
Duration of Unemployment Benefit Payments 
in 27 States* THE DURATION OF B E N E F I T PAYMENTS under an 

unemployment compensation system based on 
a pay-roll tax must necessarily be limited 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 receive in 
benefits during a 1-year period called the benefit 
year. Benefits are usually paid weekly, and the 
number of weeks of unemployment which can be 
compensated is a byproduct of the total amount 
of benefits payable and the amount paid for a 
week of total unemployment. In measuring dura­
tion of benefits the number of compensable weeks 
is a more useful concept than the total amount 
payable, and it is customary to state the total 
amount payable during the benefit year in terms 
of weeks. Thus, a claimant entitled to $100 in 
benefits within a benefit year at a rate of $10 
per week is said to have a potential duration of 
10 full weeks. This concept does not mean that 
he can receive benefits in only 10 different weeks. 
If he is partially unemployed, the amount he 
receives each week may be less than $10, and he 
will be entitled to draw benefits during that year 

*Prepared in the R e p o r t s a n d Ana ly s i s D iv i s ion , B u r e a u of E m p l o y m e n t 
Security. T h i s article is s u m m a r i z e d from " D u r a t i o n of Benef i t P a y m e n t s 
in 27 S t a t e s , " B u r e a u of E m p l o y m e n t S e c u r i t y , Benef i t D u r a t i o n Series of 
1941, No. 8. A p r e l i m i n a r y s t u d y of benef i t d u r a t i o n in 11 S t a t e s a p p e a r e d 
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for any number of weeks until a total of $100 
has been paid to him. 

Similarly, actual benefit duration, the number 
of weeks for which a claimant draws benefits, is 
computed in terms of the amount of money paid 
to him during the benefit year and converted 
into weeks by dividing the total amount paid by 
the weekly benefit amount. Thus, if a claimant 
whose weekly benefit amount is $10 receives $60 
during his benefit year, his actual benefit duration 
is said to have been 6 full weeks. 

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

1The W i s c o n s i n law l i m i t s benef i t d u r a t i o n t o a c e r t a i n n u m b e r of w e e k s , 
d e p e n d e n t o n w e e k s of e m p l o y m e n t in a p r io r pe r iod . F o r t h i s r eason , t h i s 
d i scuss ion is l i m i t e d t o the r e m a i n i n g 60 l a w s . 

Char t 1.—States classified by type of provision limiting duration of unemployment benefits 1 

Uniform-duration p rov i s ions 
(16 S t a t e s ) 

V a r i a b l e - d u r a t i o n p rov i s ions l i m i t i n g benef i t s t o — 
Uniform-duration p rov i s ions 

(16 S t a t e s ) 30 pe rcen t or m o r e of 1 y e a r ' s 
e a r n i n g s (14 S t a t e s ) 

¼ or less of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s (11 S t a t e s ) 
1/3 or less of 2 y e a r s ' e a r n i n g s (5 S t a t e s ) 

A v a r y i n g p e r c e n t a g e of 1 
y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s (4 S t a t e s ) 

Uniform-duration p rov i s ions 
(16 S t a t e s ) 30 pe rcen t or m o r e of 1 y e a r ' s 

e a r n i n g s (14 S t a t e s ) 
¼ or less of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s (11 S t a t e s ) 

1/3 or less of 2 y e a r s ' e a r n i n g s (5 S t a t e s ) 
A v a r y i n g p e r c e n t a g e of 1 
y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s (4 S t a t e s ) 

Georgia. A l a b a m a 1/3 C o n n e c t i c u t 2 1/3 Ar i zona 1/6 Cal i forn ia . 
Hawaii. A la ska 1/3 I d a h o ¼ F lo r ida 1/6 I l l ino i s . Kentucky. A r k a n s a s 1/3 I n d i a n a 3 16% I o w a 1/6 M i n n e s o t a . Maine. C o l o r a d o 1/3 L o u i s i a n a ¼ M i s s o u r i 1/3 Rhode I s l a n d . 
Mississippi. D e l a w a r e 1/3 Maryland ¼ P e n n s y l v a n i a 1/8 Montana. D i s t r i c t of C o l u m b i a ½ M i c h i g a n ¼ 
New H a m p s h i r e . K a n s a s 1/3 N e w Jersey 1/3 
New York . M a s s a c h u s e t t s 30% Oregon 1/6 
North Ca ro l ina . N e b r a s k a 1/3 Texas 1/3 
North D a k o t a . N e v a d a 1/3 Vi rg in i a ¼ Ohio. New Mexico 1/3 W y o m i n g ¼ South Ca ro l ina . Oklahoma 1/3 
South D a k o t a . V e r m o n t 1/3 
Tennessee W a s h i n g t o n 1/3 Utah. West Virgin ia . 

1 Based on l a w s in effect O c t . 1, 1941. S t a t e g r o u p i n g in t a b l e s 1-7 is gov­erned b y d u r a t i o n p r o v i s i o n s con t ro l l i ng the benef i t r i g h t s of c l a i m a n t s studied: therefore , S t a t e g r o u p s in t a b l e s v a r y s o m e w h a t from S t a t e groups in c h a r t I. E x c l u d e s W i s c o n s i n , since its l a w is n o t c o m p a r a b l e w i t h those of o t h e r S t a t e s . 

