Variations in Benefit Rights Under State
Unemployment Compensation Laws

Rura RreTicker*

“THE WORKER’S BENEFITS must not bo different
in Now York and Seattle. He must have stable,
predictable benefit rights wherever he goes,” said
William Hodson, Commissioner of Welfare in New
York City, in a letter to the New York Times, Feb-
ruary 19. Many speakers at tho hearings on war
displacement benecfits before the House Ways and
Means Committee in February assumed that the
State laws did in fact provide uniform bencfits.
The purpose of this article is to explore likencsses
and difforences in tho benefit provisions of the
present 51 Stato unemployment compensation
laws as they would affect four hypothetical claim-
ents. No such exploration can be exhaustive; ono
thorough-going analysis of all the benefit provi-
sions of tho State laws requires 75 pages.!
Obviously, such an analysis is not coneerned
with- the statistical significance of the variations
in benefit rights in terms of the number of claim-
ants affected. Wage levels and patterns of em-
ployment vary from State Lo State so that the
proportion of claimants with the four amounts of
wages cited varies greatly from State to State.
Tho cffect of each State’s benefit formula in terms
of the wage and employment experience of actual
claimants during given periods is shiown in regular
tabulations of distributions of weekly Dbenefit
amounts and of specinl analyses of duration of
benefits.? The purpose of this article is to supple-
ment the statistical analyses with a discussion of
the benefits available under the different laws for
claimants with identical wage experience.
Beeause most State laws compute the weekly
benefit amount as a fraction of high-quarter wages
(subject to minimum and maximum limitations)
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and maximum potential benefits in & benefit, yegr
as a fraction of base-yecar wages (subject to maxi.
mum limitations), assumptions were made con-
cerning the high-quarter and base-period wages
of four workers, and the benefit riglhits which such
wages would confer were computed for each
State. In States in whieh weekly benefit amount
as well as maximum potential benefits depends on
annual carnings, the assumptions concerning base-
period carnings made possible computation of
benefit rights. Only for Wisconsin was it im-
possible to cstimate benefits on tho basis of the
assumed dala, beeauso weekly benefits of $2 to
$17 arc based on average weekly wages in a speci-
fied period per employer.?

Many minor differences in the laws with
regard to base period were ignored in the tabu-
lations. If the qualifying period differs from the
basc year, it was assumed that the base-year
wages of each elaimant were carned in the Siate’s
qualifying period. Whether the State has a
uniform or an individual base period, or a require-
ment that wages must be earned in at least 2 or 3
quarters, il was assumed that the wages of each
claimanl were earned in the effective base period,
Tfor States requiring at least a certain amount of
wages in 1 quarter of the base period, the effective
distribution of base-period earnings was assumed.
For States in which limitations are placed on
benefits based on wages earned in sensonal indus-
Lrics or occupations, il was assumed that each
elnimant carned the wages specified in nonscasonal
employment. Tor Arkansas it was assumed
thet the wages were earned in all 4 guarters, to
make maoximum benefits available,

Tror 6 States * with base periods longer than 1
yoar, benefit duration was computed as if the

' Each hypothetiea! elnimant ilght be eligible in Wisconsin, tnit weekly
heneNt amount and duration would depend on distributlon of earnings by
weeks and by employers.  Duratlon 13 computed separntely for ench em-
pleyer In tho ralio of 1 week of benefits for ench 2 weeks of employment {nol
to exceed 40 weeks) within 52 weeks.  Minlmum duration (3 7 weeks; since
bene0ts at teas than $8 aro payable at the rato of $0 per week, durntion may
ho teduiced to 2 and a fraction weeks.,

1 Indinna, 5-6 yuinarters; Arizona, Florlda, Town, Mlssouri, and pennsyl
vanin, B quarters.
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assumed base-yoar wages represented total base-
period wages, but all such cnses are noted in the
table and text. A different result would be ob-
tained if it were assumed that base-period wages
were proportional to the wages specified for a
gingle year. However, in all these States except
Florida and Pennsylvania, that assumption would
roquire further nssumptions concerning the recency
of the claimant’s previous benefit yoars and the
amount of his uncharged wage credits, since the
longer base period would be no advantage if the
claimant had previously drawn benefits on the
enrly wago credits.

