Seasonal Workers Under the Minnesota
Unemployment Compensation Law
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TaeE paAYMENT of unemploymont benefits to
seasonal workers has raised practical and theoroti-
cal problems since unemployment compensation
laws went into effect in this country. Many
State laws have restricted the benefit rights of
seasonal workors, and others have expressly dele-
gated to administrative agencies responsibility for
studying the problem. As a result, State agencics
have undertzken considerabloe rescarch in scasonal-
ity, most of it directed toward determining the
seasonal character of cortain industries. Such
research is little more than a first step, however,
since the problem in relation to uncinployment
compensation is to determine whethor or not
individuals who work for scasonal ecmployors aro
in the labor market throughout the year and, if
not, what types of benefit restrictions should be
applied to them. This study analyzes the ycar-
round omployment experionce of individuals
employed in Minnesota in the highly secasonal
canning industry., Their benefit experience is
also analyzed to indicate the extont to which 1t
was influenced by the nature of their employment
and the statutory restriction on their benofit
righta,

The Minnesota Seasonal Provision

Provisions restricting the benefit rights of sea-
gonal workers first became effeclive in Minnesotn
during 1939.! The 1939 law defined sensonel
employment as ‘“‘employment in nny indusiry or
any eatablishinent or class of occupation in any
industry engaged in activities relating to the first
processing of scasonally produced agricultural
products in which, bceeauso of the scasonal natwre
thereof, it is customary to operate only during a
regularly recurring peviod or periods of less than 26
weeks in any calondar ycar.” This provision
differs from those incorporated in most State

*Bureau of Employment Security, Reporls and Analysls Divislon. This
ptudy was made with the cooperation of the Rescarch and Btatistics Unit of
the Minnesola Division of Employment and Becurity, which made {ta
records avallable and prepared the tabulatlons on which the study i3 based,

1 Prior to 1630 e statutory provision Lo resirict the henofit rights of reasonal

workers bad been adopted, but the benefit rights of seasonal workers bad not
been restricted.

unemployment compensation laws in that it js
restricted to employment in the first processing of
agricultural products. As a result, in 1939 only
16 firms wore determined Lo be scasonal,

Tho Minnesota Division of Finployment and
Sceurity was authorized by the law to determing
the normal operating period or periods of ench
of the firms declared sensonal. None of thes
periods could bo more than 6 months in longth,
Benofit rights of sensonal workoers in Minnesots
wore reduced by restricting tho wago eredits which
thoy might obtain for wages earned from scasong)
firms, Normally, Minncsotn workers received
wago credils cqual to tho full amount of they
base-period wages from covered cimployment, but
for scnsonal workers Lo law stated that “with
respeet to wages paid by or duo froin an employer
to an employee during the base period for seasonal
employment . . ‘wage credits’ shall mean
the proportion (computed to the next highest
multiple of 5 percent) of such wages which the
customary period of operations hears to a calendar
year.” JFor example, il an employer’s senson wero
doclared to eontinue for 13 weeks (25 porcont of
52 wecks), only 25 percent of the wages earned
from that employer by seasonal workers could be
uscd as wago credits in dotermining their bonefit
rights. Once the wage credits of scrsonal worken
were computed in accordance with the given
ratio, their cligibility for benefits, weekly bonefit
amounts, and maximum benefit rights were deter-
mined by the formula applicable to all workons!

Restriction of the benefit rights of soasonal
workers through reduction of their wage credils
suggests & strong link between the seasonal pro-
vision and the cxperience-rating provision of
the Minnesota statute. Under the experience

1 At the timo clalms wero Nled by workees whose oxperienco 13 analyed
fiere, tho Minnesoln law provided n binsoe perlod conststing of tho Brat 4 of
the last 8 comptsted enlendar quarters preceding the benoNt year. The ben:
ofit year was n 52-wock perlod following filing of a valld clalm for honedlt,
Ta ba ellglble for benofits, clalmants must havo cnrned 30 tlmos thelr weekly
benefit amount during tho basoe perind. ‘Cbe weekly benofit amount wad Hi
of carninga tn that qunrter of the base nerlod when carnings were highost, but
pot merc thon $15. Tonoflt duration was llinlted to tha lesser of }4 of wagt
credits or 10 times tho weekly bonefit amount.

Social Securlly



rating provision, the wage credits of a bene-
fciory ave charged against the account of the
smployer or employers by whom the wages woero
psid. Reduction of wage credits therofore re-
duces the probability that scasonal employors
will pay increased rates under the oxpericnce-
ting provision. This mothod of restricting
geasonel workers’ benefit rights is sharply differ-
entisted from seasonnl provisions in other State
laws, which generally allow benefits based on
seasonal wages to be drawn only during the active
season, on the ground that scasonal workers nre
pot in the labor market during the off-scason,
Whilo thore are theoretical and prectical objece-
tions to such restrictions, they do attempt to
ralato the claimants’ benefit rights to their labor-
market status rather than to the cffcet of such
benefit payments on the contribution rates of their
former employers.