2 M a y be r e d u c e d if reserve fund falls b e l o w $40 mi l l i on . 
3 E a r n i n g s in 15 m o n t h s . 



usually 1 year, but 5 States use a 2-year period. 
This method of limiting benefits is generally refer­
red to as variable duration, since claimants are 
entitled to draw multiples of their weekly benefit 
amounts which vary according to the amount of 
their base-period earnings. The limiting fraction 
of base-period earnings varies from one-eighth of 
2 years' earnings to one-half of 1 year's earnings. 
The maximum limit under these provisions varies 
from 13 to 26 times the weekly benefit 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. Eleven laws limit benefits to one-
fourth or less of earnings in a 1-year base period.2 

2 T h e d i v i d i n g l i n e b e t w e e n t h o s e t w o g r o u p s of S t a t e l a w s is p u r e l y a r b i ­
t r a r y , b u t s e e m s j u s t i f i e d s i n c e t h e d a t a a n a l y z e d i n d i c a t e t h a t the S t a t e l a w s 
in t h e first g r o u p w e r e d e f i n i t e l y more l i b e r a l w i t h r e s p e c t t o d u r a t i o n of 
b e n e f i t s t h a n t h e S t a t e l a w s i n t h e s e c o n d g r o u p . 

Five laws limit benefits to one-fifth or loss of earn¬
ings in a 2-year base period, and four others use a 
varying percentage of earnings in a 1-year base 
period. T h e Sta te laws in this last group custom¬
arily provide t h a t claimants with low weekly 
benefit amounts can draw benefits up to a higher 
percentage of base-period earnings than can 
claimants with high weekly benefit amounts. 
Duration Experience Selected for Analysis 

To determine how the various types of duration 
provisions have operated in the short time during 
which unemployment benefits have been payable 
in this country, the experience of a sample of 
claimants whose benefit years ended during 1940 
and the first 3 months of 1941 in 27 States was 
selected for analysis (table 1). 3 These 27 States 

3The d a t a for the v a r i o u s S t a t e s d o n o t , i n a l l c a s e s , c o v e r t h i s e n t i r e period. 

T a b l e 1 .—Bene f i t -dura t ion provisions of 27 State laws selected for analysis 

S t a t e P e r i o d in w h i c h b e n e f i t y e a r s e n d e d 
for c l a i m a n t s s t u d i e d 

I 

E a r n i n g s r e q u i r e m e n t in 1 y e a r 1 

F r a c t i o n of 
w a g e c r e d i t s 

t o w h i c h 
b e n e f i t s 

are l i m i t e d 

M i n i m u m 
p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 
( m u l t i p l e 
of w b a 1) 

M a x i m u m 
potent ia l 
d u r a t i o n 
(mul t ip le 

of wba 1) 

U n i f o r m d u r a t i o n 

M a i n e A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 $144 N o n e 16 16 
M o n t a n a J u l y - D e c e m b e r 1940 30 x w b a N o n e 16 16 N e w Y o r k A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 25 x w b a N o n e 13 13 
N o r t h C a r o l i n a F e b r u a r y - D e c e m b e r 1940 $130 N o n e 16 16 O h i o J a n u a r y - D e c e m b e r 1940 E m p l o y m e n t in 20 w e e k s N o n e 16 16 
S o u t h C a r o l i n a . . J u l y - D e c e m b e r 1940 40-50 x w b a N o n e 16 16 
S o u t h D a k o t a A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 $126 N o n e 14 14 
W e s t V i r g i n i a A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 $150 N o n e 14 14 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o 1/3 of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

C o l o r a d o M a y - D e c e m b e r 1940 30 x w b a 1/3 10 16 
M i n n e s o t a J u l y - S e p t e m b e r 1940 30 x w b a 1/3 10 16 N e b r a s k a J a n u a r y - D e c e m b e r 1940 30 x w b a 1/3 10 16 
N e w M e x i c o J u l y - D e c e m b e r 1940 30 x w b a 1/3 10 16 
N o r t h D a k o t a A p r i l - D e c e m b e r 1940 30 x w b a 1/3 10 16 
V e r m o n t M a y - D e c e m b e r 1940 25 x w b a 1/3 8.3 14 W a s h i n g t o n J u l y - D e c e m b e r 1940 $200 1/3 6.7 16 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o ¼ o r less of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

I l l i n o i s A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 $225 ¼ 1 16 
M a r y l a n d A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 30 x w b a ¼ 7 .5 16 
N e w H a m p s h i r e M a r c h 1 9 4 0 - F e b r u a r y 1941 $200 1/6 1.2 16 
N e w J e r s e y J a n u a r y - D e c e m b e r 1940 16 x w b a 1/6 2 .7 16 
O k l a h o m a A p r i l - D e c e m b e r 1940 16 x w b a 1/6 2 .7 16 O r e g o n J a n u a r y - D e c e m b e r 1940 $200 1/6 3 . 3 16 
T e x a s A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 16 x wba 1/3 3 . 2 16 
U t a h J u l y 1939 - J u n e 1940 30-34 x w b a 1/3 8 16 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o 1/3 o r less of 2 y e a r s ' e a r n i n g s 

