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ated. These considerations and re-
gard for the basic purposes of social
insurance now indicate clear need for
change, For purposes of old-age and
survivors insurance, there should be
some common rule for determining
family relationships, whether in

Alaska or Florida, Maine or Cali-
fornia. Such & rule, of course, need
not affect any legislation the States
wish to keep on their books for use
in other connections. I should en-
sure, however, that when a worker

has established and malntained nor-
mal family relationships in good faith,
and his dependents have suffered the
wage loss which the system is designed
to compensate, they should receive the
protection to which his contributions
entitle them,

State Unemployment Compensation Laws

of 1945 ’

THE AMENDMENTS To State unemploy-
ment compensation laws in the 1845
legislative sessions are of more than

. usqal interest. Forty-six legislatures

were in session; 43 will not have a
regular session again before 1947. All
States expect a testing of the unem-
ployment compensation program in
the reconversion period. Thus, these
legislative sessions represented for
many States the last chance to pre-
pare for the problems of reconver-
sion.

More adequate benefits under these
laws had been promised by State em-
ployment security administrators
when they testified before the Special
Benate and House Committees on
Post-War Economic Policy and Plan-
ning in the summer of 1944,
Strengthening of the program had
been urged by the congressional com-
mittees when they recommended that
unemployment compensation remain
a function of the States. As the leg-
islative sessions approached, improve-
ments in the State laws were urged
by the Social Security Board and by
the Council of State Governments.
Such amendments were recommended
to the State legislatures by most of
the State agencies, by advisory coun-
cils, and in some States by Governors
and legislative committees.! Now
that the legislatures have adjourned
in all but 3 States, it is appropriate
to survey the changes which have
been made and the resulting status
of State laws.

The Federal Congress has made no

*Chief, Leglalation Sectlon, Division of
Administrative Standards, Bureau of Em-
ployment Security, In assembling data
on legislative changes and preparing the
article and tables the author was assisted
by Irene E. Boothe, Rachel S. QOasllagher,
Rosaileen M. 8mith, and Helen W. Tippy.

t See especially the report of the Senate
Interlm Committee on Unemployment In-
surance to the Fifty-8ixtb California Leg-
islature, pp. 64-67.

By Ruth Reticker*

change this year in the Federal legis-
lation underiying the State-Federal
system of unemployment compensa-
tion or in the unemployment compen-
sation law of the District of Columbia.
However, 36 of the 46 State legisla-
tures In session in 1945 enacted legisla-
tion modifying the unemployment
compensation program in some sig-
nificant way? The laws which have
emerged from these sessions are more
varied than ever before but they pro-
vide better protection against unem-
ployment to larger numbers of work-
ers than before. Thirty-four States
amended their benefit or disqualifica-
tion provisions or both. A smaller
number of States amended their cov-
erage and financing provisions.
Several States have added innova-
tions such as dependents’ allowances,
or adjustment of benefits to cost of liv-
ing, or, in certain circumstances, pay-
ment of beneflts during disability. In
other States the arithmetic of benefit
formulas has been changed. As was
most natural in a time of increased
earnings, particular attention was

2 The amendments reported in this ar-
ticle were enacted in the first half of 1945,
All were cffective on or before July 1, ex-
cept as noted below:

Alpbama—Efective July 9, 1845.

California—Walting-period and con-
tingent-fund provisions effective Sept.
15, 1945; covernge efective Jan. 1,
1948,

Connecticut—Dependents’ allowances
effective Oct. 1, 1945; change in beneflt
formula, Jan. 1, 19446,

Illinois—Changes in beneflt amounts
effective Apr. 1, 1846,

Nebrasko—EfTective Aug. 9, 1845.

New Jerscy—Coverage effective Jan. 1,
1948,

Ohlo—Effective Oct. 12, 1945.

Pennsylvanin—Partial beneflts effective
Jan. 1, 1948,

Texas—Effective Sept. 1, 1945.

Wisconsin—Beneflt duration effective
Jan, 1, 1946; experience rating, Dec.
31, 1945,

Tables on 1945 provisions lnclude Louist-
ana provisions enacted In 1044, efective
Jan. 1, 1845,

given to maximum weekly benefit
amounts and, in preparation for pos-
sible extended unemployment, to ex-
tension of the pericd for which bene-
fits may be pald. As a result of in-
creases in the maximums in some
States, the variation among the 51
States in the amounts of benefits pro-
vided is greatly increased,

When the States are weighted by
the number of covered workers, the
improvements which have been made
in tMe program are impressive. For
example, the maximum weekly bene-
At amount is $20 or more in States
with 78 percent of the covered work-
ers; the maximum duration of bene-
fits covers 20 weeks or more of total
unemployment in States with 80 per-
cent of the covered workers; the max-
imum potential benefits in a benefit
year are $396 or more in States with
75 percent of the covered workers,
Almost three-fourths of the covered
workers are in States which require
as & waiting period only 1 week of
total or partial unemployment.
While 1945 changes in the disqualifi-
cation and availibility provisions are
mixed in their effect, it scems clear
that the trend toward more restric-
tive disqualification provisions is ar-
rested, if not reversed.

Benefit Provisions

The 1945 amendments made few
changes in the structure of the State

. benefit formulas or in the benefit year

and base-period provisions on which
the formulas depend. Oregon and
Washington adopted annual-wage
formulas for cemputing weekly and
annual beneflts, and South Dakota
changed from an annual to a high-
quarter formule. Iowa eliminated
the provision for weeckly benefits
based on full-time weekly wages
which was an alternative to its frac-
tion of high-quarter wages. Forty-
two States now base weekly benefits
on high-quarter wages; 8 States util-
ize an annual-wage formula; and
Wisconsin continues to base benefits
on wages with the employer whose
account is being charged.
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Table 1.—Maxiinum weekly and annual unemployment benefits, maximum duration of
benefits, and qualifying wages for maximum bencfits, by State, June 30, 19451

Marimum Quialifying wapes for maximum bencfids ?
Maxi- v]:eek;s‘ ff Muxi-
mum enefits maum . .
Siato weekly | for total anntal High querter Base period
beneflt | unemploy-| benelits
ment Amopunt |Fraction| Amount Fraction
Alsbsma.___________..__ 220 20 400, 00 F567. 01 Lég| $1,200.00 14
Alaskat. . 16 18 256. 00 300,01 18 768. 00 14
Arizonat.. 15 14 210, 00 3m. 01 l4g 1, 260.40 314
Arkansasf 15 18 240. 00 377, 0t 1 175,02 14
Callfarniaf. . 520 £23.4 | #468,00 | 380-500.00 40|  2,000.00 0]
Coloradot. . 16 18 240. 00 371.88 lax 720,00
Connecticut. . ... 572228 820 87 446%_00 559, 00 Ye| 1,720,00 K4
560,
Delaware_. . .. ________ 18 22 366. 00 437,51 Lyt 1,584.00 14
District of Columbiat, __ 820 20 3400. 00 417,01 Ligl £00.00 14
Floridat. ... __ 18 16 240,00 360.01 | léo-léx 960.00 1
Georgiat 18 16 288. 00 455.01 | }g-l4e| #720.00 Uniform
Hewali_. 25 20 H00. 00 600. 01 5 $ 750. 00 Uniform
Idahot.. 18 17 306, 00 h83.01 | 1ip-M4a| 1,224.00 14
Dlinois.. 20 26 520. 00 390. 01 121 1,575.00 )
Indiann._ 20 20 400, ¢0 475.01 145 1, 604). 00 4
Towa._.. 18 18 » 324.00 414, 00 163 972. 00 14
Konsas._. il 20 320. 00 376.01 145 960. D0 14
Kentucky 16 20 320. 00 10308, 75 (10% 1, 595, 00 Uniform
Louisianat 18 20 360. 00 425. 04 145 1, 440. 00 4
Maine. .. ____.________. 20 20 ¥ .400. 00 1 500. N0 (10} 2,000, 00 Uniform
Maryland 2. .., _______ 20 20 520. 00 1380, 02-520. 00 140 2, 080. 00 14
Massachusetts*. . ______. 421 23 § 483.00 400. 00 el  1,610.00 3o
Michigan._ ... .___ 1 X-28 20 2 400-00 390.01-660,00 Yo 2, 240. 00 1314
6560.
Minnesota.. ________.___ 20 20 400. 00 10 437, 50 (1% 1, 750.00 [O]
Mississippif....._... 15 14 210.00 A64. 01 Lég ?450. 00 Uniform
Missouri*t. ... .. 18 16 288 00 437. A1 Lial  1,440.00 [T
Mantanat._______ 15 10 240. 00 350.11 Lés 2450.00 Unlform
Nebraska. .. 18 18 324.00 42h.01 Ly 972.00 14
Nevada___.____. 51824 | 2015 - [514360,00 340.01 Léo 1, 080. 0D 4
New Hampshire. .. 820 520 £400. 00 10 500. (0 (19} 2,000. 00 Uniform
New Jersey_ .. ___ 22 28 457200 462. 01 14g 1, 716. 00 53
New Mexicot. 5 16 240.00 377.01 Lig 720,00 14
New York. .. 12 15 26 50, 00 471.00 143 ¢ 630. 00 Uniform
North Caroli 20 1514 320.00 10 520, 00 {10 2,080, 00 Uniform
Neotrth Dakota. 20 400, 00 437.01 143 ¥ 560. 00 Uniform
fo*_ .. 591 622 3462, 00 581,00 [ 14a-14s) 171,117.81 %

Oklahom 18 a3 360, (0 340. 01 14p 1, 0BO. (4
Qregon........_. - 818 20 §360.00 10360, 00 (1 1, 440. 00 )
Pennsylvania.__ 420 820 5 400,010 488. 00 g 1, 366. 00 (%)
Rhede Islandf________ . 618 820,25 | 53684.50 [315. 00-450, 00 L4-14p]  1,800.00 5
Bauth Carolina______,_ L) LB (i} 532000 494.01 Lég §00.00 TUniform
Seuth Dakota. 15 20 300,00 325.00 | 141-Lby 1, 300. 00 ¢
Tennesseet. . 15 16 240. 00 364,01 Lég ¥ 450,00 Uniform
Texns. . 113 1518 324. 00 455, 01 Lag) 1.620. 00 '
Utah_... 1917-25 |1927.0-18 4 480. 00 380.01 o) 9500.00 ("
Vermont 20 20 400. 00 500.00 | 1{g-Lég °600. 00 Uniform
Virginia.. 15 16 240. 00 350,01 5 930. 01 14
Washington. 25 26 640, 00 10 550. 00 (1 2, 200. 00 *
West Virginia_ mn 21 420. 00 450, 00 10 1,800. 00 Uniform
Wisconsin® 4 20 23 4fQ, PO 520,01 {20 1,840.01
Wyonming. .. __....... 20 20 400, 00 390.01 Lol 211,560, 03 ul4

*Legislature still in session. Wisconsin recessed
untl! September.

{Na change in 1945,

{No sesslon in 1945,

! See text footnote 2 for dates when 1945 amend-
ments aro effective.

3 The amount of high-quarter wages required for
the waximum benefit amonnt §aries with the round-
Ing provision as well as with"the fraction of high-
quarter wages. Rounding s indicated by odd cents
regardless of State praciice in adding or drapping
cents. When 2 amcunts are given, the higher
amount is required for maximum duration at mpxe
imum weekly benefits; the lower amount for max-
imum weekly benefits. In statement of maximum
bage-perlod qualifying wages, rounding of benefit
duratlon {o dollar ameunts Is ignored, Odd amounts
given are from tables of duratlon. ‘The frnotion of
high-quarter wages applies between the minlmum
and maximgm amounts. Whers tho State law utis
lizes 8 welghted table for the benefit formaula, the
fractions are approximate. Where dependents’ al-
lawences are provided, the fraction applies to the
basic benefit.

1 8-quarter base period, extended through the next
1o Jast completed calendar quarter prior to nny week
of heneflts in Arizona.

+ For maximum duration, requires in each quarter
of the base period wages equal 10 % wages in tho
high quarter.

4 Contains provision for reduction U solvency of
furd is imperiled.

¢ Maximum potentla] benefits according to table
of base-period earnings.

' $22 mauximum basic benefit plus $2 per dependent
up to 3.

$8ame maximum with or without dependents;
below maximum, weekly bencfits equal 343 of high-
quarter wages plus $1 for each of not more than 3
dependents and annuat benefits may be increased
accardingly.

! The potentlal duration Is uniform for all eligible
claimants, and the enly requirement for base-period
wages is a multiple of the weekly benefit amount
speeified in the elzgibility provision, as 30 in Georgia.
See table 7 for formula for qualifying wage.

2 Utillzes annual rather than high-quarter for-
muis; ameunt shown is ¥ of the annual wapge
required.

il Law provides for increoss of maximum weekly
bencfit amount to $25, based on $480.01 high-gnarter
and at least $750 bese-period whges, In event of
similsr incrense in veterans' readjustment allow-
BOCEE,

13 $20 meximum basic bene0t plus $2 per depend-
ent up to the lesser of $28 and average weekly wage
Ia high quarter.

1 But $200 or 30 percent of base period wages,
whichever {s the lesser, if base-pericd wages age
$250-800.

* Dependents’ allowances of $3 for Arst 1 or 2 de-
pendents and $6 for 3 or more will not incresse
meximum annual benefits and hence will decrease
weeks of benefits for claimants with dependents.

1 Converted [rom days of unemployment in New
York and 2-week periods in Texas.

e 20" weeks Jor veterans under ‘'freczing provi-
sions,

Iowa changed from an 8-quarter
to a 4-quarter base period, leaving
only Arizona and Missouri with base
periods Ionger than 1 year. Wash-
ington, in changing to an anhual-
wage formula, changed from indi-
vidual periods to a calendar-year
base period and a uniform July—June
beneflt year. New Hampshire added
1 month's lag between the calendar-
year base period and the beneflt year,
which now runs from April 1 to March
31. West Virginia changed from a
uniform calendar-year base period
and uniform April-March benefit year
to an Individual beneflt year starting
with a valid claim and two fixed base
periods—the calendar year for claim-
ants whose beneflt years begin between
April 1 and September 30 and the 12-
month period ending June 30 for other
claimants, This arrangement will
eliminate some of the long lags be-
tween base period and benefit year
which are inherent in the use of uni-
form benefit years.

Maximum Benefit Amount

Twenty-six States increased their
‘maximum beneflts by amounts vary-
ing from $1 (Kansas) to $10 (Wash-
ington). The most usual increase was
$2, $3, or $5 (tables 1 and 2). In 3
States the increase is in terms of de-
pendents’ allowances (discussed he-
low), with a maximum of $6 to $8.
In most States the increase is simply
an extension of the benefit formula
to one or more additional wage
groups. In States with a high-quar-
ter formula, raising the maximum
means that more workers may be paid
benefits according to the formula
which applies between the minimum
and maximum amounts, Workers
with large wartime earnings will re-
ceive as benefits a larger proportion
of their earnings than under the lower
maximum. In Washington and Ore-
gon the increase in maximum weekly
beneflts is accompanied by a change

1T For 25 calendar weeks if high quarter was 13
calendar weeks of employment.