As outhorized by the statute, the Division de-
fined a soasonal worker as one omployed by a
geasona] employoer during the determined oper-
ating season and not employed by that employer
outside the operaling season in any calendar
quartor in which part of the operating scason
occurred.  In effeet, this definition meant that
any workor hired prior to the date on which the
senson started, even if only a day before, or
rotained afier the ending date for a single day,
was o nonscasonal worker.® Superficially, this
definition appears restrictive. Actually, howover,
85 percent of the employces of the firms affected
wero held to Dbe seasonal workers, and they are
referrod to in the following discussion as workors
declared sensonal. 'Tho remaining 16 percent of
the workers employod by scasonal firms outside
as well as during the defined opernting senson are
referred to as workoers declarcd nonseasonal.

Although the Minnesotla law provides that the
Division on ils own motion may determine an
industry, class of occupntion, or establishment to
bo seasonal, determinations were limited to in-
dividunl employers. Determinations were mado
only after application from the employer and after
an opon Lonring.

During the spring and summer of 1939, hearings
concorning seasonal determinations were held by
tho Division. Only 16 employers engaged in the

§The dofinltion hias sinco boon amendod to permit wages enrned durlng
the operating period to bo elassified ns sensonal ovon though the workors are
Relalnod by tho omployer ontside the oporating perlod,
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first processing of agricultural produets could -
demonstratoe that thoeir scasonal periods of opora-
tion wore shortor than 26 weeks. Tifteon wore
cannors of veogetables and pickles, and one
procossed sugar boots,* The canncries all packed
corn, and 10 also packed poas. One of the 10
nlso canned pickles and another canned asparagus,
These are products which can be canned only at
cortain times of the yoar, and since there was
little diversity of products the operating soasons
were all relatively short. ‘The & canneries which
packed only corn operated for about 64 days,
from Inte July until the middle of September,
Thosgo which packed both corn and peas oporated
for about 109 days, from early in June to Septem-
bor. Tho cannery handling pickles operated from
June to the middle of October—about 130 days—
and the firm handling asparagus operated about
180 days, from the first of May until late October.
The sugar-beet processor operated for a period
of approximntely 100 days, from September to
Janunry. With one exception the operating
periods were not more than 4 months in length,
and penk oporations covered a much shorter
period, usually not more than a few wecks.

The 1939 pay roll of the 16 firms amounted
to approximately $2.2 million, 80 percent of it
concentrated in four firms, Most of tho seasonal
firms omployed 100-500 workers at the peak of
the season, There wore no very small firms in
the group, and only two large firme—one employ-
ing 1,300 and another employing 4,800 workers.
The peak seasonal einployment of the 16 firms in
1939 was about 10,700 workers, and the number of
different workers cmployed at any time during the
year totaled 13,200, About three-fourths of the
peak employment was concontrated in firms
whose normal oporating poriod oxtended from
June or July to September, and only 2 percent
was accounted for by the ono firin which normelly
operated for 6 months. Xinployment outside the
operating period was low, generally about 10-15
pereent of peak omployment. The seasonal
firms represented a nogligible portion of the 46,400
covered omployers in Minnosota in 1639, and
their employces represented only 2.4 porcent of the
541,000 workers with wage credits during that
yoar.

The type of labor utilized by cannecries is largely
determined by their location, the nature of the

i T'wo nddltional firms detormined soasonat did not operate durlng 1939,
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jobs, and the duration of the canning season.
Most of the establishments were located in or near
towns of less than 2,000 persons in the southern
Minnesota agricultural district, Youths, house-
wives, and farm hands are available in farm comn-
munities for a few wecks' work in the summer,
Migratory and urban workers are not attracted
in any great numbers when the scason is very
short. 'The adequate supply of local labor makes
it unnecessary for the employcrs to attempt to
recruit workers from other arcas., The canning
jobs during the defined operating period—such as
unloading and weighing crops, inspecting vege-
tables, and tending cooking vats and canning
" machines—are for the most part semiskilled and
unskilled.

