Duration of Unemployment Benefit Payments
in 27 States’ |

THE DURATION OF BENEFIT PAYMENTS under an
gnemployment compensation system based on
a puy-roll tax must necessarily be Iimited if
the system is to remain solvent. The State laws,
with one exception, determine this limit by stating
the amount. of money a claimant can reecive in
benefita during a l-year period called the benefit
year. Denefits are usually paid weekly, and the
number of weeks of unemployment which can be
compensated is a byproduet of the total amount
of benefits payable and the amount paid for a
week of total unemployment.  In mensuring dura-
tion of benefits the number of compensable wecks
is & more usclul concept than the total amount
payeble, and it is customary to state the total
smount payable during the benelfit year in terms
of weeks. Thus, a claimant ontitled to $100 in
benefits within a benefit year at a rate of $10
per week is said to have a polentinl duration of
10 full weeks. This concept does not menn that
he can receive benefils in only 10 different weeks,
If he is partially uncmployed, the amount he
receives cach week may be less than $10, and he
will be entitled to draw benefits during that year
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for any number of weeks until a total of $100
has been paid to him,

Similarly, actual henofit duration, the number
of weeks for which a elaimant drows bonefits, is
computed in terms of tho amount of money paid
to him during the benefit yoar ond converted
into weeks by dividing tho total amount paid by
the weekly benefit nmount. Tlhus, if a claimant
whose weekly benefit amount is $10 recoives $60
during his benefit yeor, his actual benefit duration
is snid to havo beon 6 full weceks.,

Two general methods of determining the max-
imum amount of benefits payable during the ben-
efit year are incorporated in State laws (chart 1).0
The simpler of these two methods, known as
uniform duration and incorporated in 16 State
laws, defines total benefits payable to each cligiblo
claimant as a specified mulliple of the weekly
benefit amount, This multiple varies from 13 to
20 times the weekly benofit amount. The remain-
ing 34 State Inws limit benefits to whichover is
the lesser of two formulas—a certain multiple of
the weckly benefit amount or a fraction of carn-
ings in covered employment during a base poriod
prior to the benefit year. The base period is

1 Tha Wisconsin Jaw limils benefit duration to a certain number of weoks,
dependent on weoks of empleyment la o prior perlod.  For tbls reason, this
discusslon i3 limited to tho remaintng 50 lows.

Chart 1.—States classificd by type of provision limiting duration of unemployment benefits
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1 Moy be reduced if reservo fund falls below $46 milllon,
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usually 1 year, but 5 States use o 2-year period.
This method of limiting benefits is gonerally refer-
red to as variablo duration, since claimants are
entitled to draw multiples of their weckly benefit
amounts which vary according to tho amount of
their basc-period earnings. ‘Tho limiting fraction
of basc-period carnings varies from onec-cighth of
2 years’ carnings to one-half of 1 year’s enrnings.
The maximunmn limit under these provisions varies
from 13 to 26 times the weekly bencfit amount.

Fourteen of the State laws with variable-dura-
tion provisions limit benefits to a substantial por-
tion (30 percent or more) of earnings in a 1-year
base period. Eloven laws limit benefits to one-
fourth or less of carnings in a 1-year base poriod.?

1 Tho dividing line betweon these two groups of State laws Is puroly arbi-
trary, but scems justificd slnoe the data analyzed Indicate that the State Inws
In the Orst group wore defAnitely more liberal with respect to duration of
benefits than the State Iaws in the second proup.

IFivo laws limit benefits to one-fifth or less of eapy,.
ings in a 2-year base period, and four others use g
varying percentage of carnings in o I-year bgg,
period. The State laws in this last group custom.
arilly provide that claimants with low weckly
benefit amounts can draw benefits up to a hlgher
percentage of basec-period carnings than cap
claimants with high weekly benefit amounts,

Duration Experience Selected for Analysis

To determine how the various types of durntion
provisions have operated in the short time during
which unemployinent benefits havo been payabls
in this country, tho experience of a sample of
claimants whose benefit years ended during 104
and the first 3 months of 1941 in 27 States was
selected for anelysis (table 1).2 These 27 States

2 The data for the varlous Stales do not, In all cased, cover thisentire porlod,

Table 1.—Bencfit-duration provisiona of 27 State lnws selected for analysis

Frnctlonliat hr”nilllllllil Maxinum
PR . INEC Crecdity tentin notentla)
PPerlod in which beneftt years eaded . wisge credits pe
Rtinte § AR H Earnings requirenent ind yeor ! to which duration duration