F l o r i d a J u l y - D e c e m b e r 1940 2 30 x w b a 1/6 5 16 
P e n n s y l v a n i a J a n u a r y - D e c e m b e r 1940 13 x w b a ¼ 1.6 13 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o v a r y i n g p e r c e n t a g e of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

C a l i f o r n i a F e b r u a r y - N o v e m b e r 1940 $156 S c h e d u l e 5.4 20 
V i r g i n i a A p r i l 1 9 4 0 - M a r c h 1941 25 x w b a S c h e d u l e 6 16 

1 W b a d e n o t e s w e e k l y b e n e f i t a m o u n t . 2 F o r t h e c l a i m a n t s s t u d i e d , t h e b a s e p e r i o d w a s 15-18 months. 



were selected because they prepared usable reports 
of duration data for claimants whose benefit years 
ended during this period. During 1939 most State 
legislatures revised the benefit provisions of their 
unemployment compensation laws; since those 
provisions affected claimants with benefit years 
ending in 1940, many States were unable to sub­
mit reports which reflected experience under a 
single set of benefit provisions. Although these 
27 States are not representative of the country as 
a whole, their statutes contain examples of the 
major types of duration provisions. Furthermore, 
73 percent of the $519 million paid in benefits 
during 1940 was paid by these States, and they 
included approximately 68 percent of the 34 mil­
lion workers who earned wages in covered employ­
ment during that year. It is apparent that an 
analysis of the duration experience of claimants 
in these 27 States covers the experience 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. 
Economic Influences 

The industrial composition of a State affects 
duration statistics. For example, in States where 
highly unstable industries account for a relatively 
large 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. There 
are, however, certain factors in the benefit for­
mula which tend to reduce differences attribut­
able to economic variations. On the one hand, 
the maximum limitation placed on benefit dura­
tion restricts the extent to which high wage 
levels and regular employment can raise potential 
benefit rights under the variable-duration laws. 
These upper limits are so low in relation to the 
prevailing earnings experience of covered workers 
in most States that the full effect of differing wage 
levels and regularity of employment is not 
reflected in statistics on potential duration. In 
addition, eligibility requirements eliminate work­
ers with very low earnings, thus setting a lower 
limit to potential benefit rights under laws pro­
viding variable duration. The range between 
these upper and lower limits is not great when 
compared with the variations in earnings of 
claimants in each State. 

The claimants studied for this analysis were 

receiving benefits during 1939, 1940, and the 
first 3 months of 1941—a period of improving 
business conditions and rising employment. In 
the latter part of 1940 and the first 3 months of 
1941 the defense program stimulated employment 
at an increasing rate. Under these conditions 
the rate of reemployment of claimants can be 
expected to be relatively high and the percentage 
of claimants exhausting benefits relatively low, 
and benefit payments should extend over the 
entire period of unemployment of a large portion 
of the claimants. In a period of recession and 
depression, on the other hand, actual duration 
of benefits can be expected to approach potential 
duration as the rate of reemployment decreases, 
and under prevailing 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 weeks in Oklahoma to 
slightly more than 15 weeks in Minnesota during 
the period studied (table 2). Because the maxi­
mum limit on benefit duration was comparatively 
low in relation to base-period earnings of eligible 
claimants, the bulk of the claimants tended to 
concentrate in the upper duration brackets; in 14 
of these 19 States more than half of the claimants 
were entitled to 12 or more full weeks of benefits. 

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 type, when accompanied by a 
fairly stringent eligibility requirement, tend to 
resemble uniform-duration provisions in a period 
of favorable business conditions. With the excep­
tion 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 claimants were 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 
eligibility provision which denies benefits to 
claimants with low earnings records. The Wash­
ington earnings requirement of $200 is easier to 
meet than the requirements in the other States. 
Two hundred dollars is 28.6 times $7, the mini-



T a b l e 2 .—Ful l weeks of potential benefits available to 
claimants, 19 States with variable-duration pro­
visions 

S t a t e 

A v e r a g e 
n u m b e r 

of full 
w e e k s 

a v a i l a b l e 
t o a l l 

e l i g i b l e 
c l a i m a n t s 

P e r c e n t of t o t a l e l igible , c l a i m a n t s e n t i t l e d 
to— 

S t a t e 

A v e r a g e 
n u m b e r 

of full 
w e e k s 

a v a i l a b l e 
t o a l l 

e l i g i b l e 
c l a i m a n t s 

L e s s 
t h a n 4 
w e e k s 

4-7.9 
w e e k s 

8-11.9 
w e e k s 

12-15.9 
w e e k s 

16 
w e e k s 

o r m o r e 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o 1/3 of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

C o l o r a d o 15 .1 1 0 . 2 20.6 6 9 . 2 
Minnesota 15 .2 8 .1 17.6 7 4 . 3 
N e b r a s k a 1 5 . 0 1 0 . 8 21 .1 6 8 . 1 
N e w M e x i c o 1 5 . l 9 . 5 21.6 6 8 . 9 
N o r t h D a k o t a 1 5 . 0 1 0 . 0 2 1 . 0 6 9 . 0 
V e r m o n t 13 .4 1 4 . 8 8 5 . 2 
W a s h i n g t o n 13 .7 8.6 20.6 16 .7 54 .1 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o ¼ o r l e s s of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