The combination of these factors results in the
employment of large numbers of workers who
are either not in the labor market throughout
the year, such as housewives and students, or
who are normally engaged in farm work. Approxi-
matoly two-fifths of the workers employcd in the
defined 1939 scasons were women, many of whom
were probably not interested in other employment.
A report made by the Uniled States Department
of Labor indicates that “Housewives in the town
or village and from nearby towns were reported as
& dependable source by over four-fifths of ali
canning plants, and farmers’ wives and daughters
by over three-fifths of the plants. Turther, the
town housewives comprised three-fourths or more
of the women scasonal workers in 44 percent of the
plants giving them employment.’’ ®

Earnings of Worlters Employed by Scasonal
Firms

Workers employed by the 16 seasonal firms
earned, for the nost part, only small amounts
in covered employment during 1939. One-third
of the 13,200 workers did not have covered
carnings of as much as $50 during the year
(table 1).®* Three-fourths earned less than $200,

# U, B. Dopartment of Labor, Women's Burenu, Appfication of Labor
FLegisiation to the Fruil and Vegelatte Canning and Presercing Indusiries, 003
firms, 17 located [n Minnesota, were surveyed during 1938 and 1930 for this
roport. Beasonal workeis referred to in thfe monograph are all workoera
employed by cannlog and pracerving Arms, and not those declarad sonsonal
under the Minnesota statnte.

4 Allearnings date used here refer only to earnings from firms coveredd by the
Minnesata Unomployment Compensatlon Law. Binco this law then
extended to omployers of ono or 1boro pergond in covered Indusirles, the only
slgpilicant noncovered employinent available to theso workers wns In agri-
culture. For aboul 5 pereent of these workcers, the annual-earnings dota
rolate to tho year ended Septomber 30, 1039, or March 31, 1010,

Tablo 1.—Distribution of scasonal and nonseasong,
workers emploved by 16 seasonal firms in Minnesoq)
by tatal earnings in covered emnployment, 1939 !

S—
Heasonal N
All workers anseasona
workers
Annual enrnings ° vorken
P —
Nuam- Num- .
ber” |rercont] T I Percent Nl:leT Petowy
e —
Total....c.oune-. 13,155 | 100.0 [ 11,170 | 100.0 | 1,088] 1mg
Less than $50........... 44220 30| 40| sral sl
5010 - 22,21 2,770 24.0 L] [
13,0 | 1,870 ) 14.1 STE 0 I X
7.2 #22 7.4 17 &b
1.0 B42 1.5 n 189
1.8 47 4.0 | 1
4.0 281 2.5 27| g
2.3 165 1.6 140 n
1.6 Bl T 132 81
1,000 0F MO0, o nennnn .. 469 3.0 10 1 153 n

t Werkers omployed by tha seasonal firms only durlng the determined o
orating senson were desigonted sensonn! workers; workers employed b 1&
samo firms ohtside, or durlog and outalde, the opernting season were delg.
nated nonseasonal,

and 3.6 pereent earned $1,000 or more.  Median
annual enrnings were about $90, an amount which
suggests that, for the bulk of the workers, eovored
employment was mnerely supplementary and not s
primary source of livclihood.

The workers declared nonseasonal who wore
employed by the seasonal firms had higher ennua
carnings than did workers decelared seasonal,
More than one-third of the sensonal workers
carned less than $50, and another one-fourth
earned from $50 to $99. Only 20 percent of the
nonseasonal workers were in these low-carnings
brackels (table 1}. Of the 469 workers who earned
$1,000 or more, 453 were nonscasonal. Median
annual earnings of the scnsonal workers wers
approximately $75, while the median earnings of
nonseasonal workoers were almost $400. Only 1
seasonal worker out of 20 hiad carnings of as much
as $400.

Since the year-round work experience of workers
declared seasonal is relevant to the scasonality
problem, the proporlion of their enrnings paid
by the secasonal emplovers was determined.
Scasonal workers had at most a fow months of
employment with seasonal employers, and almost
three-fourths (73 pereent) reccived all their
earnings in covered employment fromn the sensonal
employer (table 2). On the other hand, 1
percent of these workers received less than two-
fifths of their covered wages from scasonal employ-
ers, and 6.0 percent received less than one-fifth
from this source.

The few workers deelared seasonal who had

Social Security



Teble 2.~Distribution of seasonal workers employod by
16 seasonal firms in Minnosota, by ratio of scasonal
earnings to total earnings in covered employment,
1939

Ratloof seasonn! carnings to tolnl earnings (percent)] Number Percent
B 1 11,170 100.0
.- 8,112 72.0
gw .......................................... ' 788 0.8
8-70.. .. - e e 352 31
050, .. 340 3.1
B0, i 033 8.4
Toasthan 20 ...l 609 0.0

substantial earnings in 1939 were gencrally those
who earned wages from both seasonal and other
employers. No seasonal worker reccived as
much as $600 fromn a sensonal employer during the
year (table 3}; almost half earned less than $50
from scasonal employers, and about three-fourths
carned less than $100. If annual earnings of $200
gro accepted as 2 measuroe of sitachment to the
labor market for unemployment compensation
purposes, only 6.1 pereent of the seasonal workers
would have met this test on the basis of thoir
seasonal earnings in 10397

It is unlikoly that theso workers would ordinarily
carn much moro in seasonal employment than they
did in 1939. Tho normal operating periods of
theso firms are gencrally less than 4 months, and
peak employment lasts only a few weeks. It is not
surprising that a group of workers, largely un-
skilled, should have very low earnings in jobs of
guch short duration.