A Marginal Clatmant

Claimant A is & worker with marginal attach-
ment to the labor market. IIe has high-guarter
wages of $100 and base-period wages of $200. Iu
Californin, IHinois, and Michigan, he would be
incligible for minimum benefits of $10, 7, and $10
becnuse these States require, respectively, qualify-
ing wages of $300, $225, and $250 in the hase
period. In the other States (except Wisconsin),
he would he ecligible for from $32 to $140 in a
bencfit yonr nt weekly rates varying from $4 Lo
$10 (table 1). TIn 36 Statles, ho would receive the
State minimum benefit rate, In 11 States with
minimum benefit rotes varying from $2 to §6,
claimant A would receive $4 to $7.25 per week.
In the 47 States in which he would be cligible for
benefits, his benefit amount would be $4 in 8
States; $5 in 23 States: $6 in 6 States; $7 in another
6 States; and in the remaining 4 States, $4.60,
$7.25, $8, or $10 por week.

The total amount of benefits paynble to claimant
A in o benefit yvear would be less than $50 in 12
States, $50 but less than $75 in 23 States, $75
but less than $100 in.8 States, $100 in the Distriet
of Columbin, Hawaii, and Utah, and $140 under
recont amendinents to the New York law. The
maximum amounl payable is delermined as a
multiple (14 to 20, most {requently 16) of tho
weekly benefit amount in the 13 States having
uniform duration.? In most of the other States,
the maximum potential benefits are limited to a
fraction of base-period wages—most frequently
¥, Thus in 12 States, claimant A’s maximum
potentinl benefits are computed as $66.67; in

tdeorgln, Hawall, Kentucky, Mississlppd, Montann, New York, North
Catollnn, North Dakotn, Ohlo, Bouth Caroling, T'ennessee, Utah, and West
Virginin. Matne, New Hampshire, nnd South Dakola hnve uniform dura-
{lon for tho hlgher wngo classes,
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7 of them, the amount is rounded to $67; in
Arknnsas and New Maexico, it is reduced to 16
times the weekly benefit amount or $64; and in
Delaware, to 13 times the weekly benefit amount
or $66.

Six of the States which would give this claimant
maximum potontial benefits of less than $60 have a
base period longer than 4 quarters and allow
only ¥ to ¥% of wage credits. If claimant A had
had weges in all quarters of his base period
comparable to the wages in the last 4 quarters,
his maximum potential benefita might have been
increased to $40-48 in Indiana, $56 in Pennsyl-
vanin, $66.67 in Jowa, $67 in Florida and Arizona,
and $80 in Missouri. It is interesting that
Oregon, which gives olnimant A the highest
weekly benefit amount ($10) in the country,
gives him the lowest total potontinl benefits
($33.33) of any State with a 1-year base period.

The number of wecks ¢ for which claimant A
could draw benefits is even mere varied than the
amount of potential bonefits—irom 3 and a froc-
tion weoks in Oregon, where potential duration of
benefit payments is related to basoc-period wages,
to 20 wecks in Hawaii, New York, and Utah,
where potential duration is the same for all eligible
claimants. In 10 other States with uniform dura-
tion, e could receive 14 to 18 wecks. In all the
States, regardless of individual or uniform durn-
tion, A could draw benefits for less than 9 weoks
in 12 States; 9 to 12 wecks in 10 States; and 13
weeks or moroe in 25 States. IFive of the 12 States
with the shortest duration are States with base
periods longer than 1 year, in which duration
might be incrensed if the entire bnse-poriod wages
wore comparable to those of the 1-yeer base period.

In 9 States, claimant A would be eligible for the
minimum total ninount of benefits possible under
the State law. Tn New Jerscy, the minimum of
$42 results from the provision for a minimum
duration of 6 weeks and a minimum weckly benefit
amount of $7 which exceeds the availeble fraction
of A’s total wages (% of $200). In 8 States,” A’s
potential benefits represent the State’s minimum
because his base-poriod wages of $200 are the
minimum required for eligibility for benefits.

* Duration !s measurod in weeks of totnl unemployntent, Tho setual dura-
tlon mny bo longer If some or all weoks of compensablo unemployment are
weeks of part-total or partinl unomployment.

1 Florldn, Kontucky, Minnesots, Nebraska, Novadn, Now Hampshire,
Oregon, and Washington. Kansas requires $200 In 4 quarters or $100 in 2
quarters,



Table 1.—Weekly benefit amount for total unemployment and maximum potential benefits in a benefit year fop
Jour hypothcetical claimants with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State!

