Dependents of Unemployment Compensation
Claimants in Delaware
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION in this couantry
represents payment for a part of the wage loss
suffered during unemployment. An unemployed
worker, except in the District of Columbia,
- receives a weekly benefit based only on his past
wages, and family responsibilities play no part
in the determination of benefit rights, In the
District, from $1 to 33 a weck is added to tho
benefit amount if the worker has certain specified
dependents. »

It is significant, however, that during the-past
3 years more than a dozen bills relating to depend-
ents’ allowances were introduced in the legisla-
tures of Maryland, Michigan, New York, and
Oregon.! The New York State Advisory Council
has recommended dependents’ allowances. A
Michigan bill providing such benefits lacked only
a few votes for enactment in Iebruary 1942.

The Wagnér-Murray-Dingell bill (S. 1161 and-

H. R. 2861) includes provisions for payment of
dependents’ benefits for the short-term risks of
‘unemployment and temporary disability as well as
for the long-term risks of old-age and permanent
disability.

Because of this interest in dependents’ allow-
ances, the Dclaware employment sccurity agency
undertook a survey of the number and character-
istics of claimants’ dependents in December 1941
and of the relationship between benefits and family
responsibility. Although data on family responsi-
bilities were available from the decennial census,
the National Health Survey, and the Family
Composition Study, there were no accurate data
on dependents of unemployment compensation
claimants. The Delaware study was intended to
determine whether the claimant group differs in
composition from the population at large and to

* Bureau of Employment 8Sccurity, Program Division. ‘The survey on
which this article is based was nitiated by the Burean of Employment Secu-
rity. The Delaware Unemployment Comnpensation Commission made Its
stafl and facilities avaliable for interviewing clalmants. Editing, coding,
tabulation, and analysis were undertaken by the Bureau of Employment
Becurity, which acknowledges gratefully the cooperation of the Delaware
Commission.

1 Earlier bills providing dependents’ benefits were Introduced in Michigan

(1931), Maryland (1933), New York (1033 and 1934), Washington (1933 aud
1935), and Ohlo, Oregon, and Pennsylvania (1935).
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what extent the existing benecfit formula reflects
family responsibilities.

Since the study was carried on against a back-
ground of discussion of specific proposals for the
inclusion of dependents’ benefits in unemployment,
compensation, it was designed to throw some light
on the issues involved in these discussions. One
major policy question concerns the types of
dependents that should be included. Definitions
of dependents in the bills mentioned above vary
widely. Some declare merely that benefits shall bo
payable with respect to ‘““dopendents.” Since,
howevoer, the most common provision limits the
definition of dependents to wives and children, the
following analysis gives particular attention to
these dependents. At the same time, recognition
of the fact that there are other classes of persons
dependent on claimants suggested thoe desirability
of obtaining comprchensive information on the
whole question of family responsibilities of
claimants.

The study was based on a random sample of
workers who filed claims in the local offices of
Wilmington, Dover, and Georgetown during a
21-month period (Dccembor 194 1-February 1942),
Intoerviewers obtained information on the com-
position of claimants’ families, the wage rates and
cmploymeont status of family membors, and the
contributions of members to the family fund.?

Although the upswing in war production had
begun, employment in Delaware had not reached
an unusually high level in the winter of 194142,
and the 2%-month sample probably gives a ropre-
sentative picture of dependents in Delaware
claimants’ families in a fairly normal period. In-
deed, the State claim load was relatively heavy in
Deccomber 1941 and January 1942, because of
scasonal lay-offs in the construction, food-pre-
serving, and garment industries. In addition,
curtailment orders or shortages of materials had
causcd large numbers of regular workers to be laid
off at this time in the rubber products, transporta-

1 A description of the sample and study techniques is Included In “ Method-
ology”’ at end of artlcle, N
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tion equipment, textile, leather products, and
automobile industries. '

The groat majority of claimants who were
interviewed weore attached to tho labor market, to
tho extent that they met the qualifying-carnings
requirement of $125 then in effect in Delaware.
Only 3.3 percent of the total group had failed to
earn this much in covered employment during their
baso periods.

Summary of findings.—Feow claimants who were
heads of families could rely on the ecarnings of
- other family members to assist in supporting the
houschold; three-fourths of these claimants were
the only earners in their families. Half of the
1,288 claimants interviewed had at least 1 person
wholly or mainly dependent on them. Wives and
children were the principal dependents.  Almost
half of all claimants had a nonworking wife or a
child under age 18; less than 10 percent of the
claimants wero the chiof support of other relatives.
Thus, provisions covering only nonworking wives
and children would include the great majority of
actual dependents.

