APPENDIXES—UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Arrexpix IV-A. Cost EsTIMATES

This appendix explains the bases of the cost estimates used by the
Council in arriving at its proposed Federal tax rate of 1.5 percent for
unemployment insurance to be paid in equal shares by employers and
employees. In this rate , 1.2 percent would be offset by contributions
to States for benefit purposes, leaving the 0.3 percent Federal tax to
be expended for administration and the other purposes outlined in
recommendations 10 and 13. This appendix deals only with benefit
costs.

The 1.2 percent rate is merely a minimum State-contribution rate;
any State may set a higher rate, as several States will need to do in
order to support an adequate system of benefits. Under the Council’s
proposals, the States will retain responsibility for setting rates high
cnough to finance benefits under their programs. This minimum tax
1s proposed by the Council as a means of eliminating, so far as possible,
interstate competition for lower contribution rates and thereby reduc-
ing present barriers to the provision of adequate benefits. |

The 1.2 percent minimum rate is proposed by the Council for th
next 10-year period only. It may be too low or too high as a minimum
rate for periods which follow. It will certainly be too low for some
‘States. It has been possible to recommend a rate as low as 1.2 per-
cent because of the assumption-that a considerable portion of present
reserves will be utilized to pay benefits during the next 10 years.
Actual benefit costs for the Nation as a whole over the next 10 years
will probably be in excess of 1.2 percent of covered pay rolls. ~The
amount of this excess will depend, of course, partly upon the employ-
ment pattern and partly on the rate of benefits. The Council has
made four estimates based on two economic assumptions and two levels
of benefits. The average cost for the next 10 years as shown by these
estimates ranges from 1.5 to 2.0 percent of pay rolls.

Cost estimates for unemployment insurance depend on the benefit
provisions, and on the volume, duration, and concentration of un-
employment. The Council believed it wise to base estimates on two
sets of hypothetical economic conditions which might prevail during
the next 10 years—(1) a favorable cycle with unemployment ranging
from 2 to 5 million in the next decade and (2) a more pessimistic out-
look with unemployment ranging from 2 to 10 million. Estimates
have been made for two different levels of benefits. One group of
benefit assumptions is roughly equivalent to the benefit provisions
now in effect in the States with the most liberal provisions, and the
other assumption postulates somewhat higher expenditures. Since
the estimates form the basis for setting a minimum rate which might
prevail over the next 10 years, it seemed desirable to assume some
liberalization of benefits such as might be expected during that period.
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The Council recommends the minimum rate of 1.2 percent for ben-
efit purposes because this rate seems to be applicable to the majority
of the States under both benefit assumptions and both the favorable
and unfavorable economic assumptions. We might have suggested a
higher rate that would have covered the costs of even the highest-cost
State, but this approach was rejected because it would require many
States to collect more than they needed for an adequate level of ben-
efits. Similarly, the Council might have proposed a much lower rate
that would have covered the costs only in the lowest-cost States; but
this approach was rejected because it would not accomplish the Coun-
cil’s purpose of reducing interstate competition for lower contribu-
tion rates. With such a minimum rate, most States would still be in
the position of having to decide whether they would provide more
liberal benefits or reduce the contribution rate to the minimum. The
Council believes that the rate of 1.2 percent will avoid interstate com-
petition in contribution rates among most States, but again reiterates
the fact that, under its cost assumptions, a few States will have to
charge more than the minimum rate, and that all States, under the
State-Federal system, must be responsible for providing adequate
contribution rates and benefits in relation to their own experience.

" These estimates do not undertake to indicate what unemployment
‘insurance will cost in the individual States over the next 10 years or
what rates particular States should charge. Much more detailed
study on an individual State basis would be needed before conclusions
of this type could be reached. The estimates for the individual States
are rough calculations based on their past benefit experience (the war
years, 1942-44, were not considered in these estimates), and future
benefit experience in many States will probably differ from past ex-
perience. The estimates do, however, give a basis for establishing a
national minimum rate; for this purpose it is not necessary that the
costs in each State be accurately predicted as long as the general
picture is reasonably correct.

I. EcoNomic ASSUMPTIONS

Benefit costs for a specific unemployment insurance program de-
pend primarily upon the economic conditions prevailing during the
period.under consideration. '

In order to determine costs over a complete business cycle, the du-
ration of the cycle must be established. If estimates are projected
for only 8 or 4 years ahead they cannot adequately take account
of a relatively severe decline, with unemployment reaching 5, 8,
or 10 million, and subsequent return to predepression levels of
business activity. On the other hand, it would be impractical to
plan the financial structure of an unemployment insurance program
too many years ahead. In view of these considerations, therefore,
variations 1n economic activity over a 10-year period were considered.
Ten years was deemed long enough to encompass anticipated varia-
tions in economic activity but not too long for practical purposes of
planning.

To estimate costs over a business cycle, three basic assumptions need
be established : (a) a high level of employment at the beginning and
end of the cycle; (b) employment declining in the early phase of the
cycle and increasing in its later phase; and (c¢) the range in the volume
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of unemployment. The precise shape of the pattern does not sig-
nificantly affect the size of the estimates. The slope may be irregular
and the trough shifted to the left or right without affecting costs.
It is important only that there be peak levels of employment at the
beginning and end of the cycle and a specified range of variation in
unemployment over the period. Detailed differences during the course
of a business cycle tend to average out over the cycle.

A. FAVORABLE PATTERN OF EMPLOYMENT

One set of cost estimates was based on the assumption that unem-
ployment during the next 10 years would vary from 2 to 5 million.as
follows:

Unemployment (in Unemployment (in
' millions) . - millions)
Year of cycle Year of cycle

Atend | Average At end | Average

of year | for year - | of year | for year
b I 2 b2 1 | O 5 5.0
D JE L 2 2.0 | 8 ieeemaen 2 3.5
F J 5 b T T | R TS 2 2.0
L I 5 5.0 || 100 i 2 2.0
T 5 5.0
Bemecmcmcm e e camam e 5 5.0 Average for the cyCle...|-cccocaooo 3.5

B. UNFAVORABLE PATTERN OF EMPLOYMENT

It is possible that estimated unemployment of 5 million at the trough
of the business cycle might prove to be over-optimistic. Another set
of estimates was therefore prepared based on the assumption that
unemployment would range from 2 to 10 million during the course of
the business cycle. In the 2 to 10 million cycle, unemployment was
assumed to vary in the following manner: .

Unemployment (in Unemployment (in
millions) millions)
Year of cycle Year of cycle

Atend | Average Atend | Average

of year | for year of year | for year
) RN 2.0 200 || 7ot eecicaan 7.5 8.7
2 e e 2.0 2.0 || 8. cccieeeeeo 2.0 4.8
P, 7.5 L 2 2 | ¢ N 2.0 2.0
L S U PI, 10.0 8.7 1 10, ¢ e 2.0 2.0
T 10.0 10.0 Average forthecycle.. | oceaon oo 5.5
B ecccccmccmcmmmm e amec——na 10.0 10.0

C. TURN-OVER

Unemployment insurance, as it operates in all States, compensates
the highest proportion of unemployed workers during peak levels of
employment and the initial stages of an economic set-back. As the
depression deepens, a growing proportion of unemployed workers
exhaust their benefit rights and find it difficult or impossible to get
new jobs. During the later stages of a depression, although the abso-
lute number of unemployed may be large, the percentage of the unem-
ployed receiving benefits is much smaller than in the early stages. A
fairly rigid demarcation develops among the unemployed between
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workers in the turn-over group who stand a good or reasonable chance
of finding a job, and those in the hard-core group who have relatively
little chance of reemployment during the depression.

The cost estimates under both economic patterns were based on the
assumption that turn-over among covered workers during periods of
peak employment would average 2 to 3 percent of covered employment
per month. This turn-over pattern is indicated by data on 1nitial
claims and covered employment reported by the State employment
security agencies. ,

The turn-over group consists in large part of workers out of a job
because of frictional factors in the economy that are prevalent in both
good times and bad. Even if the workers in the turn-over group had
as good chances of finding employment during the depression as
during peak business activity, however, the emergence of the hard-
core in a depression with almost no chances of finding a job tends to

‘reduce the hiring prospects of unemployed workers taken as a whole.
As a result, turn-over tends to decline during a depression. This phe-
nomenon was taken into account in the preparation of the cost
estimates.

An even more unfavorable pattern than either of those assumed,
with unemployment rising to as much as 13,000,000, would raise
costs on the average by perhaps 5 to 10 percent. These higher
costs would result mainly from the increased number of initial lay-
offs averaged over the 10-year period, but also to a lesser extent from
the longer duration of compensated unemployment. It is significant,
however, that even extreme assumptions for the volume of unemploy-
ment do not increase costs substantially. Since unemployrent bene-
fits are paid for a limited duration and since eligibility depends upon
recent earnings, the effect of large-scale unemployment on the costs
of the system 1s limited. ~

Some consideration was given to the possibility that employers
might rotate jobs by hiring workers as they exhaust benefit rights
and laying off others as they gain eligibility for benefits. If
this type of share-the-work were widespread, it would increase costs
considerably. Because of seniority rules and employment practices,
however, the extent of this type of job rotation is likely to be slight.
On the other hand, the more normal share-the-work practice of reduc-
ing the number of hours worked per week would tend to reduce bene-
fit costs. The cost estimates were based on the assumption that these
contrary tendencies would about cancel out and that share-the-work
practices would not affect benefit costs.

D. LABOR FORCE

Under both economic patterns, the labor force was assumed to in-
crease at an average of 600,000 a year over the 10 years. At present,
the labor force is growing at a rate of more than a million a year.
Such growth, however, is unusual during peacetime and is probably
attributable to the prevailing boom conditions. As conditions become
more stable, the growth in size of labor force will probably tend toward
the long-run average of 1 percent per year. About 1.2 million people
will probably reach working age each year, while slightly more than
half a million will leave the labor market because of age, infirmity,
marriage, or death. During the past 12 months, the labor force has
been averaging about 62 million. :
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I1I. BENEFIT ASSUMPTIONS
WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

Several facts have led the Council to conclude that existing benefit
levels are on the average too low for estimating future costs. The
facts are:

1. The average weekly benefit amount is now only about 35 percent
of the average weekly wage; in the second quarter of 1947 it was less
than 30 percent in eight States.

2. Even the maximum weekly benefit amount now ranges among the
States from 85 to 59 percent of the average weekly wage, with 31 States
in the 35 to 45 percent interval.

3. In 1947 more than half the benefit payments (57 percent) were
‘at the maximum weekly benefit amount payable under the State laws;
in eight States the proportion limited by the maximum exceeded 70

ercent.
P 4. Increases in the cost of living have so greatly reduced the pur-
chasing power of benefits that the average weekly benefit of $19.28
in July 1948 was worth only $11.11 in terms of 1935-39 dollars.

5. Even the present maximum weekly benefit amount would meet
only 56.2 to 69.4 percent of the nondeferrable costs of living (49 to 53
percent of a total budget for family requirements) for a family of 4
in the 22 cities surveyed in June 1947, and the range among all 34
cities studied was from 48.9 to 86.4 percent.

In order to determine the proper minimum rate over the next 10
years, it seemed prudent, on the basis of these facts, to assume for esti-
mating purposes a higher level of benefits than now prevails in most
States. The Council therefore assumed two sets of benefit conditions.
The first set of assumed conditions is about equivalent to the provisions
in the States with the most liberal benefits. These conditions assume
weekly benefits equal, on the average, to at least 50 percent of previous
weekly earnings up to a maximum benefit of $25 a week and a uniform
duration of 26 weeks. '

The second set of benefit assumptions used by the Council provides
for a somewhat higher level of benefits. The cost estimates are pro-
jected over a 10-year cycle and it is reasonable to assume that benefits
will rise during this period as they have during the past 10 years. In
this second set of conditions, the Council assumed weekly benefits
equal, on the average, to 50 percent of previous weekly earnings cal-
culated on wages up to $80 a week.

There are many sets of benefit conditions, of course, which would
result in approximately the same costs and any one of them would do
equally well for the purpose of these estimates. Instead of a flat-
rate of 50 percent of weekly earnings up to $80 a week, a State might
use a formula which would permit claimants with less than average
wages to receive somewhat more than 50 percent, and those with
greater than average incomes to receive somewhat less. One such
formula resulting in approximately the same costs as the above for-
mula is 60 percent of the first $25 of weekly wages plus 40 percent of
the next $55. One formula with dependents’ allowances resulting
in approximately the same costs as the above formulas is 60 percent of
lglgfz;p?gggl.ploymént Benefits, Wages, and Living Costs, Social Security Bulletin, April

83404—49—14
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the first $30 of weekly wages, plus 30 percent of the next $50 of weekly
wages, plus $2 for each of the first 3 dependents, with a maximum
benefit not exceeding 75 percent of earnings.

The following table shows the weekly benefit amount under these
three formulas, all of which are examples of formulas with costs equal
to the second set of benefit assumptions.

INlustrative schedule of unemployment benefits using alternative formulas
entailing approxzimately the same costs

Benefits representing—

A B C

Weekly earnings 60 percent first $30; 30 percent next $50; plus $2 depend-
60 percent ents’ allowance, 75 percent of weekly earnings maxi-

50 percent first $25; mum : : '

of earnings 40 pe{gesrsxt
nex .
No depend- i 3 or more
ents 1 dependent | 2 dependents dependents

$5 $6 $6 $7.50 $7.50 $7.50
10 12 12 14. 00 15.00 15.00
15 17 18 20.00 22.00 22. 50
20 21 21 23.00 25.00 27.00
25 25 24 26. 00 28. 00 30. 00
30 29 27 29. 00 31.00 33.00
35 33 30 32.00 34.00 36. 00
40 37 33 35. 00 37.00 39.00

Cost equivalents of the first set of benefit assumptions might also
be substituted for the particular formula chosen. ,

DURATION

With the first set of benefit conditions containing the $25 maxi-
mum weekly benefit, the Council has assumed a uniform duration
of 26 weeks of benefits. 'With the second set of benefit conditions,
the Council has assumed a minimum duration of 13 weeks and a
maximum duration of 26 weeks, with the further assumption that a
week of employment or twice the benefit amount would be required
for each additional week of benefits between 13 and 26 weeks. A
person with 26 weeks of employment in the base year would be fully
insured and entitled to the maximum duration of 26 weeks of benefits.
~ Since the beginning of the program, there has been a marked trend
toward longer duration; the two patterns assumed therefore seem
realistic in the light of recent developments. These are the facts:

1. The fraction of base-year earnings used in determining dura-
tion has been increased somewhat since the beginning of the program,
but a more pronounced increase has occurred in the maximum weeks of
benefits to which workers are entitled. In 1937, the maximum dura-
tion was 16 weeks or less in all but 6 States; 43 States now provide a
maximum of more than 16 weeks, and 7 pay benefits for a maximum of
26 weeks. Now, 87 percent of the covered workers are in States with
a m?xinlunl of 20 weeks or more, as compared with only 12 percent in
1937 . ’

2. Minimum duration has been increased in nearly all States, though
not so markedly as maximum duration, Changes in the minimum du-
ration have resulted from adopting a uniform duration, or from setting
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a statutory minimum duration, or, most frequently, from changing the
relationships between qualifying earnings, weekly benefit amount,
and fraction of base-period earnings used to compute duration. While
there has never been any pronounced concentration of minimum-
duration provisions at or near a specific figure, the average minimum
duration has increased from about 7 weeks in 1940 to about 10 weeks
at present. '

3. Because of liberalization of State laws, as well as increases in
annual earnings on which duration is based in most States, potential
duration has risen from an average of 13 or 14 weeks in 1941 and
1942 to approximately 20 weeks in 1947.

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Under the set of conditions with the $25 maximum weekly benefit,
the Council assumed that 13 weeks in the base period would make a
worker eligible for 26 weeks of unemployment benefits. In the other
set of conditions, the Council assumed that claimants who had been
employed for 13 weeks in the base period would be eligible for the
minimum duration of 13 weeks of benefits and that duration would
increase for every week of employment in the base period up to a
maximum of 26 weeks. It is not-expected that these assumptions
would significantly change the proportion of unemployed workers
who would earn eligibility for benefits under present laws. '

- WAITING PERIOD

Both sets of benefit assumptions use a 1-week waiting period. In
1948, 43 States had a waiting period of this length or less. The
trend toward reduction of the waiting period is indicated by the fact
that in 1938 all States required a waiting period of 2 to 4 weeks;
while, in 1948, only 8 States had a 2-week waiting period, and none
required 3 or 4 weeks. '

I1Y. GeneraL Procepures Usep in Estimaring Costs

Mr. Woytinsky’s monograph, entitled “Principles of Cost Estimates
in Unemployment Insurance,” 2 provided the ground work for estimat-
ing costs. The “favorable” and “medium patterns” described by Mr.
Woytinsky are practically the same as the 2-to-5-million and 2-to-10-
million unemployment cycles assumed in these estimates.

The estimated cost rates (benefits as a percent of taxable wages)
shown in the Woytinsky monograph—for a uniform duration of 26
weeks and benefits of 50 percent of previous weekly earnings up to a
maximum weekly benefit of $25—ranged from 1.4 to 1.7 percent for the
favorable pattern and from 1.8 to 2.0 percent for the medium pattern.
These benefit assumptions are the same as one set of benefit assump-
tions made by the Council. To arrive at the costs of the other set of
benefit assumptions described in part IT of this appendix, each of the
differences between those assumptions and the Woytinsky benefit
assumptions was analyzed.

1. A weekly benefit of 60 percent of the weekly earnings up to a
mazimum benefit of $40 or its equivalent—Mr. Woytinsky assumed a

2 Op. cit.
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maximum benefit of $25 and 50 percent-of weekly earnings up to this
maximum. Raising the maximum from $25 to $40 would increase
costs by about 20 percent, according to estimates based on the distri-
bution of high-quarter earnings of workers covered by the old-age
and survivors insurance program. This 20-percent increase, applied
to Mr. Woytinsky’s estimates, yielded cost rates for the higher-cost
benefit assumptions of 1.7 to 1.9 percent for the favorable pattern
and 2.2 to 2.4 percent for the medium pattern, assuming a uniform
duration of 26 weeks.

2. A week of benefits for each week of employment during the base
period, not to exceed 26 weeks—It was estimated that, under these
assumptions, potential duration would average 24 weeks during peak
employment years. Costs over a 10-year cycle under a program pro-
viding uniform duration of 24 weeks were estimated by interpolating
Mr. Woytinsky’s estimates for uniform duration of 20 and 26 weeks.