1% 18 weeks' duration for those emploved 20 calendar
weeks in base period; 19 weeks’ duration for thosp
eglplnyl:d 21-24; 22 weeks for those employed more
than 24, - '

1 Weekly benefit amounts adjusted with cost-ofs
Eving index; statutory maximmem 320 reduced 20
percent when index is 08,5 or below, increased 20
percent when Index is at or above 125 maximom
anousl benefits not affected; therefore if weckly
amount i3 decreased or increased, wecks increased
or decreased from normal unilorm duration of 23
weeks.

I Requirerents are in termd of average wapes
with the employer whose account s being cbarged.
Figurcs given sro based on an “averago wage’ of
$40.01 or more and all e¢arnings specified from 1
employer, and duration In termsof t week of bencflts
tor20rem}ﬂoymentwith the employer, maximum 23,
. 21 Fraction of base-period wages rounded to nearest
220,
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Table 2.—Increase in maximum weekly benefit amount, 1945 amendments: Number of
States with specified maximum weekly benefit amount by amount of increase, June 30,

1945

Present maximum weekly beneflt nnount

1845 Inerease

T'otal $16 518

$20 $21 $22 $24

51 10 3 11

It e b 0 e G O b B
R

;5Iuclude.s 4 Btates with no legislative session in
19

2 Tncludos cost-ot-living allowance in Utah,

from a high-quarter to an annual-
wage formula, which may result in
lower benefits for claimants in the
lower wage groups than under the
old formulas,

In Utah weekly benefits are ad-
Justed according to the cost-of-living
index of the U. S. Bureau of Labor
Statistics. When the index (1935-39=
100} rises to 125, the weekly benefit
amount of each individual filing for
beneflts is adjusted to 120 percent
(computed to the next higher mul-
tiple of $1) of the normal benefit
amount. Thus, effective July 1, 1945,
the maximum weekly beneflt is in-
ereased from $20 to $25, without in-
crease in the high-quarter wages
required; it will not revert to normal
until the cost-of-lving index falls
to 120. Should the index fall to 98.5,
weekly benefit amounts would be re-
duced to 80 percent of the normal
benefit amount (computed to the
next higher multiple of $1) but no
beneflt would be reduced below $13.

Twenty-five States made no changes
in their maximum weekly benefit
amounts of $15—20 per week. Though
24 States still have maximum
amounts of $15-18 per week, 78 per-
cent of the covered workers are in
Btates with maximums of $20 or more
(table 3). To say what proportion
of workers in the country would qual-
ify for these maximum benefits would
require detailed data on earnings of
covered workers, which are not
available. )

The influence of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944, which pro-
vides flat benefits of $20 per week to
unemployed veterans, may be seen in
the fact that $20 is now the maximum
benefit amount in the largest number
of States (in 17, the over-all maxi-
murm, and in Michigan, the maximum

3 Includes dependents’ allowaneos in Connecticut,
Nevada, snd Michigan.

without dependents’ allowances).
While 10 States have a higher maxi-

‘mum than $20, the maximum in 3 of

these applies only to claimants with
dependents, and in Utah, only when
the cost-of-living index is at 125 or
more. A Maryland amendment pro-
vides that its maximum of $20 shall
be increased to $25 if the servicemen's
readjustment allowance is increased
to that amount. '

Maine, which increased the maxi-
muin beneflt from $15 to $20, retained
a proviso that “if the Commission
finds, after reasonable notice and
hearing that benefit payments at the
amounts prescribed . .. are in the
aggregate such an amount as will per-
mit an increase in benefit payments
without imperiling the solvency of the
unemployment compensation fund,
the Commission shall by regulation
increase the weekly and annual hene-
fits by not to exceed 20 percent” and
a similar proviso that amounts may
he reduced by not more than 20 per-
cent if the solvency of the fund
is imperiled. Nevada added a pro-
vision that, when the balance in its
fund fails, dependents’ allowances
will be suspended and maximum and
minimum amounts reduced. This
amendment brings to 11° the num-
ber of States providing for the reduc-
tion of maximum benefit amounts
when the solvency of the fund is
endangered.

In 42 States the maximum weekly
benefit amount is a fraction of the
high-quarter wages, varying from %
in 10 States to 145 in 11 and 14 in @

# Celifornia, Connecticut, Malne, Massa-
chusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, Chlo,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
South Carollna, For a discusslon of fTund
protection provislons, see the Bullet!n,
May 1845, pp. 35-38. .

States (table 1). In 7 States which
apply different rates at different wage
levels, the fraction applicable at the
maximum varies from 14y in Rhode
Island to 14 in Idaho. Of all the
States with these high-quarter for-
mulas, only the Dakotas’ are new.
North Dakota changed from &g to 143,
thus liberalizing benefits for claim-
ants at all wage levels as well as for
those affected by the maximum, which
was increased from $15 to $20. South
Dakota changed from an annual-wage
formula to a weighted high-quarter
fraction varying from ¥ to 143 with
no increase in maximum benefit but
an increase in duration. All the hypo-
thetical ¢laimants in table 10 would
get higher annual benefits under the
new South Dakota formula, and B
and C would get considerably higher
weekly benefits.

The result of all these fractions is
the great diversity of maximum quali-
fying high-quarter wages, shown in
table 4 by weekly beneflt amount. At
least $585.01 is necessary to qualify
for the $18 maximum in Idaho, while
$600.01 will qualify for $25 per week
in Hawaii. At the other extreme,
more than $377 is required to qualify
for $15 in Arkansas or New Mexico,
while in Nevada, $340.01 will qualify
for $18 per week, and for $24 with
dependents’ allowances. Because of
differences in the dependents’ allow-
ance formulas, $559 qualifies a Con-
necticut claimant for a weekly beneflt
varying from $22 if he has no de-
pendents up to $28 if he has 3 depend-
ents; while $380.01 will qualify a
Michigan claimant for & basic benefit

-of $20 or for $28 if he has 4 depend-

ents. ‘To qualify for the full 20 weeks
of beneflts, however, a Michigan
claimant with ¢ dependents must have
the equivalent of $560 in each quarter
of the base period,

Maximum W eeks of Benefits

The largest number of changes oc-
curred in maximum duration of bene-
fits. Twenty-eight States extended
their maximum duration by 2-10
weeks, bringing their maximums up
to 18-26 weeks of total unemployment
(tables 1 and 5).. In ail States except
Montana the actual benefit period for
individual claimants may be increased
if some or all of their weeks of bene-
fits are for weeks of partial unemploy-
ment,

The Utah adjustment to cost of liv-
ing (which provides that weekly bene-
fits shall be reduced 20 percent when
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the cost-of-living index falls below
98.5 percent without any decreasse In
annual benefits) would invelve an in-
crease to 27 weeks for claimants with
maximum annual benefits, At pres-
ent the increase of the maximum
weekly benefit amount to $25 with
no increase in annual benefits reduces
avallable weeks of benefits in Utah
below its new normal of 23 weeks for
ail eligible claimants.

Six States with uniform duration of
16-20 weeks increased that duration
by 2-6 weeks—to 20-26 weeks—and
Maine, which had provided 16 weeks
of benefits for all but the 4 lowest wage
classes, increased potentlal duration

Table 3.~—Amount and duration of bene-
fits: Number of States, and percentage
distribution, of covered workers in these
States in 1944, by maximum weekly
benefit, maximum duration, and maxi-
mum aunnal benefits, June 30, 1945

Covered workers in
these States
Nurm-
ber Cumulative
Awmount and duration| of Per- | percentages
of benelflts States| cent-
age '
distri- | 8peci- | Speel-
hution| fied | fled
provi- | provi-
sion or| sion or
less | more
Maximum weekly
benefié:
501 100,0 || .-
10 6.5 6.4 | 100.0
3 2.0 8.5 93. 5
1] 13.4| 2L.¢ 915
171 39.2( 6L1 78.1
3 24.7 | 858 33,9
1 42| 90.0 14.2
1 108l 10.0
23 2.8 9286 0.1
32 7.4 | 100.0 7.4
Maximum wecks of ~
benefits for total
51| 1000 ||
2 .8 .8 100,0
12 12.5 13.3 . 2
1 .21 13.5 86.7
3 4.9 184 86. 6
21| 30,6 | 48.9 2L G
1 1.1] 500 5.1
2 7.1 57.1 50.0
4 14.5 7L§ 42.9
5| 28.4)100.0 24. 4
bencfts:
Total ... ... 51| 100.0 | o] rooaun
2 .8 .8 100. ¢
8 6.7 6.5 09.2
4 4.3 10.8 93.5
7 6.6 | 204 80.2
] 4.1 246 76.6
11 17,0 | 415 75.5
5 1T.8 | 589.3 58. 5
483, 500,520 - _..._ 4 13.0] 722 40.7
646, 560, 672,650_.._..[ ¥56 | 6.8 | 100.0 26,8

' Based on State reports of average monthly em-
ployment of workers covered by uncmployment
compensation laws,

1 Includes Utsh, with a normal maximum of $20,
now raiscd {0 $25 botouse of rise in cost-of-living

nuex.

3 Includes Michigan and Connectlcut, where only
elaimants with maximom number of compensable
dependents are eligible for nmoeunt specilled.

Table 4.—~Maximum weekly benefits: Number of States with bigh-quarter formulas, by
maximum weekly benefit and minimum high-guarter wages for such benefits, June 30,

19451

Maximum weekly

Minimum high-quarter wages for moximum weekly benefit 4 '

beneflt ¥ Total | $300.00-

340.0%

$350.00-
390.99

$400.00-
448,99

$450,00-
490.90

$500.00~
540.96

$550.00- | $600.00
599.9% and over

1 Excludes Kentueky, Maine, Minnesotn, Now
IHampshire, North Garollna, Oregon, Washlngton,
‘West Virginla, Wisconsin,

7 Includes dependents’ allowance in 4 States but

to 20 weeks for all wage classes. Ohlo,
which had provided 18 weeks’ uni-
form potential duration, retained 18 )
weeks as a minimum duration for
claimants with 20 weeks of base-pe-
riod employment and increased dura-
tion to 19 weeks for claimants with
21-24 weeks of employment and to 22
weeks for those with more than 24
weeks of employment. The total
number of States providing uniform
potential duration (14-26 weeks) for
all eligible claimants is now 14; their
covered workers represent one-fourth
of all covered workers in the country.
Though the number of States with
uniform duration is reduced by the
changes in Utah and QOhio described
ahove, the henefit rights of workers
are not thereby reduced.

As with increases in maximum
weekly benefits, many of the increases
in maximum .duration involved stat-
utory increases in qualifying wages.
This was not the case in Utah and
Vermont, which increased uniform
duration, because -their qualifying
wages are g multiple of the weekly
benefit amount. In Maryland, the
maximum duration was extended from
23 to 26 weeks, but the limitation of
annual benefits to one-fourth of wage
credits means that only some of the
claimants with maximum benefit
amounts can qualify for maximum
duration: the maximum for all ¢claim-
ants at other benefit levels with
steady year-round earnings remains
19 or 20 weeks. In California and
Rhode Island, also, only some of the
claimants receiving the maximum
weekly amount can qualify for the
maximum weeks of henefits.

Table 3, which summarizes the max-
imum duration provisions in the 51
State laws, shows that, although 18

excludes eost-of-living nllowanco in Utah,

1 In 4 of these States, a largar amount s required to
qualify for maximum duration a3 well as mazimom
waekly beneflts.

States provide maximum henefits of
18 weeks or less, more than 80 percent
of the covered workers are in States
which provide benefits for 20 weeks or
more, and more than one-fourth are
in the States which provide a maxi-
mum of 268 weeks, Twenty weeks is
now the maximum in the largest hum-
ber of States (21), and 12 States pro-
vide more than 20 weeks. Seven*
State laws provide that the duration
of benefit payments may be reduced
when the fund falls to specified levels.

Maximuns Potential Benefits in a
Benefit Year

Changes in maximum benefit
amount in 5 States, in maximum
weeks of benefits in 7 States, and in
both in 21 States have increased max-
imum annual benefits in 33 States
and have greatly increased the spread

4 Callfornia, Connectlcut, New Hamp-
shire, Ohlo, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
South Carolina.

Table 5.—Increase in maximum duration
of benefits, 1945 amendments: Number
of States with specified maximum dura-
tion by amonnt of increase, June 30, 1945

Fresent maximum doration (weeks
of total uncmployment}

1945 increase
(weeks)

Total| 14|36 |17 |18 (20721 | 22 (23 |26

Total.- 51 12i1]a2tf1]2|4(8
‘Nochanget..| 23 |2[12{1|._.[7[.-.]-..]11][-
5 |.--

(=]

e B e OO 0

;gncludes 4 States with no legislative sessions in

! Includes Utah with a ‘normal” uniform durs-
tion of 23 wecks, where weeks of benefits may be in-
creased to 27 when maximum weekly benefis Is
decreased hecause of decline in cost of living.
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Chart 1 —~—Maximum potential annuyal benefits in a benefit year, by State, June 30, 1943
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between the most liberal and the least
liberal maximums from $650 in Wash-
ington to $210 in Arizona and Mis-
sissippi (chart 1). In 12 States with
no 1945 amendments, no ¢laimant can
draw more than $210, $240, $256, or
$288 in benefits in a benefit year. In
8 States, 1945 amendments bring

maximum beneflts up to $500 or more;

in Connecticut and Michigan, how-
ever, only claimants with a specified
maximum number of dependents can
receive the maximwmn amount.

Since most of the increases are in
the populous industrial States, 75 per-
cent of all covered workers are in the
25 States with maximum potential
benefits of $396 or more (table 3).
Though 11 States provide for the re-
duction of potential dnnual benefits
in periods when the available funds
fall to certain specifled levels, none of
these reductions are expected to apply
s00N.