Because both carning power and family responsi-
bilities vary with age, and because weekly benefit
amounts are based on prior carnings, thero was
somo relationship between the benefits recoived
by Delaware claimants and their family responsi-
bilities,. Thus, the median weekly benefit for
those with dependents was about $3 higher than
the median for those with no dependents. On the
other hand, since workers with the same amount
of highest quarterly earnings, but different family
responsibilities, were entitled to the same weekly
benefit amount, weekly benefits did not uniformly
roflect family responsibilities. About one-fourth
of the claimants who had 3 or more dependents
received no more than $8.50 a week and, con-
vorsely, more than 40 percent of the claimants
with weekly benefit amounts of $6.50 or less had
1 or more dependents. Moreover, the averago
weekly benefit amount per member of the family
decreased markedly as the size of family increased.

Clavmant characteristics.—About half the claim-
ants were white men and about a third Negro
men.  Womon constituted about 16 percont of all
the claimants and all but 3 of the 200 women were
white.

Most of the claimants were 30-54 years, tho
agos in which family responsibilities are greatest.
There wero relatively few youths and aged
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workers; only 7.4 percent wore under 21 years and
4.7 porcent aged 65 or over. The median age of
men was 39, of women 31. Although the median
was lower for whito claimants than for Negro, the
differonce was due sololy to the larger proportion
of womon among the white claimants. White
mon averaged 40 yoars of age, Negro men 39.
While Negroes were concontrated largely in the
ages 35-44, proportionately more youths and
older persons wore found among the white men.

The predominant family unit consisted: of
husband and wife, with or without children.
About 54 percont of the claimants were married
and living with a husband or wife; ancther 10
percont were married but separated;® 27 percent
were single; and 9 percent weore widowed or
divoreced.

In February 1943, a year after the survey was
made, workers claiming unemployment benefits
differed considerably from those who filed claims
a ycar earlier. A survey of the occupational and
personal characteristics of 460 claimants (81 per-
cont of all claimants in Delaware during the week
ended February 13, 1943) showed that 66 percent
were women, as against only 16 percent during
the carlier survey period. Both the men and
women were much older, on the average, than the
claimants in this study. In the 1942 sample, 37
percont of the men and 12 percent of the women
wore 45 yoars of age or older. These proportions
had jumped to 72 and 40 percent, respectively,
by February 1943. Although the proportion of
single claimants dropped from 27 to 14 percent in
the year period, only 23 percent of the men inter~
viewed this year claimed to have dependents.

'Claimants’® Families

In 1942 only 1 out of 4 claimants lived alone or
outside a family unit 4 (table 1). Some of the
husband-wife families, which constituted 53 per-

3 Husband and wife were classified as living togothor if a separation which
began with the claimant’s unemployment was expected to end with reom-
ployment or if one was temporarily hospitalized or absent on a visit or worked
in another city and roturned home weekends. In all othor ¢ases, n husband
and wife not llving togoether were considered to be soparated, In fivo such
instances, tho husband was in tho Army. '

¢ For married claimants, a family was defined as Including 1 or more of the
following in addition to the claimant: wife or husband, unmarried children,
dependent father, widowed mother, mother whose husband was unable to
work, unmarried dependent brother or sister; and for unmarried claimants:
mother, father, dependent grandparents, and unmarried sisters and brothors,
Whether claimant was married or unmarried, persons supported from the
claimant’s family fund, or contributing to §t (aside from payments for board

. and room) wero considered members of the family.
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Table 1.—~Family type of/claimants, by race

. Claimants
Famlly type Total White Negro
Num-| Per- { Num-| Per- | Num-| Por-
ber | cent { ber | cont | ber | cent
Total. ... ... 1,288 | 100.0 859 | 100.0 420 | 100.0
Olaimantonly._..... ... ...... 321§ 4.9 162 | 18.9 159 31.1
Olaimant and: :
Bpouse . _____... . ... 282 | 21.0 172 | 20.0 110 25.6
Bpouse and 1 or more chil-
drenV. ... . _.___... 406 | 3L.6 308 | 35.9 08 22.8
1 or more children but no
-spouse . . .____________ 50 3.9 36 4.2 14 3.3
lor2paronts!.._.._.____. 204 15.8 168 10.6 36 8.4
Brothers or sisters but no
l;’arem,sl ................ 15 1.2 10 1.2 b 1.2
Other dependent relatives
Or POIsonsS..__..._...... 10 .8 3 .3 7 1.6

! With or without other dependent relatives or persons.

cent of all families, shared the same houschold
with 1 or more other persons. Nearly 16 percent
of the family units consisted of the claimant,
parents, and possibly brothors or sisters.

