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PREFACE 

This statement of unemployment insurance l e g i s l a t i v e  policy and recom-
mendations f o r  S t a t e  l e g i s l a t i o n  is a r ev i s ion  of the  1953 document, 
Unemployment Insurance Policy,  Benef i t s  - E l i g i b i l i t y .  It has been pre- 
pared t o  meet the  need f o r  an up-to-date summary of l e g i s l a t i v e  policy. 
It i s  intended pr imar i ly  a s  a  general  policy guide and reference tool  
f o r  the use of the  s t a f f s  of the S t a t e  employment secur i ty  agencies and 
the  Bureau's na t iona l  and regional  o f f i c e s  who a r e  concerned with the 
preparat ion o r  review of l e g i s l a t i v e  amendments t o  the  benef i t  and 
e l i g i b i l i t y  provisions of the  S t a t e  employment secur i ty  laws. It i s  
hoped t h a t  the  d iscuss ion w i l l  be useful  a l s o  t o  l abor  and employer or-
ganiza t ions  and t o  o ther  groups and individuals  in te res ted  i n  unemploy- 
ment: insurance l e g i s l a t i o n .  

A d iscuss ion of d i squa l i fy ing  income, which was included i n  the  1953 
document, was not  completed i n  time f o r  r e l ease  a s  pa r t  of t h i s  revised 
statement. It w i l l  be issued a t  a l a t e r  date.  Policy statements on 
o t h e r  aspects  of the  employment s e c u r i t y  program, such a s  coverage, 
f inancing,  appeals ,  and adminis t ra t ion ,  a l s o  need t o  be updated. The 
Bureau plans t o  prepare and i s sue  supplementary statements of policy on 
these subjects .  

Although the  Manual of S t a t e  Employment Secur i ty  Legis la t ion ,  revised 
September 1950, is  s t i l l  the  p r inc ipa l  compendium of l e g i s l a t i v e  
language, the  i l l u s t r a t i v e  banefit schedules i n  the  commentary of the 
Manual a r e  now out of da te  and no Longer s u i t a b l e  f o r  reference purposes. 
Accordingly, new benef i t  schedules and o the r  technica l  d iscuss ions  and 
i l l u s t r a t i o n s  have been included i n  the  Appendix of the revised statement. 

Other l e g i s l a t i v e  a i d s  which should be consulted include Unemployment 
Insurance Purposes and Pr inc ip les ,  issued i n  December 1950 as "a guide 
f o r  evaluat ing  the  main p r i n c i p l e s  of unemployment insurance laws"; 
Adequacy of Benef i t s  Under Unemployment ~ n s u r a n c e ,  BES No. U - 7 0 ( R ) ,  
issued i n  October 1958; and the  of S t a t e  Unemployment 
Insurance Laws a s  of January 1, 1962. The f i r s t  two documents include 
c r i t e r i a  f o r  appraising employment secur i ty  laws; the t h i r d  document 
w i l l  supply information on the provisions of the S t a t e  laws. Copies of 
these  documents a r e  ava i l ab le  from the  Bureau of Employment Securi ty.  

October 1962 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The most important aspects of benefits t o  a worker a re  how much does 
he get, for  how long, and what i s  required of him t o  get  them. The 
States have given diverse answers t o  these questions, but a l l  State  
l a w s  vary the weekly benefits with the claimants' p r ior  wages. The 
benefit fonrmlas used i n  the States  d i f f e r  principally i n  the wage 
base used t o  determine the weekly benefit--high-quarter wages, average 
weekly wages, or annualwages. I n  each type of formula there a re  
arithmetical differences, i.e., differences i n  the  proportion of wage 
loss  t o  be compensated and i n  the minimum and maximum weekly benefits 
payable. With each type of formula, potent ial  duration of benefits 
may be unifom for  a l l  eligible claimants or may vary with pr ior  
employment or  wages; here also there a re  arithmetical differences i n  
minimum and maximum weeks and amounts of potent ial  benefits and i n  
the relat ion of benefits t o  qualif'ying wages. 

!?he policies discussed here concern the base period and benefit year 
which constitute the framework of the benefit  formula, the formulas 
for  determining weekly benefits for  t o t a l  and pa r t i a l  unemployment, 
dependents' allowances, duration of benefits,  and qualifying vages. 
While the various elements of the benefit  formula a re  presented sepa- 
rately,  the  interrelat ionship of a l l  elements, especially of the 
weekly benefit  amount, qualifying wages,and duration of benefits, 
must be kept in-mind. 

This discussion of the benefit formula i s  followed by a discussion of 
e l i g i b i l i t y  for  benefits and disqualification fran benefits. 



11. BASE PERIOD AND BENEFIT YEAR 

The base period and benefit year consti tute the framework of the benefi t  
fo rmla .  Unemployment insurance can be thought of as  term insurance. 
Rights are established during the  base period by workers i n  the  labor 
force, t o  be used i n  the event of t h e i r  unemployment during t h e i r  benefit  
year. The base period i s  the period of the claimant's previous employ- 
ment experience i n  insured work used as the base f o r  determining i f  he 
i s  "insured" under the program, h i s  weekly benefit, and maximum annual 
benefits,  I n  al l  States  except Wisconsin, the base period i s  related t o  
a l a t e r  period, the benefit  year, i n  which benefit  r igh ts  based on the 
claimant's base-period employment may be used. A base period i s  fixed 
i n  relat ion t o  the beginning; of a benefit  year; once established, it 
remains unchanged f o r  the  duration of the benefit  year. Under most l a w s ,  
a determination of weekly benefit  amunt and maximum annual benefits,  
once made f o r  an individual, remains unchanged throughout the benefit  
year* 

Types of Periods 

Both the base period and the  benefit  year are  of two main types,"individual" 
and "uniform." 

Individual periods.--The individual benefit  year, i n  most States, i s  a 
1-year period beginning on the day with r e k e c t  t o  which an individual 
first f i l e s  a new claim, providing he has suff ic ient  wages t o  be insured. 
I n  same State$ however, there are  additional requirements a claimant must 
meet (see page 5). 

A variation which has been used i s  an individual benefit  year beginning 
with the calendar quarter i n  which a val id  claim i s  f i led.  Such a pro- 
vision i s  not recommended, since it t r e a t s  different ly claimants whose 
unemploynu3nt begins early and those whose unemployment begins l a t e  i n  a 
calendar quarter. For example, a claimant f i l i n g  i n  the  last week of a 
quarter would have an effective benefit  year of 40, rather  than 52, weeks. 
This m q j  be an advantage or  a disadvantage t o  a claimant depending on 
the chance pattern of h i s  unemployment and reemployment during the benefi t  
year. 

Since the base period i s  related t o  the benefit  year, an individual base 
period i s  ordinarily related t o  the beginning of the claimant's unemploy- 
ment. It i s  a character is t ic  of the individual base period tha t  the 
earnings used t o  compute benefit  r igh ts  a re  re la t ive ly  recent. For t h i s  
reason, the Bureau recommends the individual benefit  year. The discus- 
sion of l ag  between base period and benefit  year (page 4 )  indicates 
various types of individual base periods. 
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Uniform periods.--In a few States, the benefit  year begins fo r  all e l i -
gible claimants on the same day--i.e., the first da;y o r  the f i r s t  Sunday 
of a specified month--and continues u n t i l  the corresponding day i n  the 
next calendar year. A claimant who f i l e s  a claim near the  expiration of 
a uniform benefit  year does not have any opportunity t o  draw a l l  the 
weeks of benefits t o  which he may be en t i t l ed  on the bas is  of h i s  base- 
period employment and wages. However, such a claimant would ordinarily 
have benefit  r igh ts  i n  the succeeding benefit  year and could draw benefi ts  
based on a new determination of h i s  rights.  

I n  the States  which use a uniform base period, it i s  defined as the 
calendar year preceding the beginning of the uniformbenefit  year. 

Length of the Base Period and Benefit Year 

The base period of 1year (or 4 quarters o r  52 weeks) used i n  a l l  State  
l a w s  at  present i s  recommended. A 1-year base period usually r e f l ec t s  
an individual's recent year-round employment pattern. I-Iowever, under 
cer ta in  circumstances, it m y  not be representative of h i s  normal attacn- 
ment t o  the labor force. For example, an individual with a long his tory 
of almost full-time employment mqy experience considerable unemployment 
i n  a 1-year period because of i l l ness  or  recession and may not qualify 
f o r  benefits despite h i s  work history and h i s  current attachment. Without 
changing the base period, it i s  possible t o  admit such an ind iddua l  t o  
benefi ts  under an al ternat ive qualifying requirement t h a t  takes in to  
account h i s  employment not only i n  the 1-year base period but also over 
a longer period (see page 52) .  

Although a nuniber of State  laws provide fo r  a 52-week individual benefit  
year, t h i s  type of period should not be used with a f o m l a  which pro- 
vides for  a 4-quarter base period. Since the $2-week period i s  1 or  2 
days short of a f'ull year, it can resul t ,  when one benefi t  year immedi- 
a te ly  follows another, i n  the inclusion of the same calendar quarter of 
wages i n  each of the two base periods f o r  such benefit  years. o or a 
f'urther discussion, see page A-1. ) 

Since the end of a benefit  year and the end of a benefit  week do not 
necessarily coincide, provision should be made f o r  the allocation of 
s p l i t  weeks t o  a specific benefit  year. This m a y  be done by allocating 
the weeks t o  a year by one of the f o l l o d n g  means: all weeks beainninq 
i n  the benefit  year, o r  a l l  weeks ending i n  the  benefit year, o r  a l l  
weeks of which four or  m r e  days f a l l  within the year. Such allocation, 
which is  made necessary by the fac t  t ha t  the uni t  of paylllent i n  the pro- 
gram i s  a week, should not change the ending or  the beginning dates of 
benefit  years as  fixed by s tatute .  It i s  preferable t o  provide s tatutory 
authority t o  handle t h i s  by regulation because administrative f l e x i b i l i t y  
is  desirable. 



Lag between Base Period and Benefit Year 

Since unemployment insurance i s  designed t o  compensate wage loss,  benefi ts  
should be based upon comparatively recent wages--i.e., the l ag  between the  
base period and benefit year should be as short as possible. A s  i l l u s -
t r a t ed  i n  Table 1 (page A-2), the l ag  varies  widely with the type of 
period used and the manner i n  which wage information i s  obtained. o or 
discussion of a system of wage reporting t h a t  w i l l  permit reduction o r  
elimination of the lag, see page 6 , )  

L a g  with individual. periods.--Under the mst common defini t ion of an 
individual base period ( f i r s t  4 of the l a s t  5 completed calendar quarters), 
t he  interval  between the end of the base period and the beginning of the  
benefit  year ( 3  months t o  1day l e s s  than 6 months) is  intended t o  &Low 
time f o r  the recording of all base-period wages pr ior  t o  the  b e g i ~ i n g  of 
a benefit  year. Such a provision allows a minirmun l ag  of 1quarter be- 
tween the base period and the benefit  year. Since wage reports a re  
usually received 1month a f t e r  the close of a quarter, they mst be 
processed i n  the  remaining 2 months t o  be available by the beginning of 
the  quarter i n  which they mey be needed fo r  the  computation of benefit  
r ights .  

A few States  allow 1month more for  wage processing by defining the base 
period as the first 4 of the l a s t  5 completed calendar quarters preceding 
a benefit  year which begins i n  the second or  th i rd  month of any quarter 
and the f i r s t  4 of the  last 6 calendar quarters preceding a benefit  year 
which begins i n  the  f i r s t  month of any quarter. Howwer, t h i s  permits 
a 1%period of 7 months during 4 months i n  the year, and a l ag  period i n  
excess of Gmonths i s  undesirable. For t h i s  reason, the Bureau recommends 
against such a defini t ion of the base period. 

Lag with uniform periods.--The uniform calendar base year and a benefi t  
year beginning April 1or  July 1 involve a lag of 3 o r  6 months between 
the  end of the base period and the  beginning of a benefit  year. This 
means a l a g  of up t o  15 t o  18 months between the end of a base period 
and the beginning of same claimantst unemployment. When uniform periods 
a re  used, a claimant's weekly benefit  xmy be based on wages earned as 
long as 2 years ago and is, therefore, unlikely t o  be r e a l i s t i c  i n  terms 
of h i s  more recent wwes. 

I n  sp i te  of the s i q l i f i c a t i o n  involved i n  the use of the same year as 
the base period fo r  a l l  claimants who f i l e  c l a i m  i n  a corresponding 
benefit  year such a uniform period i s  not recommended f o r  the following 
reasons: ( ~ jWages used i n  the computation of benefi ts  are  more remote 
and, therefore, l e s s  indicative of the claimants' degree of recent 
attachment t o  the labor force than when a more recent base period i s  
used; (2) Claimants are affected unevenly, depending upon when t h e i r  
employment began i n  relat ion t o  the beginning of the base period and 
when t h e i r  unemployment began i n  relat ion t o  the beginning of the benefit  
year; (3) New entrants t o  the labor force must wait longer than when 
individual periods w e  used before they are afforded the protection of 



the program; (4) I f  new entrants earn l e s s  than the mininnun qualifying 
amount i n  the i r  f i r s t  uniform base period, these wages are l o s t  f o r  
benefit purposes. Under laws providing fo r  individual periods, these 
wages can be used i n  conibination with l a t e r  earnings as  a basis  fo r  
benefits . 
Administratively, a uniform base period and benefit year build up a 
peak load of claims a t  the beginning of the benefit year or  just before 
it. The new claims load goes up because, i n  addition t o  claims from 
workers just becoming unemployed, the agency gets new claims f r o m  clain-
ants receiving benefits a t  the end of the old benefit year, from those 
who exhausted t h e i r  benefit r ights  i n  the old benefit year and have re- 
mained unemployed, and fromthose who were unemployed but not insured 
i n  the old benefit year and rnw be insured i n  the new benefit  year. 

Definition of "Valid Claim" t o  Begin 
an Individual Benefit Year 

A valid claim is a claim which establishes the beginning of an individual 
benefit  year. In most S ta tes i t  i s  merely a new claim f i l e d  by a claimant 
who meets the employment and wage qualifications for  benefits. The Bureau 
recornends t h i s  definition of a valid claim under which a determination 
of  insured status is  made fo r  any worker who f i l e s  a new claim. This 
determination i s  administratively time consuming and should be s tar ted 
a t  once i f  it i s  t o  be available when needed fo r  benefit paymnt. Pro-
visions found i n  sow State laws which require tha t  the individual must 
meet other t e s t s  i n  addition t o  the  monetary requirement before he can 
establish a benefit year are administratively undesirable. For example, 
such a provision would be one requiring tha t  the worker complete a week 
of unemployment, tha t  he be available f o r  work, or tha t  he be f ree  from 
disqualification. Under any of these provisions, the agency mst defer 
action on the monetary determination u n t i l  the p-nt i s  nearly or 
dready due or  it xnust make many conditional monetary determinations 
tha t  w i l l  nwer  be used because, by the time claimants have met these 
various requirements, t h e i r  base periods have changed. 

Provisions fo r  Starting a Second Benefit Year 

With uniform periods, a potential  new benefit  year begins fo r  a l l  
claimants receiving benefits a t  the turn of the benefit year. Eligible 
claimants can draw benefits i n  the second benefit year without inter- 
ruption unless a waiting week is required (see page56). With individual 
periods, a second benefit year does not begin u n t i l  a f t e r  the end of the 
claimant's l a s t  preceding benefit year--a year which ordinarily began 
with a period of unemployment. Claimants who exhaust t h e i r  benefits must 
w a i t  u n t i l  the end of the benefit year before they can begin a new benefit  
year and draw benefits based on a new base period. 

In States which cancel wage credi ts  i n  certain d isqual ia ing  situations 
(see page68), there may be instances i n  which a benefit year Is estab-
lished i n  which no benefits are peyable because all wage credi ts  have 



been cancelled. The Bureau recommends that i n  such instances the 
benefit  year and base period be cancelled also. Then a new benefit  
year can be s ta r ted  as soon as the claimant.has suff ic ient  qualifying 
wages or  employment. Such a provision serves a usef'ul purpose i n  tha t  
it helps t o  mitigate the extremely punitive e f fec t  of se t t ing  up a 
period of 1year i n  which a l l  benefits a re  barred. 

Request Wage Reporting 

A smal1,but increasing number of States have ins t i tu ted  a system of 
requesting wage reports f r m  employers for  claimants only a f t e r  they 
f i l e  a claim. This system i s  termed "request wage reporting." This 
administrative change, eliminating the receipt of quarterly wage re-  
ports from employers, has had far-reaching ef fec ts  on the benefit  
formula. It permits the reduction or elimination of the lag  period 
between the base period and the benefit  year, and eliminates the 
necessity of having a formula based on calendar quarters o r  a calen-
dar year. 

The States  having t h i s  system of reporting use a base period ending 
either 5immediately before the benefit year, or within a short period 
pr ior  t o  it. Sane States  end the base period with the end of the last 
calendar quarter preceding the benefit  year (see Table 1, page A-2). 
Any one of these definit ions of base period has the advantage of using 
more recent wage and employment data than would be available under a 
system of quarterly wage reports. 

The impact of request wage reporting i s  a l so  f e l t  i n  other aspects of 
the benefit  provisions, that is, the qualifying requirement and cm-  
putation of benefits.  I n  sane benefit formulas these provisions a re  
i n  terms of the  claimant's weeks of employment i n  the base period (see 
pagekk). Benefit formulas requiring data on weeks of employment a r e  
not confined t o  the States tha t  use a request reporting system. How-
ever, it i s  easier  t o  obtain data on weeks of employment under such a 
reporting system. A number of the  "request reporting" States,  but not 
all ,  have benefit formulas that  use weeks-of-employment data. 

Certain concepts have been ccamnonly associated with request reporting 
systems but a r e  not inherent i n  them. One of these i s  the "per employer 
determination" system used i n  several of the States tha t  f i r s t  adopted 
request reporting. Another i s  the punitive character of the disquali-  
f icat ion provisions tha t  generally accampanied adoption of the system. 
S t i l l  another is the postponement of the s t a r t  of the benefit year 
u n t i l  the  claimant i s  f ree  of disqualification. The Bureau considers 
these concepts undesirable and recommends tha t  they be omitted. 
Although not inherent, the association of these concepts with request 
reporting i s  not merely coincidental. Under t h i s  system, it i s  easy 
t o  obtain and use separation information concerning employment tha t  i s  
remote from the current unemployment and i t s  preceding separation from 
work. The receipt of a separate report from each employer a t  the time 
the claim i s  f i led ,  sharing both employment and separation information, 



tends t o  promote the  idea of relat ing the worker t o  each of h i s  pr ior  
employers i n  turn as t o  h i s  work record and the  reason fo r  separation, 
ra ther  than t o  h i s  work record as a whole and t o  the reason fo r  h i s  
current unemployment. 

Experience with the system i n  several States  has shown t h a t  it is  feasi-
b le  t o  obtain timely wage information under a request reporting system 
from the employers tha t  are correctly l i s t e d  by the claimant. Examination 
of employer records indicates t h a t  these reports are usually correct. 
While claimants can generally ident i fy t h e i r  base-period employers, it is 
more d i f f i c u l t  for  those who work fo r  m y  employers i n  the course of a 
year--as, fo r  instance, i n  the building, *ades. In  these instances, 
f a i lu re  t o  identify all base-period employers may frequently resu l t  i n  
a lo s s  of benefits, which would not occur under a system of quarterly wage 
reporting. With request reporting, such losses cannot be eliminated 
entirely,  but the  nuniber m a y  be reduced by competent claims interviewing. 

In  order t o  obtain accurate and timely reports and t o  reduce the delays 
i n  benefi ts  caused by l a t e  reports, the  law should provide : (1) That 
employers sha l l  furnish each worker, upon separation, with a notice 
showing the employer's name, account number, and the address where em- 
ployment and wage records a re  lnaintabed., and advising the worker tha t  
he should keep such information because it w i l l  be needed when he f i l e s  
a claim fo r  benefits; (2)  That, i f  the employer f a i l s  t o  f i l e  timely 
reports, benefits sha l l  be based upon the claimant's statement, supported 
by such information as m a y  be reasonably required under the individual 
circumstances of the claimant, and tha t  benefi ts  paid on the basis  of such 
statements, i n  the absence of fraud, sha l l  not be subject t o  repayment on 
the basis  of any redetermination based on l a t e r  information; and (3) That 
employers who f a i l  t o  f i l e  timely reports sha l l  be subject t o  a money 
penalty f o r  each report t ha t  i s  delinquent. In  addition, the time l i m i t  
f o r  f i l i n g  reports should be set  so tha t  there i s  suff ic ient  time t o  
receive the report and make the determination before benefi ts  a re  due. 

From time t o  time, changes are  made i n  State  provisions for  base period 
and benefit  year, fo r  substantive o r  f o r  administrative reasons. I n  
making such changes, the Bureau recommends: 

1. That the l a g  between the base period and benefit  year be as 
short as possible, consistent with the benefit  f o r m l a  and 
with administrative feas ib i l i ty .  

2. That the def ini t ion of a val id  claim t o  begin a benefit  year 
not include requirements of unemployment, a b i l i t y  t o  work, 
ava i lab i l i ty  f o r  worksorfreedom &om disqualification. 



3. That an individual, ra ther  than a uniform, benefit year be 
used. 

4. That the benefit  year and base period be limited t o  a year. 

5. That under a formula using quarters fo r  the base period the  
benefit  year be a year period, rather than 52 weeks. 

6.  That, when a benefit  year i s  established i n  which no benefits 
a re  payable because a l l  wage credi ts  have been cancelled 
(see page 68),  the benefit  year and base period be cancelled 
also. 

7. That, i n  States  using a system of request reporting, the l a w  
provide (a) tha t  employers be required t o  furnish separated 
workers with written notices which show the employer's firm 
name, regis t rat ion number, and reporting address; (b) tha t  
the time l i m i t  f o r  employer reports be s e t  so as  t o  permit 
timely benefit payments; (c)  t ha t  the agency be authorized 
t o  campute and pay benefits on the basis of information fir-
nished by the claimant i n  cases where an employer's report i s  
delayed beyond a specified time and that ,  i n  the absence of 
fraud, repayment of such benefits not be required; and (d) 
tha t  a money penalty be required of employers who do not 
furnish wage and employment information prmptly. 



1 .  PAYMENTS FOR WEEKS OF TOTAL AND PARTIAL UNEMPLOYMENT 

The unit of payment is  the benefit f o r  a week of total. unemployment, 
However, since underemployment as well as t o t a l  unemployment m a y  result  
i n  serious wage loss, unenployment insurance laws should provide for  pay-
ment of benefits for  par t i a l  as well as for  t o t a l  unenrployment. 

Definition of Week of Unemployment 

The week has been accepted as the period for  measuring the existence of 
unemployment and for paying benefits for  unemployment. Since the dis-
t inction between t o t a l  and par t i a l  unemployment is  one of degree, one 
definition of a week of unemployment can serve all purposes with no 
statutory differentiation between t o t a l  and par t i a l  unemployment. L/ 

Under most of the current State laws, an individual i s  unerrrployed i n  any 
week i f  he meets certain t es t s  : (1) if  he does not wark or  works less than 
full-time work for  an employing unit; and (2) if  my w e s  that  are  pay-
able t o  him are less  than his  weekly benefit amount, or  less than his  
weekly benefit amount plus a specified dollar allowance. This defini- 
t ion b e s  not distinguish between the individual who i s  to ta l ly  unem-
ployed and without wages, the one who has no regular job, but picks up 
some work and earnings, and the individual who has not been separated 
from h is  regular employment but has had his  hours cut and his  wages sub- 
s tant ia l ly  reduced. If the claimant's earnings i n  a week of less  than 
flrll-time work are less  than the earnings limit specified i n  the defi- 
nition of week of unemployment, he is  unemployed and, if  he is otherwise 
eligible, he w i l l  receive a benefit. A s  soon as h is  weekly earnings 
e m  o r  exceed t h i s  earnings l i m i t ,  he is no longer considered unem- 
ployed and, accordingly, no longer entitled t o  any part of his  weekly 
benefit. 

The earnings l i m i t  should be se t  hi&= than the weekly benefit amount. 
The shasp drop i n  income that  results under the existing p a r t i d  benefit 
formulas, when the earnings l i m i t  i s  set a t  the claimant's weekly benefit 
amount, acts as a deterrent, rather than an incentive, t o  seek any sub-
s tan t ia l  amount of part-time work. (see page 12 and i l lustrat ions in  
Past I, table 2, pages A-4 and A-5.) 

In order t o  achieve the objectives of the par t ia l  benefit provisions, 
the earnings l i m i t  in  the definition of week of unemployment should 

1/ Different requirements as t o  f i l i ng  claims and registration for  work 
are necessary i n  cases of claimants part ial ly unemployed, to ta l ly  un- 
employed, or  to ta l ly  unemployed except for  odd jobs. 'Ilhese, howwer, 
are  matters of sdmlnistrative detai l ,  i n  which discretion and flexi-
b i l i t y  are desirable, and they can be handled more readily by regula-
t ion than by statute. 



(a)  be se t  hi& enough t o  give the  claimant a r ea l  incentive t o  work as 
much as he can, but not so high that  he will continue t o  d r a w  benefits, 
however small, when his  t o t a l  income ( e m i n g s  plus the  par t i a l  benefit) 
approaches too closely his  ftiU-time wages; and (b) be related to the 
earnings aUowance provided in  the fonrmla for computing the benefit for  
par t i a l  unemployment so that ,  a t  the cutoff point, the loss i n  benefit 
payment and t o t a l  income would be small. (see pages 13 to  15 and the 
alternative formulas i l lus t ra ted i n  table 2A, pages A-10 and A-11. See 
also pages 15 and 32 for  a discussion of dependents' allowances and 
past ia l  benefits. ) 

Weekly Benefit Amount for  Total Unemployment 

The weekly benefit amount for t o t a l  unemployment under all State laws 
vasies with the claimant's prior  wages. It i s  generally accepted that  
weekly benefits should be less than weekly wages--in fact less  than teke-
home pay--to give claimants an incentive t o  return t o  work. On the other 
hand, benefits should be adequate to  enable claimants t o  maintain them- 
selves between jobs. 

What is an adequate benefit?--If the program i s  t o  accomplish i ts  purpose 
--to provide r ea l  security against the hazard of unemployment--the weekly 
benefits should be sufficient t o  cover the basic necessities of most 
claimants and thei r  families without requiring them t o  resort t o  re l ief  
or  to  reduce substantially thei r  level of living while drawing benefits. 
Items which must be met, whether or  not a worker i s  employed, are food 
and rent, heat and u t i l i t i e s ,  and medical care. Over short periods, pur-
chase of clothing may be deferred, but claimants cannot be expected t o  
reduce substantially the amount they spend for food, o r  t o  move t o  less  
eqensive quarters, o r  t o  neglect an i l lness  o r  injury requiring medlcal 
care, while they ctre temporarily out of work. The proportion of wages 
spent for  these items is, of course, higher for  workers with low earnings 
and for  workers w i t h  dependents than for  high-paid workers and for workers 
without dependents. Some benefit formulas reflect  these facts by giving 
low-paid workers a higher proportion of thei r  wages as weekly benefits 
and by giving claimants with dependents an allowance fo r  the dependents 
i n  addition t o  the basic weekly benefit. (see pages 29-34 for a dis- 
cus sion of dependents ' allowances. ) 

Wage base and wage loss t o  be compensated.--In the  formulas currently 
used, the weekly benefit mount i s  based on the highest quarterly wages 
i n  the base period, or  on average weekly wages, o r  on t o t a l  base-period 
wages. !he systems are so diverse that  they must be discussed separately 
(see pages 17-28). However, all fonm\las provide a minirmrm and maximum 
weekly benefit for  t o t a l  unemployment. Between th i s  minimum and maximum, 
the formulas yield a specified uniform proportion of wages, or  propor- 
tions varying w i t h  wage levels. !bere i s  general agreement that  weekly 
benefits, exclusive of dependents' allowances, should replace at least 
50 percent of wages. 



- - 
Minimum weekly benefi t . --In a l l  systems, t h e  minimum weekly benef i t  t h a t  
any claimant may draw f o r  a week of t o t a l  unemployment i s  specified i n  
t h e  law. The minimum weelrly benef i t  o rd inar i ly  represents a l a rge r  pro- 
por t ion of t h e  minimum amount of wages required than do the  higher amounts. 

The minimum puts  a f l o o r  on benef i t s .  It i s  important t ha t  t h i s  f l o o r  
should be high enough so t h a t  any worker who can qual i fy  f o r  benef i t s  w i l l  
receive a benef i t  t h a t  w i l l  be of some r e a l  help, even though t h e  e f f ec t  
of t h e  minimum may be t o  exclude from benef i t s  some workers who have a 
bona f i d e  attachment t o  t h e  labor  force.  

The minimum amount should be  r e l a t ed  t o  t he  wage l eve l s  i n  the  S t a t e  and 
t o  t h e  minimum qualifying wages. Because of t h e  wide var ia t ion  i n  wage 
l e v e l s  i n  t he  various sections of t h e  country, t h e  minimum weekly benef i t  
amount should vary among t h e  Sta tes .  A minimum appropriate i n  a high-
wage S ta te  would come too  close t o  ful l - t ime weekly earnings of some 
benef ic ia r ies  i n  a low-wage S ta te .  Moreover, because of t he  re la t ion-  
ship  of t h e  minimum weekly benef i t  amount and t h e  qualifying requirement 
i n  a number of S t a t e  laws, an unduly high minimum benef i t  amount might 
r e s u l t  i n  a minimum qualifying requirement which eliminates from benef i t s  
a s ign i f ican t  segment of low-wage workers. The minimum should be r e l a t ed  
t o  t h e  weekly wages of t h e  lowest wage groups i n  t he  S ta te  f o r  which t h e  
unemployment insurance program i s  considered appropriate. Even a t  t he  
minimum, there  should be  some re la t ionship  between t he  benef i t  amount and 
t h e  earnings of those claimants e n t i t l e d  t o  it. 

Maximum weekly benefit.--The maximum weekly benef i t  amount payable t o  any 
individual  puts  a ce i l i ng  on benef i t s .  Where t he  maximum i s  s e t  i s  i m -
portant  because claimants with wages higher than those required f o r  t h e  
maximum weekly benef i t  receive a progressively smaller proportion of 
t h e i r  wage l o s s .  For example, if the  maximum benef i t  i s  $40 f o r  wages 
of $80 o r  more, t h e  claimant who bare ly  qua l i f i es  f o r  t he  maximum re-  
ceives 50 percent of h i s  wages while one with weekly wages of $100 re-  
ceives only 40 percent. 

The maximum weelsly benef i t  should be s e t  a t  a l e v e l  which w i l l  permit 
t h e  great  majority of workers t o  receive a veekly benef i t  amount repre- 
senting t h a t  percentage of t h e i r  wage l o s s  5rhich t h e  formula intends t o  
coinpensate. If any worker earning more than t he  average wage i n  covered 
employment i n  t h e  S ta te  i s  t o  be co..ipzr.sated f o r  50 percent of h i s  wage 
loss ,  t h e  maximum must be s e t  a t  a l e v e l  higher than one-half of such 
average wage. A benef i t  amount of 50 percent f o r  t he  great  majority of 
covered workers would be a t t a ined  i f  the  maximum weekly benef i t  i s  s e t  
at an amount equal t o  two-thirds of t h e  average weelrly wage i n  employment 
covered by t he  S ta te  law. Such average weekly wage should be computed by 
dividing a l l  wages paid f o r  such covered employment (including amounts not  
subject  t o  contributions under t he  S ta te  law) dwing  t he  most recent 12- 
month period f o r  vhich data a r e  avai lable  by a f igure  representing 52 times 
t he  average of monthly employment reported by employers fo r  the  same period. 



I n  States with dependents' allowances, the allowance should be i n  addi- 
t i o n  t o  the computed maximum weekly benefit  amount. 