Only a few States changed the
method of computing annual bene-
fits. New Jersey increased its frac-
tion of base-period wages from 1/5
to 1/3. Iowa changed from 1/6 to
1/3 in reducing from an B-quarter to

a 4-quarter base period.. Delaware
simplified its formula by substituting
1/4 of base-period wages for its statu-
tory minimum of 10 weeks plus 1
week’s benefit for each $200 of base-
period wages. Washington and Ore-
gon abandoned their uniform frac-
tions of base-period wages In changing
to annual-wage formulas, South Da-

. kota changed from an annual-wage

formula but continued to compute
maximum annual benefits from a
weighted table of base-period earn-
ings. The maximum benefits allowed

benefits by base-perfod qualifying wages for maximum bene

for the maximum required base-
period earnings ($1,300) were In-
-ereased from %240 to $300. Most of
the Btates increased the maximum
annual benefits with no change in the
fractions of hase-period wages or mul-
tiples of weekly benefit amount but
with increases in the absolute amounts
required for the increased potential
beneflts,

The diversity of beneflt formulas,
particularly of the quallfying-wage re-
quirements (see table 7), and of the
formulas for determining maXimum

Table 6.—Maximum annual benefits: Number of States with feaﬁed maximum annyal
4

s, June 30, 1045

Minimum base-perlod qualilylng waoges for maximum benefits 2
Maximum annunl - -
benefits ! $1.200- | SL440- | SL7I- | $2.000-
Tatal $450-630 | $720-594 [$030-1,117| 1,360 1,620 1,840 2,240

Total- ..., ' 51 7 8 8 5 16 6 7
$2UI0-256. .- 1 3 4 2 ) I (RO I S,
)3 T P 2 3 2 3 1

L PR PR 2 s 2 ) 3

1 2 ) 2 [ 2 3 1 2

1] | N P, ) I S 1 2 1

3 1 ) S S, 1 2 3

1 Including dependents’ allowances In 3 Stotes; in Nevada no focrease o mazimum annual benefits for

claimants receiving dependents’ allowances,

3 Intervals stated in actunl amounts utilized by the States.
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Table 7.—Minimum weekly benefits and gualifying wages therefor, and potential annual
benefits and duration of benefits for claimants whe meet minimum qualifying require-

ments, by State, June 30, 19451

. Minimum Qualifying wages for minlmom
?nfllﬁ.,‘l' weeks of | Potential benedts
State weekly E:tmims for gn.mfl]al
benefit alunenn-| benelts | pygp Base .
pleyment quarter | period Formula
Alabamsa., . oo as 4 10 $40. 00 $75.01 | $120.00 30X
Alnskat. .. b 8+ 42.00 31.25 125.00 25X
Arizonat_. 5 24 12.00 993.33 $70.00 114X
Arkansast. 3 4 412,00 16. 50 (6. 00 22X
Californiat-. 810 16 £160. 00 76.00 300.00 Flat
Coloradet__. 5 10 50.00 37. 60 150. 00 30K
Connecticut B-12 184 ¢70.00 60.00 240, 00 Flat
Delaware. ....._.-.- 7 1n 77.00 52.50 | €210.00 130X
District of Colambia t 158 1124 75.00 37.50 150. 00 10 25X
) 117 0 £ . & 7+ 37.80 37.50 150.00 WX
La T P O 4 114 64.00 48.00 | 10000 | 2540X
Hawsiit 5 u2 100, 00 37.50 150.00 30X
Idaho t. 5 7 35.00 78.00 140,00 28-52X
Illinols_...o__... 10 T124|  125.00 56, 225.00 Flat
Indlanaf 5 T124| 1262.00, 17500 250, 00 Flat
(1) 5 [ 30.00 22. 90.00 18X
Kansaat 5 6+ 34.00 §0.00 | 1100.00 i Flat
Kentuckyl. § 20 100. 00 0,00 200. 00 14 Flat
uisisnal.. 3 7 2.00 22 50 ). 00 WX
MBI . e e e e ciciaanma- LN 120 5100, 00 50. 00 200, 00 Flat
Marglandf_ ____.o.oeiceceaceoccoeeee 7 74+ 53.00 52.50 | 210,00 30X
Massachusetts*t Li] 174 84500 37. 60 150. 00 Flat
Michigant.___ . w154 157500 62.50 | 18 250,00 18 Flat
Minnesota.. 12 84. 00 80. 00 200. 00 Flnt
Mississippi} 14 42,00 22.50 00.00 WX
Missouri*t.. 1 4,00 500 1120.00 40X
Montanatf- - 116 80.00 37.60 150,00 | . 30X
Neobraskaf.- 1134+ 67,00 50.0 200. Flot
Navada.__ Ty 059.00 | 1943751 1817500 | 1 25-30X
Now Hampshire. . iiaaene- L1120 | #120,00 50.00 200, 00 Fla
Now Jersey. o ioieuimranmmccomcaaaaan g 10 90. 00 37. 50 150, 00 Flat
New Mexleot. .o eees b 10 50, 00 78,00 150.00 30X
New York o iiercrmeecaaens 1010 1L 24 260. 0 100. 00 300, 00 30K
Narth Cargl 4 i186 64. 32 50 130. 00 Flat
North Dakota [ w2 100. 00 35.00 140. 00 3.4
Ohio*t...- 6 118 490.00 40.00 | %0 160. 00 Flat
Qklahoma. . 8 64 40.00 30.00 120.00 20X
Oregon__..-- 1) L3 4 50,00 50.00 200.00 Flat
Pennsylvania_ 48 L3 ¥72.00 80.00 240.00 30X
Rhode Islandt-.__ 48.75 1547 §34.00 25.00 100.00 Flat
South Carolinat...ceees-ccceccceacnan 54 1114 §84.00 40.00 120, 00 30-40X
South Dakotd. .. ocoee o 6 10 60,00 GO, 00 125.40 Flat
Tennesseet . oo oo eaiameaaaes 5 u 14 80. 00 50. 00 125,00 25-30K
P eXAS. e cseacsmmmmam e m e g 3 18, 00 22. 60 90. 00 1 18X
Utah.... 2 5-7 23-104-( 115.00 37.50 150, 00 30X
Vermon 1L 2(} 120,00 50.00 180.00 30X
Virginlal. 4 6 24, 00 25,00 100. 00 25K
“Vstshlngr 10 12 120,00 75.00 3n0. Flat
West V 8 21 168. 00 75,00 300 Flat
Wiseonsln®. oo eirmeimaaaaa ug LS 42.00 @) 105, 14 1)
Wy OmInE oo 7 &+ 40.00 70,00 175.00

s3tate Iegistatutre atill in session. Wisconsin re-

cessed to Septembor.

+No change in 145,
$ No session 1n 1945,

t See text footnote 2 for dates when 1045 amend
ments are effective. .

1 Where high-quarter wages are not specified in the
law, baso-period waﬁ_‘es ore divided by the number of
quariers in which they must be carned. Formula
in terms of multiple of weekly benefit amount indi-
catod. See table 1for high-quarter [ormnia.

' Qualifying wages must have been earned in last
3 quarters of 8-querter base period.

{Duratfon Is 4 weelks for each quarter of the 4-
quarter base perlod in which the claimant's wages
aro equal to at least 14 his high-quarter wages.
Therefore, the potential anoual hepeflts, it all or
the largest part of the ?unli[ymg wage was earned in
1 duarter, are $12. If 14 high-quarier wages wera
carned in each other quarter, the total potential
beneftts would be ¥ of the qualifying amount of 322,

¥ Contains provision for reduction if solvency of
[und is imperiled.

o Jor elaimants with primary beneflt only, in-
erensed with depandents’ bonefts.

7 T{ the qualilying wages are concentrated largely
or wholly in the high quarter, the weelly henefit
may bhe higher than the minimum and the weeks of
benefita for claimant with minlnum _quetlfying
wages may ba reduced accordingly. In Illinois, nol
less than 10 weeks by statute,

13200 if 75 parcent of an indlvidual’s wages are In
seasonal industry, [. e., in Arst processing of agricul-
tural products; such Individuael’s benefits are not
payable daring perlod November through April.

% Woekly pencfits may be Incrensed $1 for cach
dependent of specified types up to 3.

19 25 times up to weekly beneflt of $10; above that
smount, Hat $250.

1 Potentiel duration of bepefits is uniform for all
eligible claimants.

1 Rounded to next Iower dollar.

1t Ingluding $150 in last 2 quarters of base period.

1 Wages totaling 3100 in 2 quacters or $200 in base

period,

18 Weekly benefit amount 18 average weekly wage
in high quarter if less then $10. With minimum
high-quarter wages necessary to qualifly, weekly
benefit amount would be $4.81. Minimum dara-
tion is 30 percent of base-period earnings but not less
than 12 weeks. Amendments effective Apr. 1, 19H5,
udd dependents’ benefits up to the average weekly
wage—henes would not affect the claimant ot the
minlmum.

1 Inctuding some wages in st least 2 quarters,

17 Mipnimum weekly benefit is 50 cents, but if less
than $3, total benefits aro paid at rate of $3 per week,
Qualifying esrnings are 40 times weckly beneflt
amount in 8-gqusarter base period, Ibcluding some
carnings in at least 3 quarters.

188175 if eomputed weekly beneflt {s less than $8.
26-30 times weekly benefit amount il computed
weekly beneflt amount is more than 38. Including
carnings of 5 times the weekly benofit in some quarter
other than tho high quarter.

¥ Converted from days of unemployment in New
York and 2-week periods in Texas.

# And employment in at least 20 weeks.

3 Provision effective July 1, 134, raises weskly
benefit amount 20 percent to next higher dollar
when cost-of-living index reaches 125; since tota]
annual bonefits are not increased, duration would
be correspondingly decreased..

¥ Minimum benpefit amount is §6, but bepefits

duration of benefits results in the wide
scattering shown in table 6, which
compares maximum annual benefits
and the maximum qualifying amounts
for such benefits. States with uni-
form duration for all eligible claim-
ants and a qualifying requirement in
terms of a multiple of the weekly
benefit amount concentrate at the left
of the table; States with annual-wage
formulas or the smaller fractions for
computing duration concentrate at
the right, regardless of the amounts
of annual benefits involved. Thus,
New York requires base-period earn-
ings of only %830 (with at least $471
in the high quarter) for maximum po-
tential benefits of $546, and North
Carolina requires annual earnings of
$2,080 for its maximum potential
benefits of $320.

Minzmaum Benefits

Minimum weekly benefits—Only 13
States changed their minimum weekly
beneflt amounts in the 1945 legislative
sessions. ‘Ten increased the minimum
by $1, $2, or $3 a week, and 2 decreased
by $1, as is shown in the list below,
Both of these latter States, however,
increased the potential annual bene-
fits of the claimant who qualifies for
the minimum. JIowa established a $5
minimum; previously there had been
no effective minimum, since claimants
with negligible high-quarter earnings
could qualify for benefits equal to 1/13
of those earnings.

Changes in mint-
mum weokly benaflt

amount
Stnte
5
1845 prior pro-
amend vision
ment

2
=
[=s
=
E
5
©
15

—

[§)]

South Dakota._.
Vrashingion. .
West Virginia
Wiseonsin. .o ooooo_.

@
E]
—
@
=
@
3]
~
-
CORERROBOSaE

(TR B L L f Y ) e K= 0 =]

! Fall-time weekly wage if Joss thao $5.
1 Poyable at the rate of $8 per week

As iIs shown in detail in table 7, the
51 States now have minimum rates
varying from %3 in Arkansas, Louisi-
ana, Mississippi, and Missouri, to

nte paid st rate of §8 per week. 14 weeks of employ-
ment with 1 employer are nocded to qualify, and
benefts ara In the ratio of 1 week for 2 weeks of em-
ployment. Average weekly wages of $7.51 to 39
quslity for the $6 benefli. ¥¥lsconsin has no goncept
of *“benefit year.”
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$10 in California, Illinois, New York,
Cregon, and Washington. Two
States pay benefits at higher rates
than their statutory minimums; thus
Missouri, which may compute bene-

. fits as low as 50 cents & week, pays
at the rate of $3, and Wisconsin's §6
and $7 benefits are pald at the rate
of $8. The largest number of States
(19) still have a minimum of $5, the
flgure suggested in the early draft
bills, Ten States have minimums
below $5, and 17 between $5 and $10.
The majority of covered workers, how-
ever, are in States with minimum
benefits of $7 or more; almost one-
third are In States with minimums of
$10 (table 8).

Minimum weeks of benefils.—
Eleven State laws in addition to the
14 with uniform duration now have
statutory minimum weeks of benefits
for any eligible claimant; In the fol-
lowing tabulation, except as otherwise
neted, the statutory minimum in these
11 States applies to claimants at all
benefit levels:

Stetutory minlmum
{weoks)

Siate

1945
amend-
ment

Prior pro-
vision

12 10
10
18 (‘g
g 15 (2
Ponnsylvania_ ] 7
Virginia__.__ ] 8
Washington_ .. _______.__.__.._ 112 ®

1 No changa.

1 No statutory minimum; durstlon was quotieat
of ennual beneflts nod weekly bonoflt,

# Applies only to minimum beneflt class.

418 weeks' uniform duration,

In Ohio the minimum of 18 weeks ap-
plies to workers at any beneflt Ievel
who have only 20 weeks of employ-
ment in the base year.

In the other 26 States the minimum
duration of benefits is derived from
the arithmetic of the benefit formula,
A certain fraction of minimum quali-
fying wages equals minimum potential
beneflts; dividing the latter by an in-
dividual's benefit amount gives the
weeks of duration. Intable 7, the fig-
ure given for minimum weeks of bene-
fits is the number of weeks available
for the claimant with minimum an-
nual henefits and minimum weekly
henefits, Yn 10 States with a high-
guarter formula, the actual minimum
weeks of benefits may be less than that

indicated {n the table, for clalmants
with minimum qualifying wages who
have a weekly beneflt amount above
the minimum, because of the concen-
tration of their wages in the high
quarter.

Minimum annual benefits—Among
the minimum provisions, none is more
significant in determining the ade-

quacy of the unemployment compen--

sation program than the amount of
benefits which a claimant who barely
qualifies for benefits may draw in a
benefit year. In New York such a
claimant who remains unemployed
and ecligible may draw a total of
$260—more than the maximum in 10
States (table 1),

Twenty-one? States increased the
potential annual benefits for the
claimant with minimum qualifying
wages by increasing the minimums for
the weekly benefit amount (4 States)
or duration (11 States) or both (6
States).
in & change to uniform 20-week du-
ration for all eligible claimants; in
New Hampshire, New ¥York, North Da-
kota, Utah, Vermont, and West Vir-
ginia, it involves an increase in uni-
form duration. In Illinois, Minne-
sota, New Jersey, Oregon, Pennsyl-
vania, and Washington the statutory
minimum duration was increased. In
Connecticut, Iowa, and New Jersey,
the increase in minimum duration re-
sulted, in part, from a liberalization
of the fraction of base-period wages
available as benefits.

In 10 States® the liberalization of
minimum annual benefits was accom-
panied by an increase of base-period
qualifying wages—an increase of
about $100 in Connecticut, Pennsyl-
vania, and Washington. In some
States the bottom classes in the bene-~
fit schedules were eliminated.
Whether such action would bar from
benefits workers who are genuinely at-
tached to the covered labor force
would depend on the adjustment of
the minimum benefit and the mini-
mum qualifying amount to wage levels
in a State.

