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l’re_f'uce

In discussions with unemployment insurance administrators

L and:teChnieians ever the years, I;have been nleased to,discnver
;rthat mény-individuals have'ndve1‘1deas and observatiensdabeut
'thhe nrogram | Unfortunately, many lack a forum for exnressing
| ~and. promot1ng 1deas which could benefit others in the fie]d

tThis Survey of Unemp]qyment Insurance Financina Issues orovides c

 such a forum. It was undertaken to focus attention unon the
'comp1e21ties of the'unemployment-1nsurance taxation problem»
’Names and addresses of all survev part1c1nants are inc]uded
;1n thls report to provide avenues. for continuvno 1nformat10n

' =‘exchange qn these and other issues,_

‘This survey summarizes'V1eus and ‘theoretical SneculationS"

nf individualsv It is. not intended to represent off1c1a1 po]icv |

"‘positions of any state or federa] aoency

Donald L. Niefenbach
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| :hﬁf,lﬁﬁid“fﬁén"[f -

The problem of financinq unemployment benefits 1s one

. which w111 no doubt occupy space on the aqenda of many state th S

: C
1eqislatures dur1nq the next few years As of March 1977

:twenty-four states and 1ur15d1ct10ns had borrowed funds 1n ,rfv"

. order to continue pay1nq benefits This Survey of Unemp1oy-

"ment Insurance Financinq Issues shou1d be of he1p 1n c1ar1fvina

ﬁf'many of . the maJor taxation\policy 1ssues confrontinq legislators j;5f"

1and program administrators today

A\

Chapter I, The Benefit Financinq Prob]em, is an excerpt“

'from the 1976- 77 Arthur J. A]tmeyer Fe110wsh1p report which is afiff"t "

b.:scheduled for distribution at the end of th1s ca1endar year
”This chapter describes the financinq dilemma, 1nc1udes a br1ef fvf
".historica1 review of the problem and outlines the framework forjy )

o ana]ysis which will be uti]ized in the final report

Chapter II Ig;ation Policy Issue nresents a concise 7Q;fﬁ,'..

'f‘outline of major financinq 1ssues which will be addressed 1n o

"vfthe final fellowship report



Chapters IIT and IV oresént results of a braiﬁstofminn

~ type of exercise. Chénter I, Survey List, consists of a Tist
‘\ofithifty-three problems, idsas and issues in the benefit financihd
‘field which was distributed to unemnloyment insurance administratofs

}in the fifty states. Each administratbr was asked to circulate the
list among individuals with resnonsibi]itie§ in unemnlovment

insurance financing and to solicit ideas to be added to the Tist.

Chapter IV, Survey Responses, includes all survey fesnonses

received through December 1976.

 The Appendix of the report includes statistical summaries
which illustrate historical dimensions of the prdqram and variations

in state programs as they exist today.

‘In‘§UMmary, the accent 6f the report is upon informatidn '

_.exthande. Another important purpose of the Eenort is to nresent

a concise outline Qf major unemnloyment insurance taxation policy

1ssue$. A third objective is the presentation'of a simplistic

o definitidn of the benefit financina brob1em. The benefit financing
_problem is defined as a three-fold di1émma_of SOLVENCY, FUNN ADENUACY

and TAX STRUCTURE ADEOUACY. |

10



Looking to the fdture, it is strongly advised.fhat'in>
evaluating ontions and formulating legislative strategies,
individual states apnroach these tasks in a,tomprehenSive
manner, considerinq more than just the short run solvency
problem. Other fundamental taxatfon issues of fund adequacy
and tax structure adequacy are crucial to restorina'fisca1

integrity to this controversial social insurance proqram.

n
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The Benefit Financing Problem :

THE AMERICAN SYSTEM OF TAXATION

Fofty—five of the one hundred and sixty nations
of the world operate unemployment compensation nroqrahs.1
These social insurance programs have emerged from the
industrialization process. As more péop?e move from
agrarian social systems'to industrial work environments,
economic risks and hardships become more severe. The
typical pattern of development is as follows:

(M) progfams paying very Tow benefits’are
introduced during the intermediate

stages of industrialization,

(2) as national wealth and standards of livina
improve, benefits are 1iberalized, and

(3) the revenue base which sunports the
program is expanded commensurately with
benefit 1iberalizations.