I l l i n o i s 1 3 . 3 10.1 2 0 . 0 2 6 . 3 43.6 
Maryland 1 4 . 3 1.9 18.6 1 9 . 5 6 0 . 0 
N e w H a m p s h i r e 1 2 . 0 16 .0 2 8 . 2 4 3 . 5 1 2 . 3 
N e w J e r s e y 1 0 . 2 5 . 5 2 9 . 5 2 6 . 5 27 .1 11 .4 O k l a h o m a 9 . 0 1 7 . 9 3 1 . 2 1 9 . 5 1 6 . 3 15 .1 
O r e g o n 9.8 4 . 4 3 2 . 2 31.6 2 1 . 1 10 .7 

Texas 1 0 . 8 4 . 1 2 9 . 1 2 3 . 1 18.4 2 5 . 3 
U t a h 13 .1 3 6 . 2 23.5 4 0 . 3 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o 1/3 o r l e s s of 2 y e a r s ' e a r n i n g s 

F l o r i d a 1 0 . 2 3 4 . 4 34.6 2 1 . 9 9.1 
P e n n s y l v a n i a 11 .4 4 . 8 9 . 5 14 .3 71 .4 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o a v a r y i n g p e r c e n t a g e of 1 y e a r ' s 
e a r n i n g s 

California 1 3 . 2 16.1 2 9 . 4 2 2 . 3 3 2 . 2 
V i r g i n i a 1 4 . 0 5 . 3 19 .2 18 .7 5 6 . 8 

mum weekly benefit amount in that State, and 
only 13.3 times $15, the maximum weekly benefit 
amount. If the Washington law had required 
earnings equal to 30 times the weekly benefit 
amount, many claimants with short potential 
duration would have been ineligible, 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 
potential duration for eligible claimants would 
have been higher. 

The eight States which limited benefits to one-
fourth or less of earnings 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 duration 
as high 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 been 
higher, since more than three-fourths of the 
claimants in that State were entitled to the 
maximum of 14 weeks. 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 duration which resulted from 
the interrelation between the eligibility require­
ment and the fraction of base-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 second group resulted in a 
minimum of less than 4 weeks, and only in Utah 
was the minimum as high as 8 weeks (table 1). 
The interrelation of these factors is shown in the 
following tabulation. 

S t a t e Earnings r e q u i r e ­
m e n t 1 

F r a c t i o n of 
w a g e c r e d i t s 

l i m i t i n g 
b e n e f i t 

a m o u n t 

M i n i m u m 
p o t e n t i a l 

d u r a t i o n 2 
(ful l w e e k s ) 

Average 
po ten t ia l 
d u r a t i o n 

(full weeks) 

N e w J e r s e y 16 x w b a 1/6 2 . 7 10.2 
O k l a h o m a 16 x w b a 1/6 2 . 7 9.0 
O r e g o n $200 1/6 3 . 3 9.8 T e x a s 16 x w b a 1/3 3 . 2 10.8 
I l l i n o i s ¼ 4 . 0 13.3 
M a r y l a n d 30 x w b a ¼ 7 . 5 14.3 
N e w H a m p s h i r e $200 1/6 4 . 2 12.0 
U t a h 30-34 x w b a 1/3 8.0 13.1 

1 W b a d e n o t e s w e e k l y b e n e f i t a m o u n t . 
2 R e s u l t s f rom i n t e r a c t i o n of e l i g i b i l i t y a n d d u r a t i o n p r o v i s i o n s excep t in 

U t a h , w h e r e an 8 - w e e k s t a t u t o r y m i n i m u m w a s p r o v i d e d . M a x i m u m po­
t e n t i a l d u r a t i o n w a s 16 w e e k s i n e a c h S t a t e . 

The benefit formulas in the first four Slates 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 
eligibility requirements, although the requirements 
in Oregon and New Hampshire were the same.4 
Average potential duration was definitely shorter 
in the four States with low minimums. 

Since weekly benefit amounts, as well as poten­
tial duration, are related to prior earnings, claim­
ants with high weekly or quarterly wages might be 
expected to have high annual wages. It would 
also be logical to expect that claimants with high 
weekly benefit amounts would have longer po­
tential duration than claimants with low weekly 
benefit amounts, a tendency which is evident in 
virtually all duration data. In all but one of the 
variable-duration States studied, claimants with 

4 M i n i m u m duration w a s l o w e r in O r e g o n t h a n in N e w H a m p s h i r e because 
t h e O r e g o n l a w p r o v i d e d a h i g h e r m i n i m u m w e e k l y b e n e f i t a m o u n t . 



weekly benefit amounts of $15 or more had longer 
potential duration than did claimants with lower 
benefit amounts (table 3). Thus the lower-paid 
workers, who were presumably least able to cope 
with unemployment, were entitled to compensa­
tion for only short periods. 