The combination of raising the maximum to $40 and a uniform dura-
tion of 24 weeks results in estimated costs of 1.7 to 1.9 percent for
the favorable pattern of unemployment and 2.1 to 2.3 percent for the
medium pattern. The Council assumes variable rather than uniform
duration, however; and a slight additional downward adjustment is
necessary, for, although potential duration would average 24 weeks
during good years, it would probably drop below that figure during
a depression. :

3. Minimum eligibility requirement of 13 weeks of employment.—
Mr. Woytinsky assumed that the proportion of claimants ineligible
for benefits because of insufficient wage credits would remain about
the same as in past experience. With very few exceptions, eligibility
provisions under State laws are such that claimants must have worked
about 13 weeks on the average to be eligible for benefits. The assumed
eligibility requirement, therefore, would not materially increase or
decrease present costs. ‘ : '

4. Increase in the tax base to $4,200—Mr. Woytinsky’s estimates are
based on the assumption that the first $3,600 of annual earnings would
be taxable. If the tax base were raised to $4,200, as the Council
recommends, costs under the formula providing a $25 weekly maxi-
mum for 26 weeks would probably not exceed 1.5 percent over the
cycle with 2 to 5 million unemployed, or 1.8 percent over the cycle
with 2 to 10 million unemployed. Comparable figures for the more
liberal benefit assumptions would be 1.7 percent and 2.0 percent.

The above figures are cost figures for the country as a whole. To
arrive at a minimum contribution rate which would be appropriate
for the majority of States, it is necessary first to develop cost figures
for the individual States and then, in setting the rate, to take into
account a reasonable utilization of existing reserves State by State.

Actual experience during the past 10 years provided the basis for
estimating benefit costs for the States, but the experience during the
war years of 1942-44 was excluded as not typical of what is anticipated
during the next 10 years. Costs were calculated for each State for
all other years. The effect of differences in benefit provisions was
then eliminated by estimating what the costs would have been under
a uniform formula. In this way, a cost relationship among the States
based on their past benefit experience was established. The same re-
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lationship was assumed in estimating costs under the two benefit as-
sumptions and the two economic assumptions in this report. (See
tables C and F of this appendix.) '

IV. Serrine THE Minimoum CoNTRIBUTION RATE

The problem in setting the minimum contribution rate was to ar-
rive at a rate which would support the assumed level of benefits in
most States over the next 10 years, taking into account the utilization
of existing reserves. As has been indicated, the Council made esti-
mates for the individual States for two sets of benefit assumptions
under two hypothetical economic conditions. Under either set of eco-
‘nomic assumptions, a contribution rate of 1.2 percent, required as a
minimum by the Federal Government, seems reasonable for either of
the assumed benefit levels. ’

According to our estimates, the minimum rate of 1.2 percent would
be applicabﬁa to at least 30 States within a relatively narrow range of
adjustment in benefits or contributions under all four sets of assump-
tions. Contributions in five States would undoubtedly have to be
higher to support a benefit structure that could be considered adequate,
and benefit costs in three others are so low that reserves would in-
crease under even more pessimistic assumptions than 2 to 10 million
unemployed. The 1.2 percent rate is reasonably applicable to various
States among the remaining 13 depending on which set of assumptions
is used and how large a reserve is assumed to be desirable at the end
of the 10-year cycle. Below is an analysis of the effect of the 1.2 per-
cent minimum rate under the two assumed levels of benefits, in each
case discussed under the two sets of hypothetical economic conditions.

A. THE EQUIVALENT OF 50 PERCENT OF AVERAGE WAGES UP TO A MAXIMUM
' BENEFIT OF $40 A WEEK 3

Under the more liberal benefit assumption and assuming that unem-
ployment will range between 2 and 5 million, a 1.2 percent contri-
bution rate (0.6 percent payable by employers and 0.6 percent by
employees) over the next 10-year cycle would, on the basis of past
benefit experience, result in there being 26 States with reserves at the
end of the cycle of from 5.0 to 9.9 percent of taxable pay rolls (table
C, p. 198). In 13 States, the reserves at the end of the 10-year cycle
would be less than 5 percent of taxable wages, and in 12 States the
reserves would be more than 10 percent. _ ,

Of the 13 States whose reserve ratios would be less than 5 percent,
5 (Alabama, Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, and Rhode Island)
would have exhausted their reserves completely if they provided ben-
efits as liberal as those assumed and charged no more than the 1.2 per-
cent rate. Table D, p. 199, indicates the tax rates which these 13
States would have to charge on the basis of past benefit experience if
they were to end the 10-year cycle with reserves representing either 3
percent or 5 percent of taxable wages.

3 Pt. IT of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
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TABLE C.—Estimated average annual benefit costs and State unemployment
reserves as a percent of taxable wages* at the end of a 10-year cycle with a
uniform contribution rate of 1.2 percent and a $40 mazimum benefit formula?

Percent of taxable wages
A. Assuming 2 to 5 million | B. Assuming 2 to 10 million
unemployed unemployed
State gfegzr::ssgs Reserves at Reserves at
1943 Cost of aver- %ndxlo-y%eﬁr Cost of aver- endllo-g%%r
age annual yele wit age annual | SO Wit
benefits contribution benefits contribution
rate of 1.2 ] ‘Tate of 1.2
. percent percent
I II III v v -
8.3 1.7 4.4 2.0 1.1
5.8 1.9 —-.3 2.2 ~3.9
10.3 1.5 9.1 1.8 58
9.3 1.6 6.8 1.9 3.4
9.2 1.6 6.6 | 1.9 - 3.3
10.6 2.3 .6 2.7 -3.8
8.6 1.4 8.1 1.6 5.9
10.8 1.5 9.7 1.8 6.4
6.6 1.3 6.8 1.5 4.6
8.5 .8 14.6 .9 13.5
7.1 15 5.2 ‘1.8 1.9
8.5 1.1 10.3 L3 9.1
9.6 .8 15.9 .9 14.8
10.8 1.4 10.8 1.6 8.6
6.9 1.6 3.9 1.9 .6
7.2 1.5 5.3 1.8 2.0
8.1 1.4 7.5 1.6 5.4
8.5 1.7 4.7 2.0 1.4
12.3 1.5 11. 4 1.8 8.1
9.4 1.7 5.8 2.0 2.5
9.1 2.1 .2 2.5 —3.4
- 9.6 1.7 5.9 2.0 2.6
Massachus 5.2 1.9 -15 2.2 —4.8
Michigan ..o 5.1 1.9 —16 2.2 —4.9
Minnesota oo oo 8.7 1.4 8.2 1.6 6.0
Mississippi- ... ... 10.8 1.3 11.8 1.5 9.7
Missouric oo oo 8.4 - 1.9 2.4 2.2 —-.9
Montana._ .. _.... 12.0 1.5 11.1 1.8 7.7
Nebraska oo e 7.3 1.1 9.9 1.3 7.5
Nevada. .o oo e 13.4 1.5 12.8 1.8 9.8
New Hampshire........o.oooo... 9.0 1.6 6.4 1.9 3.1
New Jersey - coeme e ceeea 13.3 2.1 6.0 2.5 1.9
New MeXiCOuuome oo 8.9 1.1 10.8 1.3 9.6
New York. ... ... 8.2 2.1 —.1 2.5 —4.8
North Carolina...._.._.._..______. 10.3 1.1 13.5 1.3 11.2
North Dakota.. ... oo 5.6 1.3 5.6 1.5 3.4
(0] ¢ (+ T 9.2 1.3 9.9 1.5 7.7
Oklahoma. oo oo 5.9 1.5 3.8 1.8 .4
[0 £:1-00) ¢ S S 8.7 1.6 6.0 1.9 2.7
Pennsylvania__...___.__._____.__ 7.9 1.6 5.1 1.9 1.8
Rhode Island... ... ... ... 8.4 2.5 ~4.8 2.9 —8.6
South Carolina. . _._.__.......... 7.9 1.1 10.6 1.3 8.4
South Dakota. ..o 5.7 1.1 7.9 1.3 5.7
8.8 1.6 6.1 1.9 2.8
6.1 1.3 6.2 1.5 4.0
11.2 1.6 9.0 1.9 5.7
9.7 1.4 9.4 1.6 7.2
Virginia . oo 7.0 1.1 9.5 1.3 7.3
Washington . ..o 10. 4 2.3 .4 2.7 —4.0
‘West Virginia_ .. ________________ 7.3 1.6 4.4 1.9 1.1
Wiseonsin. o uemomoaooameeeaas 10.3 .8 17.1 .9 15.6
Wyoming. - cecaaemmacccacccacaan 8.5 1.3 9.1 L5 6.9

1 “Taxable wages”” have been increased to take account of the Council’s recommendations for extenslon of
coverage and for an increase in the maximum tax base to $4,200 a year.
2 Pt, IT of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
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TABLE D.—Estimated State unemployment contribution rates in high-cost States
necessary to maintain reserves of 3 or 5§ percent of taxable wages at the end of
a 10-year cycle using a $40 mazxzimum benefit formula and assuming 2 to 5
million unemployed? :

Contribution rates for— Contribution rates for—
State 3 percent | & percent State 3 percent | 5-percent-
reserve reserve reserve | reserve
ratio ratio ratio ratio
Percent Percent Percent Percent
Alabama.________________ 1.5 1.7 | Missouri_._. .o.._....__.. 1.3 1.4
California. . ... ... 1.4 1.6 || New York.._ .o ___._. 1.5 1.7
D415 103 £ J 21.2 1.3 || Oklahoma. . ... _.__._ 21.2 1.4
Kansas. coceooooaeoo_.. 21.2 1.3 |} RhodeIsland__......._._. 1.8 2.0
Maine_ ..o .. 1.4 1.6 || Washington___.._________ 1.4 1.6
Massachusetts_ ... ...... 1.6 1.8 || West Virginia._..__........ 1.2 1.3
Michigan. ..o 1.6 1.8

1 Pt. IT of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
"2 Under Council recommendations 1.2 would be the minimum rate so that no rates below
this figure have been included.

The reserves of 8 States would not only increase over the 10-year
cycle but would be more than 10 percent of taxable wages at the end of
the cycle. In 4 (Georgia, New Mexico, North Carolina, and South
Carolina) of these 8 States, the benefit costs are estimated at 1.1 percent
of taxable wages. In Mississippi, with costs of 1.3 percent, reserves
would also increase because of the interest on the fund. According to
their past benefit experience, these States would be able to charge the
minimum rate and provide benefits somewhat more liberal than those
assumed in our estimates. In 3 jurisdictions (District of Columbia,
Hawaii, and Wisconsin), the increase in reserves would be substantial
under our assumptions, since the estimated cost of benefits for each
1s only 0.8 percent.

For the country as a whole reserves under these assumptions would
be reduced over the next 10-year cycle from the present average level
of 8.3 percent of taxable wages to 4.4 percent.

Using the same benefit assumptions and applying the past benefit
experience of the States, but assuming 2 to 10 million unemployed and
a contribution rate of 1.2 percent, reserves in 21 States would be
reduced below 3 percent of taxable wages at the end of the 10-year
period. In 9 States (Alabama, California, Maine, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Missouri, New York, Rhode Island, and Washington) re-
serves would be completely exhausted and the cycle would end with
deficits. There would be 12 additional States (Florida, Illinois, In-
diana, Kansas, Louisiana, Maryland, New Jersey, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and West Virginia) that would either have
to raise contribution rates or pay somewhat lower benefits than
assumed in order to end the cycle with reserves of 3 percent or more
of taxable wages under these assumptions (see table E, p. 200) ; but of
this group of 12 States, only Illinois, Oklahoma, and West Virginia
would have to increase their contribution rates by as much as 0.2 per-
centage point. ,

1f, after weathering a depression of this magnitude, it still seemed
desirable to start a new cycle, 10 years from now, with a reserve as
high as b percent of taxable wages, all 27 States listed in table E would
have to charge a contribution rate above the minimum or provide some-
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what lower benefits. The increase would need to be only 0.1 percentage
point in 2 of these States, however, only 0.2 in 7, and 0.3 in 6.

Of the 8 States whose reserves would increase over the 10-year cycle
and represent more than 10 percent of taxable pay roll at the end of the
cycle, assuming 2 to 5 million unemployed, 7 would also have increased
reserves if 2 to 10 million were unemployed (table C, p. 198). Four
(District of Columbia, Hawaii, North Carolina, and Wisconsin)
would have reserves of over 10 percent of taxable pay roll under the
2 to 10 million assumption as well. In the eighth State, Mississippi,
reserves would decrease slightly.

TaBLE E.—Estimated State unemployment coniribution rates in high-cost States
_necessary to maintain reserves of 3 or 5 percent of tazable wages atl the end of
a 10-year cycle using a $40 mazimum benefit formula and assuming 2 to 10
million unemployed *

Contribution rate for— ) Contribution rate for—
State 3 percent 5 percent State 3 percent | 5 percent
reserve reserve reserve reserve
ratio ratio : ratio ratio

. Percent Percent Percent Percent
Alabama 1.8 2.0 || Missouri....___..._.__.... 1.5 1.7
i 21.2 1.4 || New Hampshire......._.. 21.2 1.4
31.2 1.4 || New Jersey.oooceeocnoao-- 1.3 1.5
1.8 2.0 ew York... 1.9 2.1
21.2 1.3 {| North Dakot: 21.2 1.4
1.3 1.5 {| Oklahoma._. 1.4 1.6
1.4 1.6 {| Oregon..__.._. 1.3 1.4
1.3 1.5 || Pennsylvania_..._.....___ 1.3 1.5
1.3 1.5 || RhodeIsland._._.___._.__. 2.3 2.5
1.3 1.4 {| Tennessee. . ...coccooo_-- 1.3 1.5
1.8 2.0 || Texas.ccooeceaaeaaaot 11.2 1.3
Maryland ... __ 1.3 1.4 || Washington___.__...__.__ 1.8 2.0
Massachusetts .. ... . 1.9 2.1 || West Virginia..__._..____. 1.4 1.6

Michigan. . .oooooo . 1.9 2.1

1 Pt. IT of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
2 Under Council recommendations 1.2 would be the minimum rate so that no rates below this figure

have been included. .

B. THE EQUIVALENT OF 50 PERCENT OF AVERAGE WAGES UP TO A MAXIMUM
BENEYFIT OF $25 A WEEK*

Under the less liberal set of benefit assumptions and using past
benefit experience, our estimates indicate that a 1.2 percent contribu-
tion rate over a 2 to 5 million unemployment cycle would result in
there being nine States at the end of the cycle with reserve ratios of
less than 5 percent. Reserve ratios in 21 States would be between 5
and 10 percent and in 21 States over 10 percent.

Of the nine States whose reserves would be less than 5 percent of tax-
able pay rolls by the end of the cycle, one—Rhode Island—would un-
doubtedly have exhausted its reserve and incurred a deficit; three
others—Alabama, Massachusetts, and Michigan—would be danger-
ously close to the exhaustion mark (table F). Under these assump-
tions, table G indicates the contribution rates that, on the basis of past
benefit experience, would have to be levied in these nine States to
insure reserves of 3 and 5 percent of taxable wages by the end of
the cycle. , ~

4 Pt. II of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
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TaBLE F.—Estimated average annual benefit costs and State unemployment
reserves as a percent of taxadble wages* at the end of a 10-year cycle with a
uniform contribution rate of 1.2 percent and a $25 mazimum benefit formula 2

Percent of taxable wages

A. Assuming 2 to 5 million

B. Assuming 2 to 10 million

unemployed unemployed
State %?3%;’:5338 Reserves at Reserves at
Wy
1948 Cost of aver- | 604 10-ear | ot of gyer. | €nd 10-year
cycle with cycle with
age annual contributi age annual ibuti
benefits ontribution benefits contribution
rate of 1.2 rate of 1.2
percent percent
I 11 111 v v

8.3 1.5 6.7 1.8 |- 3.4
.8 1.7 1.5 2.0 -1.8
10.3 1.3 11.3 1.6 8.0
9.3 1.4 9.0 1.7 5.7
9.2 1.4 8.8 1.7 5.5
10.6 2.0 3.9 2.4 —.6
8.6 1.2 10.3 1.4 8.1
10.8 1.3 11.9 1.6 8.6
6.6 1.1 9.0 1.4 5.7
8.5 .7 15.7 .8 14.6
7.1 1.3 7.4 1.6 4.1
8.5 1.0 12.4 1.2 10.2
Hawaii_ .o 9.6 7 17.0 .8 15.9
Idaho. .. o 10.8 1.2 13.0 1.4 10.8
TInois . oo 6.9 1.4 6.1 1.7 2.8
Indiana. . .. ____._.._. 7.2 1.3 7.5 1.6 4.2
Towa. . 8.1 1.2 9.7 1.4 7.5
Kansas. . ..o 8.5 1.5 6.9 1.8 3.6
Kentueky . oo oo - 12.3 1.3 13.7 1.6 10. 4
Louisiana_ ... . ... __ 9.4 L5 8.0 1.8 4.8
Maine - e 9.1 1.8 4.3 2.2 —-.1
Maryland. ... . 9.5 1.5 8.1 1.8 4.8
Massachusetts. ... _.._..__.__ 5.2 1.7 .7 2.0 —2.6
Michigan. ... e 5.1 1.7 .7 2.0 -2.7
Minnesota. . ... 8.7 1.2 10. 4 1.4 8.2
Mississippi- .o 10.8 1.1 14.1 1.3 11.9
Missouri. .o oo 8.4 1.7 4.6 2.0 1.3
Montana . ... .. 12.0 1.3 13.3 1.6 10.0
Nebraska. .. oo 7.3 1.0 11.0 1.2 8.8
Nevada . ool 13.4 1.3 15.0 1.6 11.7
New Hampshire...._ ... ....... 9.0 1.4 8.6 1.7 5.3
New Jersey.-coe oo omoaeaa- 13.3 1.8 9.4 2.2 5.0
New Mexico- . oo 8.9 1.0 12.9 1.2 10.7
New York. .. ... 8.2 1.8 3.2 2.2 -1.2
North Carolina._.___.__._.._______ 10.3 1.0 14.6 1.2 12.3
North Dakota - 5.6 1.1 7.8 1.4 4.5
Ohjo__._.._. . 9,2 1.1 12.1 1.4 8.8
Oklahoma. ... ... 5.9 1.3 6.0 1.6 2.7
[0 ¢:1:40) « F 8.7 1.4 8.2 1.7 4.9
Pennsylvania_ . ... ... ... 7.9 1.4 7.3 1,7 4.0
Rhode Island.__.__.__.___________ 8.4 2.2 —.8 2.6 -5.3
South Carolina.__.....___.__..._ 7.9 1.0 11.7 1.2 9.5
South Dakota_____._.____.....__ 5.7 1.0 9.0 1.2 6.8
Tennessee . - o.oo_oooo . 8.8 1.4 8.4 1.7 5.1
T eXaS - oo 6.1 1.1 8.4 1.3 6.2
Utah. . 11.2 1.4 11.2 1.7 7.9
Vermont. . ... 9.7 1.2 11.6 1.4 9,4
Virginia . .. oo 7.0 1.0 8.6 1.2 8.4
Washington.. ..o . .. 10. 4 2.0 3.6 2.4 —2.9
West Virginia_ . ... ... 7.3 1.4 6.6 1.7 3.3
Wisconsin. ... oo..... 10.3 .7 17.9 .8 16.8
Wyoming. - oo 8.5 1.1 11.3 1.3 9.1

1 “Taxable wages” have been increased to take account of the Council’s recommendations for extension
of coverage and for an increase in the maximum tax base to $4,200 a year.
2 Pt. IT of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
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TABLE G.—Estimated State unemployment contribution rates in high-cost States
necessary to maintain reserves of 8 or § percent of taxzable wages at the end of
a 10-year cycle using a $25 maximum Denefit formula and assuming 2 to 5
million unemployed?