About 35 percent lived with 1 or more of their
unmarried children. All but 50 of theso 456
claimants weore living with a husband or wife, also.
Thus the principal family group among all claim-
ants consisted of tho claimant, spouse, and child or
children. Although 27 percent of both white and
Negro claimants were single and 64 and 66 per-
cent, respectively, were married, relatively many
more Negroes lived alone while fower were living
with a spouse. The claimant-parent family unit
was also more frequent among the white claimants.

Families of 2 or more persons, in which the
claimant was the head,® averaged 3.4 persons
including the claimant, whilo families in which the
claimant was not the head averaged 4.1 porsons.

Earners in the families.—Seventy-six percent of
the claimants who were heads of families were the
only earners ® in their familics (table 2). In
familics of 2 or more persons (headed by claimants),
the percentage was smaller; 64 percent of these
families had only 1 earner. The largest families
had the greatest number of workers; half tho
families with 6 or more members had 2 or more
carnors. As one would expect, the families headed
anm, the claimant was consldored tho head of the family;
in claimant-spouse or claimant-spousc-children familles, the husband; In
claimant-children families, the claimant; in claimant-parents families, the
father, i€ living with claimant, or the mother, if father was not living with
clalmant; and In claimant-brother-sister and other families, the oldest person.
Thus, the head of the family was the person usually regarded as such by the
claimant and his family.
¢ An carnor was a momber of the family who was working, had a job, or was

seeking work during tho interview weok. This definition understates some-
what the true number of gainful workers in the houschoid.
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by persons other than the claimant had moy,
workers; 87 percent of these families had 2 or morg
wage oarners. As with tho other families, the
larger the family; the more workers.

More than nine-tenths of the families had only
1 worker who was unomployed and secking work,
Howoever, in 1 in 6 of the 2-carner familios headed
by claimants, both ecarners wore jobless; and i
more than a third of these families with 3 of
more earners, 2 or more were seeking work,
These proportions wero not very differont for the
families not headed by claimants, as shown by
tho following tabulation:

Claimant head of famlily ,Clalmant not head of family

Allelaimants. ...._....._._. 043 Allclalmants. ........._.... 318
1 secking work 1 seeking work ... e B
2 seeking work 2scokingwork. ... ... .. ... .. 4
3 or moro scoking work.......... 3 or more sceking work... .. .... ['1

Familles with 1 wage earner Familtes with 1 wage earnor
1seekingwork_ ... ... ..... 720 | 1 scckingwork. ... . ......... 3

Familles with 2 wago carners Familles with 2 wago earnors
1seekingwork.................. 150 | 1 scoking work.................. 170
2seeking work.................. 30 | 2800king work... .. ........... 24

Famllies with 3 or more wage carners | Familles with 3 or more wago carners

1 seoking work_._ . 1 secking work..... 63
2 seeking work. .. e 2 seeking work .. . L%
3 or moro secking wor 3 or more secking work....._.... 9

While 73 percent of all claimants and 64 por-
cont of the claimants in family groups were family

Tabloe 2.~Distribution of claimants by number in
Sfamily and by number of wage carners in family, by
claimont’s status as head of family

‘ ' Clalmants
I Percent In families with—
Number in family

Num- | Der- | ’ 3or

ber | cent Toral | 1 Ware | 2 wage | moro

carner [ earncrs wago
earners

Clalmant head of family

Total............. 013 100.0 100.0 706.3 } 10. 1 | 4.6
R 321 34.1 100.0 100.0 | ... ... Cieeene
2.. 239 25.3 100.0 72.8 27,24 ...
3 103 17.3 100.0 01,3 34 13
4. 101 10.7 100.0 063.3 2.8 13.0
&. 1] 5.7 100.0 51.0 37.0 11
6 or more (%43 6.9 100.0 60. 4 25.0 2.6
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heads, & larger proportion, in each case, were
chiof breadwinnoers.” Practically all claimants
who wero family hoads were also the principal con-
ributors to the family fund, and 22 percent of
the nonheads were chief breadwinners (table 3).
Thus, 79 percont of all claimants and 72 percont
of the claimants in families of 2 or more persons
provided most of tho family incone.

Although for the total claimant group chiof
preadwinnors wore found most often among the
oldor claimants, there was very little variation
among claimants who wore heads of families.
Among those who were not heads of families, more
than 40 percent aged 45 and over were chief
breadwinners, as compared with 12 percent of
tho claimants who were less than 21 years of age.