Flexible maximum benefit.--During the period tha t  unemployment insurance 
laws have been operating, wages have increased markedly and it has been 
necessary t o  increase the maximum weekly benefit  from time t o  time merely 
t o  maintain the  relationship between the maximum benefit  and the  wage 
levels  i n  the State, a s  measured by the average weekly wages of covered 
workers. Because of th i s ,  the Bureau recommends tha t  the State  law ex- 
press the maximum weekly benefit ,  not a s  a s ta ted dol la r  amount, but a s  
a f ract ion of the  State average weekly wage i n  cavered employment, t o  be 
recomputed on a specified date a t  l e a s t  once each year. Under t h i s  type 
of provision, the maximum i s  automatically adjusted t o  re f lec t  changes 
i n  wage levels  and is,  therefore, always current without the necessity 
of repeatedly seeking remedial legis lat ion.  

Rounding of weekly benef'it amounts.--Instead of paying benefi ts  i n  the  
amounts actual ly  computed, such a s  $17.53 or  $25.42, most formulas round 
fract ional  dol la r  amounts t o  whole dol lar  amounts, e i ther  t o  the  ,next 
higher or t o  the nearest dol lar .  Such rounding reduces the number of 
different  amounts f o r  which checks must be written, and simplifies the  
mechanical processing of benefit  checks and accounting controls. The 
amounts paid s t i l l  represent an approximation of the percentage of wage 
loss  compensated. A formula with rounded amounts can be expressed i n  
tables  of weekly benefi t  amounts by wage brackets, a s  i s  done i n  the  
benefit  tables  i n  the appendix. Such tables  simplify administrative 
determinations on claims and make it easier  f o r  claimants t o  understand 
t h e i r  r ights  and t o  check t h e i r  benefit  determinations. 

Veekly benefit  amoun-ts a re  generally rounded t o  one-dollar intervals .  
Intervals of l e s s  than one dol lar  do not permit the  maximum administra- 
t i v e  advantages of rounding. Intervals of more than two dol lars  a re  not 
desirable since they accentuate wide differences i n  weekly benefi ts  pay- 
able t o  workers with only s l ight  differences i n  t h e i r  earnings. Ordi-
narily,  rounding the computed weekly benefit  amount t o  the next higher 
dol lar  instead of the next lower or the nearest dol la r  i s  desirable be- 
cause then no claimant has h i s  computed benefit  amount reduced by the  
rounding. 

Pavnents f o r  Weeks of Less than Total Unemnlovment 

The pa r t i a l  benefit  provisions are intended not only t o  provide a measure 
of income maintenance f o r  claimants who are  employed at  l e s s  than f u l l  
time through no f a u l t  of t h e i r  own, but also t o  give them an incentive 
t o  take l e s s  than full-time work. The Bureau's previous recommendations 
and the various State  provisions fo r  p a r t i a l  benefi ts  f a i l  t o  provide an 
adequate incentive fo r  seeking and retaining part-time work. 



Characteristics of exis t ing formulas.--The f a i lu re  of the  existing formulas 
i s  due primarily t o  the f a c t  tha t  each dol la r  of earnings i n  excess of 
the  pa r t i a l  earnings allowance ( the amount of earnings disregarded i n  
computing the p a r t i a l  benefi t )  i s  deducted from the claimant's weekly bene- 
f i t  amount. This dollar-for-dollar reduction r e su l t s  i n  two si tuat ions 
t h a t  reduce the incentive t o  seek any substant ial  amount of part-time work. 
F i r s t ,  as  soon a s  the claimant earns the amount of the earnings allowance, 
h i s  t o t a l  income ( p a r t i a l  benefi t  plus earnings i n  part-time work) remains 
unchanged, despite additional part-time earnings, u n t i l  he ceases t o  be 
unemployed and i s  no longer e l ig ib le  f o r  any benefi t .  Second, when he 
ceases t o  be unemployed because h i s  part-time earnings have reached h i s  
weekly benefit amount, h i s  t o t a l  income drops sharply. 

These two features of the present p a r t i a l  benefit  formulas a re  i l l u s t r a -  
t ed  i n  the following examples (taken from table  2, pages A-4 t o  A-6) i n  
which the claimant's weekly benefit  amount i s  $40. I n  i l l u s t r a t ion  ~ ( a ) ,  
the claimant's t o t a l  income increases with each dol lar  of earnings u n t i l  
he earns $10 ( the amount of the earnings allowance); thereaf ter  h i s  income 
remains fixed a t  $50, u n t i l  he earns $40 i n  part-time work, a t  which point 
he ceases t o  be unemployed. A t  t h i s  point, an additional dol la r  of earn-
ings resu l t  s i n  a loss  of $10 i n  income. 

When the earnings allowance i s  se t  a t  one-half of the weekly benefit  
amount, as  i n  i l l u s t r a t ion  ~ ( b ) ,  the claimant's t o t a l  income r i s e s  t o  
$60 ($40 plus $20) and then remains fixed a t  $60 u n t i l  he ceases t o  be 
unemployed because h i s  earnings equal h i s  weekly benefit  amount. A t  t h i s  
point, one additional dol la r  of earnings r e s u l t s  i n  the  los s  of $20 i n  
income. Thus, under t h i s  type of formula, the  more l i b e r a l  the earnings 
allowance, the greater the drop i n  income when the claimant ceases t o  be 
e l ig ib le  f o r  a p a r t i a l  benefi t .  

A t h i r d  type of formula (shown i n  i l l u s t r a t i o n  ~ ( c )  i n  tab le  2, page A-5) 
provides benefits only i n  amounts of one-half of the  weekly benefit  ( i f  
part-time earnings exceed one-half weekly benefit  amount) or  the f u l l  
weekly benefit  ( i f  part-time earnings a re  l e s s  than one-half weekly bene- 
f i t  amount). This formula resu l t s  i n  a sharp decline i n  t o t a l  income at 
two points: when the  part-time earnings reach one-half the weekly bene- 
f i t  amount and again when they reach the full weekly benefi t  amount, a t  
which point the claimant i s  no longer unemployed. 

The sharp decline i n  income when the  claimant ceases t o  be unemployed 
does not occur i n  a l l  of the existing formulas. For example, i n  i l l u s -  
t r a t ions  11(a) and 11(b), t ab le  2 (page A-6), the decline i n  income has 
been eliminated by providing, i n  the defini t ion of unemployment, t ha t  an 
individual i s  unemployed as long a s  h i s  earnings i n  part-time work are  
less than h i s  weelrly benefi t  amount plus the  amount of the p a r t i a l  earn-
ings allowance. However, as i n  most of the other formulas, because each 
additional dol lar  of earnings i s  deducted from the weekly benefi t  amount, 
h i s  income remains unchanged from the time h i s  earnings equal the  amount 
of h i s  earnings allowance u n t i l  he ceases t o  be unemployed. 



For a detailed analysis of the various types of formulas for  computing 
p a r t i a l  benefits,  see pages A-3 t o  A-13.- 

A new type of pa r t i a l  benefit  formula.--A more effect ive incentive f o r  
claimants t o  accept part-time work i s  provided when the amount of earnings 
t o  be disregarded i n  computing the  p a r t i a l  benefi t  i s  s tated a s  a fract ion 
of earnings or,  preferably, a f ract ion of earnings i n  excess of a small 
i n i t i a l  earnings allowance. For instance, as  shown i n  Example I, below, 
i f  one-third of earnings i s  disregarded, as the worker's earnings r i s e ,  
the benefits decrease gradually, u n t i l  the  earnings a re  approximately 
1-1/2 times the worker's weekly benefit  amount (or, assuming tha t  the 
weekly benefit  amount represents half of the  claimant's normal weekly 
wages, three-quarters of h i s  weekly wages). 

EXAMPLE I 

Part-time earnings 0 $9 $18 $27 $36 $45 $54 $60 

Total income $40 $43 $46 $49 $52 $55 $58 $60 

A variation of the foregoing formula conzbines the advantages of the f l a t  
earnings allowance with those of a f ract ion of earnings. For example, 
a s  shown i n  the following i l lus t ra t ion ,  i f  the p a r t i a l  benefit  i s  com-
puted by disregarding the f i r s t  $5 of p5r-t-time earnings plus one-fourth 
of earnings i n  excess of $5 ,  the partial benefit  decreases gradually a s  
t o t a l  income r i ses ,  up t o  the point a t  which the  claimant i s  no longer 
unemployed--in t h i s  instance, approximately 1-112 times h i s  weekly benefit  
amount. 

Part-time earnings 0 $9 $18 $27 $36 $45 $54 $60 

Weekly benefit  payment $40 37 31 24 17 10 4 0 

Total income $ 4 0 $ 4 6  $49 $51 $53 $55 $58 $60 

This type of formula has an administrative advantage over the formula 
i n  .Example I because it disregards negligible amomts of wages. By dis- 
?.'@gdhgthe first few dol lars  of wages, it a lso  provides a greater in i -  
t i a l  incentive fo r  the claimant t o  s t a r t  looking fo r  part-time work. For 
instance, i n  Example I, $6 of the f i r s t  $9 of earnings i s  deducted from 
the weekly benefit  amount, whereas i n  Example I1 only $3 of the  first $9 



i s  deducted. Correspondingly, of t h e  f i r s t  $18 earned i n  part-time work, 
t h e  fomula  i n  Example I would deduct $12, and, i n  Example 11, only $9 
would be deducted. The deductions i n  Example I1 increase gradually as 
part-time earnings increase, so t h a t  a t  the  higher amounts, t he  p a r t i a l  
bene f i t  rrould be t h e  same under both formulas. (See t a b l e  2A, Par t s  I 
and 11, pages A-10 and A-11. ) 

To assure t h a t  t o t a l  income w i l l  increase gradually and t h a t  a t  no point  
w i l l  addi t ional  earnings result  i n  a substant ia l  l o s s  i n  income, t h e  
formula must r e l a t e  t he  i n i t i a l  earnings allowance and the  f r ac t i on  of 
earnings t o  be disregarded t o  t he  point  a t  which t h e  worker ceases t o  
be unemployed. A simple equation f o r  achieving t he  necessary balance 
between these  two fac tors  i s  described i n  t he  appendix (pages A-9 and 
A-12). B y  means of t h i s  equation, S ta tes  considering t h i s  new type of 
p a r t i a l  benef i t  f orniula can experiment with d i f f e r en t  i n i t i a l  earnings 
allowances, d i f f e r en t  . f ract ions  of earnings t o  be disregarded over and 
above the  i n i t i a l  earnings allowance, and d i f f e r en t  l eve l s  of income a t  
vhich the  claimant would cease t o  be considered unemployed--the so-called 
" p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t ,  ' '  

The p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t  i n  t he  def in i t ion  of week of unemployment 
should be es tabl ished at  subs tan t ia l ly  more than t h e  claimant 's  weekly 
benef i t  amount but ,  a t  t he  same time, ~ ~ f i c i e n t l ybelow h i s  usual  f u l l -  
time earnings t h a t  it w i l l  provide an incentive t o  seek full- t ime work. 
In  se lect ing t h e  p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t ,  p a r t i cu l a r  a t t en t i on  must be 
given t o  t he  extent t o  vhich t h e  weekJy benef i t  amount f o r  t o t a l  unem- 
ployment represents more than one-half of t h e  claimant 's  fu l l - t ime weekly 
wages--either because of the  f r ac t i on  of wages t h a t  has been used i n  com-
puting the  benef i t  amount o r  because of t he  addi t ion of dependents' allow- 
ances (see discussion below and on page 32) . 
In constructing a formula f o r  computing p a r t i a l  benef i ts ,  consideration 
should a l so  be given t o  t h e  wage and employment pat terns  i n  t h e  indus t r i es  
and occupations i n  which workers who a r e  normally employed i n  ful l - t ime 
work may, hen unemployed, seek par t - t ine  employment, and t he  possible 
e f f ec t  of t h e  formulas under consideration on t h e  incentive of such workers 
t o  seek part-time work. The S ta te  w i l l  wish a l s o  t o  weigh t he  administra- 
tive considerations of t h e  various a l t e rna t i ve  formulas. 

P a r t i a l  benef i t s  and dependents' allowances.--;.&ether o r  not dependents' 
allowances a r e  included i n  t h e  benef i t  formula, a week of unemployment 
should be defined as a week i n  which t h e  c l a i & n t l s  earnings aEe l e s s  
than a s t a t ed  multiple of h i s  bas ic  weekly benef i t  amount. (see  page 32.) 
Then a l l  claimants with t h e  same wage and employment h i s t o ry  will have 
t he  same p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t ,  regardless of t h e  number of t h e i r  de- 
pendents. However, t o  the  extent t h a t  t he  dependents' allowance r e s u l t s  
i n  a weelcly benef i t  amount t ha t  approaches too  c losely  t h e  c la imant ' s  full-
time weekly pay, a provision f o r  dependents' allowances may impede the  



adoption of an e f fec t ive  formula f o r  determining p a r t i a l  benef i t s .  It 
may be necessary i n  t h i s  s i tua t ion  t o  make a choice between (1)l imi t ing  
t h e  amount of t h e  dependents' allowance when t he  part-time earnings get  
t oo  close t o  t he  p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t  or  ( 2 )  s e t t i n g  a lower p a r t i a l  
earnings l i m i t  f o r  a l l  claimants. '  From the  standpoint of equity and an 
e f fec t ive  benef i t  formula, t he  former choice trould seem more appropriate.  

The Bureau recommends: 

That t h e  minimum weelr3y benef i t  be re la ted  t o  the  weekly wages 
of t he  lowest wage group i n  t h e  S ta te  f o r  ~ M c h  the  unemployment 
insurance program i s  considered appropriate. 

That t h e  maximum weekly bene f i t  be s e t  a t  a l eve l  a t  ~ rh ich  t h e  
great  majori ty of workers would be compensated f o r  50 percent 
of t h e i r  wages; a maximum equal t o  2 / 3  of t h e  average weelrly 
wage i n  covered employment i n  t he  S ta te  would achieve t h i s  
objective . 
That t he  maximum weeYJy bene f i t  be  defined by s t a t u t e  as 213 
of t h e  average weekly wage i n  covered employment i n  t he  Sta te ,  
so t h a t  it w i l l  change automatically with changes i n  t h e  average 
weekly wage increases,  i .e ., a " f lex ib le  maximum. " 

That s ta tu tory  provision be made f o r  rounding t o  t he  next 
higher do l l a r  weekly benef i t s  f o r  t o t a l  and p a r t i a l  unemploy- 
ment which a r e  not whole do l l a r  amounts. 

That "week of unemployment" be defined i n  terms of l e s s  than 
full- t ime work with earnings l e s s  than a s t a t ed  multiple of t he  
claimant's weekly benef i t  amount. 

That t h e  earnings allowance i n  t he  p a r t i a l  benef i t  formula 
provide an e f fec t ive  incentive t o  work by allowing t o t a l  income 
t o  increase gradually a s  t he  claimant 's  part-time earnings in-  
crease up t o  and including t h e  point  a t  which he ceases t o  be 
unemployed. 



N . HIGH -QUARTER-WAGE FORMULA 


Early unemployment insurance laws i n  t h i s  country based the weekly 
benefit  amount on full-time weekly wages. Because of administrative 
complications i n  obtaining and processing reports of wages and hours 
week by week, and of determining each claimant's full-time wage, the 
high-quarter formula was developed on the theory tha t  a fraction of 
wages i n  the high quarter approximates a full-time weekly wage. Most 
of the  States continue t o  use the high-quarter benefit formulas. Many 
features of these formulas have became "set" and i n  diverse patterns. 
In some States, there  a re  proposals for  supplanting high-quarter formu-
l a s  with others. However, many of the crit icisms made of the high- 
quarter formulas a re  not crit icisms of the formula i t s e l f ;  they are  
more concerned with such items as  inadequate qualifying requirements 
or long lag between base period and benefit  year, which can be changed 
without changing the  type of fortnula. 

The calendar quarter was selected a s  the base for  determining weekly 
benefits largely because it could take advantage of the quarterly pat- 
te rn  of wage reporting previously established for  tax purposes fo r  both 
the unemployment insurance and the Federal old-age and survivors insur- 
ance programs. The unemployment benefit i s  based on tha t  quarter of the 
base period i n  which wages were highest, which i s  generally assumed t o  
represent a quarter of full or nearly ful l  employment f o r  most insured 
workers. 

The calendar quarter of highest earnings, however, does not always 
r e f l ec t  a worker's full-time weekly wage. Many workers experience same 
unemployment i n  the quarter, e i ther  because of general econamic conditicul 
or conditions in given industries and geographical areas; others lose 
wages because of personal interruptions of work by i l l ness  o r  family 
responsibil i t ies.  This fac t  of unemployment within the high quarter 
must be given consideration i n  determining what fraction of high-quarter 
wages should constitute the benefit payment. The weekly benefit amount 
should not be determined on the assumption t h a t  a l l  claimants have had 
f u l l  employment during t h e i r  high quarter; i.e., the average weekly wage 
should not necessarily be assumed t o  be 1/13 of high-quarter wages. 

It should be clear  tha t  the high-quarter formula does not attempt t o  
base benefits on the individual claimant's average weekly wage in weeks 
worked within the high quarter. It seeks t o  approximate a benefit  based 
on full-time weekly wages by basing each claimant's benefits on the best 
quarter 's  experience i n  h i s  base period. 

Relation of High-Quarter Provisions t o  
Other Elements in t h e  Benefit Formula 

With the high-quarter-wage benefit formula, e i ther  individual or  uniform 
base periods and benefit years (see page 2) can be used. Virtually a l l  
high-quarter States  now use the individual base period and benefit  year. 



Although the high-quarter formula %a3 original ly  devised t o  u t i l i z e  
quarterly wage reports, it can a lso  be used with a system i n  which wage 
information is  requested from employers only as needed fo r  benefit  de- 
terminations (see page 6). A few high-quarter States now obtain wage 
reports on a request basis t o  reduce the lag between the base period 
and benefit  year. 

High-quarter formulas may use any type of qualifying wage requirement-- 
a specified number of weeks of employment i n  the base period, a f l a t  
do l la r  amount, a multiple of the weekly benefit, a multiple of high- 
quarter wages, or a combination of these requirements--as a prerequisite 
f o r  benefits (see page 44). The formulas tha t  require wages i n  more 
than one calendar quarter a re  preferable t o  f l a t  amount qualifying wage 
requirements. 

The duration of benefits may be uniform for  a l l  e l ig ib le  claimants or  
maximum potent ial  benefits i n  a benefit  year may be limited t o  a propor- 
t ion  of the claimantt s base-period wages (see page 36). 

Construction of High-Quarter Formulas 

Weekly benefits under these formulas ordinarily a re  computed d i rec t ly  
from high-quarter wages, without computing the weekly wage i n  the high 
quarter. The f i r s t  high-quarter formulas computed weekly benefits a s  
1/26 of high-quarter wages on the assumption tha t  the high-quarter wages 
represent 13 weeks of employment and the weekly benefit amount should be 
half  of weekly wages. Obviously many claimants do not have 13 weeks of 
employment i n  t h e i r  high quarter. Hence many States have used fractions 
more l i b e r a l  than 1/26 or have developed weighted schedules. A high-
quarter formula does not purport t o  give a l l  claimants the same propor- 
t ion  of t h e i r  average weekly wage i n  weeks worked. It can be devised t o  
provide at leas t  a minimum percentage of weekly wages for  a l l  claimants 
having a t  l eas t  some specific number of weeks of employment. A s  shown 
i n  the following tabulation, a 1/20 formula w i l l  give 50 percent or more 
of weekly wages t o  a l l  claimants who had 10 or more weeks of employment 
i n  t h e i r  high quarter. A 1/26 fraction w i l l  give 50 percent of weekly 
wages only t o  claimants who had fill 13 weeks of employment i n  t h e i r  best 
quarter and only 38 percent of weekly wages t o  a claimant who had only 
10 weeks of work. 

Claimant ' s  weeks Weekly benefit  amount expressed as  a percent 
of employment i n  of claimant's weekly wage i n  high quarter, i n  
high quarter formula with high-quarter fraction of: 

1/m 1/23 1/24 1/26 



The weighted high-quarter formula, which is  used by a number of States,  
is  based on the rationale tha t  claimants with low earnings i n  t h e i r  
high quarter need a more generous benefit  i n  relat ion t o  the i r  earnings. 
The larger  f ract ion fo r  low income workers recognizes tha t  a larger  
proportion of earnings i s  needed a t  these levels, whether the low leve l  
was due t o  underemployment or  t o  low wage rates .  When the low earnings 
are due t o  l o w  wage rates ,  a larger  proportion i s  needed fo r  nondefer- 
rable expenses. When the low earnings a re  due t o  underemployment, a 
higher fract ion of the high-quarter earnings is  needed t o  arr ive a t  the 
desired fract ion of weekly wages. 

The weighted schedules are  so designed tha t  the high-quarter f ract ion 
decreases gradually as the  quarterly wages increase from a l i b e r a l  
fraction, usually 1/20 o r  more a t  the lowest wage bracket, dropped t o  
1/24 o r  1/26 a t  the highest wage bracket. 

In  proposals extending a weighted benefit  schedule t o  provide a higher 
maximum weekly benefit  amount, there sometimes is  a tendency toward 
progressively smaller fractions i n  the high wage brackets. The high- 
quarter f rac t ion  should be maintained a t  not l e s s  than 1/26 a t  a l l  
wage brackets. A smaller fraction, such as 1/28, is  undesirable be- 
cause it can yield a weekly benefit  equal t o  50 percent of normal 
weekly wages only fo r  those few workers whose reported high-quarter 
wages include pay checks fo r  14 weeks of work or unusually high earn- 
ings because of substant ial  amounts of overtime pay. It cannot be 
assumed tha t  the  high-quarter earnings of. claimants a t  the higher bene- 
fit levels a re  inflated. Reducing the high-quarter f ract ion fo r  a l l  
workers i n  the higher wage brackets i s  not just i f ied by the f a c t  tha t  
workers i n  some industries or occupations receive extra pay from time 
t o  time. 

Some Recommended Schedules 

High-quarter formulas i l l u s t r a t ing  the principles accepted by the 
Bureau are  shown i n  Tables 3 and 4 of the Appendix. 

Formula A gives all claimants with weekly benefit  amounts between the 
minimum and maximum the same proportion of t h e i r  high-quarter wages 
(1/20). Formula B i l l u s t r a t e s  the weighted schedule, with the weekly 
benefit  varying from approximately 1/18 of high-quarter wwes f o r  the 
lower benefit  amounts t o  1/24 f o r  the maximum benefit .  

For purposes of i l lus t ra t ion ,  the maximum benefi t  i n  these schedules 
has been s e t  a t  two-thirds of the U. S. average weekly wage i n  covered 
employment during 1961 ($95.53). The same relationship should be main- 
tained i n  adjusting the maximum benefit  t o  the average weekly wage of 
the State  fo r  which the formula is  being adapted, The minimum benefit  
of $10, which has been used i n  each of the schedules, i s  %he minimum 
amount currently provided i n  most of the States.  It, too, should be 
adjusted upward or downward i n  re la t ion  t o  the weekly earnings and 
employment patterns of tk lowest wage earners the program intends t o  
protect.  

I 



The Bureau recommends, as a guide i n  considering leg is la t ive  proposals 
on the high-quarter-wage formula: 

That evaluation of State  experience under the  formula be based 
on a study of the ent i re  benefit  formula, i.e., the interrela-  
tionship between the fract ion of high-quarter wages used i n  
computing the  weekly benefit, qualif'ying requirements a t  all 
levels, duration of benefits, length of the l ag  between the  
base period and benefit  year, and the effectiveness of the  
various elements i n  meeting the objectives of the State 
program. 

2. That, instead of substituting another type of benefit  formula 
because of the ineffectiveness of one or more of i t s  elements, 
the necessary changes be made i n  such elements. 

3. That, i n  recommending amendments, a t tent ion be given t o  assure 
tha t  the  changes w i l l  resu l t  i n  a fornaiLa tha t  i s  internal ly 
consistent. 

4. That, i n  extending weighted formulas t o  provide higher maximum 
weekly benefit  amounts, the fraction used i n  computing the  bene- 
f i t  amounts be maintained at not l e s s  than 1/26. 

5 .  That changes i n  the  benefit  f o r m l a  be governed by t h e i r  effec- 
tiveness i n  advancing the objectives of the  program. 



V. AVERAGE-WEEKLY-WAGE FORMULA 


An average-weekly-wage formula, which i s  i n  use i n  a small but increas- 
ing number of States,  bases weekly benefits on actual  average weekly 
wages i n  the weeks worked during the  base period or some part  of it. 
This formula does not attempt t o  base benefits on full-time weekly wages. 
It does, as  a general rule ,  eliminate weeks of inconsequential work and 
earnings so tha t  the average weekly wage may more nearly approach the 
claimant's normal weekly wage. Whether these formulas yield an adequate 
benefit  i n  re la t ion  t o  the regular weekly earnings of a l l  groups of 
claimants depends on the basic elements of the  formula--the definit ion 
of week of employment, the method of computing average weekly wage, and 
the percentage of the average weekly wage used t o  compute the weekly 
benefit. The various ways i n  which States using the average-weekly-wage 
formula have defined these elements and the effect  of these definit ions 
on the  weekly benefit  a r e  discusse6 n the  following sections, 

Relation of the Average-Weekly-Wage Provisions 
t o  Other Elements i n  the Benefit Formula 

The average-weekly-wage formula uses an individual base period and bene- 
fit year (see page 2). The base period i s  generally the 52-week period 
ending not more than a week or  two pr ior  t o  the beginning of the benefit  
year. However, a 4-quarter base period can be used,and i n  t h i s  instance 
a full year, ra ther  than 52 weeks, should be used a benefit  year 
(for a discussion of the e f fec t  of a 52-week benefit year, see page 3). 

The duration of benefits may be uniform for  a l l  e l ig ib le  claimants or  
may vary i n  proportion t o  the number of weeks of employment in the base 
period (see pages 36 and 37 ). In States using the "per-employer" system 
of benefit  determination, the duration of benefits varies with the number 
of weeks of employment with -each employer (see page23). 

A l l  these formulas take in to  account employment and wages with a l l  base- 
period employers i n  determining whether claimants meet the qualifying 
requirement. This requirement i s  usually expressed i n  terms of weeks of 
employment excluding those weeks i n  which wages f a l l  below a specified 
leve l  (see page 45). 

Construction of the Average-Weekly-Wage Formula 

The method of deriving the average weekly wage varies. A s  i l lus t ra ted  
in  the  foliating discussion of the several patterns f o r  computing the 
average weekly wage which have been used by the States, the extent t o  
which weeks of low earnings are  included i n  the computation i s  an 
important factor.  

Average weekly wage i n  the base period.--This method of camputation 
produces an average weekly wage tha t  i s  representative of the individ- 
ua l ' s  earnings his tory over the en t i r e  52-week base period, excluding 



weeks i n  which he earned l e s s  than the specified minimum amount. In 
periods of declining business ac t iv i ty ,  averaging wages over the  most 
recent 1-year period can lead t o  depressed benefit  amounts, re f lec t ing  
considerable underemployment. If the claimant had many weeks of low 
earnings, h i s  average would be considerably l e s s  than h i s  normal weekly 
wage. For example, a claimant who had 20 weeks of work a t  a full-t ime 
weekly wage of $80, plus only 2 more weeks of work, but a t  half-time 
pay, would have an average weekly wage of $76.36; but an individual with 
the same number of weeks a t  the same full-time wages, who was kept on a t  
half pay during the remainder of h i s  52-week base period, would have an 
average weekly wage of only $55.38. 

One definit ion of average weekly wage eliminates as "credit  weeks," 
tha t  i s ,  weeks t o  be used i n  the computation, those weeks i n  which 
earnings a re  below the specified minimum amount, but includes the dol- 
lar amount of earnings i n  such weeks i n  the  computation. The average 
weekly wage i s  obtained by dividing t o t a l  base-period wages by the num- 
ber of credi t  weeks. This definit ion of average weekly wage can give 
a resu l t  t ha t  i s  unreal is t ic  and it i s  not recommended. The wages i n  
those weeks of low earnings tha t  a re  excluded from the count of weeks 
should a l so  be excluded from the dol lar  t o t a l  of earnings. The follaw- 
ing example i l l u s t r a t e s  the undesirable r e su l t  tha t  could come from 
t h i s  definit ion: Where "credit week" i s  defined as  a week of employment 
with earnings of a t  leas t  $20, an individual qualifying on the basis  of 
20 credi t  weeks and earnings of $50 a week may a lso  have 32 weeks of $15 
a week; h i s  average weekly wage would be computed by dividing h i s  t o t a l  
annual earnings ($1,480) by h i s  c redi t  weeks (20) and would have an aver- 
age weekly wage of $74 although he never earned more than $50 i n  any week 
of employment. 

Average weekly wage with the l a s t  employer.--Another method computes the 
claimant's average weekly wage with the last employer who employed him 
for  a t  l eas t  the-number bf weeks required t o  for  benefits. In  
t h i s  type of formula, a claimant who has l e s s  than the specified amount 
of employment with h is  most recent employer has h i s  weekly benefit  
determined on the basis of a l l  h i s  base-period employment and wages. 

Computing the average weePly wage with the last employer i s  advantageous 
t o  the claimant during periods of r i s ing  wages and low unemployment. 
However, it tends t o  be disadvantageous when unemployment i s  high i n  the 
l a t t e r  par t  of the base period and workers a re  forced t o  accept work a t  
lower weekly wages. Another disadvantage i s  t ha t  a claimant who worked 
concurrently for  two employers during h i s  base period for  a t  l eas t  the 
specified number of weeks and i s  then l a id  off by both employers i s  
allowed a benefit  based only on the wages with the employer who l a id  
him off l a s t .  The benefit i n  such cases does not r e f l ec t  h i s  normal 
weekly earnings. This defect makes t h i s  method of computing the average 
wage d i s t inc t ly  disadvantageous during a period when many workers work 
concurrently fo r  two or more employers. 



Average weekly wage i n  weeks worked i n  high quarter.--This method of 
computing the average weekly wage uses only the weeks worked i n  tha t  
quarter of the base period i n  which the claimant received the most 
wages. Since high-quarter earnings generally represent the individual 's  
highest weekly earnings and f u l l e s t  employment, a weekly benefit  computed 
as one-half or  more of such an average weekly wage w i l l  usually yield a 
more l ibe ra l  benefit  than tha t  provided i n  most of the other formulas. 
By using the quarter of highest earnings, t he  method eliminates the  need 
t o  exclude weeks of inconsequential earnings because the number of such 
weeks i n  an individual 's  quarter of highest earnings i s  l ike ly  t o  be 
small. However, fo r  purposes of the qualifying requirement--as well as  
for duration of benefi ts  unless uniform duration i s  provided--some type 
of earnings l imitation should be included in the definit ion of "week of 
employment." 

Average weekly wage with each employer: "per-employer determination."--
Under a system of per-employer determinations,an average weekly wage is  
computed fo r  each base-period employer, and both a benefit  amount and a 
duration are  computed on the basis of earnings and weeks of employment 
with each employer. These determinations a r e  made successively, begin- 
ning with the l a s t  employer. The claimant f i r s t  draws a l l  the benefits 
t o  which he i s  en t i t led  on the basis of h is  record with the last base-
period employer. For subsequent weeks of unemployment, the weekly bene- 
f i t  amount and the duration of payments a t  t ha t  amount a re  computed on 
the basis  of h i s  earnings and weeks of employment with the next preceding 
employer. Weekly benefits for  some claimants w i l l  vary several times 
within a single s p e l l  of unemployment. The benefit  formula and the exper- 
ience-rating formula a re  interrelated so tha t  the l imi t  of what may be 
charged t o  an employer's experience-rating account a l so  se t s  the l i m i t  of 
what may be paid t o  the worker. Thus, the benefit  formula as  well  as  the 
e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqual i f icat ion provisions is made dependent on the 
experience-rating formula. ( or discussion of the relationship t o  the 
e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqualification provisions, see page 67.) 

The system of per-employer determination of weekly benefits and of dura- 
t ion of benefits does not seem appropriate i n  a pooled-fund system of 
unemployment insurance i n  which a l l  money i n  the unemployment Fund i s  
"commingled and undivided" and benefits a re  paid t o  any e l ig ib le  claimant 
as long as  there is money i n  the State  fund, regardless of the  balance i n  
the experience-rating account of the employer t o  be charged. 