Maximum potential benefits for
claimants with minimum qualifying
wages vary from New York’s $260 to

s Alabamy, Connecticut, Delaware, I1li-
nois, Iowa, Maine, Minnesota, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, New York, North Caro-
lina, North Daketa, Oregon, Pennsylvania;
South Dakota, Texas, Utah, Vermont,
Washington, Weat Virginia, Wisconsin.

t Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, Iowa,
Malne, New York, Pennsylvania, Washing-
ton, West Virginia, Wisconsin,

In Maine the increase comes’

Table 8.—Minimum tweekly benefit and
Jpotential annual benefits for clatmants
who meet minimum qualifying require-
ments; Number of States with specified
amonnt of benehits and percentage distri-
bution of covered workers in these States
in 1944, by mintmum tweekly benefit and
Potential annual benefits, June 30, 1945

Per- | Cumulative
cent- | percontoges
gge
Num- | 55
Amount of benelts § ber of t:{{?;:' S.Eggl‘ 55531-
Siates
ofcov-| pro- | pro-
ered | vision | vision
work-| or ar
ers less | more
Minimum wookly
beneft:
Total 51 100.0 Jooaes e
.......... 4 4.8 4.8 | 100.0
4.000r4.81..__ 6 126| 17.3 05. 2
........... 19| 22,0 38.3 82.7
6.00 or 6.76____ 7 7.0 | 48.9 60,7
......... 4 3.6 ) &63.1
8,00 or .00 61 18.6| 6wl 40.5
00 oo b | 30.9 | 100.0 30,9
Potential annual
benefits:
Total . ooeae. - 51| 100.0 |aceeeca]omaaaen
8 9.4 9.4 100.0
12 138 232 00.6
11 11.4! 34.6 70.8
8] 20,6} bb6.1 85. 4
1] 13.0¢ 68.1 44,9
5] 10,1 782 319
160.00-260.00_. ___.. 3| 21.8 1] 100.0 21.8

negligible amounts of less than $20 in
4 States with low minimum weekly
benefit amounts and low qualifying
wages. Although 18 States may bring
workers into the system for annual
benefits of less than $50, 77 percent
of covered workers are in the 33 States
with potential annual benefits of $50
or more for the claimant with mini-
mum qualifylng wages, and 32 per-
cent are in 8 States with such poten-
tinl benefits of more than $100
({abic 8).

Benefits for Partial Unemployment

Pennsylvania added benefiis for
partial unemployment, effective Jan-
uary 1946, and 7 States simplified or
liberalized their provisions. Now only
Montana makes no payments for
weeks of partial unemployment; in
that State a worker may have up to
$5 of odd-job earnings in a week and
still be considered totally unemployed.

The Pennsylvania law follows a
common pattern. An individual is

‘partially unemployed in a week of less

than full-time work if he earns less
than his weekly benefit rate, His
benefit for such a week is his weekly
benefit amount minus the remunera-
tion paid or payable for the week in
excess of 33, rounded to the next
higher multiple of $1.

West Virginia abandoned the com-
plicated formula described in the Jan-
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uary 1945 BuLLETIN.” Iis new formula
is substantially like that of Pennsyl-
vania, The provision that partial
benefits may be suspended when the
fund balance falls below $5 million
is continued. North .Carolina elimi-
nated the complicated deflnition of
partial unemployment in terms of
earnings of 6/6 of the weekly benefit.
It now defines partial unemployment
as a week of less than 60 percent of
the customary scheduled full-time
hours of the industry, plant, or occu-
pation in which an individual is em-
ployed and in which he earns less
than his weekly ‘benefit amount plus
$2. - His partial benefit is his weekly
benefit less wages in excess of $2,
rounded to the nearest 50 cents.
Maine revised 1ts schedule of allow-
ances for a week of benefits for par-
tial unemployment in $1 instead of
50-cent intervals. The earnings dis-

regarded are changed from $2.99 to -

$3.00, and the benefits of any claim-
ants whose earnings are in the lower
half of any dollar interval will be
50 cents higher than formerly. Wash-
ington increased its partial-earnings
allowance from $3 to $5 and changed
rounding from the next higher 50
cents to the next higher dollar. The
changes. in Texas and Wyoming were
solely in the provisions for rounding;
Texas changed from the nearest 50
cents to the next higher dollar; Wy-
oming from the nearest dollar to the
next higher dollar.

Iowa changed its- definition of par-
tial unemployment to a week of less
than the regular full-time work and
less than the regular full-time wage
for an individual employed at his
regular job or, for an individual sepa-
rated from his regular job, a week in
which he earns less than his weekly
full-time wage on his regular job.
The benefit for a week of partial un-
employment is the weekly benefit
amount less the total amount earned
in the week reduced by $3. It would
seem that many individuals would be
partially unemploved by deflnition
when they would not be eligible for
any benefits, because the partial-earn-
ings limit for most workers would
exceed the weekly benefit amount by
more than $3.

Dependents’ Allowances

Three States added dependents’ al-
lowances in 1945; previously only the
District of Columbia included such al-

TP. 29.

Table 9.—Postential annual benefits for claimants who meet minimum qualifying require-
ments: Number of States with specified qualifying amounts by potential annual bene-

fits, June 30, 1943

Mirimum quallfying amount 1
Potential annual
benefits ¢
Total 520 $30-00 | $100-140 | $150-180 | $200-240 F250 3300
14 13 11 ? 4

| Intervals stated Lo actual amoeunts utllized by the States.

lowances in its benefit formula. The
4 laws differ markedly in the defini-
tion of dependent and in the amount
of the dependents' benefits.

In Michigan, allowances are made
only for a claimant’s dependent chil-
dren. Any child under 18, or a child
under 21 who is unable to work and
is supported by the claimant, or a child
whom he has been ordered to support
is deemed dependent. In the other
3 States, also, children are included as
dependents, with various definitions
in terms of age, support, school at-
tendance, gainful employment, physi-
cal ability to work, and marital status.

In the District of Columbis, either
husband or wife or both may draw
dependents’ allowances for a child.
In Michigan only the husband, and
in Connecticut only one of the two
spouses, is entitled to an allowance
on behalf of a child for any week
when both husband and wife are re-
ceiving benefits. In Nevada no child’s
allowance is payable to a husband or
wife living in the same houschold
when both are receiving benefits.

Connecticut includes as dependents
a wife living in the same household,
or wholly or mainly supported by a
claimant, if she receives no remuner-
ation in excess of $1¢ in the claim
week, and a physically or mentally
incapacitated husband wholly or
mainly supported by his wife. The
District includes a spouse, mother,
father, stepmother, stepfather,
brother, or sister, who, because of age
or disability, is unable to work and is
wholly or malinly supported by the
claimant. In Nevada a wife who {s not
gainfully employved, or a husband,
mother, father, stepmother, step-
fa.ther', brother, or sister, who, because
of age or disability, is unable to work
and is wholly or mainly supported by
the claimant, may be a dependent.

All these laws provide flat allow-

ances for dependents rather than
fractions of the claimant’s weekly
benefit amounts, as follows:

Maxi-

All I frtriny

OWROCE Der r

State dependent ber of
depend-

ents
Connecticut_.._....._. 3
Distriet of Columbia. - 3
Michigan__________._. $ LE ]
Nevoda_ oo 3

the third,

1 Byt maximum weekly amount is $20 with or
without dependents.

14 dopendents is the maximum for claimants with
& weekly benefit of 320 because of the over-all limit of
$28; some claimants may draw {ractional beneflts for
a fifth dependent. Bee text.

In 2 States, however, other limitations
on the weekly allowance may destroy
the simplicity of even-dollar allow-
ances. In Michigan the basic benefit
plus the dependents’ allowances may
not exceed the average weekly wage in
the high quarter (figured as 1/13 of
that quarter’s earnings without round-
ing) or $28. Since the claimant with
high-quarter earnings of less than
$130 has a weekly beneflt equnl to his
average weekly wage, no dependents’
allowance is payable. If a claimant
has a weekly benefit amount of $10
based on high-quarter earnings of
$200, his maximum dependents’ allow-
ance for 3 or more dependents would
be $5.38, the difference between his
average weekly wage and his weekly
benefit amount. If, however, he hasa
weekly beneflt amount of $18 (based
on high-quarter wages of '$380) and
an average high-quarter weekly wage
of $27.69, his maximum dependents’
allowance for 5 or more dependents
would be $9.69 rather than the %8
which applies to a man with the max-
imum benefit of $20. In Connecticut
the total allowance for dependents
may not exceed 50 percent of the basic
benefit payable for the week. Thus,
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if a claimant has 3 dependents and a
weekly benefit amount of $9.50, the
allowance for the third dependent is
75 cents rather than $2.

In benefits for partial unemploy-
ment, even greater differences result
from the 4 ‘diﬁerent formulas. In
Michigan a claimant is partially un-
employed when he earns less than his
augmented beneflt amount; in the 3
other States, when he earns less than
the basic amount, In the District of
Columbis. and in Nevada the full de-
pendents' allowances for the proper
number of dependents are added to the
partial benefit. In Connecticut and
Michigan the limitations described
above may result in payment of frac-
tiona! amounts of dependents’ beng-
fits.

In Nevada any claimant has the
same maximum potential annual hen-
efits with or without dependents’ al-
lowances. Thus, dependents' allow-
ances reduce the available weeks of
benefits for any claimant. Payments
for weeks of partial benefits may In-
crease the total amount paid for de-
pendents but not the total amount
payable in a benefit year. In the Dis-
trict the annual benefits of all claim-
ants except those eligible for the max-
imum weekly benefit may be increased
by the amount of dependents’ bene-
fits. In Michigan the effect of de-
pendents’ allowances on duration of
benefits depends on the amount of
. base-period earnings. Like other
States with variable duration, Michi-
gan has a double limitation on maxi-
mum benefits; the lesser of a mul-
tinle (20) of the weekly benefit
amount or a fraction (25-30 percent)
of base-period wages. Since the
weekly benefit amount in Michigan
includes any allowance payable for
dependents, maximum annual bene-
fits are increased as a result of de-
pendents” allowances if the specified
fraction of base-period wages exceeds
20 times the primary benefit. Pay-
ment of partial benefits for more than
20 weeks cannot Increase the maxi-
mum amount payable in a benefit year
since the total annual beneflts cannot
exceed 20 times the augmented bene-
fit amount. In Connecticut a claim-
ant with dependentfs will have greater
maximum potential benefits than a
comparabkle claimant without depend-
ents, and a claimant with weeks of
partial beneflts may have greater an-
nual benefits than a comparable
claimant all of whose unemployment
is total. How the 4 formulas operate

for 5 hypothetical claimants is illus-
trated in table 10.

Miscellancons Changes in Benefits

Reciprocal arrangements.—Maine,
Montana, and Nevada amended their
reciprocal coverage provisions to per-
mit wage-combining. This brings to
49° the States which can enter into
reciprocal arrangements with the ap-
propriate agencies of other States or
the Federal Government, whereby
wages or services performed under gny
State or Federal law may be combined
for purposes of determining benefit
rights under the laws of 1 State and
reimbursements made to the fund of
the State making the payment.

Freezing provisions—The enact-
ment of the Servicemen’s Readjust-
ment Act of 1044 and the expiration
in 1945 in 14 States of the period for
which the provisions freezing the
benefit rights of servicemen were to
run directed attention to these pro-
visions, which had been inecorporated
in all State laws except those of
Alaska and New Mexico. In 6 States®
the provisions which would have pro-
vided postwar benefits to ex-service-
men on the basis of prewar wage
credits automatically became in-
operative with the provision of Fed-
eral allowances for unemployed serv-
icemen. Four States™ deleted the
freezing provisions and in 4 others™
they expired in 1945, The other 10
States with 1945 expiration dates™
extended their present provisions until
1947 or later.

At present, veterans have rights
under 35 State laws. In 33 States
these rights are based on prewar
benefit credits; in Utah, on allowances
of special credits equal to those of an
individual’s high quarter (within 8
quarters after January 1939 and be-
fore his induction) for each quarter
of active service after January 1,
1940, Pennsylvania amended its pro-
vision entitled “status preserved dur-
ing and after military and naval serv-
ice” by substituting an automatic al-
lowance, to individuals engaged in
covered employment in the year pre-
ceding military service, of wage cred-
its equal to the high-quarter and base-

2 All Btates except Kentucky and Ore-
gon.

* Arizona, Loulslana, New York, Texas,
Virginla, Washington,

¥ Delaware, Illinots, Oklahome, Wiscon-
Eln.
“Towa, Eansas, Minnesota, Nebraska.

1 Callfornla, Hawail, Indlana, Mary-
land, Michigan, North Dekota, Ohlo, Ver-
mont, West Virginia, Wyoming,

perlod wages necessary to qualify for
meximum benefits under the 1945
beneflt schedule.

Ex-servicemen cannot draw veter-
an's readjustment allowances and
State benefits at the same time, how-
ever, because of a provision (section
1600) in the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act on “adjustment of duplicate
benefits” and of similar.provisions or
specific provisions in the State laws
that the veterans must exhaust their
Pederal benefits first. Mississippi spe-
cifically provides that its disqualifica-
tion for & week in which a claimant
is receiving beneflts under an unem-
ployment compensation law of the
United States shall not be “construed
to include . . . any law of the United
States, providing unemployment com-
pensation or allowances for honorably
discharged members of the armed
forces.” At the other extreme is
Idaho, which provides that any
moneys paid an ex-serviceman by the
Pederal Government, as compensation
for unemployment subsequent to his
honorable discharge shall be deducted
from the unpaid balance of his rights
under the Idaho law which are “held
in status quo” during his military
service, In Kansas, Minnesota, Okla-
homa, and Oregon, the 1945 amend-
ments added benefits under the Serv-
icemen’s Readjustment Act as dis-
qualifying income for regular or
frozen benefits,

The 1945 amendments make various
changes also, in various States, in the
period within which claims must be
filed, the conditions of termination of
service, the definitions of base period,
and so on. None of these will affect
many claimants so long as eX-serv-
icemen have rights to their Federal
readjustment allowances,

Seasonal provisions.—Only 4 States
enacted any amendments concerning
seasonal provislons.® These enact-
ments were of various sorts. Indiana
repealed its provision for a study of
the subject of seasonal employment.
West Virginia retained its 1936 study
provision but inserted in the eligibil-
ity provisions a requirement that ‘“an
individual working less than 100 days
during his base period in an industry
recognized as seasonal, such as food
processing and canning, shall not be
eligible for beneflts unless he has

¥ See Linnenberg, Marlanne Sakmeann,
“Beasonal Employers and Seasonal Work-
ers Under State Unemployment Compen-
satlon Laws,” Soclal Security Bulletin,
Vol. 7, No, 11 (November 1944), pp. 13-28.
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earned wages during his base period
in other covered employment egual
to not less than $100.”