Contribution rate for— Contribution rate for—
State 3 percent | & percent State 3 percent | 5 percent
reserve reserve reserve reserve
ratio ratio ratio ratio
Percent Percent Percent Percent
Alabama. ... ... 1.4 1.6 (I Missouri.. ... ... 31.2 1.3
California. . ... ..... 21.2 1.4 || New York. ... .._._..___ 21.2 1.4
Maine. ... 21.2 1.3 || Rhode Island._......._._. 1.6 1.8
Massachusetts............ 1.4 1.6 || Washington.______._._..__ 11.2 1.3
Michigan.________.._._.._ 1.4 1.6

1 Pt. IT of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail. -
2 Under Council recommendations 1.2 would be the minimum rate so that no rates below this figure
have been included.

Of the 21 States whose reserves are shown as exceeding 10 percent
of taxable wages (table F, p. 201), by the end of the cycle, 1 would
have benefit costs of 1.4 percent of taxable wages and 11 would have
costs of 1.1 to 1.3 percent. These States would be able to charge the
minimum rate of 1.2 percent and provide benefits more liberal than
those on which these estimates were based. In the other 9, costs would
be so low judging by past benefit experience that, with a 1.2 percent
tax rate and benefits limited to those in the assumptions, reserves would
coritinue to grow considerably even if unemployment rose above 10
million. : ,

Applying these benefit assumptions to a business cycle with unem-
ployment of 2 to 10 million, it was estimated that, by the end of the 10-
year period, reserves in 11 States would be less than 8 percent of
taxable wages. In 8 States (Alabama, California, Maine, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, New York, Rhode Island, and Washington) reserves
would be completely exhausted and the respective State programs
would have incurred a deficit by the end of the cycle. The other 3
States (Illinois, Missouri, and Oklahoma) would have to increase their
contribution rates if they paid such benefits and ended the cycle with
a 3 percent reserve. Of these 3 States, only Missouri might have to
increase its rate by as much as 0.2 percentage point.

If, at the end of such a cycle, it seemed desirable to have a reserve
as high as 5 percent of taxable wages, the 20 States shown in table H
would have to levy contribution rates higher than the 1.2 percent mini-
mum if they were to provide such benefits. Eight of these States
would have to increase their rates by only 0.1 percentage point, and
3 by only 0.2. Of the 21 States whose reserve would be more than 10
percent of taxable wages at the end of a cycle with 2 to 5 million
unemployment, 11 would also have reserves representing more than
10 percent of taxable wages at the end of a cycle with unemployment
of 2 to 10 million.

Assuming the continuation of past benefit experience, costs in the
District of t(zlolumbia, Hawaii, and Wisconsin under these assumptions
would be so low as to increase their reserves substantially.
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TasLE H—Estimated State unemployment contribution rates in high-cost States
necessary to maintain reserves of 8 or 5 percent of tazable wages at the end of
a 10-year cycle using a $25 mazimum benefit formula and assuming 2 to 10
million unemployed?

Contribution rate for— Contribution rate for—
State 3 percent | 5 percent State 3 percent | 5 percent
reserve reserve reserve reserve

ratio ratio ratio ratio

Percent Percent Percent

.6 1.8 || Michigan_.__ _ ________._ 1.7 1.9

.5 1.7 |} Missouri_ ... _o._....... 1.4 1.6

.2 1.3 |} New York..____._._______ 1.6 1.8

.3 1.4 || North Dakota.._...._... 311.2 1.3

.2 1.3 || Oklahoma....._..____._._ 1.3 1.4

.2 1.3 || Oregon._. ______ emmmem———— 11.2 1.3

.2 1.3 || Pennsylvania_._..___._... 21.2 1.3

.5 1.7 || Rhode Island. 2.0 2.2

.2 1.3 || Washington._ 1.5 1.7

.7 1.9 || West Virgini 21.2 1.4

1 Pt. II of this appendix describes these benefit assumptions in detail.
2 Under Council recommendations 1.2 would be the minimum rate so that no rates below this figure
have been included. ’



ArpENDIX IV-B. PayMENTS oN ERRONEOUS AND FRAUDULENT CLAIMS

The Social Security Administration and the States have for some
time been concerned with the problem of payments on erroneous and
fraudulent claims. The Interstate Conference of Employment Secu-
rity Agencies has for several years made special studies and recom-
mendations in this field. The first committee on fraud, organized in
1941, later issued the 1942 Report of Interstate Conference Commit-
tee on Fraudulent and Other Illegal Benefit Payments. A second re-
port was made in September 1943. The third report of the Subcom-
mittee on Fraud Prevention and Detection was submitted to the inter-
state conference on July 30, 1948. It summarized present State prac-
tices and made several recommendations. This subcommittee
reported :

Fragmentary evidence, which has come to our attention as a byproduct of our
study of the devices for the prevention and detection of fraud, leads us to believe
that erroneous payments as a whole do not exceed 1 percent of all benefit pay-
ments, and that payments caused by deliberate fraud with criminal intent do not
exceed one-half of 1 percent of the total amount of disbursements. However,
disbursements of the State unemployment insurance program run into hundreds
of million of dollars each year and, small as it is percentagewise, the loss trace-
able to fraud is great.

The subcommittee believed that strict controls over claims were the
first essential and that they would reduce fraud to that “clear-cut type
of criminal activity which never can be entirely eradicated.” Among
the methods of claims control now being used, the committee listed
the following as the most effective in preventing improper claims:

1. Weekly reporting of claims in person.

2. Contacts with the claimants’ previous employers to obtain infor-
mation on the causes of their unemployment.

3. Testing each claimant’s availability for work and ability to work
through offers of jobs by the Employment Service.

4. Current checks on the claimants’ own job-seeking endeavors.

5. Periodic analysis of comprehensive questionnaires, prepared by
claimants to substantiate their eligibility for benefits.

6. Frequent interviews of claimants by thoroughly qualified claims
examiners.

The subcommittee favored constructive publicity showing that the
State agency utilizes reasonable control over claims, prosecutes vio-
lations, and obtains convictions with real penalties. Such publicity
might serve as an active deterrent to fraud. There was fear, how-
ever, that some types of publicity limited to a few sensational cases
actually encouraged people to file fraudulent or improper claims.

The subcommittee also favored the establishment of a fraud investi-
gation unit as a device which saves money. Many States would need
only a small unit, but, as a desirable minimum, each State should have
at least one specialist in fraud investigation and fraud control devot-

204
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ing full time to investigation, devising control measures, training
claims takers, etc.

The Federal authorities also believe that each State should have a
positive program to keep fraud at an inconsequential minimum, and
that the first step in fraud prevention is to use proper claims proce-
dures. These procedures include requirements for claimant report-
ing; adequate explanation to claimants of eligibility conditions; the
use of separation information and information concerning failures to
respond to call-ins or to accept referrals or jobs through the employ-
ment services; adequate fact-finding when claims issues arise; the
use of claimant questionnaires and special claimant interviews. Sound
basic procedures, adequate supervision, and intensive training are
important in these operations, and the more effective the results,
the less will be the need for the extensive use of special methods to
prevent and detect fraud.

Several specific methods to improve procedures have been used in
some States, and the Bureau of Employment Security recommends
their use in other States:

1. Refusal to take continued claims during the noon hours when
employed claimants could most easily visit the local office.

2. Rotation of the time for claimants’ reporting.

‘3. Rotation of claims takers’ stations. ’

4. Particular attention to claimants who delay filing initial claims
for a considerable period after they lose their employment, to claim-
ants who often fail to report at their scheduled appointments, and
to claimants who leave the office without waiting a reasonable time
for adjustment or other special interviews. Substitutes for the social
security account number card should never be accepted when claims
are filed, and the verification of the signature on continued claims
should be a required practice.

Three other techniques have been used effectively by some States,
but their results must be constantly checked since considerable costs
are involved :

1. Accession notices have been used in Connecticut and Maryland
with considerable success. Workers know that, when they are hired,
their employer must send an accession notice to the employment office.
This requirement tends to prevent fraud; it also permits the State
agency to catch some fraudulent claims before payments actually
begin. The system would be much more effective 1f all employers
were required to file such notices and not just covered employers.

2. In a larger number of States a check of employee wage reports

is made to find persons who might have drawn wages at the same
time they were receiving benefits. This check can be done rather
simply by mechanical means, and cases of apparent discrepancies can
be individually investigated. The check can be made against old-age
and survivors insurance records if a State keeps no wage reports.
. 3. Special industrial surveys can be made by field workers or merely
by telephone. Fraud seems to concentrate in certain spots in certain
occupations. Interstate -claims may become especially troublesome.
Particular attention to these troubled areas may yield greater results
than would any system of over-all investigation.



ArpreEnpIx IV-C. MemoraNDUM BY FIvE MEMBERS Di1sseNTING FrROM
THE MaJoriTy REPorT WiTH REsPECT To CoNTINUATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT INSURANCE AND THE IXMPLOYMENT SERVICE ON A STATE
Basis

There are important advantages in a national system of unemploy-
ment insurance. These advantages lead some members of the Council
to prefer a national plan to the present State-Federal system. In-
deed, these members of the Council believe that experience under a
State-Federal plan will ultimately compel a shift to a national plan.
Four of the members of the Council who prefer a national plan of un-
employment compensation believe, however, that the existing State-
Federal plan should be immediately improved. They have therefore
signed the recommendations of the Council, believing that these recom-
mendations, if adopted, would not impose any obstacles to a later
shift to a national plan. Mr. Rieve concurs in this minority dissent
but is not signing the recommendations of the Council since he dis-
agrees with some of the most important ones. His views are explained
in a concurring dissent at the end of this appendix.
~ The members of the Council who prefer a national plan but who
have signed the report believe that the report should contain a state-
ment of the reasons for their preference for a national plan. They
believe the following are the principal reasons for preferring a na-
tional plan.

A NATIONAL ECONOMY REQUIRES A TRULY NATIONAL SYSTEM

The fundamental fallacy in the present structure of unemployment
insurance and the employment service in this country is that it is
premised upon the theoretical considerations of State-by-State po-
litical organization rather than upon the realities of our national
economic organization. Employment, unemployment, prices, profits,
and taxes are largely determined by Nation-wide influences. Em-
ployment or unemployment in the automobile industry in Michigan or
in the steel industry in Pennsylvania or the coal industry in West
Virginia is not the result of conditions or policies arising within the
particular State. Why then should the contribution rate, benefit
amounts, and other essential factors be varied on a State basis?

The argument is made by those advocating a State system that the
determination of the existence of unemployment is an individual and
local matter. This statement is true, but such a determination can and
should be made on the basis of standards applicable throughout the
country. The experience gained through the operation of the Federal
old-age and survivors insurance program indicates that local and per-
sonalized administration can be achieved under a Federal law and
uniform Federal standards.
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The most apparent inconsistency in the administration of the pres-
ent program is the fact that while there are numerous local labor mar-
kets which cross State lines, the local offices for unemployment insur-
ance and employment service are organized and operated in accord-
ance with the fortuitous State boundaries. Although various tech-
niques have been tried to assure a more effective operation in labor-
market areas crossing State lines, the effort has been largely ineffective
because of the natural insistence of governors, State legislatures, and
State and local directors to think in terms of State sovereignty and
responsibility.

There are nearly 50 natural labor-market areas in the United States
which cut across State lines. In these areas the number of individuals
in the labor force represent a substantial proportion of the total labor
force of the entire country. Among the outstanding examples of mar-
kets which cross State lines are the following: St. Louis, Mo., and
East St. Louis, Ill.; Kansas City, Mo., and Kansas City, Kans.; Phil-
adelphia, Pa., and Camden, N. J.; Duluth, Minn., and Superior, Wis.;
Washington, D. C., and adjacent Maryland and Virginia; New York
City and adjacent Connecticut and New Jersey. Only a service or-
ganized and administered day-by-day on the principle of a Nation-
wide service can break down the psychological and political separatism
which now permeates the system. '

DISCRIMINATION AMONG EMPLOYERS

Under the existing State-by-State systems, employers are required
to submit different forms, comply with different procedures, and pay
different contribution rates in accordance with varying State laws.
An employer operating on a Nation-wide basis is required to submit
quarterly wage reports on individual employees in some States but
must submit separation reports on individual employees in others.
The forms for many reports differ among the States.

Some progress has been made in the %tates, under the pressure of
action for a Federal system, to simplify the forms and eliminate the
haphazard variations which still exist. However, in view of the fact
that the Federal Government already collects wage reports from em-
ployers for the Federal old-age and survivors insurance program, the
cost of administration could be greatly reduced and employers relieved
of part of the present bookkeeping burden and inequities by utilizing
one report to the Federal Government for all social-insurance contri-
butions.

There is no uniform definition of the terms “employment” or “em-
ployee” under the State laws nor even a uniform interpretation among
those States which have identical provisions. The result is that em-
ployers are sometimes required, without sound justification, to comply
with several different State laws. Nation-wide employers who have
isolated representatives in many different States have a legitimate
complaint about the unnecessary burden which is placed upon them
by the necessity of complying with a multiplicity of varying State
laws and varying reporting requirements.
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DISCRIMINATION AMONG EMPLOYEES

Under the existing State-by-State system, the amount and duration
of benefits as well as most other conditions relating to eligibility and
disqualification for benefits are determined exclusively by State law
and State interpretation. Although in Nation-wide industries—such
as automobiles, steel, coal, shipping, and textiles—wages, hours, and
working conditions, as well as prices, are determined on a Nation-wide
basis, unemployment insurance benefits are determined on a State-by-
State basis. Thus, though two individuals receive the same wages and
work the same period in the aircraft industry, for example, one, if he
had worked in the State of Washington upon becoming unemployed
could be eligible to receive $25 per week for 26 weeks or a total of $650;
while the other, if he had worked in the State of Arizona could receive
$20 per week for 12 weeks or $240.

The discrimination which also exists in such matters as eligibility
conditions, waiting period, disqualification provisions, determination
of suitable work, minimum amounts, appeals procedures, methods of
computing the average wage of the unemployed individual, and other
factors is very marked. :

The case for a Federal system of unemployment insurance and em-
ployment service offices does not rest entirely on the inadequacies, dis-
criminations, and inequities of the present State-by-State system.
There is no doubt that much could be done to improve the present State-
by-State system if greater authority were given to the Federal Govern-
ment to set minimum standards. But even with such authority the
present system would be inappropriate to deal with the employment
and unemployment problem on a national basis in accordance with the
economic and social requirements of our economy.

* ECONOMIC FACTORS

The variations in benefits and contributions mentioned previously
are discriminatory as between individuals. No principle of equity or
justice can be advanced for such variations. In addition, such varia-
tions are a hindrance to developing a Nation-wide policy designed to
assure maximum employment and productivity. States with low bene-
fits and high reserves and restrictive disqualifying requirements may
be adhering to policies which thwart national policy. In brief, there is
no assurance that the State programs based on State laws and State
regulations will reinforce national policy aimed at meeting the needs
of a national economy. Since most State legislatures meet biennially,
they are often unable to make the necessary changes promptly to adjust
to a national emergency involving millions of our citizens. In fact,
during the war and the reconversion period policies of particular
Staées were frequently out of accord with rapidly changing national
needs.

Under a State-by-State system, the total amount of reserves must
necessarily be greater than under a single Federal system. In order to
safeguard each State program separately, there must be accumulated
reserves which for all the States together must aggregate a far larger
amount than that equally safe for a single Federal system. There is,
therefore, under a State system need to levy higher contributions and
build up reserves larger than would be necessary under a Federal plan.
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Instead of the present $7,000,000,000 of reserves isolated in water-tight
compartments under the State-by-State system, not more than $2,000,-
000,000 to $3,000,000,000 of reserves would be necessary under a Fed-
eral system. The comparable advantages of centralized reserves in our
banking system have been recognized for 35 years.

LACK OF UNIFORM TREATMENT

One of the major defects of the State-by-State system is that, even
when uniform terms and provisions are included in State laws, there
is lack of uniformity in the interpretation and application of such
uniform decisions. Thus, the various State agencies and the courts
have rendered dissimilar decisions on such important matters affecting
the benefit rights of employees as who is an “employee,” what is “suit-
able work,” “voluntary leaving,” “stoppage” of work, “available for
work,” and “good cause” for refusing suitable work. No basic im-
provement can be made in this situation without materially increasing
the authority of the Federal Government. Only a Federal system
can provide for a uniform and equitable interpretation of uniform
statutory provisions.

LACK OF ENCOURAGEMENT FOR MOBILITY OF LABOR

A valuable element in the American economic system is the incentive
given to the maximum utilization of individual skills in the chang-
ing need for labor. As new plants are built in new communities, new
labor is required which must be drawn from other communities. This
situation permits individuals to climb the economic ladder to utilize
their greater skills, earn higher cash rewards, and thereby to increase
national production and consumption. The various eligibility con-
ditions of the State laws and the restrictive interpretations given of
“voluntarily leaving” work, and the heavy penalties placed on “vol-
untary leaving” when not “attributable to the employer,” all act as
bars to the effective geographic and economic mobility of labor. A
typical case illustrates the way in which this barrier works. An in-
dividual “voluntarily leaves” his employer to take a better paying
job at a higher skill. After he works for a short period of time for

is new employer, the plant burns down, the employer goes bankrupt
or, for some other reason, the employee becomes unemployed due to no
fault of his own. Under nearly half of the ‘State laws this involun-
tarily unemployed individual will be denied benefits during all or
part of this period of unemployment.