The American experience with unemnloyment insurance
has been atypical. During the first forty vears of the U.S.
program, 1936-1975, benefits havé expanded while the revenue

base has shrunk from its priqina] level -- 3.0 percent of

‘total wages. Initially the system was structured

* This chapter is an excerpt from the 1976-77
Arthur J. Altmeyer Fellowship report.
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“ around the basic assumption that 1onq term costs wou]d aporoximate
“t:3 0 percent of tota] wages. Ironicai]y, we find the system 1n
’1a finanCial quaqmire today even thouqh historic costs have been

“i]ess than one ha]f of the oriqinaiiy oroiected 3 ﬂ percent cost

“iei]evei

The American system of unemp]oyment insurance is uniaue
thin another reqard Most countries of the worid finance their

‘i’programs through some combination of worker oayrol] taxes,i““ L

:;‘employer payro]i taxes and qenera1 revenues Only three countries --;":j‘

":f_Brazil Ita]y and the United States - reiy exc1u51veiy or orimariiv _’ -

’ upon employer payroi] taxes to finance the proqram 2 In addition

‘1to these anomaiies, the United States 1s the on]y country which

ftvaries the emp]oyer payro]] tax as an inducement for empiovers
"Z_to adopt empioyment stabiiization po11cies Th1S system of

o experience ratinq" is different 1n each of the fifty states. f

"",fdAs a result the American system for financ1nq unemnioyment benefits
r'i’]a[is very e]aborate The basic concept however, can be briefiy

o fsummarized as foilows

DUAL TAXATION The federa1 state unemnloyment insurance
“ o prooram is financed throuqh a dual taxation

system. empioyers covered by the proqram ,f' K

6
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 FEDERAL TAX

" STATE TAX

pay tWo-separate unemo1oymeht taxes;?f' .
“one to'the'federa1”governmeht and'one'to‘

‘a state qovernment.

.A federaT payro11 tax of 0.7 nercent is

vlevied on the first $4200 of annual waqes

pa]d to’ each covered worker. Federal tax f"
rece1pts are earmarked for adm1nistration, o

for f1nanc1nq extended‘benef1ts and for

‘accumulating a special reserve from which

states may borrow if their taxation

systems prove inadequate.3

A state payroll tax ranging from 0.0 to 6.6

percent is 1ev1ed on the fxrst $4200 to

$10, 000 of annua] wages paid to each covered

| worker Tax rates and waqe bases vary by

state (See appendlx for deta1ls ) State _‘

“tax recelpts are earmarked exc1usive1y-f0r

the payment.of‘unemp1oymeht benefits.4l o

Many broad trends have converqed to create an unemn]oyment

1nsurance benefit financ1nq problem in this countrv the revenue -

base has dec11ned benef1ts have 1ncreased unemn]oyment rates have

REAIZE



t held at re1ative1y high”1evels As a resu]t many states have o
7hirun out of funds to pay benef1ts A thorouqh examination of

v‘the Amer1can system for f1nanc1nq unemp]oyment benef1ts 1s overdue ',»-fiﬁ '}

This report w111 rev1ew the benef1t finanC1nq oroblem,.

' ,1 1dentify major taxation 1ssues enumerate pol1cy options and ‘

’L‘offer spec1f1c recommendat1ons appronr1ate to the times and to

o .American trad1t1ons in financinq th1s soc1a1 1nsurance Droqram

. STAT5MENT :OFv'I"'H'E PROBLEM" '_

: 1‘In order to estab11sh a qeneral ana]yt1ca1 framework to
'M_be used throughout the report the benefxt flnanc1nq oroblem 1s
r>,def1ned as a threefold d11emma of SOLVENCY FUND ADEOUACY and
1t;;TAX STRUCTURE ADEQUACY. In br1ef the prior1ty financinq task
of'manyhof'the~states}is to qet out of debt Once atta1n1nq ‘

so]vencv, the state w111 be faced with the nroh1em of bu11d1no an’f”