i for elalinants studied benefits (multiple (multiple

F aro lmited of whn 1) of whn 1y
—_ e B S U NP SO AU ——

Uniforin durntion
Maine April 1040-March 1941 . |1 T 2 . None 11 1
Montamn. .. ... ... Jitly-December 1040 ... .. BOxwhn ... . . e Nono i 18
Now York. [ April 1940-March 1l ol xwhbaoo.. . I None 13 13
Nortb Carolina ... .. ... ...| February-Decetnber 1940 80 o None 10 16
Ohlo. ... _.......... . | January-December 1040 _| Employment In 20 weeks . ! Nono L% 1%
South Carolinn ... ... . ... -} July-Deceinber 1940 . 4030 xwha.o ... .. . .\:mu-. i 18
Routh Dakata . ._.. .. . April 1910-March 1041 $126. ... ! Nane "o u
West Virginin Aprlh tnn-March 1041 $150. i None |3 B "
Benefts Himited to }j of 1 year's ournlngs
Colorado. . May-Decombor 1910 J30xwiha. .. [ g " 18
Minnesota July-Septeinber 1040, . 30 xwha, ... . .o 134 10 18
Nobraska .. .. . | January-Decernber 1O L A0 x whn. ... R | 1¢ m L3
Now Moexico July-December 1140 .. [ AWxwha, .o 0 L . i 111 o 1%
North Dakotn | April-December 1040 . .1 aDx wha . ' ¢ i 13
Vermont . .. .. May-Docetnber 1040. 25 x whn. . 11 5. 4
Wnshington Juily-December 1040 200 .. ... I 111 671 1§
Benefita lhnlted to 3 or ]l s 0f | year's ('artlhlu
Ilinois. . .. Aprit 1040-March 1040 $225 . . L l ’-f! ! 1%
Marylaud. April 1910 March i01) Wxwbn : | 5 16
Now' Ianpshire March 1140-Fehruary HH1 000, VT4 [ 1t
New Jersoy Junuary-bDecember 1040 Mxwhbn . 0. | 28 2.7 1]
Oklahomn. . . Aprit-Decernber 1940 nxwha o ... : Ty i 1]
Qregon_ ... . 1 January-Decomber 1910 $200 .. ......_. ; Le a3 1
Texna, Ayl 1040-March 1901 Mmxwhn ... - s a2 14
Utah . July 1939-June 19040 .. 30-34 x wha .. .. S .o Ta Koy 16
Beneflls llmllml to ,lg or loss of 2 years' pnrnlmu

S L. i e e SRR . —
Florkda . July-Decomber 19102 40 x whn. .. . _!;i! 3 lg
rennsyivanin Janunry-BDecember 140 1M xwhn . . : " 1.6 l 1

\ Benelits llmitul to \ur)hm pereentage of 1 yenr's vnrnlrms
Colifornis . | revrunry-November s, ML C e Schedule 54| X
Virginla. .. | April 19d0-Marelt til .. U xwhnoo o e Schedule t 16

+ Wha denotes weekly heneflt ammonnt,

? For the elabmnnts studled, the bage periid was 15-18 inonths,

Soc

ial Securily



wero selected becnuse they prepared usablo reports
of duration data for claimants whose benofit years
ended during this period, During 1939 most Stato
legislatures rovised tho benefit provisions of their
unemployment compensation laws; since these
provisions aflected claimants with benefit yoars
ending in 1940, many States wero unable to sub-
mit reports which reflected expericnee under a
singlo set of benefit provisions. Although theso
97 States are not representative of tho country as
s whole, their statutes contain examnples of tho
major types of duration provisions. IFurthermoro,
73 percent of the $519 million paid in benefits
during 1940 was paid by these Statcs, and they
included approximately 68 percent of the 34 mil-
lion workers who earned wages in covered employ-
ment during that yecar. It is apparent that an
analysis of the duration experience of claimants
in theso 27 States covers the experienco of a signifi-
cant portion of all claimants in the country,
although this experience is not necessarily com-
parable to that of claimants in States not included.

Feonamic Influences

The industrial composition of a State aflects
duration statistics. Ifor example, in States whero
highly unstable industries account for a relativoly
largo portion of the covered employment, bene-
ficiaries may, in general, experience more weeks
of unemployment during the year than will claim-
ants in States with more stable industries. Thero
are, however, certain factors in the benefit for-
mula which tend to reduce differences attribut-
tble to cconomic varintions. On the one hand,
the maximum limitation placed on benefit dura-
tion restricts the oxtent to which high wago
levels and regular employment can raise potential
benefit rights under the variable-duration laws.
Theso upper limits are so low in relation to the
provailing earnings oxperience of covered workors
inmost States that the full effect of differing wage
levels and regularity of ecmployment is not
reflected in statistics on potential duration. In
addition, ecligibility requirements climinato work-
s with very low carnings, thus sctting a lower
limit to potential benefit rights under laws pro-
viding variabloe duration, The range between
these upper and lower limits is not great when
comparcd with the variations in carnings of
chimants in each State.