California added to the availability
requirements for seasonal workers a

provision that, when an individual has

been paid more than half his total
base-period wages in a single calendar
quarter, “the Commission shall con-
gider as tests’of his current availabil-
ity such factors, among others, as: (1)
pattern of prior employment, (2)
continuity of registration of work, (3)
refusal or evasion without good cause
of work opportunities since the begin-
ning of his base period.”

Hawail changed its deflnition of
“seasonal pursuit.,” Before the
amendment an industry could be de-
termined seasonal if in its period of
low employment the number of man-
hours worked was 30 percent or less
of the number of hours worked during
the peak period, Because of the
shortage of labor, the pineapple In-
dustry has had to employ fewer peo-
.ple over a longer period of time, with
the result that the contrast between
the period of peak employment and
low employment is less marked. The
new amendment permits the industry
to retain its seasonal status even
though employment in the off season
does not drop below 50 percent of
the peak employment. A seasonal
worker, whose benefit rights are 1im-
ited, continues to be deflned as an
individual who earns 25 percent or
more of his base-period wages from
seasonal employers.

Disparities in Benefits for Same
Wage Crediss

Tahles 1 and 7 illustrate the differ-
ences from State to State in minimum
and maximum amounts and the quali-
fying wages therefor. Table 10 illus-
trates the different benefits allowed
from State to State for the same
amounts of base-period and high-
quarter wages in terms of 5 hypothet-
ical claimants.™ :

A Is a marginal claimant with only
$200 base-period wages, and $100 in
his high quarter. In 11 States he
would not be eligible for any benefits.
In 33 States he would be eligible for
the minimum weekly benefits of $4—
10; in 7 States with minimums of $3,

uFor an earller statement of simlilar
differences in State laws as of June 1943,
see¢ Reticker, Ruth, "Varlations in Bene-
fit Rights Under BState Unemployment
Compensation Laws,” Social Security Bul-
letin, Vol, 5, No. @ (June 1842), pp. 4-1.

$#4, or $6.75 he would be eligible for
$4, $5, or $7.25. His most usual weekly
benefit would be $5 (19 States). In
14 States he would receive more than
$5—in Oregon, $10. His meaximum
annual benefits would vary from $34
in Arizona to $100 or more in 8
States—$120 in New Hampshire and
Vermont. The most usual annual
benefit would be $64-67 (in 11 States)
because of the prevalence of ¥ as a
limiting fraction of base-period earn-
ings. His weeks of benefits for total
unemployment would vary from 5 in
Oregon to 20 in 6 States with uniform
duration. He would be ineligible in
2 States with longer uniform duration.
In States with variable duration he
would have the statutory minimum in
Oregon (5 weeks) and New Jersey (10
weeks) and the maxXimum (16 weeks)
in Arkansas. If he had 3 dependents,
of specified types, his weekly benefit
would be increased to $9 in the District
of Columbia and $14 in Nevada, with
& decrease in weeks of benefits in the
latter State. .

B has $250 in high-quarter wages
and $600 base-period wages. He is
eligible in all States for weekly
amounts above the minimum, vary-

‘ing from $8 in Kentucky to-$16 in

Utah with its present adjustment of
benefits to the cost of living. In 22
States he would recelve $10 a week,
in 25 States, more than $10, and in
4 States, with an annual-wage for-

mula, Iess than $10. His annual bene--

fits would vary from 10 weeks and $100
in Arizona to 28 weeks and $286 in
New York. In Rhode Island he would
not have 10 full weeks of benefits. In
10 States with variable duration, he
would be eligible for the maximum
of 15-22 weeks. In 4 States he would
have $124 or less; in 16 States, $200
or more, If he had the maximum
number of dependents compensable
under.4 State laws, his weekly bene-
fit would be $14.00-19.23, his annual
benefits $180-280.

C, with high-quarter wages of $400
and base-period wages of $1,000, would
qualify for the maximum weekly
benefit ($15-25) in 22 States and for
$12-19 in the others. His weekly
benefit would be $15 in 16 States and
$16 in 12 States. In 6 States with an-
nual-wage formulas it would be $12-
14, and in 7 States, $20 or more, C's
meximum annual benefits are the
State’s maximum in 11 States—from
$210 in Mississippl to $460 in Ufah—
and in the Staftes where he does not
qualify for the maximum his bene-

fits vary from $167 (Arizona) to $442
(New York), Only in Arizona would
he receive less than $200; only in Utah
and New York, more than $400. In
26 States the amount is between $240
and $266. In the 4 States with de-
pendents' allowances, weekly benefits
for C, with the maximum number of
dependents, would be $20-28, his an-
nual benefits, $250-400,

D, with high-quarter wages of
$500 and base-period wages of $1,500,
qualifies for the maximum weekly
benefit in 39 States and for the maxi-
mum annusal benefits in 28 States, His
weekly benefit varies from $15 in 12
States to $25 in Utah. It is $20 in 12
States and above $20 in 5 States. His
maximurm annual beneflls range from
$210in Arizona and Mississippi to $500
in Illin¢is and New Jersey and $548
in New York. They are less than $300
in 14 States and $400 or more in 13
States. With the maximum number
of compensable dependents, claimant
D’s benefit rate is raised to $20-28, his
maximum annual benefits, to $360-
500,

B, with high-quarter wages of $600
and base-period wages of $2,100, is
eligible for maximum weeks of bene-
fits in all States except Wisconsin and
for maximum weekly and annual bene-
fits in all States except Hawali, Wash-
ington, and Wisconsin. His weekly
benefits in these States are $24, $24,
and $20 and his annual benefits, $480,
$624, and $450. Thus, this section of
the table is almost a duplicate of table
1, and the generalizations mede con-
cerning that table would apply to
claimant E. With the maximum num-
her of dependents, E's weekly benefit
is $20-28 in 4 States; and his maximum
annual benefits are $360--580.

The maximum limitations on an-
nueal benefits are such that 11 States
will pay claimants C, D, and E identical
beneflts, and 17 other States will pay
the same to D and E, In Maryland
and Washington, however, E's annual
benefits would he more than twice
C’s; in 13 other States they would he
more than 50 percent greater. For
each of the claimants A to E the an-
nual henefits under the most Uberal
State law are more than twice the
amount available in the State paying
the lowest maximum potential bene-
fits for his base-period wages; for B
and E, almost 3 times; for A, 3%
times.

After this war period, during which
workers have crossed and recrossed
State lines, many workers will draw
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‘Table 10.—Weekly benefit amount for total unemployment and maximum potential benefits in a benefit year for five bypothetical claim-
ants with specified bigh-quarter and base-period wages, by State, June 30, 19451

Claimant A: High-qonar- | Clalmant B: High-quar- | Claimant C: High-quar- | Claimant D: High-quar- | Claimant BE: Wigh-guar-
ter wnges of $100 and ter wages of 3250 and jer wages of $8400 and ter wages of $500 and ter wages of $600 and.
base-period wages of hase-period wages of base-period wages of base-period wages of base-peziod wages of

. 5200 . $600 $1, 000 §1, 500 2, 1

Etato Maximum po- Maximaom po- Maximum po- Maximom po- Maximum po-

- tential benefits tential benefits tentiol beneflts tential benefits tentint benefits

Woeekly| Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly

benefit benefit benefii beneflt beneht

amount| Dura- |amount Dura- |amount| Dura- |amount Dura- (hmount Dura-

Amount| tlon |- Amount| tlon Amount| tion Amount{ tlon Amount| tion
{wecks) (weeks) (weeks) (weeks) (weeks)
Basie benefid
Albama. ol *$4.00 | 847.00 164| $10.00 8200 | **20 | $15.00 $300 | **20 19, 00 $3A0 | **20 wegon | a0 | **ap
Alaskat. ... *5.00 67.00 134 13.00 00 154-|**16. 10 =256 | **16 [**15.00 *eA56 | **I6 5 **53 | **18
Arizons f__...... *5.00 234.00 2 64| 10.00 2100 10 |**15:00 z 167 2 114+|**15, 00 *+210 **14 =y =310 *ryg
Arkansastd_ _______ 4,00 64,00 [ **18 10.00 160 [ **16 [**15.40 240 | 16 [*t15.00 =240 | **1& s AT IR
California t. Tnel, Inel. Tnel. 13.00 208 16 1**20. 00 324 1A4[*220,00 414 20 **20 **463 -2
Colorado f.._ *5.00 60, 67 134+ 10.00 160 ™16 (**15.00 “*240 [, **16 [**15.00 **240 18 15 [ **240 1A
Connectiout + Inel. Inel. | Inel. | 10,00 160 16 5. 00 280 174+ 19,00 330 | **20 2 =*44p | **20
Delaware ... ._..- Inel Inel. Inel, | 10.00 150 15 16,00 250 15-|*"18. 00 325 2l **18 3G | **22
District of Columbis f *8.00 100. 00 164 11.00 220 ) 18.00 . 300 =30 1**20.00 **400 =20 oo 400 L)
Florida foooocmmamaiimeee *5.00 50. 00 10 11. 00 160 13+i**15.00 240 | **16  [**15.00 40 | **1g wegx |0 waq0 | *r1p
Goeorgia tooe oo 500 80. U 14 10,00 160 | U 16 15. 0§} 240 | U 16 [**18.00 238 | U 15 =18 **28R | U 18
Hawail *5.00 | *100.00 | U 20 10. 00 200 U20 17.00 340 | U 20 21,00 420 | U 20 24 480 | U 20
Idaho $. *4, 00 50,00 10 11.00 150 134 15.00 250 164| 16.00 272 .17 g 4306 | =17
Tilinvis. .. inel, { Inel. | Inel | 12.50 230 18+4{**20.00 350 174-[**20, 00 500 25 wog | trsap [ veas
Indlana 5. Inel, Inel Inel. | 19,00 150 15 16.00 250 16+[**20.00 75 184 **2p 400 [ ™20
Jowa_.___ *5.00 66. 87 134 10.87 196 18 17.39 313 418 [**18.00 g2 **18 18 424 18
Kansas *5. 00 67.00 134] 10.00 200 **20 (**16.00 **320 | 20 (**16.00 320 | ) ** 16 *+320 | *vnp
Kentuckyt ¢ *5.00 § *100.00 { U 29 8. 00 160 | U20 12,00 240 | U20 15,00 300 | U20 **1g ss300 | U220
Louisiana ... N 4.00 50. B0 124| 10.00 150 15 16.00 250 1541 1R.00 **360 .20 **i8 **360 420
Maine® ____ el *5,00 100,00 | U20 9.00 180 | U20 13.00 260 [ O20 17. 00 340 | U20 ¥ **400 | U 20
Maryland ____ Inel, Incl, Inel, | 13.00 150 11-4-[**20.00 250 124**20. 00 375 184 **2p ve50n | *eag
Massachusetts “6.00 [ 60.00 10 | 13.00 180 134[**21, 00 300 4|21, 00 450 214 vvm | emamz | o3
Michigan ... Inel. Inel Inel. [ 12.50 180 14--(**20, 00 250 12-F-1**20. 00 375 184 **20] *ta00 | 2
Minnesote 3. .. .. *7.00 *84. 00 *12 11.00 188 18 14,00 266 19 19,00 A80 § **20 20 3400 20
Mississippi oo 4. 00 56.00 | U4 .00 140 | U 14 |**1500 210 { U4 |**15.00 o210 U 14 5 =20 [ U
Missour] t-.oovuunan 4.00 40,00 10 10,003 120 12 16. 00 200 12-4-1**18. 00 4R | *vg LT wanug | *wpg
Montana t. X X U 16 10. N0 160 | U186 [**15.00 240 | U116 [*15.00 4240 | U 16 **15 =210 | U 16
Nebraska . . 134 10.00 180 **1§ 16. (0 238 **18 |**18.00 321 **1R 18 304 =g
Nevada ¢ ._._.____.... 84| 13.00 200 154([**18.00 334 184-(*~18. 00 =360 | *~20 LI} TR ]
New Hampshire ! vw 0.00 180 20 13. 00 260 20 17.00 40, U2 20 =400 U 20
New Jersey *io 12.00 200 164 19.00 a4 174(**22. 00 500 224 hor'24 4572 26
New Mexico t__ 134+| 10.00 160 [ **16 [**15.00 =40 | 16 [*r15.00 24D | **16 LT oip [ i
New York_ . ... Inel, | 11.00 288 { U 26 17.00 442 | U268 [**21.00 **546 | U 26 L] 546 | U 26
North Carolina 6. . . U118 9. 50 152 | U168 12. 50 0| Uis 15, ¢ 240 | U116 **20 3201 Uls
North Dakota.. *5.00 1 100.00 | 20 1100 20 | U 20 13.00 360 5 U 20 |*20.00 400 P U 20 20 **400 | U 20
Ohlo7 _.____ *5.00 00.00 18 11,00 220 | **22 16,00 352 | w22 19, 00 418 | **22 *e0) 54 oo
Oklahomn. . *G, 00 67.00 114 13.00 200 15-4-1**18. 00 334 18+|**18. 00 **360 | *v20 gt} *e360 | **20
Oregond . ______.___ *10.00 *50. 00 *5 12. 00 150 124 15.00 250 16+|**18, 00 “*+360 **20 **18 **360 L 1]
Pennsylvania. .., Inel. Ioel. [ Inel, | 10,00 170 17 16,00 288 18 |**20 00 *H00 ) 20 20 =*40p | 20
Rhode Island t.__ ... __. 7.25 48.75 a4+ 13.00 124 9-+[*"18. 00 205 114+**18, 00 308 184 **18 4365 S0
South Caroling .. . _.__._.... *4$.00 | *64.00| G1G 10,00 160 U4 18.00 256 | U 16 |**20.00 320 UG oD 300 [ U 16
South Dakota_._. 2 _ *6.00 | B80.00 [ 13+ 12.00 160 | 13+{**15.00 240 | 16 [**15.00 [ **300 | **20 | *15 | **300 | **2o
Tennessee t........ *5.00 | *80.00 [ U 16 10. 00 160 | UI6 |**15.00 =0 | U 16 **15.00 **240 | U 18 **15 **240 | U186
Texasd._____. *5.00 40.00 8 10. 00 120 12 15. 50 200 12-+(*=18, 00 *+324 | **I8 **1g **304 | =*18
Utsh v, *7.00 | 115.00 16| 16,00 299 } **18-(**25 00 160 | **1BH|**25.00 | St460 | **184| **25 **360 | **1A+
Vormont_ *8.00 120,00 { U20 11.00 20 U20 16. 00 20 ) U200 |**20.00 **4001 U 20 20 o0 | U 20
Yirginia 3., .. *4 00 43.00 12 10,00 150 15 [**15.00 240 | **16 [**15.00 240 [ **1G **15 ™240 | **18
Washington ¢.__ Inel. Inel, | Inel. | 10.00 150 15 13.00 M7 19 18.00 432 i 24 624 | **26
West Virrinla 4. Inel. Inel, Inel. 11.00 2| U2 15,00 35| U2 18, 50 388 | Uz21 30 *4ap | U 21
Wisconsin 10.___ *3.00 | 78.400 9+ 1L00 170 15+ 18.00 2506 16 [**20.00 300 104 **20 450 22+
Wyoming. ... *7.00 60,00 84 13.00 160 12-4**20.00 260 13 [**20.00 380 19 **20 7400 7 **20
Basic benefit plus mazimum
allowaences for dependents
Connecticut. ... .. ... Inel. Inel. | Imel. | 1500 240 16 21.00 364 17+ 25 500 F **20 o] ] =)
Trstrict of Columbia. 9. 00 150.00 16-4| 14.00 280 20 [**20.00 **+400 420 [**20.00 Q0 | **20 *420 **400 20
Michigan_._._..__.. Inel. Inel. | Imel, | 19.23 180 g+[**28. 00 250 $41*728. 00 375 134  **28 525 184
Nevadn. ... __...._.... 14.0Q a7. 00 4+ 19.50 200 10-4-[**24. 00 334 13-+**24. 00 *+360 15 Lab"s =360 15
t No changeo In 1045, + Bee Delow for benefit with meximum compensable deperdents under State
§ No legislative session in 1045. law

* Indicates minlmuin week

1

benefit smount, minimuam potential eopual

benefits, or minimum weeks of benefits for total unemployment.