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

Table 3.—Average full weeks of potential benefits avail­
able to claimants with specified weekly benefit 
amounts, 19 States with variable-duration pro­
visions 

S t a t e 

A v e r a g e n u m b e r of full w e e k s available 
t o c l a i m a n t s w i t h w e e k l y b e n e f i t 
a m o u n t s of— S t a t e 

L e s s t h a n 
$5.00 

$5 .00 -
9.99 

$10 .00-
14.99 

$15.00 o r 
m o r e 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o 1/3 of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

14 .8 15.1 15.6 
Minnesota 14.8 15.4 15.7 
Nebraska 14.9 15 .1 15.4 
New Mexico 14.1 14.9 15.3 15.6 
North D a k o t a 14.7 15 .3 15.6 Vermont 11.6 13.3 13.6 13.4 Washington 12.4 12.3 14 .7 

B e n e f i t s l i m i t e d t o ½ o r less of 1 y e a r ' s 
e a r n i n g s 

Illinois 12 .2 12.6 14.2 
Maryland 13 .8 14 .8 15.4 
New H a m p s h i r e 11.5 12 .2 13.6 
New Jersey 8.9 10.9 13.5 
Oklahoma 4.3 7 .8 10 .5 12 .5 Oregon 7 5 8 .1 11.8 Texas 9.9 12.4 13 .5 
Utah 12 .2 12.9 1 4 . 2 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o 1/3 o r less of 2 y e a r s ' 
e a r n i n g s 

Florida 7 .7 9.7 10.6 12 .3 
Pennsy lvan ia 10 .0 12 .0 12.6 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o a v a r y i n g p e r c e n t a g e 
of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

California 10 7 12 .8 16.6 
Virginia 11 .2 14 .0 15.0 15.3 

the period studied, data on actual duration showed 
less dependence on the terms of the benefit formula 
because the rate at which claimants became reem­
ployed varied widely from State to State.5 

The average 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 definite correlation between 
actual and potential duration. Under six of the 
seven State laws which limited benefits to one-third 
of earnings, the ratio of average actual to average 

5 D u r a t i o n s t a t i s t i c s d e r i v e d f r o m a u n i f o r m - d u r a t i o n f o r m u l a are b e t t e r 
a d a p t e d t o m e a s u r i n g r a t e s of r e e m p l o y m e n t t h a n are s t a t i s t i c s d e r i v e d f r o m 
a v a r i a b l e - d u r a t i o n f o r m u l a . I t h a s b e e n f o u n d t h a t , u n d e r v a r i a b l e - d u r a t i o n 
p r o v i s i o n s , c l a i m a n t s e n t i t l e d t o l o w w e e k l y b e n e f i t a m o u n t s a n d s h o r t 
p o t e n t i a l d u r a t i o n a r e r e e m p l o y e d l e s s r a p i d l y t h a n c l a i m a n t s w i t h h i g h 
w e e k l y b e n e f i t a m o u n t s a n d l o n g p o t e n t i a l d u r a t i o n . S t u d y of the r e e m ­
p l o y m e n t e x p e r i e n c e of a l l c l a i m a n t s is r e s t r i c t e d b e c a u s e a d e q u a t e d a t a are 
n o t a v a i l a b l e for c l a i m a n t s w h o e x h a u s t e d t h e i r b e n e f i t r i g h t s , a n d c l a i m a n t s 
c a n e x h a u s t t h e i r r i g h t s u n d e r v a r i a b l e - d u r a t i o n p r o v i s i o n s a f t e r d r a w i n g 
f r o m 2 t o 10 w e e k s of b e n e f i t s . 

Table 4 . — R e l a t i o n s h i p between average actual and 
average potential duration, 19 States with variable-
duration provisions 

S t a t e 

A v e r a g e d u r a t i o n Difference 
b e t w e e n 
a v e r a g e 

a c t u a l a n d 
average 

p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 
( w e e k s ) 

R a t i o 
( p e r c e n t ) 

of a v e r a g e 
a c t u a l t o 
a v e r a g e 

p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 

E x h a u s ­
t i o n 

r a t i o 1 
( p e r c e n t ) 

S t a t e 
P o t e n t i a l 
( w e e k s ) A c t u a l 

( w e e k s ) 

Difference 
b e t w e e n 
a v e r a g e 

a c t u a l a n d 
average 

p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 
( w e e k s ) 

R a t i o 
( p e r c e n t ) 

of a v e r a g e 
a c t u a l t o 
a v e r a g e 

p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 

E x h a u s ­
t i o n 

r a t i o 1 
( p e r c e n t ) 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o 1/3 of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

C o l o r a d o 15.1 11 .8 3 . 3 7 8 . 1 5 3 . 3 
M i n n e s o t a 15 .2 11.4 3 . 8 7 5 . 0 56.9 
N e b r a s k a 15 .0 11 .7 3 . 0 7 8 . 0 5 4 . 0 
N e w M e x i c o 15.1 11.6 3 . 5 7 6 . 8 5 4 . 8 
N o r t h D a k o t a 15 .0 12 .5 2 . 5 8 3 . 3 5 7 . 8 
V e r m o n t 13.4 9.8 3.6 7 3 . 1 5 3 . 8 
W a s h i n g t o n 13.7 10 .2 3 . 5 74.5 5 4 . 2 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o ¼ o r l e s s of 1 y e a r ' s e a r n i n g s 