The claimants studied for this analysis were
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rocoiving benefits during 1939, 1940, and the
first 3 months of 1941—a period of improving
business conditions and rising omployment. In
tho latter part of 1940 and tho first 3 months of
1941 tho defenso program stimulated employment
at an incroasing rate. Under theso conditions
the rate of rocemployment of claimants can be
oxpected to be relatively high and the porcentage
of claimants exhausting bonefits relatively low,
and benefit paymonts should extend over the
entire poriod of unemployment of a large portion
of the claimants. In n period of recession and
depression, on the othor hand, actual duration
of benefits can be oxpected to approach potential
duration as the rate of reomployment decreasos,
and under preveiling laws a larger proportion of
the claimants will probably exhaust their benefit
rights,

Duration Experience Under]¥Variable-Duration
Provisions

Potential benefit duration.—Average potential
duration in the 19 States with variable-duration
provisions ranged from 9 wecks in Qklahoma to
slightly more than 15 weeks in Minnesota during
the period studied (table 2). Becauso the maxi-
mum limit on benefit duration was comparatively
low in relation to base-period earnings of eligible
claiinants, tho bulk of the claimants tended to
concentrate in the upper duration brackots; in 14
of these 19 States more than half of the claimants
were entitled to 12 or more full weeks of benofits,

This concentration was particularly noticeable
under the laws which permitted claimants to draw
as much as one-third of their base-period earnings.
Provisions of this typo, when accompanied by a
fairly stringent eoligibility requirement, tend to
resemble uniform-duration provisions in a period
of favorable business conditions. With the oxcop-
Lion of the State of Washington, average potential
duration for eligible claimants in these States was
within 1 week of the maximum potential, and
more than two-thirds of the claiinants wore en-
titled to the maximum. High potential duration
for claimants is not the result of a liberal benefit
formula alone, but is also achieved by a stringent
cligibility provision which denies benefits to
claimants with low earnings records. The Wasli-
ington earnings requirement of $200 is ensier to
meot than the requiremnents in the other States.
Two hundred dollars is 28.6 times $7, the mini-
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Table 2.—Full weeks of potartial benefits available to
claimants, 19 States with variable-duration pro-
visions

Average | Pereent of totnl eliglhlo elalmants entitled

pumber to—
of n%rn -
weeks
Stato avallable [ .. 18
to pll 4-7.9 | 8-11.0 | 12-15.0 .
eligiblo | 100N 4| Conie | ocks | weeks | eeks
clalmants weeks oI More

Benefits lhmlted to 34 of 1 year’s earniogs

Colorado........ e 15.1 10.2 20. 0 09.2
Minnoesota............ 18.2 |. 8.t 17.8 74.3
Nebraska. ... 15.0 10.8 2.1 a8 1
Now Mexleo ... . 15.1 0.5 21.6 B8. 0
North Dakota........ 16.0 10.0 21.0 60.0
Vermont. ... .._.. 13.4 |. 14.8 852 [ ..
Washington._._....... 13.7 2.0 0.7 541

Benefits imited to M or less of 1 yenr's earnings

Minols.ceeae oo, 20.0 20.3 43,0
Maryland_.___.___ ... 18.8 10.5 00.0
New Haompshiro.. ... 8. 2 43. 5 12.3
New Jorscy . 20. 5 27.1 1.4
OXlghomn™..... 10.5 16.3 15.1
Oregon......... 3.8 21.1 n.7
Toxag_ ... ... 23.1 18.4 25,3
Utah._ ... 30.2 23.5 40. 3
Bencfits limited to 3§ or less of 2 years’ earnfngs
Florida ... ......... 0.2 §........ 34.4 316 210 0.1
Pennsylvania. ... 11.4 4.8 0.5 4.3 T4l
Denets limnlted to o varying pereentogo of 1 year's
earnings
Chulifornla. ... ____.. 13.2 |........ 161 20. 4 223 2.2
Virginla. .. ........ 14.0 {........ 53 10, 2 18.7 50.8

mum weckly benefit amount in that State, and
only 13.3 times $15, the maximum weekly benefit
amount, If the Washington law had required
carnings cqual to 30 times the weekly benefit
amount, many claimants with short potentinl
duration would have been incligible, whereas those
entitled to 16 weeks would not have been affected.
Thus, although there would have been no increase
in the number of claimants entitled to 16 weeks
of benefits, they would have represented a larger
percentage of the eligible group, and the average
potentinl duration for ecligible claimants would
have been higher.

The cight States whicl limited benefits to one-
fourth or less of ecarnings in 1 year provided
shorter potential benefit duration, on the average,
than the group discussed above (table 2). Only
in Maryland was the average potential duraiion
as hLigh as that in any of the States in the first
group. The Maryland average was higher than
the average in Vermont and Washington, If the
Vermont law had provided a 16-week maximum,

the Vermont average would probably have beey
higher, since more than three-fourths of thy
claimants in that State wero ontitled to the
maximum of 14 wecks. The Maryland average
may have been higher than that in Washington
because of the higher eligibility requirement.