Another facet of this same problem is the unwillingness of a State
legislature to increase the benefits under its law because of the compet-
itive disadvantage which the employers in the State will face as
against employers in other States with lower benefits and lower em-
ployer contributions. The recommendations in the body of the report
will result in considerable improvement in this situation but will not
entirely eliminate it. The only way in which unemployment insur-
ance benefits can come to have a neutral effect on labor mobility is
by providing a uniform national system with eligibility, amount and
duration of benefits, disqualifications, and related matters on a com-
mon basis throughout the Nation.

83404—49——15
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RECIPROCAL ARRANGEMENTS AMONG STATES

One of the serious shortcomings of the State-by-State system has
been the failure, after nearly 15 years of effort, to work out a simple
and effective system of reciprocal arrangements among all States as
to both coverage and benefits. The present situation is costly for em-
ployers, employees, and the State agencies alike. The failure, after
so many years, to achieve satisfactory administrative arrangements
is an indication of the great obstacles faced by a State-by-State system
in dealing with this important problem. It appears that the major
reason why interstate claims are paid after a longer delay than intra-
state claims is the fact that the provisions of the State laws are so
complicated and diverse that speedy settlement is difficult.

PUBLIC UNDERSTANDING

The Council, in an earlier report on old-age and survivors insurance,
unanimously recommended the development of a broad informational
program. The Council said then:

No social-security program can be eftective unless those who are entitled to
participate know their rights and obligations.

This principle is equally applicable to other areas of social insur-
ance. In some respects it is even more applicable to unemployment
insurance since unemployment is a current and recurring risk. There
is ample evidence that the many complicated and technical provisions
of State unemployment insurance laws have made it extremely diffi-
cult for individuals to know their benefit rights. A Federal program
could greatly reduce the baflling complexities of the many State laws
and thereby make it possible for both employers and employees to
know their rights and duties under the law, irrespective of State-by-
State variations.

NATIONAL DEFENSE

An additional justification for the operation of a Federal employ-
ment service is the necessity for having an effective manpower program
in case of a national emergency. Federalization of the employment
service in time of a national emergency and subsequent return of the
service to the States is not a satisfactory procedure. Such a procedure
does not assure an effective Federal system during an emergency. It
is disruptive of staff morale when the service is returned to the States.
It is disruptive of the tenure of office, compensation, and retirement
rights of the employees involved. Only a permanent Federal employ-
ment service can give assurance that there will be the most effective
service available in an emergency.

ADMINISTRATION

Although the Federal Government now pays all the costs of State
administration, each State pays its employees in the employment secu-
rity program on a State salary scale under State provisions with respect
to tenure of office, retirement, leave, and other conditions of work.
One of the chief advantages of a Federal system over a State-by-State
system is that under the Federal civil service and the Federal civil-
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service retirement system, better qualified staff could be recruited and
could improve services to everyone.

While each form of social insurance has its characteristic adminis-
trative problems, all involve the process of determining the eligibility
of claimants for benefits and all 1n this connection draw upon a basic
skill in human relations and in the application of law and policy to
individual circumstances. A unified program with one local office for
all types of benefits would facilitate the kind of training of personnel
that would increase the possibility of an interchange of personnel in
relation to fluctuations in the staff requirements of the different parts
of the system. The result would be a more efficiently administered
program with greater service to employers, employees, and the public.

The Federal old-age and survivors insurance program already offers
the administrative and financial basis for simplifying and improving
our unemployment insurance program. One wage report from each
employer can be received for aﬁ soclal insurance purposes. One wage
record can be maintained for all benefits. One local office with suit-
able specialists for each of the different programs could be established.
There could be one Federal agency with a single set of regional, area,
and local offices. Such an organization would assure simplified ad-
ministration for employees, employers, and the public, lower admin-
- istrative costs, more efficient administration, and greater consistency
in the application of the law to all persons in similar circumstances.



CoNcURRING DissENT BY MRr. R1EVE 1N SUPPORT OF A NATIONAL SYSTEM
or UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND IN OPPOSITION TO THE RECOM-
MENDATIONS oF THE MaJoriTY oF THE Counci. Witk Respect To
CoNTINUATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ON A STATE BaAsis

I heartily agree with the four other Council members who believe
in a national system of unemployment insurance. As our joint dis-
sent explains, such a national system would make possible adequate
benefits, would promote necessary mobility of labor during full employ-
ment or national defense emergencies, would meet the realities of our
national economic organization, would overcome the present wide-
spread differences in treatment of workers and of employers, and
would make possible the development of a unified, comprehensive,
adequate program of social insurance against the hazards of sickness,
costs of medical care, old-age and survivorship, as well as unem-
ployment. ,

It is already more than clear that only a national system can achieve
these results.. The State-Federal set-up has shortcomings even
greater than those described in the majority report.

The four other members who support a national system seem to
doubt that it can be obtained now. This doubt was valid during the
life of the Eightieth Congress which appointed our Advisory Council,
but the election has basically changed the situation. This is not the
time for patchwork poultices that do not meet basic needs.

Even if a national system is not voted by this Congress, the recom-
mendations of the majority do not contain sufficiently far-going im-
provements in the present State-Federal system. Xmployees are
being asked to share half the costs of unemployment insurance with
no assured gain in return. No Federal benefit standards are estab-
lished, although the recommendation on disqualifications would mean
improvement. Extension of coverage is certainly desirable, though
not to Federal employees on a State basis. Certain minor advances
in administration are more than offset by the proposal that funds be
given the States for administrative purposes over and above con-
gressional appropriations, thus confusing budgetary problems and
weakening the Federal agency in its efforts to improve State programs.

It seems important to explain in more detail my opposition to this
suggestion for administrative financing and the recommendation for
an employee contribution.

At present employers are paying an average tax of 1.5 percent on
pay rolls. The majority proposes that this be cut in half and that
employees should accept a tax burden of 0.75 percent of their wages
to make up the difference. This contribution amounts to a wage cut
averaging 1 cent an hour. I believe that the evidence is insufficient
to bolster the majority’s argument that the combined flat rate will
assure improvements in benefits by putting a floor under experience
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rating and taxes and thus theoretically weakening employer opposi-
tion to improve benefits. The Council’s own estimates show that
the flat amount would not be enough for even meager increases in
benefits in an important group of States, including Alabama, Mas-
sachusetts, Michigan, New York, and Rhode Island. This statement
would be true even if unemployment does not rise above 5,000,000.
If unemployment rises to 10,000,000, these States as well as others,
such as California and Missouri, would exhaust all their reserves.
These are the Council’s own estimates based on what, to me, are too
low benefit provisions.

I have never accepted the idea that the unemployment-insurance
contribution should be split equally between employers and employees.
I certainly cannot agree to the idea that workers will show sufficient
interest in unemployment insurance only if they pay for it. In New
Jersey, in spite of the employee contribution for this program, the
CIO State industrial union council has been unable to secure repre-
sentation on the State advisory council and labor has lost representa-
tion on appeals boards. A national system would make it far easier
for workers to understand unemployment compensation and would
permit unions to acquaint their members with their rights and to par-
ticipate more actively in the various administrative processes. When
one system takes the place of 51 State and Territorial systems, the num-
ber of complexities, ambiguities, and uncertainties will be reduced by
approximately 50 fifty-firsts; hence, it will for the first time be possible
for any one person to understand unemployment insurance in the
United States.

As for administrative financing, State employment security agencies
should have enough money to operate properly, just as Federal agen-
cies should. Congress should appropriate sufficient funds for all
important Government functions. I am now supporting addi-
tional Federal grants for unemployment insurance and the em-
ployment offices. But this Council would give millions of dollars
back to State agencies to be used for the same purpose as the
money voted by Congress. I agree with the Bureau of Employ-
ment Security in opposing this suggestion, which in the current
fiscal year would have given Illinois 2.8 million dollars over and
above its budgetary administrative grant, or an addition of 44 per-
cent. Pennsylvania, Indiana, Missouri, Ohio, and Wisconsin would
have received 36 to 42 percent in addition. These proportions would
be increased if Congress should lower rather than increase its appro-
priations. Supporters of this type of financing have frankly indicated
that one objective is to escape from Federal controls, whereas I believe
that the Federal agency should have increasing power to promote
proper performance.



*9$BOSIP 10 ‘SSAUNIIS ‘SSoU
-[1t ‘Aanfut SnOAIdU 10 ‘[voldo]
-oyodsd  ‘[ejueux ‘[eorsAyd
JO 9sneddq JJom 03 LIJiquul
‘suresdold gjoq jo uon
-BI}SIUIUEIPE 10]. PIMO[[8 SUOI}
-nqrijuod jo judarad (f ‘spuny
uoljRI}SIUWPE douBINSUL
juswAordwout peodfred jo 3no

‘eouwnsur L3iqesip Arsiod
-T193 10} UO1INQLIFUO0D [BUOIID
-pB ou—uoyNqI3u0d J8Lojduryy

‘9ourIns
Ul JuowAoidwoun proI[I¥L
AQ PpOIBA0D SIOHIOM DROI[IBY
“LYGT ‘T AIng
‘uonng iy
-u0d 938Iedas 10 [BUOIMIPP® ON
*S]y9Uaq 9S0Yy] 40J puilj Jo
1uno0998 91818das ou ‘Junodoe
juowrfo[dwoun pROI[IBI JO
900 pied sjgousq ‘punj {vIape,[

*$17oU9q AJTUI9)BI
pug ssouyols ‘Py soumins
-uf ucmEmoEEo:D prOJIey

*mef norjesudd
-WO0D S, UIUINIOM Idpull
orqesueduiod jou ‘os JI
10 JudmAopdwa jo 984102
ul pus jJo Ino 3Suisue
40U SSIUDIS 10 JUIPII8
Aug wodj 3ulpnsod udm
-fordure 9y} Jo s9unp
uriojred 0} Ajijiqsul [8j0.L

*MB[ Uol}
-esudduIod S, UdUWINIOM
I9pun 9pquesuddurod
10U SSIUMOIS 10 JUOPlod.
Aue urolj guijnsai uon
-BIOUNUIAL I0] YIom AUB
aurojred 0 AIIqeul 8]0

--suornqIuod jo Jusoidd 9

*3ur18l 90UdLIIAX0 AQ POYIpoOW oG 0} 9Bl
pAojduid ‘161 ‘T AN 191je douBInSUl LJI[1BSIP Laul
-odurag 1oy quoalad ¢z Aud ueid 9jealrd £q poroaon
10U 918 SIOIOM 9soUM sIdAorduayy -IUBINSUT JUSUL
-Lopduroun 10} Judasad ¢z o Ajuo Aed uvid 9jevanid Aq
PAI9A0) SIdIOM ‘PourInSUl JudWAO[dWOUN 10] U
-13d ¢z pu® dourInsul A[1qESIP A1tlodwo) 10] U

-19d ¢z 0 Aed ueid 9)©}8 AQ POISA0I SIINIO A\

1Y)

puB ‘6361 ‘1 "ue[ eourInsul judwrAojdwoan 10j pIIoO[B
[ms uonnquuod 9dLordms Juevsdd ¢z FulUIRWIS}]
‘sesodind doueansul juemAodwoun 10 pivd Apour
-10j uounquod 9Lofdwe Judosed 1 Jo jno ‘uoninqrn
-u09 9oLojdmo jusotad ¢4°0 ‘6¥6T ‘T "UBL 03 ‘§F61 ‘T ounyp

*Spunolg snordIfal 1o INo 199[0 uBY SYICM
eupiatpul 78yl 3da0x9 (Sy0am (g Ul SIORICA dIour
10 § y}ia sunig) eouvansul juswrLo[dwoun JIoj st dWsg

.............. (a0[9q ‘Bulouruly OS[E 99g)

................ 6¥61 ‘T "ukf

*S¥61 ‘T ounyf
*(paansur-Jres

10 painsur) sueld oeald posoxdde pue ‘yuswiord
-weun fulnp A3{Iqesip pus usid 93@)g 10} punj 9jvIg

“juomLopd
-wo  Suunp  AJIIqusIp
—ueld 91838--S}jaULQ

“qudmmAordwoun 3ul
-Inp LIGUSIP—SIYauaq

L31p1qestip Lrerodwag, | £31[1qesip AJsiodwo g,

08
L1euro)snd 10 JIo[ndal uLloj
-19d 03 uoNIpPUO0d [BIUIW IO
[eorsdyd Jo osnwvoeq AN[Iqeul

..... SUOTINYLIFUCd Jo Juddadd ¢

*sasod
-md ssusInsul-juomAoidmo
-un 10§ pred A110uwwio] ‘uorl
-nqruod dLopdure juensed 1

“ (1101
Lud Lrrojaenb 8 ul 001 pus
JIONI0M T {[I1M SULIY) 90URINS
~ui juotrLo[dwoun Joj St duUng
................... 9¥61 ‘T 00T

.................. 9F6T ‘T A
*(poansut

-Jlos Jo painsul) suv[d 9j8a
-ud peaordde puw punj 01838

*s1goudq LJ1[1GeSIp
uorjesusdurod juswrfofdwau)

HIOM
L18u03sSNO 10 IB[N3VI ULIOY
-1od 03 UONIPUOD [LIUIW X0
[8o1sAqd jo osneoaq AjIgeul

..... SuONN|LIIuod Jo juddrad 9

gosod
-1ind 9ourInsul-yuomAordurd
-un 10§ pred Lj1ourroy ‘uony
-nqujuod avLorduwe juddred
*S$pPUnNO0I3 SNOLAI[01 1O 310 109[3
uLO SIOHIOM [LnpPIAIpUI J8Y)
1do0x9 (SYIIM () Ul SI0{I0M
QIO JO § YITM SULI) d0uLINs
-ul juawLofduoun I0j $5 oUILg
...................... SF6T d v

—

................... ZF6T ‘1 ouilp

..................... punj 9vis

---uo13esued w0 ssAUNdIS Ysv)

- £Y[IqEsp Jo uonILYeQ

-3urousuy AN RISIUIWDY

........ somms--Juousulg

................ 038I0A0D)
||||||||||||| Sjyous{

=Tt SSuoMNYIIIUe)
1SOTEP 0ATIORYH

s-----------punjjo odAL,

........ weidoad jo dwy N

DROIIEY

£0SIOL MON

eIWIOJI{B)

PUE(ST 9pOYH

UOISIAOLT

SMD] 20UDUNSUI-JUIWAO0JdUIUN YN UOIIUU0D UL PIIIISIULUPD SMD] 20uDINSUL-fi]1qusip-Aiviodwa) fo uostwduwo)—1 14V ],

NOILVUEJ() UITH T, DNINUHINO) VLV (] ANV SMVT EONVUOASNT ALITIGVSI(] A4VHOdINE , 40 SNOISIAOY "(J—AT X1ANUddY

214



215

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

‘polrad Supjrem a1y J103)8
Pot1ad uO19BIISI391 HIIM-Z ICJ
06$ 01 09°L1I$ ‘sodem [vnuus
JO J[NPOYds U0 poIseq ‘cs 03
gL'1$ JO junows jysudq A[req

‘porrad oseq ur og1$

1834 Jy
-aueq 3uppedoad IBeA JepudfB))

*1 A utaulSoy ‘uwiojiug)

*90uRInS
-ul juswdojdweun st dwvg

*S3goudqy
lgngdel WO pOPRIOXd jou
Aousvudead o) dnp senji[Ige
-SI(Y  uoIjeINp 1v[n3ol wWo.lj
S[qQIINPap jou s3PIudq AU
-191BI  "9jBI le[ngor sown)
31 9% QMIAPLIYD 193¢ sAwp
$1 3sig pue ‘porrdd £uwisy
-BUI ul SATD P 1S1Y 10§ S1y
-udq "YHIQPIIY» 81059q S}y
-9u9q ,SARD 8 UBYj} 210Ul J0uU
1nq ‘1038[ ST J0AYIYM ‘UL0q
ST PIIYD I91JT SABD Tg 10 “19%[
sAep ¢[1 Sulpud pue ‘gliq
-PlYd Jo 3ep poroadxo 010
-9q sAvp L¢ Suuum3oq pordd
8 10] S3y9U9q Ajjulejew [voadg

("IryIop I2YS1Y (XU
0} POpuUNOl s9dvm 19}
Tt S -1enbh-ysry jo 31) gz$ 03 6%

‘poraad aseq . ‘junows
JUQIIIP 10) 9d9ox9 swkg | Jyeudq A[eeM X (g

A1p1qesip jo pou
-ed Aue jo juoWIdOURUL *1804 1
-woo Jujpadead s19jienb -ouoq 3uipavdad s1ajavnb
Jvpud|Bd ¢ ISB[ JO ¥ ISIL | 1BPUS[EI G JSB[ JO § ISJILI
*Jous
-1asut Juswdopduraun ut
SB SIsvq omes uo porrad
JIuowW-Z 1 AUB Ul S]GIUAQ
WNW{XBUW puUB WNul *usansul juourfojdura
-lutwr 10j sapraoid uspd -un 10} WL PIvA A
038]8 Inq ‘ItA jgoueq oN | Sutuuldoq ‘[vupIrAlpui

*douBINSUL *9duBINSUl
juomforduroun o3 sprwig | juomLojdudun se oweg
*JOUBOUL

-9pstux Yy3ig e jo uorierjodiad ayj ui poureisns sornf
-ut 0} 1o ‘Ainfuy paIoIgul-jias A[euoijusiul pus A[jn}
-[[14 0} anp £J1{IqESIp jJo polred Lue 10) sjudwiied ON

*UO011I0( 8 10 ‘OFBLIITISIW ‘YIIIqplIyo ‘Aouru
-3a1d 03 enp £3111qusip jo porrod Aue Joj sjudwmled oN

*s03vm 193aenb-yiIy jo
AUPdYIS uo pastq ¢z 01 01¢
"00g$ uvy) sso[
jou Ing ‘sso] S1 19A9YOIYM
‘sosta Jelaenb-ydiy X §{1.10
junows jgoudq A[qedos X (¢
gok
-1enb jo yjuour 95y uy Suiu
-u180q Jued jyouoq Jurpod
-0ud s1ojaenb repuelro g 98]
JO ¥ 3say f193aenb jo yjuow
P4IY3 10 pucoes uy suiuurdaq
1604 qgoudq Suppaovid sie}
-1snh awpuoreo g Isv Jo § sa1g

‘yioq
16} 1v0A 3goudq SoysI|qeIsd
squuansul juswAoduraun 1o
£qesip Liviodwo) 19310
10] WIR[D PI{BA "UIIR[ pI[eA
UM Juiuuisoq  ‘renpraipul