The carnings rccords of the workers declared
nonscasonal present an entirely different picture.
Although the scasonal workers with substantial
earnings all worked for employers other than those
declared seasonal, the reverse tended to bo true of
the nonscasonal workers. Of the 585 who earncd
8800 or more, 542 carned this amount from scao-
sonal employers alono, an indication of the proba-
bility that these wero permanent employees.

Workers declared nonscasonal reeceived con-
siderably higher amounts froin scasonal employers
in 1939 than did scasonal workers. One-third of
thermn recetved $600 or more, wheteas no seasonal
worker carned so much. However, a substantial
portion of the nonseasonal workers had low earn-
ings; about one-fifth earncd less than %50, and
more than one-fourth earned less than $100.

! Tho present Minnesota taw requires $200 in coverod wages In 1 yoar as a
condition to the receipt of Lenefis,
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Only about 27 percont of the scnsonal and 30
percent of the nonscasonal workers found em-
ployment in other covered industries during 1939.
There were no significant differences between the
distributions of seasonal and nonscasonal workers
by industry of other employment (table 4). The
distribution of both groups by industry was, how-
ever, difforent in two respects from the distribution
of other covered workers in Minnesota, A rela-
tively large number of scasonal workers found
cmployment in construction and relatively few
found employment in manufacturing® The sca-
sonal firms were located at a considerable distance
from the major manufacturing centers of the
State, which may nccount for the fact that, while
28 percont of the covered employment was in
manufacturing, only 15 percent of the employment
of scansonal workoers in other industries was in
manufacturing,

Moro than one-third of the workers declared
geasonal weore women, of whom more than half
earncd less than $50 in 1939 ; fewoer than 2 percent
earned as much as $300 (table §). These low
carnings resulted from two {factors: relatively
fewer women carned wages from employers other
than those declared seasonal, and women re-
coived smaller wages from the seasongl firms than
did men. The carnings of men were also low,
but substantiolly higher than those of women.
While the median for women was less than $49,
the median for mon was $103.

~

¢ The distribntions of workers by Industry presonted in table 4 are not
precisely comparable, ‘Tho dlatribution relating to all covered employment
i3 based on averago employment throughout the year, while the othor two
distrlbutions jodicato the totnl number of {ndividuals employed in givea
industries. This differonco accounts fn some dogree for the differenco in the
percent of ntl covered workers and tho perceut of the group studied who
found employment in tho seasonal construction industry.

Tablo 3.~Distribution of secasonal and nonseasonal
workers employed by 16 seasonal firms in Minnesota,
by earnings from these firmns, 1939

Sensonal workers |[Nonsoasonal workors
Annualearnings in scasonal firms

Number | Percent § Number { Pereent
Tolnl ... ... 11,170 100.0 1,085 100, 0
Y.ess than 250 6, 273 47.2 krxd 18.0
S0-90. . o i 3,033 27.3 170 8.0
me-140..... ..., 1,478 13.2 170 8.4
160-500. . .. 07 0.3 124 6.2
200 . 418 3.7 177 50
300-300........ 196 1.8 150 1.6
400-500.. . .. . 65 .0 170 8.9
600-702._... ... R R PSP, 09 8.0
BO0-000. ..o el 11 5.0
1,000 ormore. .. ..ol 43 2.7
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Only 15 percent of the women scasonal workors,
ns comparcd to 356 percent of the men, had em-
ployment in other covercd industries. For 21
percent of the men and only 10 percent of the
womoen were scnsonal earnings less than half of

Poroent of seasonal
workors
Ratlo {percent) of seasonal to total ¢arnings

Moen Womon
Tote) . iiiieaii. 100 100
100 . e e e 85 88
BB e i icieanae. 14 8
Teasthan B0 .. .. 21 10

total earnings. The employment of farm women
and housewives from nearby towns may have
accounted for the low percentage of womnen having
other earnings.

Three-fifths of the women earned less than $50
from seasonal employers, and another third carned
$50-99 (table 8). Only 7.9 percont of the women
received as much as $100 from seesonal employers.
Women in canneries are hircd chicfly for the inside
canning operations and are ordinarily cmployed
only at the peak of the operating season. Men,
on the other hand, are hired not only at the penk
of the scason but also for the operations which
precede and follow the actual canning operation.
The earnings of men seasonal workers, while in
many cases not large enough to be considered as
a primary source of income, tended to be some-
what higher than earnings of women. In con-
trast to the 7.9 percont of the women who earned
$100 or more, 36 percent of the men earned at
least this amount.