The relatively short average potential duration
in this group of States is partly accounted for by
the low minimum durntion which resulted from
the interrelntion between the eligibility require-
ment and the fraction of basc-period earnings to
which benefits were limited.  In the first group of
States, only Washington provided a minimum du-
ration of less than 8 weeks, whereas the provisions
in four States in the sccond group resulted in a
minimum of less than 4 wecks, and only in Utah
was the minimum as high as 8 wecks (table 1),
The interrelation of these factors is shown in the
following tabulation.

Fracllon of

e Minimum | Average

Stato Eornings reguires|™ ‘;hﬂf{f;ﬂ}“ potentinl | potentin)

¢ ment 1 banelil durntlon ? duratlon
amaunt (full weoks)[(full weeks)
Now Jersey ... .. . | 16 x whn, .. 1 2.7 10.2
Oklohemn. .. ox wha.... 14 2.7 0.0
Oregon. ... . R V.11 HE 14 3.0 0.8
Toxns.. . .. 10 x wha, ... 13 3.2 10,8
Ilinois......... . 3226, . L 1.0 ni
Maryland._ _. A0 x whn. . bi 7.5 14.3
New Hinmpshire. . | $200. .., 16 4.2 12.0
Utnh.__... . 30-34 x wha . 14 8.0 131

L Wha denotes weekly benelit antount.

1 Rasalts from [nternction of eligfbility and ducation Pru\'isions oxcept in
Utah, where nn 8-week statutory mindtnum waa provided.  Moximum po-
tential durntlon was 16 weeks in cuch Stato,

The benefit formulas in the fivst four States pro-
vided minimum benefit duration of less than 4
weeks, and in the other four States, more than 4
weeks., The first four States had, in general, lower
cligibility requirements, although the requirements
in Oregon and New Hampshire were the same.!
Average potentinl duration was definitely shorter
in the four States with low minimums.

Since weekly benefit amounts, as well as poten-
tial duration, nre related to prior earnings, elaim-
ants with high weekly or quarterly wages might be
expeeted to have high annual wages. Tt would
also be logical to expect thatl clnimants with high
weekly benefit amounts would have longer po-
tenitinl duration than claimants with low wecekly
henefit amounts, a tendency which is evident in
virtually all durntion data. In all but one of the
variable-duration States studied, eluimants with

4 Minimum duration was lower In Oregon than In New Hanmpshire beeauso
the Oregon lnw provided a hlglier minknum weckly hencfit pimount.
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weekly benefit amounts of $15 or more had longer
pobentiul duration than did claimants with lower
benefit amounts (table 3). Thus the lower-paid
workers, who were presumably least able to eope
with unemployment, were entitled to compensa-
tion for only short periods.

Actual benefit duration.—Since the maximum
durntion under variable-duration provisions is
comparatively low in relation to the provailing
carnings experience of workers in a period of favor-
able employment conditions, data on potentinl
duration of benefits minimize the effeet of inter-
state differences in wage levels and regularity of
employment. This effect is shown by the con-
gentration of claimants at or near the maximum in
most States.  Data on actual duration of bencfits
are more responsive Lo such interstate differences.
While the data on potential duration appeared to
follow closely variations in benefit formulas during

Table }o—dAdverage full weeks of potential benefits avail-
able to claimants with specified weekly benefit
amounts, 19 States with variable-duration pro-

the period studied, data on setual duration showed
less dependence on the terms of the benefit formula
because the rate at which claimants becameo reem-
ployed varied widely froin State to Stato.b
The averago actual duration of benefits ranged
from 6.3 full weeks in Oregon to 12.5 full weeks in
North Dakota (table 4). There was a tendency
for the average actual duration to be relatively
long in States where potential duration was long,
but there was no very definito correlation between
ectunl and potential duration. Undor six of the
seven State laws which limnited benefits to one-third
of earnings, the ratio of average actual to average
# Duration statistics derived from a uniform-duration formula are better
adapted te measuring rates of reomployment than aro statistles derlved from
o varlable-duration formizle. It has been found that, under vatlablo-duration
provisiens, clajmonts entitled to low weckly hencfit nmounis and short
potential duration oro reeinbdloyed less rapldly than clatmants with high
weekly benefit amounts and long potentinl duration. Study of the reem-
ployment cxperlenes of all claimants is restricted beenuse adequate dota sro
not available for clnimnnts who exhausted thelr benofit rights, and elaitnants

can exhnust their rlghts under varlable-duration provistons alter drawing
from 2 to 10 weeks of benefits,