** Indicates maximum weekly benefit amount, maximum
benefits, or maximym weeks of henefity, other than uniform
U indicates nniform duration for all eligible claimants.

otentinl annual
uration.

“Inel.” indieates ineligible on basis of quslifying woges.

L See text footnote 2 for dates when 1945 amendments are effective.  Ses tables
T'and 7 for a statement of the hepefit formula in each State, and for States in which
benefits here stated may be reduced if solvency of the fund is threatened.

If In preceding 4 quarters unchanged wage credits
were equal to wages assumed for 4 quarters, maximum poiential benefits in &
beneflt yoar would be doubled, to maximum specified in Btato law,

3 Assumes most favorable distribution of base-period wages in all 4 quarters§
concentration {n 2 quarters would limit benefits to 8 weeks,

1 Basp period of 8 quarters.

ant would be ineligible.

3 Assumin $150 wage credits in lnst 2 quarters of base period; otherwise, clalm-

9 Annual-wage formula; high-quarter wages mot used in computing weckly

benefit amount.

T Assuming that A bhas the minimum employment of 20 weeks and B to B,

25 woeks.

If A had 25 weeks he would be eligible for 22 weeks of benefits or $110,

3 Actual beneflts are paid for 2-week periods at twice the amounts specifled,
? Beneflts are figured with present cost-of-livin,

scale of $5-20, 5i

nee weeks of duration are reduced be%o

ad|ustment above normal
w the normal of 23 uniform.

10 Beneflts are figured on further assumption that the high quarter represents
13 weeks of employment and all base-period employment was with 1 employer
and ot the same average wage. Claimant A actually has s minimum of 36 for
13 weeks, but law provides for payment at the rate of 38 with reduced woeks of

duration.
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benefits through the interstate bene-
fit payment procedures. Others will
have their multistate wages combined
for benefits. Workers wiil thus be-
come more conscious of the differences
in potential benefits for the same wage
credits in different States (chart .
As can be seen from the different
Btates mentioned as examples in this
sectlon, some State laws are liberal
or illiberal at all wage levels; others
are below average il weekly benefits at
the lower wage levels but above aver-
age in weekly and annual beneflts at
the higher wage levels, BStill others
have liberal formulas which give high
benefits at the lower wage levels, but
jow maximum amounts keep down
beneflts for those earning higher
wages. Thus, the interstate differ-
ences in benefit rights will affect
different claimants in diverse ways.

Eligibility Requirements
Wage Qualification for Benefits

The 1945 legislatures made compar-
atively few changes in the formulas
for employment or wage gualification
for benefits or in the hase periods
utilized as eligibility periods (see p.
10). Wisconsin contlhued to require
14 weeks of employment as a test of
attachment to the labor force; Ohio
continued its requirement of 20 weeks
of employment and base-period earn-
ings of $160; all the other States
measure attachment to the covered
labor force in terms of wages in a
specified past period (table 7).

Twenty-one States with a high-
quarter formula—9* with .uniform
duration and 12 * with variable dura-
tlon—continued to use, as qualifying
wages, & multiple of the weekly bene-
fit larger than the fraction of high-
quarter wages used to compute weekly
beneflt amount. Thus, for all workers
except those receiving more than the
maximum specified high - quarter
earnings, these States would require
earnings in more than 1 quarter of
the base period.

Some interesting changes were
made in the arithmetic of qualifying-
wage requirements
chanees in minimum and maXimum
benefit amounts which automatically
increase the minimum and maximum
qualifying amounts under these for-

» Georgla, Hawail, Mississlppi, Montana,
New York, North Dakota, South Caroline,
Tennessee, Vermont,

19 pAlghama, Alasks, Colorado, Florida,
Idaho, Louislans, Maryland, Missourl,
Nevads, New Mexico, Utah, Wyoming,

in addition to

mulas. With the increase from 20
to 26 in weeks of uniform potential
duration, New York increased the
qualifying-wage requirement from 25
to 30-times the weekly benefit amount.
North Dakota, though increasing uni-
form duration (from 16 to 20 weeks)
as well as maximum weekly benefit
amount (from $15 to $20), reduced
the multiple of weekly benefit re-
quired from 30 to 28.

Delaware changed from a qualify-
ing-wage requirement of $200 to 30
times the weekly beneflt amount ($7-
18) except for seasonal workers,
Pennsylvania, which had set up its
qualifying wages in benefit tables, re-
quiring for & minimum duration of 7
weeks of beneflts a varying multiple
of the weekly beneflt amount—from
about 121 times the $8 minimum to
26 times the $18 maximum—changed
to a uniform requirement of 30 times
the weekly benefit amount, with an in-
crease in minimum duration to 9
weeks. ‘

Twenty States express their qualify-
ing wages in terms of a doilar amount.
These are designated “flat’’ in the col-
umn describing the qualifying-wage
formula in table 7. Actually the qual-
ifying amount In these States applies
only to the minimum benefit amount.
Eight ¥ of these 20 States have an an-
nual-wage formula. In these States
the qualifying wage for the weekly
and annual amounts above the mini-
mum are specified in & table of base-
period wages. In California, Connec-
ticut, Rhode Island, and South Da~-
kota, the qualifying amount for each
specifled amount of annual benefits is
glven in & table, and the qualifying
high-quarter wages for each weekly
benefit amount is given in a separate
formula or table. JIn 8§ States™ the
dollar amount stated quatifies for min-
imum henefits; for the higher weekly
benefit amounts the qualifying amount

‘is inherent in the high-quarter wage

formula; for any specified duration
of benefits the qualifying amount is a
function of the fraction utilized in the
computation of maximum potential
duration of benefits from base-period
wages. In Indians, Kansas, Michi-
gan, and Ohio the dollar qualifying
requirement is supplemented by an-
other requirement of employment in a
specified number of querters or weeks,

w Kentucky, Maine, Minnesota, New
Hampshire, North Carclina, Oregon, Wash-
ington, West Virginla.

1=T]linois, Indiana, Kansas, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Nebraska, New Jersey,
Ohlo. -

States which express the qualifying
amount as a flat amount also made
changes. When West Virginia, with
an annual-wage formula, increased
the maximum amount from $18 to $20.
and uniform duration from 16 to 21
weeks, the minimum qualifying wage
was increased from $250 to $300, the
qualifying wage for the old $18 from
$1,250 to $1,400, and the maxXimum
qualifying wage (for $20) was set at
$1,800. When Washington changed to
an annual-wage formula and in-
creased the minimum weekly beneflt
from $7 to $10 and the maximum from
$15 to 825, qualifying wages at all levels
were increased. New Hampshire, how-
ever, in increasing from 18 weeks (uni-
form) at $18 to 20 weeks«(uniform) at
$20, made no increase in qualifying
wages. In fact, for benefit amounts of
$14-18, qualifying wages are reduced
and the maximum qualifying wage of
$2,000 prevails for the new increased
amount and duration. Connecticut,
with & high-quarter benefit formula
and a flat qualifying amount, In-
creased the qualifying amount for
minimum benefits from $144 to $240,
with the increase in minimum benefits
from $6 to $8 ($12 with dependents’
allowances) . )

Altogether 24 States increased the
maximum qualifylng amount in con-
nection with increases in the maxi-
mum potential benefits. The largest
increase was in Washington—from
$720 to $2,200.

Four States which express the qual-
ifying wage in terms of a multiple of
the weekly benefit amount which is
less than the figure used in the frac-
tion of high-quarter wages have in
fact only a flat qualifying wage ap-
plicable to the minimum benefit
amount. Iowa, which increased the
qualifying amount from 15 to 18
times the weekly benefit amount, still
has a qualifying requirement which
applies only at the minimum. The
same situation prevails in Arkansas,
with g qualifying wage of 22 times the
weekly beneflt amount (1/26 of high-
quarter wages), and in Texas, which
increased from 8§ to 9 times the bi-
weekly benefit (1/13 of high-quarter
wages). In the District of Columbia,
claimants with benefit rates of $6-10,
inclusive, must have base-period earn-
ings equal to 25 times their weekly
beneflt amount; other claimants can
qualify with base-perlod earnings of
$250, which Is less than the high-
quarter earnings required for henefit
amounts of $12 or more. In Virginia,
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where the weekly benefit amount is
1/256 of the high-quarter earnings
raised to the next higher dollar and
the qualifying amount is 25 times the
weekly benefit amount, claimants

above the minimum need, in addition .

to their high-quarter earnings, only
the difference hetween 25 times the
computed weekly benefit amount and
25 times the adjusted benefit. Sim-
ilarly, in Oklahoma, which changed
from 22 to 20 times the weekly hene-
fit amount, claimants whose benefit
amount is not raised to the minimum
automatically qualify except for the
amount involved in rounding, since
the weekly benefit amount is 1/20 of
high-quarter earnings.

In Arizona (which retains a base
period of 8 quarters, extended to in-
clude “the next to the last completed
calendar quarter immediately preced-
ing any week with respect to which
benefits are payable™), the eligibility
requirement may be a test of recent
employment, There g claimant must
have earned 14 times his weekly bene-
fit amount in the first 3 of the last
4 completed calendar quarters—a re-
quirement which has ho effect if 1 of
these 3 quarters is the gquarter of
highest earnings.

Special interest centers in the mini-
mum qualifying amount because this
amount determines what workers in
& State are included in ynemployment
compensation protection and what
low-wage groups are excluded, though
contributions are paid on their earn-
Ings. Eleven States * increased their
minimum qualifying amounts in 1945,
and Nevada, North Dakota, and QOk-
Iahoma reduced these amounts. If
the qualifying wage is set too high,
too many workers in covered occupa-
tions will not be eligible for benefits
should wartime wage levels in a State
decline appreciably. If the qualifying
wage is set too low, workers may be
brought into the system for negligible
amounts of benefits.

The relation of minimum annual
benefits to minimum qualifying wages
is shown in table 9. While there is a
general correlation between minimum
qualifying wages and annual bene-
fits for the claimant at the minimum,
there are great differences depending
on the type and specifications of the
benefit formula. For example, $140
quealifies a clalmant for $35 in Idaho

% Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, Iowa,
Maine, New York, Pennsylvanla, Texss,
Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin,

and for $100 in North Dakota, and
$300 qualifies for $120 in Washington,
$160 in California, $168 in West Vir-
ginia, and $260 in New York.

Waiting Period

The trend toward reduced waiting
periods continued. Seven States
{(California, Nevada, New York, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, and Pennsyl-
vania) reduced their initial waiting
periods from 2 weeks to 1 week, and
Maryland eliminated its 1-week wait-
ing period. Only 12 States™ retain
the 2-week initial waiting period, and
these States contain only 9 percent of
the covered workers of the country.
Maine and Vermont joined the ranks
of the States which count a week of
partial unemployment as the equiva-
lent of a week of total unemployment.,
There remain 8 States® (with 13 per-
cent of the covered workers) which
require an initial waiting period of 2
weeks if it is served in partial unem-

' ployment, and Iowa, which requires

4 weeks of partial unemployment.

Montana eliminated the require-
ment of an additional 2-week waiting
period after reemployment for 13 or
more weeks, and Alabama dropped the
requirement of 1 week within 13 weeks
preceding a compensable week (ex-
cept in case of consecutive weeks of
unemployment). There remain only
2 States which require additional
waiting periods within a benefit year:
Missouri, which requires 1 week pre-
ceding a period of unemployment but
not more than 2 weeks of total unem-
ployment in a benefit year, and Texas,
which requires 1 week whenever 35
days elapse between claims.

Thus, almost three-fourths of the
covered workers in the country are
now covered by State laws which re-
quire only one waiting period with re-
spect to a benefit year, and that wait-
ing period may be a week of total or
a week of partial unemployment,
Twenty-two States have more strin-
gent waiting-period requirements; in
some of them, claimants may have to
serve mmuch longer waiting perlods.
Three States,” moreover, provide that
the waiting period may be increased if
the solvency of the fund is endangered.

@ Alngkn, Colorade, Georgia, Idaho,
Iowa, Minnesota, Mieslsslppl, Montana,
Nebraska, Vermont, Wisconsin, Wyoming.

% Alabama, Arizona, Massachusetts,
Missour{ (if earnings are mofe than $5),
New Hampshire (if enrnings are more than
$2}), North Carolina, Rhode Island, Tenh-
nessee,

T Massachusetts, Oregon, Rhode Island.

Changes in Availability
Regquirements

All unemployment compensation
laws have provided that claimants
must be able to work and avallable for
work, In 1945, 3 States—Maryland,
Montana, and Nevada—modified this
requirement by a provision that no
claimant will be considered ineligible
for failure to report at an employment
office in any week of unemployment if
such failure is due to an illness or dis-
ability which occurs_after he has reg-
istered for work and if no work which
would have heen considered suitable,
but for his disability, has been of-
fered after the beginning of his dis-
ability. This provision is more lim-
fted than that in the Servicemen’s
Readiustment Act in that benefits may
continue only until there is an offer
and refusal of suitable work., It is
considered that, when lack of work is
the initial cause of unemployment, it
continues to be the primary cause,
even though illness or disability inter-
venes, so long as no suitable work is
available for the claimant.

Minnesote modified the require-
ment that a2 claimant must be able
to work and available for work by pro-
viding for payments for less than a
week when claimants are unable to
work or unavailable for work Ifor
part of the week, The weekly benefit
amount is to be reduced one-fifth for
each day that a claimant is unable
to work or unavailable for work.
Three other States—Illinois, Indiana,
and Washington—have such a pro-
vision. In Illinois and Indiana, one-
third of a week’s benefit is deducted
for each duy of disability or unavail-
ability. In Washington the provision
is limited to unavailability; éne-sixth
of the weekly benefit amount is de-
ducted for each day but a claimant
who is unavailable for 3 or more days
in the week is considered unavailable
for the entire week.