Obviously a system of per-employer determinations raises  no special  prob- 
lems fo r  the c l a h a n t s  who had only one employer and does not d i f fe r ,  fo r  
these claimants, from other average-weekly-wage formulas. However, many 
claimants have two or more employers and, for  these, the following disad- 
vantages a re  cited: 

Benefit rights fo r  each claimant who had employment with more than 
one base-period employer must be separately computed for  each base- 
period employer u n t i l  the claimant has drawn the maximum potent ial  
benefits. Some claimants w i l l  have two or more different  weekly 
benefit amounts during a single spe l l  of unemployment, 



The weekly benefit i s  not based on the concept of canpensating the  
claimant f o r  a portion of current wage loss  since the benefit  can 
vary even within a single spe l l  of unemployment for  causes unrelated 
t o  wage loss. That a claimmt should receive $30 f o r  one week of 
unemployment and $40 f o r  the immediately following week makes c lear  
the f a c t  t ha t  the concept underlying the  formula i s  governed by 
considerations other than benefit payment. The benefit  formula 
does, however, f i t  the experience-rating formula precisely. Since 
the fundamental purpose of the program i s  payment of benefits, t he  
benefit  formula should be based on benefit  considerations and not 
on convenience fo r  experience rating. 

The close relationships maintained between a claimant and several 
different  employers has led t o  the denial  of benefits fo r  causes 
unrelated t o  the current unemployment. For each employer i n  the 
base period the claimant is  t reated as  i f  h i s  current unemployment 
were at t r ibutable  t o  tha t  employer. This ignores the principle 
that unemployment due t o  lack of work is t o  be compensated and 
looks t o  other concepts, such as  the just ice  or  in jus t ice  of charg- 
ing a par t icular  employer, as  the basis for  allowing or denying 
benefits. 

Proportion of Wages Compensated 

Generally the average-weekly-wage States  use weighted schedules which 
provide benefits ranging f r m  approximately two-thirds of the average 
weekly wage a t  the minimum benefit amount t o  approximately one-half at 
the maximum amount. Where the weekly benefit  i s  one-half of the average 
wage a t  a l l  benefit  levels,  other factors i n  the formula have tended t o  
increase the weekly payments--by providing an allowance for  dependents 
or by computing the average weekly wage on earnings i n  weeks worked i n  
the high quarter. 

A weighted schedule, allowing a benefit  equal t o  two-thirds of the aver- 
age wage at  the  lowest bracket and decreasing gradually t o  somewhat more 
than one-half a t  the maximum amount, appears, i n  general, t o  be the most 
appropriate fo r  the average-weekly-wage f o m l a .  It recognizes tha t ,  
even though some weeks of inconsequential earnings a re  excluded, average 
weekly wages may re f l ec t  underemployment and the formula should compen- 
sa t e  for  t h i s  fact .  

Suggested Average-Weekly-Wage Formula 

Formula C, which provides a weighted schedule of benefits based on the 
claimant's average weekly wage i n  the base period ('Table 5, page A-17) 
i l l u s t r a t e s  the principles accepted by the Bureau. The average weekly 
wage i s  computed by dividing the number of weeks i n  which the claimant 
earned a t  l eas t  $15 ( the  amount required fo r  the minimug weekly benefit)  
i n to  the t o t a l  amount earned i n  such weeks. The weekly benefit var ies  



from approximately two-thirds of the average weekly wages required 

for the luwest weekly benefit amounts to somewhat more than one-half 

at the upper end of the schedule. 


The Bureau recommends as a guide in considering legislation for an 

average-weekly-wage formula: 


That, as a basis for computing the average weekly wage, a 

claimant's experience over an entire year be used, either by 

using the entire year's employment experience or by selecting 

fram the year the quarter in which wages were highest. 


That the formula compensate claimants in an amount equal to 

two-thirds of the average weekly wage at the lowest wage 

bracket, decreasing gradually to somewhat more than one-half 

at the ms~rimumweekly benefit amount, 


That one determination be made for each claimant based on his 

relevant experience with wages or weeks of employment with & 
employers rather than separate determinations based on his 

experience with each employer. 


That the benefit formula be designed for benefit payment pur- 

poses rather than be made dependent on the experience-rating 

fomuh. 




VI. ANNUAL-WAGE FORMULA 


An annual-wage formula which bases weekly benef i t s  on aggregate annual 
earnings i s  used i n  a f e w  Sta tes .  A system which determines weekly bene- 
f i t s  sole ly  from annual wages without information on t h e  number of weeks 
worked i n  t h e  year y ie lds  benef i ts  which bear only a chance r e l a t i o n  t o  
ac tua l  wages i n  weeks worked. 

Since an annual-wage formula i s  not recommended, t h e  discussion here  i s  
i n  terms of t h e  few exis t ing annual-wage laws. 

Problems i n  t h e  Relation of Weekly 
Benefits t o  Weeklv Wages 

The f i r s t  annual-wage formula which was proposed allowed 1percent of 
annual earnings as  t h e  weekly benef i t  amount. Such a formula would 
y i e ld  benef i ts  equal t o  50 percent of ful l - t ime wages only f o r  workers 
who had 50 weeks of ful l - t ime work' i n  t h e  yeas. Obviously, many workers, 
especial ly those with low annual earnings, do not have 50 weeks of work 
i n  a yeax. 

The present annual-wage formulas a r e  based on t h e  assumption t ha t ,  i n  
general,  workers with low annual earnings have fewer weeks of work than 
those with higher annual wages; they, therefore,  allow a more l i b e r a l  
percentage i n  computing benef i t s  a t  t h e  lo,wer wage brackets. On t h e  
average, claimants who barely  qual i f i  f o r  t h e  minimum weekly amount re-
ceive a weekly benef i t  equal t o  a l i t t l e  more than 2 percent of t h e i r  
annual wages, as compared with s l i g h t l y  more than 1percent f o r  those  
who have jus t  enough wages t o  qualify f o r  t he  maximum weekly benef i t .  
(see Table 6, page A-19.) 

No amount of annual wages, however, can represent even approximately t h e  
same number of weeks of work f o r  a11 workers. For example, a worker who 
earned $500 -in h i s  base period qua l i f i es  f o r  a $10 weekly benef i t  at  2 
percent of annual wages. He would be  compensated at  50 percent of h i s  
weekly wages only i f  t h e  $500 represented 25 weeks of work. If he  had 
worked more than 25 weeks t o  earn the $500, h i s  benefit would be more 
than half  of h i s  weekly wages, while i f  he had earned t h e  money i n  
fewer weeks, h i s  benef i t  would be  a smaller percent of h i s  weekly wages. 
Similarly, a $30 weakly benefi t ,  computed as 1percent of $3,000, i s  
50 percent of normal weekly earnings only f o r  t h e  worker who earned 
such wages i n  50 weeks. or i l l u s t r a t i o n  of t h e  number of weeks of 
work required t o  receive a weekly benef i t  equal t o  50 percent of weekly 
wages, see  t a b l e  7, page A-19. ) 

It i s  possible t o  make an annual-wage formula more o r  l e s s  generous, as 
i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by t h e  percentages i n  Table 6 (page A- 19) but  it is  im-
poss ible  t o  devise one t h a t  w i l l  provide a reasonable r e l a t i on  between 
weekly benef i ts  and normal weekly wages. If t h e  formula i s  generous 



enough a t  any benefit  l eve l  t o  provide weekly benefits bearing a reason- 
able re la t ion  t o  normal weekly wages fo r  claimants who have suffered a 
significant number of weeks of unemployment during t h e i r  base years, t he  
benefits payable t o  claimants who had full-t ime enrployment may approach 
or even exceed t h e i r  full-t ime earnings. I f ,  on the  other hand, the  
formula allows the  desired percent of weekly wages only t o  claimants who 
had re la t ive ly  rull employment i n  t h e i r  base periods, benefits w i l l  be 
inadequate i n  re la t ion  t o  normal wages f o r  claimants who had a substan-
t i a l  period of unemployment during t h e i r  base periods. 

Relation of Annual-Wage Provisions t o  
Other Elements i n  the  Benefit Formula 

Annual-wage formulas w e  now used with ei ther  individual o r  uniform 
base periods. 

The f l a t  qualifying requirement i s  chmacter i s t ic  of annual-wage formulas. 
Minima qualifying wages qualify the worker only for  the  minimum weekly 
benefit. To get the  maximum weekly benefit  i n  annual-wage States  re- 
quires annual wages of $2,900 t o  $4,000. No other formula requires such 
high annual wages f o r  maximum weekly benefi ts .  

The provisions f o r  p a r t i a l  benefits i n  these States follow the  usual 
pattern,  with the  existence of p a r t i a l  unemployment defined i n  terms of 
the weekly benefit  amount. Since the  annual-wage formula may yield 
weekly benefits which have no re la t ion  t o  the  claimant's weekly wages, 
the weekly benefit  amount i s  an unsatisfactory measure of p a r t i a l  unem- 
ployment. laen the  weekly benefit amount i s  udeasonably high i n  rela-  
t ion  t o  f'ull-time earnings, the def ini t ion of p a r t i a l  unemployment may 
be made more r e a l i s t i c  by adding another factor--that the claimant is  
working l e s s  than a given percent of h is  customary full-time hours. 
This device w i l l  prevent the  paynent of p a r t i a l  benefi ts  t o  claimants 
who a r e  a t  or  near Full  employment. 

Duration of Benefits Under Annual-Wage Formulas 

Some of the  existing annual-wage formulas provide uniform potent ial  dura- 
tion. Only the  weekly benefit amount varies with differences i n  annual 
earnings. In  only a few States with other types of formulas, all with 
variable duration, a r e  the  annual earnings required for  maximum annual 
benefits as high as i n  these annual wage States.  

I f  both the  weekly benefit amount and maximum weeks of benefi ts  vary with 
the amount of annual earnings, claimants e l ig ib le  fo r  the  minimum weekly 
benefit can never qualify for  maximum duration, 

It is  possible t o  devise an annual-wage formula under which a l l  claim- 
ants can receive as benefits the same proportion, for  example 1/3, of 
t h e i r  base-period wages. However, use of a uniform fract ion w i l l  tend 
t o  counteract the  effect  of using a weighted percent i n  computing the  



weekly benefi t .  amount. þÿ or a f u l l e r  discussion of the  re la t ion  between 
weighted benefit  schedules and the  duration fraction, see page 40. ) 

Summary 


If the  Sta te  law includes an annual-wage formula, consideration should be 
given t o  changing to a formula which r e l a t e s  the  weekly benefit  t o  the  
claimant's weekly wages. I f ,  however, the annual-wage formula is  being 
retained, emphasis should be placed on safeguards and improvements tha t  
would make the  formula more effective. 

The Bureau recommends, as a guide i n  considering leg is la t ive  proposals 
on the  annual-wage formula: 

That benefits be provided under a weighted schedule tha t  w i l l  
y ie ld  weekly benefits a t  the  lower wage levels higher i n  
proportion t o  annual wages than a t  the  higher wage levels.  

That the  weekly benefit  amount a t  the highest trage brackets 
equal a t  l eas t  1percent of annual wages. 

That uniform potent ial  duration be provided, so tha t  claimants 
a t  all benefit  levels can qualify fo r  maximum duration. 

That the def ini t ion of week of p a r t i a l  unemployment include 
a time concept, t o  of fse t  weekly benefit  amounts which may 
be unrea l i s t ica l ly  high. 



VII. DEPENDENTS' mwANCES 

Increasing the  weekly payment by the  addition of weekly allowances fo r  
claimants1 dependents i s  one approach t o  the  problem of unemployed workers 
with families whose nondeferrable expenditures p r e s m b l y  'represent a 
relat ively high proportion of t h e i r  wages. Dependents* allowances should 
not be used as a subst i tute  for  an adequate basic benefit  formula. 

In drai t ing o r  considering a provision fo r  rfependents1 allomnces, atten-
t ion  should be given t o  the  defini t ion of compensable dependents, the  
form and amount of the  allowance, t he  re la t ion  of such allowances t o  other 
elements i n  the  benefit  formula, and t h e  administrative aspects. 

Definition of Compensable Dependent 

The defini t ion of dependent should include the  claimant's immediate family, 
i .e. ,  unmarried children under 18 and nonmrking wives, who can be pre- 
sumed t o  be dependent en t i re ly  on t h e  basis  of t h e i r  legal relationship 
to  t h e  claimant. However, many other relat ions (parents, handicapped 
older children, etc.  ) might also depend upon a claimant for  t h e i r  sup- 
port. Excluding t h i s  second group from the defini t ion of compensable 
dependent discriminates against the claimants who carry the  responsi- 
b i l i t y  for  t h e i r  support. Because they are  not immediately ident i f iable  
by t h e i r  legal  relationship as dependents, some kind of factual  investi-  
gation i s  necessary t o  ver ify tha t  t he  claimant does, i n  fact,  support 
them. 

The defini t ion of dependent should, therefore, include: 

(1) A wife tho i s  not regulmly engaged i n  ga infU work and 
m m r r i e d  children under the age of 18, including step- 
children and adopted children; 

(2) Other children under 18, whether o r  not related, who are 
l iv ing  with the  claimant and receiving regular support 
from him; and any individual f o r  whom the claimant is 
ent i t led  t o  an exemption under the  Federal income tax l a w .  

Form and Amount of Dependentst Allowances 

Dependents ' allowances may be expressed as a flat amount o r  as a per-
centage of the  weekly benefit  f o r  each of a specified number of depend- 
ents. The allowances m a y  a lso be included as part of a benefit  schedule 
which provides, f o r  each wage bracket, a basic weekly benefit  amount 
(the weekly benefit  f c r  claimants without dependents) and augmented 
weekly benefit  amounts (the basic benefit  plus the dependents ' allowance) 
which vary with the  number of dependents. Table 8 (page A-20) i l l u s t r a t e s  
this type of benefit  schedule. 



It i s  necessary t o  put an over-all  l imi t  on the  weekly allowance which 
may be paid t o  any claimant so tha t  the t o t a l  payment does not approach 
too closely h i s  wages when enployed. Such a l i m i t  i s  usually s ta ted  i n  
t e r n  o f  (1) the number of compensable dependents; or  (2) a percent of 
the  claimant's basic r~eekly benefit  mount; or  (3) a percent of h i s  aver-
age weekly wages; or  (4) a percent of h i s  nigh-quarter wages. 

A f l a t  allowance. --While a f l a t  atnount fo r  each dependent has t h e  &van-
tage of simplicity, it also has serious disadvantages. A f l a t  allowance 
represents a greater  proportion of the  basic weekly benefit  amount a t  
t he  lower benefit  levels  than a t  t he  higher ones. If the  low-wage 
claimant has the  maximum number of compensable dependents, the addition 
of dependentsf allowances may cause t o t a l  weekly payments t o  be too high 
i n  re la t ion  t o  h i s  weekly mges while employed; at the  same time, the  
maximan allowance may represent no more than a token pqment f o r  claim- 
ants a t  higher mge levels.  This dispari ty  i s  even more pronounced when 
the  basic benefit  a t  the  lower wage brackets is computed as a larger  
f ract ion of wages than at the  higher wage brackets. 

Amounts varying with the  benefit  level.--For t h e  foregoing reasons, it 
is  desirable t o  s t a t e  both the  allowance f o r  each dependent and the l i m i t  
on the maximum allowapce f o r  dependents as a percent of the  basic weekly 
benefit .  I f  a narrow defini t ion of dependent i s  used, it m a y  be desirable 
t o  make a larger  allowance f o r  the  f i r s t  dependent i n  a family than fo r  
additional dependents. I f  dependents w e  limited t o  children, a larger  
allowance f o r  t h e  f i r s t  dependent i s  part icular ly desirable, since most 
claimants with one or  more dependent children also have a dependent 
wife o r  must pay someone t o  take care of them. 

In Benefit Formula D, i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  Table 8 (page A-20)) the  basic 
weekly benefit  i s  computed as 1/25 of high-quarter wages and augmented 
benefits a r e  provided varying with the number of dependents up t o  a max-
imum of three.  Allowances f o r  the  dependents axe computed as a percent 
of the  basic benefit :  20 percent fo r  the  f i r s t  dependent and 10 percent 
each fo r  the  second and t h i r d  dependents. A t  t he  minimum wage bracket, 
an allowance of $2 i s  added t o  the  $10 basic benefit  f o r  the  claimant 
with one dependent; $3 i s  added fo r  two dependents, and $4 fo r  three 
dependents. A t  t he  m a x u  wage bracket, the  allowance f o r  the  first 
dependent i s  $13; an additional $6 i s  allowed fo r  the  second dependent 
and $7 f o r  the  t h i r d  dependent, bringing the  maxirmrm augmented benefit  
amount fo r  the  claimant with maximum compensable dependents t o  $90. 

The basic weekly benefit  amount a t  all wage levels up t o  the  maximum is 
equal approximately t o  50 percent of wages fo r  claimants who had 12% 
weeks of work i n  t h e i r  high quarter, and it i s  augmented by 20, 30, or  
40 percent, according t o  the  number of dependents. In re la t ion  t o  weekly 
wages, t he  augmented weekly benefit  amounts would thus represent 60, 65, 
and 70 percent f o r  one, two, and three dependents, respectively. 



Allowances fo r  claimants with maximum basic weekly benefit .  --The usual 
benel'it foxnniLa tha t  augments the  basic benefit  fo r  claimants with depend- 
ents requires the  same amount of wages fo r  the  maximum weelsly benefit, 
regardless of the  existence of or  the  number of dependents. In Formula D, 
for  example, the dependents' allowance i s  available t o  claimmts at a l l  
benefit  levels; and, a t  any benefit level ,  the  allowance i s  increased f o r  
additional dependents up t o  the maximum number compensated under the  
formula. A benefit  fornula which deviates from t h i s  pat tern provides what 
might be cal led a "variable" maximum weekly benefit  fo r  individuals >rho 
have dependents and also have wages i n  excess of those required f o r  the  
maximum basic weekly benefit .  There a re  two variations of t h i s  t n e  of 
benefit  schedule : Under one, dependents ' a l lo~~ancesare  available only 
t o  claimants with such excess Trages; under the other, claimants a t  lower 
wage levels also receive added payments fo r  dependents . Under e i ther  
variation, t he  ~naxinnmweekly benefit  f o r  claimants with no dependents is  
established a t  a low. level., somevhere between 27 and 36 percent of the  
average weekly wage i n  covered employment i n  the  State.  The benefi t  
schedule i s  extended up t o  provide a maximum weekly benefit t ha t  i s  be- 
tween 35 and 44 percent 02 the S ta te  average weekly >rage fo r  claimants 
with one dependent ,child. The brackets applicable t o  claimants with two, 
three, and four dependent children a re  extended i n  a similar fashion t o  
provide progressively higher benefits for  progressively higher wages. 
The maximum weekly benefit  p q a b l e  t o  a claimant with four dependent 
children represents between 50 and 56 percent of the  S ta te  average 
weekly %rage. 

These "variable" maximum amounts do not meet the  program objective dis-
cussed on page 11. Moreover, they allow the  claimants with dependents 
>rho qualify f o r  the  higher weekly payments a smaller proportion of t h e i r  
earnings than is  allowed t o  claimants a t  the  lower end of t h e  benefit  
schedule. For example, a benefit  schedule tha t  allows basic weekly bene- 
f i t s  equal t o  1/20 (5.0 percent) of high-quarter wages w i l l  suddenly 
widen the  high-quarter wage brackets a t  the upper end tha t  a re  reserved 
for  claimants with dependents. This has the  effect  of yielding weekly 
benefit  amounts tha t  are a progressively smaller proportion of the  claim- 
ants '-high-quarter earnings, as follows : approximately 1/23 (4.4 percent ) 
fo r  the  claimant with one dependent; approximately 1/24 f o r  two dependents 
(4.2 ~ e r c e n t )  and three dependents (4.1 percent); and 1/25 (4.0 ~ e r c e n t )  
for four dependents. This i s  the  reverse of the  usual type of formula 
with dependents' allotrances, which allows a larger  percentage of earnings 
t o  claimants with compensable dependents and increases the  percentage as 
the number of such dependents increases. (see page 30. ) 

For i l l u s t r a t i v e  purposes only, an analysis of a hypothetical benefi t  
schedule i s  presented i n  Table 9 (page A-22), as a guide for  analyzing 
proposa3.s incorporating the  pr inciple  of "variable" maximum weekly 
benefit  amounts. 

Before considering proposals for  extending the  benefit  schedule t o  pro- 
vide "variable" maximum weekly benefits,  consideration should be given 
t o  t h e  composition of the  work force, the  wage levels i n  the  State ,  and 



t h e  formula fo r  basic benefits. If a "variable" maximum i s  considered, 
t h e  maximum basic benefit  should be s e t  at two-thirds of the  average 
weekly wage i n  the  Sta te  (see pages 11and 12). 

Relation of Dependentst Allowances t o  
Other Elements i n  the  Benefit Formula 

The formula for  dependents allowances is  largely independent of the  
type of formula f o r  basic benefits. Dependents1 allowances a re  cur- 
rent ly  used t o  supplement weekly benefits computed under a l l  three types 
of benefit  fomulas. Because the  weekly benefit  provided by an annual-
wage formula is  not related t o  the  weekly wages of the  claimant, t he  
addition of dependents1 allowances increases the  problems inherent i n  
t h a t  formula and, therefore, i s  not recommended fo r  adoption by States  
with t h i s  type of formula. 

The formula fo r  basic weekly benefits should be such tha t  the  allowances 
f o r  dependents can be more than token allowances without the  aupented 
benefits approaching weekly wages. A $1o r  $2 allowance does not seem 
adequate for  a claimant ent i t led  t o  the  State 's  maximum weekly benefit. 
A provision tha t  the  maximum weekly benefit  is  the  same fo r  claimants 
with o r  without dependents1 allowances defeats the  purposes of the  al-
lowance. The claimants who are  most l ike ly  t o  have the  maximum number 
of dependents- -the msture higher wage- earners-- a re  denied any allowance. 

Care must be taken tha t  the  qualifying requirements do not operate t o  the  
disadvantage of claimants with dependents. If the  qualifying wage re- 
quirement i s  a multiple of the  weekly benefit, it should be i n  terms of 
basic, not augmented, weekly benefit  amounts. 

Dependmtrsl allowances and duration of benefits.--A provision fo r  
dependents1 allowances should not reduce the  number of  weeks of benefits 
payable t o  claimants who have dependents. Instead, the  duration fo r  
which a l l  claimants a re  e l ig ib le  should be itetermined ent irely by t h e i r  
basic benefit  e l ig ib i l i ty .  Dependents1 allowances should be i n  addition 
t o  the  unemployment benefits otherwise payable, and should be added t o  
each week of the  claimant l s basic duration e l ig ib i l i ty .  

Dependents l allowances and partial benefits. --If the  p a r t i a l  earnings 
l i m i t  for  determining the  existence of p a r t i a l  unemployment i s  related t o  
t h e  weekly benefit  amount, it should be i n  terms of the  basic weekly 
benefit ,  excluding the  dependents1 allowances. To use the  augmented 
papnent as the  p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t  would permit a claimant with depen- 
dents who had only a s l igh t  drop i n  hours of work t o  qualify fo r  p a r t i a l  
benefits; t h i s  does not appear t o  be equitable o r  reasonable. 

Under the  usual formula fo r  p a r t i a l  benefits,  when benefits are paid t o  
a pa r t i a l ly  unemployed worker with dependents, the  f u l l  allowance fo r  
dependents should be added t o  the  p a r t i a l  benefit, but only up t o  the  
amount of h i s  potent ial  annual benefits including dependentst allowances. 
Without such a l i m i t ,  paxt ial ly  unemployed claimants with dependents who 



exhaust t h e i r  benefits in  a benefit  year could d r a w  more dependents' al-
lowances than claimants ~ & odraw dl t h e i r  benefits i n  weeks of t o t a l  
unemployment. 

If t h e  p a r t i a l  earnings provision recommended on pages 14-15 i s  adopted, 
the dependents ' allowances allowed t o  claimants wlth p a r t i a l  earnings 
should be reduced suff icient ly t o  prevent the  claimant's t o t a l  income 
(pa r t i a l  benefits plus earnings i n  part-time work plus p a r t i a l  depen- 
dents allowance) from a proaching too closely h i s  base-period average 
weekly wage (see page 157. 

Administrative Aspects of 
Dependents' Allowances 

A system of dependents' allowances does not i n  i t s e l f  introduce a needs 
t e s t  i n  unemployment insurance. It presumes tha t  the  nondeferrable ex-
penses of claimants with dependents a re  greater than those of claimants 
without dependents and pays dependentst allowances as a matter of r ight  
t o  all claimants w i t h  dependents as defined i n  the  Sta te  law.  

The number of a cla-tts depbdents may change during a benefit year. 
However, t he  s t a tu te  should make it unnecessesy t o  check on t h e  nwber of 
dependents fo r  each compensable we&. The l a w  should establish the  period 
for  which the  i n i t i a l  finding on the  number of dependents i s  considered 
valid. For administrative reasons, it is  recommended tha t  a det erninat ion 
of t h e  number of dependents made a t  the  beginning of a benefit year should 
remain i n  effect throughout the  benefit  year. 

In adopting o r  amending dependentst allowance provisions, the  Bureau 
recommends : 

That the  defini t ion of "dependent" include, i n  addition t o  
children, other family members who receive regulaz support 
f'ron the  working member of the  family. 

That t he  weekly benefit ,  plus dependentst allowances f o r  the  
maximum number of dependents, not approach too closely weekly 
earnings at aqy benefit  level. 

That allowances be pwable a t  all benefit levels. 

That the  qualifying wage required at  any benefit level  be the  
same for  a l l  claimants, regardless of the  existence o r  nwnber 
of compensable dependents. 

That the  maximum number of weeks be s tated i n  terms of the  
augment ed benefit. 



mat under the  usual fonmiLa f o r  p a r t i a l  benefits, when bene- 
f i ts  a re  paid t o  a pa r t i a l ly  unemployed claimant with depen- 
dents, the  full allowance fo r  dependents should be added t o  
the  p a r t i a l  benefit, but only up t o  the  amount of potent ial  
annual benefits including dependents' allowances. 

That a schedule providing "variable" maximum benefit  amounts 
not be considered unless the  maximum basic benefit  amount i s  
s e t  a t  two-thirds of the  average weekly wage i n  the  State.  



V I I I .  MAXIMUM POTENTIAL DURATION OF BENEFITS IN A BENEFIT YEAR 

The number of weeks for  which benefits a re  payable t o  any claimant i n  
a benefit  year i s  limited for  ac tuar ia l  reasons and f o r  reasons of policy. 
A t  the  outset of the program the duration of benefits w a s  established a t  
a l o w  level  because of f inancial  considerations and the lack of informa- 
t ion on the character and extent of unemployment f o r  which benefits could 
reasonably be provided. Today, against a background of 25 years of 
experience and a general recognition of the program's contribution 
toward maintaining individual and camnunity purchasing power, it i s  pos-
s ib l e  t o  establish duration provisions tha t  w i l l  achieve the objectives 
of the program. The program i s  intended t o  provide benefits for  a suf-
ficiently long period that, under reasonably normal business conditions 

and during short periods of recession, a high proportion of claimants 
can continue t o  receive benefits u n t i l  they a re  called back t o  work or 
find other work. 

Since the program w a s  designed t o  protect the worker against temporary 
unemployment, it cannot carry the burden of the Full  duration of each 
insured worker's unemployment i n  a major depression; other programs a re  
needed a t  such a time. Moreover, unemployment benefits,  by themselves, 
are  not a sat isfactory solution t o  the  problems of the individual worker 
whose unemployment i n  normal times continues for  long periods. Some pro- 
gram other than, or i n  addition to ,  unegnployment insurance i s  needed t o  
sustain the income and morale of such workers. A program of retraining, 
or one designed t o  increase the geographic mobility of the  unemployed, 
as well  as other measures t o  increase work opportunities, might contri-  
bute t o  a more sat isfactory solution t o  the problem of these workers. 

Unemployment insurance, then, i s  designed t o  protect the worker during 
periods of temporary unemployment between jobs. In the past, the main 
emphasis of policy concerning the duration of benefits needed t o  achieve 
t h i s  objective has been directed towards periods of generally favorable 
econmic act ivi ty .  The 1958 recession in i t i a t ed  a major reevaluation of 
t h i s  policy. Experience during pr ior  recessions had shown tha t  a large 
number of workers were not able t o  f ind reemployment fo r  periods extend- 
ing well beyond 26 weeks. When the recessions ended, however, most of 
these workers soon returned t o  t h e i r  former jobs or  found other work. 
While the duration of t h e i r  unemployment extended beyond 26 weeks, it 
was s t i l l  of a temporary nature, and, i f  the unemployment insurance 
program had achieved i t s  objective, these workers would have had bene- 
f i ts available as long as they were unemployed. Recognition of the 
inadequacy of 26 weeks of benefits during the 1958 recession led t o  
Federal legis lat ion providing a temporary emergency program of extended 
benefits for  those who had exhausted t h e i r  benefit entitlement equal t o  
50 percent of the i r  or iginal  duration. Several States  passed leg is la -  
t ion  providing permanent programs t h a t  made extra  weeks of benefits 
temporarily available for  recession periods. Other States extended the 



basic  ,maximum duration available a t  a l l  times t o  more than 26 weeks 
(from 28 t o  39 weeks), although these longer durations were usual ly  
accompanied by qualifying requirements t h a t  made them available only 
t o  a limited number of claimants. 

Maximum poten t ia l  duration i s  s e t  i n  a l l  S ta te  laws e i the r  on the  bas i s  
of uniform poten t ia l  duration fo r  a l l  e l i g ib l e  claimants or  of duration 
varying i n  re la t ion  t o  base-period employment o r  earnings. I n  S ta tes  
with variable duration, a minimum period of benef i ts  is  specified i n  the  
S t a t e  law, or it is determined by applying the  duration formula t o  the  
minimum qualifying employment o r  wages. 

Uniform Potent ia l  Duration f o r  A l l  El igible  Claimants 

The potent ia l  number of weeks of t o t a l  unemployment which a r e  ccwpensa- 
b le  should preferably be uniform fo r  a l l  insured workers. The length of 
unemployment which claimants experience does not necessari ly vary d i r ec t ly  
with the continuity of t h e i r  past  employment o r  with t h e i r  past  earnings. 
Indeed, claimants who have had l e s s  steady employment i n  t h e i r  base per- 
iod a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be unemployed as long as, or longer than, claimants 
who had l i t t l e  or  no unemployment i n  t h e i r  base period, and thus have no 
l e s se r  need fo r  protection. Uniform poten t ia l  duration for  a l l  workers 
favors the e l i g ib l e  claimant who i s  currently i n  greates t  need of the  
protection of the  program, regardless of the  extent of h i s  past  employ- 
ment, and because it provides an equal maximum period of payment t o  
workers a t  a l l  wage levels ,  it i s  equitable t o  a l l  workers. 

Period of uniform dqration.--The poten t ia l  duration not only should be 
uniform; under reasonably normal conditions, it should a l so  be long 
enough t o  permit the payment of benef i ts  t o  a high proportion of claim- 
an ts  for  the  f u l l  duration of t h e i r  unemployment. Experience has sham 
tha t ,  during ordinary times, a duration of 26 weeks is  necessary t o  
meet t h i s  objective. Further studies may show t h a t  a longer duration 
of regular benef i ts  i s  desirable i n  some States.  Ordinarily benef i t  
costs do not increase proportionately a s  s ta tu tory  duration i s  increased 
since most workers a r e  unemployed fo r  short--rather than for  long-- 
periods of time. A s  the  s ta tutory maximum duration i s  increased, each 
added week r e su l t s  i n  the addition of a smaller proportion of t o t a l  
benef i t  costs. 

Since the t o t a l  do l la r  amount payable t o  claimants during a benef i t  year 
var ies  with t h e i r  weekly benefits ,  the amount of maximum annual benefits  
i s  usually expressed i n  te rns  of the number of weeks of totalunemploy- 
ment during which a claimant can continue t o  draw benefi ts  i f  he remains 
unemployed and i s  otherwise e l igible ,  i .e . ,  a specified multiple of h i s  
weekly benefit  amount. In practice,  claimants who a r e  p a r t i a l l y  unem- 
ployed fo r  sane weeks may draw benefi ts  for  a longer period. 