Toble 4.—Relationship between waverage actual and
average polential duration, 19 States with variable-
duration provisions

visfons
, Average duration | Difference
Averago number of fill weeks avallablo . between Ratln
to claimnants wlth weekly beneflb nyverngo <P°',"'°m') Exhaus-
nmounts of-- netunl and | O AVEIRgos tion
Sinte Binte aciunl Lo 1
e —_— — N nverage ratfo
Potentinl | Aclil potcntfnl avernge (percent)
Tessthan| $5.00- | $10.00- | #15.00 or (weeks) | (weeks) | 4yinilon notom;. al
$5.00 0.00 1400 moro (weeks) | durntlon
RBeneflts Himited to ¥4 of 1 year's enrnings Denefids Hmited to 34 of 1 year's earnings
Colorado....... . . ... . ... . ....._.. 4.8 15.1 15.0 Colorado._____._. 15.1 1.8 3.3 78.1 53,3
Minoesats. 11.8 15. 4 15.7 Minnesota. ... .. 15.2 11.4 3.8 5.0 50.9
Nebeaska...o... ..o 0 | L. 14.9 1h.1 15.4 Nebraskn. ... ... 15.0 1.7 3.0 78.0 5.0
Now Mexleo. 14. 1 14.9 15.3 15,0 Now Moexleo .. 15,1 11.0 3.5 0.8 54.8
Notth Iakotn .7 15.3 15.0 North Dakotn . 15.0Q 12.5 2,5 B3.3 57.8
Vermoent . 1.6 I13.3 13.0 13.4 Vermont. 13. 4 0.8 .0 73. 1 53.8
Washington___.. 12.4 12,3 H.7 Washington .. .. 13.7 10. 2 3.5 .5 B4.2
Heneflits limited to 3 or less of | yenr's Benefits iinited to Y or less of 1 yenr’s carnings
earnings
Tthinods. .. ... ... 11.3 8.1 62 60,0 40.4
Minels........... .. ... .. ... 12,2 12.6 14,2 Maryland._.__ ... 14.3 01 b2 03.6 11,9
Marylond ... ] 15.8 14.8 15.4 Now lHnmpshire 12,0 0.7 53 55.8 30.9
New Hampshira .. R 1.5 12,2 13.0 Now Jorsey._..... 10.2 8.2 2.0 B0. 4 00. 0
Now Jersey . H.0 10.9 13.6 Oklahomn. ... . 0.0 7.4 1.0 82.2 71.8
Oulahomn. . 7.8 10. 5 12.5 Qregon........., 0.8 6.3 15 04, 3 50,0
Oregon... 7.5 8.1 11.8 Texas .. . 10.8 8.0 2.2 70.0 60,2
Texns......... .. . . ... IN] 12,4 13. 5 Utnh. ... __.._. 13.1 0.3 3.8 7.0 50,7
Uteh...... ... 12,2 12.9 14,2
e Benefits limited to 4 or less of 2 years' carnings
Henefits limited to 34 or less of 2 years'
curnings
,,,,,, Florldn. ... .. 10,2 81 21 70. 4 13.2
Pennsylvania . . 11.4 8.0 2.5 78. 1 50.0
Florida .. ... . . . . .. .. N 7.7 0.7 10.0 12,3
Peonsylvanin ..o 0. 0 00T | T 10.0 12,0 12.0
Heneflts lHimited to o varylng percentnge of 1 year's
I Carhings
Henefits limited to n varying percontago
ol 1 yenr's carnings
Cnlifornia.. .. .. 13.2 0.1 3.1 76,5 0.4
Vieginin ... . 4.0 82 58 88.68 44, 1
Callfernia ... .. . I E 10.7 12.8 16. 6
Viegloin. ... 0T 11.2 1.0 15.0 18,3
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1 Beneficinrles who drew nll thelr potential benefits as percent of all benes
ficinrles who recefved nt lenst 1 heneftt. cheek.



potentinl duration ranged from 73 to 78 percent,
and tho absolute difference ranged from 3.0 to 3.8
weeks,  This correspondence may have been an
accident of the sample. In the other State in this
group—North Dakota—tho rate of reemployment
of claimants was apparently somewhat lower,
since the average actual duration more nearly
approached the average potential duration. The
relatively low average actual duration in Vermont
probably resulted from tho 14-week maximum.

There was littlo uniformity in tho experience of
States which limited benefits to one-fourth or less
of earnings, elthough in nono of theso States was
aetual duration as long as in the States referred to
above. In Oklahoma, average actual durntion
was only 1.6 wecks less than averago potential, but
in Oregon the difference wns 3.5 weeks.  Claimants
in these two States hind shorter average potential
duration than did claimants in any other State
studied. The greatest differences between aver-
_oge actual and average potential duration were in
Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, and Virginia.
Apparently, claitnants in these States had rela-
tively good reemployment opportunities, since
their average potential duration' was not excep-
tionally high.

