unemployment compensa-
tion load, the number of cases opened for general
assistance following cessation of unemployment
benefits is comparatively small. During the last
week in March that number represented only 0.5
percent of the total number of current recipients
of unemployment benefits. For the last week in
April, however, the weekly rate of opening had
increased to 3.3 percent of the current number of
recipients of benefits, and in the last week in
May the rate was 2.6 percent. Since workers on
the average will draw unemployment compensa-
tion for 6 to 8 wooks or possibly longer under
present circumstances, these weekly rates, if
maintained, may represent a fairly large propor-
tion of all terminations in unemployment com-
pensation. At the April rates, possibly as many
as one-fourth of those whose benefits have been
terminated for any reason—including finding a
iob—may require general relief in the postbenefit
period.
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There are no satisfactory data on this point
from any other State .r from the large citics.
Pennsylvania is not typical of all sections of the
country, inasmuch as that State still has fairly
adequate relief funds and therefore is able to
assume responsibility for such cases. It ig
probable that in some States or localities where
meager or no rolief funds are available the statis-
tics would not be at all indicative of tho oxtent
of unmet nced. Irom this point of view the
Pennsylvania data appear to be the best now
available. They are suggestive of the degreo to
which unemployment compensation claimants will
require relief after the benefit period is over.
Current data, of course, reflect depression condi-
tions; in a period of recovery or prosperity the
results would be somewhat different.

On this particular point, special consideration
nceds to be given to the relationship between un-
employment compensation and the Works Pro-
gram, especially the WPA. The question of
concurrent aid to an individual during the waiting
period for unemployment compensation or of aid
supplementary to unemployment benefits does
not concern the WI’A, since that agency does not
accept unemployment compensation cases under
such circumstances. The WPA, however, is in a
position to accept applications from workers who
have exhausted their benefit rights. In fact, in-
sofar as the WPA endeavors to provide work for all
bona fide unemployed, the question of the eligi-
bility of these particular workers for WPA cm-
ployment becomes crucial. It seems probable
that the unemployment compensation agency will
be able to supply regularly administrative and
statistical records of workers who have exhausted
their benefit rights and who, therefore, are beyond
the scope of benefits, at least for the time being.
These workers will undoubtedly constitute a large
portion of the potentially employable unemployed
workers available for WPA jobs. It is certain

' that in any long-continued work program a close
interrelationship must be maintained between the
unemployment compensation agencies and the
agoncies responsible for the work program.

Another phase of this relationship concerns the
attitude of the WPA toward the employment of
persons currently eligible for benefits. Ior ex-
ample, an unemployed worker currently receiving
benefits may apply for WPA employment on a
projoct utilizing his occupational skills. The
question then is, “Should the WI’A refuse to
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accept applications of workers who are currently
receiving or are entitled to receive unemployment
benefits; or should the matter be left to individual
determination, the worker being hired by WPA if
the agency has a place for him?” It will be im-
portant to establish a policy concerning this re-
lationship in the near future in order that no
administrative complications may arise.

This problem is a difficult one for both the un-
employment compensation agencies and the WPA.
On the one hand, unemployment benefits will
often be considerably lower than the security wage
offered by the WPA, so that the worker will be
tompted to accept such employment. This situa-
tion might give rise to a steady drift of workers
eligible for unemployment benefits to the WPA
rolls. On the other hand, if the WPA refuses to
accept unemployment compensation cases but
freoly offers jobs to workers in the noncovered
occupations who are not eligible for benefits and
to workers whose benefit rights are exhausted, then
the question may be raised as to whotlier the un-
employment compensation program can function
adequately as an integral part of a larger social
soecurity program. Clearly, if unemployment com-
ponsation is to be a first line of defense for the
worker, it must be adequate, both in duration and
in amount of benefit payments, to compete suc-
cessfully with alternative programs which may
impinge upon it.

This brings us to the final point: Ifow do unem-
ployment benefits compare, on the average, with
relief payments and with WP A wages?  Once mord,
the only satisfactory data we have on this point
come from the State of Pennsylvania. A study
has been made by Saya Schwartz,? Administrative
Assistant of the Philadelphin County Board, of
2,500 relief cases in Philadelphia which wero af-
focted by tho receipt of unemployment compensa-
tion. 'The data cover the month of Kebruary 1938.
The Philadelphia statistics for a sample of the
2,000 cases which were closed as a result of un-
omployment benefits show that the average weekly
unemployment benefit was $11.28, while the relief
grant previously rececived by these 2,000 cases had
averaged $8.68 per weck., Thus, on the average
the unemployment benefits were about 30 percent

1 Schwartz, Saya. *“T'he Effect of Uncmployment Benefits on 2,600 Relief
Cases in Philadoelphin,” Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 1, Nos. 1-3 (March
1038), pp. 41-42,
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higher than the assistance grants. However, in
about 28 percent of these sample cases the differ-
ence between the two was less than $2.00. Fur-
thermore, the sample included only closed cases,
whoreas about one-fifth of the 2,500 cases could
not be closed because their relief needs were so
much above their benefits that they were entitled
to current supplementation.

There is overy reason to believe that the ratio
of assistance grants to unemployment benefits in
Pennsylvania is as favorable to relief as would be
found anywhere in the country, possibly excepting’
Now York. It would seem, then, that on the
whole, for the majority of cases, unemployment
compensation will offer to the worker definite
advantages over relief, at least so far as weekly
benefits are concerned; but there will be & minor-
ity of cases in which workers with large families
would find relief grants more adequate than
unemployment benefits,

For the WPA the situation is quite different.
Unpublished data of the WPA indicate that aver-
age carnings of WPA workers in Philadelphia
were nearly $62 for March 1938 and nearly $59
for April. Clearly, in amount, the WPA security
wage is likely to be preferable to unemployment
benafits. There remains, however, the distiget
advantage to the worker that benefits are payable
as a matter of right, while the security wage is
based on need and is available only to workers
cortified as in need. There is also the point that
the worker receiving benefits can go out to seek
work in his own trade or occupation and should
therefore have a distinet advantage in obtaining
new employment in private industry. It remains
to be seen whether the average worker would
prefer to work on WPA for the additional earnings
which he would receive in exchange for the week
of work. On the whole, the comparison with the
WPA may not be especially unfavorable to unem-
ployment compensation. There is, however, iR
the WPA the very definite advantage that the
worker may have security for a longer period than
the maximum number of compensable weeks in a
benefit year. The implication for unemployment
compensation is that as soon as it becomes
financially practicable the duration of benefits
should be extended for a longer period than is
provided at present by the State laws.
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