Qualifying employment or  wages f o r  uniform duration.--To jus t i fy  a 
substant ial  uniform duration, the qualifying employment o r  wage re-  
quirement should be suff ic ient  t o  indicate material  attachment t o  the 
labor force. A requirement of 20 weeks of employment or  an equivalent 
amount of wages i s  considered suf f ic ien t  t o  support a upiform duration 
of 26 weeks. 

Variable Duration 

Same States prefer t o  vary duration i n  re la t ion  t o  base-period employ- 
ment or  wages and t o  provide a minimum duration of benefits t o  workers 
who barely meet the minimum qualifying employment or  wage requirement. 
This i s  done by providing maximum potent ial  benefits equal t o  a speci-
fied proportion of weeks of employment in the  base period or  of base- 
period wages up t o  a specified maximum number of weeks of benefits fo r  
t o t a l  unemployment. In providing variable duration of benefits, it is 
important tha t  the minimum qualifying requirement and the duration 
fraction be so related tha t  they provide adequate minFmum duration, 
preferably X) weeks. 

Maximum duration.--When the duration of benefits i s  limited t o  a frac-
tion of the individual 's  base-period employment or  wages, t h e m a x i m  
should be s e t  high enough so tha t  claimants meeting the  requirements 
for more than the minimum weeks of benefits may be be t t e r  protected 
against the hazards of unemployment even during the prolonged unemploy- 
ment experienced i n  a business recession, or  i n  a depressed area, or  as  
a r e su l t  of marked indus t r ia l  change. Experience has s h m  that ,  t o  
provide such protection, the maximum duration should be at l e a s t  30 
weeks. When the existing s tatutory maximum number of weeks provided 
under a variable duration schedule i s  increased, the potent ial  duration 
of a l l  claimants should a l so  be increased, including those e l ig ib le  for  
less  than the maximum duration. 

In devising a formula for  variable duration, a t tent ion should be given 
not only t o  the  desired l i m i t  on maximum duration of benefits but a l so  
t o  the . interrelationship of the various elements of the benefit  formula-- 
the duration fraction, the qualifying requirement, and the formula fo r  
cmputing the weekly benefit amount. 

Duration fraction.--When the weekly benefit  i s  based on high-quarter 
wages, the effect ive l i m i t  on duration f o r  many claimants i s  usually 
a f ract ion of base-period wages; with an average-weekly-wage formula, 
it i s  generally a fraction of the number of weeks of employment in  the 
base period. 

Three-fifths o r  two-thirds of base-period wages is the smallest f ract ion 
tha t  should be used t o  determine maximum annual benefits. A s  shown i n  
Table 10 (page A-24), a fraction of 2/3 would permit 39 weeks of bene- 
fits fo r  claimants whose base-period earnings a re  as  much as  three times 
the i r  high-quarter earnings. 



Table 10 was developed solely as an a id  i n  the analysis of variable 
duration provisions; duration fractions and high-quarter formulas tha t  
a r e  not recommended have been included solely fo r  purposes of i l l u s -  
t ra t ion.  The table  shows, for  example, the inadequacy of a 1/3 duration 
fraction--the one most used by States providing variable duration. With 
a 1/3 duration fract ion and a 1/20 high-quarter formula, few claimants 
would be e l ig ib le  even for  26 weeks of benefits, i.e., only those who 
had such steady employment tha t  t he i r  base-period wages were 4 times 
t h e i r  high-quarter wages (unless they had high-quarter wages i n  excess 
of the amount necessary t o  qualify for  maximum weekly benefits)). 

With an average-weekly-wage formula, a t  l e a s t  one week of benefits 
should be provided for  each week of employment i n  the base period up 
t o  the  desired maximum; for  example, X) weeks of benefits for  claimants 
who meet a qualifying requirement of 20 weeks of employment and one 
additional week of benefits for each additional week of base-period 
employment, up t o  the maximum number of weeks of benefits provided. 

Minimum duration.--In most States, the minimum number of weeks for  
which a claimant may draw benefits depends on the qualifying employment 
or  wage requirement. I f  the  qualifying requirement i s  related t o  the 
weekly benefit  o r  high-quarter wages (see page 4 6) ,  it w i l l  y ie ld the 
same duration fo r  claimants a t  a l l  weekly benefit  levels who earned no 
more than the wages required t o  qualify for  t h e i r  weekly benefit  amount. 
For example, under a formula using a high-quarter fraction of 1/24, a 
duration fraction of 213, and a qualifying requirement of 1-114 times 
high-quarter wages, a claimant with high-quarter wages of $240 and base- 
period wages of $300 (1-114 times $240) would qualify fo r  a weekly bene- 
f i t  of $10 for  20 weeks ($200 or  2/3 of $300). Similarly, a claimant 
with high-quarter wages of $720, base-period wages of $900 (1-1/4 times 
$720) would qualify fo r  a weekly benefit  amount of $30 fo r  X) weeks 
($600 or 2/3 of $ 9 0 ) .  

I f  a f l a t  amount of wages qual i f ies  a claimant for  benefits, it has the 
disadvantage tha t  workers whose earnings a re  no greater than t h i s  amount 
w i l l  have a shorter or longer potent ial  duration, depending on t h e i r  
weekly benefit amount. In  turn, t h i s  w i l l  depend on the concentration 
of t h e i r  wages within one or  more calendar quarters. For example, with 
f l a t  qualifying wages of $600, a weekly benefit  computed a s  1/20 of 
high-quarter wages, and a duration fract ion of 2/3, the potent ial  bene- 
f i ts  of $400 would, except fo r  the maximum l i m i t ,  represent 40 weeks of 
benefits for  a claimant with the minimum $10 benefit  amount (who had 
received no more than $ a 0  of h i s  wages i n  h i s  high quarter) but l e s s  
than 1 4  weeks of benefits f o r  a claimant with $600 i n  h i s  high quarter 
and a weekly benefit of $30. 

The minimum duration for  any e l ig ib le  claimant should be substant ial  
enough t o  jus t i fy  bringing him in to  the system. Substantial minimum 
duration may be achieved by giving each claimant t o t a l  benefits equal 



t o  an adequate fract ion of h i s  base-period wages--at l eas t  3/5--if 
the minimum qualifying wages a re  s e t  i n  appropriate relat ion t o  the  
wage levels i n  the S ta te  and t o  the minimum weekly benefit amount. 

A statutory provision specifying the minimum number of weeks of bene- 
f i t s  may be a useful device t o  provide longer duration fo r  claimants 
who barely meet the qualifying requirement. However, it i s  not a 
sat isfactory subst i tute  fo r  an adequate duration fraction and qualify- 
ing wage requirement. Claimants with ample wages i n  the  base period 
w i l l  receive i n  benefits a smaller proportion of such wages, as  com- 
pared with claimants who have just  enough wages t o  meet the qualifying 
requirement. The equitable solution t o  t h i s  s i tuat ion i s  t o  provide 
a duration fraction tha t  w i l l  yield the desired minimum duration and 
use it i n  determining the potent ial  annual benefits for  a l l  claimants. 

Maximum duration at ta inable  at  a l l  benefit levels.--It  i s  important 
tha t  the maximum po$ential number of weeks should be at ta inable  by 
claimants a t  every weekly benefit  level.  Furthermore, the maximum 
should not be at ta inable  only by claimants who had full employment 
throughout t h e i r  base period. Under some duration formulas, the only 
claimants who can receive the s tatutory maxFmum weeks of benefits 
a re  those whose base-period earnings a re  more than four times the 
high-quarter wages required fo r  the maximum benefit amount. Under 
other formulas, an individual below the maxTmum weekly benefit  amount, 
whose benefit  represents 50 percent of h i s  weekly earnings, would need 
47-52 weeks of base-period employment t o  receive maximum duration. 
Under these formulas, the s ta tutory maximum i s  a nominal one; the 
effective maximum w i l l  be considerably below the s tatutory figure. 
Such formulas should be examined i n  the i r  ent i rety and should be amend- 
ed t o  make the s tatutory maximum at ta inable  a t  a l l  wage levels  and with 
less  than f u l l  employment. 

When a State  i s  increasing the maximum number of weeks payable, it 
should consider the whole benefit  formula. The more l i b e r a l  the high- 
quarter fraction, the smaller the number of weeks which the duration 
fraction w i l l  yield. For example, i f  the weekly benefit  i s  1/23 of 
high-quarter wages and the duration fraction i s  113 of the base- 
period wages, 4 times high-quarter wages w i l l  yield less than 31 
weeks of benefits (see Column E of Table 10). I f  the weekly benefit  
i s  1/25 of high-quarter wages, a 1/3 duration fraction w i l l  give 33 
weeks only t o  the claimants with such f u l l  employment i n  h i s  base 
period tha t  he has four equally high quarters of wages (or  four times 
the high-quarter wages required fo r  the weekly benefit) .  

The use of schedules i n  connection with variable duration.--A few high-
quarter States  and almost a l l  of the annual-wage States specify the 
maximum amount of benefits payable i n  a benefit  year i n  the form of a 
tabular schedule. In some of the laws, the duration schedule i s  sepa-
ra t e  frm the weekly benefit  schedule, so tha t  the interrelationships 
of the benefit formula a re  not readily apparent. For example, i n  some 
schedules, it i s  not c lear  tha t  claimants e l ig ib le  f o r  l e s s  than the 



maximum weekly benefit  can qualify f o r  maximum weeks of benefits only 
i f  they had almost f u l l  employment throughout t h e i r  base period. 

In another type of duration schedule, a specified number of weeks of 
benefits i s  provided f o r  base-period wages equal t o  a specified multi- 
p le  of high-quarter wages. For example, the duration schedule might 
provide 20 weeks of benefits for  claimants whose base-period wages 
equal 1..5, but l e s s  than 1.6, times t h e i r  high-quarter wages; and 21 
weeks of benefits fo r  a multiple of 1.6, but l e s s  than 1.7; and increas- 
ingly longer duration, up t o  the maximum, for  progressively larger  multi- 
ples of high-quarter wages. 

With t h i s  type of duration provision, maximum duration i s  at ta inable  
a t  a l l  weekly benefit levels and the same proportion of wages outside 
the high quarter i s  required a t  each level, including the maximum. 

Under an annual-wage formula, variable duration usually means tha t  only 
those claimants who are  e l ig ib le  for  the maximum or nearly the maximum 
weekly benefit  amount can qualify for  maximum weeks of benefits (see 
page 27). 

Variable duration with a weighted high-quarter schedule.--When the 
weekly benefit  i s  determined by a weighted schedule of high-quarter 
wages, as i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  Table 11(page A-25), duration should a l so  be 
determined by a weighted schedule. If t o t a l  benefits i n  a benefit  year 
f o r  each weekly benefit l eve l  a re  maintained as  a fixed fraction of 
base-period earnings, increasing the fraction of high-quarter earnings 
used t o  compute weekly benefits a t  the lower end of the schedule w i l l  
reduce the duration allowed t o  these claimants. In  other words, the 
claimants at  the lower end of the schedule w i l l  be allowed a larger 
percent of t h e i r  weekly earnings fo r  the weekly benefit  amount, but 
they w i l l  not be allowed a larger  percent of t h e i r  t o t a l  earnings. 
Therefore, the more l i b e r a l  weekly benefit amount allowed them tends 
t o  be of fse t  by the shorter duration. For example, i f  a duration frac- 
t ion  of 2/3 were used with Benefit Formula E, i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  Table 11, 
the claimant with the $&Iweekly benefit amount and base-period wages 
equal t o  twice h i s  high-quarter wages ($2,875) could draw almost 29 
weeks of benefits,  but the claimant with the $11 weekly benefit and 
base-period wages equal t o  twice h i s  high-quarter wages ($425) could 
draw only 23 weeks of benefits. 

The schedule i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  Table 11i s  weighted to  allow claimants at  
a l l  weekly benefit  levels t o  draw a minimum of 20 weeks of benefits; 
t h i s  i s  done by computing the amount of benefits i n  a benefit year a s  
a larger  percent of the qualifying wages required for  the lower weekly 
benefit amounts than of those required for  the higher weekly benefit 
amounts. For example, a t  the $11weekly benefit  amount, 20 weeks of 
benefits represent 69.2 percent of qualifying wages while, a t  the $64 



weekly benefit, 20 weeks of benefits represent 55.5 percent of quali- 
fying wages (see Column D of Table 11). The percentage indicated at  
each weekly benefit l eve l  i s  used t o  compute the potent ial  amount of 
benefits payable t o  the claimants who are  e l ig ib le  fo r  longer dura- 
tion, up t o  the s tatutory maximum specified i n  the law. 

The use of these percentages i s  i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  Table 12 (page A -27). 
This table  supplies, i n  abbreviated form, a tabular schedule for  
administrative use i n  determining claimants' weekly benefit amounts 
and duration of benefits. The percentages shuwn i n  Column D of Table 
11have been used t o  canpute the amount of base-period wages required 
for  the  specified number of weeks of benefits. A t  the minimum weekly 
level,  for  example, $477 i n  base-period wages w i l l  allow 30 weeks of 
benefits a t  $11($330)~ or  69.2 percent of base-period wages, the same 
percentage as  a t  the minimum X)-week duration. A t  the maximum weekly 
benefit  amount, $3,459 i n  base-period wages w i l l  allow 30 weeks of 
benefits a t  $64 ($1,920), or 55.5 percent of base-period wages. 

Variable duration of benefits ccanputed under a weighted benefit  for- 
mula i s  usually provided i n  a benefit schedule which shows--in addi-
t ion t o  high-quarter wages, weekly benefit amount and minimum qualify- 
ing wages--the amount of base-period wages required f o r  each number of 
weeks of benefits up t o  the maximum provided. These schedules can 
become unwieldy for  inclusion i n  the s tatute ,  as the number of columns 
i s  increased t o  provide for  longer duration of benefits. Table 11 
shws  an a l te rna te  method fo r  presenting variable duration i n  a 
weighted benefit  schedule. 

Variable duration and dependents' allowances.--Dependents1 allowances 
should be excluded from the camputation of variable duration, so tha t  
t h e i r  payment does not reduce -the number of weeks fo r  which benefits 
a r e  payable (see page 32). The duration fract ion should be used t o  
determine the mount (and weeks) of basic benefits t o  which a claimant 
i s  en t i t led  and dependents' a l lwances should then be added. 

Rounding of duration.--With duration limited t o  a fraction or  percent 
of base-period wages, maximum potent ial  benefits i n  a benefit  year may 
be i n  uneven amounts, with the r e su l t  that  payment fo r  the last com-
pensable week of unemployment of claimants exhausting benefits may be 
an amount equal t o  $1or  less .  To prevent payment of inconsequential 
or uneven amounts and t o  make the formula easier  t o  explain t o  claim-
ants, rounding of maximum potent ial  benefits i n  a benefit year t o  the 
next higher multiple of the weekly benefit  amount i s  recommended. Such 
rounding w i l l  simplify administration and w i l l  permit presentation of 
the duration provisions i n  tabular form. 

Rounding maximum duration t o  uni t s  of 2 or  more weeks of benefits i s  
unnecessary and undesirable. Since benefits a re  payable i n  uni ts  of 
1week, tha t  i s ,  a weekly benefit  amount for  a week of unemployment, 



it does not seem reasonable t o  express benefit entitlement in  uni t s  
of 2 or more times the weekly benefit  amount. Moreover, rounding 
maximum potent ial  benefits t o  uni t s  of 2 or  more times the weekly 
benefit can r e su l t  i n  too large a difference i n  benefit entitlement 
fo r  a very small difference i n  base-period wages. For example, i n  
one duration schedule, a dol la r  of base-period wages can make a 
difference of $80 i n  benefit  entitlement ( 2  weeks of benefits a t  
$40); i n  another schedule, a dol lar  of base-period wages can make a 
difference of a s  much as $252 i n  benefit  entitlement (6  weeks of 
benefits a t  $42). The Bureau recanmends that  rounding of maximum 
potent ial  benefi ts  be limited t o  s ingle  uni ts  of the weekly benefit 
amount. 

Additional l imitations on duration.--A few States include an addi-
t iona l  r e s t r i c t ion  on variable duration by limiting wage credi ts  per 
quarter t o  an arb i t ra ry  dol la r  amount. such provisions reduce the 
weeks of benefi ts  otherwise payable t o  claimants i n  the higher wage 
brackets. Provisions of t h i s  kind resu l t  i n  inequitable treatment 
of claimants and a re  an unnecessary complication i n  computing benefits. 

Summary 

One of the primary objectives of the unemployment insurance program i s  
t o  protect the worker who is temporarily unemployed fo r  the en t i re  
duration of h i s  unemployment, I f  t h i s  objective i s  t o  be achieved, 
potent ial  duration of benefits should be long enough t o  protect those 
temporarily unemployed i n  recession periods and i n  areas or  industries 
characterized by extended unemployment when labor-market conditions i n  
the r e s t  of the  S ta te  a re  favorable. Tuward the realization of t h i s  
objective, the Bureau recommends: 

1. That a l l  e l ig ib le  claimants be allowed a uniform potential  
duration of a t  l eas t  26 weeks of benefits. 

2. That, i f  a State  considers tha t  it must vary duration i n  re la -  
t ion  t o  base-period employment or wages, 

( a )  the variable potent ial  duration should range from a mini- 
mum of 20 weeks t o  a maximum of a t  l eas t  30 weeks; 

(b) the duration fract ion used with a high-quarter-wage for-
mula should make maximum potential  duration at ta inable  
a t  a l l  benefit  levels  and without requiring f u l l  employ- 
ment throughout the base period; 

( c )  a weighted schedule should be used fo r  duration of benefits 
i f  a weighted high-quarter-wage schedule i s  used for  the 
weekly benefits; 



(d) there should be no a r t i f i c i a l  res t r ic t ion  i n  the  
variable duration provision, such as a l imitation on 
the amount of quarterly wages tha t  may be credited fo r  
duration purposes; and 

(e)  maximum potent ial  benefits for  each claimant should be 
rounded t o  the  next higher multiple of the weekly bene- 
f i t  amount, if the claimant's computed dol la r  amount i s  
not a whole multiple of the weekly benefit; but maximum 
potent ial  benefits should not be provided only i n  uni t s  
of 2 or more times the weekly benefit amount. 



IX. QUALIFYING IMPLOYMENT OR WAGE REQUIRFMENT 

Prior experience i n  covered employment i s  used t o  t e s t  attachment t o  
the  covered labor force. Use of such experience i s  based on the assump- 
t ion  tha t  those who have been i n  the labor market a s  evidenced by sub- 
s t a n t i a l  past employment continue t o  be i n  the  labor market when unem- 
ployed unless there i s  evidence t o  the contrary. The qualif'ying require- 
ment and the requirement that claimants be able and available fo r  work 
a r e  the two halves of a single requirement tha t  protection be limited t o  
unemployed members of the labor force, The qualifying requirement i s  the 
mechanical portion of t h i s  t e s t .  It i s  needed because it i s  a simple, 
objective way of eliminating from the program most persons who a r e  un-
able t o  work or  a re  unavailable fo r  work. It should have only the one 
purpose because any e f fo r t  t o  use it t o  accomplish additional purposes 
w i l l  d i s to r t  it as a t e s t  of labor market attachment. It should be 
designed with care because, l i k e  mechanical t e s t s  i n  general, it can 
only achieve rough just ice and an error  i n  constructing it can magnify 
i t s  deficiencies. 

Form of the  Qualifying Requirement 

To demonstrate attachment t o  the  labor force, S ta te  laws require a mini-
mum amount of covered employment or  wages i n  a specified pr ior  period, 
usually the base period. The requirement may be expressed as  a number 
of weeks of employment i n  the base period, a f lat  dol la r  amount of wages, 
an amount of wages varying with the individual 's  weekly benefit  amount, 
a specified dis t r ibut ion of earnings over the quarters of the  base period, 
or  a cambination of these requirements. Since the  period during which the 
claimant has worked i s  the best measure of h i s  pr ior  attachment t o  the 
covered labor force, the qualifying formulas which a re  expressed i n  terms 
of wages should attempt t o  approximate the length of employment which it 
has been decided w i l l  indicate attachment t o  the labor force and w i l l  make 
e l ig ib le  fo r  benefits only workers who a re  suffering a r e a l  wage loss  by 
reason of t h e i r  unemployment. A qualifying provision i n  terms of weeks 
of employment, rather than wages, i s  the most d i rec t  approach t o  a measure 
of past employment and is, therefore, recamended over other methods. 

The form of the qualifying requirement varies with the type of formula 
a s  indicated below. It i s  related to  the base-period and benefit-year 
provisions and t o  the wage-reporting procedures. The recency of the 
qualifying wages depends upon the  lag between the base period and the 
benefit year (see Table 1, page A-2). 

Weeks of employment.--A weeks-of-employment qualifying requirement i s  
used by a small but increasing number of States. A specified number of 
weeks of employment i s  the most appropriate type of qualifying require- 
ment with the average-weekly-wage formula. It i s  a l so  used i n  some 
States  with a high-quarter formula t o  reinforce a requirement of a 
minimum amount of qualifying wages. 



Request wage reporting i s  generally used t o  obtain weeks-of-employment 
information, because most of the States  with t h i s  type of qualifying 
requirement a l so  have a base period ending l e s s  than 3 months before 
the beginning of the benefit  year (see page 6) .  However, a few States  
with a l ag  of 3 or  more months before the benefit  year have found it 
administratively feasible  t o  obtain information on number of weeks 
worked, along with t h e i r  regular quarterly wage reports.  In defining 
weeks of employment, the agency must consider the ease with which em- 
ployers can supply the  necessary information, a s  well a s  the need t o  
combine information i n  reports f o r  claimants with two or more employers 
i n  the sane week. 

In principle, a weeks-of-employment qualifying requirement i s  equitable 
i n  t h a t  workers a t  a l l  wage levels  must have the same amount of employ-
ment t o  qualify f o r  benefi ts .  It i s  necessary, however, t o  se t  a mini- 
mum leve l  of employment i n  a week--either i n  terms of hours or wages o r  
an average wage i n  weeks worked, or  a t o t a l  amount of wages i n  the base 
period--so tha t  claimants cannot qualify on weeks of inconsequential 
employment. A def ini t ion of week of employment i n  terms of weekly hours 
would be more equitable than one i n  terms of wages but it has ra re ly  been 
used because employers' records, especially i n  some industries, do not 
always include information on hours worked. However, a survey of present- 
day practices i n  maintaining payroll records may prove tha t  the  large 
majority of employers can report the number of weeks of employment i n  
which the employee worked a t  l e a s t  the specified number of hours; and, 
for  industries where workers a re  paid on a piece ra te ,  it m y  be fea- 
s ib le  t o  devise an a l te rna te  reporting requirement tha t  would produce 
an adequate approximation of hours worked. 

A qualifying requirement of a specified number of weeks with a minimum 
amount of wages i n  each week gives reasonable assurance tha t  no week of 
inconsequential employment can be used t o  qualify f o r  benefits.  However, 
it i s  more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  low-wage claimants t o  meet t h i s  requirement than 
fo r  those a t  higher ra tes  of pay. For the  low-wage claimant, underemploy-
ment i n  any week i s  more l i k e l y  t o  resu l t  i n  the elimination of such week 
and i n  f a i lu re  t o  meet the qualifying requirement. Conversely, while a 
claimant with normal weekly wages well above the wage limit can more eas i ly  
earn the minimum amount required f o r  a week of employment, h i s  advantage 
i s  par t ly  offset  i n  States  with an average-weekly-wage formula by the  
greater reduction i n  h i s  average weekly wage because of the inclusion of 
weeks of low earnings. For example, i n  the following i l l u s t r a t ion  of two 
claimants with 40 weeks of work, inclusion of 20 weeks of work with earn-
ings of $15 resu l t s  i n  a reduction of 40 percent i n  the average weekly 
wage of Claimant A, who normally earns $75 a week, a s  compared with a 
reduction of 25 percent i n  the average weekly wage of Claimant B, whose 
normal weekly earnings a re  $30. 



Claimant A Claimant B 

~ o r m a l  weekly wage $75 $30 

Weeks of work a t  normal weekly wage 20 20 
Weeks of work a t  $15 20 20 

Average weekly wage 
Percent reduction i n  wage 

A qualifying requirement of a specified number of weeks of employment 
with a minimum amount of earnings i n  each week can exclude sollle claim-
ants  with a firm attachment t o  the covered work force who, f o r  reasons 
beyond t h e i r  control, are  underemployed i n  enough weeks tha t  they f a i l  
t o  meet the work t e s t .  For t h i s  reason, a s  well as for  reasons of ad- 
ministrative feas ib i l i ty ,  a State may f ind it preferable t o  s t a t e  the 
qualifying requirement a s  a specified number of weeks of employment i n  
which the claimant's earnings averaged a specified minimum amount. 

Multiple of high-quarter wages or  of weekly benefit  amount.--A qualify-
ing requirement related t o  the claimant's high quarter i s  used with a 
high-quarter benefit  formula i n  many States.  For claimants with more 
than 1quarter 's  employment i n  the base period, the high quarter i s  
ordinarily a quarter of substantial employment. For most claimants a 
qualifying requirement expressed as  a multiple of high-quarter wages 
or  a multiple of a benefit  amount based on high-quarter wages serves 
a s  a f a i r  t e s t  of length of employment, 

In a formula tha t  computes the weekly benefit  a s  the same fract ion of 
high-quarter wages at a l l  benefit  levels,  a qualifying requirement in. 
terms of e i ther  a multiple of high-quarter wages or  a multiple of the  
weekly benefit  amount i s  appropriate; e i ther  multiple requires a given 
proportion of wages outside the high quarter. For example, a qualifying 
provision of base-period wages equal t o  1-1/2 times the individual 's  
high-quarter wages requires all el ig ib le  claimants t o  have had employment 
outside t h e i r  high quarter approximately equivalent t o  half t h e i r  high- 
quarter employment . A multiple of 30 times the  claimant 's weekly benefit  
amount has the same result ( a t  a l l  benefi t  levels  except the maximum), i f  
conibined with a high-quarter fraction of 1/20; e.g., a claimant with $500 
i n  high-quarter wages and a weekly benefit  of $25 would need $750 i n  base- 
period wages, or  1-1/2 times high-quarter wages. 

The maximum weekly benefit  l w e l  is different from the  lower benefit  
levels  i n  tha t  a claimant e l ig ib le  f o r  the  maximum can have enough wages 
i n  1calendar quarter t o  meet a requirement of totalbase-period earnings 
s tated as  a multiple of the weekly benefit  amount. This i s  a l so  t rue  of 
a multiple of high-quarter wages when a dol lar  amount i s  computed fo r  each 
benefit  leve l  (ei ther  a t  the midpoint or  the upper or  lower l i m i t  of the 



wage bracket)  and included i n  t he  benef i t  schedule ( see  t ab l e s  3 and h ,  
pages A-14 t o  A-17) . To remedy t h i s  s i tua t ion ,  many high-quarter S ta tes  
have a requirement t h a t  a l l  insured claimants must have earned wages i n  
at  l e a s t  2 quarters of t h e  base period.  Under such a provision, however, 
it i s  possible t o  qua l i fy  f o r  t he  maximum r.ree1d.y benef i t  with only a nominal 
amount of wages outside t h e  high quar ter .  A more e f fec t ive  provision i s  
suggested i n  Formulas A and E ( t ab l e s  3 and lc) . For example, Formula A, 
which includes i n  t he  bene f i t  schedule a qualifying provision of 1-1/2 
times high-quarter wages (computed a t  t h e  upper l i m i t  of t h e  wage bracket) ,  
requires  t h a t  insured claimants a t  a l l  weekly benef i t  l eve l s ,  including 
t he  maximum, have wages outside t he  high quar ter  equal t o  1/3 of the  base- 
period wages required t o  qual i fy  f o r  t h e  benef i t  amount. Thus, an indi-  
v idual  who earned i n  h i s  high quarter  wages f a r  i n  excess of t h e  $1,920 
required t o  qual i fy  f o r  t h e  $64 maximum weelsly benef i t  amount must have 
addi t ional  earnings of a t  l e a s t  $640 outside h i s  high quarter .  

A multiple of t h e  weePJy bene f i t  amount should not be used with a formula 
t h a t  computes t he  weekly bene f i t s  of low-wage claimants as a l a rge r  f rac -  
t i o n  of high-quarter wages than a t  t h e  higher weelrly benef i t  l eve l s ,  be- 
cause it would require  a l a rge r  proportion of high-quarter wages outside 
t h a t  quarter  f o r  claimants a t  low benef i t  l eve l s  than f o r  those a t  t h e  
higher benef i t  l eve l s .  If, f o r  example, a 30-times-the-weekly-benefit 
requirement were applied t o  Fornula B ( t ab le  4), $330 would be required 
f o r  t he  $11weekly benef i t  ( ins tead of $318) and $1,770 f o r  t h e  $59 weekly 
benef i t  ( ins tead of $2,118). The $11claimant a t  t h e  top of t h e  bracket  
would have t o  have earnings of $117.50 outside t he  high quarter ,  or  55 
percent of h i s  high-quarter wages, while t h e  $59 claimant a t  t h e  top  of 
the  bracket  would have t o  have addi t ional  wages ($357.50) equal t o  only 
25 percent of h i s  high-quarter wages. Thus, t he  $11claimant ~rould need 
1.6 times h i s  high-quarter wages t o  qual i fy  f o r  benef i ts ,  while t he  $59 
claimant would qual i fy  with only 1.3 times. The multiple of high-quarter 
wages, such a s  t h a t  used i n  Formula B, automatically extends t he  ~ ~ e i g h t i n g  
of t h e  high-quarter f r ac t i on  t o  t he  qualifying requirement, and appl ies  
equitably a t  a l l  benef i t  l eve l s  by requiring a l l  e l i g i b l e  claimants t o  
have earnings outside t he  high quarter  equal t o  approximately one-half 
of t h e i r  high-qurzrter 17ages. 

A f l a t  qualifying amount. --A f l a t  qualifying amount i s  t yp i ca l  of t he  
annual-wage formula, bu t  i s  used a l s o  with some high-quarter formulas. 
Except i n - t h e  s t a t e s  with annual-wage formulas, such a qualifying re-  
quirement i s  used only with var iab le  duration.  A f l a t  qualifying re-  
quirement i s  simple t o  understand. It seems equitable i n  t h a t  a l l  --
claimants with t h e  specified minimum amount of base-period wages qual i fy  
f o r  some benef i ts .  However, a requirement o f ,  say, $400, i s  inequitable 
as between lo~?-wage and high-wage claimants since it may require only a 
f e w  weeks of employment f o r  high-paid workers t o  qual i fy  and many weeks 
f o r  low-paid workers. 



Because a f l a t  amount of wages may be earned i n  only a few weeks, most 
of t he  high-quarter forrmlas t h a t  have re ta ined t h e  f l a t  qualifying re-  
quirement have added provisions requiring a specif ied amount of wages i n  
a quarter  other than t he  high quarter .  Usually the  addi t ional  requirement 
i s  a l so  s ta ted  a s  a f l a t  do l l a r  amount. This r e s u l t s  i n  t he  same inequity,  
as betveen lov-wage and high-wage claimants, a s  t he  f la t  qualifying require-  
ment itse l f ;  low-wage workers must have more weeks of employment outside 
t h e i r  high quarter  t o  meet t he  addi t ional  requirement than those a t  t he  
higher wage leve l s .  