Dependent persons in clatmants’ families—A
large proportion of the Delaware claimants lived in
families with 1 or more dependent persons.
“Dopendent,” as used here, does not necessarily
mean a ‘“‘needy” person, but rather one who was
employed less than 15 weeks in the year preceding
tho claimant’s interview or whose contribution to
the family fund was less than the average. In
this sonse, 68 percent of all the families contained

1 Tho chief brendwinner was the person in the claimant's family who
mado the largest contribution to the family fund and was employed at least
18 weeks In tho year preceding the interview,

Table 3.—Distribution of claimants by age group :and;
percent in each group who were chief breadwinners,
by status as head of family

. | Claimant head | Claimant not
) Allclatmants | “%ormily | head of family

Ago group Pﬁreont Il’lercont Pgrmnt
Num.| Who werelxr, . twho were {ar,, | who were

chie chief chief

ber | yroad- | PeF | bread- | P€F | bread-

winner - | winner wlnner
Total....cocee.... 1,288 78.6 | 043 90.0 | 315 2.3
Under 21.... o 3.4 12 100.0 82 12.2
21-2...... 137 55.8 08, 5 11 18.8
25-20. . T 15 73.4 103 100.0 51 19.6

30-34...o.coooo... .} 169 76.3 | 121 08.3 43 20.
3544...0........ 205 84,11 230 3.3 65 33.8
458 ceniaao.. .| 232 7.8 | 220 100,0 12 58.3
6504, ......... 125 06.8 | 1168 100.0 9 58, 8

65 and gvor.... 60 1.7 58 0.4 [ 40,
Agounknown..... 22 leeeaeees 20 |t 2 leceecaenne

1 or more dependents. Of the families in which
the claimant was chief breadwinner, 63 percent
included at least 1 depondent. On the other
hand, 85 porcent of the families in which claimants
were only secondary workers—the larger families,
goncrally—included persons who were not mainly
gelf-supporting. Amdng families of .the same size,
those in which the claimant was a secondary
worker contained fower dependent persons than
those in which he was chief breadwinner.
Although the larger families tended to have
more members in the labor market, the number of

Table 4. —Percentage distribution of claimants by number of persons wholly or mainly dependent on them, by _sex,
Samily type, and age group

Percent ! of claimants with—
8ex, family type, and age group I:.Ill;“'l{;f";tg{
Totnl No dependent| 1 dependent | 2 dependents | 3 dependents | 4 dependents dgggngg;‘u
Total e caeeiceeiiciiaiiaiananen ’1,282 100.0 50.5 21,2 12,7 7.9 3.6 4.1
Bex
MAlC. .o iiieaceceaeaeaaaan 1,088 100.0 44.6 23.6 14.3 8.8 3.9 4.8
Female. ..o eieieiiacaaea. 100 100.0 83.7 8.2 © 4.1 2.5 1.8

Family typo

Clalmant only
Clalmant and:
BpousSe. .o oo ieaas
8pouse and 1 or more children d.._. .. .
1 or moro children but no spouse 3. ..
lor2parentsd_ . ... .. . ........
Brothers or sisters but no parents 3. ..
Other dependent relatives or persons.

bb.&-.&-a.&c‘g

Age proup .
Undor 21 . 04 100. 0 . 2 5.3 3.2 2 W P 3.3
137 100.0 0.4 14.0 11.0 2.9 2.9 2.2
183 100.0 0.0 10.6 13.7 0.8 3.9 3.9
100 100, 0 3.8 24.9 12.4 10.1 4.1 4.7
202 100.0 6.2 10.9 15.4 7.5 4.8 6.3
232 100.0 0.1 23.7 13.8 13.4 4.7 4.3
124 100.0 6.0 30.7 12.9 4.8 3.2 2.4
gg 100.0 2.5 32.2 11.9 3.4

1 Not eomputed on base of 1nss than 25 casos,
? Number of dependents of 6 claimants unknown,
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$ With or without other dependent relatives or persons,
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Table 5.—Percentage: distribution of , claimants by
. number of children under 18 years of age and by
employment status of wife!