Benefit Experience of Seasonal Workers

The fact that the employers studied had clearly
dofined and rcecurring peaks in employment does
not necesserily imply that thoy hired workers
whose only employment was during the seasonal
poak; such firms could have employed workers
who were regularly in the labor market. It is
probable, however, that most of these workers
were nof in the labor market the ycar round.
Their earnings in covered industrics were gon-
erally so low as to be obviously supplemental, and
the fact that so fow found work in other covered
industries implics that most of them were not
seeking such employment., The nature of the
labor supply in small agricultural ecommunities

further bears out this assumption. It seems safg
to sey that the seasonal restriotion in Minnesotq
was applied to a group of workers most of whom
were definitely seasonal,

Seasonal claimants.—Of all coverod workers in
Minnesota, 19 percent clauned bonefits in 1939,
But of all employecs of seasonal firms, only 13
percent claimed benefits during the year ended
September 30, 1940. Morcover, only 7.6 percont
of tho employees of seasonal firms who were
declared to be scasonal workers filed clanims, while
28 percent of this group who were declared to be
nonseasonal workers filod claims (tablo 6). Thus,
a much smaller proportion of those who experi-
enced extensive periods of no covered employment
than of those who had substantial earnings and
employment in covered industry filed claims for
benefits.

The pranary rcason for the failure of all but a
small proportion of the worlers declared seasonal
to file claims was probably their inability to
qualify for benefits. During 1939 and 1940, the
Minnesota law required that an unemployed
worker have wage credits equal to 30 times his
weekly benefit amount to be eligible. Over half
the workers declared sensonal who filed eclaims
met this test, but less than one-tenth of those
who did not file claims would have been able to
moeet it. The fow potentially ecligible scasonal
workers who did not file claims may have been
continuously employed in covered or noncovered
industry, out of the labor market, or ignorant of
their rights under the law,

‘Fable 4.—Peorcentage distribution of all covercd workers
in Minnesota, by industry, and of workers employed
by 16 seasonal firms, by indusiry of nonsecasonal em-
ployment, 1939

Poreont of workers In
geasonal firms who had
Percent af other omploymeoent
Industry all covered
workera Mon-
Seaskonnl scnsanal
workora workers
TolB). oo 00. 0 100.0 100.0
Agrleulturg..o ... ()] .1 1.5
Ining._ . coeee e 2.2 1.3 1.3
Consbructlon. ... ... ._. 6.0 22.3 24.8
Manufacturing .. 27.0 14.7 18.1
Publio utilitios 7.0 7.1 8.8
Tracd. el 30.5 40.4 0.t
Finoneo. . .ceeenean.. 5.4 3.8 1.9
Bervleo. ..o 10. 0 10.5 0.8
Industriean, €. 0o oo oot N 0] A

! Less thab 0,08 percont,
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Primarily becnuse such workers would havo
peen declared ineligible, bencfit claims were filed
py only 0.8 percent of the workers declarcd sea-
gonal whose 1939 enrnings were less than $50 and
1.8 percent of those whose earnings were $50-99
(table 6). The proportion of workers {iling claiins
increased as earnings increased, reaching a peank
of 46 percent in tho $400-599 bracket. Among
workers earning more than $600, full employment
may have caused the pereentage who filed claims
to decline. That thoe percentage of claimants in
the $200-590 brackets was not higher wag prob-
ably due to the large number of housewives and
farmn workers who were not considered availablo
for work and thus would have been inoligible for
unemployment compensation despite sufficient
earnings,

Among workers declared nonsensonal, there were
likewise ahinost no claimants in the lowest brackots,
and the highest percentage was in tho $400-599
bracket. The percentage of nonscasonal workers
filing claims was higher in most brackets than the
percentage of seasonal worlcers, probably because
wago creditls of the nonseasonal workers were not
reduced by the scasonality provision and they
could thus meet the eligibility requireinont more
casily, 'Tho small percentage of claimants among
noenseasonnl workers who carned $1,000 or more
wes probably the result of full employment.

Seasonal workers who carned only a negligible
fraction of their 1030 wages in seasonal employ-
mont were more likely to file claims than workers
who earncd tho bulk of their wages in scasonal
employment. Claims wero filed by only 2 por-
cont of the workers whose earnings weroe cntirely
from seasonal firms, but by 28 percent of thoso

Table 6,—~Distribution of seasonal end nonseasonal
workars employed by 16 seasonal firms in Minnesota,
and percent who claimed benagfits, by total eamings
in covered employment, 1939

Soasonal workors [Nonscasonal workers
Total sonoal carnings Pargant Penl:]ont
who who
Number | g4imeq | NUmber | ggimeg
bonoilts bonefits
Total. . ooooeeiiiaaaas 11,170 1.0 1,088 28.8
4,170 .8 262 .4
2,710 IN) 141 8.0
1,570 0.0 143 28.2
422 13.0 120 an.2
842 28,0 202 4.8
147 329 158 80,6
281 48.2 237 60.7
185 2.0 140 48. ¢
81 4.8 132 30.4
1,000 or moro. . 16 25.0 453 87

whose enrnings were about equally divided be-
tween seasonal and other covered employment
and by 44 porcent of those whose carnings were
almost entirely in other employment.