Olalmant A: High-quarteor Weges ) Olaiment B: High-quarter | Olatmont  O: High-quorter | Olaimant  1:  Nigh-quarter
of 3100 and base-period woges wangos of $250 and bnsg-po- woges of $400 and bnso-pe- \vnﬁcs ol $500 an base-po.
of $200 riod wages of $500 riod wages of $1,000 riod wages of $1,600

Btate Max{inum potontial Maximum ﬂpotontlal Mnximum poton- Muaximumn '{)olonunl
Wookl bonoilts Weokly bonofits Weekly tiol bonefits Weokly boneiita
bonell A hom:ﬂtt bcrmmt bonoﬂr.t e,
amoun Duration | 2MOUD Duratlgn| 8H10UD Duratlon] Otoun Dura
Amount | ruon Amount | (oo Amount | Foib S Amount (chils‘;“
$67. 00 10 $10.00 | $107.00 16 1415, 00 | $$300. 00 20 1$15.00 | 1£300.00 20
87.00 13 13.00 107.00 12 14,00 1250, 00 10 16, 60 250. 00 18
134.00 t0 10. 00 184.00 18 15.00 | ¥1687.00 Y14 15,00 210. 00 14
E0d, 00 1110 10,00 | #100.00 3110 15,00 | ¥ 240,00 1110 15.00 |3 $240,00 [ R 1T
inoligible | inellgiblo 13.00 208.00 16 18,00 324.00 18 18.00 414.00 3
0. 07 13 10. 00 100. 00 {10 15. 00 $240. 00 tio 16.00 1210.00 118
50. 00 8 10, 00 110.00 11 15. 60 210, 00 134 10, 5O 310.00 154
05, 00 H3 10. 00 130. 00 13 18. 00 195.00 13 15.00 195. 00 13
100.00 10 11.00 200.00 19 18.00 342.00 131] 18. 00 342.00 1%
1433, 50 123 11. DO 183, 50 174 15.00 | 2147.00 1114 18.00 240. 09 18
80,00 18 10. 00 160. 00 16 15, 00 210.00 ilﬁ 118. 00 288. 00 18
100. 00 20 10. 00 200, DO 20 10.00 320. 00 20 20. 00 400. 00 bai]
5. 00 10 11. 00 125,00 114 15.00 250.00 10 16.00 212.00 17
incligiblo fnnltglblo 12,50 180. 00 1+ 18. 00 280. 00 13 18.00 | {300. 00 0
132,00 s-'l- 10.00 80.00 8 16.00 160. 00 10 6. 00 240. 00 1%
133.33 16 Q.41 183,33 184 15. 00 [ 4165.00 LR 16,00 225,00 15
07.00 13+ 10. 00 160, 00 t1g 16. 00 1210.00 L 15.00 240, 00 18
30. 00 116 v7.00 | 112,00 16 V12,00 ) 102.00 16 Y1500 | 240.00 18
50. 00 10 13. 00 125, 00 2+ 118.00 230. 00 134 t{8. 00 tan0. 00 0
54. 00 ll_-jl- 10,60 101. 00 110 LTI 1] 170, 00 {10 ¥ 14,80 232.00 18
50. 00 7+ 13. 00 125.00 04 17.00 250, 00 M+ t7. 00 340, 00 lm
00, 00 10 11.00 130, 00 134 15.00 300. 00 120 15, 00 304, 00} 20
Inoliglble lnollgiblu 12,80 130. 00 12 20. 00 250. 00 124 20,00 375.00 184
*70.00 10 ?12.00 108. 00 4 15 00 210,00 Iw LI LI ] 250. 00 18
50. 00 114 10. 00 140. 060 114 t18.00 | f210.00 14 15,00 210. 00 14
#40.00 "10 10.00 | ! 100.00 110 1000 | 2000 1124 (4,00 228,00 14
80. 00 po 10. 00 100,00 #m 1400 240.00 16 15.00 240,00 L]
*07. 00 13+ 10, 00 160. 00 10 15.00 2(0.00 L] 15,00 210,00 18
*07. 00 ‘134 13.00 107. 00 124 15,00 270,00 I8 15.00 270. 00 18
*81. 00 ‘14 t8.00 112.00 *14 113.00 208,00 14 11500 240. 0 14
2,00 *4 12,00 100. 00 84 1l8. 0.1 200.00 b 18, 00 300, 00 184
G1.00 10 10. 00 160, 00 ta 18.00 f210.00 10 15,00 210.00 18
140. 00 20 11.00 220. 00 10 17. 00 310.00 20 18. 00 360,00 20
72.00 10 t7.00 112,00 10 112.00 102.00 ta L5 00 240,00 18
B0. 00 10 10.00 160, 00 [[}] 153. 00 210. 00 16 15,00 210,00 18
00. 00 18 1100 108, Q0 18 16. 00 248, 00 18 10. 00 244, 00 18
07.00 11 13.00 187, 00 124 16. 40 250,00 5] 10, 00 256, 00 18
*33.33 *3 {15. 00 B1. 33 5-F 15. 00 160. b7 14 15. 00 210,00 18
13200 14 10.00 170.00 17 15.00 | 1150.00 10 18,00 208,00 12
48,75 44 13.00 100.75 8+ t18. 00 205. 00 1-F 18, 00 306, 25 1T
Bouth Carolina *4. 00 M. 00 116 10,00 160. 060 14 1156. 00 t2i0. 00 16 15. 00 210.00 19
Bouth Dakota 147,00 50.00 8 147,00 08. 00 4 *12.00 168. 00 14 1 115600 210.00 )]
Tonnesseo *5, 00 £0.00 $10 §0. 00 100. 00 10 15,00 t240. 00 in 15 00 210,00 19
Toxas.__ 1 *5 00 40. 00 8 o 5o 100.00 w4 | 1S o0 200. 1 134- [ {1500 210,00 18
Utah... *5. 00 100. 00 120 13.00 264}, 00 20 20. 00 1+1040. 00 20 20. 00 {00, Ol 20
Yormont. *5.00 00. 67 i34+ 0. 61 114. 15 15 15.00 1225. 00 1h 1500 235, 00 15
Yirginia.__.. 4. 00 48, 00 12 10. 00 120,00 12 15. 00 210,00 1] 1500 HO, 00 L]
Washington .. *7.00 *07.00 4 12. 50 107. 00 134 15,00 210,00 1 15, 1H) 240, 00 10
Waost Virginia " 40 00 o4, 00 t10 v 8. 00 128, 00 110 Y12, 50 200. 00 1 ' 15,00 210, 0 10
Wisconsin. . . () i1y {1 (1) (L)) (1) {11) [} (1) (1) [{3)) {m)
Wyoming...... . *5.00 40. 00 94 12. 60 126.00 104 t18.00 | ¥ 248.00 113 118. 00 $252,00 t