Disqualification From Benefits

In recent years, liberalizations of
the benefit formulas in the laws of
many of the States have been accom-
panied by the adoption of increasingly
restrictive disqualification provisions.”
With each succeeding legislative ses-

“Por a full discussion of these provt-
slons see¢ Clogue, Ewan, and Reticker,
Ruth, "Trends In Diegualification From
Beneflte Under State Unemployment
Compensation Laws,” Sociel Security Bul-
letin, Vol, 7, No. 1 (January 1844), pp.
13-23,
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sion, for example, more States have
disqualified a elaimant who left volun-
tarily, unless he could show good
cause attributable to his employer or
his employment. Moreover, in an in-
creasing number of States he might
be subject to disgualification even
though he had had bona fide employ-
ment after the separation. In addi-
tion, the relatively brief postponement
‘of benefit rights which was imposed
in disqualification cases under most
of the original laws has been changed
in many States to a prolonged post-
ponement or even a reduction or can-
cellation of such rights. It is there-
fore important to appraise the changes
made in the disqualification provisions
In 1945 in comparison with these re-
cent trends.

Of the 36 States which have
amended their unemployment com-
pensation laws ta date, only 13  have
made changes+in the major dizquali-
ﬁc'a.tions. namely those for a volun-
tary separation, a discharge for mis-
conduct, or a refusal of suitable work.
Seven of the 13 have apparently lib-
eralized these provisions in one or
more respects, 4 have made the provi-
sions more stringent, and in 2 States
the results are mixed. Twelve of the
States made some change in the length
" of the disqualification period or other
penalty for the disqualification; 7 also
made chhneges in the deflnition of dis-
gualifying acts. Many of the States
with the most drastic provisions, how-
ever, fgiled to amend them.

Good Cause for Voluntary
Separation

Chio and Washington removed the
“attributable to the employer” lim-
"jtation on the cause which may
justify a voluntary separation., Iowa
and Wisconsin retained the limita-
tion but modifled its severity by add-
ing exceptions to its operation. For
example, under its amended law, Iowa
will not disqualify a claimant who
leaves a job solely to accept better
employment and remains on the new
job for at least 12 weeks. In Wis-
consin no disqualification will be im-
posed if a claimant left “for a com-
pelling personal reason,” The Wis-
consin amendment, however, made
other changes in this provision. For
exanple, it omits the provision under
the old law that a claimant who had

# California, Indiana, Iowa, Msaryland,
Minnesota, Nebraska, North Carolina,

Ohlo, Oregon, South Carolina, Washing-

ton, West Virginla, Wisconsin.

worked on a job for 12 weeks or less
would not be disqualified for leaving
that job if it would not have been
considered “suitable work” if he had
refused it. The 1945 amendments
thus reduce the States which limit
“good cause” to cause attributable to
the employer from a high of 20 States
to 18 States (with 29 percent of the
covered workers), and in 2 of the 18
the provision is modified.

Most Recent Work

South Carolina and West Virginia
also made changes in the grounds for
disqualification. Under its previous
law, South Carolina disqualified a
claimant who was discharged for mis-
conduct only if the misconduct was
“connected with his most recent
work.” Now the disqualification can
be imposed if the misconduct is found
by the State commission to have con-
stituted reasonable grounds for the
discharge. Although the effect of the
amendment will depend entirely on
the agency’s interpretation, the law
itself no longer requires that the mis-
conduct be connected with the work
and could he interpreted to justify
a disqualification for misconduct
which bears no direct relation to the
job or a disqualification of a claimant
who has had employment following
a discharge and whose current unem-
ployment is due solely to a lack of
suitable work. In West Virginia, on
the other hand, the amended law does
not permit the imposition of a dis-
qualification for a voluntary separa-
tion or & discharge for misconduct un-
less the separation was from the
claimant’s most recent employment. or
the discharge by the claimant’s last
employing unit.

Changes in Disqualification Period

The changes in the disqualification
period are mainly increases. Indiana
increased the disqualification period
from 3 to 5 weeks for all three causes.
Minnesota increased the period of
disqualification for voluntary quit and
discharge for misconduct from 3 weeks
to a discretionary pericd of 3-7
weeks but removed the cancellation
of bhenefit rights., Oregon extended
the disqualification period (2 weeks
for voluntary quit, 2-5 weeks for dis-
charge for misconduct, and 4 weeks
for refusal of suitable work) by re-
quiring bona fide employment in 2
separate calendar weeks and earnings
of $50 before a claimant may again be
cligible for benefits, South Carolina

- successive disqualifications.

increased the disqualification period
for & discharge for misconduct from
a period of 1-9 weeks to 1-18 weeks.

California put all its disqualifica-
tions on the basis of the Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act—a 14 week dis-
qualification for all causes, replacing
1 week for voluntary leaving and 1-5
weeks for discharge for misconduct
and refusal of suitable work. In addl-
tion, the law gives the commissioner
the discretion to impose an additional
disqualification period of 8 weeks on
any claimant who has been subject to
Wash-
ington also limited the disqualification
period for all causes to not more than
4 weeks, g reduction from the previous
1-5 weeks for suitable work and 2-5
weeks for voluntary leaving and dis-
charge for misconduct,

Under its former law, Nebrasks im-
posed an additional penalty on claim-
ants already subject to a disquali-
fication for a voluntary separation, by
disqualifying them for any week in
which they failed to report in person
to an office of the Nebraska State em-
ployment service. This additional
penalty was eliminated in the current
legislative session.

Cancellation of Benefits

The remaining changes In these
provisions are concerned with the re-
duction or cancellation of benefit
rights. Provisions for reduction or
cancellation were eliminated in Mary-
land (for all three grounds for dls-
qualification), Minnesota (for a vol-
untary separation or a discharge for
misconduct), Ohio (for a voluntary
separation’, and Wisconsin (for a re-
fusal of suitable work). In Wiscon-
sin, however, benefits are not payable
to a claimant who has refused suitable
work without good cause until he has
been employed for at least 4 weeks and
earned wages at least equal to 4 times
his weekly benefit amount, In a pe-
riod of depression, when few jobs are
obtainable, this provision may amount ,
to a complete denial of benefit rights.
West Virginia, on the other hand, re-
tained a provision for the reduction of
benefit rights for all three grounds but
provided for restoration of the amount
of the reduction if the clalmant re-
turns to covered employment during
the benefit year. North Carolina is
the only State which has added a pro-
vision for the reduction of benefit
rights; it applies to disqualifications
for refusal of suitable work.
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The provisions on cancellation or
reduction of beneflts may he summar-
ized as follows:

FPeroentage
Num-

Cause ber of, g‘;ﬁ?&?ﬁg

States §

these States

Total oo p-i} 42,7

Voluntary leaving. .___.___...._ 17 22.0

Discharge for misconduct. . ... 19 30.1

Refusal of seitable work. .. __ 21 33.0

Availabilivy Provisions
Affecting Women

In addition to these changes in the
disquallfication provisions, Nebraska
and North Dakota amended their
“availability” requirements to add
what are In effect speclal disqualifi-
cations applicable to pregnant women.
Both States had formerly disqualified
women who left work because of mar-
risge. The Nebraska law now pro-
vides also that no woman who has
left her work voluntarily because of
pregnancy shall be deemed to be avail-
able for weork and that no woman
shall be eligible for benefits for a pe-
riod beginning 12 weeks prior to child-
birth and ending 4 weeks after child-
birth, The commissioner may re-
quire a doctor's certificate to estab-
lish the date. The amended North
Dakota law Includes a similar provi-
sion covering pregnant women, but
permits a woman to establish her
availability as a fact by a medical
certification of her ability to work or
her work record during previous
pregnancies. The amendment elimi-
nates the disqualification of women
who leave because of marriage but,
in the availability requirement, pro-
vides that a woman who, because of
approaching marriage or marital ob-
ligations, leaves work veoluntarily for
an indefinite period to engage in the
occupation of homemaker shall be
considered unavailable for work until
her availability is shown by evidence
in addition to a registration for work.
Buch evidence may include (but is not
limjted to) a change in the condi-
tions which led her to leave work
initially, the fact that arrangements
have been made for the care of the
home, that there is need for her finan-
cial contribution to the home, or that
she has made efforts to obtaln work.

Coverage

With a few outstanding exceptions,
the extension of coverage received
rather tentative treatment in the 1945

- Misslsslppi,

legislatures; the States are awaiting
action by the Pederal Government
before extending their laws to cover
groups now exXempt from taxation
under the Federal Unemployment Tax
Act.

Eight * States adopted amendments
which extend coverage to any em-
ployers llable under the Federal act.
All the amendments except that of
Nevada will result in automatic cover-
age under the State law of any groups
covered by the Federal act. Nevada
provided only for the coverage of
workers engaged in agriculture, do-
mestic service, and service for non-
proflt organizations if the Social Se-
curity Act is amended to cover these
groups,

Size of Firm

Alaska, Callfornia, and Maryland
extended liability to include all em-
ployers who employ any workers in
covered employment. This brings to
16 ** the number of States which pro-
vide unemployment insurance protec-
tlon to workers regardless of the size

of the establishment in which they

happen to work. Among the more
highly industrialized States, only
California, Massachusetts, and Penn-
sylvania cover employers of 1 or more;
22 States,” ineluding Michigan and
Texas of the more populous States,
retain the limit of 8 or more set in the
PFederal Unemployment Tax Act.

In Alaska, California, and Mary-
land, lability of the employer of 1 or
more 1s without restriction as to the
extent of the employment. Broadly,
the amendments define “employer” as
an employing” unit which for some
portion of a day has had 1 or more
individuals in employment. Infre-
quent and isolated instances of em-
ployment come within the definition
of “casual labor” listed among the em-
ployment exclusions. The California
amendment makes subject any em-
ployer who pays wages in excess of
$100 during any calendar quarter to
workers in covered employment,

= Alabama, Delaware, Illinols, Nevada,
North Carollna, Penhsylvanis, West Vir-
ginia, Wisconsin.

20 Alaska, Arkansas, California, Dela-
ware, District of Columbia, Hawall, Idaho,
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mon-
tana, Nevada, Penneylvania, Utah, Wash-
ington, Wyoming.

7 Alahama, Colorado, Floride, Georgla,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Malne, Michigan,
Missourl, Nebraska, North
Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, South
Caroling, South Dekota, Tennessee, Texas,
Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia.

New Jersey, the only other State
to make any notable extension of cov-
erage by amendment to its size-of-
firm provision, changed from cover-
age of 8 or more in 20 weeks to 4 or
more in 20 weeks. Kansas and Ne-
braska retained coverage of 8 or more
in 20 weeks but amended their pro-
visions to include employers who em-
ploy a considerable number of persons
for shorter periods. The Kansas
amendment extends liability to em-
ployers of 25 or more persons in 1
week. The Nebraska amendment
makes any employer subject if he has
a pay roll of $10,000 or more in any
calendar quarter. :

Maritimme Employment

The -largest number of changes in
coverage amended or deleted the ex-
clusion of maritime employment in
13 States. Seven extended coverage
to all or some maritime workers im-
mediately; 6 States made coverage
contingent upon action by Congress
or by other States. New Jersey,au-
thorized the State’s entering into re-
ciprocal arrangements on maritime
coverage with other States. Georgia
authorized the adoption of rules and
regulations voiding the exclusion if
and when appropriate because of ac-
tion by other States. Alabama and
North Carolina will cover maritime
workers when maritime employers are
subject to the Unemployment Tax Act.
Wisconsin's amendment is conting-
ent upon hoth Federal extension and
reciprocal agreements with other
States on maritime coverage. Texas
authorized the commission to enter
into reciprocal arrangements with
other States or the Federal Govern-
ment whereby services on vessels en-
gaged in interstate or foreign com-
merce for @ single employer, wher-
ever performed, may be covered under
the Texas law,

Pennsylvania’s amendment gives
broad coverage; it not only limits the
exclusion to service performed as an
officer or member of the crew of a
vessel not an American vessel but
covers an individual’s entire service
as an officer or member of an Ameri-
can vessel, wherever performed and
whether in interstate or foreign com-
merce, {f the operating office from
which the American vessel is ordi-
narily controlled is in Pennsylvania.
The Illinois amendment permits cov-
erage of officers and members of the
crew of an American vessel, and the
agency has begun making coverage
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determinations. Ohio adopted a pro-
vision which extends coverage to Great
Lakes seamen on g seasonal basis. The
season runs for 40 calendar weeks
beginning with the fourth Sunday in
March., There are .special benefit
qualifications, with the seamen’s bene-
fit rights limited to wage credits
earned in the season. Iowa and West
Virginia extended coverage to workers
engaged in river traffic by deleting
their exclusions.

Oregon and Washington made pro-
vision for coverage of maritime work-
ers who are not engaged primarily in
interstate or foreign commerce. The
Washington law covers services per-
formed as an officer or member of a
crew of a vessel or other craft having
its home port in the State, operated
by an employer of the State, and pri-
marily engaged in navigation of the
territorial waters of the State. More-
over, the amendment will permit cov-
erage of the workers in interstate and
foreign commerce when and “to the
extent that permission is given by the
Congress of the United States.” Ore-
gon provides similar coverage with the
significant exception that the services
of officers and members of crews of
vessels primarily engaged in the trans-
portation of flsh or fishery products
are excluded; its amendment does not
provide for more exXtended coverage
in the event of congressional action.

The new legislation increases to 28
the number of States which provide,
or are ready to provide, some maritime
coverage. Nineteen States now pro-
vide limited or broad coverage, 3 ad-
ditional States are ready to enter into
special arrangements with other
States on maritime coverage, and 6
Btates will cover maritime workers if
and when maritime employers are
made subject to the Federal Unem-
ployment Tax Act. These include 3
States which make specific reference
to maritime coverage in the event of
congressional action and 3 with
amendments which extend coverage to
any groups subject to the Federal tax,
Of the 23 States retaining an over-all
maritime exclusion, 10 are coastal
States, 1 is on the Great Lakes, 1 on
the Qhio River, and 1 on the Missis-
sippi.

Other Excepted Services

Extension of coverage in other areas
of employment was limited.

Service for State and local govern-
ments,—Maryland, Nevada, and
Washington adopted amendments af-

fecting government employees. The
Washington amendment ensured cov-
erage of services performed for public
utility districts and public power au-
thorities by specifying that the exclu-
sion of governmental services did not
apply to these groups. Maryland ex-
tended the right of elective coverage
to the State, the city of Baltimore, any
political subdivision, and to any in-
strumentality wholly owned by such
government groups. E xcep ting
elected officials, Nevada extended the
right of elective coverage to all de-
partments of the State government
and to the subdivisions of the State.