*90uLIns
-ul juowrfopdwoun sg owty

*Koureudaad oy
JO UOYTUIIILIY} 101)B SHOIM
¥ 981y 10} Aourudaid jo qno
duisnae 10 £q pesnwd Lanfur
10 ssauq[I Au® 10] sjuowied ON

*s0dem dgaenb-ySig
JO 3[MPAYIS U0 paseq ‘¢z 01
01$ ‘eouransu juouwiLojduroe
-ufy sedem dajaenb-ysig jo
O[IpPAYDSs UO posty ‘gI1$ 09 ¢L°0%

........ potd 3seq U 0018

ELERR A1
-9udq 3urpvooad JEas Jepud[RD

‘judy ur Aep
-ung isiy Suiuuidoq ‘waojiup
*OUIES 9113
9SIMJIAYI0 ‘OOTTBINSUT JUOUL
-forduroun w0y uonBINP
puB junowty A[v3s ul JBPI

*SoUdAIId IS 1w K 1JOTS(Q AU
JT udAd ‘Aoususoud © 10] s37
-au9q SYI0M G JO uowjImIf
‘QIAIG PIIY2 JO 4[NSAT B ST SUOTY
~BoJ[dwod {ensnun 1oj jdaoxsy

“junowe
1oudq Ae9op

“s3utuaed Surdjiend)

poriod asvgl

1004 jgIudg

SuolsiAoid Jyoud g

SUOISN[IXA 1Y)

£TUI9) RN



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY

216

‘sug[d 978A1Id 10 uoIsIAOId ON

*poured 3urjiem 9yj 19))8
porred uorjeiisidor  A8p-pI
B Ul § JO SS00X0 Ul AJ[IqBSIp
Jo ABp yosd 10 pisd sjgoudyg
*sporsod uor3Ba3sIddr ABp-H1
juenbesqns Ul SSIUDIS JO SABD
¥ 981y 1oj pled jou sjyousq
+1894 1youdq B8 uj poraed uoy
-B1)S1391 ABp-$1 3SIY Ul SABD L

'sjgoueq AHIqESIP 10]
peglenbsp s1 ojndsip
10g8[ 8 JO 9sNBIAQ DU
-1nsul judwdojdwaun
10} poyifenbsip JuUBWILID

*}0B1JU0D
quosaxd 119y} jo poured
9] Jnoy3nolqj anuijuod
ABUI 0QUI)SIXO UI APBAI[B
suspd 978a11d Jey3 3dod
-X9 ‘9A1I91I1SOI 910U OU
sjuowanbaa ATIqI31Ie
pus ug(d 91838 03 [enbo
15%0[ 1% §1gouaq JO SYI0M
pus sjgoudq  A[feoM

“IB[[0P
I9y31y 3Xou 0} popunol
yoom qIed J10] JuUewW
-Aed ‘“junowe A[oom
JO 4430 0)BIYB [[AdS B UL L
10 $590X9 uy A11]1g8sIp JO
sABp Aus 10j pred sjgaudg

*£T1QBSIP JO POl
-od pejdnimjurun yoed
Jjo Jurpuuidaq 18 £3IIqe
-SIP JO SABD JAIINIOISU0D 2

*payl[enbsip 1o 9[qI3
-[jour pue peALordwoun
JUBRUWIIR[O JOJJ8  SYOIM
g% uey) alow Juruuiseq
AJI[IqBSIp 10] $3y2UVq ON

Ig[l0op 19y31y 3xd0U
0] peopunold g§ jo Ioue
-M0[[B UB YlIM s3uruied
SNUIW JUNOWB A[X00M
—sjyousq [enjded 10}
B[NULI0] 90UBINSUI-JTOTL
-Aoidwdun 03 JuIpaco
-08 juomrAo[durd yirs
pourquioo Ji AJNIGESID
10 SY{99m jJaed 10] JuswILeJ

*1804 Jgduaq ur
juemAodwoun jo joom [

10§ pagienbsip pewnsaid st
‘sjo®] Fupuassadeasiur Aoy
-4 ‘YIom 9[EIINS JO [ESn}
-31 ‘jonpuoosiur 10j 93IBYD
-SIp ‘8UIABO[ A163UNJOA 10§
aoueInsul juemAojdwsun 1oy
poyifenbsip juswWIL[3 °S1Y
-oudq A31[1qesIp Joj paylsnb
-SIp 99ndsip I0oq®B] B JO 9sned
-9q eoueJnsul juswAordwo
-un 10y payienbsip juswiieln

*9UO SO 7B Ul 198013 pue
‘sjo0dsal [ ul [BUD? 3SLOY
1% S1ySa—ueld 938)g Jopun
uvy) 201e0ad sIg3M jyeudyg

‘junoure
A199M JO 41 JO 938l 9® ‘[[ods
B UL J JO SSOIXd Ul AI[1qBSIp
J0 s&sp Aue 10] pred sjgousg

*£3111qe

-s1p Jo porrod pojdnizsjurun

youe Jo Jumuuiddq 3w AN
-[TqesIP JO SABD SAIINOISUOD /,

*A[9yeaedas mrei301d 19910

-suejd 93vAlad 10j uoisiaoad ON

*AJUIQESID JO SYM
IBpuded djojduion 10y ATUO
pied sjgoudg uolstaold oN

‘w4 Qgeusq ur
AJIQTSIP JO ¥oom IBPUIRD T

.......... ustyIeayenbsi(]

suvid aj8anad
10] suoistaodd jgoudg

“ANnq

-BSID JO SYI0M JIBJ

....... porIad SUIB A
“uop)

*QUON [~--"=-"=" =TTt QUON |~""""TTTTTTTTTTTos 9UON] | 10] uolwINp Jo jJuedred (gy |TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTOUYT JUON | -BaInp jutof wo Jrmry
*A19jBredas wvid
-0ad 19yjIe J0J uoyjvInp *sodea [UnuUULe JO 9[NpPoyos
Jo juoorad (g1 "sedea uo paseq ‘0g9$ 07 ¢G$ ‘Syom
‘potrad porxad-aseq 4 10 Junowrs 'sedem potaed-oseq 3 9z 01 ¢ ‘oouransui jusmLord
Juoul-gl  SAIINIISU0D jgousq A[eom X 0% 10 junowiv 3gauaq A[Yoom -weuU) °sdfvA [tnuue  Jo
*059$ 01 09°L23$ Lus usjyousq 09 soridds JO 19ss9[ st pandwod X097 Jo 10sS9[ S8 ponduod [UIPAYDS U0 PIsRq ‘0S¢ FILS
‘sy0am 9z—sAvp 0gl wWMOjiun | pwmpy jeys 3deoxo  ewreg | 7.S$ 03 06$ ‘SHo0M 97 03 0T | 099% 03 0S1$ ‘Sieem 9g 01 6 | 03 P ‘oM +0g 01 ¢ |TTTTTTTTTITTuonIvIng
‘uop—suosiacad jgoudg
preoIey £9sIof MAN RIUION[BD pusis] opoyy UOISTAO0IJ

ANUITUO)—SMD] 29UDINSUL-JUIUWA0)dWdUN YIUN UOWIFUU0D UL PILIISIUIUPD SMD 20unInsul-A11gnsip-fiviodwa) fo uosiundwoH)—'1 114V
I ] {11 K i waup -1 1QUSIp .



217

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

*3sonbax £2
-u938 Uo UOI}BIYIIeD IB[IWIIS
6ABY ISTUI SWIE[D pInUI}
-u0) *Jsudp v 10 ‘yjedo
-3150 U8B ‘QUIdIpow JO 10300p B
£q pousdis 9q jsnux suorjeoiddy
‘(18w Aq 9910 [BIIUDD
038O[[D 07 SWIB[O JgauRq AU
-1918W [[V C[jsw Aq §991[j0
[suor3aa g jo euo 9jvrdordds
03 SUIB[d PONUIU0D pus [B]ITU]

*593eM SOA190
=01 juswijerd J1 SIqISIe ION

*Sjuow
-£ed yons woly sjgousq I9A00
-3l 03 po[INud s} Aouase ‘pred
uddq 9ABY sjgeueq AN(Iq
“BSIp YOIyM JIoj AJI[Iqesip 8
J10] so3suIvp 10 )1 SOA[IDAI 9y
JI "uorissuadwiod S, UdIHIOM
SIATI0AI JUBWIB[O J] AIqISI[ JON

.quﬁeqaaoo Eﬁ%ou
JO pA003l B 10 UBIJISAY
3urpueps  Aq  AIqe
-SIp [8307 JO U0I38OY11130
dpnpul jsnux AIq8sIp
Jojooxd ‘£18SS900U SIAPIS
-u0D Aoudds 93818 UIYA

“ponssy
9q 03] suoijsingal pus
$OINI [[I14 9OUBPIODDE Ul
wiEd Jo Jooad puw a1jou
ysiuingy jsnul  jusuIre[)

*uRrdISAYd posuddI[ A[[edo] ® JO 818D
I3pun J0u S[ JUBUIIR[O UdYM POLIdd AU% J0] S}JOUdq ON

“JuswIe( oy}
J0 J18Y9q uo 10 Aq s3Iy
-9uaq J10j WIIB[O JO 99130U
u9lLIM I0j sapraoid mwury

*£9111q8
-SIp 03 Jorid sedem A
-}99M JB[NFa1 Po3IXa J0U
Lew s938M snjd sjgousq
‘sagem 9A109I 0] sanul)
-u0d 9y J1 ‘uopjerdunul
-91 10j] jiom suriojied
juswred yorym 3urmp
pojed 10y judmked ON

‘SB[ 90UBINISUL
juawAoidwoun  3uiy
oy suorstaoxd  £Ls0in
-181S 1M 80UTPI0AIR UL
Swed 10j sapraoad mer

*I8[[0P 031 1XaU 9Y)
03 PIpUNOIl JPULYIP
91} SOAT30dI JUBRIBO Iy
-0uoq A[{99M UBY]) SSO ST
¢$ SnUTW UOI}BIIUNTWIAL JT

* MB[ Uo1BSUAI W00 S, UAWIHI0M Jopun dfqesuad w0
SSOUIDIS IO JUIPIOOB SAPN[OXd AJI[IqESIp d(qesusdwo)

“p93dodos aq L8 9381 JO
10 WO} UOIIBOYILILD ‘SB[
penuijuod uo ‘jeyl 3dooxs
‘A18SS000U SI9PISU0D AOudSe
9]8}8 USYM  UOIPBVOYIILD
JR[IUIS 9A%Y jSnU SWIB[D
panuruo) Iouoljijoead
SNOISIdL  vruloji[e)  pozl
-101308 £q 10 ‘JUOWUIIA0N
‘S "1 941 JO 1901]j0 |BOIpOWI B
Aq ‘10j0v1doaigo ‘yjedoolso
‘asipododiyo  “)S1IUIp  ‘uodd
-ans ‘urroisAgd sruaoj[e) ©
Aq poudis 0 ISNUT SWIE[O 3SIN[

‘[ew £q S9O1JO BAIR 9T 09
SWIBD PanuUIuod ‘[rew Aq
901JO [BIJUDD 0 SWIIB[D [BIIUT

90U
-I90IP 9Ul SMBIP JUBWIB[D
‘unours 1gousq A[N00M uBlj}
SSO[ aae saduvm J1 18Y) 3da0x9
‘7091913 14ed 10 So8BM S9A19D
01 juewIe JI 9[qIdIP JON
*AQUAIIPIP
3yl 03 poIud ST juvwIv[D
‘lgoudy  A[Iqesip  uwyy
SS9l  uoljesuadwiod s, udux
-){J0M JI 98] 1d90%0 (s1gouaq
AYITIqesIp 10J 9[qIsie jou
‘Yoom pus AJI{IQBSIp Owes
107  uolwsueduwiod s, uewn
-jI0M  SB junouwe I93uald
10 [enbo uB 9A10991 03 P11
-U? SI IO SOAI9D9I JUBWIIR[D JI

*JoxIewW 10q8] 03 WO}
[BMBIDYIIA B 0] 0U pus £31
-[1qesip 07 onp st juowrLord
-udun juyg dao0ad jsnwx £31
-[1qesIp Jo porxdd jo Juruuid
-9q urpovdld syjuoul ¢ uvyl
IOWI 10} 901J0 judmAoidurd
otiqnd v 98 po1vysier Jou
podordurd I9yeu JustIBl)
‘sjuowAed  jyouoq-LIiiqe
-SIp 10J 9snBd pood pus AIl
-[Iqesip Jo Burpuy ® st 10y}
ssojun  sjgouoq  AJI[IqBSIp

* £18$5900U SIOPISU0D Aouaie
V}EIS UdY M STIB[D PONuiIuo0d
U0 pue SWIBL[O (211Ul [{8 UO
PaIIUDbAI UOI1BIY1II0 [ROIPITAL

e £q 901[j0 [RIJUSD 03
SwIIe[d ponuuod pue [eljul

. *3ur
-3I0M J0U B[IUM J0RI9Y] Javd
10 S93BM  IB[NSAI SIATI0DIL
JUBWIB[O YSNOYJ UDAD O[qIIT[ T

‘sjuemAed
wns-dwm] JI0] UOIPNPIP
ON ssuyols 01 aotad qof

JsB] WO o3vmM A[Hoom 98BI
-A® JO Ju9010d (06 PoddXa jou
-uBd $jyeuadq AJIIGBSIP puw
uo28sudduIod S, USUIHIOM JO.
12301 ‘vonesuedwod s, uswI
-}{10M SRAIS0RI jUBWIRD JI

*91[1qESIp JO
T013uOY1190 [BII PITY

............... swiel)
seanp

-0001d  9AT}BIFSIUIUIP Y

‘U011Bs
-uadwod S, UBWINIO A\
sowooul JulkJirenbsiq



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY

218

*95L0 OB 10]
99] pepdyos ¥ surpIsAyd
o} sfed pus ‘suorjBUITREXY
gons 1oy j10dax 03 Aduole
0qt? Aq po1odUp SJUBUIIV[O
0} SUOI}BUITUBXI 0ALS 0} SUBID

-1sAyd pojsusisop sey Loudly

*uols
-stmwo) £q pojeuslis
-9p 9sinu yjpeey olqnd
16 urmsAgd posudor]
Ale2o1 v £q uoneu
-BUINIBXOI0] ‘}95M B 00U
UBY) UI}JO JIOW 10U S[RA
-1910l 18 Josuwily 3iuqns
IShW JUBWIL[O ‘UOISSuL
-wo) Aq PAIOIp WIYAY

poyweads jJoN

*3$BY YOBI 10]
891 paInNpoyss v sumpdIsAyd
81f3 sAed pur ‘suolvuUIWBXO
gons 1oy 31odox 0} Aoudge
oyl Aq PpooodIp sIUBWIR[D
03 SUOIJBUITITXI DATT 07 SUBED
-1sAyd jo poued sosn £Louddy

Ry
-BUITUBXO yons 10j 310doI 03
Aoudde 01j) £Q paraaIp sjuw
-WIBIO 03 SUOIJRUIUIBXI SAT1d
oym sutpisAyd  porrerss
sury-jied  sfo[dws  A0udly

‘UoI)BUIUIBXD

[eolpomu  polinbey

peoIpisy

£9s10p AON

uI0JI[ED

PUBST 0pORY

UOISIA0IJ

PONUIUO)—SMD] 20UBLNSUL-JUIU A0l WoUN YFIN U0LIIUU0D Ul PILIISIULULPD SMD] 2IUDINSUL-AN]1qS1p-AinL0d U] fo u0stindUW0) —] AILYV T

[



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

219

TABLE J.—Operations of 3 temporary-disability-insurance programs during fiscal
year July 1, 1947-Junc 30, 1948

California Rhode Island Railroad
Ttem ’I(‘ﬁrsgxt)‘(])lrl%;y Unemploy- |Temporary [Unemploy-| Temporary | Unemploy-
(State insur- ment insur- | disability | ment in- disability ment in-
ance plan) ance insurance surance insurance surance
Covered employment._. 11, 637, 500 22,402, 500 2 238, 200 2238,200f 32,300,000/ 32,300,000
Weekly average num- i
ber of beneficiaries.. .. 18, 500 125, 450 4,800 11, 705 4150, 400 4210, 000
Average number of
bencficiaries as per-
cent of covered
workers......_...__._. 1.1 5.2 2.0 4.9 51.2 8 1.
gen%ﬁts Itmiél”t ..... ia $19, 410,000] $123,394, 500, $4,257,400; $12,348,400 $26, 604,300 $32, 426, 200
stimate axable
Bwa%es____.---.ﬂ__-"_f -1184,776,036, 000, $6, 227, 058, 000,$547, 982, 000 $547, 982, 000 $4,742,000,000,$4,742,000,000
enefits as percent o
taxable wages.__.___.. 0.41 2.1 0.78 2.3 0. 56 0.73
Funds available for
benefit payments as
of June 30, 1948 _______ 8 $70, 716, 400i 8 $719, 513, 000! $34, 079, 800‘ $50, 584, OOOi7 $956, 282, 500'7 $956, 282, 600

1 Represents estimate of the number covered by the State plan and their wages.

The difference hetween

this ficure and the employment and wages covered under unemployment insurance is the number of workers
covered by private plans, and consequently not required to contribute to the State fund and not eligible for

benefits under it.

2 Estimated average covered employment in 1947. .
3 Number of workers with sufficient base period wage credits to be qualified for benefits during the fiscal

year.
4 Total number of different beneficiaries in the period.
8 Computed as a ratio of average number of payments for a 2-week period to covered employment.
¢ In addition, $106,373,500 now in the unemployment insurance account is available for transfer to the
temporary disability insurance account.
7 Orne single fund from which both benefits are paid.
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TaBLE 1.—National summary of data on unemployment insurance operations,
by years, 1938—47

[Corrected to Dec. 10, 1948)

Item

1938

1939

1940

1941

1942

1943

1944

1945

1946 1947

Covered employment and
wages: !

Estimated workers
with wage credits
(in thousands) ... ..

Average monthly em-

- ployment (in thou-
sands) —oooooccaccaoo-

Total wagesin covered
employment (in
millions) . ...___.___.

Taxable wages in cov-
ered employment
(in millions) .........

Subject employers as
of December 31 (in
thousands) _._....._.

Claim and benefit activi-
ties: &

Total number of ini-
tial claims (in thou-
sands) 8. _ oo ___

New claims (in
thousands) 8____.
Additional claims
(in thousands) 8.

Estimated number of
different beneficiar-
ies (in thousands)®...

Average weekly num-
ber of beneficiaries
(in thousands)__.__.