I l l i n o i s 13 .3 8 .1 5 . 2 60.9 4 0 . 4 
M a r y l a n d 14 .3 9.1 5 . 2 63.6 41.9 
N e w H a m p s h i r e 12 .0 6.7 5 . 3 5 5 . 8 36.9 
N e w J e r s e y 10 .2 8 . 2 2 . 0 8 0 . 4 66.6 
O k l a h o m a 9.0 7. 4 1.6 8 2 . 2 7 3 . 8 
O r e g o n 9.8 6.3 3.5 6 4 . 3 5 0 . 0 
T e x a s 10 .8 8.6 2 . 2 79.6 66.2 
Utah 13 .1 9.3 3 . 8 7 1 . 0 5 0 . 7 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o 1/3 o r l e s s of 2 y e a r s ' e a r n i n g s 

F l o r i d a 10 .2 8 .1 2 .1 7 9 . 4 7 3 . 2 
P e n n s y l v a n i a 11.4 8.9 2 . 5 7 8 . 1 59.6 

Benefits l i m i t e d t o a v a r y i n g p e r c e n t a g e of 1 y e a r ' s 
e a r n i n g s 

C a l i f o r n i a 13 .2 10.1 3 . 1 7 6 . 5 61.4 
V i r g i n i a 14 .0 8 . 2 5 . 8 58.6 4 4 . 1 

1 B e n e f i c i a r i e s w h o d r e w a l l t h e i r p o t e n t i a l b e n e f i t s a s p e r c e n t of a l l b e n e ­ficiaries w h o r e c e i v e d a t l e a s t 1 b e n e f i t c h e c k . 



potential duration ranged from 73 to 78 percent, 
and the 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—the 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 the 14-week maximum. 

There was little uniformity in the experience of 
States which limited benefits to one-fourth or less 
of earnings, although in none of these States was 
actual duration as long as in the States referred to 
above. In Oklahoma, average actual duration 
was only 1.6 weeks less than average potential, but 
in Oregon the difference was 3.5 weeks. Claimants 
in these two States had shorter average potential 
duration than did claimants in any other State 
studied. The greatest differences between aver­
age actual and average potential duration were in 
Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, and Virginia. 
Apparently, claimants in these States had rela­
tively good reemployment opportunities, since 
their average potential duration was not excep­
tionally high. 

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

Exhaustion ratios.—One of the best measures 
of the operation of duration provisions is the 
exhaustion ratio,6 because it indicates the pro­
portion of the beneficiary group for whom the 
unemployment compensation laws did not pro-
vide benefits sufficient to cover all weeks of un­
employment experienced during the benefit year. 

• A s u s e d h e r e , b e n e f i c i a r i e s w h o d r e w a l l t h e i r p o t e n t i a l b e n e f i t s a s p e r c e n t 
of a l l b e n e f i c i a r i e s w h o r e c e i v e d a t l e a s t 1 b e n e f i t c h e c k . 

T a b l e 5.—Potential duration and average actual dura­
tion of benefits, eight States with uniform-duration 
provisions 

S t a t e 

D u r a t i o n Difference 
b e t w e e n 
a v e r a g e 

a c t u a l a n d 
p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 
( w e e k s ) 

Exhaust ion 
r a t io 1 

(percent ) 

S t a t e 
P o t e n t i a l 
( w e e k s ) 

A v e r a g e 
a c t u a l 

( w e e k s ) 

Difference 
b e t w e e n 
a v e r a g e 

a c t u a l a n d 
p o t e n t i a l 
d u r a t i o n 
( w e e k s ) 

Exhaust ion 
r a t io 1 

(percent ) 

Maine 16 9 . 1 6.9 
28.0 

M o n t a n a 16 13.1 2.9 59.4 
N e w Y o r k 13 10.1 2.9 54.7 
N o r t h C a r o l i n a 16 10.0 6.0 41.2 
O h i o 16 12.5 3 . 5 54.8 
S o u t h C a r o l i n a l6 11 .2 4.8 48.6 
S o u t h D a k o t a 14 10 .3 3 .7 45.8 
W e s t V i r g i n i a 14 10.1 3 . 9 48.5 

1 See t a b l e 4, f o o t n o t e 1. 

This measure, like average actual duration, is 
influenced by the rate of reemployment as well 
as the terms of the benefit formula. Under the 
variable-duration formulas studied, the exhaus­
tion ratio ranged from 37 percent in New Hamp­
shire to 74 percent in Oklahoma (table 4). Okla­
homa, where the highest exhaustion ratio oc­
curred, also had the lowest potential duration 
of benefits among the States studied. 