In California and Viiginia, where benefits were
limited to a varying percentage of carnings in 1
year, tho relationship between average nctual and
averngoe potentinl duration was dissimilar. Vir-
ginin claimants had longer averago potential dura-
tion, but Californin claimants had longer average
actual duration. The difference of 5.8 wecks
between avernge actual and potentinl duration in
Virginia was the highest among the States studied.
It is interesting to note that in California the
benofit-duration schedule permitted workers with
low annual earnings to draw benefits up to a higher
percentage of earnings than claimants with high
annual carnings, whereas in Virginia it was the
claimants with high annual carnings who had the
higher ratio of benefits to earnings.

Exhaustion ratios.—One of the best measures
of the operation of duration provisions is the
oxhaustion ratio,® because it indicates the pro-
portion of the beneficiary group for whoin the
unemployment compensation laws did not pro-
vide benefits sufficient to cover all wecks of un-
employment experienced during the benefit year.

8 A used here, beneflclaries who drow all thelr potentinl benefis as pereent
of all beneficlurles who recetved at loast 1 benefit check.

10

Table 5.—FPotential duration and average actual durg.
tion of benefits, eight States with uniforme-duration
provisions

Durntlon 1Yiferoneo
U — | lLetweon
averago | Exhw
State Avernze ) #ctual and mulgtiﬂn
I'ntentind ﬂcitll!'i hotential | (poreent)
(weoks) N duration
{(wecks) {weeks)
Madne. ... .__. 10 9.1 6.0 2.0
Montana. ... 18 131 2,0 50, 4
New York. ..._..._.___. 13 10, 1 2.0 TR
North Carolinn_ ... _____. 1G 10,0 0.0 41.2
hio......_..... e 1t 12,5 36 .8
Sauth Carolinn 1 1.z 1.8 498
Bouth Ilakotn__. ) 10,3 3.7 458
West Viginin. . M 10.1 4.9 8.5

1 Jeo tablo 4, footnote 1.

This measure, liko average actual duration, is
inftuenced by the rate of recemployment as well
ns the terms of the benefit formula.  Under the
varinble-duration formulas studied, the exhaus-
tion ratio renged from 37 percent in New Hamp-
shire to 74 percent in Oklahoma (tablo 4). Okla-
homo, where the highest exhaustion ratio oc-
curred, also had the lowest potential duration
of benefits among the Siates studied.

There was a general tendency for a large pro-
portion of claimants to oxhaust thoir benefits
under formulas which provided short potential
duration, but this relationship was obscured by
differences in tho rate of reemployment. In
New ITampshire the exhaustion ratio was lower
than under any other variable-duration formula
studied, but average potential durntion was also
lower in New ITampshire than in 12 of tho other
18 States, indicating that a low exhaustion ratio
is not solely the result of long potentinl duration.
Reemployment opportunities were relatively good
for New IIampshiro claimants, apparently.

As was the case with average actual duration,
exhaustion ratios did not vary widely among
States wheroe benelits were limited to one-third
of oarnings. The ratios ranged only from 53
percont in Colorado to 58 percent in North Dakota,
This uniformity was probably accidental, and if
another period had been sclected for analysis
the oxhaustion ratios in these same States might
havo varied considerably.

In the remaining Stutes, the exhnustion ratios
fluctuated widely. Tiess than half the bonefit
recipionts in Illinois, Maryland, New ITampshire,
and Virginia exheusted their bonefit rights, and
two-thirds or more exhausted their rights in
Ilorida, New Jersey, Oklahoma, and Texas. In
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Pennsylvenia, where bolh minimum and maxi-
mum potential durations were less than in any
of the other States, the e¢xhaustion ratio was G0
percent. In Oregon—ono of tho two States
where averngo potontial duration was less than 10
wecks—the «xhaustion ratio was 50 percent.
This ratio was lowor than those under any of the
formulas which limited benefits to one-third of
carnings, although Orogon limited benefits to
one-sixth of earnings. In genoral, it would appear
that the exhaustion ratio was more dependent on
recemployment opportunities than on the benefit
formula.

Duration Experience Under Uniform-Duration
Provisions

The fact that all eligible claimants in a State
have the same potentinl duration is the distin-
guishing feature of uniform-duration provisions.
Because of their very simplicily, potential dura-
tion under these provisions need not be analyzed.

Actuul benefit duration.—Average getunl dura-
tion mnged from 9 to 13 weceks (table 5). These
avernges did not difTer greatly from the averages
under variable-duration formulas during the pe-
riod; they wero in general lower than the averages
under formulas which limited benefits to one-third
of 1 year’s carhings and higher than averages
under formulas which limited benofits to one-
fourth or less of 1 year's earnings. IHowever, the
diffecrence between average actual and potentinl
duration tended to be greater under the uniform-
duration provisions than under variable-duration
provisions, ranging from 2.9 weeks in Montana
and New York to 6.9 weeks in Maine. Under six
of the variable-duration laws, on the other hand,
the difference was less than 2.9 weeks and under
none was it ns high as 6 weeks (table 4). It would
appear that, although these uniform-durntion for-
mulas resulted in somewhat the same actual dura-
tion for benefit recipients as did the variable-du-
ration provistons, they provided a greater margin
of safety; 1. ¢., claimants had more unused benefit
crodits at the end of the bonefil year.