Weeks compensated,
all unemployment
(in thousands)._____

Average weekly bene-
fit amount for total
unemployment______

Average actual dura-
tion of benefits (in
weeks) 1. ___________

Ratio of persons ex-
hausting benefits to
first payments (per-
cent) V1____._________

Total benefits paid (in
millions) . ... ..__.._

Interstate benefits
paid (in mil-
lions) ... _..____

Ratio of benefits to
collections (percent) .

Ratio of benefits to
taxable wages (per-

1

217, 500
19,929
$26, 200
$235, 665

®

9, 565
®
®

®
732
10 38, 076
$10. 94
®
®
$393.8

®
1374.3

2.2

30, 100

21,378

$29, 069

$28,411

4807

9,765
®
&

4,336

799

10 41, 554

$10. 66

®

59.6

$429.3

®
454, 6

1.5

See footnotes at end of table.
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31,900
23, 096
$32, 450
$30, 107

843

11,140
67,328
®

5,043
982
51,084
$10. 56
9.9
50.6
$518.7

$24.2
60.7

37, 600

26, 814

$42, 146

$38, 677

4 896

8, 527
65,435
®

3,311

621

32,295

$11.06

9.4

45.6

$344.3

$21.1
34.2

43, 000

29,349

$54, 796

$49, 721

877

6,324
6 4,250
®

2, 680

541

28,158

$12. 66

10.0

34.9

$344.1

$20.8
30.2

4,000
30,828
$66, 117
$59, 034

876

1,884
1,296
589

633
115
6,004
$13.84
9.0
25.5
$79.6

$6.8
6.0

43, 000

30, 044

$69, 139

$60, 655

885

1,503
1,067
436

523

79

4,124

$15.90

7.7

20.2

$62. 4

$4.6
4.7

43, 000

28, 407

$66, 642

$58, 545

943

76,049
4,862
1,169

2,861

462

24,261

$18.77

8.5

19.2

$445.9

$19.1
38.4

45, 500| 45, 600
30, 235{% 32,216
$73, 403($86,467
$63, 691,2$72,831

1,223 1,338

9,828 9,724
6,988] 6,159
2,838] 3,565

4,461 3,984
1,150 852
59,915 44,325
$18.50] $17.83
13.4] 111
38.3] 30.7
$1,094.9; $776.2

$89.9] $39.0
120.1} 70.8

1.7 1.1
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TABLE 1—National summary of data on unemployment insurance operations,
by years, 1938-47—Continued

[Corrected to Dec. 10, 1948]

Item 1938 1939 1940 | 1941 | 1942 | 1943 | 1944 | 1945 | 1946 1947

Financial data:

Average rate of em-
ployer contribu-
tions (percent):18

For the United
States.-—-ooooo-- 2.75 2.72 2.69 2.58| 2.17, 172,09{ 171,92 171,72 171,43| 171,41
For States oper-
ating under ex-
gerience rating. . 2.74 2.09] 2.29] 2.17 1.81) 171,85 171,73| 171,68] 171.38; 171.40

Number of States
with experience
rating in effect .. ... 1 1 4 17 34 40 42 45 45 50

Estimated reduction
in revenue as result
of experience rating

(in millions)....__._. 0 $4 $7 $54|  $269| 17 $369] 17 $485| 17 $586| 17 $821| 17 $984
Collections (in mil-

lionsy®___.__________ $819 $825|  $854| $1,006; 31,139 $1,325| $1,317} $1,162 $912| $1,096
Interest (in millions) .. - $21 $32 $42 $53 $68 $82  $102{ $127 $130| $139

Funds available for
benefits, as of De-
cember 31 (in bil-
lions). ... ... ___ $1.1 $1.5| $1.8] $2.5/ $3.4f $4.7| $6.1] $6.9 $6.9; $7.3

! Excludes data for railroads and allied groups, subject, as of July 1, 1939, to Federal Unemployment
Insurance Act.

2 Includes estimates for 2 States.

3 Data not available.

41839, includes estimate for District of Columbia and West Virginia; 1941, includes estimate for Pennsyl-
vania.

¢ Benefits first became payable as follows: 1936, 1 State (Wisconsin); 1938, 30 States; 1939, 20 States.

¢ Central office data for 1938; local office data for other years. Figures shown for new claims, 1940-42,
actually new claims disposed of (central office).

7 Includes some initial claims filed in Michigan not identified as new or additional.

8 New claims 1943-45 includes all initial claims for Texas and Wisconsin; new claims 1946 include all
initial claims for Texas. Additional claimns for the corresponding years exclude such claims for these States.

¢ Represents number of new claims authorized for 1939 and number of first payments for subsequent years;
1938 through 1942 excludes Indiana and Wisconsin; data not comparable. Wisconsin excluded 1943 through
June 1945; Indiana excluded January to June 1943.

10 Represents number of checks issued.

1t Duration based on all beneficiaries; computed by dividing weeks compensated for all tyres of unem-
ployment by the number of first payments during the year.

12 Based on data for 40 States in 1939; 49 States in 1940; 48 States in 1941; 48 States in 1942; 48 States in 1943;
49 States in 1944; and 50 Statesin 1945. Ratio for 1939 computed by dividing exhaustions by first payments
for the respective calendar year. Ratios for 194047 computed by dividing exhaustions for the calendar
year by first payments for 12-month period ending September 30 of same year.

13 Based on data for 23 States paying benefits for entire year.

14 Based on data for 49 States paying benefits for entire year.

15 ““Taxable wages’ used here are wages under $3,000. For some States in same years taxable wages were
not in fact identical with wages under $3,000.

16 Represents employer contributions including voluntary contributions, as percent of taxable wages.

17 Includes voluntary contributions and effect of war-risk contributions in 1943, 1944, 1945, and 1946.

- 18 Includes collections subsequently transferred to Railroad Unemployment Insurance Account.
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TaBLE 2.—Kize of firms covered by State laws, Dec. 31, 1948

State

Mini-
mum
num-
ber of
work-
ers

Pericd of time

|

Added conditions (pay
roll)

Alternative conditions

Maryland____
Massachusetts.
Michigan. _.___
Minnesota. ..
Mississinpi--
Missouri.....

Nebraska._.
Nevada._ ... _.....__-
New Hampshire. . _....
New Jersey. - ccoeocooon
New Mexico. .
New YorK. . oooooeooan.
North Carolina....__...
North Dakota.._________
Ohio_ ...
QOklahoma.
Oregon. ..o oo ceaeee
Pennsylvania. _____._..__.
Rhode Island._ __.__..._.
South Carolina_......_..
South Dakota......_____
Tennessee. ... .-c-o-----

Virginia.__._.
Washington._..._.______
‘West Virginia.....______
Wisconsin. .c.oocooaooaoo

Wyoming....ocoooooooC

00 4 00 00 = 00 0 00 00 i =t 1ia Q0 03 0 0 b=t W i b J0 — 00 QO r— 20 b~ ==d 00 B W00 00 00 O st bt 00 QO b=t b=t i OO b=t =4 00 = 0

1

At any time
20 weeKS. o ooaooo.
10dayS oo e
At any time
20 weekS. - . oeooaooo

20 weeKS. oo ooooooao

At any time
Atany time.._...__.__
20 weeks

20 weeks

3 quarters of preceding
year.

20 WeeKS. - caceicmeo

At any time._____
20 weeks. . .o.__..
20 weeks. ... ___..

At any time...._. ;____

$50 per quarter for
each worker.

$500 in any year-._....

25in 1 week.
8 in 20 weeks.

™.

$500 in a calendar year.
$10,000 in any quarter.

2 or more in 13 weeks.!

$6,000 in any year or
$10,000 in any quar-
ter.3

1 Workers whoge services are covered by another State through election under a reciprocal coverage agree-

ment are included for purposes of deterinining employer liability.
2 Employers of less than 8 (not subject to the Federal Unemploy
limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000 population or
% Not counting more than $1,000 in wages per employee in app

more are not

ment Tax Act) outside the corporate
liable for contributions.
lying the test of $10,000 per quarter.
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TaBLE 3.—Wage and employment qualifications for benefits under State laws,
Dec. 31, 1948*

Qualitying formula ? Minimum amount

in
State Wages i at least
Employ- . Base High
ment Wages period | quarter

ﬁabﬁ.ma : $%28 88 $75.01 | (3).

aska 50.00 | ...
ﬁr}{zoua 15(()). (0)0 __________ 2 quarters.

rkansas 3 150. 00
California 300. 00 2 quarters.?

2 quarters.

__________ 2 quarters.
48.00 | 2 quarters.

Idaho._..___._.__. 2 -t X 150.00 | 2 quarters,

.......... $150 in last 2
quarters.

Kansas i 11 100 |t 2 quarters or $200
in 1 quarter.

Maryland
Massachusetts_.__.
Michigan .__..__
Minnesota._..__._..

3 quarters.?

Nebraska..______._|.._._.______ Flat ... 200. 00
Nevada. ... _|ocoooo_. 30xwhat . 240. 00

New Hampshire___|.______.____ Flat ... 200. 00

New Jersey........
New Mexico...._..

North Carolina___.
North Dakota_.___
Ohio__._....____ R
Oklahoma.
Oregon.._______.___.
Pennsylvania______
Rhode Island.___.__

South Carolina..__
South Dakota_____
Tennessee

Utah. .| . 14 percent of average State [® 204.00 |- . - 2 quarters.
wages and 150 percent of high-
quarter wages.

Vermont_.__._.__. 180. 00 50. 00
Virgivia_ ... _______ 100.00 [oeccmaaao-
‘Washington_______ 300. 00
West Virginia. ... 300. 00

140. 00
175.00

I See table 5, p. 225, for minimurm qualifying wages for maximum weekly benefit and table 7, p. 229, for
minimum qualifying wages for maximum annual benefits.
2 Based on wages or employment in a specified prior period, a 2-year period in Missouri, and & 1-year
qualifying period in all other States.  Weekly benefit amount abbreviated as wba.
]3 Claimant must have worked less than 160 heurs and earned less than $120 in 3 weeks preceding unem-
ployment.
4 If claimant failed to receive qualifying wage for weekly benefit amount computed on high-quarter wages
but received qualifying wages in next lower bracket, he is considered eligible for lower weekly benciit.
¥ Base-period wages equal to 134 times high-quarter wages or 30 times weekly benefit amount, whirhever
is less, but not less than $300.
8 Fourteen weeks of employment at $8.01 or 1nore.
7 Minimum number of weeks applies to minimum weekly benefit only. Same step-down provision as
described in footnote 4.
8 Converted from 2-week period.,
¥ Effective for uniform benefit year beginning July 4, 1948, based on average 1947 wages.
1% Fourteen weeks of employment at an average wage of $10 or more.
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TABLE 4.—Wdaiting-period requirements under State laws, Dec. 31, 1948

Initial waiting period In new benefit year

State Weeks of | Weeksof | ;000 | nay be
totallun- partial un- ‘(‘:‘(;’;‘S;:g_“ served in
cmploy- | "omplog | (foenks | st ek

of benefits | ot 0¢ year
2 D - G .
1 D G
1 X X
1 D. G D
1 X X
2 D G
1 D . S .
1 D, G .
b N T, PPN
R DS D
2 X X
1 D N
1 D G R
1 X X
) O [N DA
2

Minnesota. . oeeeoococcacacaoan
Mississippi.-.
LY SESR1010 ) ¢ SRR
Montana....
Nebraska._ . .oooooooocmoaaoo

Oregon .- ccoccecceeceeea
Pennsylvania_ .. ...
Rhode Island .. .. ...

South Carolina
South Dakota.._._..._._.__

Virginia. .. ooooooooo

Washington_ ....._......_.

West Virginia._.__.__...

‘Wisconsin............--.

W YOmMUNE - - - e oo e cem o ccmmmmmmmem e mm e

DO DO b b bk ot bt e bk e e bkt bk bk B b Bk bt ek bk Bk et DD DN Bt et DD Pt Bt ) B bk bk bk ek bk ek et DN i ek ek et D Bk et e e b

1t No payment of partial benefits as such.

1 Waiting period of 4 effective days may be accumulated in 1 to 4 weeks.

3 May be served in last 4 weeks of old benefit year.

4+ A new announcement of intention to file a claim followed by an additional waiting period is required if
a previous announcement is not followed within 13 days by an initial claim or if the claim series beginning
with an initial claim is interrupted by a period of more than 35 days during which the worker does not
report to the office to show completion of 14 days of unemployment.

5 No waiting period required for claims filed in last 4 weeks of a benefit year.

6 No waiting period required for benefits for partial unemployment; waiting-period requirement is in
terms of weeks of total unemployment.

7 Only one waiting period of 2 weeks is required within the last 5 weeks of one calendar year and the first

weeks of the next calendar year.
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TaBLE 5.—Weekly benefits for total unemployment under State laws, Deo. 81,

1948
‘Wage credits required 3
Method Minimum | Maximum s :
State of com- | Roundingto— | weekly weekly | ¥or minimum | For maximum
puting ! benefit 2 benefit 2
High | Base | High | Base
quarter| period |quarter| period
High-quarter formula
Alabama....._.. |2 T FO— Nearest dollar._ .. $4.00 $20,00 | $75.01 {$120.00 [$507.01 | $600.00
Alz}ska .......... 160 aaas Higher dollar.... 8.00 25.00 37.50 | 150.00 | 480.01 480.01
Arizona. ... Yo ._.___{.._.. [+ U T, 5.00 20.00 { 37.50 | 150.00 | 380.01 600. 00
Arkansas........ Yog ... Nearest dollar. . 5.00 20.00 | 37.50 | 150.00 | 468.01 | 600.00
California..._._. 140-143..| Dollar schedule. 10.00 25.00 | 75.00 | 300.00 | 580.00 | 750.00
Colorado........ [ S Higher 50 cents_. 6.00 17.50 | 45.00 | 180.00 | 425.01 | 525.00
Connecticut._._. 166+ d.a.| Nearest doller_._| 8.00-12.00 |24.00-36.00 | €0.00 | 240.00 | 611.00 [ 611 00
Delaware _..._.. Yo5 ... Higher 50 cents. . 7.00 18.00 | 52.50 | 210.00 | 437.51 | 540.00
Dist.ri(l:)ti of Co- | Y%3+4d.a_| Higher dollar..._| 6.00-9.00 220.00 | 37.50 | 150.00 | 437.01 | 437.01
umbia,
lorida. eee...... £8-%44..| Dollar schedule. 5.00 15.00 | 37.50 | 150.00 | 345.01 | 450.00
Georgif.aaoo.__. 163-166._ _|aa._. do. e 4.00 18.00 | 48.00 | 100.00 | 455.01 720.00
Hawaii.......__. 85 e Higher dollar._.. 5.00 25.00 | 37.50 | 150.00 | 600.01 | 750.00
Idabo. ... _.___. Yo-144_.{ Dollar schedule. 10.00 20.00 | 150.00 | 250.00 | 475.01 | 745.00
Illinois. . ... 160 oo Higher 50 cents.. 10.00 20.00 | 56.25{ 225.00 | 390.01 390. 01
Indiana..._..... | ¢ SO Higher dollar..._. 5.00 20.00 75.00 | 250.00 | 475.01 475. 01
Towa. oo Y3 ... No provision__.._ -5.00 20.00 | 25.00 | 100.00 | 460.00 | 460.00
Kansas__._.__..._ Y T Higher dollar_._. 5.00 18.00 { 25.00 | 100.00 | 425.01 | 425.01
Louisiana.______| Wo_.....|-..._ do.._...._.. 5.00 25.00 | 37.50 | 150.00 | 480.01 | 750.00
Maryland_._____ 16 oo Nearest dollar.__ 6.00 25.00 | 156.01 | 240.00 | 637.01 {1,000.00
Massachusetts___| 1404+d.a.| Higher dollar____{ 6.00-10.00 225.00 | 37.50 { 150.00 | 480.00 | 480.00
Mlssiss1pp1 ...... 2.7 PN do._..._..... 3.00 20.00 22. 50 90.00 | 494.01 600. 00
Missouri......._[ Ya5._.... Higher 50 cents. . 4,50 20.00 2.50 { 20.00 | 487.51 | 800.00
Montana....._.. Yoo ... Higher dollar..._. 7.00 18.00 | 52.50 | 210.00 | 378.00 | 540.00
Nebraska__._.___ | &1 do.. ... 5.00 18.00 50.00 | 200. 00 | 425.01 425.01
Nevada...._...__ Yo+da ]..... do. ... 8.00-14. 00 [20.00-26. 00 60.00 | 240.00 | 380.01 600. 00
New Jersey...... |27 TR R do ... 9.00 22.00 | 67.50 | 270.00 | 462.01 462.01
New Mexico...._ )% TR do. ... 5.00 20.00 | 78.00 | 150.00 | 494.01 | 600.00
New York..._...| Y43 _____ Nearest dollar.__ 10.00 26.00 | 100.00 | 300.00 | 586.00 780.00
North Dakota___| Wa__..__ Higher dollar.__. 5.00 20. 00 35.00 | 140.00 | 347.01 560. 00
Ohio____.._._._. 160-16g._| Dollar schedule. 5. 00 21.00 40.00 | 160.00 | 581.00 | 8 581.00
Oklahoma___.__. 140 e Higher dollar.._. 6.00 18.00 30.00 | 120.00 | 340.01 | 360.00
Pennsylvania____| 5. __. Nearest dollar... 8.00 20.00 | 60.00 | 240.00 | 488.00 | 600.00
Rhode Island._._| Yo.__.__|.....do.__...._.__ 10.00 25.00 | 25.00 | 100.00 | 490.00 | 490.00
South Carolina_.| 4o-%44.. ngher dollar.___ 5.00 20.00 | 100.00 | 150.00 | 400.00 | 600.00
South Dakota.__| 14o-143__ Dollar schedule. 6.00 20.00 | 60.00 | 125.00 | 450.00 | 450.00
Tennessee......._ Yeo~Ybe. ... Ao ... 5.00 18.00 50.00 | 125.00 | 442.01 540. 00
eXas. .. ._.._.. 68 ____ ngher dollar.._. §5.00 518.00 | 22.50 90.00 | 455.01 455.01
Utaho_ ... .. Yoo+cost-| ... do....... ... 5.00-7.00 {17.00-25.00 | 73.50 ] 294.00 | 380.00 600. 00
of-liv-
ing al-
low-
ances.
Vermont........ Ys-Y4s6..| Dollar schedule. 6.00 20.00 | 50.00 | 180.00 | 500.00 | 600.00
Virginia......... Yos ... ngher dollar.... 5.00 20.00 | 25.00 | 100.00 | 475.01 [ 500.00
Wyoming....... %60 ceee]odo Lo 7.00 20.00 70.00 | 175.00 | 380.01 500. 00
Annual-wage formula
Kentucky....... Dollar schedule. 7.00 20. 00 300. 00
Maine. ... 23-1.1. | . ... 6.75 22. 50 300.00
Minnesota Do]lar schedule. 7.00 20.00 200. 00
New Hampshire | 3.0-0.9.__|.._..do...._..____ 6. 00 22.00 200.00 |-
North Carolina.. Dollar to 50-cent 4.00 20.00 130. 00
schedule.
Oregon..._...... 3.3-1.3._.] Dollar schedule. 10. 00 20.00 {_ocnoaae 300. 00.
Washington_ ... 3.3-1.1. .. _. [ (o S 10.00 25.00 ... 300. 00
West Virginia. __} 2.7-1.1__.j._.__ [ 1o SO, 8.00 20.00 j.oceon- 300. 00

See footnotes at end of table.