P %

;;_adequate fund reserve to a1d 1n combat1nq future econom1c recession
In add1t10n to atta1n1nq an adequate fund “the taxat1on system ".': ff':e{ef::w

'hshould be soundly structured so that 1t 1s able to meet reasonah]v

v:r' expected future benefit ob11qations

. Refers to f1na1 report to be 1ssued at the end of 1977 )
. This by-product report, Survey of llhemnlovment Insurance

- Financing Issues, includes only a review of the benefit
financing problem and a listina of major taxation issues.
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'efSOLVENCY;gt’ TheefederaléstatevunemOIOyment_ﬁnsurance‘vvv?~' o

system'is beset'with financia1 brob?ems "Twenty-four‘states'

have comp1ete]y exhausted fund reserves and have been forced

 to borrow large sums of money in order to cont1nue navinq

benefjts to the unemp]oyed.. The Tist of indebted states._f_f

'inc1udes Connectfcut‘ Washinqton Vermont ‘New Jersey;thdde

Island Massachusetts Michiqan Puerto Rico M1nnesota Ma1ne,
Pennsy]vania De1aware, The District of Co1umb1a A]abama, A
Il]1nois,.Arkansas,_Hawai1, Nevada, Oregon, Mary1and, Montana,

New York, Florida® and Ohio.

CUmuIative state Toans exceed $4 billion.b In.addition

to these state debts, covered employers throughout the country

.collect1ve1y share another huqe debt More than $8 b1111on was'd‘

borrowed from the U.S. Treasury in order to cont1nue pav1nq

 extended duration benefwts durinq the past recession 7

FUND ADEQUACY © Fund adequacy standards vary widely

among the states In 1958 the Benefit F1nanc1nq Comm1ttee of’

the Interstate Conference of Emp1oyment Secur1tv Aqenc1es

o a.recommended a fund adequacy qu1del1ne wh1ch has been w1de1y used

‘as an eva]uat1on measure over the past twentv years Th1s -

g



4 non-compuisory fund adequacy auideline sbeditieS‘thatvstatesl o

should haverbetween'one-and-aahalf'and'three?years of recessionary’i;e*f;'

'_”1eveldbenetitS'stored in the'fund:” In 1958 d4 states had adequatef;‘v'5ich ”

'-.reserves when measured by this quide11ne Prior to. the 1971

recession, 32 had adequate reserves Todayg after f1ve years of
unusua]]y high unemp]oyment on1y bd states meet th1s reserve

-icriterion

TAX STRUCTURE ADEQUACY Tax structure adequacy refers ';_?H

i to the revenue produc1nq ab111ty of the unemp]oyment insurance

’,tax system to meet reasonab1y expected future benef1t ob11qations
'h Th1s financing objective, the most crucial of the three, 1s often 1‘”
over]ooked because it is the most d1ff1cu1t to quantify and |

»evaluate For 1nstance both the "solvency" and "fund adequacy

',f obJect1ves can be eva1uated in terms of W1dely recoqnized

7dstatistica1 cr1teria At any qiven time, states may be. qrouoed
. 'as being sotvent or inso1vent In addition states may be ranked
| according to deqree of fund adequacy However, there 1s no nonular
statist1ca1 measure for eva1uat1nq the reIatvve heaith of a state s*yﬁxﬁ
'foverall tax structure Th1s report attempts to- fi1t that void by

‘1ntroduc1ng a method for measur1nq and. rank1nq "tax structure adequacy

* ,Refers to finalrreport'toibe“issuedcatvthe_end:ofv1977aff;'”
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: amOng the'states In addition the report inc1udes a discussionln"'

of "key e]ements of tax structure adequacy" wh1ch may- be usefu]
in qu1d1nq states in eva]uat1nq and 1mprov1nq 1ndiv1dua1 state

systems.

o S
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
v ‘The fo11ow1nq h1storica] summary describes the ear]y
', development of the proqram, how the henefit financinq prob]em |
: came to be and how 1t re]ates to the broader Dub1ic concern of

vunemployment compensation reform

Unehp]oyment insuranceiconcepts and’nractiCesuwere
_1ntroduced and deve]oped in Europe prior to American experi- :r7‘d
4mentat10ns 8 Genera1ly, vo]untary efforts paved Dhi]osophical ;u'}
‘yand technical avenues to compulsory proqrams : The f1rst