Amount of Employment or  Wages Required 

It i s  generally accepted t h a t  a qualifying requirement of 14 t o  20 weelrs 
of employment i n  t he  base period--or t h e  equivalent of such weeks s t a t ed  
i n  terms of a multiple of high-quarter wages or  of t h e  weekly bene f i t  
amount--represents suf f ic ien t  attachment t o  t h e  covered work force t o  
admit a worker t o  bene f i t s  under the  unemployment insurance program. 
Where a s ignif icant  number of workers a r e  paid benef i t s  on t h e  b a s i s  of 
earnings i n  one calendar q m r t e r  ( a t  t h e  maximum weekly benef i t  l e v e l )  
o r  of l e s s  than 14 weeks of work, the re  i s  a danger t h a t  t h e  S t a t e  i s  
admitting t o  benef i t s  individuals who a r e  habi tual ly  employed only i n  
seasonal o r  casual  work. Xhere a S t a t e  requires  more than 20 weelrs of 
work o r  t h e  equivalent i n  wages, it should examine the  employment and 
earnings pat terns  of i t s  covered work force  t o  determine the  extent  t o  
which i t s  requirement i s  excluding from benefi'cs groups of workers who 
a r e  ordinar i ly  at tached t o  t h e  covered work force  and who depend upon 
wages f o r  t h e i r  l ivelihood. Precise ly  how many weeks of work within t h e  
range of 14 t o  20 weeks (o r  the  equivalent i n  wages) i s  an adequate t e s t  
of labor-force attachment depends on t he  employment and earnings pa t te rns  
of t h e  covered workers i n  t he  S t a t e .  

I n  considering a qualifying wage provision expressed i n  terms of a m u l -
t i p l e  of hi&-quarter wages o r  of t he  weekly benef i t  amount, it i s  nec- 
essary t o  take account of t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i on  of t h e  qualifying requirement 
with t h e  other pa r t s  of t h e  benef i t  formula and t h e  e f f ec t  on t he  number 
of reeli is of work required t o  meet the  provision. For example, a qualify-
ing requirement of 1-112 times high-quarter wages means t h a t  an  individual  
%~hohad 10 weeks of work i n  h i s  high quar ter  must have had base-period 
employment equivalent t o  1 5  ~~reelrs a t  t h e  same weekly r a t e  of pay a s  i n  
h i s  high quarter; f o r  a claimant with 13  weeks of work i n  t h e  high qualeer, 
it w i l l  require 19-112 sreelcs of employment a t  t he  hi&-quarter r a t e  of pay. 
(see pages A-28 and A-23 f o r  an explanation of t he  construction of quali-
fying-xrage requirements expressed a s  a multiple of hi@-quarter wages o r  
of t he  ~~eel.;ly bener i t  amount. ) 

R qualifying requirernent o r  35 times the  treeldy benef i t  amount computed 
as 1/25 of high-quarter v q e s  means Lhat an individual  srho had 10 weeks 
of TIOX-l;i n  h i s  high q m r t e r  must have had t o t a l  base-period employment 



equivalent t o  14  veeks of employment a t  the  same weekly r a t e  of pay a s  
i n  h i s  high quarter;  f o r  a claimant with 13 weeks of work i n  t h e  high 
quarter ,  it w i l l  require 18.2 weeks of employment a t  h i s  high-quarter 
r a t e  of pay. 

In considering t he  various nlultiples of high-quarter wages o r  of t h e  
weekly benef i t  amount, it should be remembered t h a t  many claimants do 
not earn t he  same weekly wages throughout t h e  base period, pa r t i cu l a r l y  
i f  it was a period of high unemploymen'i. 17ages i n  rreelrs worked outside 
t he  high quar ter  a r e  frequently lover than t he  weekly wages dwing  t h e  
high quarter .  Thus, t o  the  extent  t h a t  an individual  's wee1d.y earnings 
outside t he  high quarter  were lover  than dur i rq  such quarter ,  t h e  number 
of weelis of work required i n  t h e  preceding examples ~ ~ o u l d  be l a rger .  

bbdif icat ion of Qualifying Requirements 

Step-down provisions.--Wth a high-quarter formula, t he  r i g i d i t i e s  a r i s i n g  
from the  divis ion of earnings i n t o  calendar quar ters  may r e s u l t  i n  rnalcing 
some T J O ~ ~ W Se l i g i b l e  and others i ne l i g ib l e  although they had t h e  same 
amount of base-period wages and t he  same number of \%reeks of employment. 
I f  t he  quar ter  of highest  wages includes unusual wage payments such a s  
annual bonuses o r  extensive overtime, a qualifying requirement based on 
high-quzrter wages d i r e c t l y  ( e  .g., 1-1/2 times such wages) o r  i nd i r ec t l y  
(through a mult iple of t h e  weekly benef i t  amount) may be high i n  r e l a t i o n  
t o  normal earnings and may exclude from benef i t s  individuals with consid- 
erable  employment outside t h e  high quarter .  

Accordingly, t he  Bureau recommends a corrective device t h a t  has been adopted 
by some S ta tes  t o  permit claimants t o  qual i fy  f o r  a lower weekly benef i t  
than t h a t  t o  which t h e i r  high-qyarter wages would ord inar i ly  e n t i t l e  them, 
rrhen t h e i r  high-quarter wages a r e  disproportionately high o r  when rounding 
of t h e i r  weelay benef i t  t o  t he  next higher do l l a r  r a i s e s  t he  qualifying 
trages so t h a t  they a r e  not e l i g ib l e .  Under such a "step-dotm" provision, 
an individual  vho i s  found i ne l i g ib l e  under the  normal qualifying require- 
ment f o r  h i s  weekly benef i t  may be found e l i g i b l e  f o r  a lover  weekly bene f i t  
i f  h i s  base-period earnings equal o r  exceed those required f o r  t he  lover  
benef i t .  A claimant who has not earned, f o r  example, 30 times h i s  rounded 
benef i t  amount may be found t o  have earned 30 times t h e  next lower benef i t  
amount. 

The Bureau reconmends t h a t  t he  step-down provision permit dropping back 
no more than one o r  two benef i t  l eve l s .  Further step-down i s  undesirable 
i f  it allows claimants t o  qual i fy  f o r  benef i t s  with only a negl igible  
amount of employment outside t h e  high quar ter .  An unlimited step-dovm 
provision i s  not recomniended; it makes the  minimum qualifying requirement 
a f l a t  requirement t h a t  can be met by 1 quar te r ' s  employment. Unlike a 
Plat  qualifying requirement, hotrever, it reduces t h e  weekly benef i t  f o r  
claimants 'id~o do not meet 'che normal requirement of t he  specif ied multiple 
of the  meli ly benef i t  vhich t h e  high-quarter wages would y ie ld .  



When the  qualifying requirement f o r  the  maximum weelay benef i t  amount 
includes a provision t h a t  a given proportion of t o t a l  base-period wages 
must have been paid outside the  high quarter  (see page 47 and footnote 2 
of t ab l e s  3 and k ) ,  t h e  step-down provision should a l s o  include a s imilar  
provision. Otherwise, t he  step-down provision might allow a claimant with 
high earnings i n  1 quarter  t o  qual i fy  f o r  a lower ~aeekd-y bene f i t  although 
he had no earnings outside t he  high quarter .  For example, under Formula A 
( t ab l e  3) ,  a claimant with t o t a l  base-period wages of $1,750, earned i n  
only 1 quarter ,  could meet t he  qualifying requirement f o r  t he  $58 weekly 
benef i t  amount ($1,740) unless the  step-down. provision c l ea r ly  requires  
t h a t  a t  l e a s t  113 of t he  amount of base-period wages required f o r  such 
lover  amount must have been earned outside t he  high quar ter .  

Additional qualifying requirements.--Secondary qualifying requirements 
included i n  a S t a t e  law or i n  a proposed amendment should be examined from 
both substantive and administrative points of view. Every add i t iona l  re-  
quirement creates  more borderl ine cases of claimants who meet pa r t  of the  
requirement and f e e l  t h a t  they should be e n t i t l e d  t o  bene f i t s .  Every ad- 
d i t i ona l  requirement involves i t s  otm reporting problem. Some provision 
t h a t  r e s u l t s  i n  requiring a f rac t ion  of base-period wages outside t h e  high 
quarter  i s  des i rable ,  bu t  r i g i d i t i e s  i n  the  d i s t r ibu t ion  of such wages 
should be avoided. For instance, a provision requiring wages outside t he  
high quarter  equal t o  a specified do l l a r  amount o r  t o  113 of t o t a l  base- 
period wages (which i s  t h e  same a s  requiring 1-112 times high-quarter wages) 
should not be accompanied by a requirement t h a t  such vages be earned i n  t he  
l a s t  2 quarters of t he  base period. The e f f ec t  of such a provision may be 
t o  postpone t he  beginning of t he  benef i t  year anii t h e  l o s s  of wage c r ed i t s  
earned i n  an e a r l i e r  calendar quarter .  (For an explanation of t he  e f f ec t  
of t h i s  provision, see page A-30 .) 

h o t h e r  type of specia l  qualifying provision used by some high-quarter 
S ta tes  i s  applicable only t o  the  minimum weekly benef i t  amount. I n  addi-
t i o n  t o  requiring a minimum amount of wages i n  t he  base period t o  qual i fy  
f o r  t h e  minimum weekly benef i t ,  these S ta tes  require a minimum amount of 
wages i n  the  high quarter, usually equal t o  1/2 t o  2 /3  of t he  minimum 
qualifying wage. The Bureau recommends t h a t  the  lower l i m i t  of t h e  lowest 
wage bracket be s e t  a t  1/4 of t he  minimum qualifying amount, so t h a t  no 
worker who meets t he  minimum wage requirement w i l l  be denied benef i t s  
so le ly  because h i s  base-period earnings were d i s t r ibu ted  evenly among t h e  
4 quar ters  of t h e  base period. 

Although few claimants receive t he  minimum weekly benef i t  and s t i l l  fewer 
qual i fy  on t he  ba s i s  of t he  minimum base-period wages required f o r  such 
amoun-t, it i s  important from the  standpoint of soc i a l  policy t h a t  t h e  
qualifying requirements be equitable t o  claimants and, a t  the  same time, 
consistent  with t h e  objectives of the  benef i t  formula. a s  much a s  
1/2 o r  213 of t he  minimum qualifying wages must have been earned i n  t h e  
high quarter ,  a worker may be i ne l i g ib l e  f o r  bene f i t s  because of insuf-
f i c i e n t  high-quarter wages, even though he had well i n  excess of t h e  



m i n i m  base-period wages required. For example, i n  a S ta te  with a 
minimum qualifying requirement of $300 and a minimum high-quarter-wage 
requirement of $200, a claimant with base-period wages of $750 would be 
ine l ig ib le  f o r  any benef i t  i f  h i s  wages were so dis t r ibuted among the  4 
quarters t ha t  he did not have $200 i n  any one quarter. 

I f  a State  i s  unwilling t o  lower i t s  minimum high-quarter wage t o  1/4 
of the  minimum qualifying wage, it should consider lowering it a t  l e a s t  
t o  1/3 of base-period wages or  t o  10 times the minimum weekly benef i t  
amount, preferably the  l a t t e r .  A minimum high-quarter wage equal t o  10 
times the minimum weekly benef i t  would compensate f o r  one-half of the  
assumed weekly wage of a Caimant who had 5 weeks of work i n  t he  high 
quarter (and not more than 20 weeks of work i n  the base period). 

Requalifying provisions f o r  a second benef i t  year.--These provisions have 
been adopted by some of the  States where, because of the  lag  between the  
base period and benef i t  year, it would otherwise be possible f o r  a claim-
ant t o  draw benefi ts  i n  2 successive benefit  years following a s ing le  
separation from work. This s i tua t ion  i s  most l i ke ly  t o  occur i n  States  
with a uniform base period and benef i t  year and a f l a t  qualifying wage 
requirement. I n  these States the 3 t o  6 months between the f i r s t  base 
period and the first benefit  year--which m e  included i n  the  base period 
of the  next benef i t  year--allow the  claimant suf f ic ien t  time t o  earn 
enough wages t o  qualify f o r  benef i ts  i n  t he  next benef i t  year, with no 
fhr ther  employment since the beginning of the  first benef i t  year. This 
s i tua t ion  may also occur, wen  i n  a S ta te  with an individual base period 
and benefit  year and an adequate qualifying requirement, i f  the  lag period 
i s  more than 3 months--pasticularly i f  t he  claimant happens t o  become un- 
employed and start h i s  benef i t  year toward the end of a calendar quarter. 
Data supplied by several  States  with such base periods (e i ther  uniform 
o r  individual, with a lag  of 3 or  more months) indicate  that ,  i n  general, 
about 5 percent o r  l e s s  of all claimants apply f o r  benef i ts  solely  on the  
bas i s  of wages earned before the beginning of a preceding benef i t  year. 

Although the 13ureaufs basic  recommendation i n  t h i s  respect i s  elimination 
of the  l a g  period or  reduction t o  l e s s  than 3 months, some States  may 
find, f o r  administrative or  other reasons, t h i s  t o  be not feasible.  I n  
such States,  addit ional emphasis should be placed upon the  need t o  es tab l i sh  
qualifying requirements, such as  have been recommended by the Bureau, t h a t  
require substant ia l  employment i n  more than 1 calendar quarter. Since the 
purpose of requalifying requirements i s  t o  t e s t  the  claimant's continued 
attachment t o  the labor force, the  Bureau recommends tha t  States  which 
require requalifying employment fo r  a second benef i t  year do not l imi t  
such employment t o  covered work. 

Alternative qualif'ying requirements.--Alternative qualifying provisions 
have been used i n  only a few States  and have usually been l imited t o  



var ia t ions  of a f l a t  amount of wages i n  t h e  base period. For t h e  reasons 
discussed i n  pages 47 and 48, these  provisions a r e  not recommended, e i t h e r  
a s  a r e w a r  qualifying requirement o r  an a l t e rna t ive  provision. 

Another t~y-pe of a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying provision takes account of t h e  
claimant 's  work h i s t o ry  during not only t he  regular base period but  a l s o  
a longer period t h a t  includes t h e  regular base period. For example, under 
one such provision, a claimant who has l e s s  than t he  required 20 reeks of 
employment i n  t h e  regular base period (52 weeks immediately preceding t h e  
bene f i t  year)  i s  allowed benef i t s  i f  he had a t  l e a s t  1 5  weeks of employ-
ment i n  t h e  regular base period and a t o t a l  of a t  l e a s t  40 weeks of em-
ployment i n  t h e  104-week period preceding t h e  benef i t  year. In  other  
words, i f  a claimant had 1 5  weeks of employnient i n  the  regular  base pe- 
r iod,  but  r r a s  found t o  have had a t  l e a s t  25 weeks of employment i n  t h e  
preceding 52-mek period, he be e l i g i b l e  f o r  benef i ts ;  or ,  i f  he 
had 19 weeks i n  t h e  regular base period, he must have a t  l e a s t  21 reeks 
i n  t h e  preceding 52 veelrs. However, h i s  benef i t  r i gh t s  would be based 
so le ly  on h i s  wages i n  t h e  regular base period. 

An a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying requirement of t h i s  type may be a useful  de- 
v ice  f o r  providing benef i t s  f o r  wor1;ers >rho have evidenced a strong at-
tachment t o  the  covered work force i n  pas t  years but  whose employment 
during t he  base period 17as disrupted by a recession o r  other conditions 
beyond t h e i r  control .  I t s  use would be l imited,  however, t o  workers 
rhose base-period emplo~ymen-t f a i l e d  t o  meet t h e  regular qualifying pro- 
v i s ion  by only a small margin. Moreover, t he  a l t e rna t ive  provision can 
be e f fec t ive  f o r  only 1benef i t  year because t he  p r io r  period i n  Which 
t he  claimant had subs tan t ia l  emplopent w i l l  have expired and can no 
longer be included i n  t h e  period under consideration i n  es tabl ishing a 
subsequent benef i t  year.  Thus, t h i s  type of a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying pro- 
v i s ion  o f f e r s  no solut ion t o  a S t a t e  t ha t  i s  faced with t h e  problem of 
an unduly la rge  number of claimants 16iho a r e  unable t o  qual i fy  f o r  bene- 
f i t s  because of a considerable amount of unemployment i n  t h e  preceding 
1or  2 years.  I n  such a s i tua t ion ,  t he  a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying provision 
rrould have l i t t l e  e f f ec t  unless it took i n to  account the  claimant 's  work 
h i s to ry  over a longer period, say, 3 t o  5 years.  

This type of a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying provision can be adapted f o r  use with 
a regular qualifying provision expressed i n  terms of Trages, IIovever, it 
rmy have some undesirable e f f ec t s  because a specified amount of wages, 
even when r e l a t ed  t o  earnings i n  t h e  high quarter, does not represent 
t h e  same number of w e k s  of ~rork  f o r  a l l  clainmnts (see page 48). Thus, 
reducing t h e  regular qualifying requirer.1en-t t o  a point t h a t  it w i l l  be 
e r fec t ive  f o r  individuals ~ri'ih a substant ia l  past  attac'ment t o  t he  
cwered  -rork force ray admit many others whose past  and current  a t tach-  
ment i s  f a r  l e s s  ce r ta in .  For example, with a regular qualifying re -  
cpiremerrt of 1 . 5  times high-quarter wages, an a l t e rna t ive  provision re-
quiring e a r n i n ~ s  of 1.1tiriles high-quarter wages i n  the  r e g i l a r  l+-quar-l;er 
base period and t o t a l  earninss of 3.0 tirnes high-quarter wages i n  an 6-



quar ter  period irould require a claimant with 13 vee1;s of work i n  h i s  high 
qu.a&er t o  have 14.3 .creeks of rrorlr i n  t'ne re,mar lk-quarter base period. 
and 24.7 v~eeks i n  t he  preceding 4 quar ters .  Roi?ever, Cor a claimant who 
had 10 rreeks of work i n  h i s  high quarter ,  it ~rould require  only 11veeks 
of %rork i n  t he  re&ar 4-qmr'cer period and only 13 ireeks i n  t he  precedinz 
11 quarters,  which means t h a t  he did not have earnings equivalent t o  a s  
much as 20 :reeks of rrork i n  e i t h e r  4-quarter period. IJoreover, an a1- 
t e rna t ive  q w l i f y i n g  requirement, coupled with a base period ending a t  
l e a s t  5 months before t h e  beginning of t he  benefi'i year, 'crould increase 
'che number oP claiinants vho a r e  ab le  t o  nieet t he  qualifying requirement 
so le ly  on t he  ba s i s  of vages earned before t h e  beginning of a preceding 
benef i t  year ( see page 51). 
Duration of benef i t s  f o r  claimants who become e l i g i b l e  under t h e  a l t e r -  
nat ive  qmliYying provision i s  another f ac to r  t h a t  must be considered. 
If mif form duration of bene r i t s  i s  provided, a l l  claimants ~ ~ o u l d ,  of course, 
be e n t i t l e d  t o  t h e  same number of weel-s of benef i t s ,  regardless of vhether 
they qua l i f i ed  under t h e  re&vlar qualifying provision o r  t he  a l t e rna t i ve  
provision. iIowever, i f  duration of benef i t s  va r ies  v i t h  t h e  c la imant ' s  
reeks of employment or  amount of irages, t he  S ta te  riiust consider what modi- 
Tications of t h e  duration forrnula should be made t o  provide adequate bene- 
f i t s  f o r  individuals rho qgal i fy  under the  a l t e rna t i ve  provision. If it 
irishes t o  u t i l i z e  t h e  c l a i ~ ~ m n t ' s  vaGe c r ed i t s  t h a t  have not already been 
used Tor payment of bene f i t s  i n  a preceding benef i t  year, it must consider 
the  complications of such a provision, pa r t i cu la r ly  i f  i t s  experience- 
r a t i n g  fornula i s  based on a system of benef i t  charges. On t h e  other  hand, 
i f  bene f i t s  i n  t he  current  benef i t  year a r e  t o  be based so le ly  on ireeks of 
ernj?lo~penJco r  wages i n  t h e  r e , da r  base period, the  regular duration f rac -  
t i o n  r r i l l  y ie ld  a lower mininum duraJcion than 'chat provided by t h e  regular 
qualifying requirement unless some specia l  provision i s  made. 

I f  an  a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying provision encompassing a period longer than 
t he  usual base period i s  under consideration, it should be weighed care-
f u l l y  against  other modifications of t he  benef i t  formula t h a t  may be a 
moye appropriate solut ion t o  t h e  problems facing Yne S ta te .  For exarriple, 
a longer duration of re&yiLar benef i t s  o r  a program of extended bene f i t s  
rmy be more e f fec t ive  than an a l t e rna t i ve  qualifying requirement i n  pro- 
viding benef i t s  f o r  wor1:ers v i t h  long a-i;taclment t o  the  covered irorlr 
force trho have experienced an unusual amount of unerflployment during t he  
past year. 

As a, -bas is  f o r  providing adequate benef i t s  f o r  irorkers who have a sub-
s t a n t i a l  attachment t o  t he  covered work force, t h e  Bureau recommends: 

1. That the  qualifying provision require Lhe same amount of em-
ploynient; a t  a l l  benef i t  levels--prererably a specif ied number 
02 veeks of employment, i ~ i t h i n  a range of 1140 20 .creels. 



2. That weeks of inconsequential employment be excluded when the  
qualifying requirement i s  i n  terms of weeks of employment. 

3. That, i f  the  qualifying requirement i s  i n  terms of wages, it 
be s ta ted  a s  a multiple of high-quarter wages o r  of t he  weekly 
benef i t  amount t h a t  would be equivalent t o  1 4  t o  20 weeks of 
employment. 

4. That t he  amount of wages required outside t he  high quarter  a t  
all benef i t  l eve l s ,  including the  maximum, be the  same pro- 
portion of the  required high-quarter wages (see, f o r  example, 
Benefit Formulas A and B). 

5. That t he  qualifying wage requirement be appropriate t o  the  
r e s t  of the  benef i t  formula, e.g., a multiple of high-quarter 
wages be used with a weighted high-quwter benefit  schedule. 

6. That a "step-down" provision, l imited t o  not more than two 
steps, be included with a qualifying requirement s ta ted  i n  
terms of a multiple of high-quarter wages o r  of t he  weekly 
benef i t  amount. 

7. That t h e  qualifying wage requirement not be s ta ted  a s  a f l a t  
do l l a r  amount; however, i f  a f l a t  amount i s  used, it require  
wages outside t h e  high quarter  equal t o  a specified proportion 
of t he  required high-quarter wages, r a the r  than a f l a t  amount. 

8. That no l imi ta t ion  be placed on the  calendar quarters (other 
than the  high quar ter)  i n  which t h e  required base-period 
wages must be earned. 

9. That the  minimum amount of high-quarter wages required f o r  
the  minimum weekly benef i t  be s e t  a t  a reasonable f r ac t i on  
of t he  minimn qualifying wages--preferably 1/4 but, a t  the  
most, not more than 1/3  of such wages--or 10 times the  mini- 
mum weekly benef i t  amount. 

10. That t o  p rwen t  e l i g i b i l i t y  f o r  bene f i t s  i n  a second benef i t  
year based sole ly  on employment before the  beginning of a 
previous benef i t  year, provisions be adopted e i t he r  (a)  by 
means of request wage reporting, t o  reduce the  l ag  period t o  
l e s s  than 3 months; o r  (b) t o  require  substant ia l  employment 
i n  two calendar quarters,  a s  a qualifying requirement appli- 
cable t o  all benef i t  levels .  



X. ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS AND DISQUALIFICATION FROM BENEFITS 

No area of unemployment insurance i s  more controversial  than the  pro- 
visions which govern e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqualif ication.  While it i s  
important t o  l i m i t  the  payment of benef i ts  t o  t ha t  unemployment which 
i s  within the  program's intended scope, the  unemployment insurance 
system should give insured workers confidence tha t  they w i l l  receive 
benef i ts  during periods of involuntary unemployment. This confidence 
may be undermined i f  the system's guarantee i s  unduly qualif ied by 
conditions and res t r ic t ions .  

The e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqual i f icat ion provisions delineate the  r i s k  .which 
i s  intended t o  be insured. Because they usually involve judgmental con-
s iderat ion of subjective factors ,  they cannot be a s  precise as  the  provi- 
sions f o r  weekly benefits ,  duration of benefits ,  qualifying wages, and 
other monetary determinations discussed i n  p r io r  chapters. Provisions, 
f o r  example, on a b i l i t y  t o  work, ava i l ab i l i t y  fo r  work, voluntary leav- 
ing without good cause, and re fusa l  of sui table  work require day-to-day 
interpreta t ion.  The e f fec t ive  law on e l i g i b i l i t y  fo r  benef i ts  and d i s -  
qual i f icat ion from benefi ts  i s  thus the s t a tu t e  a s  it i s  applied t o  
individual claims through the S t a t e ' s  administrative and appellate 
machinery. In some cases, although ident ica l  s ta tutory language i s  
found i n  the  laws of d i f fe ren t  States ,  it i s  interpreted different ly .  
Only the  s ta tu tory  provisions a r e  considered here, but any S ta t e  should 
consider the  interpreta t ions  of i t s  present l a w  i n  assessing the des i r -  
a b i l i t y  of amending it t o  carry out the  objectives of the  program. 

Purpose of E l i g i b i l i t y  and 
Disqualification Provisions 

The e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqual i f icat ion prwis ions  a id  i n  defining what 
unemployment i s  t o  be compensated under the  system. Unemployment which 
the system intends t o  compensate i s  limited, i n  general, t o  the  unem- 
ployment of workers who a r e  bona f ide  members of the  labor force and who 
are unemployed because there  is no sui table  work available t o  them. A s  
posi t ive  conditions fo r  t he  receipt  of benef i ts  for  each week of unem- 
ployment, a claimant must be able t o  work and available fo r  work. As a 
negative condition, he must not be disqual i f ied fo r  reasons 'arising out 
of the  circumstances of h i s  leaving work or  of h i s  continued unemploy- 
ment. A determination of a b i l i t y  t o  work and ava i l ab i l i t y  for  work 
must be made f o r  each week of unemployment f o r  which benef i ts  a r e  
claimed. A determination of disqual i f icat ion applies f o r  a longer per i -  
od of time, a s  w i l l  be shown below. 

The various e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqual i f icat ion provisions a r e  interrela ted.  
A claimant may demonstrate unavai labi l i ty  f o r  work by refusals  of s u i t -  
able work; a claimant who has l e f t  a job with good personal cause may not 
be Immediately available fo r  work. 



Waiting Period 

In  most S ta tes  a claimant i s  not e l i g i b l e  f o r  benef i t s  u n t i l  he has 
served a waiting period of uncompensated unemployment i n  which he was 
otherwise e l i g i b l e  f o r  benefi ts .  

A waiting period was  included i n  the  ea r ly  unemployment insurance laws 
f o r  two reasons: (1 )  t o  allow time f o r  making determinations and f o r  
contesting them p r io r  t o  t he  end of a cornpensable week; and (2)  t o  pre- 
serve t he  fund fo r  long-duration unemployment by not  paying f o r  very 
shor t  periods of unemployment. The experience of a few S t a t e s  which 
have repealed t h e  waiting-week provisions indicates  t h a t  the re  i s  not 
necessar i ly  an administrat ive need f o r  a waiting week. I n  most Sta tes ,  
fund protection alone does not j u s t i f y  t he  re tent ion of t he  waiting 
week. However, the  elimination of t h e  waiting week should not be sub- 
s t i t u t e d  fo r  improvements i n  the weekly benef i t  amount or the  duration 
of benef i ts .  

Where a waiting period i s  retained,  1week of e i t h e r  t o t a l  or  p a r t i a l  
unemployment i n  a benef i t  year i s  adequate. 

The waiting week usual ly  i s  t he  f i r s t  week of unemployment occurring 
i n  a benef i t  year. There are,  however, two types of s i t ua t i ons  i n  
which exceptions should be made. The f i r s t  occurs when a claimant i s  
unemployed and receiving benef i t s  f o r  a period of unemployment a t  t he  
end of a benef i t  year. I f  h i s  period of unemployment extends i n t o  the  
new benef i t  year, he should not be required t o  serve a waiting period 
fo r  t h e  second benef i t  year, e i t he r  at  t h i s  time o r  l a t e r  i n  t he  new 
benef i t  year. It i s  inequi table  t o  t he  claimant t o  in te r rup t  t h e  pay- 
ment of benef i ts  f o r  consecutive weeks of unemployment merely t o  make 
him serve a waiting period. The administrat ive problems of assuring 
t h a t  such claimant i s  required t o  serve a waiting period should he have 
a subsequent period of unemployment i n  the  second benef i t  year a r e  out 
of proportion t o  any saving i n  t he  f'unds. 

Also, spec ia l  provisions should be made t o  allow claimants t o  serve a 
waiting period i n  t he  last week ( o r  weeks) p r i o r  t o  t h e  beginning of 
a benef i t  year. Such a provision muld be advantageous t o  claimants 
who had exhausted benef i t  r i gh t s  and remained unemployed o r  again be- 
came unemployed before t he  beginning of E new benef i t  year, a s  wel l  as 
t o  new entrants  t o  t h e  labor force  who w i l l  not be e n t i t l e d  t o  benef i t s  
u n t i l  a specif ied date. These provisions a r e  espec ia l ly  needed with a 
uniform benef i t  year under which claimants a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be unem- 
ployed a t  t he  t u rn  of a benef i t  year than with an individual  benef i t  
year re la ted  t o  the  claimant's uneniployment. Without t he  provision 
t h a t  claimants may carry  i n t o  t h e  new benef i t  year c r ed i t  f o r  a wait ing 
period served a t  the  end of the  p r io r  benef i t  year, claimants becoming 
unemployed i n  t he  last week of a uniform benef i t  year have no c r ed i t  
fo r  such a week of unemployment. 



Abil i ty  t o  Work and. Avai labi l i ty  fo r  Work 

The qualifying wage o r  employment requirement limits unemployment bene- 
f i t s  t o  claimants ~ h o  have been working i n  covered employment. The ab le -  
to-work and available-for-work requirements a r e  designed t o  demonstrate 
whether the  claimant is cur ren t ly  at tzched t o  the labor force.  When a 
c h i n a n t  i s  physically or mentally incapacitated f o r  work, benef i ts  a r e  
not payable because he i s  unable t o  work. I n  several  Sta tes  e l i g i b l e  claim- 
a n t s  do not become ine l i g ib l e  because of i l l n e s s  or  d i s a b i l i t y  occurring 
a f t e r  they have f i l e d  a claim and regis tered fo r  IIO k a s  long a s  they have 
not refused an of fe r  of work which would have been su i tab le  except f o r  the  
d i s ab i l i t y .  I n  such cases the  cause of the unemployment i s  considered the  
o r i z ina l  lack of work ra ther  than the intervening i n a b i l i t y  t o  vork. 

A claimant's r eg i s t r a t i on  f o r  work a t  t he  employment o f f i c e  affirms t h a t  
he is  i n  the labor force and wishes t o  remain there  and t ha t  he i s  ava i l -
able  fo r  work. H i s  r e fu sa l  of vork may demonstrate t h a t  he i s  not ava i l -  
able  fo r  work. Unavailabil i ty f o r  work may a l so  be shown i n  other  ways. 
I f  a claimant 's  personal circumstances prevent him from accepting work, 
benef i ts  are  not payable because he i s  not avai lable  f o r  work. Semi-
l a r l y ,  he ~ o u l d  be held unavailable f o r  work i f  he shows t ha t  he i s  
unwilling t o  vork, or  i f  he f a i l s  t o  make such e f f o r t s  t o  f ind su i tab le  
work a s  a r e  reasonable i n  h i s  circumstances, o r  i f  he so  r e s t r i c t s  t h e  
work, working conditions o r  1oca.lity of work which he w i l l  accept t h a t  
no subs tan t ia l  market e x i s t s  f o r  h i s  services.  

Available fo r  su i tab le  work.--The l a w  should provide e x ~ l i c i t l y  t h a t  a 
claimant need be avai lable  f o r  su i t ab l e  work only. In  t he  absence of 
such a provision, the  vork r e fu sa l  provision may be circumvented and a 
claimant held unavailable because he has refused of fe r s  of unsuitable 
work or  has s t a t ed  t ha t  he would not accept types of work which were, 
under the  law, unsuitable f o r  him. 

The a v a i l a b i l i t y  requirement means t h a t  the  claimant must be avai lable  
fo r  sn i tab le  work which i s  o rd inar i ly  performed i n  h i s  chosen l o c a l i t y  
i n  suf f ic ien t  amount t o  cons t i tu te  a subs tan t ia l  labor market f o r  h i s  
services. .  A claimant does not s a t i s f y  the  requirement by being ava i l -  
able  f o r  an ins ign i f i can t  amount of work. Ordinarily, for  example, a 
concert p i an i s t  i n  a r u r a l  area  who l im i t s  h i s  a v a i l a b i l i t y  t o  concert 
work i n  t h a t  a rea  i s  not avai lable  f o r  enough su i tab le  work t o  meet t he  
requirement. 