*Indlcatea minimum weekly benofit amount, mlalmum nmount of po-
tontial honefits, or minimum duration,

tindlcates maximum weekly benrcllt amount, meximum emount of po-
tontial boneAts, or maxImum duration other thon uniform duratlon.

$indleates uniform duration.

1 Bassd on laws In affoct Juno 1, 1442, exeopt for Kontucky and Pennsyl-
;alnlsl. where amoendments enacted prior to Juno 1 wero not offeetivo until

nly 1.

1 Baze perlod 8 quartors. If, In preceding 4 quacters, wages (In Florida
and Pennsylvanis, uncharged wnfo credits In other States) weroe equal to
wages in 4 quarters speclfied, maxImum potential bonoefits In & benefit year
would be doubled, to maximum specitted in Blato law,

% Agsumes most favorablo dlstr(butfon of baso-perfod weges in all 4 quarters;
concentzation in 1 quarter would limit benefits to 4 weeks.

§ Based on unomployment fund of $40 milllon or more, Tho maximum
patontial benefits, duration, and, in some Instances, tho weekly beneflt
amount would be reduced if the balance fell betow $40 million, with further
reductlons If the fund foll to $25 millon or less.

& Weokly benofit amount may bo Increased by $1 for cach depondent up to

3, and weeks of durntfon reduced nccordingly, Weekly henefit amouant
ineludlng dependent’s allowance not to exceed $18

¢ Duratlon'is based on uncharged wago credia {n base perlod of 5 campleted
catendar quarters und the quarter In which walting perlod was serveed; there-
fora duratlon baged on 4 quarters may be nnderstated.  Sco fotnole 2.

1 Assuming $50 in ench of 2 quarters other than high quarter; etherwise
basge-period wages of $250 nre reruired and elalmant wauld he ineligible.

¢ Maximum potential bonents and duration reduced by lmitation on wage
credits to $300 In fowa and 3360 in Wyoeming.

# Annual-wage formuln; high-quarter wages not used In computing weekly
benefit nmount.

10 Tipsed on unomployment fund greater than 134 times the highest amount
of honents pald during nny 12 congeeutlve nonths, When the fund drops
helow this amotnt tho maxfmum potentinl bonofits, duratjion, nnd maximum
weekly henefit nmount will be lowered.

It Aetunl benefits are pald for 2-week perinds at twice the nmounts specifled,

1t Impossiblo to estimnte beneflts on the bnals of tho asstuned data, heeause
formutn docs not utilize either high-quorter or base-yonr wages for weokly
benefit amount or duratlon.

Soctal Security



Even in these 8 States, the benefit formula is so
varied that minimum duration varies from 3 and
g fraction weeks in Orogon to 16 weoks in Kentucky
and minimum potential benefits, from $33.33 in
Oregon to $84 in New Hampshire.