“institutional aqent in the evo1ution of unemp]oyment 1nsurance

' "was;the trade union. Sporad1c efforts throuqhout the nineteenth
'century'Were alonq'craft 11ne5» Initia] qovernmenta1 efforts

E ;also encouraqed voluntary methods Invthe,Iast‘decade.of the ‘

, :n1neteenth century Switzerland, Germany, Franceland Beldiumrd

ko Refers to final report to be 1ssued at the end of 1977

4 " See Haber and. Murray (1966), Unemp]qyment Insurance
~in The American Economy, for a comprehens1ve d1scuss1on of
v the h1story of the program ' ;

o



o x,'j!introduced voluntary municipa1 pians and sub51dies to orivate

:“ff/fhf;‘funds 9. These efforts were fo]lowed by voiuntarv empioyer p]ans

i r.;:"and employer union aqreements The limitations of vo]untary

gmethods become more pronounced as: diverse experiments continued

'"'f'flf,}High failure rates adverse risks and 1imited coveraqe were 3‘*3'

”3‘pfinterre1ated problems which qave impetus to compuisory approaches

b’f;.fj_The first broad compu]sory proqram was estab]ished in Great Britain,ff7f-f '

in 1911

l‘-7;;mThe United States Commission on Industrial Re]ations recommemded

The first U S 1egis]ative effort was in the state of

- ”fa‘gMassachusetts in 1916 Federal interest surfaced 1n the same. year'17:i~f’;-rr

Jf‘zz,alistudy of unempioyment insurance pians in its annua1 report Iﬁ—h~if

:5¢vf>1February 1916 H R 159 was 1ntroduced which proposed a national

J“jﬁ{uunemployment insurance commiSSIOn 10 The CONMTSSion was "Ot

?°fffestabiished but debate was seriously bequn Even so, no 1eois- ,‘5: IR

.giation was passed unti] 1932 despite endorsements by more than a

”Tdozen b]ue ribbon commissions and 1egislative efforts spanninq a {siﬂj o

‘”*fhfidecade and a ha]f ]]v In 1933 68 bi]is were introduced in 25 states ]ztifff?id

°r7f]irfeNone passed This record aqainst the backdrop oF the deepeninq

7;ﬂhlrecession, became a mandate for federa] action It took the




:';“tragedy of the Great Depress1on to mob1112e enouqh resources.i :
- to imp]ement the Amer1can Social Secur1ty svstem 13 | '

’ vUnemployment rates of the ear]y 1930 'S exceeded 20% and
-affected~a11 occupatiqnal groups,- Soc1a1 and econom1c forCes.-
:'were complex and pervasiue. It was finally,reccqniied thatg‘

- unemployment and laziness were not‘syhdhyms;aftera11,14’"fv"-""

The new1v'COnstructed tedera1'state system gave ;7_['

_1 u1t1mate purse str1nq power to the federa] qovernment but |

. at the same time reserved many d1scretionary powers and S
‘respons1b111t1es for the states Among these respons1b11ities
was the: ob]iqation for the states to prov1de actuar1a11y so]vent
| systems of benefits and taxat1on The: comm1tment to so]vencv
dwas underscored by the conservat1ve restra1nt which was .

‘ exercised dur1nq the f1rst three years of the proqram Even d‘

' thouah the unemp]oyment rate apnrox1mated 17% in 1936 14 1n 1937"7ﬂ

'and 19% 1n ]938 very few benef1ts were d1sbursed dur1nq this
'vrphase-jn period.15. In contrast, taxes were levied dur1navthls .

| entire three‘year'berfdd‘te'eStabTish reserve funds unon which

i‘actuar1a11y so]vent state systems of unemn]oyment compensat1on -

| Jcou]d be structured
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»Throuqhout'theul940's, war"new techn01oquand S

k nreconstruction qenerated unprecedented job ooportunities tf~th S
and demands for 1abor Unemnloyment rates were 1ow j
Unempioyment taxesewere reducedt -Unemp]oyment 1ncreased:t6
'iduring-the ]950'5.__Tworma50r recessjons,eé 1954fand.1958_7—v
*',Were io‘givé the unempioyment compensatiOnesystem*its'first
' stern}teSt‘ More benefits were paid out from 1954 throuqh