Service for nonprofit organize-
tions.—Only Hawali extended cover-
age to employees of nonprofit organ-
izations. Since the deleted exclusion
was rather comprehensive, the in-
creased coverage is significant, It in-
cludes employees of any community
chest, fund, or foundation organized
and operated exclusively for religious,
charitable, scientific, literary, or edu-
cational purposes, or for the preven-
tion of cruelty to animals. The clergy
and members of religious orders are
still excluded. .

Agriculture and domestic service.—
No advance was made in the eXten-
sion of coverage to either agricultural
labor or domestic workers.
Hampshire joined the list of States—
now 31 in all--which have adopted
for purposes of exclusion the defini-
tion of agricultural labor in the Fed-
eral act.

Financial Amendments

Amendments to Fund Provisions

Indiang and Wisconsin deleted their
reserve-account provisions and pro-
vided that all moneys in the unem-
ployment fund be mingled and undi-
vided. These changes reduced to 4
the number of reserve-account States
and increased to 47 the pooled-fund
States. The change was made in an-
ticipation of the effect, during the
postwar perlod, of the requirement in
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act
that no reduced rate may be permitted
to a reserve account unless the halance
in the dccount amounts to not less
than 5 times the largest amount of
compensation paid from the account
within any 1 of the 3 preceding years.
It was feared that benefit payments
following the termination of war con-
tracts might rise to a point which
would result in unduly sharp and ar-
bitrary increases in rates of many em-

New.

ployers even though ample funds were
available to meet all beneflt require-
ments.

Experience Rating

New York adopted experience rat-
ing of employers, thus bringing to 45
the number of States with such pro-
visions, The New York provision,
however, departs from all precedents.
It provides for the distribution of a
“surplus” in the form of credits against
the tax for the ensuing year. A ‘“sur-
plus” exists only if, at the close of
the fiscal year, the halance in the
unemployment fund is at least 10 per-
cent In excess of 4 times the amount
of contributions collected in the pre-
ceding year. The distribution is lim-
ited to 60 percent of the ‘“surplus”
and is made in accordance with rela-
tive risk of unemployment. The fac-
tor used to measure this risk is a com-
bination of annual pay-roll declines,
quarterly pay-roll declines, and the
number of years the employer has been
contributing to the fund. In the final
experience-rating index, greatest
weight is given the experience with
annual pay-roll declines, on the theory
that these declines reflect changes in
the general level of business activity
and cause the greatest drain on the
fund. Next in weight are the quar-
terly pay-roll declines, which reflect
irregular and seasonal unemployment.
3till less weight is given for the num-
ber of years (up to 8) during which
the employer has been contributing to
the fund, on the theory that the risk
of unemployment is greater during
the early years of a business because
the mortality rate among new firms is
high.

The taxable pay roll over a period
of 3 years is used in measuring the
annual declines, and tbtal remunera-
tion over the same period is used in
measuring the quarterly declines. The
use of factors which are in no way re-
lated to the beneflt experience of in-
dividual workers does away with the
problems inherent in attempts to iden-
tify .the employer who is to be
“charged” with the benefits. It also
should lessen the number of contests
over claimants’ right to beneflts.

Nomncharging of Benefits

A few amendments excepted certain
beneflt payments from charging to
employers’ accounts under the exper-
ience-rating provisions of State laws.
Maine, Minnesota, and West Virginia
adopted exceptlons relating to dis-



Bulletin, luly 1945

25

qualifications. In Maine, no charges
will be made if beneflts are paid to
an individual who was separated from

his last employer because of miscon- -

duct in connection with his employ-
ment, if he left voluntarily without
good cause attributable to his iast em-
ployer, or if, without such good cause,
he refused reemployment in suitable
work when offered by his last em-
ployer. Minnesota, while excepting
charges for discharges for misconduct
and voluntary quits in similar circum-
stances, went beyond the Maine
amendment in listing personal or
other causes which should be c¢on-
sidered in noncharging, such as sepa-
ration because of illness or pregnancy,
assuming, the duties of a housewife,
or a labor dispute. The West Virginia
amendment relates to benefits paid
following a period of disqualification
when the cause for the disqualifying
act is not attributable to the employer.

As an incentive for the employment
of handicapped workers, Delaware
adopted an amendment which ex-
empts from charges benefits paid to
8 handicapped worker who becomes
unemployed during a 90-day period of

probationary employment. Georgia,
Maine, and Minnesota adopted
amendments which exempt from

charges benefits paid to ex-serv-
icemen on the basls of frozen wage
credits,

War-Risk Provisions

Georgia and Kansas adopted war-
risk contributions for the first time,
and Wisconsin adopted a provision
which makes permanent the policy of
ah added tax in cases of rapid busi-
ness exXpansion.

The Georgia provision is effective
for the years 1945 and 1946. It im-
poses & rate of 2.7 percent on that por-
tion of the employer’s taxable pay roll
which is in excess of 300 percent of
his 1941 taxable pay roll or of $150,000,
whichever is preater. The Xansas
provision, effective on and after Janu-
ary 1, 1945, imposes the 2.7-percent
rate on employers who have pay rolls
of $500,000 or more, if the pay rolls
have increased 300 percent or more
over their 1940 pay rolls, The war-
risk provision in Wisconsin expires
at the close of 1945. The amend-
ment, which adds 0.5 percent to an
employer’s contribution rate if his pay
roll is $50,000 or more and has In-
creased 20 percent or more over the
prier year's pay roll, will become ef-

fective -in 1947 on the basis of In-
creases in the 1948 pay rolis.

Beveral other States amended their
war-risk provisions. Both the Iowa

and Maryland amendments excluded

certain employers from liability for
the war-risk tax. InIowa the exemp-
tion was extended from employers
with pay rolls of $30,000 or less to
employers with pay rolls of $200,000 or
less, In Maryland all employers with
pay rolls of $50,000 or less are now
exempt. Ohio extended the life of
its provision from December 1945 to
December 1947.

No action was taken to extend the
life of the war-risk provisions of Ala-
bama, Illinois, Iowa, and Missouri.
The Missouri provision is not effective
after June 30, 1945. The Illinois and
Iowa provisions; will expire on Decem-
ber 31, 1945, and the Alabama provi-
sion, on March 31, 1946. Therefore,
in the absence of further legislative
action, after March 31 of next year
the number of States with these spe-
cial revenue provisions will be reduced
from 12 to 8,

Voluntary Contributions

Iowa joined the growing list of
pooled-fund States which make pro-
vision for voluntary contributions.
The idea of voluntary contributions
developed in the reserve-account
States. TUnder the principles in-
herent in reserves maintained by in-
dividual employers for the payment
of beneflts to their unemployed
workers, the condition of the reserfe
was of primary importance., Whether
the necessary balance in the account
was maintained by voluntary contri-
butions or by required contributions
seemed immaterial. All reserve-ac-
count States® therefore made provi-
sion for voluntary contributions,

Somte pooled-fund States with the
reserve-ratio type of experience-rat-
ing systems have adopted the idea.
Their laws permit the payment of vol-
untary contributions even though the
maintenance of individual reserves
at a specified level is not essential
to the payment of beneflis. The in-
centive for the payment of voluntary
contributions is none the less pres-
ent, since such contributions increase
the credit side of an employer's ex-
perience-rating ledger with the result

 For the calendar year 1944 the laws of
Indiana, Kentucky, Nebraska, North Caro-
lina, South Dakota, and Wisconsin were
certified by the Soclal Security Board as
meeting reserve-account requirements.

that the cost of the voluntary contri-
hutions may be more than offset in a
lower tax rate for the ensuing year.
Minnesota, which bases contribu-
tion rates on the ratio of benefits to
pay roll, is the first State which does
not use contributions in its experi-
ence-rating formula to adopt volun-
tary contributions. The amendment,
which allows the payment of such
contributions, represents another at-
tempt to combine reserve-account and
pooled-fund philosophies. It permits
an individual employer to pay the
equivalent of the amount received by
his workers in benefits whenever the
benefits are less than $300 during the
“3-year period used for the rate com-
putation. When he has made such a
payment, the charges against his ac-
count will be canceled and he will be
assigned the minimum contribution
rate for the ensuing year.
Before the 1945 legisiative sessions,
4 pooled-fund States ™ had such pro-
visions., The number is now increased
to 8 because of the new provisions
adopted in Iowa and Minnesota and
the shift of Indiana and Wisconsin
from reserve-account to pooled-fund
systems,

Establishment of Special
Administrative Funds

Thirteen States™ created new spe-
cial funds for the deposit of interest
and penalties on past-due contribu-
tions, thus freeing these particular
revenues from the requirement of the
Soeial Security Act and the Internal
Revenue Code that all money with-
drawn from the unemployment fund
of the State shall be used solely in
the payment of benefits, and making
available to the agency an adminis-
trative fund free from the controls
of title OI. Colorado, Kentucky, Mis-
souri, and Wisconsin already provided
special funds. The Wisconsin law
requires a special contribution of 0.2
percent to its administrative fund but
authorizes the commission to lower
the tax in aceordance with the rela-
tive cost of services rendered by the
commission to different classes of em-
ployers. Since July 1, 1938, no con-
tribution has been required. The
Missouri special fund was established
on July 1, 1941, for the deposit of in-

» Colorado, Missour], Ohio, South Caro-
lina.

¥ California, Georgla, Illinois, Indlana,
Kansas, Maine, Maryland, Minonesota,
Montana, Neveda, Pennsylvanin, Texas,
West Virginia. « ;
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terest, penalties, and voluntary con-
tributions. Its purpose was to meet
administrative costs which could not
properly be charged to title IIT funds.

On the whole the new funds fol-
low the Missouri precedent. Illinois,
Kansas, and West Virginia limit the
deposits to their special funds to in-
terest on contributions. All others
include interest and penalties. In-
diana and Maine add voluntary con-
tributions, and Minnesota and Mon-
tana, special legislative appropria-
tions. California and Georgia add
fines.

The specific purposes to be served
by the funds show relatively little

variation, In general the money is to~

be used (1) to meet administrative
costs which are not properly charge-
able against Federal administrative
grants or other funds; (2) to replace
Pederal administrative funds which
have heen lost or expended for pur-

pases which the Social Security Board -

does not consider necessary for proper
and efficient administration; (3) to
use as a revolving fund in advance of
the receipt of an administrative grant;
and (4) to refund interest and penal-
ties which have been erroneously col-
lected. '

The Minnesota provision specifles
that the funds may be used to match
Federal funds made avalilable for the
employment service. California es-

tablished its fund to pay refunds of
workers’ contributions on wages in ex-
cess of $3,000 and to provide for emer-
gency administrative costs. In Illi-
nois, Indlana, Maine, and West Vir-
ginia the special fund s, in effect, a
cash account for meeting emergencies,
As the fund grows, any excess is trans-
ferred to the unemployment fund—
in Maine, any amount in excess of
$1,000 at the close of the fiscal year,
and in Indiana, any amount in ex-
cess of 510,000 at the close of any quar-
ter. In Illinois, only a part of the
interest collected in the third quarter
of each calendar year, as necessary to
raise the total amount to $10,000, is
deposited in the special fund.

(Continued from page D

ministered by the Social Security
Board. Of these, $431 million is for
Pederal grants to States for old-age
assistance, aid to the blind, and aid
to dependent children, and $32 mil-
lion is for grants to States to meet
the costs of administering State un-
employment compensation 1aws. The
remainder represents salaries of
Board personnel and miscellaneous
expenses, The act includes a provi-
sion that jurisdiction over the employ-
ment services transferred to the U. 5.
Employment Service shall be returned
to the States within 3 months after
the termination of hostilities in the
war with Japan,

Chasrman Reappointed

The reappointment of Arthur J.
Altmeyer, of Wisconsin, as a member
of the Social Security Board for the
6-year term expiring August 13, 1951,
was confirmed by the Senate on July
18. Mr, Altmeyer has been & member
of the Board since its establishment
and Chairman since February 1937,

Great Britain Adopis

Family Alowances

Payment of cash allowances to Brit-
ish families “for the benefit of the
family as a whole” was assured with
the enactment of the Family Allow-
ances Act on June 15. Families will
receive 5s. a week on hehalf of each
child in the family except the first or
only child, without regard to family
income. The allowances will be tax-
able as income. Servicemen, disabled
veterans, and civilians with war dis-
abilities will receive the new allow-

+

ances in addition to their present ones,
but the new allowances will supplant,
with respect to every second and sub-
sequent child, the supplementary al-
lowances paid under the existing sys-
tems of workmen'’s compensation, un-
employment {nsurance, and contribu-
tory pensions. Payments are to be
financed from eeneral revenues,
rather than contributions, and ad-
ministered by the Minister of National
Insurance. The total cost in the first
full year of operation is estimated at
about £57 million.

The new allowances are paid for
children up to the maximum age for
compulsory school attendance or un-
til age 16 if the child attends school
regularly or is an appreni;ice. In gen-
eral, step-children, legally adopted
children, or other children maintained
by a family are included. The hill
presented to Parliament specified
that, when a man and wife are living
together, the allowance should belong
to the man but be payable to either
parent; after lively debate, the provi-
sion was amended to state that the
allowance can be drawn by either
parent but belongs to the mother.

Family allowances were proposed

" by Sir William Beveridge as one means

of attaining a national minimum in-
come, which “cannot {n practice he
secured by & wage system™ since
wages “must be based on the product
of a man’s labour and not on the size
of his family.” The Government in-
cluded family allowances in its White
Paper on Social Insurafice as an in-
tegral part of a comprehensive social
security plan, of which this is the first
part to be introduced. A National In-

surance {Industrial Injuries) Bill, im-
plementing the Government's pro-
posals for a system of workmen’s com-
pensation coordinated with the gen-
eral insurance system, was sent to
Parliament in June, but no action was
taken before Parliament adjourned
for the general election,

Children and the Future

Pointing out that the Nation's se-
curity rests on the opportunities it
affords to its children, the National
Commission on Children in Wartime
has submitted to President Truman a
comprehensive report and plan on
Building the Future for Children and
Youth. The Commission, which was
appointed by the Federal Children’s
Bureau and includes leaders in flelds
of health, welfare, education, and
labor, recommends that expenditures
under the Social Security Act for ma-
ternal and child health and crippled
children be increased immediately by
at least $75 million. Ultimately Fed-
eral cooperation in financing these
health services and in providing
child welfare -services, which should
be & part of the program of State
and local public welfare departments,
should assure full scope and avail-
ability of such services to children
throughout the country. The Com-
mission also believes that interests of
children should be safeguarded by ex-
tending and improving sid to depend-
ent children, general assistance, old-
age and survivors insurance, disabil-
ity insurance, and unemployment
insurance, It urges Federal aid to
education and the strengthening of
child-labor legislation.