In 37 States, claimants with lower base-period
earnings than A’s would qualify for benefits at the
gamo or lowor weeokly benefit nmounts than those
ghown in the table., Ixcept in the States with
uniform duration, in which A’s benefits are at the
minimumn rate, these other clnimants would qualify
for lower amounts of potontinl benoefits in a benofit
yoar. In some.States, claiinants with very low
wagos in covercd employment could qualify for
vory small nmounts of benefits, ns follows:

Mintmum | Weekly Totential Duratlon
Biato qualitying | benofil oteni il | cuooks) of
WREes nMneunt Lonofits bonefiis
Alabpwn. ...l G0 §2 $20.00 )
Youlsiann, ... ..., ) 3 15,00 &
Arkanang_ ..o .ooaooioa. 15 3 12.00 4
Arizonn... O 70 & 12.00 21:
(X 1, PP, 5 1] 12. 50 2
Virginda...... ... 75 3 15.00 ]

An Average Claimant

B is a claimant whose weekly benefit nmounts
in 50 States (tablo 1) would cluster around $10,
which is slightly below the average payment for
total unemployment often roported under Slate
unemployment compensation laws. Ilis high-
quarter wages of $250 and bhase-period wages of
$500 would make him eligible under all State un-
employment compensnation laws, 1lis weekly
benefit amount would not be raised or lowered by
the minimum or maximumn provisions of Stato
Inws, though in Oregon the G-pereent formula for
weekly benefit amount would give him the maxi-
muwm amount, $15, and in South Dakota the
annual wage schedule gives hin tho minimum
mnount. Under the variety of formulas—{rac-
tions or percentages of high-quarter wages,
schedules of weekly or annual wages—his benefits
would vary from $0.50 in Maine o $15 in Oregon.
The nmount would be $8 or less in 6 States in
which the weekly bonefit amount is based on
annual rather than high-quarter wages. It would
be $9 but less than $10 in 3 States; $10 in 20
States; 811 in 6 States; $12 or $12.50 in 6 States;
and $13 or moro in 9 States.

Claimant 13’s maximum total benefits would
very from $70 in Pennsylvania to $260 in Utah,
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In 7 States (including 5 with base periods longer
than 4 quortors), B would draw less than $100; in
18 States, $100 but Iess than $1560; in 20 Statos,
$150 but less than $200; and in California, the
District of Columbin, Hawsii, Now York, and
Utal, $200 or more. The total amount of his
benefits would be reduced by the limitation on
maximum weoks of benelits in 7 States which allow
$1 of benefits for each $3 of wage oredits; in 5 of
these States, howover, benelits would be reduced
meorely to $160 (16 weoks at $10).

In number of weeks of benefits for total unem-
ployment, claimant B’s maximum potontial bene-
fits would vary from 6 and a fraction weeks in
Oregon to 20 in Hawaii, Now York, and Utah.
He could reccive the maximum of 13 to 19 wecka
in 10 Statcs with variable duration, compared with
claimant A, who could draw the maximum in only
3 States. In Michigan, however, he would receive
the minimum potential duration of 12 wecks (30
percent of $500 at $12.50 por week) and in New
Hampshire, the minimwn of 14 weeks provided
for all claimants with weckly benefit amounts of
$8 or less, :

Ilis potential duration would be less than 9
weceks in 8 Stales, including 7 of the States with
total maximum benefits under $100; 9 but less
than 13 weeks in 12 States; and 13 wecks or more
in tho other 30 States. In most States, B's poten-
tinl duration would be equal to or greater than A's.
However, tho rounding of weckly benefit amounts
would result in a slight decrease in the number of
weeks of benefits for total unemployment available
for B, as compared with A, in Alaska, Louisiana,
and Nevada.

A Claimant With Wages Above .dverage

Claimant C is o worker with a higher wago rate
and steadier employment than A or B. Iis high-
quarter wages are $400 and his base-poriod wages,
$1,000, or more than the average wage of workers
with wage credits in all States but three in 1939.2
Naturally his benefit rights are mueh mnore affected
than are A’s and B’s by the provisions of the State
laws which establish inaximum weokly and annual

?» Now York, llliinols, and Mlchigon, accordiog to computations based on
dala In Employment and Wages of Corered Workers in Stale Unemployment
Compengation Systems, 1050, Employmont Seccurity Memorandum No, 17,
Averngo annunl taxable wages of workers with tngable wages under the old-
oo and survlvers Insurnnce program oxceeded $1,000 also in Conncotlicut
and Ohio. Beo tho Soclel Securly Dulletin, Vol. §, No. 1 (January 1942),
D. 42, table 6.



benefits. However, these laws are so varied that
he would be eligiblo for $11 to $20 per weck and
for 11 to 20 woeeks of bencfits, if only the States
with a 4-quarter baso period are considered.