83404—49——186



226 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SOCIAL SECURITY

TaBLE 5.—Weekly benefits for total unemployment under State laws, Dec. 31,
1948—Continued -

‘Wage credits required 3

Method Minimum | Maximum e .
State of com- | Rounding to— | weekly weekly | For minimum | For maximum
puting ! benefit 2 benefit 2

High | Base | High | Base
quarter| period |quarter| period

Average weekly wage

Michigan.___.__._ 67(-1-64+ Dollar schedule.| $6.00-7.00|$20.00~28.00{-.._.... 1$112.14 1$420. 14
. 4.
‘Wisconsin. ... 70-51_ . f----- [ ¥ S, 8.00 24.00f- - 7140.00) e oo 7644.14

1 The fraction of high-quarter wages applies between the minimum and maximum amounts. When
State uses a weighted table, approximate fractions are figured at midpoint of brackets between minimum
and maximum. When dependents’ allowances are provided the fraction applies to the basic benefit amount.
With annual wage formula, fraction is minimum and maximum percentage used in any wage bracket.
Dependents’ allowances abbreviated as d. a.

2 When 2 amounts are given, higher includes maximum dependents’ allowance except in Utah. See
footnote 6. In the Distriet of Columbia same maximum with or without dependents. Maximum aug-
mented payment to individual with dependents not shown for Massachusetts since highest taxable average
geeklg w%ge may be $231 and any figure presented would be based on an assumed maximum number of

ependents.

3 See table 3, p. 223, for additional requirements concerning distribution of earnings. See also table 7,
P. 229, for wage credits required for maximum quration as well as maximum weekly benefit.

4+ If benefit is less than $3, benefits are paid at the rate of $3 a week.

s Actuallg‘é(ibeneﬁts are paid for a 2-week period, based on 3{3 of wages in high quarter, minimum $10,
maximum $36. .

¢ The normal rates are minimum $5, maximum $20. 'When the cost-of-living index of the Bureau of Labor
Statistics stands at or below 98.5, rates are 80 percent of the normal rates, computed to the next higher $1.
When the index stands at or above 125, rates are 120 percent of the normal rate, computed to the next higher
$1. Minimum earnings for maximum and minimum benefits shown are those now applicable for the
State average annual wage effective for the benefit year beginning July 4, 1948,

7 Figured as 14 times minimum and maximum average weekly wage brackets.
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TABLE 7.—Duration of benefits in a benefit year under State laws, Dec. 31, 1948

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE

Minimum poten-

tial benefits 1 Maximum potential benefits

State Proportion of wages in 4- Wage credits re-
; quired
quarter base period
Amount | Weeks | Amount 2| Weeks
High Base
quarter | period
Uniform potential duration for all eligible claimants
Arizona. | $60. 00 12 $210 12| $380.01 $600. 00
Georgia. - oo 64. 00 16 288 16 455. 01 720. 00
Hawail_ .o | e 100. 00 20 500 20 600. 01 750. 00
Kentueky oo oo e e e 154. 00 22 440 22 | 3438.7 1,755.00
Maine . e 135. 00 20 450 20 | 3500.00 | 2,000.00
MississipPI oo | oL 48.00 16 320 16 494,01 600. 00
Montana...._.___ 112.00 16 288 16 377.78 540. 00
New Hampshire. 138.00 23 506 23 | 3500.00 2,000. 00
New York.._____ 260. 00 426 676 326 586.00 780. 00
North Carolina. .| .. ... 64.00 16 320 16 § 3520.00 | 2,080.00
North Dakota...|_ .t 100. 00 20 400 20 437.01 560. 00
South Carolina_..|_ . 90. 00 18 360 18 400. 00 600. 00
T ennessee - ..o e 100. 00 20 360 20 442.01 540.00
Vermont . .| 120.00 20 400 20 500. 00 600. 00
West Virginia | . 168. 00 21 420 ©21 | -2450.00 1, 800. 00
Maximum potential duration varying with wage credits
Alabama._.._._.. | < T $40.00 10 $400 20 | $507.01 | $1,200.00
Alaska.____.._.._. | T 64.00 LE:] 625 25 480.01 1,875.00
Arkansas......... ) & IR 20. 00 4 320 816 468.01 8 960. 00
California.. ...} Y. . 150.00 1124+ 650 25 580. 00 1, 300. 00
Colorado.._._..__ | & 60. 00 10 350 20 425,01 1, 050. 00
Connecticut...___ | U 70.00 164 6528-792 22 611.00 | 2,080.00
Delaware_...____ U 77.00 511 396 22 437.51 | 1,584.00
Dist. of Col..___. & T 75.00 1104 400 20 437.01 800. 00
Florida......_._.. Y e 38.00 7+ 240 16 345.01 960. 00
Idaho...___..___. 40-22 percent. . __._____ 100. 00 10 400 20 475.01 1. 820 00
Ilinois. .__..____. 56-33 percent..._____._____ 125,00 | 1510 520 26 390.01 | 1,575.00
Indiana__.______. < 62.00 164 400 20 475.01 1, 600.00
Towa. . ..._.___ | < TR 33.33 6+ 400 20 460.00 | 1,200.00
Kansas....._..._. < T 34.00 64 360 20 425.01 1, 080. 00
Louisiana..______ < T 50.00 10 500 20 480. 01 1, 500.
Maryland..______ < T 60. 00 10 650 261 7650.00 | 2,600.00
Massachusetts. _.| 3o ... 45.00 154 - 575 23 480.00 | 1,916.66
Michigan.__.__._ 34 of weeks of employment._ 56. 00 94| 400-560 20 | #390.13 8900. 30
Minnesota.______ 47-22 percent.. ... _.._.._ 84.00 512 400 20 | 3437.50 | 1,750.00
Missouri.__._.__. 5.00 914 400 20 487. 51 1, 600. 00
Nebraska__.__.__ 67.00 174 324 18 425,01 972.00
Nevada_________. .80.00 10 400-520 20 380.01 1, 200. 00
New Jersey._.___ 90.00 5§10 572 26 462,01 | 1,716.00
New Mexico..._. 60. 00 12 400 20 494.01 | 1,000.00
Ohio._______.._.. Schedule of weeks of em- 90. 00 18 462 22 581.00 [101,117.25
ployment.!0
Oklahoma._...__. o T 40.00 64 360 20 340.01 | 1,080.00
Oregon.__.__.____ | & T 75.00 7+ 400 20 | 3400.00 | 1,600.00
Pennsylvania___.| 3o_ ... 72.00 9 480 24 488.00 | 1,646.00
Rhode Island....| 5§2-27 percent______.._.__.. 52.00 5+ 650 26 | 7600.00 | 2, 400.00
South Dakota.___| 48-22 percent..__.._..____._ 60. 00 ! 64 400 20 450.00 | 1,800.00
Texas ...\ Y .. 18.00 33+ 324 318 455.01 1, 620.00
Utah .. ____ Schedule in percent of 125.00 | 124 500 1120 { 7525.00 {1t 2, 100.00
average State wages.!t

Virginia._________ Y e 30.00 6 320 16 475.01 1, 240.01
Washington 40-29 percent...._____. 120. 00 5§12 650 26 | 3550.00 | 2,200.00
Wisconsin.. 35 of weeks of employm 68.00 8+ 576 24 ) 8 1,840.40
Wyoming..______ Y e 40.00 5+ 400 20 390.01 1, 560. 01

! Minimum potential benefits for claimants with minimum qualifying wages. (Sectable3, p.223 for these
quslifying wages.) In States noted, weeks for claimants with minimum weekly benefit will be greater than
figure here for claimants whose weekly benefit is higher than the minimum because qualifying wages are
concentrated largely or wholly in high quarter. (See table 5, p. 225, for minimum weekly benefit and divide

into minimum potential benefits.

In Connecticut, District of Columbia, Michigan, and Nevada,

dependents’ allowances being outside the duration formula, add to potential benefits for claimants with
minimum qualifying wages.
1 When 2 amounts are given, higher includes maximum dependents’ allowances; same maximum with or
without dependents’ allowances in District of Columbia and Massachusetts.
3 Annual wage formula: amount shown for high quarter is ¥4 of required base-period wages.
¢ Converted from days ol unemployment in New York and 2-week periods in Texas.
8 Statutory minimum.
¢ Or 4 times weekly benefit times quarters with wages at least 15 of high quarters, if less; maximum dura-
tion given assumes such wages in 4 quarters.
Footnotes continued on p. 230.
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7 Amount shown is 14 of base-period wages. To obtain maximum potential annual benefits, claiman
must have more than 4 times high-quarter wages necessary for maximum weekly benefit.

8 Figures given are based on highest average weekly wage in schedule ($30.01). High-quarter figure
assumes 13 weeks’ employment; base-period figure the minimum 30 weeks required.

% A claimant eligible for the minimum benefit amount may draw all benefits due in 1 and a fraction weeks
because benefits of 50 cents to $3 a week are paid at rate of $3.

10 18 weeks’ duration for 20 weeks of employment; 19 weeks, for 21-24 weeks of employment; 22 weeks, for
more than 24 weeks of employment. Base-period wages are 25 weeks’ wages if high quarter represents 13
weeks of employment.

1t Maximum potential benefits of $125 for 14 percent of average State wages to $500 for 100 percent are not
increased by cost-of-living allowance which raises weekly benefits; hence, weeks of duration are reduced.
Qualifying wages shown are for benefit year beginning July 4, 1948, based on 1947 average wages.

TaBLe 8.—~Selected data relating to the duration of unemployment benefits, by
State
[Data corrected to Dec. 10, 1948}

Average
actual
duration
Average actual duration | (weeks) for
Exhaustions of benefits as per- (weeks) for claimants ex- | claimants
cent of first payments in 1— hausting benefit rights, in | not exhaust-
State benefit years ended in— ing benefit
rights, in
benefit years
ended in—

1040 | 1042 | 1944 | 1946 | 1047 | 1941 | 1942 | 1944 | 1946 | 1947 | 1046 | 1947

United States?__.._ 50.6 | 34.9 | 20.2 | 38.3 | 30.7 | 12.1 | 12.6 | 13.8 | 18.5 | 17.8
Alabama.. . ... 48.4 1 30.0 | 25.5 | 63.4 | 55.3 | 17.3 | 17.0 | 17.2 | 18.2 | 17.0
Alaska.._ 45.9 |1 12.7 | 25.7 | 20.1 [ 3L.2 | (3) ® (¥ |15.0| 14.6

9.0 8.2

9.4 8.4

.| 45, A 3 . L 7.7 7.9

Arizona_._ . _.._._______. 72.2145.2 1 30.2 | 51.5| 48.4|10.1| 9.8| 88 12.6 |11.8| 6.7 7.1

Arkansas. __........___. .-| 55.3 1 42.0 | 38.9 | 62.3 | 52.0 | (® 9.5| 83[10.5| 9.9 6.3 6.4

i i 50.8 | 32.9 | 27.7 | 46.0 | 44.1 | 16.8 | 16.7 | 15.3 | 19.2 | 18.0 | 11.2 | 10.4

53.2130.9119.4 {204 254|147 () |12.8113.3 | 14.4| 5.3 6.7

52.6 | 19.2 | 10.1 | 36.7 | 21.9 | 85| 10.4 | 11.0 | 17.3 | 16.9 | 7.7 7.6

64.8 1 37.8 | 23.3 | 49.6 { 33.4| 83| 9.0 1.7 181|163} 8.6 7.8

40,0 | 34.9 | 23.9 | 31.5 | 46.2 | (» (3 |18.618518.7 | 8.7 8.8

64.5 | 43.9 | 18.9 | 43.5{49.8 | 12.7 | 11.4 | 11.0 | 14.8 | 13.9 | 6.5 7.5

75.6 1 43.2 1 35.5 | 69.3 | 46.1 | 10.6 | 14.0 | 15.5 | 15.8 | 15.5 | 8.7 8.0

51,5 2L.1] 9.1}12.1]16.2 | 14.4]15.7|20.0} 20.0 | 20.0 | 5.2 5.9

68.8 | 34.8 | 41.2 | 31.2{ 26.4 | 13.9 | 12.2| (3) | 14.9 | 144 | 9.3 7.5

38.0 [ 23.4|13.2(23.7120.6|11.8|12.1}{14.2 | 20.4 | 18.8| 86 8.5

(%) (® | 24.7|40.5}120.9(11.011.8] (3 |16.6 | 16.0| 6.9 5.1

59.9 | 43.4 { 40.8 | 53.9 {33.9] 85| 85| 7.81156|13.8 | 7.6 6.6

67.7 |1 32,71 27.0 | 5531361} 7.7|10.4 ] 13.9|18.5| 16.8 | 9.1 7.9

Kentucky.... 55.2 [ 3501 18.9 | 49.9 | 42,5 | 15.5 | 16,0 | 16.7 | 19.8 | 19.6 | 8.7 8.2

Louisiana_____ 73.1 ] 52.2 | 38.7 ] 73.8]62.4{10.9 | 10.3 | 10.6 | 17.0 | 15.0 | 11.0 7.9

........ 24,7 1 21.4 1 23.222.6(19.0 159140 14.2]19.9 | 19.9 | 8.1 8.2

44,91 20.9(16.3 130.3118.2|13.410.9 | 12.2 | 16.8 | 19.5 | 8.6 7.8

46.5 | 28.2 1 16.1 | 43.9 {340 (® |154| (® |17.6 | 15.9| 8.0 7.7

26.5 | 38.7 | 20.2 | 50.0 | 21.4 | 14.0 | 15.2 | 14.4 1 17,9 | 14.6 | 8.5 4.8

59.9 | 40.9 | 25.0 | 46.2 | 30.9 | 14.3 | 13.8 | 9.7 | 18.7 | 18.4 | 8.7 8.5

57.7 | 35.5 | 28.8 | 48.2 [ 43.5{11.3 | 14.0 | 14.0 | 14.0 | 14.0 | 6.4 7.1

55.3 | 44.8 | 22.0 1 49.6 { 39.0 | 9.0 11.0 | 11,9 ] 14.8 | 17.0 | 6.7 7.4

55.3 129.0 | 28.7 | 38.4 | 34.9 | 16.0 { 16.0 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 7.0 7.9

56.4 | 33.3 | 24.9 | 47.6 | 32.4 | 14.5 | 13.9 | 13.0 | 16.7 | 15.5 | 7.7 7.2

62.1 1 30.1 | 29.8 {36.7}31.3|13.2)13.1]17.1 181 }{17.4 | 9.8 9.4

New Hampshire_____..._. 36.0 | 18.6 9.6 |16.5 | 11.8 | 10.3 | 14.9 | 18.0 | 20.0 | 19.9 8.0 6.5

New Jersey .. ocoooocmoonn 60.2 | 37.5 | 21.5 | 42.9 | 35.7 | 9.1 {10.5 | 10.8 | 20.0 | 19.4 | 10.8 | 10.0

New Mexico o ..o...._... 56.9 1 28.0123.0)37.5}28.3|14.8|14.7]13.4/150 | 14.6 7.5 7.6

New York .. .. .. _...... 49.8 | 39.2 1 11.0 | 19.1 | 14.5 | 13.0 | 13.0 | 20.0 | 26.0 | 26.0 | 10.3 10.0

North Carolina _..__.._.. 30.2 | 32.4 | 22.9 | 34.0 { 32.2 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 15.6 | 15.7 | 15.7 6.7 7.2

North Dakota_._..._..... 59.9 { 28.0 | 14.8 | 14.9 | 13.0 | 14.8 | 13.5 | 16.0 | 19.0 | 20.0 | 10.0 9.3

Ohio.__ .. 48.1 | 31.4 | 11.9 | 42.9 | 29.7 { 15.4 | 15.4 | 16.5 | 20.4 | 20.9 8.7 7.8

Oklahoma 71.3 | 38.0  22.1 | 65.6 | 55.1 7.7 8.8 13.5]17.8 | 15.8 9.4 8.4

Oregon 50.1 | 28.2 | 18.4 | 29.1 | 22.7 7.5 6.5 7.6 {17.5 | 13.2 8.7 7.0

Pennsylvania__._..._____. 63.8 1374289327289 90| 9.2|121|18.3|17.6 | 7.5 6.6

Rhode Island_____________ 65.9 | 46.9 | 30.1 | 42.5 | 38.8 9.2 9.1 11.1 | 13.5 | 14.8 7.3 7.6

South Carolina..__.._._... 41.4 | 32.9 | 28.0 | 45.5 | 41.8 1 15.6 | 15.5 | 15.7 | 16.0 | 16.0 6.7 6.8

South Dakota_ . _______.__ 48.4 | 42.0 | 31.5 | 26.0 | 21.1 | 14.0 | 12.2 | 12.0 | 13.0 | 12.3 7.6 5.4

Tennessee _ _._..___....__. 50.3 | 37.8 | 35.0 | 59.8 | 46.5 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 16.0 | 7.8 7.7

XS o e e eeiee 63.3 | 45.6 | 51.2 | 70.4 | 65.6 9.8 9.4 ®) 14.3 | 12.4 8.2 7.8

Utah ._. 55.6 ] 22.8 ] 7.0 | 27.0 | 26.6 | 12.120.0|20.0 |18.5|18.5 | 9.2 8.7

Vermont. .o oooo..... 50.5136.3{28.4(30.5]17.9(13.013.2]|18.020.020.0]| 85 7.0

Virginia. __ . ... __._____._ 39.1 | 40.5 | 28.2 | 42.1|43.2 {127 |13.4 | 12.3 | 12.1 | 12.6 8.1 6.7

Washington__....__.___._. 50.2 | 22.6 9.7 | 21.6 | 41.1 | 12.6 | 11.6 | 11.520.9 | 22.0 | 10.8 9.6

West Virginia__.___.__.__. 45.5119.3 | 17.3 | 36.7 | 25.7 | 14.0 | 16.0 | (3 | 20.6 | 20.2 | 6.8 7.0
Wisconsin_ . _______._._.. C Gy | (3 |41.6]29.4| (® ® (3) ¢ () ® ®

Wyoming. ... _____._.... 8.7 ®) [27.7140.8{10.7110.3| 6.712.6 |12.1 | 7.4 6.9

1 Ratios computed by dividing exhaustions for the calendar year by first payments for 12-month period
ending Sept. 30 of same year,

2 For each column the United States total is based on data from the States for which figures are shown.
See footnote 3. .