By the  same token, the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  requirement does not mean t h a t  a 
claimant who i s  avai lable  f o r  a subs tan t ia l  amount of work must be 
avai lable  fo r  a l l  work th8.t i s  su i tab le  f o r  him. Thus, i n  most urban 
l o c a l i t i e s  a person who was qual i f ied  both a s  a radio  and te lev i s ion  
repa i r  man and a s  an automobile mechanic could l i m i t  himself t o  one of 
these  occupations and ye t  be avai lable  f o r  a subs tan t ia l  amount of 
work, su f f ic ien t  t o  meet the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  requirement. However, t h e  



fact that an individual may meet the availability requirement, although 

limiting his availa,bility to less than all the vork that is suitable for 

him, is not in itself good cause for refusing an actual offer of a suit- 

able job. 


A broad availability provision.--The availability provision should be 

written in broad terms because it must be applied under changing labor 

market conditions and to individual claimants seeking work under varied 

circumstances. Therefore, there should be no specific requirement that 

claimants be actively seeking work or unable to find work, or be avail- 

able for a particular kind of job or in a particular kind of locality. 

A general availability provision permits an agency to use any reasonable 
tests of availability which it finds necessary under the particular cir- 

cumstances of each case, including a requirement that a claimant make 

such efforts to obtain work on his own behalf as are appropriate under 

the labor market conditions applicable to his occupation in the locality 

and in view of his particular circumstances. Thus, it permits the agency 

to require certain claimants to expend reasonable efforts on their own 

initiative to obtain suitable work, for example, in isolated areas, while 

recognizing the futility of such efforts under other conditions, for 

example, in a one-industry town. Proof that a claimant has actively 

sought work may be an empty gesture, demoralizing to the claimant and a 

nuisance to employers when no work is available in an area. Such proof 

should not be required of all claimants by statute. While claimants 

should be active candidates for jobs as a condition for receiving bene- 

fits, the test of availability should be realistic, taking into consid- 

eration such factors as business,conditions, the penetration of the 

employment service, the hiring methods in the industry in which the 

claimant is seeking work, and the claimant's individual circumstances. 

Where there is a substantial lapse of time between the last day the 

claimant has worked and the day he files his claim, his availability 

should be closely examined and a determination made whether he is in 

the labor market, ready, willing, and able to work. 


Availability for work may be more difficult to prove when a claimant 

,has moved from a locality in which he has worked in covered employment. 

However, it is undesirable to write into the law any requirement that a 

claimant must be available for work "in a locality where his base-period 

wages were earned or in a locality where similar work is available.'' 

Such a restrictive provision would require the disqualification, for 

example, of an auto worker who had moved to a new locality for his health 

or the health of his wife, when he was genuinely available for many types 

of work which were performed there in other manufacturing industries. It 

would also require the disqualification of a claimant fram a declining 

industry, such as the coal mines, who moved to another area to look for 

some other type of work. The detailed provision is not necessary since 

the broad availability provision could eliminate a claimant who has 

moved into a community in which work which he is both qualified to do 

and willing to accept is not performed. 




E l i g i b i l i t y  of apyoved trainees.--The Bureau recommends t ha t  t he  
unemployment insurance l a w  pennit the  nayment of benef i ts  t o  other-  
wise e l i g ib l e  claimants who a r e  taking needed vocational re t ra in ing  
courses, provided cer ta in  conditions have been met. The Bureau a l so  
recommends t ha t  the  number of compnsable weeks o rd inar i ly  ~ a y a b l e  
t o  an otherwise e l i g ib l e  claimant-trainee be extended f o r  a l imited 
period i n  order t o  f a c i l i t a t e  the  completion of t he  claimant's t r a i n -  
ing. 

A s  our economy grows, changes take place i n  i t s  i ndus t r i a l  make-up 
making old s k i l l s  obsolete. Technological advances cause us t o  use 
proportionately fever workers t o  produce the  goods we need while more 
workers a r e  needed t o  produce the  increasing services required a s  our 
standard of l i v ing  goes up. In  addit ion,  i l l ne s s ,  in ju ry  o r  advanced 
age of ten prevent a worker from u t i l i z i n g  h i s  s k i l l s  and compel him 
t o  seek work i n  some other cccupation. Thus, an increasing number of 
insured workers a r e  f inding t h a t  fu tu re  a s  wel l  a s  present needs f o r  
t h e i r  pa r t i cu l a r  s k i l l s  a r e  rapidly  diminishing and t h a t  employment 
opportunit ies f o r  them i n  t h e i r  own labor market areas a r e  becoming 
minimal o r  nonexistent and a re  l i k e l y  t o  remain so. I f  these  workers 
a r e  t o  r ea l i z e  any subs tan t ia l  imgrovement i n  t h e i r  prospects f o r  
securing more s t ab l e  employment i n  t h e i r  own or  i n  any other labor  
market, it would seem t h a t  they f i r s t  would have t o  acquire new and 
more marketable s k i l l s .  For many claimants i n  t h i s  s i t ua t i on  t h e  
most p r ac t i c a l  method of acquiring such s k i l l s  i s  t o  complete a s u i t -
able  vocational  re t ra in ing  course. 

The payment of unemployment insurance benef i ts  t o  these claimant- 
t ra inees  i s  consistent  with the  unemployment insurance program. Unem-
ployment insurance i s  designed t o  provide protection t o  workers who 
ord inar i ly  a r e  employed but who a r e  current ly  unemployed due t o  lack 
of su i t ab l e  work, and who a r e  ready, wi l l ing  a -d  able  t o  work. Paying 
benef i t s  t o  these otherwise e l i g i b l e  claimants, while they a r e  taking 
su i tab le  vocational  re t ra ining,  does more t o  meet t he  program's pur- 
poses and objectives than any increase i n  t h e  usual  e f f o r t s  t o  f ind a 
su i tab le  job. Under most unemployment insurance laws containing con- 
ventional  provisions as t o  ava i l ab i l i t y ,  work search, and ref'usals, 
t he  very conditions t h a t  o rd inar i ly  would lead t o  approvable vocational  
re t ra in ing  would a l so  support t he  conclusion t h a t  t he  claimant 's  bene- 
f i t  e l i g i b i l i t y  continue without d isqual i f ica t ion.  For example, given 
obsolescense i n  the  worker's occu~a t ioncoupled with re t ra in ing  i n  an 
ac t ive  occupation, it i s  reasonable t o  conclude t h a t  the  worker i s  
demonstrating h i s  a v a i l a b i l i t y  and ac t ive  search f o r  work. Furthermore, 
such a claimant-trainee should not be discouraged from completing an 
approved t r a in ing  course; h i s  t ra in ing  should be good cause f o r  h i s  
r e fu sa l  of work t h a t  would prevent i t s  completion. S ta tes  with laws 
or  in te rpre ta t ions  t h a t  preclude such r e s u l t s  should change t h e i r  laws. 
Several S ta tes  already have enacted such changes. 



Not a l l  claimants, however, may care t o  pa r t i c ipa t e  i n  a t r a in ing  
program. I n  the  event a claimant refuses, without good cause, t he  
d i rec t ion  of t he  employment service  t o  take a par t i cu la r  t r a in ing  
course, such r e fb sa l  would be a f ac to r  t o  be considered i n  determining 
h i s  ava i l ab i l i t y .  

In  many instances the  claimants may be di rected by t he  employment s e r -  
v ice  t o  take f r e e  vocational  re t ra in ing  shor t ly  before o r  even a f t e r  
they have exhausted t h e i r  benef i t  r igh t s .  Some provision should be 
made t o  continue unemployment insurance benef i t  payments t o  these  
claimant-trainees i n  order t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t he  taking o r  t h e  completion 
of the  t ra in ing  program t h a t  i s  so  e s sen t i a l  t o  t h e i r  reemployment. 
In  the  S ta tes  which use an experience-rating system based upon benef i t  
charges, these  added t r a in ing  benef i t s  may be "noncharged" t o  t h e  
employer's account. 

The following safeguards would have t o  be maintained i f  the  objectives 
of t h i s  vocational  re t ra in ing  a r e  t o  coincide with the  objectives of 
the  unemployment program: 

1. The claimant's s k i l l s m s t  be e i t h e r  obsolete or, fo r  some 
other reason, such t h a t  employment opportunit ies f o r  him i n  
t h a t  labor  market a r e  minimal and a r e  not l i k e l y  t o  improve. 

2 .  The claimant must possess apt i tudes  o r  s k i l l s  which can be 
usefu l ly  supplemented within a shor t  time by re t ra ining.  

3. The t ra in ing  must be f o r  an occupation f o r  which there  i s  a 
subs tan t ia l  and recurring demand. 

4. The t r a in ing  must be approved by t he  S t a t e  employment secur i ty  
agency. 

5. The claimant must be enrolled i n  a t r a in ing  i n s t i t u t i o n  approved 
by t he  S t a t e  employment s ecu r i t y  agency. 

6. The claimant must produce evidence of continued attendance and 
s a t i s f ac to ry  progress. 

Special  a v a i l a b i l i t y  requirements fo r  spe,cial  groups of workers.--Legis- 
l a t i v e  enactments holding students unavaflable f o r  work, or pregnant 
women unable t o  work, or-women who leave work t o  marry i n e l i i i b l e  f o r  
benef i ts ,  a r e  generally unnecessary a s  wel l  a s  undesirable. These c i r -  
cumstances can a l l  be dea l t  with equitably by administrat ive determina- 
t ions  under the  general  a v a i l a b i l i t y  provisions, taking i n to  account t he  
f ac t s  i n  each case. Such spec ia l  provisions lump together a l l  individ- 
uals  s imi la r ly  circumstanced i n  one respect  and f a i l  t o  recognize t h a t  
not a l l  of them are ,  i n  f ac t ,  unavailable or  outside the  intended scope 
of t he  program. Moreover, these  provisions l i m i t  t he  agency i n  i t s  



administrat ion of t h e  l a w .  I f  a claimant technical ly  f a l l s  within 
t he  scope of such a yov i s ion ,  t h e  sanctions must be applied regard- 
l e s s  of o ther  f a c t s  t h a t  affirm the  ind iv idua l ' s  a c tua l  and continued 
a b i l i t y  t o  work and a v a i l a b i l i t y  f o r  work. Yet the  provisions do not 
el iminate t h e  individual  consideration of t h e  circumstances of these  
claimants by t he  l o c a l  o f f i c e  personnel t o  determine whether t h e  
spec ia l  provisions a r e  applicable. A Sta t e  i s  generally i n  a b e t t e r  
posi t ion t o  handle equitably t he  questions of a v a i l a b i l i t y  if it 
r e l i e s  upon t h e  general  t e s t  of e l i g i b i l i t y ,  implemented by guiding 
pr inciples  issued t o  t h e  personnel who make the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  deter-  
minations. 

If a S t a t e  f e e l s  compelled t o  include a provision governing t h e  e l i g i -  
b i l i t y  of pregnant women, such a provision should be draf ted i n  t e rns  
of a rebut table  presumption of unava i lab i l i ty  during a s t a t ed  period. 
It could specify t h a t  a lOrOImllwould be considered unable t o  work f o r  
a specif ied period, such a s  from 4 weeks before the  ant ic ipated date 
of ch i ldb i r th  t o  4 weeks a f t e r  chi ldbir th ,  unless it i s  shown t h a t  she 
i s  ab le  t o  work during such period by a doc tor ' s  c e r t i f i c a t e ,  o r  by her  
record of work during previous pregnancies. 

Before and a f t e r  t h i s  period, the  agency would continue t o  determine 
a b i l i t y  t o  work under t he  normal provision, judging each claimant upon 
t he  pa r t i cu l a r  f a c t s  presented. The period during which a pregnant 
women who claims benef i t s  is  responsible f o r  submitting spec ia l  proof 
of he r  a b i l i t y  t o  work should be s e t  i n  r e l a t i on  t o  t h e  S t a t e  labor 
l a w s  o r  regulations dealing with t h e  employment of pregnant women. 

Major Causes f o r  Disqualif ication f r m  Benefits 

The th ree  p r inc ipa l  causes of d i squa l i f i ca t ion  a r e  voluntary leaving 
without good cause, discharge f o r  misconduct connected with the  work, 
and r e fu sa l  of su i t ab l e  work. Disqualif ications f o r  these  causes a r e  
intended t o  el iminate from the  insurance program weeks of unemployment 
which a r e  caused by ce r ta in  a c t s  of t h e  claimant. In  addit ion t o  t h e  
spec ia l  problems t h a t  a r e  involved with respect  t o  each of these  d i s -  
qual i f ica t ions ,  t he r e  a r e  some considerations t h a t  would a p ~ l y  more 
generally, i .e . ,  length of d isqual i f ica t ion,  the  imposition of penal- 
t i e s  such as cancellat ion of benef i t  r ights ,  and d i squa l i f i ca t ion  f o r  
o ther  than the  most recent separation from work. 

Disqualif ications when unemployment i s  due t o  a labor dispute, f o r  
fraudulent  misrepresentation, and f o r  the  receipt  of disqualifying 
income follow d i f f e r en t  pat terns .  

Voluntari ly leaving su i t ab l e  work.--The unemployment t h a t  immediately 
follows voluntary separation from su i tab le  work i s  subject  t o  disqual i -  
f i c a t i on  unless "good cause" ex i s t s  f o r  the  separation; After  a period 
t he  continued unemployment of a claimant who qu i t  h i s  job and who i s  



able to work and available for M O ~ Kis attributable to econmic fac- 

tors rather than to his voluntarily leaving work; such subsequent 

unemployment should be compensable. co or discussion of the period of 

disqualification, see page 65.) The disqualification should be limi- 

ted to voluntary separations from suitable work. It is not reasonable 

to disqualify a claimant for leaving work which would not be consid-ered 

suitable for him if he refused to accept it while unemployed. 


Good cause for voluntary leaving should not be limited to causes con- 

nected with the work or attributable to the employer. It should 

include good personal cause, such as a better job, illness of the 

claimant, or in the claimant's family. Such an unrestricted "good 

cause" provision reflects the concept that the only unemployment whose 

cost industry should not be called ugon to bear is unemployment which 

is the worker's fault, i.e., unemployment caused by the worker's own 

unreasonable act, rather than the concept that incustry should pay 

merely for the unemployment which is due to the action of the employer. 

To restrict good cause to cases which come within the concegt of "the 

employer's fault" bars consideration of many valid personal and eco- 

nomic reasons which prompt the ordinary reasonable worker to change his 

job or to leave his job temporarily. Restricted "good cause" provisions 

conflict with accepted concepts of personal and social rights and obli- 

gations. They tend to restrict the mobility of labor and to destroy 

workers' initiative in improving their economic status. 


Obviously many claimants who leave work for good personal cause cannot 

receive benefits immediately because they are not available for work; 

for example, a women who left work because arrangements for the care 

of her children had broken down and she had been unable to work out 

substitute arrangements while employed. Until she can again make ade- 

quate provision for her children, she cannot be considered available 

for work and eligible for benefits. In such cases, the difference in 

effect between a voluntary leaving provision with unrestricted good 

cause.and one requiring that good cause be connected with the work is 

that, under the unrestricted good cause provision, no disqualification 

results and benefits are denied only for the weeks for which the 

unavailability continues; the restricted good cause disqualification for 

voluntary leaving would result in the postponement of benefits for the 

number of weeks of d.isqualification specified in the statute, regard- 

less of whether the individual becomes available for work before the end 

of that statutory period. 


Discharge for misconduct.--Unemployment immediately following a discharge 

or suspension for misconduct connected with the work is also subject to 

discpaiification. Unlike the voluntary leaving disqualification, the 

misconduct disqualification should be limited to misconduct connected 

with the work, for the program is not a d  should not be concerned with 

the conduct of workers unrelated to the job. The agency is in no posi- 

tion to admeasure varying lengths of unemployment which might be deemed 




t o  be di rec t ly  proportionate t o  '!he degrees of seriousness i n  the 
misconduct. Therefore, the  period of disqualification should be 
fixed by s tatute .  If the f ac t s  presented by the claimant and his 
employer are  considered by the agency as proving a deliberate ac t  or 
omission by the worker which constitutes a material breach of h i s  
obligations under h i s  contract of employment i n  disregard of h i s  
employer's interest ,  he should receive no benefits f o r  the period 
specified i n  the law ( fo r  discussion of the length of the period, see 
page 65 ) ; however, i f  the  agency makes no such finding, the claimant, 
i f  otherwise el igible ,  should receive benefits. 

A s  an adjunct t o  the misconduct disqual i f icat ion provision, same Sta te  
l a w s  impose a penalty upon a claimant who i s  discharged from h i s  l a s t  
job for  misconduct connected with h i s  work whenever the misconduct i s  
"aggravated." These have had very limited application. SFnce the 
penalty or punishment Fmposed i n  these circumstances represents a 
d i r ec t  f inancial  loss  t o  the claimant tha t  i s  comparable t o  f ines  tha t  
a re  imposed upon individuals who a re  t r i e d  and convicted fo r  a criminal 
act ,  t h i s  aggravated misconduct provision should l i m i t  i ts  application 
t o  criminal ac ts  by the  claimant f o r  which he was t r i e d  and convicted 
by a court of law or upon h i s  writ ten admission of the crime. 

Refusal of sui table  work.--The provision fo r  the imposition of a d is -  
qualification f o r  a specified period a f t e r  a claimant has ref'used 
sui table  work reinforces the requirement tha t  a claimant be available 
for  work. To jus t i fy  the agency's finding of disqualification, the 
work refused must be sui table  as  defined i n  the law and the refusal 
must be without good cause. Moreover, the  disqualification should be 
limited i n  application, as  it is i n  most States,  t o  refusals of work 
by individuals i n  claimant status.  

What i s  sui table  work?--Suitable work, a s  used i n  the available-for- 
sui table  work requirement and in the disqualifications for  voluntary 
leaving of sui table  work &d f o r  refusalpof sui table  work, should be 
defined i n  the law and interpreted from day t o  day i n  benefit decisions. 

The s t a tu t e  must include the standards required by section 3304(a)(5) 
of the Internal  Revenue Code of 1954, i f  employers covered by the 
State  law are  t o  credi t  t h e i r  S ta te  contributions against the Federal 
tax. These standards a re  designed t o  protect a claimant fram a denial  
of benefits fo r  refusing t o  accept new work "if (A) the position 
offered i s  vacant due d i rec t ly  t o  a s t r ike,  lockout, or other labor 
dispute; (B) i f  the wages, hours, or other conditions of the work 
offered a re  substant ial ly  l e s s  favorable t o  the claimant than those 
prevailing for  similar work in the local i ty;  and (c)  i f ,  as a condition 
of being employed, the individual would be required t o  join a company 
union or t o  resign from or  re f ra in  from joining any bona f ide  labor 
organization." 



In addition, S ta te  laws should include, as  most of them do, additional 
c r i t e r i a  t o  be considered i n  any determination of what work i s  s u i t -
able for  any individual. These c r i t e r i a  a re  designed t o  help s tab i -  
l i z e  employment, t o  promote maximum u t i l i za t ion  of existing skills i n  
the labor force and otherwise t o  promote the public in t e res t  a s  well  
as t o  contain those factors  that the ordinary reasonable worker would 
consider when deciding whether t o  accept or re ta in  a par t icular  job, 
They include such factors as a claimant's physical f i tness  for  the work; 
h i s  pr ior  t ra ining and experience; h i s  pr ior  earnings; the length of h i s  
unemployment; h i s  prospects fo r  obtaining work at  h i s  highest s k i l l ;  h i s  
prospects for  obtaining loca l  work; the distance of available work from 
h i s  residence; the  r i s k  t o  h i s  health, safety and morals; and the e f fec t  
the acceptance of the job would have upon h i s  occupational s ta tus ,  upon 
h i s  union standing, and upon h i s  opportunity t o  get work a t  h i s  highest 
s k i l l .  These c r i t e r i a  emphasize tha t  "suitable work" has meaning only 
i n  relat ion t o  a part icular  individual and a particular job and t o  some 
extent, t o  the nature of the local  labor market. Work which may be 
sui table  for  claimant A may be u t t e r ly  unsuited t o  B f s  s k i l l  o r  circum- 
stances. 

In the defini t ion of sui table  work, the concept t o  be kept i n  mind i s  
the su i t ab i l i t y  of the work fo r  the individual, not of the individual 
for  the job. To determine su i t ab i l i t y  solely on the basis of whether 
the worker is  reasonably able t o  do the job, or  of whether the job pays 
more than h i s  weekly benefit  amount, would be t o  down-grade skills. 

Under the recammended c r i t e r i a ,  "suitable work" forgzr indiv idual  may 
change as h i s  period of unemployment lengthens. 

Provisions on sui table  work i n  a few Sta te  laws tend t o  t i e  claimants 
t o  the loca l i ty  where they have worked by providing tha t  no work i s  
unsuitable because of distance i f  it is i n  substantially the  same 
loca l i ty  as the claimant's l a s t  regular employment and i f  he l e f t  t ha t  
employment without good cause connected with it. Such provisions a re  
undesirable. They would work t o  the disadvantage, for  example, of a 
claimant who had l e f t  one loca l i ty  because h i s  health required him t o  
l i v e  elsewhere, and who could not immediately find work fo r  himself. 
If his former employer offered him h i s  old job, he would be disqualified 
fo r  not accepting it, though he was genuinely available for  a type of 
work normally performed i n  the  new local i ty .  To place a penalty on 
labor mobility not only i s  a l imitation on the workers' t rad i t iona l  
freedom of movement but m y  hamper the e f for t s  of new or expanding 
industries,  including those necessary for  the national defense program, 
t o  obtain necessary additional labor supply. It a lso  discourages the  
movement of insured workers from areas of labor surplus, where they may 
become a drain on community resources, t o  areas where they have be t t e r  
prospects fo r  employment. 



Effect of Disqualification on Claimants 

The Bureau has long urged tha t  disqualifications should not be con- 
sidered penalties, although even a postponement of benefits for  a few 
weeks seems a penalty t o  the unemployed worker who i s  disqualified. 
The purpose of disqualification i s  not t o  punish anyone, but t o  l i m i t  
payment of benefits t o  weeks of unemployment during which the benefi- 
c ia r ies  a re  currently i n  the labor force and a re  unemployed because 
they a re  unable t o  f ind suitable work. For t h i s  reason, the Bureau 
has urged that  disqualication fo r  the major causes be limited t o  
postponement of benefits for  a fixed period, not for  the duration of 
the unemployment; t ha t  disqualification be limited so as t o  r e l a t e  
only t o  separation from the most recent employment; and tha t  benefit  
r igh ts  not be cancelled or reduced. These recommendations a re  dis-  
cussed below. 

Period of disqualification.--The length of any period of disqual i f i -  
cation should be reasonably limited t o  the  period during which the 
unemployment originating from the claimant's am action continues t o  
be due t o  that action. It should be fixzd by s t a tu t e  i n  accordance 
with the average length of time ordinarily required fo r  an employable 
worker t o  find sui table  work i n  a normal labor market. Existing 
national data  on duration of insured unemployment reveal t h a t  6 weeks 
i s  the  average number of weeks claimed per spe l l  of unemployment. 

The disqualified claimant, l i k e  any other claimant, reasonably should 
expect t o  spend about 6 weeks looking fo r  work before finding a su i t -  
able job. This i n i t i a l  period of unemployment would seem t o  be the 
d i r ec t  resu l t  of h i s  disqualifying ac t  and, therefore, not a r i s k  that 
is  intended t o  be compensated by unemployment insurance. The contin- 
ued unemployment of the disqualified claimant beyond t h i s  period is  no 
longer due t o  h i s  disqualifying act ,  but t o  the condition of the labor 
market and the lack of sui table  work. Thus, it should become compensa- 
b l e  a s  the r i s k  the unemployment insurance program i s  intended t o  insure. 

The Bureau recommends tha t  the eriod of disqualification f o r  unemploy- 
ment due t o  voluntary l e a ~ n g ,  d 9scharge for  misconduct, and refusal  of 
sui table  work be limited t o  a period of 6 weeks immediately following 
the week of the disqualifying a c t  or t o  the period of the claimant's 
unemployment immediately following the disqualifying act ,  whichever 
i s  the  shorter. Sane States  may wish t o  f i x  the length of the  disquali- 
f ica t ion  on the  basis of State  data. In this case, the period should be 
based on State  data over a number of years showing the average number of 
weeks claimed per spe l l  of unemployment. 

Since the period of disqualification represents the period of unemploy-
ment tha t  i s  caused by the claimant's disqualifying act ,  any bona f ide 
intervening employment tha t  the claimant might obtain during t h i s  
period of disqualification terminates the causal relationship between 



any unemployment subsequent to h i Y new job and his prior disqualify- 
ing act and thus terminates the disqualification. Should the claimant 

lose his new job, his ensuing unemployment would be due to the failure 

of the new job to provide him with continued employment rather than to 

his prior disqualifying act. In other words, notwithstanding the claim- 

ant's prior disqualii'ying act, he still would have been employed but for 

the loss of his new job. His right to benefits, thus, should now depend 

upon the circumstances surrounding the separation from his new job. 


The length of the disqualification period should be the same for all of 

the three major causes. If the disqualification period differs for each 

of the major causes, there can be no assurance that the insurance pro- 

tection given workers will be equitable. For example, it is frequently 

difficult to determine whether a given separation is a quit or a dis- 

charge. If a more prolonged period of disqualification is imposed for 

a discharge for misconduct, the worker may try to prove that he left his 

job of his awn volition while the employer may maintain that the separa- 

tion was due to a discharge. The task of the agency is simplified and 

equity is achieved in such cases if such conflicting pressures on the 

agency are removed by provision for equal periods of disqualification 

for the two causes. Similarly, the situations which lead to a voluntary 

separation and a ref'usal of suitable work are frequently identical; 

accordingly, the period of disqualification for these two causes should 
be the same. 


Variable vs. fht periods.--Variable periods of disqualification for 

any one of these three causes are not recommended because they are dif- 

ficult to apply uniformly throughout the State, because they tend to 

assume the character of penalties, and because the determination of the 

length of the disqualification in a particular case is often based on 

irrelevant factors. Flat periods of disqualification are more consist- 

ent than variable periods with the flmction of the disqualification to 

delineate the risk insured. They represent a practical decision as to 

the point at which continued unemployment is no longer considered the 

result of the original disqualifying act. Sane States with variable 

provisions have failed to use the flexibility which such provisions per- 

mit and have tended to set the period of disqualification at the maximum 
which is frequently a period in excess of the period during which his 

unemployment is due to the disqualif'4ying act. Fixed periods of disquali- 

fication ensure the uniform treatment of all disqualified claimants 

throughout the jurisdiction and eliminate one issue which must be decided 

by the agency or the appeal body. Once it is established that the rea- 

son for the separation or ref'usal of work is a disqualimng one, the 

length of the period of disqualification is autamatically determined. 


When variable periods are used, the maximum period should be a reasonable 
one. The maximum period should not be the maximum period of benefit 

duration, increased whenever the duration of benefits is increased by 

statute. 




- - -  

Disqualification for the duration of the unemployment.--Provisions for 

disqualification for the duration of the unemployment following or due 

to a disqualifying act are not recommended. A disqualification provid- 
ing that "a claimant shall be ineligible for benefits for any week in 

which his unemployment is due to voluntarily leaving work without good 

cause" means a disqualification for the duration of the unemployment. 

Some State legislatures have added a requirement that the disqrn1.ifica- 

tion is not terminated until a claimant has been reemployed a n c  e r~led 
wages equal to 8,10, or 20 times his weekly benefit amount or ; . had 
wages for a specified number of days or weeks. Such provisions ~ l r w ~  

that a claimant is eligible for benefits in a benefit year only if hp 

has a second spell of unemployment and then only if his intervening 

employment was long enough to meet the additional earnings requirement. 

The effect of such a provision is most serious in a period when jobs 

are scarce and unemployment may be prolonged. 


Disqualification for separation from other than the most recent employ- 

ment.--Disqualifications should be assessed, as they are in most States, 

in accordance with circumstances of the separation from the most recent 

employment. The weeks of disqualification should start with the week 

in which the claimant quit work voluntarily, for example, and continue 

for the period of unemployment which immediately follows the disquali- 

fying act. Tying the period of disqualification to the date of the 
claimant's act simplifies claim determinatkons; the agency is required 

to look only to the cause of the current separation or suspension or 

refusal of work offers. Since the disqualification is limited to the 

unemployment immediately following the disqualifying act, any bona fide 

employment terminates the disqualification. Any subsequent unemploy- 

ment would be due to a new set of circumstances and no longer to the 

prior disqualifying act. If a worker's new employment terminates for 

lack of work before the end of the original period of disqualification, 

he may receive benefits during the new spell of unemployment. 


With provisions which disqualify for a specified number of calendar 

weeks, employment does not terminate the disqualification. If the 

period of disqualification is not long and if disqualification is 

limited to separation from the most recent work by language such as 

"hes left his most recent work without good cause," the effect on 

claimants will not be too harsh. 


The States which compute weekly benefits and duration separately for 

each employer to be charged take a different approach. (For discus- 

sion of per-employer determinations, see page 23 .) They consider the 
reason for separation from each employer in inverse chronological order 

when his account becomes chargeable and cancel all wage credits with 

any employer if the separation was a disqualifying one. A small but 
increasing number of States without per-employer determinations have 

enacted provisions with a similar result. Their laws provide that all 




poten t ia l ly  disqualifying ac t s  which happened within a specified period 
must be taken in to  consideration when the i n i t i a l  determination of bene- 
f i t  entitlement is  made. Several States  must examine a l l  separations 
since the  beginning of the  base period and cancel wage c red i t s  from any 
employer whom a claimant l e f t  under disqualifying circumstances. Under 
such provisions a claimant who l e f t  a job fo r  a be t t e r  job may have h i s  
wage c red i t s  cancelled months l a t e r  when he loses t ha t  job for  lack of 
work. The sever i ty  of the  e f f ec t  of cancellation of wage credi ts  de- 
pends on the base period, the  length of the  claimant's employment i n  
the  base period with the employer concerned, and the amount of wage 
c red i t s  with other employers. However, it seems inequitable that d i s -
qual i f icat ion may appljr t o  unemployment occurring long a f t e r  the ac t  
which brought about the  claimant's disqualification--unemployment t h a t  
i s  obviously not due t o  the a c t  which occurred before he was employed 
by h i s  most recent employer. Such provisions cannot be jus t i f ied  under 
the  purposes of disqualif ication.  They a re  a penalty on disqualif ied 
workers enacted t o  protect  t h e i r  employer's account against  charges for  
unemployment fo r  which the employer does not accept responsibil i ty.  

Provision f o r  cancellation of benefit  r ights .  --Provisions for  ( 1) reduc-
ing r igh ts  as  i f  they had been paid during a period of disqual i f icat ion 
o r  (2 )  cancelling benefit  credi ts  earned with the separating employer 
o r  with a l l  employers pr ior  t o  a voluntary qu i t  or  a discharge f o r  mis- 
conduct may r e su l t  i n  a denial  of benef i ts  t o  the  end of a benefit  year 
or even longer. Such harsh r e su l t s  seem contrary t o  the purposes of the  
program as expressed i n  the Declaration of S ta te  Public Policy i n  the  
preamble t o  most S t a t e  acts .  The e f fec t s  of such provisions w i l l  vary 
according t o  the  circumstances. 

Reducing benef i ts  by the amount t h a t  a claimant would have drawn i n  t he  
weeks for  vhich he was disqual i f ied may leave him some benefi ts  when 
those weeks have expired, depending on the po ten t ia l  duration of h i s  
benef i ts  and the length of h i s  disqualif ication.  I f  he was disquali-  
f i ed  fo r  h i s  po ten t ia l  duration of benef i ts  and the reduction was equal 
t o  the  benef i ts  for  these weeks ( a s  i s  polrfible under some laws), he 
obviously has no benef i ts  for  the  remainder of the  benefit  year. 