In 36 States, he would get the maximum statu-
tory weekly benefit amount, varying between $15
and $20, In the other States with maximum
weckly benofit amounts varying from $15 to $20,
claimant C would qualify for $11 to $17 per week.
In 6 of the 7 States with an annual wagoe formula
for determining weekly benefit amount and with
maximum weekly benefit amounts of $15 or $16,
ho would get only $11 to $13 per week., In 26
States, claimant C would get $15 a week—tlie
maximum amount, until recently, in almost all
Stato laws. Howcever, he would get 9 different
rates in tho 24 other States—Iless than $15 in 6
States and more than $15 in 18 States.

C would, of course, be cligible for the uniform
duration of 14 to 20 weeks in 13 States. In 22
of the States with variablo duration, he would aiso
have maximum duration of 14 to 20 weeks, The
shortest duration in States with a 4-quarter baso
period would be 114 weeks in New Jersey, Oregon,
and Rhode Island. In the Siates with a base
period longer than 4 quarters, his potential dura-
tion, Uased on wages in 4 quarters only, woulkd bo
only 11 to 12}% wecks. The most usual potential
duration in all the States would be 16 (or 16 and
a fraction) wecks—in 21 States. In another 20
States, claimant C could get benefits for less than
16 weeks—in 8 of them, for less thnn 12 wecks.
In 9 Stantes, his benefits could continue for 18 to
20 wecks,

In dollar amounts, C’s $1,000 base-period wages
would give him potential benefits varying from
$150 in Pennsylvania to $400 in Utah. In the
States with base periods of more than 4 quarters,
his benefits would vary from $150 to $200. In 4
States which stipulate that wages in excess of $360
or $390 per quarter should be disregarded in
computations of maximum potential benefits, C
could not utilize all his high-quarter wages, but
only in Jowa and Wyoming would his maximnum
potential benefits be reduced. Considering all the
States, 's maximumn potential amount of benefits
would be less than $200 in 11 States; $200 but
less than $250 in 23 States, 13 of these repre-
senting 16 weeks at $15 (the maximmum amount
‘in 11 of these States); $250 but less than $300 in
9 States; and $300 or more in 7 States,

A High-Wage Claimant

Claimant D, with high-quarter wages of $500
and base-yoar wagesof $1,500, is distinetly abovg
the averagoe for covered workers., Ile would recoive
tho State’s maximum weekly benefit amount in all
States oxcept Conneeticut, Idaho, Kentucky, ang
Maine. IHis weckly benefit amount would vary
froin $14.50 in Maine to $20 in Hawaii, Micliigan,
and Utah, Ile would get $15 in 27 Stales; $16 in
6 States; $18 in 11 States; and $17 and $10.50
in 1 each,

D would be eligible for maximum duration in
all States oxcept California, Connectieut, Indiana,
Michigan, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Rhode
Island; two of these States, Indiana and Pennsyl-
vania, have a longer base period than 1 year,
ITis potentinl duration would vary from 12 wecks
in Pennsylvanin to 23 weeks in Californin.  The
polential duration would be less than 16 weeks in
10 States; 16 (the original maximum in State
unemployment compensation laws) in 24 States;
and 16% to 23 weeks in 16 Statoes,

Claimant D's maximum  potentinl  benefits
would vary from $195 in Delaware (the State
maximum) to $414 in California ($54 less than
the State maximum). In 4 States with an 8-
quarter base period, 17’8 $1,600 wages would give
maximum benelits; in Pennsylvanin, $72 less than
maximum. In all States but Delaware, D could
receive $200 or more; in 26 States, $200 but less
than $250; in 9 States, $250 but less than $300;
in 11 States, $300 but less than $400; and in 3
States, $400 or more. In 10 States, D could not
reecive the maximum potential benefits under the
State Inw; in Idaho, his total wage credits are
adequate but his high-quarter wages would not
qualify him for the maximum weekly benefit
amount. In 6 States, elaimant 1D would miss
maximum benelits by only $60 to $120, but in
Connecticut he would have to have enrned §1,750
to qualify for the maximum of $360; in Rhodo
Island, $1,800 to qualify for $364.50; and in
California, $2,000 to qualify for $468.

In 22 States D would receive the snmo benefits
as C—the State maximum—but in Indiana,
Michigan, and New Jersey he could draw 50
percent more and in 17 States 25 percent but
less than 50 percent more.