,i1958 than in ‘the first fifteen years of the proqram Fven

1.uso most states were ab]e to meet benefit commitments without

borrowing Three states -- Aiaska Michiqan and Pennsyivania --;df‘r

"[.received emerqency advances

'1v During and 1mmed1ate1y fo1iow1nd the 1953 recess1on’.,:hi-éfaﬁﬁff”'"
~there WaS a focus ‘upon fund adequacy qu1de11nes and the need
'for tax ]egislation to assure accumu]ation and maintenance of }'f:
::‘adequate unemployment 1nsurance funds The diaioque did nOt,‘ d: R
.:hOWever, resu]t in. substantive state actions to reinforce hffi?p':T:';'
;;deteriorating revenue systems Rather, a maiority of states B
":took comfort in the fact that the fail safe 1oan system actua]]v ffti;jip;}f;,
 did work and opted to hoid the 1ine on tax 1ed1siation 5A5ﬁa:t-girm'ief;;;:v§f

.resu]t, many state reserve positions continued to deteriorate L d;a“”

o




even with the extraordinarily low unemployment rates which
éccompanied the VietNam War effort. In 1969 the U.S. unemploy-
ment rate was a mere 3.5%. The economy was boomina. A recession

was just around the corner.

The Great Recession of the 1970's jo?téd the
unemployment insurance éystem like a great earthquake --
testing the foundations of the institution; revealing its
faults. Perennial criticism of‘the system took on a new
pojgnancy. A respected body of Titerature has emeraqed
defai]ing search for work behavior and theories of wérk
disincentives inherent within the system. Important questions

loom:
To what extent does unemployment
compensation cause unemployment?
What are the benefits of the system?
What are the costs?
How can the system of benefits be
restructured to better serve both

unemployed individuals and the
larger society?

These crucial questions are part of a heated debaté,

25



%the outcome of which w111 hopefully resu]t 1n ser1ous proqram

=j»jmprovements

Centra] to the benef1t policy debate are the niff: |

:1SSUQS of (1) abuse of the system and (2) the future role of

"i extended duration benef1ts : This benefit policy debate carr1es

3-'imp11cat1ons for the sub1ect of this report -- the taxat1on -

1'p011cy debate

u:-wShould benef1ts continue for durat1ons jf
. in excess of 39 weeks? If so who

‘hf}@shou]d pay for them? .

i'Should e11q1b111ty and disqua11f1cat1on

" standards be made more ‘stringent?

Whatever course evo1ves whether m1nor ad1ustments to thelyf;,.f

If so, how quht they affect tax rates7

f'How would a nat1ona1 benef1t standard :ffd
_affect costs and tax rates. among the
».fvar1ous states? ' T

w111 soundinqs for beneflt rev1ew and
“reform be used as reasons-in themselves-
. for-continued: delay -of state tax 1eq1sé v
~ Tation? Will aenuine benefit reform ‘ X
_*enhance the Drospect of qenuine tax reform’-

ongo1nq benefxt and taxat1on systems or fundamenta1 structural

change, two conclusions are 1nescapab1e the time 1s ripe for

- unemp]oyment compensat1on reform. the need 1s pressinq

2%
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THE FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

The pian of this report*1s to focus upon taxation
issues. However, it is emphasizéd.at the outset that the‘.
unemployment 1nsuran¢e”£axation system‘is not of indenendent
concern. - Rather, it is a suppdrtinq'subsyStem within the
broad framework of the program. The taxation system is’ ’
subsidiary to the benefit system in fhe sense that the 1eye1»

_of taxétionvis a response to:the_demand for benefits,

~In order to accurately evaluate the status of fhé‘téx‘

 7struc£uré; bésic‘1hf0rmétion regarding historic benefit nay-
| menfs and benefit trends 1s‘required. In‘add1t16n, é,fhoibuqh

evaluéfibn»of the Benefit Financing Probfem'requires-fhe :
~ formulation bf a set of reasohab]é Qconomic and 1eqislafive
“assumptions about the future. Chapter I, ECONOMIC FORECASTS, -

'LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENTS AND RISING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS, -
~ will define fheﬁe'parameters. After establishing a broad

- economic and legislative framework, the next three chapters‘wi11x

* Rafers to final report to be issued at the end of 1977.
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'}~fpde1ve into the speclfic problems of soIvency, fund adequac} ‘]ff:~f”

:-fn;and tax structure adequacy

o prov1510ns for repayan trust fund 10ans and offers

¥ ftfj!,recommendatTons for 1mprov1nq the 10an and 10an repaymen'

‘L";;ff the prevaTIinq fund adequacy quide]ine outline alternat1ve’
"ftymeasures of adequacy and identify 1mp11c1t fund standards

’ 7‘y{;lgadopted by each of the states ;; L

"I5ff.descr1bes the current tax system, critizes 1t and offers

'I“'VITndTVidual state systems

Chapter III THE FUND SOLVENCY PROBLEM summarTZes

I:f;the experTenCe of the borrow1nq states deschbes the

'i}:systems

Sk

Chapter IV FUND ADEOUACY STANDARDS wiI] evaluate :

Chapter v, TowARo A CONCEPT OF A STRUCTURE Aneounrv_"

fa7gu1de11nes for states to uti]ize in eva]uatan and redesiqninq '_‘j”-fﬁff; e

.,'*_ . *."

FinaIIy, Chapters VI and VII SOURCES OF REVENUE%

"7?_}land DISTRIBUTION OF THE TAX BURDEN focus upon the too]s of

’*:f?;the anancan trade - the money, who pays Tt, and how. ff ;fﬁf R

% Refers to final report to be issued at the end of 1077..




NOTES

Social Security Programs Throughout The World. U.S.

.; Department of Health, Education and Welfare, HEW Publication

~ No.(SAA) 76-11805, 1975. The followina countries nrovide some
form of unemployment compensation benefits: Albania, Argentina,.
Australia, Austria, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile,
Columbia, Cyprus, Denmark, Ecuador, Eaypt, Finland, France, East
Germany, West Germany, Ghana, Greece, Hungarv, Iceland, India,
Iran, Ireland, Isreal, Italy, Japan, Libya, Luxemboura, Malta,
-Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, South Africa, Smain,
Sweden, Switzerland, Tanzania, Turkey, United Kinadom, lnited

' - States, Uruquay and Yugoslavia. Seven of these countries --

Albania, Argentina, Columbia, India, Iran, Tanzania and Turkev'-éf
operate limited programs in which benefits are distributed in the
form of lump sum severance payments for certain cateaories of iobs.

Three states -- Alaska, Alabama and New Jersey -- levy a worker
~payroll tax to help finance their programs. Two countries -- :
Hungary and Luxembourg -- use only aovernmental sources of revenues.
. The federal tax rate is normally 0.5%. Effective 1/1/77 the tax

was temporarily increased to 0.7% and will remain at this Tevel =
until the deficit in the Federal Extended lInemployment Compensation

~ Account is eliminated....Effective 1/1/78 the federal wage base .
will increase to $6000....A broad range of administrative onerations
are supported by this tax; federal and state administrative organ-
izations for directing and operating both unemployment insurance

and employment service programs are funded through the federal tax....
-Extended benefits financed through this tax include 50% of the cost of
weeks 26 through 39 and 100% of the cost of weeks 40 through 65.
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3 gUnder current experience ratinq orov151ons in Colorado Kansas, B IE

. South Dakota and West Virginia,- the most . favorabiy rated

“. employers receive 0.0% tax rates....Michigan levies the hidhest :
© - rate, 6. 6% .Alaska maintains the hiqhest taxable wage base, - ax
- $10,000. AII state tax collections are -earmarked for benefit S

payments(tota] cost of weeks 1 ‘throuah 26 ‘and 5N% of the cost

 of weeks 27 through 39). State tax- receiots_must be de0051ted'“~:,o
" in the Federal Unemponment Trust Fund. Separate accounts are =
o maintained for each state. Monies are held and invested by
~ .the U.S. Treasury Interest is credited quarterIy to state =
p;;accounts in: proportion to state holdings. Funds are ‘requisi-