3 Comparable data not available.
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TABLE 9.—Summary of disqualification provisions for three major causes, State
laws, Deo. 81, 1948*

Voluntary leaving Discharge for misconduct | Refusal of suitable work
]
State Number of Benefits Number of Benefits Number of | Benefits
weeks dis- reduced or week s dis- reduced or | weeks dis- | reduced or
qualified canceled qualified canceled qualified canceled
Alabama_._._______. Duration.__.| Partial can- | W43-6_____. Mandatory .| Duration+..; Mandatory.
cellation.
1
‘W+3-15....1 Mandatory.
Duration...
-+ W43 ...
Florida_._._........ W+1-12and ‘W+1-5and | Optional.
duration4-. duration-.
Georgia._...o.oo.... W-42-8..__._| Mandatory.] W-3-10____.| Mandatory_| W-+2-8_____ Mandatory.
Hawaii.._.___...._.
Idaho.._ . ....___._.
INlinois. ... .....___..
Indiana..___..___._. Mandatory.| W+5._..._._| Mandatory.| WH45_______ Mandatory.
Towa. oo, Cancellation.| 2-9_..__.____ Mandatory.| Duration.._
Kansas._..__._...__
Kentucky. ......._.
Louisiana.._____..__.
Maine___ . ____.._.___ Mandatory.
Maryland..._.._.___ Duration+.. W41-9______
Massachusetts. . ... Duration.._.. Duration.... Optional.
Michigan. ______..._ Duration_.._ Duration-.._| Partial can- | Duration.._| Partial can-
cellation. cellation.
Minnesota._....._.. 37 e R S (RN DRI W3 ...
Mississippi-....._.. W1-12._ . WH1-12 e WH1-12___.
Missouri_.._.__._... Duration+.. Duration+..|oeeceomacaaans Duration+.
Montana........... e SO 19 e WH1-5.._ .
Nebraska_.....___.. WH1-5.____ WH1-5 | Duration+.| C 1?' ncella-
ion.
Nevada...__._._....
New Hampshire.__.
New Jersey...._.... W43
New Mexico........ Mandatory.
Mandatory.
Rhode Island.._.__._ Optional.
South Carolina_..._ Optional.
South Dakota......
Tennessee
Texas........ Mandatory.
Utah._..__.
Vermont..._________
Virginia. ... _______| 5.__.__.___._. 5-9 [ Mandatory.
Washington__..____| 5-10.____.____
West Virginia_______ W6 Mandatory.]| W46._.____. Mandatory.| W -+4 or | Mandatory.
more. 3
Wisconsin....__..__ WH4_ .. Partial can- | W-+3_______. Partial can- | Duration+.
cellation.’ cellation.
Wyoming._....._____ WH1-5.___.. Mandatory.| WH1-5______| ... W41-5._.. Mandatory.

1 ““W+"" means the week in which the disqualifying act occurred plus the indicated number of weeks
following. “‘Duration’” means that the disqualification is for the duration of the unemployment due to or
following the act and ‘“‘duration+” indicates that the disqualification lasts until the individual earns a
specified amount or works a given time as shown in the detailed tables. ‘“‘Mandatory” indicates a manda-
tory reduction of benefits in every case; “optional”’ that the reduction is optional with the State agency.

: Law includes postponement until claimant works 30 days (i. e., duration of unemployment plus) or for 6
vgeelﬁ if he is diligently seeking suitable employment. Agency reports latter provision currently
effective.

.2 Such additional weeks as any offer of suitable work continues open. Benefits reduced are recredited
if claimant returns to suitable employment during benefit year.
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TaBLE 10.—Average employer contribution rate, by State, 1941-48
[Data corrected to Dec. 10, 1948]

Average employer contribution rate
State
1941 1942 1943 1944 1945 1946 1947 1948
United States_ ..__._._._...._. 2.58 2.17 2.09 1.92 1.72 1.43 1.41 1.2
Alabama. ... 2.08 1. 59 1.42 1.31 1.17 .80 1.04 1.2
Alaska . s ® ®) ® (O] ® ® 2.09 1.7
ATiZONA . _ ool ) 2.51 2.33 2,12 1.94 1.69 1.69 1.4
Arkansas. .. ..o ) 2.47 2.16 2,06 2.00 171 1.51 1.6
California. .o .o 2.48 2.45 2.28 2.17 2.02 2.00 2.04 1.7
Colorado. v oo e 2 1.98 1.92 1.70 1.69 1.53 1. 47 14
Connecticut. ..o ooo oo 2.29 2.09 2.09 2.12 2.12 2.05 .95 .3
Delaware. . ool ) .98 .79 .68 .66 .73 .60 .6
District of Columbia_ ... __.... ® () .71 .50 .51 .62 39 .4
Florida- . . e ) 2,27 2.33 2.25 2.18 1.77 1.24 .9
i () 2.07 2.11 1.98 1.83 1. 55 1.25 1.0
1.65 1.54 1.38 1.21 1.24 82 1.01 1.1
(2 ® 2.53 2.43 2.22 2.09 2.02 2.0
V] ® 1.53 1.66 1.47 .79 .85 1.0
2.29 1.901 1.97 1.85 1.62 .81 .54 .5
(?) 1.85 2.20 2.40 1.96 1.30 1.42 1.2
2.07 2.20 2.09 2.10 2.01 1.51 1,27 1.4
2.68 2.32 2.18 2.08 1.89 1. 51 1.53 1.8
® (0] 0] ) 2.35 1.42 1. 55 1.8
® (%) 2.50 2.28 2.09 1.93 1.74 1.6
O] (V) 2.49 2.28 2.07 1.21 1.21 1.2
[©) 1.52 1.28 .94 .88 .88 1.13 1.3
) 1.69 1.57 1.17 1.66 1.28 1.65 1.9
2,05 1.95 2.29 2,33 2.22 1. 64 1.09 1.0
Mississi?pi ® * ® ® ® ® ® 2.1
MISSOUI - - v ool (%) 1.52 1.68 2.02 1.93 1.17 1.36 1.4
Montana. ... ) O] [0) (O) [©) ® 1.73 1.7
Nebraska. ..o 1.38 1. 56 2,02 1.74 1.30 .99 1.40 .6
evada. ... ... ® ®) ¢)) ® 2.40 1.93 1.68 1.7
New Hampshire .. ... .____.__.__ 2,54 2.38 2,21 1.81 1.65 1,48 1.30 1.4
New Jersey. ... @ - 1.64 1.87 1.85 1.62 1.65 1.83 1.9
New MexiCo. oo ® 2.17 2.17 1.97 2.02 1.83 1.90 1.8
New YorK. . oo e O] (’; ) 3) 1.99 1.81. 2,17 1.3
North Carolina._.ooo ... O] [ 2,65 2.44 2.07 1.63 1. 562 1.7
North Dakota._ . .. __.________.__ ?) 1.95 1.86 1.64 1.54 1.40 1. 54 1.6
Ohio. .. 3) 1.25 1.48 1.71 1.50 1.26 .82 .7
Oklahoma... .. .. . ... ) 1.69 1.80 1.45 1.28 1.01 1.06 1.2
Oregon.. . ... 2.65 2.41 2.31 2.23 1.98 1.73 1.81 1.7
Pennsylvania_. .. _______._ ) ) [©) 1.21 1.29 1.22 .99 .9
Rhode Island. ... . _..____ ... ® ® @ V) ® ® 2.11 1.5
South Carolina.____.__.__.__._.__._. ® 1.98 1.74 1.86 1.44 1.29 1.29 1.3
South Dakota. .o 1.65 1.57 1.16 1.01 1.13 .93 1.18 .9
Tennessee . - oo ® @) @ 2.60 2.29 1.85 1.61 1.4
A < K T 1. 60 1.56 1.42 1.24 .92 .89 .95 .9
Utah . o eeeeaes ® ® ® ® O] ® 1.91 1.1
Vermont. ..o oo 2.46 2.10 2.38 2.01 1.80 1.76 1.59 1.5
Virginia. o oo eo_ 1.75 1. 59 1. 50 1.21 1.16 1.18 1.18 7
Washington..._..___________._._..____ ® ® (0] ® (3 ® 1.92 1.8
West Virginia_ _____ . __________ 2.42 2.14 1.76 1.62 1.40 1.24 1.32 1.3
Wisconsin. ... ... ____.__ 1.49 1.55 2.44 3.08 2.04 .54 . .5
Wyoming. ... .. ® 2.66 1.93 1.67 1.44 1.42 1.09 1.2

! Computed on calendar-year basis. Preliminary estimates for 1948; 1948 data do not include effect of
voluntary contributions from employers collected during the year. Effect of war-risk contributions in-
cluded in rates for 1943, 1944, 1945, and 1946. 'These average rates include only what is paid to the States.
Employers, in addition, pay 0.3 percent to the Federal Government.

? No experience rating, contribution rate 2.7 percent.
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TaBLE 11.—Cumulative receipts, benefits paid; and funds available for benefits,

by State, as of Sept. 30, 1948

[In thousands, data corrected to Dec. 10, 1948]

Cumulative .| Funds Cumulative Funds
State contribu- t?v%nkl)giie- available State contribu- tgg’gg}lz_ available
tions and 5,0 o143 for tionsand 5. 0000% for
interest 1 p benefits 3 interest ! Spal bencfits ¢
United States. [¢$12, 563, 087 $5, 087, 983 |¢$7, 475, 104 1I&issg:)uri ........ $265,519|  $88, 773 $176, 742
ontana._.___. 3 11, 15 )
122,178 60, 883 61,295 {| Nebraska.__._.__ 43,423 10, 287 33,137
14, 754 3,518 11,236 || Nevada..____._. 18, 868 5, 601 13, 267
37,687 10, 523 27,165 || New Hamp-
56, 652 19, 540 37,113 shire......._.. 43, 058 15,279 27,779
41,401,090 683,957 4717,133 || New Jersey..___ 4740,329| 281,751| 4458,578
, 765 14,413 51,351 {| New Mexico.... 23, 034 5, 003 18,031
Connecticut. ... 276, 446 85, 480 90,965 || New York._.___ 2,020,915 984,943| 1,035,972
Delaware_ ..____ 21,948 7, 066 14,883 || North Carolina. 90, 104 41, 616 48,488
District of Co- North Dakota.. 10, 883 2, 949 7,933
lumbia__.___. 61, 946 16, 668 45,278 |! Ohio..._.. .. ... 734,918| 185,982 548, 936
Florida_._._____ 113, 966 40, 983 72,984 || Oklahoma.__.__ 82,375 36, 948 45,427
Georgig......._. 137, 680 37,489 100,191 || Oregon.._..._.._ 134, 221 51, 462 82, 759
Hawaii...__._.. 26, 027 2,452 23,576 || Pennsylvania___ 1,059,916 430,083 629, 834
Idaho .. _...__. 33,189 10, 044 23,145 || Rhode Island.__. 4118,971 69, 901 449,070
Illinois.._____.__ 853,522 345,030 508,492 || South Carolina. 70, 010 17,187 52,823
Indiana.._._.___ 297,787 105,735] 192,052 || South Dakota._ 10, 816 2, 006 8,810
Towa. ... 111,195 28,111 83,084 || Tennessee...... 169, 666 65, 663 104, 003
Kansas. ........ 87,805 27,707 60,098 || TexaS. ..o 263, 769 70, 469 193, 300
Kentucky__._.. 145, 469 32, 990 112,479 || Utah______.___. 50, 731 17,420 33,311
Louisiana...._.. 153, 488 57,222 96,265 || Vermont.._._._. 22,827 6, 479 16, 348
Maine.____....__ 72, 619 30, 326 42,293 || Virginia_____.__ 120, 818 37, 592 83, 226
Maryland . _.___ 211, 240 84,511 126,730 || Washington._ ... 267,933 117,782 150, 151
Massachusetts. . 437,069 260, 708 176,362 || West Virginia.. 135, 769 49, 689 86, 080
Michigan__._.__ 665, 529! 387, 702 277,827 || Wisconsin_._._._ 264, 088 47, 889 216, 199
Minnesota 181,277 61, 471 119,807 || Wyoming..____. 15,777 4,339 11, 438
Mississippi--.-.- 58,864 15, 208 43, 656

1 Represents contributions, penalties, and interest from employers; interest earned by State accounts in
unemployment trust fund and reported by Treasury; and contributions from employees. Also includesthe
excess of contributions on wages earned by railroad workers through June 30, 1939, over the amounts trans-
ferred to the railroad unemployment insurance account, and refund of $41 million by Federal Government
to 13 States, Alaska, and Hawaii, collected on pay rolls for 1936 under title IX of the Social Security Act.

2 Adjusted for voided benefit checks.

excludes benefits paid under reconversion unemployment benefits for seamen program.

Includes benefits paid to railroad workers through June 30, 1939;

@ Represents sum of balances at end of month in State clearing account and benefit-payment account, and
in State unemployment trust fund account in Treasury.
4+ Excludes $200, 000 in California, $50,000,000 in New Jersey, and $28,968,681 in Rhode Island withdrawn
for payment of disability benefits.
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TABLE 12.—Ratio of benefits * to tarable wages,® by State, 1938-41, 1945-}7
[Data corrected to Dec. 10, 1948]

Calendar year 12-month

period

State ended
1938 1939 1940 1941 1945 1946 1947 Se{)&s%,
41,5 1.7 0.9 0.8 1.7 1.1 0.9
1.8 1.8 .8 .9 2.2 1.0 .8
1.9 2.3 .8 .2 .9 W7 1.2
2.1 1.7 .9 .4 .7 .5 .5
1.6 2.5 1.4 .4 1.3 .9 .8
1.9 3.2 1.9 1.1 2.8 2.1 2.1
2.1 2.5 1.1 .1 .4 .2 .2
.8 .7 .3 1.2 1.5 .7 7
.8 1.0 .5 .6 1.0 .5 .4
.7 .9 .8 .1 .4 .6 .6
1.6 2.6 1.8 .4 .8 .9 .8
1.1 1.4 7 .6 .8 .7 .5
.4 .4 .1 ®) .1 .2 .5
3.3 2.8 1.7 .1 .5 .5 .7
_________ 1.7 .9 .8 1.6 .8 .8
1.4 1.2 .5 .7 1.3 .3 .4
1.9 1.4 .7 .4 7 .3 .3
- 1.4 1.2 .8 .8 2.2 .7 5
Kentueky. - .o oo | 1.8 1.7 .7 .4 1.0 .6 .5
Louisiana_...__..______.___ 2.1 2.2 1.9 .6 1.8 .8 .7
Maine_ . 2.1 2.3 .8 .6 1.7 1.2 1.2
Maryland . ._____.__________ 1.3 1.4 .7 1.0 2.3 .9 .8
Massachusetts..._____..____ 1.4 2.2 1.0 .6 1.5 1.7 1.4
Michigan. .. ... _____ 2.5 1.5 .6 2.3 2.3 .8 .8
Minnesota. ..o o.oo_____. 1.5 2.1 1.3 .3 1.0 .4 .4
Mississippi 1.7 2.2 1.2 .3 .7 .7 .7
Missouri_ .. _..___._____ .8 1.0 .6 .7 1.5 1.1 .8
Montana. ... .. | 3.1 2.4 .1 .7 .5 .6
Nebraska.._._....________._ 1.1 1.5 1.0 .2 .8 .4 .3
Nevada. ... .____._.___ 2.6 3.2 1.9 .1 .7 .9 1.2
New Hampshire..._.._.____ 2.7 1.4 2.1 W7 .2 .3 1.0 1.1
New Jersey ..o oo |eeeaee 1.2 1.2 .8 1.4 2.8 1.8 1.4
New Mexico..._ . |oeeo___ 2.6 2.4 1.3 (O] .2 .2 .3
New York. .o 2.1 1.8 2.1 1.2 .7 2.1 1.7 1.5
North Carolina_._______.___ 2.4 1.1 1.1 .6 .2 .5 .5 .5
North Dakota. ... ... |.c_.____ 1.8 2.0 1.5 ® .4 .4 .4
Ohio. .o 1.2 1.2 .4 .5 1.2 .4 .4
Oklahoma._.__ ... ____.____|____..___ 1.8 1.7 1.0 7 2.1 1.1 .6
Oregon._ ... ... .. ... 2.9 1.8 1.7 .7 .4 2.6 1.0 .9
Pennsylvania.__..__________ 2.7 1.9 1.5 .6 .5 1.6 .9 .6
Rhode Island_._____________ 4.5 2.5 3.3 1.1 1.2 2.3 1.9 2.3
South Carolina..__.__._____| .. ____. 1.4 1.4 .7 .1 .4 .5 .6
South Dakota._ 1.0 1.0 .8 .1 .2 .2 .2
Tennessee. . ... ___..___..._ 1.5 1.9 1.1 .4 1.5 1.2 1.0
Texas...._. 1.4 1.2 .6 .2 .7 .3 .2
Utah.___._. 1.9 1.6 1.2 .2 2.0 1.0 .9
Vermont. _. 1.1 1.6 .6 .3 .7 .8 .9
Virginia___. 1.3 1.6 .5 .2 .7 .4 .4
Washington 1.7 2.4 .9 .7 4.4 2.1 1.4
West Virginia_____.________ 1.2 1.0 .6 .4 1.3 .7 .5
Wisconsin_ ______________.__ .6 .7 .4 .3 .6 .2 .2
Wyoming. . ___._____...____ 2.8 2.9 1.3 ® .3 .3 .3

1 Excludes benefits paid under reconversion unemployment benefits for seamen program.

2 Taxable wages as used here means wages of $3,000 or less. For some States for years in which taxable
wages were not identical with wages of $3,000 or less, an estimate was used.

3 Based on 23 States paying benefits Jan 1, 1938.

4 Based on 49 States paying benefits Jan 1, 1939,

4 Less than 0.05 percent.
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dentical with wages of $3

1 Taxable wages as used here mean wag

wages were not 1
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