Employment status of wifo

Num-

Number of children | ber of Wifo at
under ago 18 olatm- No | Wife | Wite |, o8
ants | Total | %) | om- |seoking] 0o OF

ployed | work to work

Distribution by number of childron under ago 18

Total numbor....| 1,288 | 1,288 726 111 1 440
Total percent.....}........ 100.0 | 100.0 ) 100.0 | 100.0 100.0
894 69,4 84.3 69.6 48,2

185 14.4 7.8 23.4 22,5

108 8.4 4.4 9.9 14.0

47 3.6 2.1 4.6 0.1

64 4.2 1.4 2.7 8.6

Distribution by employment status of wifo

1,288 | 100.0 56.4 8.6 .8 34.2
894 | 100.0 08.5 7.4 .4 2.7
185 | 100.0 30.8 14.1 1.6 53.5
108 | 100.0 20.6 10.2 .0 £9.3

47 1 100.0 3.0 106 |.._._._. 57.6
54| 100.0 18.6 5.0 5.5 70.4

1 The 726 claimants with “no wife” Include 200 fomale clalmants, of whom
131 were living with husbands. ‘I'he data, therefore, do not measure the
number of wifeless famliiies with or without children,

dependent persons also increased generally with
family size. In those in which the claimant was
chief breadwinner, however, the proportion of
families in which the claimant was the only bread-
winner decreased, except for the largest families.
:At the same time, there was a small number of
large families in which economic necessity forced
additional members into the labor market.

Claimants’ Dependents

Not all these dependents relied on the claim-
ants for their chief support; some claimants were
dependent persons themselves, or sccondary
workers. Of the 1,288 claimants interviewed,
half were wholly or mainly supporting 1 or more
persons® (table 4). Male claimants, naturally,
were more likely to have dependents than female
claimants; 55 percent of the men but only 16
percent of the women had at least 1 dependent.

The principal family types found in the study

were those which included the claimant’s chil-
dren—families most likely also to have members
dependent on the claimant for support. Of the
claimants living with a spouse and 1 or more

§ A person was, considered wholly or mainly dependent on a clalmant if
that person was a ‘‘depondent person'’ as defined above and the claimant

was chief breadwinner, Inthissection, unless otherwise noted, ‘‘depondent’’
{ncludes only members of the claimant’s family living in his household.
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children, 8 out of 10 were the chiof providers for
the family. The supporting burden foll ovey
more heavily when claimants were widowed,
separated, or divorced; 9 out of 10 such claimantg
were supporting dependeonts.

Of tho claimants who were married but had pq
children, 72 percent had at least 1 dependen,
By contrast, only 24 percent of the claimants whg
were unmarried and living with parents and 33
percent of those living with brothers and sisterg
only were supporting dependents.

Relatively few young claimants had dopendents,
Only 14 percont of the claimants under 21, and 34
percent of those in the 21-24 age bracket were the
chief breadwinner for 1 or more other persons,
Among claimants aged 65 and over, 47 percent
had dependents while, in the other age groups, the
proportions varied from 51 to 60 percent.

About 2 out of 5 claimants who had dependents
had only 1, but the average number of depondents
was 2.2. Tho largest number of dependent per-
sons was found among claimants living with
spouse and children; in these families, 22 percent
of the claimants had 4 or more dependents.

Who were the dependents?—Wives and children
were the principal class of dependents. Almost
half of all claimants (47 percont) had a nonworking
wife or child, and 34 percent had a wife who was
not in the labor market during the survey period.
An additional 9 percent had a wife who was
working, while fewer than 1 percent had a wife
sceking work during the interview week (table
5).° Less than 10 percent of all claimants were
wholly or mainly supporting other relatives.

The great majority of wives had no income from
earned wages; 78 porcent of the 562 wives of
claimants were neither working nor secking work
during the interview week. IEven in the families
with no children under 18, 75 percent ot the wives
were not in the labor market. If there were
children, the chances that a wife would look for
work were slightly less; 81 percent of the wives
with children were not employed or looking for
work. The greater the number of children, the
greater was the probability that a wife would not
be working. ‘

The 1,288 claimants interviewed had 873 chil-
dren under age 18. A dependent’s bonefit payable

¢ None of the wives who were seoking work claimed benofits during the
interviow week. In only 30 of the claimants’ housoholds was there a second
claimant,

Social Security



only in behalf of children would cover a large
majority of the persons actually dependent upon
claimants. Howover, almost half of the wives
who were not in the labor force had no children
under 18 and the family would therofore receive
no assistance from a child’s benefit.

Next to wives and children, the principal class
of dependents consisted of parents—a father who
was unable to work, a widowed mother, or a
mother whose husband was unable to work—but
only 5 percent of all claimants provided the chiof
support for such dependents. Another 5 percent
wore supporting brothers and sisters or other
relatives; only 3 claimants were supporting infirm
nonrelatives. Dependents other than wives and
children were found almosl as frequently in
families including a wife or child as in families
which did not. As the number of wife and child
dependents increased, however, there was some-
what less likelihood that claimants would have
other persons dependent on them for support.