Although only a small portion of the workers
designated as seasonal were actually in the labor
market throughout the yoar, the distributions of
claimants by 1030 earnings and by ratio of soa-
sonal to total enrnings show that claimants among
workers declared scasonal were generally tho fow
actually secking work the year round. Thus,
while the bulk of the workers declared scasonel
were truly seasonal in the scnse that they left tha
labor markot after the active senson, most of those
who claimed benofits were not truly sensonal in
the senso that they remained in the labor market
after the end of the active season. [t has some-
times been held that for unemployment compen-
sation purposes a sensonal worker should be de-

Table 5.—Distribution of male and female seavonal workers in Minnesota, by total earnings in covered employment
and by earnings in 16 seasonal firms, 1939
Mnlp peasonnl workors in— Fomals sansonal workers In—
Annual caenings All d 1 {of P tof Al d P tof P tof
COVOre: ercont o Oreont o covorg ercont o Qreont o
employment total Bensonal ficens total emnployment total Boasonal firma total
6, 081 100.0 0, 081 100. 0 4,180 100.0 4,180 100. 0
1,977 2.3 2 760 an. 7 2,103 823 504 50.8
1, 420 2.6 1,680 .1 1, M7 822 1,383 2.3
1, 241 17.8 1,203 7.2 320 7.0 a7 8.6
002 10.Q L] 25 130 al 43 1.0
27 10. 4 408 8.8 115 7 13 .3
400 5.0 105 2.8 38 .0 1
201 3.7 05 B 0 [ (R -
140 2.1 4 .
B I 1
16 .2

! Loss than 0.05 porcent,
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fined, not as in Minnesota, but as one who carns
80 porcent of his covered wages in scasonal em-
ployment. By this standard only 23 percent of
the Minnesote seasonal claimants would have been
adjudged seasonal. The year-round character of
the work experience of the scasonal claimants
should be kopt in mind while examining their
benefit experience,

Effect of seasonal restrictions on benefit experi-
ence.—Since many of tho workers declared sea-
sonal did not claim benefits because they were
obviously incligible, the proportion of those who
did file claims and were found ineligible does not
provide a mensuro of the true cffect of tho eligibil-
ity requirement. Of the 852 scasonal workers
who claimed benefits, 27 percont would have been
ineligible even if there had been no seasonal restric-
tion. However, the reduction of wage credits
caused an additional 18 percent to be ineligible.
Hence, about 1 in overy 6 of this small group,
most of whom had substantinl earnings outside the
operating scason, was denied all benefit rights
becauso of the seasonal provision in thoe law.

The workers declared seasonal who claimed
benefits, and particularly those eligible for bene-
fits, wore in genoral workers who cernod less from
seasonal firms tban from other firms. Thoy had
fairly substantial carnings as compared with other
seasonal workers, but their earnings were usually
lower than those of other Minnesota claimants, as
is shown by the fact that thoir weckly bonefit
amounts were low in comparison with those of
other claimants.”® Whereas only 4.0 percent of
all Minnesota claimants had weckly benefit
amounts of $5 or less, and 27 percent had weekly
benefit amounts of $14 and $15, these percentages
would have bcen almost exnctly reversed for sea-
sonal claimants even if their wago credits had not
been reduced (table 7). After wago credits wero
reduced, 36 porcent of the oligible seasonal claim-
anta were entitled to $5 a week or less, and only 19
percent were entitled to $10 or more.

The weekly benefit amounts of about two-thirds
of the eligible scasonal claimants wore not affected
by the reduction of wage credits. For those
affected, tho reductions ranged from $1 to $10.

¥ The Washington Unemploymont Compensation Aot uses this definltlon
to {dontily scasonal workers.

1" Under tho law then in effeet, tho weokly boneflt amount was delermined
a3 ks of wago credits in that quarier when wage credila wore highest, but not
more than $15 or less than $3.  For paymont purposes, bonofit amounts of §3
and $4 woro raised to $5.
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Table 7.~Percentage distribution of all eligible claim.
ants in Minnesota and of eligible seasonal claimants
before and after scasonal reduction of wage credits,
by weekly benefit amount ’

Scasona! ¢laimants
All T
Weekly bonefit amount clalmants | Beloro After
wage-creditjwage-credly
reduetion | reduction
‘I‘otnl ___________________________ 100.0 100. & !00.0
4.0 24,2 30.
41 6 60.7 44.%
27.3 10.8 1.0
27.1 8.3 4.0