I f  benef i t  r igh ts  based on any work l e f t  under disqualifying c i r m -  
stances a r e  cancelled, the  e f fec t  of the cancellation depends on the 
proportion of h i s  base-period wages earned from tha t  job. If it was 
the  claimant's only base-period job, he has no benefit  r igh ts  fo r  the  
benef i t  year. Thus, a disqualif ied claimant whose pr ior  work h is tory  
a s  a steady worker would indicate t ha t  he is  a good r i s k  f o r  unemploy- 
ment insurance, is  l i ke ly  t o  suf fe r  the heaviest penalty by such can- 
cel la t ion.  Not only does he lose  more wage c red i t s  than a disqual i f ied-
casual or intermit tent  worker whose wage credi ts  with h i s  l a s t  employer 
have been cancelled, but h,e is a l so  apt t o  have l o s t  of h i s  wage 
c red i t s  whereas the  casual or  intermittent worker usually s t i l l  has 
some l e f t  t h a t  he had earned with h i s  other base-period employers. In 
same cases, the e f fec t s  of such cancellation extend in to  the next bene- 
f i t  year. 

I 



If the State law provides for cancellation of wage credits, provision 

should also be made for cancellation of the benefit year and base 

period (see page 6). Under such a provision, the disqualified claim- 

ant can start a new benefit year as soon as he has sufficient quali- 

fying wages or employment. 


Noncharging of Benefits to Ehployersl Accounts 


The pressures for limiting good cause for voluntary leaving to causes 

attributable to the employer, for extending disqualification to other 

than the last separation, for imposing disqualifications for the dura- 

tion of the unemployment, and for cancelling wage credits arise from 

the employers1 desire to avoid charges to their experience-rating 

accounts for unemployment of workers they did not lay off. Some States 

have sought to mitigate the effect on individual employers1 tax rates 

of payment of benefits under these circumstances by holding - t b t  the 
benefits paid may reasonably be considered not to reflect the employ- 

er's experience with the risk of unemployment and providing that bene- 

fits paid under certain circumstances shall not be charged to any 

employer's account. For example, charges may be omitted for benefits 

paid following a period of disqualification for voluntary leaving of 

suitable work, provided the leaving was without good cause attributable 

to the employer. In other States, the reasons for separation from base- 

period employers are determinant of whether benefits will be charged, 

but are not relevant to a determination of whether benefits will be 

paid. 


Since omission of charges for benefits in certain circumstances has 

been found consistent with the provisions of section 3303(a)(l) of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,2/ restrictive disqualification 
provisions are not necessary to prevent the charging of benefits to 

employers' accounts. 


Noncharging of benefits in a given situation should be considered in 

the light of the particular provisions of the law the effects of which 

it is desired to ameliorate and the decisions which the State appeals 

tribunals are issuing under the law. In some States amendments which 

have made possible payment of benefits under certain circumstances with-

out charges to employers have increased benefit payments but have not 

decreased the contests on disqualification issues. In fact, they have 

added a large administrative load of noncharging determinations. 


In some States, when benefits are paid without disqualification, 

benefits may be noncharged to same base-period employers because of 

the reason for separation from their employment. 


2J See mployment Security Manual, Part V, section 3780, for discussion 
of some situations in which benefit charges may be omitted within 

the requirements of Federal law provided the benefits which are 

charged assure a reasonable measure of employers1 comparative exper- 

ience with unemployment risk. 




Disaualification Because of a Labor Dismte 


The labor-dispute disqualification differs from disqualification for 

the three major causes because the former affects groups of workers 

rather than individuals, and because the employment relationship is 

not severed as it is with voluntary quitting and discharge. The peri- 

od of the disqualification for labor disputes involves problems dif- 

ferent from those involved in the period of disqualification for 

voluntary leaving or discharge for misconduct. Sane States have had, 
and two still have, a limited disqualification period for unemployment 

due to a labor dispute. Since most disputes do not last as long as 

the 6 or 7 weeks plus waiting period specified ill these State laws, 
such provisions have little effect on the length of the disqualifica- 

tion. However, the payment of benefits to strikers represents a 

dep~rture from the program's traditional policy of neutrality in 

labor disputes. The Bureau recommends that the labor-dispute dis- 

qualification continue, in general, as long as the labor dispute 

causes a substantial stoppage of the employer's ;;ark. 


The Bureau recommends that the disqualification end whenever a stop- 

page of the employer's work due to a labor dispute comes to an end or 

the stoppage of the employer's work ceases to be due to the labor dis- 

pute. An alternative provision of ineligibility for benefits for unem- 

ployment due to a "labor dispute in active progress" is not recommended 

because "a dispute in active progress" is very difficult of precise 

determination. Whether a stoppage of the employer's work exists can be 

determined by relatively objective standards. 


The labor-dispute disqualification provision should be so drafted as to 

confine its operation to the workers who are actually concerned in the 

dispute, and to protect other workers from loss of benefits due to a 

strike that affects their work only indirectly. It should not apply 

for any week unless all of the following conditions obtain during the 

week: (1)a stoppage of the employer's work exists at the premises at 

which the individual is or was last employed; (2) the stoppage is due 

to a labor dispute at such premises; (3) the individual's unemployment 

is due to the stoppage; and (4)the individual is not relieved of dis- 

qualification under the "escape clauses." 


The so-called "escape clausest' protect workers who are employed in the 

establishment in which the dispute occurs but are not taking part in 

the dispute, are not directly interested in it, and do not belong to 

a grade or class of workers which is participating in or interested in 

the dispute. A provision which would result in disqualifying individ- 

uals who are financing a labor dispute is not recommended since it may 

operate to deny benefits to individuals whose only connection with the 

dispute is their payment of dues to the union that is conducting the 

strike. 




Disqualification for Fraudulent Misrepresentation 


From the beginning, the laws have contained provisions for criminal 

penalties for fraudulent misrepresentation to obtain benefits, as well 

as for recovery or recoupment of benefits improperly paid. However, 

these provisions were not always adequate because of the difficulty 

of obtaining prosecutions. Therefore, the Bureau recommends an admin- 

istrative disqualification for fraud when criminal action is deemed 

inadvisable. 


Such a provision should be drafted and applied with great care. No 

person should be disqualified from receiving benefits under such a 

provision unless there is clear-cut evidence that he knowingly made 

a false statement or representation of a material fact or knowingly 

failed to disclose a material fact with the intent to defraud. There 

must be evidence of intention to defraud, the act must be wilful and 

knowing, and the misrepresentation must involve material facts before 

a determination of fraudulent misrepresentation or nondisclosure can 

be made. In order to provide adequate protection of claimants' rights 

to benefits, claimants should have the right to appeal an adverse 

administrative determination by the local office or by the fraud inves- 

tigation section to the initial appeals authority and have the right to 

appeal an adverse decision by such appeals authority to a higher appeals 

authority, with a subsequent right to appeal further to the court. 

Moreover, no disqualification should be imposed if proceedings have 

been undertaken against the claimant under the criminal penalty provi- 

sion and no fine or imprisonment should be imposed in any case in which 

disqualification has been assessed for fraudulent misrepresentation. 


It should be noted also that it is not necessary for a claimant to 

have received any benefits under fraudulent conditions to be disquali- 

fied for fraud. If it is found that a claimant intended to obtain 

benefits through fraudulent means, the disqualification is applicable 

whether or not any payments were made as a result of the fraud. 


There is a substantial difference in philosophy between a disqualifi-

cation for fraudulent misrepresentation and a disqualification for any 

other cause. This difference results in differences in the nature of 

the disqualifications, in the starting date of the disqualification 

period, and-in the length of the period. The disqualification for 

fraudulent misrepresentation is punitive. It is intended to deny bene- 

fits to the claimant as punishment for his fraudulent act and does not 

require any causal relationship between the claimant's unemployment and 

his fraudulent act. The disqualifications for voluntary leaving, dis- 

charge for misconduct, and refusal of suitable work, on the other hand, 

are not punitive since they merely delineate uninsured unemployment 

from unemployment that is intended to be insured. They are designed to 

limit the payment of benefits to the involuntary unemployment of claim- 

ants who are able to work, available for work, and willing to work. 




Consequently, these disqualifications, which take the form of a post- 

ponement of benefits for a stated number of weeks, begin with the date 

of the disqualifying act. Since the fraudulent act is not the cause 

of the claimant's unemployment, and since the existence of the fraud 

frequently is not discovered until some time after the act was commit- 

ted, the period of disqualification for fraud should not begin either 

with the date when the claimant became unemployed or with the date when 

the fraud was committed. A disqualification beginning with either of 
these dates can be wiped out by the passage of time before the fraud is 

discovered. 


Back-dating the disqualification, moreover, converts a series of pay- 

ments that were properly made into overpayments which must be recovered 

whenever the claimant has filed for benefits between the date the fraud- 

ulent act was committed and the date it was discovered. This adds un-

necessarily to the administrative burden in cmputing and collecting 

overpayments and tends to inflate the total of overpayments being re- 

ported. It is more appropriate that the disqualification begin with the 

date of the final determination that fraud has been committed. Such a 

provision is also more analogous to the method of applying criminal 

penalties. Since the disqualification is penal in nature, its severity 

should be proportionate to the claimant's fraudulent behavior. Accord-

ingly, the Bureau recmmends a disqualification of 4 to 52 otherwise 
compensable weeks. The local office or fraud investigation section can 

then weigh the gravity of the fraudulent act or acts and the consequences 

and set the length of the disqualification, within the range provided by 

law, at the number of weeks that seem appropriate to the circumstances 

of the individual case. In view of the remedial nature of the unemploy- 
ment insurance law, however, the Bureau recommends that the disqualifi- 

cation be terminated by the end of the 24-month period beginning with 

the date of the determination. 


The cancellation of all prior wage credits or benefit rights should not 

be included in the administrative penalty for fraud since it is not an 

equitable penalty because it is not uniformly effective. It permits a 

claimant who files one or more fraudulent claims to suffer no subse- 

quent penalty if he has exhausted his claim, or if the benefit year has 

expired prior to detection. In addition, the penalty varies for indi- 

viduals depending upon when the fraud is detected and upon the amount 

of benefits remaining. The severity of the penalty thus is apt to bear 

no relationship to the weeks of benefits the claimant has fraudulently 

claimed or received. A reduction of the claimant's wage credits or of 

his total benefit amount for fraudulent misrepresentation could be made 

fairly equitable, however, if it were limited to the specific amount 

that otherwise would have been paid to him as benefits for the period 

of the disqualification. 




The time within which the determination of fraud may be made fo r  the 
administrative penalty, or  prosecution ins t i tu ted  for  criminal penal- 
t i e s ,  should be limited t o  2 years (24 months) a f t e r  the week i n  which 
the fraudulent a c t  was committed. Such limitation i s  necessary because 
a longer period would put a claimant a t  a greater disadvantage i n  
obtaining evidence and witnesses, and because, for  administrative, 
reasons, it is not practicable fo r  a State  agency t o  go back t o  past 
records fo r  more than 2 years. 

The Bureau recommends: 

That, i f  a waiting period is required, it be not longer than 
1week of t o t a l  or p a r t i a l  unemployment i n  a benefit year. 

That claimants receiving benefits a t  the turn of a benefit 
year be relieved of the requirement of a waiting period i n  
the new benefit  year; t h a t  other claimants unemployed at  the 
turn of a benefit  year be permitted t o  serve the waiting 
period i n  the  last week (o r  weeks) before a benefit  year. 

That the period of disqualification apply immediately a f t e r  
the week of the disqualifying act.  

That the period of disqualification be limited t o  the length 
of time ordinarily required fo r  an employable worker t o  find 
sui table  work i n  a reasonably normal labor market; on the 
basis of national experience, t h i s  period would be 6 weeks. 

That disqual i f icat ion based upon the circumstances surrounding 
the claimant's separation from h i s  employment be limited t o  
the  separation fram h i s  most recent employment. 

That, t o  help determine what i s  sui table  work, specific c r i -  
t e r i a  be provided t o  r e l a t e  the  su i t ab i l i t y  of the job i n  
question t o  the  individual circumstances of the claimant in-  
volved, and t ha t  these c r i t e r i a  contain the factors the 
ordinary reasonable worker would consider when deciding 
whether a part icular  job was sui table  work for  him. 

That the e l i g i b i l i t y  and disqualification provisions permit 
the payment of benefits t o  otherwise e l ig ib le  claimants who 
a re  taking approved vocational retraining courses, provided 
certain conditions have been met. 

That claimants be required t o  be available only for  sui table  
work. 



9. That claimants be disqualified only if some unreasonable act 
on their part was the Mediate cause of their unemployment. 


10. That no provision should be made for cancellation of wage 

credits. 


11. That disqualifications should -not be for the duration of the 

unemployment. 


12. That good cause for voluntary leaving work should not be 
limited to good cause attributable to the employer or con- 

nected with the work. 


13. That an actively-seeking-work requirement should =be put 

into the statute. 


14. That special availability requirements or disqualification 

provisions for special groups of workers should not -be put 
into the law. 


15. That an administrative penalty for fraudulent misrepresenta- 

tion be provided, under which the claimant would be disquali- 

fied for 4 to 52 otherwise compensable weeks, according to the 

gravity of his offense, within the 24-month period beginning 

with the date of determination. 




A P P E N D I X  




PRO- ARISING FROM A 52-WEEK HEIQEF'IT YEAR OR FFXlM OTHER 
VAFUA!L'IONSFROM A FUEL YEAR 

For States having an individual benefit year and a 4-qusrter base period, 
if  the  benefit  year i s  defined as any period short of a Rzll year, if 
even by a day o r  so, it is possible for  the  base periods of a claimant 
t o  overlap when one benefit year is  immediately followed by a second. 
States tha t  define the  benefit year as a 52-week period or  tha t  terminate 
the  benefit year for  claimants i n  active c l a h  s ta tus  with the  end of t h e  
last fW.1 claim week within the  year perloC, suffer  from t h e  same problem 
of overlapping base periods. For example, the  quarter, July-September, 
1960, appears in  both base periods of a claimant who establishes the  
benefit  yeax, January 1, 1961-December 30, 1961, with a base period 
October 1, 1959-Septmber 30, 1960 and follows it imm&ately with 
another benefit year December 31, 1961-~ecember29, 1962, with a base 
period July 1, 1960-June 30, 1961. 

A n  6ilternative defini t ion of "base period" tha t  w i l l  prevent such over-' 
lapping provides that ,  under such special circumstances, the  base period 
s h a l l  be the l a s t  4 quarter period immediately precewng the  benefit  
year. This creates administrative problems, however, i n  wage reporting 
and claims processing, and, i f  the  same si tuat ion exists  fo r  a t h i r d  and 
fourth benefit year, the  claimant would continue t o  have the  4 calendar 
quarters immediately preceding each benefit  year as h i s  base period. 

If the  ending date of the  benefit  year i s  extended beyond a full 1-year 
period, as w i l l  occur under some circumstances i f  the  allocation of a 
week t o  a benefit year i s  allowed t o  affect  the  benefit  year ending date, 
t he  claimant lose a quarter of wage credits.  For example, the  wage 
credi ts  earned i n  the  calendar quarter October-December 1959 w i l l  be un-
available t o  a claimant who established a benefit year March 27, 1960-
March 26, 1961, i f  the  benefit  year is  extended t o  April 1, 1961, because 
the  claim week ending April 1, 1961, i s  included i n  tha t  year. Tbis 
extension will delay h i s  next benefit year t o  April 2, 1960, and make h i s  
next succeeding base period the calendar year 1960. 



Table 1.--Lag between end of base period and beginning of benefit  
year and, i n  States with uniform periods, date of new 
claim based on wages i n  such base period, October 1962 

Laa from end of base period t o  : 
Beginning D&te of new claim 

Type of base period, i n  relat ion of benef  it based on wages i n  
t o  benefit year, and number of States year such base period 

m1VIDuAI; PERIODS 

52 weeks immediately preceding 
benefit  year (6 States g )g . . . . 0 - 2 weeks g Same 

Last 4 completed calendar 
quarters ( 5  States g) . . . . . . . .  0 - 3 mos. Same 


F i r s t  4 of l a s t  5 co leted calendar "P . . . . . . . . 
quarters (33 States 3 - 6 mos. Same 

F i r s t  4 of l a s t  6 completed calendm 
quarters, i f  benefit year starts 
i n  f i r s t  month of calendar quarter; 
otherwise first 4 of last 5 
(3 s t a t e s )  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 - 7 mos . Same 


F i r s t  4 of l a s t  6 completed calendar 
quarters ( 1  s t a t e )  . . . . . . . . .  6 - 9 mos. Same 


mmRM PERIODS 

Calendar year preceding benefit 
year s t w t i n g  next April 1 
(2 s t a t e s )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3 mos. 3 - 1 5  mos. 


Calendar year preceding benefit  
year s ta r t ing  next July 1 
(2 s t a t e s )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 mos. 6 - 18 mos. 


States tha t  obtain wage reports on request basis.  
21 Variations of t h i s  definition i n  New York, New Jersey, and Rhode 
2 


Island provide a base period of 52 ca lendb weeks ending with the  
f i r s t  o r  second week immediately preceding the  week i n  which the  
benefit  year begins; thus, i n  these States, the  lag i s  1or  2 
weeks, respectively. The lag i n  Massachusetts, Michigan, and 
Wisconsin i s  zero. 



ANALYSIS OF PARTIAL BENEFIT FORMULAS 


Under the usual formula fo r  computing p a r t i a l  benefits, part-time earn-
ings up t o  a f l a t  do l la r  amount or  a fract ion of the claimant's weekly 
benef i t  amount a re  disregarded; i f  the  earnings do not exceed t h i s  amount 
or  fraction,  the  claimant receives h i s  f u l l  weekly benefit  amount. If 
h i s  earnings exceed the amount of the  "earnings allowance," each dol la r  
i n  excess of the  allowance is  deducted f r m  the weekly benefit  amount. 
A s  the  claimant's earnings increase up t o  the  point a t  which he is  no 
longer unemployed within the  meaning of t he  def ini t ion of week of unem- 
ployment, his weekly benefit  payment decreases u n t i l  he i s  no longer 
e l i g i b l e  fo r  any benefit .  A t  t h i s  point, t he  claimant's t o t a l  income 
(earnings i n  part-time work plus the  weekly benefit  depends on 
another element i n  the benefit  formula--the def ini t ion of week of unem-
ployment. 

Because the monetary incentive t o  seek and continue i n  part-time work i s  
influenced t o  a considerable degree by the  def ini t ion of "week of unem-
ployment," the  several  formulas fo r  cmputing p a r t i a l  benef i ts  a r e  
analyzed i n  the following discussion and i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Table 2 i n  
r e l a t i on  t o  the  l imi t s  placed on the  amount of wages tha t  a c l a h a n t  
may earn i n  a week of l e s s  than full-time work before he ceases t o  be 
e l i g ib l e  f o r  benefits .  

P a r t i a l  Earnings L i m i t :  Less 
than Weekly Benefit Amount 

The def ini t ion of week of unemployment recommended by the Bureau i n  pas t  
years and i n  use i n  most of the  States  limits the amount of wages tha t  
an e l i g ib l e  claimant may earn i n  a week of l e s s  than full-time work t o  
l e s s  than h i s  weekly benefit  amount. This definit ion,  i n  canbination 
with a f l a t  earnings allowance, i s  used by the States  more frequently 
than any other formula t o  determine when a claimant i s  en t i t l ed  t o  par- 
t i a l  benefits  and the  amount of h i s  weekly benefit  payment. Increases 
i n  t he  f l a t  earnings allowance i n  recent years--in a few S ta tes  t o  a s  
much as $10 or  $12--reflect the  r i s ing  wage levels,  higher transporta- 
t i on  costs and other expenses incidental  t o  employment, and the  neces- 
s i t y  t o  provide more adequate incentives f o r  seeking and re ta ining part-
time work. 

F l a t  earnings allowance.--As shown i n  i l l u s t r a t i o n  ~ ( a ) ,  a f l a t  earnings 
allowance provides an incentive t o  earn up t o  the  amount of the  allowance, 
but not beyond t h a t  amount. Each dol la r  of earnings up t o  $10 serves t o  
increase the claimant's t o t a l  income; however, as soon a s  h i s  earnings 
reach $10, h i s  t o t a l  income remains fixed a t  $50 because, fo r  each addi- 
t i ona l  do l la r  of earnings, h i s  weekly benefit  payment i s  reduced by one 
dollar.  He w i l l  receive no more income f o r  working 19 hours (assuming 
an hourly r a t e  of pay of $2, or t o t a l  earnings of $38) than he does fo r  
5 hours and, besides, he would have t o  spend more money fo r  lunch and 
carfare  i f  he works the  addi t ional  days. Unless it i s  l i k e l y  t h a t  the  
part-time work would develop in to  4 or, possibly, 5 days' employment, 
t h i s  claimant would have no immediate monetary incentive t o  earn more 
than the earnings allowance, 




Table 2.--Partial Benefits and Total Income--Illustrations of 
Various Types of State  Formulas and Definitions of 
"Week of Unemployment" 

Part  I, Par t ia l  Earnings L i m i t :  Less than Weekly Benefit Amxrnt 

I 
Earnings i n  i Deductible 
Part-time Work , ' Amount 

Par t ia l  / ~ o t a l  Income 
Benefit i 

ILLUSTRATION ~ ( a )  - Fla t  Earnings Allowance 

$40 

4; 
40 
39 . 
31 
30 
29 

. 
11 

Not un- 
ployed 

.No increase 
i n  income 

..Sharp drop i n  income 

IXLUSTRATIOIJ ~ ( b )  - Earnings Allowance Set at a Fraction of WBA 9 

40 I I Not un- 

No increase I i n  incom 

4 Sharp iirq i n  income 
ployed 

A-4 



Table 2.--continued 

-Part I. Par t ia l  Earnings L i m i t  : Less than Weekly Benefit Amount 
continued 

Earnings i n  Deductible Pa r t i a l  Total Income 
Part-time Work Amou.nt Benefit 

ILLUSTRATION ~ ( c )  - Par t ia l  benefi ts  payable only i n  uni t s  of f h l l  
o r  half  weekly benefit  amount k/ 

. 
59 
40----Sharp drop i n  imome 
41 

. 
59 
40----Sharp drop i n  income 

I n  i l l u s t r a t ions  ~ ( a ) ,  ~ ( b ) ,  and ~ ( c ) ,  the claimantts weekly benefit  
i s  $40 and, assumin tha t  h i s  benefit  represents one-half of h i s  
=-time earnings f40 hours week), h i s  hourly r a t e  of pay is  $2. 

Earnings i n  .part-time work plus the weekly benefit  payment. 

Earnings allowance i n  i l l u s t r a t ion  ~ ( a )  i s  $10; i n  i l l u s t a t ion  
1(b), one-half of the claimant ' s weekly benefit  a x a n t ,  o r  $20. The 
artial benefit  i s  obtained by subtracting the deductible amount Pearnings i n  excess of the earnings allowance) from the  weekly benefit  

a3lloUn.t. 

4. I n  i l l u s t r a t ion  ~ ( c )  no deduction i s  made from the weekly benefi t  
amount u n t i l  earnings i n  part-time work equal one-half of the  weekly 
benefit  amount; thereafter, the deductible amount is  one-half of the  
weekly benefit  amount. Total income increases as earnings increase, 
up t o  one-half of the weekly benefit  amount when it drops sharply; 
t o t a l  income again increases u n t i l  earnings reach the weekly benefit  
amount, when . i t  again drops sharply. 



Part 11; P a r t i d .  Emings  L i m i t  : Weekly Benefit Amount Plus the Amcnuzt 
of the Earnings Allowance 

1n i l lustrat ions 11(a). and 11(b), the clrimantts weekly benefit is  
$40 and, assuming that his  benefit represents one-half of h i s  full- 
t lme earnings (40-hour week), h i s  hourly rate of pw is $2. 

. 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 . 
19 20 
21 . 
39 
40 
41 . 
49 
50 
51 
52 

1/ In i l lustrat ion 11(a), the earnings allarance i s  $10 and the par t ia l  
earnings l i m i t  i s  $50. In i l lustrat ion 11(b), the earnings allow- 
ance i s  $6 or 3/10 of the claimantt s weekly benefit amount, which- 
ever i s  greater--in t h i s  case, $12; the par t ia l  earnings l imit  i s  $52. 

. 
o 
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50 
50 
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Furthermore, the  flat earnings allowmce does not provide the same in-  
centive t o  a worker who can earn $10 i n  4 or  $ hours' work a s  it does 
a worker for  whom $10 represents 8 or 10 hours of work. 

b r a i n q s  a1lowaqc.e s e t  a t  fr&&&g&, 99 weqkJy betpqflt  , ,eppt . - -To equal- 
i z e  the incentive as between hi&-wage add low-wage chimants, some 
formulas s e t  the earnings allowanee a t  a fraction of the claimant's 
weekly benefit amount, a s  i n  i l l u s t r a t ion  ~ ( b ) ,  Table 2 (page A-4). 
I f ,  for  example, the earnings a l lwance  i s  one-half of the claimant's 
weekly benefit amaunt, the chimsLnt with a $20 weekly benefit  amount 
can ta rn  $10 or  l e s s  and s t i l l  receive h i s  fill weekly benefit--a t o t a l  
incme of as  much as $30. Tne claimant with a $40 weekly benefit  amount 
would have a monetary incentive t o  earn up t o  $20, or a t o t a l  income of 
$60. Assuming tha t  the weekly benefit amounts of these claimants repre- 
sent 50 percent of t h e i r  full-time wages (40-hour week), both would have 
t o  work the same length of time--%) hours- t o  earn the amount of their 
earnings allowance. However, a s  i n  the case of the f lat  allowance, once 
t h e i r  wages reach the ewnings allowance, t he i r  t o t a l  income would re- 
main fixed a t  $30 and $60, resp@ctivaly, and the incentive t o  seek 
f'urther part-time work would be weakened. 

Sharp decrease i n  we9kl.y b e ~ e f i t  ent  and t o t a l  incame.--Both of the 
fornuha  i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  q a )  mtd ) resu l t  i n  a sharp decrease i n  the 
benefit  payment and i n  t o t a l  income as  soon as  the claimant's part-time 
earnings equal h i s  weekly benefit mount. The amount of t h i s  decrease 
i s  the same as the earnbgca allamace--$lo and $20, respectively. This 
drc~@&t#ei s  due t o  the &@t aLthaugh eamW@ up t o  the  mount of 

&e i n  emguti&g %hewezekky benefitthe W%in@ &Lbik)w~n"e& 
pap^&+., t h y  are net disP determining when the individual 
ceases t o  be umplayeti .  

Payt,&el bqngfit i n  unite of f'uJ.1 o r  half weekly benefit  count.--The 
sharp decline i n  the weekly benefit payment occurs twice i n  a th i rd  type 
of f o m u h  which i s  i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  ~ ( c ) ,  Table 2 (page A-5) .  This 
formula makes no deduction i f  the worker earns less  than one-half of the 
weekly benefit  amount; i f  he earns as  much as  one-half, but l e s s  than h is  
f u l l ,  weekly benefit  amount, he receives a p a r t i a l  benefit  equal t o  one- 
half of h i s  weekly benefit  amount. This type of formula has an adminis- 
t r a t i v e  advantage i n  tha t  benefit payments a re  made only a t  the f u l l  
benefit r a t e  or  a t  one-half of such rate .  Hatever, as shown b i l l u s t r a -  
t ion  ~ ( c ) ,  earnings above the allowance cause a sharp drop i n  income. 
For example, the claimant receives his  f u l l  $40 weekly benefit  r a t e  i f  
he earns $19 or less;  as soon as he earns $20, the benefit payment drops 
t o  $20 and h i s  t o t a l  income declines from $59 t o  $40. If he continues 
i n  part  -time work u n t i l  he earns $39, h is  t o t a l  incme again reaches $59. 
Once more, however, an additional dol lar  of earnings causes h i s  t o t a l  
income t o  decline by $19. Such a formula, then, provides no immediate 
monetary incentive for  a claimant t o  continue i n  part-time work beyond 
the point a t  which wagea equal m e  dollar  les8 thm one-half of the 
weekly benefit mount or one dol la r  l e s s  than h i s  f u l l  weekly benefit 
amount. 



P a r t i a l  Earnings L i m i t :  Weekly Benefit 
Amount Plus the Earnings Allowance 

To overcome the sharp decline i n  earnings and t o  encourage workers t o  
seek more part-time work, the  week of unemployment can be defined as  a 
week of l e s s  than full-time work i n  which the individual earns l e s s  than 
h i s  weekly benefit amount plus the amount of the earnings allowance. An 
increasing number of States have adopted t h i s  def ini t ion i n  recent years. 

In  i l l u s t r a t ion  11(a), Table 2 (page A-6), the p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t  i s  
the  weekly benefit amount plus $10. However, such an earnings l i m i t  a l -
lows the low-wage claimant t o  approach more nearly h i s  full-time earnings 
than a worker with a high r a t e  of pay. For example, a $20 p a r t i a l  earn-
ings l i m i t  ($10 weekly benefit  amount plus $10) may represent the claim 
ant  ' s full-time wage, whereas a $50 l i m i t  ($40 weekly benefit  amount plus 
$10) would represent 5/8 of full-time wages for  the worker i n  i l l u s t r a t ion  
11(a). 

To make the  definit ion of week of unemployment more equitable as  between 
law-wage and high-wage claimants, some formulas s e t  the p a r t i a l  earnings 
l i m i t  a t  the weekly benefit  amount plus a f l a t  dol lar  amount or a frac-
t ion  of the weekly benefit amount, whichever i s  greater. Thus, i n  
i l l u s t r a t ion  11(b), where the earnings l imit  i s  the weekly benefit amount 
plus $6 or  3/10 of the weekly benefit amount, whichever i s  greater,  a 
claimant with a $40 weekly benefit would be considered pa r t i a l ly  unem- 
ployed u n t i l  he earns $52 ($40 + $12) or  approximately 65 percent of his. 
full-time wages. Under t h i s  formula, claimants with a weekly benefit  of 
$20 or l e s s  would have a f l a t  earnings allowance of $6. 

In i l l u s t r a t ions  11(a) and 11(b), whether the p a r t i a l  earnings limit i s  
s e t  a t  the weekly benefit  amount plus a f l a t  amount or plus a f ract ion 
of the weekly benefit  amount, the t o t a l  income remains fixed a t  the 
amount of the weekly benefit  plus the earnings alluwance ($50 and $52, 
respectively) as  soon a s  the claimant earns the  amount of h i s  p a r t i a l  
earnings allowance. (see discussion on page IJ.) 

This type of formula i s  an improvement over the formulas i l l u s t r a t ed  
in  ~ ( a )  and ~ ( b )  because it eliminates the sharp decline i n  income 
when earnings equal the pa r t i a l  earnings l imit .  However, it too f a l l s  
short of providing an incentive t o  earn more than the p a r t i a l  earnings 
allowance because t o t a l  income remains unchanged. 