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

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

In the remaining States, the exhaustion ratios 
fluctuated widely. Less than half the benefit 
recipients in Illinois, Maryland, New Hampshire, 
and Virginia exhausted their benefit rights, and 
two-thirds or more exhausted their rights in 
Florida, New Jersey, Oklahoma, and Texas. In 



Pennsylvania, where both minimum and maxi­
mum potential durations were loss than in any 
of the other States, the exhaustion ratio was 60 
percent. In Oregon—one of the two States 
where average potential duration was less than 10 
weeks—the exhaustion ratio was 50 percent. 
This ratio was lower than those under any of the 
formulas which limited benefits to one-third of 
earnings, although Oregon limited benefits to 
one-sixth of earnings. In general, it would appear 
that the exhaustion ratio was more dependent on 
reemployment opportunities than on the benefit 
formula. 
Duration Experience Under Uniform-Duration 

Provisions 
The fact that all eligible claimants in a State 

have the same potential duration is the distin­
guishing feature of uniform-duration provisions. 
Because of their very simplicity, potential dura­
tion under these provisions need not be analyzed. 

Actual benefit duration.—Average actual dura­
tion ranged from 9 to 13 weeks (table 5). These 
averages did not differ greatly from the averages 
under variable-duration formulas during the pe­
riod; they were in general lower than the averages 
under formulas which limited benefits to one-third 
of 1 year's earnings and higher than averages 
under formulas which limited benefits to one-
fourth or less of 1 year's earnings. However, the 
difference between average actual and potential 
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 as high as 6 weeks (table 4). It would 
appear that, although these uniform-duration for­
mulas resulted in somewhat the same actual dura­
tion for benefit recipients as did the variable-du­
ration provisions, they provided a greater margin 
of safety; i. e., claimants had more unused benefit 
credits at the end of the benefit year. 

Exhaustion ratios.—Exhaustion ratios in these 
States tended to be lower than in States with vari­
able duration. The ratios ranged from 28 percent 
in Maine to 59 percent in Montana (table 5) as 
compared with ratios of 37-74 percent under the 
variable-duration provisions. Only in Montana 
was the exhaustion ratio higher than the esti­

mated exhaustion ratio of 58 percent in the 19 
variable-duration States combined. In 5 of the 
8 uniform-duration States the exhaustion ratio 
was below 50 percent, while only 4 of the 19 
variable-duration States had exhaustion ratios of 
50 percent or less. That the differences under the 
two types of laws were not greater is probably 
due to improvement in employment and business 
conditions during the period to which the data 
relate. 

In a period of severe depression, when unem­
ployment benefits will be most needed, the dis­
crepancy between the two types of laws will be 
even more evident, since potential duration under 
the variable-duration provisions will decrease as 
base-period wages decrease, while potential dura­
tion under uniform-duration provisions will re­
main unchanged. The difference will be most 
noticeable in States which limit benefits to one-
fourth or less of 1 year's earnings, since relatively 
few claimants in these States are entitled to the 
maximum potential duration. Accordingly, it can 
be expected that in time of depression, exhaustion 
ratios under variable-duration provisions will 
probably show greater increases than under uni­
form-duration provisions. 

Rates of withdrawal.—The wide variation in 
exhaustion ratios under uniform-duration pro­
visions was a reflection of differing rates of re­
employment in these States. Rates of reem­
ployment, as reflected in unemployment compen­
sation statistics, arc more precisely termed "rates 
of withdrawal."7 Such figures represent not the 
rate at which claimants return to work in any 1 
calendar week, but rather the rate at which 
claimants who have drawn a specified number of 
weeks of benefits voluntarily withdraw from 
claimant status, regardless of the time during the 
benefit year at which the withdrawal takes place. 
The weeks of benefits drawn need not have been 
consecutive. A claimant who experienced three 
separate spells of unemployment during his benefit 
year, for example, and drew benefits equal to twice 
his weekly benefit amount in each spell would be 
said to have withdrawn after the sixth week, i. e., 
during the seventh compensable week. 

The average rate of withdrawal during compen-
7 T h e r a t e of w i t h d r a w a l is the p e r c e n t of c l a i m a n t s eligible for a g i v e n 

b e n e f i t c h e c k — i . e . , u n e m p l o y e d t h r o u g h the p r e v i o u s c o m p e n s a b l e w e e k — 
w h o d o n o t r e c e i v e a ful l p a y m e n t . F o r e x a m p l e , a rate of w i t h d r a w a l of 
5 p e r c e n t in the t e n t h w e e k m e a n s that 5 p e r c e n t of the c l a i m a n t s w h o r e ­
c e i v e d 9 full w e e k l y p a y m e n t s d i d n o t r e c e i v e a t e n t h ful l p a y m e n t . 



sable weeks ranged from 3.2 to 8.0 percent (table 
6). As might be expected, Montana with the 
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 percent. 

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.8 
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 weeks, was 41 percent, 
in contrast to 49 percent in West Virginia, where 
benefits were paid for only 14 weeks. 