Interstate Claimants
If any of these claimants worked in covered

Social Sccurity



employment in more than ono State during thoe
base period, their benefit rights might be quite
different. If A’s wage credits of $200 had been
enrned under two or more State laws, he might
qualify for no benefits at all; certainly he could
not qualify in any of the 11 States requiring
base-period wages of $200 or more, With his
$200 divided belween two or more States, he
might qualify in any one of the 26 Stntes re-
quiring between $100 and $200, or in two or
three of the 13 Stntes requiring $100 or less,’
or in ono of ench of these groups. If B, C, and D
had cnrned their base-period wages of $500,
$1,000, or $1,500 in two or more States, they
might be cligible for benefits under two or more
State lnws and, so long as they remained un-
employed, might draw benefits through the inter-
state benefit-payment procedures.  The senttering
of wage credits might mean a reduction in weekly
benefit amount, but if the States in which these
claimants qualified had uniform duration pro-
visions, duration might be considerably extended
for these claimants. It is conceivable that high-
quarter nnd base-period wages might be so
distributed that o lhigh-wage eclaimant would
qualify for the maximumm potential amount of
benefits in ench of two States—considerably more
than he eould reeeive in uny one Stalo.

Other Variations in State Laws

Other variations in State laws would introduce
still greater variations in tho benelit rights of
claimants with identieal wapge reeords. In tho
District of Columbina, claimants A and I3 could
recoive $1 more per week for each dependent up
lo three; C and D, with or without dependents,
would reccive the maximum weckly Dbenefit
amount, In Texas, where benefits nre payable for
benefit periods of 14 consecutive days rather than
for 7-day periods, some short periods of unem-
ployment which would be compensable under the
weekly system would not be compensable, In
Connceticut, all four clnimants would have their
maximum potentinl benefits reduced if the funds
available for henefits ($67 million at the end of
January 1942) foll below $40 million, and B, C,
andl D would have theirs reduced still more if funds
foll to $256 million or less. Claimant C would

' Alnbama and Loufsiana, $00; Arkansas, $60; Arlzonn, $70; Towa nnd Vir-
ginla, $75; Toxns, %80; Mlasisaippl and Now Moxico, $00; I'cnnsylvanin,
$00.50; and Georgla, Knnsns, and Rthode Island, $100,
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have threo weekly benefit amounts and D two,
according to tho size of the fund. In Pennsyl-
vanin, duration for all claimants would be reduced
when the fund is equal to or less than 1% times
the highest amount of bonefits paid in any 12
consccutive months. In Maine, the Commission
may reduce the uniform duration of 18 weeks by
not more than 6 weoks if benefit payments imperil
tho solvency of the fund. In South Carolinn, the
Cominission may reduce the weekly bonefit
amount and maximum potential bonefits by not
more than 25 percent whenever the State’s balance
in the trust fund falls below $6 million.

All four claiments would reccive their first
benefit checks for the sccond week of unemploy-
ment in 24 States with a l-week waiting period
and for the third week in 25 States, but in Alabama
the first comnpensable week would be the fourth
week of unemployment, If their unemployment
was intermittent, an additiona] waiting poriod
or periods might have to be served during the
benefit yoar in Connecticut, Indiana, Montana, or
Texns, If these claimants were reomployed but
carned less than their weekly benefit amounts
(with an allowance of $2 or $3 in a fow States),
they would reocive benefits for partial unemploy-
ment in all States oxcept Montana, New York,
and Pennsylvania. However, the conditions and
amount of partinl bonefits are as varied as the
amounts of benefits for total unemployment re-
fleeted in table 1, An amendment to the Now
York law clfective Novembor 30, 1942, provides
for benefits for days of total unemployment in
excess of 3 in o calendar week, when 4 such deys
have been accumulated, ‘This amendment will
provide benefits for partial unemployment in
terms of reduced days of work but not reduced
hours.

If A, B, C, or D were disqualified for leaving
work voluntarily without good cause, he would
have his benefit rights suspended for a period.
In 15 States, he could receive no benefits for a
pertod speetfied in the State law, varying from the
wecek in which he left snd 1 additional week in
California up to 6 weeks in New York, or the durn-
tion of unemployment in 5§ States. In 19 States,
the administrative agency would have to deter-
mine the extent of his disqualification with the
upper limit varying from 5 weeks in 9 Statos to
15 weeks in Neovada. In 2 Stntes, his benefit
rights might bo reduced, and in 13 States they
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would necessarily be reduced, by the number of
weeks of disqualification imposed; in Kentucky
and Minnesotn, with a maximum duration of 16
weeks, he would loss 2 to 16 weceks of benefits.
Equally diverse provisions would determine his
benefit rights in the various States if he were dis-
qualificd for misconduct, or for refusal of suitablo
work, or because of a labor dispute—provisions
which differ among the States both in definition
of the disqualifications and in penalty.

It should be emnphasized that the differences in
State unemployment compensation laws whicl
have been high-lighted in this analysis are mainly
differences in degree, not in basic prineiples. The
States aro not experimenting witli different
theorics of uneinployment insurance. In general,
the present State unemployment compensation
Iaws use the same mensure of past employment
expericnce (wages) to determine cligibility for
benefits, The various benefit formulas are de-
signed to yicld weckly benefits roughly equivalent
to half the full-time wage or half the average wage.
What differs, and differs greatly from State to
State, is the arithmetic of the formula. ITowever,
these differences in degree are very significant
from the point of view of thoe claimant.