Construction of New Type of P a r t i a l  Benefit Fomula 

In constructing a p a r t i a l  benefit formula of the type i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  
Parts I and I1 of Table 2A, a State  may wish t o  experiment with various 
fractions of earnings t o  be disregarded and various levels  of income a t  
which t o  cut off the p a r t i a l  benefit entitlement. In order t o  assure 
tha t  income w i l l  increase gradually and tha t  no substantial  loss  of in-  
come w i l l  r esu l t  when the claimant's part-time earnings reach the desired 
p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t ,  it i s  necessary t o  find the fraction of earnings 
t o  be deducted so that  the p a r t i a l  benefit  w i l l  be progressively reduced 



u n t i l  it equals zero a t  exactly the  same time tha t  the claimant i s  no 
longer unemployed under the terms of the def ini t ion of week of unemploy- 
ment. The method f o r  achieving t h i s  r e su l t  i s  demnstrated i n  the fol-  
lowing description of the  development of the formulas i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  
Parts I and I1 of tab le  2A; 

Alternative I l lu s t r a t ed  i n  Part I, tab le  2A.--In t h i s  f o m l a  it was 
decided t o  cut off benefits a t  the point at which t o t a l  income equals 
approximately three-quarters of the claimantls regular f'ull-time wages. 
Assuming t h a t  the weekly benefit  amount f o r  t o t a l  unemployment repre- 
sents 50 percent of the claimantls regular weekly wages, three-quarters 
of such wages would be equivalent t o  1-112 times the weekly benefit  
amount. Star t ing with the basic equation: 

Par t ia l  benefit  = weekly benefit  amaunt l e s s  deductible amount 

i n  which the  deductible amount i s  expressed i n  terms of r e m e r a t i o n  f o r  
part-time work (R), the  eqyation f o r  the  formula i n  Part I, table  2A,' 
was developed as follows: 

Pa r t i a l  benefit  = WBA - R 

When R increases t o  the  point a t  which the p a r t i a l  benefit  i s  zero--
which we wish t o  coincide with the p a r t i a l  earnings l i m i t  i n  the defini-  
t i on  of week of unemployoaent, i n  t h i s  case, 1-112 WBA o r  312 WRA--the 
equation would become: 

When the deductible amount equals the weekly benefit  ammnt (resulting i n  
a p a r t i a l  benefit  of zero) the equation would be: 

Thus, the fract ion of part-time earnings t o  be deducted wnuld be 213, as 
i l l u s t r a t ed  i n  P a r t  I of tab le  2A. 

The following language, patterned a f t e r  the language used i n  the Manual 
of S ta te  Employment Security Legislation, Revised Septeniber 1950, pro- 
vides the defini t ions f o r  the formula presented i n  Part I of table  2A: 

2 ( t )  - "'Week of unemployment1 with respect t o  an individual 
means any week during which he performs l e s s  than flill-time 
work fo r  any employing uni t  if the wages payable t o  him with 
respect t o  such week are  l e s s  than one-half times h i s  weekly 
benefit  amount. " 



Table 2A.--Partial Benefits and Total Income, Computed under Alternative 
Types of Formlas Designed t o  Provide Progressively Higher 
Income (earnings i n  part-time work p1U.s par t ia l  benefits) 

Part I. Partial earnings l i m i t  se t  a t  a multiple of weekly benefit 
amount and par t ia l  earnings allowance defined as a fraction 

Earnings 
in Part- 
t ine  Work 

$ 1  
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 . . . 
57 
58 
59 
60 

Deduct - 
ible 

b u n t  
'iGizzj 

Claimant w 
Partial 
Benefit 
(Col. 3) 

$10 
9 
8 

7 
6 
6 
5 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
1 

Not unem- 
ployed 

C l a i m a n t  
Partial 
Benefit 

(Col. 5)  
$40 
39 
38 
38 
37 
36 
36 
35 
34 
34 
33 
32 
32 
3 
30 

0 . 
0 

2 
2 
1 

Not unem 
played 

ith $40 WBA 
Total 
Income - 
((201. 6 )  

$41 
41 
41 
42 
42 
42 
43 
43 
43 
44 
44 
44 
4 5 
4 5 
45 

The pa r t i a l  earnings limtt i s  1 4 2  times the c l b t l s  weekly 
benefit amount and the par t ia l  earnings allowance i s  1/3 of earnings, 
rounded t o  higher whole dollar. The deductible amount is the differ- 
ence between the earnings and the earnings aJhwance. 

i 



Table =.--continued 

Part 11. Par t i a l  earnings l i m i t  s e t  a t  a multiple of weekly benefit 
amount plus a f l a t  dol lar  amount and p a r t i a l  earnings alluw- 

1 

ance defined as  a f l a t  dol lar  amount plus a fraction of 
earnings i n  excess of such f l a t  dol lar  amount 

Earnings 
i n  part-  
time work 
(COL 1)  

$1 

. 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

. 
5 5 
5 6 
57 
58 
59 

The 
benefit amount plus $5; the partial earnings allowance is  $5 plus 
25 percent of earnings in  excess of $5, rounded t o  the higher 
dollar. The deductible amount i s  the difference between the earn- 
ings and the earnings allowance. 

Deduct- 
ib l e  
amount 
(COL 2) 

0 

0 
o 
1 
2 
3 
3 
4 
5 
6 

9 
9 

10 
11 
12 

. 
37 
38 
39 
39 

p a r t i a l  earnings 

with $40 WBA 
Total 
income 
(COL 6) 

$41 

4; 
46 
46 
46 
46 
47 
47 
47 
47 

4 i  
49 
49 
49 
49 

58 
58 
58 
59 
59 

weekly 

I Claimant 
Pa r t i a l  
benefit 
(COL 5) 

$40 

G 
40 
39 
38 
37 
37 
36 
35 
3 4 

31 
3 1 
30 
29 
28 . 
3 
2 
1 
1 

Not unem- 
ployed 

the claimant's 

Claimant 
P a r t i a l  
benefit  
(COL 3) 

$10 

. 
10 
10 
9 
8 
7 
7 
6 
5 
4 

1 
Not unem- 
ployed 

I I 

1 

with $10 WBA 
Total 
income 

(COL 4) 

$11 

15 
16 
16 
16 
16 
1-7 
17 
17 
17 

18 
18 

l imit  i s  1-1/3 times 



3(d) - "Any insured worker who i s  unemployed i n  any week as defined 
i n  section 2 ( t )  and who meets the conditions of e l i g i b i l i t y  fo r  
benefits , . , shal l  be paid with respect t o  such week an anaount 
equal t o  h i s  weekly benefit amaunt l e s s  two-thirds of the wages ( i f  
any) payable t o  him with respect t o  such week, Such benefits, i f  
not a multiple of $1, sha l l  be computed t o  the next higher multiple 
of $ l . l l  

Alternative i l lu s t r a t ed  i n  P a r t  11, t a l e  =.--In t h i s  formla ,  it was 
decided t o  disregard the first $5 of part-t- earnings and t o  maintain 
the pa r t i a l  earnings limit at not more than 1-112 times the $40 weekly 
benefit. Because of the flat $5 allowance the multiple of the weekly 
benefit  amount was se t  a t  1-113, i n  order t o  maintain t o t a l  income within 
three-quarters of the claimant's regular weekly wa$es (using the same 
assumptions as  i n  the formula i n  Part I). The forneila was  then developed 
as follows: 

P a r t i a l  benefit = 1-113 WBA - (R - $5) 
o r  

Par t ia l  benefit  = 4/3 WBA - (R - $ 5 )  

When R increases t o  the point a t  which the p a r t i a l  benefit  i s  zero, the 
equation would become: 

0 = 413 WBA - (R - $5) 
or 

4/3 WBA = R - $5 

When the  deductible amount equds  the weekly benefit  amaunt (resulting i n  
a p a r t i a l  benefit  of zero) the equation would be : 

Thus, the fraction of part-time earnings i n  excess of $5 would be 314, 
as  i l lus t ra ted  i n  Part I1 of table  2A. 

The following language, patterned a f t e r  the  language used i n  the  Manual 
of State Employment Security Legislation, Revised Septeniber 1950, pro-
vides the definitions f o r  the formula presented i n  P a r t  I1 of tab le  2A: 

2( t )  - " 'Week of unemployment with respect t o  an individual 
means any week during which he performs l e s s  than W - t i m e  work 
fo r  any employing uni t  i f  the wages payable t o  him with respect t o  
such week are l e s s  than $5 plus one and one-third times h i s  weekly 
benefit amount. " 

3(d) - "Any ,insured worker who i s  unemployed i n  any week as 
defined i n  section 2 ( t )  and who meets the conditions of e l ig i -  
b i l i t y  fo r  benefits , . . shall be paid with respect t o  such week 



an amount equal t o  h i s  weekly benefit  amount l e s s  75 percent of 
tha t  part  of wages ( i f  any) payable t o  him with respect t o  such 
week which i s  i n  excess of $5. Such benefits, i f  not a d t i p l e  
of $1, shall be computed t o  the next higher W t i p l e  of $1." 



Table 3. Formula A: - Weekly benefit  amount figured as 
one-twentieth of high-quarter wages and 
qualifying wages computed as one and one-half 
times high-quarter wages 

Weekly Minimum 
H i g h - quarter benefit  qualifying 

wages amount lJ wages 2/
(column A) (column B) (column c )  



- - - - -- 

Table 3. Formula A: - (continued) 

Weekly Minimum 
High-quarter benefit  qualifying 

~ e s amount L/ wages 2J 
(column A) (column B) (Column C )  

1,180.01 - 1,200.00 
1,200.01 - 1,220.00 
1,220.01 - 1,240.00 
1,240.01 - 1,260.00 
1,260.01 and over 

1/ Rounded to higher $1. 
Computed a t  upper l i m i t  of high-qumter wage bracket; at the  
highest wage bracket, $1,920, or  $640 i n  addition t o  the 
individual's high-quarter earnings, whichever is  higher. In 
adapting t h i s  formula for  S ta te  use, step-down provision, 
limited t o  2 steps, should be included. 



Table 4. Formula B: - Weekly benefit  amount figured from 
weighted schedule of high-quarter wages L/ and 
qualifying wages computed as one and one-half 
times high-quarter wages 1/ 

Weekly Minimum 
benefit  qualifying 
amount IJ w e s  g
(column B) (column c) 



Table 4. Formula B: - (continued) 

Weekly Minimum 
High- quarter benefit  qualirying 

wage* amount lJ 
(~olumn A) (column B) 

w e s  g 
(column c )  

/ 

$ 912-51- 937.50 $ 40 $ 1,406 
937 51 - 962 50 41 
962.51 - 987.50 42 

1,443 
1,481 

987.51 - 1,012.50 
1,012e'jl - 1,037e50 

43 
44 

1,518 
1 1,037.51 - 1,062.50 

1, 556 

1,062.51 - 1,087.50 
4 5 
46 

1 7  593 

1,087.51 - 1,112.50 
1,631 

47 1,668 
1,112.51 - 1,137.50 48 
1,137.51 - 1,162.50 

1,706 
49 1,743 

1,412.51 - 1,437.50 
1,437.51 - 1,462.50 
1,462.51 - 1,487.50 
1,487.51 - 1,512.50 
1,512.51 and over 

Computed as 1/18 - 1/24 of  high-quarter wages; fo r  purposes of 
machine operation, 1/25 plus $2.50, rounded t o  higher $1. 
One and one-half times upper l i m i t  of high-quarter wage bracket, 
rounded t o  lower $1; at highest wage bracket, $2,306, o r  $769 i n  
addition t o  the  individual's high-quarter earnings, whichever i s  
higher. In adapting t h i s  formula f o r  State use, step-down pro- 
vision, limited t o  2 steps should be included. 



Table 5.. Fonrmla C: - Weekly benefit amount figured from 
weighted schedule of average weekly wage 

Average Weekly Average Weekly 
we- benefit weekly benefit 
w e  amount 1/ wage ~m~,unt  lJ 

113.01- 115.00 60 
30 115.01- 117.00 61 
31 117.01- 119 00 62 
32 119.01- 121.00 63 
33 121.01 and over 64 
34 
3 5 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Weekly benefit amounts, computed a t  the mid-point of lowest and 
highest wage brackets, represent approximately 69 t o  53 percent, 
respectively, of average weekly wages; for  purpose of machine 
operations, 50 percent of average weekly wages, plus $2.50, 
rounded t o  the  next higher dollar. 



Table 6. Minimum and maximum weekly and annual benefits as 
percent of minimum qualifying wages a t  each level, 
7 States with annual wage formulas, October 1962 

Weekly benefit amount Annual benefits 2J 
Sta te  Minimum Maximum Minimum Ma~~irmun 

Percent of annual earnings 
Alaska.......... 2.00 1.13 30 29 
Maine. .......... 2.25 1.17 59 30 
Minnesota. ...... 2.31 1-27 42 33 
New Hampshire. .. 2.00 1-33 52 35 
North Carolina. . 2.18 0.97 57 25 
Washington ...... 2.13 1.07 33 32 
West Virginia,.. 2.00 1.00 52 26 

Additional amounts, provided for  dependents i n  Alaska, are  not in- 
cluded i n  the  computation. 
Uniform duration of benefits provided i n  Maine, New Hampshire, 
North Carolina, and West Virginia. 

Table 7 compares the  seven annual-wage formulas i n  terms of the  number of 
weeks tha t  an individual must work t o  receive a weekly benefit equal t o  
one-half of h i s  regular weekly earnings. For example, i n  Washington a 
worker earning $40 a week must have worked between 29.3 and 32.4 weeks t o  
earn the  $3,675.00 t o  $3,799.99 required fo r  a weekly benefit of $20. The 
nlrmber of weeks of work at wages of twice the  benefit  amount needed t o  
obtain a $30 weekly benefit amount varies from 36 t o  50 weeks among t he  
seven States; for  the  maximum weekly benefit amount, 39 t o  51 weeks are  
needed. 

Table 7. Minimum and maximum weekly benefit  amounts and minimum weeks 
of work required at  specified levels t o  qualify for  a weekly 
benefit  equal t o  50 percent of average weekly wages i n  base 
period; 7 States with annual-wage formulas, October 1962 

Weekly Weeks of work(at earnings equal t o  twice the  
Sta te  benefit  specified we&ly benefi t )  needed t o  obtain : 

Mini- Mzxi- Mini- Maxi- 
IIRrm mum mum $20 $30 $40 mum 

Alaska.. ....... .$lo* $45* 25.0 41.6 43.7 3. Maine.. ,........ 9 34 22.2 38.3 - - - $2 
Minnesota ....... 12 38 21.6 28.7 35.8 - - - 39.4 
New Hampshire. .. 12 40 25.0 35.0 38.3 37.5 --- 37.5 
North Carolina.. 12 35 22.9 34.8 44.7 51.4 
Washington.. .... 17 42 23.5 29 3 40.3 45 9 46.7 
West ~ i r g i n i a .  .. 10 32 25.0 43.8 50.0 --- 50.0 
* Excluding dependents' allowances. - - 
1/ No provision made for  a $20 weekly benefit amount. 



- - 

Table 8. Fonrmla D - Basic weekly benefit  amount figured as one 
twenty- fi f t h  of high-quarter wages, with augmented 
benefits f o r  claimant with one, two, and three o r  
more dependents, and qualifying wages computed as one 
and one-half times high-quarter wages 

Basic Augmented weekly benefit  amount 3/ BEniapupl 
weelrl-Y 1depen- 2 depen- 3 o r  more 

High- quarter benefit 
dent dents dependentsw e s  



Table 8. Formula D (continued) 

Basic 
High-quarter weekly Augmented weekly benefit  amount 3/ MiniPmn

benefit  1depen- 2 depen- 3 o r  more wages 
 1/ dent dents dependents wages 2qua1=?7
$987.51-1,012.50 $ 4 0  $ 4 8  $ 52 $ 56 $ 1,500
1,012.51-1,037.50 41 49 53 57 1,538
1,037.51-1,062.50 42 50 55 59 1,575
1,062.51-1,087.50 43 52 56 60 1,613
1,087.51-1,~2.50 44 53 57 62 1,650

i 1,112.51-1,137.50 45 54 59 63 1,688 
1,137.51-1,162.50 46 55 60 64 1,725
1,162.51-1,187.50 47 56 61  66 1,763 

I 1,187.51-1,212.50 48 58 62 67 1,800 
1,212.51-1,237.50 49 59 64 69 1,838 

1,487.51-1,512.50 60 72 78 84 2,250 
1,512*51-1,537*50 61 73 79 8 5 2,288 
1,537.51-1,562- 50 62 74 81 87 2,325
1,562.51-1,587.50 63 76 82 88 2,363
1,587.51 and over 64 '77 83 90 2,400 
lJ Basic weekly benefit  amount, plus dependents1 allowances computed as 

20 percent of basic benefit  for  one dependent, 30 percent for  t w o  
dependents, and 40 percent for  three o r  more dependents. 
Computed at  midpoint of  high-quarter wage bracket; at the highest 
wage bracket $2,400, o r  $800 i n  addition t o  the individual's high-
quarter earnings, whichever is  higher. I n  adapting t h i s  formula 
for  State use, step-down provision, limited t o  2 steps, should be 

1/ 23Sdionearer dollar.  



Table 9. Analysis of hypothetical benefit schedule providing 
"variable" mastirman benefit amounts f o r  claimants 
with one, two, and three or more dependents. 

Weekly benefit amount stated as 
weekly Percent of Percent of Weekly 

High- quarter benefit hi@-quarter State average benefit g- 
wages wages weekly wage licable30 : 

(Col. A) ( ~ o l .  D) Pm 
All - - - --- _ _ - --- claimants, - - - __- --- regames s 

$ 648.00- 672.00 $% 4.2 31.1 of 
672.01- 696.00 29 4.2 32.2 dependents 
696.01- 724.00 30 4.2 33.3 < 

.- -- 

34.4 
35.6 Claimant 
36.7 ~ 5 t h  at f 

37.8 least one 
38.9 dependent 

40.0 Claimant 
41.1 with at 
42.2 least 2 
43.3 dcp endent s 

1,012.01-1,046.00 4 0  3 9 44.4 Claimant 
1,046.01-1,078.00 41 3.9 45.6 with at 
1,078.01-1,110.00 42 3 8 46.7 least 3 

dependents 

1,110.01-1,142.00 43 3.8 47.8 Claimant 
1,142.01- 1,174.00 44 3.8 48.9 with a t  leas t  
1,174.01 o r  more 45 - - - 50.0 4 depen- 

dents 

L/ Table shows only as much of the benefit schedule as needed t o  il- 1 

lustrate the  effect of  the "variable" maximum benefit amounts. 
Computed as 1/24 of the high-quarter wages a t  upper l i m i t  of wage 
bracket. Because this fract ion is  lower than that used i n  the ' 
States that have adopted "variable" maximum benefit amounts, the 
percentages shown i n  Column (c) are correspondingly l o w e r  than 
those indicated in  the discussion on page 31. 
Computed at midpoint of high- quart er-wage bracket. 
Assumed t o  be $90. 



Table 10. Variable duration of benefits--number of weeks resul t ing from 
specified duration fractions and amounts of  base-period wages 
(urpressed as multiples of  high-quarter wages) under f i v e  
high- quarter formulas 

Potential  weeks of benefits fo r  claimants 
Duration fraction and with base-period wages equal t o  specified 
high- quarter f rac t iom multiples of high-quarter wages: 

1- 1/4 1- 1/2 2 3 4 
C 0 l . A  C 0 l . B  C 0 l . C  C 0 l . D  C 0 l . E  

Duration fraction of 1/4 and 
high-quarter fraction of:  

1/20.. ............... 6.3 7.5 10.0 15 .'O 20.0 
1/23.. ............... 7.2 8.6 11.5 17.3 23.0 
1/24.. ............... 7.5 9 0 12.0 18.0 24.0 
1/25.. ............... 7.8 9.4 12.5 18.8 25.0 
1/26.. ............... 8.1 9.8 13.0 19.5 26. o 

Duration fract ion of  113 and 
high-quarter f ract ion o f :  

1/a ................. 8.3 10.0 13.5 20.0 26.7 
1/23.. ............... 9.6 11.5 15.3 23.0 30.7 
1/24.. ............... 10.0 12.0 16. o 24.0 32.0 
1/25.. ............... 10.4 12.5 16.7 25.0 33 3 
1/26.. ............... 10.8 13.0 17 3 26.0 34 7 

Duration fraction of 2/5 and 
high-quarter fraction o f :  

1/20.. ............... 10.0 12.0 16.0 24.0 32.0 
1/23.. ............... 11.5 13.8 18.4 27 6 36.8 
1/24.. ............... 12.0 14.4 19.2 28.8 38.4 
1/25.. ............... 12.5 15.0 20.0 30.0 )C 

1/26.. ............... 13.0 15.6 20.8 31.2 * 
Duration fraction of  1/2 and 
high-quarter fraction of: 

1/20.. ............... 12.5 15.0 20.0 30.0 * 
1/23.. ............... 14.4 17.3 23.0 34.5 * 
1/24.. ............... 15.0 18.0 24.0 36.0 st ................. 1/25 15.6 18.8 25.0 37.5 * 
1/26.. ............... 16.3 19.5 26. o 39 0 46 

r Duration fraction of  3/5 and 
high-quarter fraction o f :  

1/20.. ............... 15.0 18. o 24.0 36.0 * 1/5. ................ * * '6*' 20.7 3:; 1/2 ................. 1 .O 21.6 .w st 
1/25.. ............... 18.8 30.0 * * 
1/26.. ............... 19.5 31.2 23 * * 

Continued on next page. 



Table 10. Variable duration of benefits--number of weeks resul t ing from 
specified duration fract ion and amounts of base-period wages 
(expressed as multiples of high-qyarter wages) under f ive  
high-quarter fonmilas 1/ (continued) 

Potential  weeks of benefits for  claimants 
Duration fract ion and with base-period wages equal t o  specified 
high-quarter fractions multiples of high- quarter wages : 

1-1/4 1 4 2  2 3 4 
Col. A Col. B Col. C Col. D Col. E 

Duration fract ion of 2/3 and 
high-quart e r  f ract ion of : 

1/20.. ............... 

1/23.. ............... 

1/24. ................ 

1/25. ................ 

1/26. ................ 


Duration fract ion of 3/4 and 
high-quarter f ract ion of:  

1/20. ................ 

1/23. ................ 

1/24. ................ 

1/25. ................ 

1/26. ................ 


'. 
Duration fraction,of 4/5 and 
high- quarter f ract ion of : 

1/20. ................ 

1/23. ................ 

1/24. ................ 


Where the  number of weeks shown exceeds the  desirtyl maximum l i m i t ,  
entitlement i s  reduced t o  such l i m i t .

* More than 39 weeks .  



Table ll. Benefit Formula E : Weighted hi&-qwzter schedule with 
variable duration of benefits; qualif'ying wages computed 
as one and one-half times high-quarter wages; maxirmuli 
potent ial  benefits computed as specified percent of base- 
period wages, o r  ( the statutory maximum) times the  weekly 
benefit  amount, whichever is  the  lesser.  

Maximum potent ial  benefits equal 
t o  specified percent of wages i n  
insured work i n  base period, o r  

High- Weekly Minimum f i ta tutory maximumJ times weekly 
quarter benefit  qualif'ying benefit  amount, whichever i s  the  
wages amount2/ w a g e g  lesser .  

(column A) (Column B) (column C) (Column D) 

58.2 
58.1 
57.9 
57.7 
57.6 
ST* 5 
57.3 
57 2 
57.1 
57.0 

Continued on page A-26. 



Table 11. Benefit Fomula E: \:,lighted high-quarter schedule with vari-
able duration of benefits; qualifying wages computed as one 
and one-half times high-quarter wages; maximum potential  bene- 
f i ts  computed as specified percent of base-period wages, or 
( the  statutory maximum) times the weekly benefit amount, 
whichever i s  the lesser. ( continued) 

\ Maximum potential  benefits equal 
t o  specified percent of wages i n  

High- Weekly Minimum insured work in  base period, or 
quarter benefit qualifying b t a t u t o r y  m a x i m u m 1  times weekly 
wages amount 5/ wage benefit amount, whichever is  the 

lesser  
(Column A )  (column B) (column C)  (column D) 

$ 912.51- 937 * 50 $40 $1,406 56.9 
937.51- 962.50 41 17443 56.8 
962.51- 9 7 - 5 0  42 1,481 56.7 
987.51-1,012, 50 43 1,518 56.7 

1,012. 51-1,037, 50 44 1,556 56.6 
1,037.51-1,062.50 45 1 7  593 56.5 
1,062.51-1,087.50 46 . 1,631 56.4 
1,087.51-1, U.2. 50 47 1,668 56.4 
1,112.51-1,137. 50 48 1,706 56.3 
1,137.51-1,162.50 49 17743 56.2 

1/ Cmputed as 1/18-1/24 of high-quarter wages; for  purposes of machine 
operation, 1/25 plus $2.50, rounded t o  higher $1. 
One and one-half times upper l i m i t  of high-quarter wage bracket, rounded 
t o  lower $1; at  highest wage bracket, $2,306 or $769 in  addition t o  t he  
individual 's  high-quarter wages, whichever i s  higher. In adapting th i s  
formula fo r  State  use, step-down provision, l imited t o  2 steps, should 
be included. 

I n  addition t o  the tabular schedule, the s ta tu te  should provide the pro-
cedure for computing the  maximum potential  benefits i n  a benefit year. 

1 



The following language, patterned a f t e r  the language used i n  the 
Manual of S ta te  Etmloment Security Legislation, Revised September 1950, 
explains the  method of computing the  maxirmun potential  benen t s  aria pro- 
vides for  rounding: 

 h he maximum potential  benefits of any insured worker i n  a 
benefit year sha l l  be the  amount equal t o  whichever i s  the  
lesser  of (1) fihe statutory maxirmunJ times h i s  weekly bme- 
f i t  amount and (2) the  product obtained by multiplying h i s  
wages i n  insured work paid awing h i s  base period by the  per- 
centage i n  Column D of the  tab le  on the line on which, i n  
Column B, there q p e a r s  h i s  weekly benefit amount; Provided, 
tha t  i f  such t o t a l  amount of bcnefits i s  not a multiple of 
h i s  weekly benefit amount, it sha l l  be computed t o  the  next 
higher multiple of such mount. " 

Table 12. Benefit Formula E : Abbreviated tabulation i l lu s t r a t ing  
weighted benefit and duration schedule fo r  administrative 
use i n  determining weekly benefit  amount and maximum 
potent ial  benefits 

(P& A) (Pay.t B) (Part C) 
Base-period wages required for  weeks 

Hi&- Weekly 
Of benefits below and weekly benefit  

llu&m benefit  
munt specified i n  Par t  B 1/ 

wages &ll~unt Weeks of benefits fo r  t o t a l  unanployment 

,234 3,345 
~,487.51-1,512.50 63 2,268 2,379 2,493 .... 3;172 3,286 3,399 
1,512.51 and over 6:; 2,306 2,422 2,537 . 3,229 3,344 3,459 

Only lower l imit  of each base-period wage bracket i s  shown; upper 
l i m i t  of bracket i s  one cent l e s s  than lower l i m i t  of next higher 
bracket. 



ANALYSIS OF Q l J K U T I N G  WAGE RE- STATED AS A EQULTIPJZ 
OF HIGH-QU- WAGES OR OF THE WEEKLY -IT mUNT 

An understanding of the  methods fo r  converting a qualif'ying wage require- 
ment expressed i n  terms of a multiple of high-quarter wages o r  a multiple 
of the  weekly benefit  amount i s  u s e m  i n  analyzing benefit  formulas and 
prop0sed amendments. 
Multiple of High-Quarter Wages 

To get the  number of weeks of work equivalent t o  any given multiple of 
high-quarter wages, sinply multiply the  number of weeks of work i n  the  
high quarter by the multiple. For example, i f  t he  high-quarter formula 
assumes tha t ,  on the  average, workers had 12 weeks of work i n  t h e i r  
quarter of highest earnings (1124high-QZlsZCter fraction),  a qu&lifYing 
requirement 1-1/4 t h e s  high-quarter wages would mean that ,  on the  averL 
age, claimants wuld be required t o  have 15 weeks of csrployrnent . If the  
multiple is  1-1/2 times h i g h - q d e r  wages, it would require 18 weeks of 
employment. This assumes, of course, t h ~ tthe  wages outside the  high 
@er a r e  a t  the  same weekly r a t e  as i n  the  high quarter. If ,  as i s  
often t he  case, weekly wages outside the  high quarter a re  lower, it would 
require more we&s of anployment than those indicated i n  the  above 
examples. 

Also, although the  high-quarter fraction assumes 12 weeks of work i n  the  
high quarter, many claimants w i l l  have more o r  l e s s  than t h i s  number of 
weeks of employment. For example, a claimant with a $20 weekly benefit  
(1/24 of  $480) based on 10 weeks of work at $48 a week would need only 
12-1/2 o r  15 weeks of work under the  multiples used i n  the  above i l lu s -  
t rat ions.  Another claimant with a $20 weekly benefit based on 13 weeks 
of work i n  h i s  high quarter would need 16-1/4 and 19-1/2 weeks, respec-
tively, under a requirement of 1-1/k and 1-1/2 times high-quarter wages. 

Multiple of the  Weekly Benefit Amount 

To get the  number of weeks of enployment equivalent t o  any given multi-
p l e  of the weekly benefit  i s  equally shrple f o r  individuals who are  com- 
pensated for  one-half of t h e i r  weekly wage i n  the  high quarter. Since, 
fo r  these individuals, the  weekly benefit  represents one-half week of 
work, the  number of weeks of work required by a multiple of the  weekly 
benefit  amunt would be one-half of such multiple. For example, a 
qualif'ying requirement of 30 times the  weekly benefit amount represents 
15 weeks of work fo r  claimants who are compensated f o r  one-half of t h e i r  
weekly wages; a multiple of 36 times the  weekly benefit  amount represents 
18 weeks of work. 



I 

While, i n  the short-cut method used above, it is  not necessary to  know 
the h igh-queer  fraction used i n  computing the weekly benefit amount or 
the number of weeks of work in  the  high quarter, these factors must be 
considered i n  computing the weeks of work required i n  cases where the 
claimant i s  not compensated for  exactly one-half of h i s  weekly wage. The 
computation i n  such cases is  as shown i n  the  following equation. The 
symbols i n  the e~ua t ion  represent the following factors: "W", weeks of 
base-period anployment required by the qualifying provision; "M", the 
multiple of the weekly benefit amunt; "F", the high-quarter fraction 
used i n  computing the weekly benefit amount; and "w", the number of 
weeks of work i n  the high quarter. 

W = M times F times w, or 
W = Me F* w 

The following examples i l lus t ra te  the computation of the number of weeks 
of work required under a benefit formula with 1/24 high-quarter fraction 
and two different qualifying wage requirements (30 and 36 times the weekly 
benefit amount), for  Claimants A and B whose weeks of work i n  the high 
quarter were 10 and 13 weeks, respectively. 

Example 1 (30 times weekly benefit amount) 

Claimant A: W = 30 x 1x = 12-1/2 weeks 

Claimant B: W = 30 x 1x 13= = 16-1/4 weeks z 

Example 2 (36 times weekly benefit amount) 

Claimant A: W = 36 x 1 x 10 = 60 = 15 weeks z % 
claimant B: w = 36 x 1 x 13 = 468 = 19-1/2 weeks 

7% 2rc 



ANALYSIS OF PROVISIONS REWIRING WAGES WITHIN THE LAST 
'lrrJP CAl3NM.R QU- OF THE BASE PERIOD 

A few States require a specified dollar amount of wages or  a specified 
fracmon of t o t a l  base-period wages i n  the l a s t  2 quarters of the base 
period. This requirement is  usually stated as a part  of the regular 
qualifying requirement but i s  sometimes applicable only t o  claims t o  
establish a new benefit year following expiration of a preceding 
benefit year. 

These provisions a re  more res t r ic t ive  and inquitable than the usual type 
of provision designed t o  l i m i t  the use of lag-period wages (see p s e  ) . 
Requixing a specified amount of q e s  i n  the last 2 ca3endar quarters of 
the base period can result  i n  an anomalous situation where an individual 
has recent, substantial earnings t o  prove h i s  attachment t o  the labor 
force but, because they are not yet included in  the base period, he can 
not establish a benefit year and must w a i t  un t i l  the  next calendar quarter 
when such earnings w i l l  become available t o  him. 

1960, July - September .......... Wages reported 

October - December ........ Wages reported; individual laid 


off November 30, 1960 

1961, January - March ........... No wages reported 

4ril - June .............. No wages r-rted 

July - September .......... Wages reported 

October - December ........ Wages reported; individual l a id  


off Noveniber 30, 1961 

A claim f i l ed  i n  December 1g1t o  establish the second benefit year, 
based on earnings i n  the  July 1, 1960 - June 30, 1961 base period i s  
denied because of no earnings i n  the l a s t  2 quar ters .  If still  unem-
ployed, claimant can f i l e  a claim t o  establish a benefit yeax beginning 
in the J6uuary - March 1962 quarter, based on earnings i n  the base 
period, October 1, 1960 - S e p t d e r  30, 1961; however, his wage credits 
i n  the July-Septeniber 1960 quarter w i l l  have expired and no longer be 
available for  benefit purposes. 
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