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

8 The W e s t V i r g i n i a l a w n o w p r o v i d e s u n i f o r m d u r a t i o n of 16 w e e k s . 

T a b l e 6.—Rate of w i t h d r a w a l from claimant status in 
each compensable w e e k , eight States with uniform-
d u r a t i o n provisions 

C o m p e n s a b l e w e e k 1 M a i n e M o n ­
t a n a 

N e w 
Y o r k 

N o r t h 
C a r o ­
l i n a 

O h i o 
S o u t h 
C a r o ­
l i n a 

S o u t h 
D a ­

k o t a 
W e s t 
V i r ­

g i n i a 

A v e r a g e r a t e 2 8 . 0 3 . 2 4 . 7 5 . 3 3.6 4 . 3 5.4 5 . 3 
S e c o n d 7 .4 2 . 2 3 . 5 9 . 3 2 . 9 7 .1 4 . 3 5 .1 
T h i r d 7 . 3 2 . 0 3 . 9 7 .4 3 . 1 4 . 7 4 . 0 4 . 7 
F o u r t h 7 . 7 2 . 3 4 . 0 6.0 3 . 1 3 . 5 4 . 3 5 . 5 
F i f t h 7 . 7 2 . 4 4 . 3 5 . 5 3 . 2 4 . 2 4 . 2 5 .1 
S i x t h 8 . 0 2 . 3 4.6 5 .1 3 . 5 3 . 2 4.6 5 . 2 
S e v e n t h 8.6 2 . 5 4 . 7 4 . 7 3 . 5 3 . 9 5 .4 5.6 
E i g h t h 8 . 3 2.6 4 . 8 5 . 0 3.6 3 . 7 5 . 5 5 .4 
N i n t h 8 . 2 2 . 8 4.9 4 . 4 3 . 7 4 . 0 5 . 5 5 . 0 
T e n t h 8 . 5 3 . 0 5 .4 4 . 4 3 . 7 4 . 4 6.8 5 .4 
E l e v e n t h 7 . 9 3 . 3 5 .7 4 . 5 3 . 9 4 . 3 6.1 5 . 2 
T w e l f t h 8 . 5 4 . 0 5.9 4 . 0 4 . 1 5.3 6.7 5 . 3 
T h i r t e e n t h 7 .9 4.9 7 .1 4 . 4 4 . 0 3 . 6 7 . 3 6.0 
F o u r t e e n t h 7 . 9 4 . 9 4 . 2 4 . 1 3 . 9 9 . 2 6.7 
F i f t e e n t h 7.9 5 . 5 4 . 9 4 . 4 4 . 9 
S i x t e e n t h 9.9 6.3 6.7 6.3 6.5 

1 R a t e s of w i t h d r a w a l c o u l d n o t be c a l c u l a t e d for f i r s t compensable w e e k . 
2 L a s t w e e k of b e n e f i t s e r i e s w a s e x c l u d e d in c o m p u t i n g a v e r a g e . 

T a b l e 7 .—Average rate of withdrawal from claimant 
status during waiting-period weeks and compensable 
weeks, eight States w i th uniform-duration pro­
visions 

S t a t e 
L e n g t h of 

w a i t i n g 
p e r i o d 

( w e e k s ) 

P e r c e n t 
of t o t a l 

c l a i m a n t s 
w h o w i t h ­
d r e w d u r ­

i n g w a i t i n g 
p e r i o d 

A v e r a g e w e e k l y rate of w i t h d r a w a l during— 
S t a t e 

L e n g t h of 
w a i t i n g 
p e r i o d 

( w e e k s ) 

P e r c e n t 
of t o t a l 

c l a i m a n t s 
w h o w i t h ­
d r e w d u r ­

i n g w a i t i n g 
p e r i o d 

Waiting-
period 
w e e k s 

Compen­
sable 
weeks 

M a i n e 2 24.9 12.5 8.0 
M o n t a n a 2 9 . 7 4 . 8 3.2 N e w Y o r k 3 16.6 5.5 4.7 
N o r t h C a r o l i n a 2 (1) 5.3 
O h i o 3 2 1 . 5 7 .2 3.6 
S o u t h C a r o l i n a 2 52 .1 2 6 . 0 4.3 
S o u t h D a k o t a 2 17.1 8 . 6 5.4 
W e s t V i r g i n i a 3 13.8 4.6 5.3 

1 D a t a n o t a v a i l a b l e . 

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

In each of the eight States, the rate of with­
drawal increased in the last week. While no exact 
reason for this increase can be given, there are 
several possible contributing factors. Faced with 
imminent exhaustion of benefit rights, claimants 
may have accepted any type of employment 
available even though it was not at 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 (he end of 
their benefit series. A few claimants may have 
sought work more intensively when benefit 
exhaustion was imminent. In actual 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 percent of the total claimants in the 
State sample. 

These data on withdrawal rates apply only to 
compensable weeks, which in each State followed 
a waiting period of 2 or 3 weeks in which no benefits 
were payable. The rate of withdrawal during the 
waiting period tended to be higher than the 
average 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 claimants continued unem­
ployed long enough 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 situation resulted from a 



short lay-off of a large number of textile workers 
during the summer of 1939. These workers filed 
initial claims, but most of them returned to work 
before drawing benefits. West Virginia was the 
only State in which the rate of withdrawal was 
lower during the waiting period than during 
compensable weeks. In the other States the rate 
during the waiting period was significantly high, 
indicating a general tendency for large numbers of 

workers to experience very short spells of unem­
ployment during benefit years covering periods of 
increasing employment opportunities. In Ohio— 
the only State for which data pertaining to each 
separate waiting-period week were available—the 
rates of withdrawal were 8.9, 5.6, and 8.0 percent 
for the first, second, and third waiting-period 
weeks, respectively—considerably higher than the 
average of 3.6 percent in the following 16 weeks. 