An unemployed worker’s weekly benefit amount is
usually calculated as approximately one-half his
usual weokly wage.!t A seasonal provision of the
Minnesota type tends to destroy this relationship
between weekly benofits and usual earnings,

Total benefits payable to Minnesota claimants
during a benefit year were limited to the lesser of
one-third of wage credits or 16 times the weekly
benefit amount. Seasonal restrictions on wnage
credits reduced by about onc-fifth tho honcfits
payable to 80 porcent of the cligible claimants
who had been declared seasonal. Without this
reduction these workers would have been entitled
to an averago of $113 in benefits; after tho reduc-
tion they were entitled to only $90. The seasonal
clnimants not affected—those with suflicient wage
credits to be entitled to 16 times the wecekly
benefit amount despite the restriction—wore en-
titled to an average of $129 during their benofit
year.

Benefits drawn by seasonal claimants.—1t is ofton
assumed that seasonnl workers, beecause of their
recurring periods of unecmployiment, will auto-
matically draw all the benefits to which they are
entitled. Actually, only 56 percent of the eligible
claimants declared sensonal drew all the benefits
to which thoy were entitled, and 10 percent drow
less than one-tenth of their potential Dbenefits
(table 8). Among all Minnesota claimants whose
benefit years ended in the third quarter of 1940, 46
percent oxhausted their benefit rights.

Since the few workers declared scasonal who
claimed benelits could be classified as workers who
happened to work for sensonal employers during

11 Although most State Tnws atlempt to preserve Lhis relatlonship, weekly
benefit nmounts aro ordinarily retnted to quarterly carnlngs sinco weekly
wages have proved difficult to delermine, Decauso there are 13 weeks Ina
quarter, ¥s of quarterly ea rnings is assurmed to bo ahont A weaokly oarnings.
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part of the yecar, they wero as securely attached to
the labor markot as other Minnesota claimants.
Why, then, was tho exhaustion ratio of seasonal
claimanls 56 percent as compared with a ratio of
46 percent for all claimants? The oxplanation
probably lies in the fact that seasonal claimants
were generally low-paid workers with short poten-
tinl benefit duration, and therefore a group more
likely to exhaust their benefit rights than claimants
with longer potentinl duration. This tendency is
avident in the experience of all Minnesotn claim-
ants whose benefit years ended in the third quarter
of 1940. Only claimants who were onilitled to 16
weeks of benefits had a lower exhaustion ratio
than did the seasonal claimants. Seventy-two
percent of all Minncsota claimants wero entitled
to 16 weoks of benefits, but only 38 porcent of the
geasonal claiimants could have drawn benefits for
that number of weeks oven if there had been no
gensonal reduction of wage eredits. Claimants
with high wecekly benefit amounts are less likely
than those with low weekly benefit amounts to
exhaust benefits, and 27 percent of all Minnesota
claimants were entitled to $14 and $156 weekly as
opposed to only 5.3 porcent of the seasonal claim-
ants before the reduction of wage credits (table 7).

Another usual assumption with regard to
scasonal workers is that, because of the nature
of their cmployment, they will file claims for
benefits every year. The experience of claimants
declared seasonal, however, differed little in this
respect from the experience of all claimants,
possibly becausc so few scasonal workers were
eligible for benefits,

Percent of total
claimants
Number of years In which claims wero filed
Al claim- t 8easonnl
ouls clatmants
) PO et e aeicemaartiaesrrseaceisanernnan 44 a5
 F e e e a4 45
Bt e raeteacceeeaeeeaas 22 20

These figures indieatc that, while there was a
tendency for a larger percentage of scasonal than
of all claimants to file in 2 different years, there
was virtually no difference in the percentage
filing in 3 different ycars.

Effect of seasonal restrictions on {olal benefits
pard and on employer contribution rates.—The
sensonnl restriction had en insignificant effect on
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Table 8.—Distribution of cligible seasonal claimants in
Minncsota, by ratio of actual to potential benafits

Ratlo of natual to potontial bonoiita (poroont) Numbor Poroent
472 100.0
205 B
83 11.2
an 8.3
M T3
a1 4.5
12 25
48 10,2

the size of tho Minnesota unemployment com-
pensation fund. Tt is estimated that in 1940 the
scascnal restriction reduced benefit payments
about $8,000. ITad all seasonal workers claimed
benefits, the saving would have beon about
$14,000. Since a total of $9.7 million was paid
out of the Minnesota fund in 1940, expenditures
were reduced by less than 0.1 percent through
operation of the seasonal restriction.