Erhaustion ratios.-—Ioxhaustion ratios in these
States tended to bo lower than in States with vari-
. ablo duration. The ratios ranged from 28 percent
in Maiue to 59 pereent in Montana (table 5) as
compared with ratios of 37-74 pereent under tho
varisble-duration provisions, Only in Montana
wos the exhaustion ratio higher than the esti-
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mated oxhaustion ratio of 68 porcent in the 19
variable-duration States combined. -In & of tho
8 uniform-duration States the oxhaustion ratio
was below 860 percont, whilo only 4 of the 19
varinble-duration States had exhoustion ratios of
50 percent or less, That tho differonces under tho
two types of laws wero not greator is probably

_due to improvement in employment and business

conditions during the period to which the data
relate,

In o period of severe dopression, whon unem-
ployment benefits will be most noeded, the dis-
cropancy between the two types of laws will be
even more ovident, since potontial duration under
tho varinble-duration provisions will decronse as
base-poriod wages deerease, while potontial dura~
tion under uniform-duration provisions will ro-
main unchanged. " Tho differonce will bo most
noticenble in States which limit benefits to one-
fourth or less of 1 year's carnings, since relatively
fow claimants in these States aro entitlod to the
maximum potential duration. Accordingly, it can
be oxpected that in time of depression, exhaustion
ratios under varinble-duration provisions will
probably show greator incroansos than under uni-
form-duration provisions.

Rutes of withdrawal.—The wide variation in
exhaustion ratios under uniform-duration pro-
visions was a reflection of differing rates of re-
employment in theso States. Rates of reem-
ployment, as reflected in unemployment compen-
sation statistics, are more preciscly termed “rates
of withdrawal.”7 Such figures represent not the
rate at which claimants return to work in any 1
calendar week, but rvather the rate at which
claimants who have drawn a specified numbaer of
weeks of benefits  voluntarily withdraw from
cloimant status, regardless of the time during the
benefit year at which the withdrawal takes place.
The weeks of benefits drawn need not have been
consceutive. A claimant who experienced threo
scparate spells of unemployment during his benefit
year, for oxample, and drew benefits equal to twice
his weckly benefit amount in each spell would be
said Lo have withdrawn after the sixth week, i. e.,
during the seventh compensable weclk.

The average rate of withdrawal during compen-

" Tho rate of withdrawn? is the percent of clalmants ligible for a glven
benefit cheek—1, e., unvmployed through tbe provious componsable week—
who do not recelvo a full payment, For example, s rate of withdrawnl of

b percent In the tenth week means that § pereant of the clalmants who ro-
ceived ¥ (ull weekly paymeots did not receive a tenth full payment.
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sable weeks ranged from 3.2 to 8.0 percent (table
6). As might be expected, Montana with tho
lowest withdrawal rate had the highest ex-
haustion ratio—59 percent—whereas Maine with
the highest rate of withdrawal had the lowest ex-
haustion ratio—28 perecnt.

It is evident that if New York, South Dakota,
and West Virginia had paid benefits for 16 weeks
their exhaustion ratios would have been lower®
In both North Carolina and West Virginia the
average rate of withdrawal was 5.3 percent; but
the exhaustion ratio in North Carolina, where
benefits were paid for 16 wecks, was 41 pereent,
in contrast to 49 percent in West Virginia, where
henefits were paid for only 14 weeks.

The trend of withdrawal rates from week to
week varied in the different States, In Maine,
South Carolinn, and West Virginia the rates
changed very little from weck to week. In
Montana, New York, Ohio, and South Dakota,
the rates tended to increase in the later com-
pensable weeks, but the tendeney was not uniform
in these States, In Montana the rate increased
fromn pbout 2.0 percent in the first few weeks to
5.5 pereent in the later weeks, whereas in Ohio
tlie increase was only from about 3.0 percent to
4.4 percent. In North Carolina there scemed to
be some tendency for the rate of withdrawal to
decrease in the later weeks of the benefit series;
from 9.3 pereent in the second week it dropped to

% Tho West Virginia Jaw now providea uniform duration of 18 weeks.