A fow claimants were also sending regular con-
tributions toward the support of relatives living
outside their houscholds; 3.5 percent were con-
tributing to the support of 1 or more children, 0.5
percent to a wife, and 1 percent to both wife and
children living apart from them, Thirty claimants

were contributing to the support
other than wife or.child.

In summary, a dependents-benefit formule
covering only nonworking wives and children
would include about 85 percent of the persons in
this study who were actually dependent on claim-
ants. Only 0.5 percent of the Delaware claimants
had a dependent other than wife or child and only
half . of these wore in households which did not
include a wife or child of the claimant. In other
words, of all the Delaware claimants, only 6 per-
cent with 1 or more persons to support would not
benefit potentially from a formula covering wives
and children. '

of 59 relatives

Benefit Rights, Earnings, and Family Respon-
sibilities - ’

A positive relationship between family respon-
sibility and the cleimant’s earning power was
apparent from an analysis of the claimants’ weekly
benefit amounts, which roughly reflect their aver-
ago wockly wages (table 6).° Only 14 percent of
the claimants with no persons wholly or mainly’

0 The Delaware clalants recoived a weekly benefit amount cqual to 1/25
of total wages In the quarter of highest earnings, rounded to tho next higher
multiple of 50 cents, with & minfmum of $5 and a maximum of $15. Dlistribu-
tions of weokly benefit amounts were avallable only for cligible claimants.
‘T'he maximum weekly benefit amount was raised from $15 to $18 in March
1043.

Table 6.—Percentage distribution of eligible claimants by their weekly benefit amounts and by their base-year
earnings, by number and type of persons wholly or mainly dependent

Percent of claimants with weekly benefit . ¢ -
Num- amount of— Percont of clalinants with base-year carnings of:
ber of
Number and type of dependents clnl:n- $2,000
ants
N $5.00-| $7.00-] $0.00~| $11.00-| $13.00- $125-| $200- | $400- $800- | $1,000- $1,500~ or
Total 145,50 | $8.60 |$10.50| $12.50 | $14.60 |$15-00] Total | "g100 1°6300 | '$500 | $700 | $000 | 1,400 | $1,090 | more
Total. ... ...o.oeeiniiiiiaaia.. 1,245 } 100.0 | 21.4 | 16.6 | 15.9 | 13.0 0.0)226)]100.0111.1]|23.9]17.8|13.3]11.0} 182 4.7 3.0
No persons wholly or mainly de-

pmr:dom'"‘“"Ki"li"'""y'l"l"' 1025 ] 100.0 | 27.6 20.8 | 10.0 } 13.8 7.8113.6|100.0 | 13.0 | 20.4 | 10.8{13.6| 6.0 | 11.2 1.8 1.3