High and Low Benefit States

It scems entirely clear that, under existing
Stato unemployment compensation laws, identical
wages will not give a claimant identieal or even
similar benefit rights in the various States,
Claimant A’s weekly benefit amount in Oregon is
2560 percent of what he would get in 8 States,
principally Southern States. B’s weekly benefit
amount in Oregon is more than twice what he
would get in Maine; and C’s weekly benefit
amount in Michigan and Utal, almost twice
what he would get in Maine. Though D’s
benefit rates are more nearly cqualized by the
maximum provisions of the Stato law, there is a
spread of more than onc-third between his weekly
benefit amount in Maine and in Hawait, Michigan,
and Utah.

Even greater are the disparities in maximum
potential benefits, In Hawaii and Utah, claimant
A’s wage credits would give him three times the
maximum benefits he could get in Florida, Iowa,
Orcgon, or Pennsylvania; D’s would give him
more than twice as much in California, Ilawnaii,
or Utah as in Delaware.
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Some of the disparity of benefits in the States
may be associated with differences in wago lovels
in the States. The minimum benefit amount angd
the minimum eligibility requirement are typically
low in low-wage States. Claimant A is ineligible
in three high-wage States.  ITowever, in the States
whero he is a marginal claimant he ordinarily gets
Ligher weekly benefit amounts than in the States
where he is above the minimum. Ilis rate ig
lowest—%4—in  Alabama, Arkansas, Indiana,
Mississippi, Missouri, New Mexico, South Caro-
line, and Virginin—typically low-wage States;
only in South Carolina is $4 the minimum weekly
benefit amount.  His higher benefits, $7 or more,
in Maryland, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and Wash-
ington do not all occur in typically high-wage
States,

Maximum weekly benefits and maximun poten-
tial benefits are higher than average in many
high-wage States, such ag Californin, Connecticut,
Hlinois, Michigan, New Jersey, and New York.
However, maximmum weekly benefit amounts of $18
in Georgia and Louisiana compared with $16 in
Ohio and $15 in Massachusetts, and maximum
potential Lenefits of $300 in a benefit yenr in
Alabama and of $195 in Delaware, are not in
proportion to wage levels, ‘T'here seems to be
little if any relation belween cconomie levels and
duration of benefits—uniform or individual and
the range, il individual—and duration is important
in determining maximum potential benefits, His-
torteal accidents, actuarial caution, and the
activities of various pressure groups scem to
have affected the liberality of State laws more than
the wage level.

In this bewildering varicty of benefit rights,
certain patterns can be seen in table 1. Some
laws, such as those of Utaly, Ilawaii, and the
District of Columbia, give consistently high
benefits at different wage levels; the California law
gives high benefits ot all levels exeept the lowest.
Some laws, especially thoso using an annunl wage
formule, give consistently low weekly and annuel
benefits at all wage levels except tho highest,"?
in spite of their uniform or alnost uniform
duration,

W The maximum weekly benofit nmount of $16 1a payable in Minnesota to
clalmants with hnse-year earnings of $1,500 or over; of $15, to clatmiants with
base-ycar wages of ot [east $1,260 (n West Virglnin, $1,300 In Now Hampshite

and South Dakots, $£1,430 in Noritt Carolina, 81,455 In Kentucky, and 41,560
in Maeaine,
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Somo lawa aro liboral in gomoe respects, illiboral
in others.  For instance, Oregon givoes high wookly
benefits to claimants A and B, but, with its $15
limit, only averago weekly benefits for C and D;
for all four claimants it gives short duration,
New York’s new law, with uniform duration and a
high minimum, is the most liberal for claimant A,
but does not do as well for 1D as California, Hawaii,
Michigan, or Utah., Conneeticut and Rhode
Island, with their variable duration and relatively
high maximum weckly benefit amounts, allow
meager benelits to clnimants A and B but are
liberal to elnimants C and D and others with even
better wage records.
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Obviously, claimants A, B, O, and D represent
difforont proportions of all claimants in the difforent
States, and the significance of difforent parts of tho
benofit formula varies sccordingly, from State to
State. Yot all parts of the benofit formula are
important in detormining the liberality of benofits
at each wage level, espocially in their interrelation.
So long as State unemploymont compensation laws
differ in the fractions of wagoes available as weokly
or annuel bencfits, in minimum and meximum
weekly benefit amounts, in methods of rounding,
and in uniform and maximum duration, there will
bo disparity in benefits available under the State
laws for claimants with identical wage records.
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