Tho cflect of the scasonal restriction on employ-
ers’ contribution rates, an extremoly importent
factor in connection with the cnactment and
design of the seasonal provisions, wes likewiae
insignificant. Estimates indicate that only 4 of
tho 16 scasonal employers reecived lower contri-
bution rates in 1841 solely because of the scasonal
restrictiont® The estimated tax reduction
amounted to 0.26 percent of covered pay rolls
for two of these firms and to 0.5 percent for the
other two,

Summary and Conclusion

The 16 firms declared seasonal under the Min-
nesota Unemployment Compensation Law during
1939 were in fact highly scasonal, since they
operated for only about 4 months of the year.
Of their employces, 85 percent wore employed
only during tho operating scason. The great
mejority of the workers defined as scasonal, that
is, employed by these firms only during tho
operating poriod, had low earnings in 1939,
Nearly haolf of them recoived less than $50 from
scnsonal employers, and none reccived as much
as $600. Such low carnings could have provided
hardly more than supplemental income, The

1 In preparfug thoss estimatas, eligibllity for bencfits and bonefit weges
ohargod were recomnutod as I no seasonal restriction bad beon in effect and
o4 If a1k nowly eligiblo workors actually drow bencfits. It was ulso necessary
to assnma that 1030 was typical of all yeara that benefit wages were chargeable
in computing 1041 contrlbution rates, While there ar¢ gapa in the assump-

tfona necessary for theso astimates, the results are foirly accurate because the
propartion of clalmants among the scasonal workers was so small,
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nonseasonal workers, those employed by the
seasonal firms both within and outside tho operat-
ing scason, had considerably higher earnings.
Whercas less than 1 percent of the seasonal workers
carned $1,000 or more in covered omployment
during 1939, one-fourth of the nonseasonal workers
earned this amount.

The low earnings of the seasonal workers are
an indication of the type of worker hired. The
plants were located in or near small towns in thoe
southern Minnesota farming area, where thore was
an adequate supply of housewives, farm women,
and farm laborers for a few weeks' work in the
summer. The jobs were of such short duration—
most of them lasted only a fow weeks and very few
for more than 4 months—that workers from other
industries were not attracted. Only onc-fourth
of the seasonal workers had any other carnings in
covered industry during 1039. Despite the short
duration of peak employment end the low wages
paid by firms declared seasonal, only ono scasonal
worker in six earned as much in other covered
as in scasonal employment. Hence, five-sixths
of these workers were in fact in the covered labor
force for only short periods during the summer.

There were long periods during the year when
scasonal workers had no covered employment, but
less than one-tenth of them filed claims for bene-
fits. This proportion contrasts sharply with the
fact that more than one-fourth of the nonseasonal
workers filed claims, although they apparently
experienced less unemployment and had much
higher earnings. Most of the seasonal workers
who did not file claims could not have qualified
for benefits, and virtually none could have quali-
fied for benefits on the basis of scasonal wages
alone. Those who did file claims were, in general,
those with substantial carnings in other covered
industries. Since scasonal restrictions affect only
the benefit rights of claimants, those affected were
the few workers primarily employed in other
industries, snd hence not the type of worker who
left the covered labor force at the close of the active
geason. The net effect of the Minnesota seasonal
provision was to reduce the benefit rights of a fow
workers who had some seasonal earnings but who

had stronger attachments to other types of covereg
cmployment.

Theoe study domonstrates that the present Minne.
sota qualifying onrnings requirement for g
claimants is in itself an effective means of restrict.
ing benefits payable to the workers who leave the
Iabor market at the close of the seasonal operating
period. The eligibility requirement of $200 noy
incorporated in the Minncsota law would haye
permitted only one-sixth of all seasonal workers to
qualify for benefits, and less than 1 percent of the
4,200 women seasonal workers to qualify for
benefits. Obviously this eligibility requirement in
itself is almost complotely offective in restricting
the benefit rights of women workers declared
scnsonal unless they also obtain employment in
other covered industries. This finding is signifi-
cant becnuse it is often argued that women em-
ployed during the summer but not secking work
at other times of the yoar will reeoive a wago
subsidy in the form of unemployment benefits
unless special restrictions are placed on their
benefit rights. Only one-tenth of the mon cm-
ployed by tho seasonal firins earned $200 or more
in seasonal employment, and the majority of this
small group also had substantial earnings in other
covered employment. The Minnesota seasonal
restriction eannot nffect the large number of
workors employed by seasonal firms who leave the
labor market at the end of the season, beeause
very fow of themn could qualify even in the
absence of the sensonal restriction; the provision
does affect the few workers with substantial carn-
ings in other covered employment who happened
to be employed by the sensonal firms during the
oporating period.

The operation of the seasonal provision reduced
total benelit expenditures by about $8,000, loss
than 0.1 percent of the total benelit expenditures
in Minnesota in 1939. 'I'he contribution rates of
only four employers under the experience-rating
provision were reduced by the operation of the
scasonal provision. Estimates indicate that the
effect of the seasonal restriction was to reduce tho
contribution rates of two of these employers by
0.25 percent and of the other two by 0.5 pereoent.
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