Table 6.—Rate of withdrawal from claimant status in
each compensable week, eight States with uniform-
duration provisions

o Kt | Maine| Mon- New }\éﬂl’"l oh .‘é?ulh S:I);llh \‘\‘;Icsl
Compensable week U | Malne - Aro- o | Caro- - L-
tana | York lina lina | kotn | ginin

Averngernte 2. .| 8.0 3.2 4.7 537 3.6 4.3, 54 5.3
Becond ... 7.4 22 3501 0.3 29| 7.1 4.3 5.1
Third_ . ... _..... 7.3 2.0 3.0 7.4 3.1 47 4.0 4.7
Fourth_ ... ... ._..__.. 72.7¢ 23] 40] 00| 31 3.5] 4.3 5.5
Fitth .. .. ... ... 7.7 2.4 4.3 5.5 3.2 1.2 4.2 5.1
Sixth... .. ............ 8.0 2.3 1.6 5.1 3.5 3.2 4.6 52
SBeventh_. . _._ .. .. .| B.a| 257 47| 47| 3.8] vl 54 b.G
Eighth, .. ............ 8.3 2.6 4.8 5.0 a6 3.7 5.5 5.4
Ninth_ ... ........_. B.2| 2B 4.9 | 4.4{ 37| 40| &5 5.0
Tenth ___....._.... 8.5} 3.0 54 4.4 A7} 4.4] 6.8 5.4
Eloventh.. 7.9 3.3 57 4.5 3.9 4.3 6.1 6.2
Twelith.... .. ......| 85 1.4 5.0 4.9 4.1 6.3 6.7 6.3
Thirteenth. . _..__. .. 7.9 1.9 7.1 4.4 1.0 3.0 7.3 6.0
Fourteenth. ... .. ___. 7.0 1.0 RO T O I I 30| 0.2 .7
Fifteenth._._.____._._[| 7.0 &5 ... O 44 ] 40 ceaan
Sixteenth........_....| ®O) 6.3 ... 6,71 6.3 6.5 (... |.es

1 Itates of withdrawa! could not be calculate:d for fiest compensable week.
1 Laat week of benefit serles was excluded in computing average.
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Table T.—Average rate of withdrawal from claiman;
status during waiting-period weeks and compensabl,
weeks, eight States with uniforni-duration pro.
visions

Trereent Averago weokly rate
Lenath of of total | of withdrawnl during--
wnﬁln . clalinnnts
State periot \rho w{th- Waiti o
b drow dur. ating- | Co .
(weeks) | |nowniting | perin S'J'b'}ﬁ“
perlod weoeks wieks
— e .
Maloo. . ............ .- 2 4.9 12,6 8.0
Montana. .............. 2 .7 4.8 3
New York.._ ............ 4 0.0 5.6 It
North Carolina.. ... 2 (A0 TR 53
Ohlo ..o k] 21.6 7.2 36
Bouth Corolinn__ .. _. 2 52.1 20.0 0
Bouth Dnkota____ ..., ¢ 17.1 8.4 5
West Virginfa... .. 3 14.8 1.4 33

1 Datn not nvailable,

4.0 pereent in the twelfth week and 4.2 pereent
in the fourteenth week.

In each of the eight States, the rate of witl-
drawal increased in the last week.  While no exqet
reason for this inercase ean be given, there gre
several possible contributing factors.  Faced witl
imminent exhaustion of benefit rights, claimants
may have accepted any type of employment
available even though it was not al their usual
trade or occupation. In States paying partial
benefits there is some evidence that claimants
neglected to claim small fractional benefits which
may have been available to them at the end of
their benefit series. A few claimants may have
sought work 1more intensively when henefit
exhaustion was imminent, In aetual numbers of
claimants, the increases in withdrawal during the
last week were moderately small.  In Maine,
for example, the increase from the fifteenth to the
sixteenth week represented about 200 claimants,
less than 1 pereent of the total claimants in the
State sample.

These data on withdrawal rates apply only to
compensable weeks, which in each State followed
n wailing period of 2 or 3 weeks inwhichnobenelits
were payable.  The rate of withdrawal during the
waiting period tended to be higher than the
nverage rate during the compensable weeks (table
7). In South Carolina about half the claimants
dropped out during the waiting period, and nearly
half the remaining claimanis continued unem-
ployed long cnough to exhaust their benefit
rights.  In other words, twice as many claimants
dropped out in the first 2 weeks as in the next 16

weeks.,  This extreme situntion resulted from a
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ghort lay-off of a large number of textile workers
during the summer of 1939. Theso workers filed
jnitial claims, but most of them returned to work
pefore drawing benefits. West Virginia was the
only State in which tho rate of withdrawal was
lowor during the waiting period than during
compensable weeks,  In the other States the rato
during the waiting period was significantly high,
indieating a genceral tendencey for large numbers of

Bullotin, March 1942

workers to expericnce very short spells of unein-
ployment during benefit years covering periods of
increasing employment opportunities. In Ohio—
the only State for which data pertaining to each
separato waiting-period weck were available—the
rates of withdrawal were 8.9, 5.6, and 8.0 pereent
for the first, seccond, and third waiting-period
weoeks, respectively—considerably higher than the
nverage of 3.6 pereent in the following 16 weeks.,
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