1 or more persons wh or maln .
Jopondont. . iy y y 1614 | 100.0| 14.8 [ 120 153 ] 14.2| 11.6132.1100.0] 8.6 ] 18,4} 18.5| 13.2112.2 19.4 7.8 4.9
2065 § 100.0 | 17,7 | 13.2]17.4 | 1.3 10.0] 29.8 | 100.0 | 10.2 | 21.1 | 16.6 | 14.0 | 9.8 18,9 6.4 3.0
166 | 100.0 | 14.1| 9.6 | 11.6{ 10.0| 12,2 {30.61100.0 | 8.3 {14.1 (128 10.3 | 14.7| 23.7{ 10.3 5.8
3.... 100 ] 100.0 | 13.0} 14.0 | 14.0 | 19.0 9.0 31.0|100.0| 80]17.01} 150 14.0f15.0{ 17.0 8.0 6.0
40P MOTG. . ooeeaeeee i 031000 9.7|10.8{17.2| 140| 10.1]32.2]100.0) 6.4} 19.4|17.2 1581 |1.8( 16.1 7.8 7.8
No children underage 18............ 860 | 100.0 | 22.2 | 17.1 | 17.2 | 13.6 8.0(21.0]|100.0{10.81{ 250 18.7|13.6(10.2] 14.7 3.0 2.0
1 or moro children under ngo 18.. 370 ] 100.0 | 19.6 1 15.6 | 12.0 | 14.8| 11,3} 26,1} 100.0 | 11.610.8 | 1561290} 12.0| 10.3 7.4 4.0
1 179 § 100.0 | 1.0 10.7 11.,2( 12.3| 13.4{20.8}100.0 (129173 | 13.4(120(13.4] 10,8 8.4 2.2
105 | 100.0 | 20.0 | 13.3 | 15,2 ] 10,1 0.5]|220]100.0] 7.6]229]1062]13.3]18.1 12.4 5.7 3.8
0511000 18.90( 1581 13.7 13.7 9.5 2841000 13.7 | 10.0 | 18.0 (120 ( 6.3 14.7 7.4 7.4
No wifo or ehildron......_.. 5011100.0120.7]186](12.3( 14.2 8.56114.7(100.0 | 1256289 10.3|14.6{10.3{ 115 1.8 1.4
Wifo and no children....... . 275 ] 100.0 | 12.4 j 13.817.1 | 124 0.8134.6/100.0} 7.3]|10.3|17.4|1.3| 9.8} 21.4 8.0 8.8
Working wife................. R 1081 100.0{13.9|13.010.4( 13.0] 13.0( 259} 100.0| 6.5 250(17.6(10.2|13.0| 18.8 6.5, 18
Mo wifo or child depondent d...._ ... 066 | 100.0 | 25,9 [ 17,0 | 12,7 | 14.2 8.7(156{100.0] 121285 10.2{14.2(10.2( 127 1.7 1.4
Wifo and/or child dI()!l)Ollllcll( LB 600 | 100,01 10.3{ 15.2] 13.9] 13.6| 10.7] 30.3 | 100.0 | 10.0 | 18,6 | 16.1 | 12.4 | 11.9} 18.0 8.1 4,9
l... 203 | 100.0 | 15.4 | 18.1 | 15.0 | 10.9 80(31.7{100.0{ 0.0{20.117.1]|11.6{10.6] 17.4 8.5 4.8
2., 139 | 100.0] 20.2} 11.5 | 10.8 | 15.1 15.8 | 26.6 | 100.0 | 11,6 { 156.8 1 12.9 | 13.7 | 14.4 | 21.0 7.2 2.9
3.. 81 110001124160 14.8] 10.8 7.42.6{100.0| 7.4{16.1]10.8| 9.0 17.3| 16.0 8.6 4.9
771 100.0 | 16.9 | 10.4 | 14.3 | 14.3 11,71 32.4)100.0 | 10.4 | 20.7 | 14.3 ) 16.6 | 0.5 | 18.6 7.8 9.1

t Number of dopondonts of 0 clalinants unknown,
1. Asused in this table, a!dopendont wife is one who was living with clalm-

Bulletin, November 1943

ant and not worklog} durlog the intorviow week; a dopondont ohlid is an
unmarriod child undor 18 years of age living with male or fomale claimant.
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dependent upon them for support, but 32 percent
of those with dependents, were entitled to the
maximum weekly benefit of $15. The median
weekly benefit for those with dependents was
about $3 higher than the median for those with
no dependents. However, although -claimants
were less likely to bo entitled to the lower benefit
amounts as the number of their dependents in-
creased, the median weekly benefit was about the
same for claimants with 4 or more dependents as
for those with only 2 depondents.

Since wives and children constituted the large
majority of the dependents, the general relation-
ships between benefit amounts and family respon-
sibility were also found when the analysis was
narrowed to this group of dependent persons.
Nevertheless, about a fourth of the claimants with
3 or more dependents (wife and/or children) wero
eligible for no more than $8.50 a weck on the basis
of their highest quarterly earnings.

Weckly benefit amounts of claimants with
children were about $1 higher, on the average,
than those of claimants without children. The
median weckly benefit of the former was about
$11.30, of.  the latter, about $10.30. Averago
weckly benefit amounts of claimants with 1 child
were very close to those with 3 or more children.

Although beneficiaries with dependents had
higher weckly benefits, on the average, than
workers without dependents, a worker who carned
$195 in his quarter of highest carnings and had a
wife and 2 children to support received no more
than a single worker with the same earnings.
Moreover, many claimants with no dependents
received relatively high weekly benefit amounts
while a large proportion of claimants with many
dependents were eligible for very low weckly
benefit amounts.

There were also noticeable relationships be-
tween the family responsibilities of eligible claim-
ants and their basc-year earnings. Claimants
with 1 or more persons dependent on them for
support earned more in their base years, on the
average, than those with no dependents, and
claimants with a larger number of dependents had
higher annual earnings than those with 1 or 2
dependents (table 6). Although this relationship
would also exist if dependent meant only non-
working wife or child under 18, the correlation is
not so clear when the narrower definition is used.
About 41 percent of the claimants with no de-

16

pendent wife or child earned less than $400 in their
base period; 29 percent with such dependents
carncd as little; and 31 percent of the claimants
with 4 or more dependents (wife and/or children)
did not earn as much as $400 in the base year.

As a group, claimants with children wore. not
much better off (in termms of their own annual in-
come) than those without children. The median
annual income of the former was about $650, of
the latter, about $550. Almost a third of the
claimants with 3 or more children carned less than
$400 in their base year; over a half carned. less
than $600. It is clear that there was no straight-
line relationship between claimants’ annual earn-
ings and the number of their minor children.

Claimants with a wife but no children had rela-
tively high earnings, although if tho wife was
working the probability was great that the
claimant’s earnings were relatively low, Almost
a third of such claimants earned less than $400
in their base yecar.

These data do not tell the whole story of family
sccurity. The brief interview in Delaware did
not lend itself to accurate data on total family
income, Henco, little can be said here on the
relationship between the number of dependents a
claimant had and the total income available in the
family to support those dependents. Some obser-
vations, however, are worth restatement in this
connection: )

1. Families in which the claimant was not chief
breadwinner necessarily had income from addi-
tional workers in the fanily.

2. Chief breadwinners were found principally
in the higher age brackets. Very young claim-
ants, those with the lowest wages and lowest
annual earnings, rarely had chief family responsi-
bility.

3. Since the claimant was the only earner in 76
percent of the families headed by claimants and
since claimants’ weekly benefit amounts and
annual earnings did not increase proportionately
with the number of their dependents, the average
weekly wage, average income, and average
weekly benefit amount per member of the family
decreased as size of family increased. For ex-
ample, the median per capita weekly benefit
amount in families with no wife or child depend-
ent was $9.51; for families with I such dependent
it was $5.50; with 2, 3, and 4 or more such depend-
ents, respectively, it was $4.12, $3.02, and $1.99.

Social Security



The number of weeks of bonefits to which a
worker in Delaware was entitled depended on his
weekly benefit amount and his base-yoar carn-
.ings. Undor the law in offect when this survey
was undertaken, Delaware workers wero entitled
to maximum benefits equal to the lesser of 13
times the weekly benefit amount or one-third
of base-year wages, rounded to the next higher
50 conts.!! Since both benefits and carnings
varied somewhat with family responsibility, the
potential duration of a worker’s benefits bore
gomo relation to the number of his dependents.
Although most of the Dclaware workers were
entitled to the maximum of 13 weeks, more of
those with dependents were entitled to the maxi-
mum than those without dependents. Of the
workers with 2 dependents, 83 percont had a
potential duration of 13 weeks—the highest
porcentage for any group. Only 74 percent of
thoe beneficiaries with 4 or more dependents could
receive benefits for the full period.

Methodology R
The sample.—With few cexceptions, interviewers
solected claimants at random as the workers filed
initial or continued claims over the counter.
Claimants with obvious language difficultics were
not interviewed. One interviewer interviewed
only Negroes and completed 300 of the 1,288
schedules; otherwise, Negro and white claimants
were selected in proportion to their representation
in the total claimant group. Another minor bias
arose from the fact that it was impossible to inter-
11 Tho law was amended in March 1043, to provide a minimum duration

of 10 weeks plus 1 weekly benefit amount for cach $200 of base-period carnings,
and a maximum duration of 20 weeks.
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view most of the partially unemployed workers
because they were not required to report at the
local office. -

Claimants interviewed were fairly representa-
tive of all claimants during the survey period,
December 1, 1941-February 14, 1942, The 1,288
claimants constituted at least 10 percent of the -
total number of different workers who filed claims
in the State’s thiree local offices during the period.
Dover and Georgetown claimants were somewhat
underrepresented in the sample. Although 85
percent of the claimants were interviewed in
Wilmington, this local office received only about 60
percent of the claims filed in all three offices during
the survey period. This overrepresentation of
Wilmington was largely unavoidable, since a
large proportion of Dover and Gemgotown claims
were filed at itinerant points.

The interview.—Local office porsonnel in Del-
aware obtained the required information in a brief
10-minute interview that was, in most cases, made
a part of the regular job interview given to claim-
ants registering for work. Other claimants who
had already had their employment interview were
questioned separately.

Interviewers asked a maximum of 20 simple
questions and entcred replies on a 1-page mimeo-
graphed form. Most claimants gave the informa-
tion willingly; very few refused. It was made
clear to them that responses were voluntary and
that answers would 'in no way affect rights to
benefits. Benefit-rights information was ob-
tained later from central office records. Claim-
ants’ answers were carefully edited for consistency
and checked for reliability. "
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