"';tioned by the states as required to cover unemoonment benefitf;‘;:eﬁf?fi'7

il cIaims

.»«'i.,’_,fVFIorida borrowed: $IO miTldon in Aprﬂ 1976 but reoaid the R
‘v>;entire amount shortIy thereafter, again borrowed 1n March 1977; s e

,;,’jThese advances from the FederaI Unemnonment Account and
. the U.S.- Treasury were used to finance the state’ portion of

. the program -- the first 26 weeks of benefits qus fiftv
v,percent of the cost of weeks 27 throuqh 30 RN

' t»ﬁThese advances from the U S Treasurv were used to finance Lfi

the federal portion of the proaram -- fifty percent of the

~“.cost of weeks 27 through 39 plus ‘one hundred percent of weeks:g-.?

“. .40 through 65. 'The Federal Supplemental Benefit Proqram. .~ - = .= .
i_;}hwhich provides for extended duration oayments bevond - 39 weeks--“‘j",»”_
0 will expire: 4/]/77 1n the absence of emeroency Ieoislation tojjffflf

afi7‘cont1nue the orooram . - : L B

ITQUnemployment Insurance Schemes, (Feneva Internationai Labourj” R
- Dffice, Studies and Reports -- New Series, No. 42,1955).

““The first known. unemoonment insurance plan was . 1nit1ated in.

,;;f{;;BasIe, Switzerland in 1789. A municipal fund was estainshed
' ~.sfor Iacemakers, but ooerated for onIy a few years p. 1.

_ ;_fIbId., pp. 13- 16 In IQOI the town of Ghent BeIdium introduced
ca mun1c1paI subSidy for private unemp]oyment funds. Private Tt R
- funds were: ‘given-an annual partial reimbursement w1th few strinos%ffl_‘“'
. “attached. Insuring agents (primarily trade unions) "handled:all ~ . .
.- aspects of the administration of benefits, includina verification,,_e'”

= of the qenuineness of unemoloyment " The fRhent System dained
S popuIarity and was introduced 1n many other countries '
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.,

12.
13

14.

William Haberland Merril'G Murray, Unemp]ovment Insurance
in The American Economy. (Homewood: Richard D. Irwin, 1966)..
Samuel Gompers, President of the American Federation of Labor

‘opposed the commission and announced his position as opposing
‘compulsory unemployment insurance and favoring voluntary - g

unemployment insurance. "This remained his position and the

‘official position of the American Federation of Labor unti]
) 1932" Pp. 70 . S

The Wiscons1n Unemp]oyment Compensation Act was anproved
January 29 1932. -

Haber and Murray, p. 69.

Two titles of the law pertained'to’unempanment'1nsurante.»

Title III provided for federal grants to the states for .
administration of state unemployment compensation laws.

Title IX created a federal excise tax of 1 percent during
1936, 2 percent during 1937 and 3 percent during 1938 and :

thereafter, to be levied upon covered emnlovers. As an
"incentive" for states to establish unemployment comnensation
programs, 90 percent of the tax could be offset (collected -
d1rect1y by the states). upon implementation of an unemployment
insurance law which met minimum federal standards A1l of the
states had passed Taws by July 1, 1937. S

Daniel Nelson, Unemp1oyment Insurance The American Experience,

1915-1935. . (Madison: The University of Wisconsin Press, 1969).

The theme was echoed in 1908. "The arowth of cities, factories,?:'

~ and a market economy had changed everything. 'Industrial progress

15,

~ has put hundreds of thousands of wage-earners at the mercy of

other men, who in turn are at the mercy of the great rhythmus
of business prosperity and adversity.'" But, "more than twenty

“years: passed before substantial numbers of Americans were : ‘
entirely convinced that this chanqe ‘had 1ndeed taken place. “"p. 3,"’

OnlyFW1scons1n paid benef1ts during 1936 and 1937 On]y 26 stateS'
paid benefits during 1938. A1l states had initiated benefit
payment programs by: July 1939. Puerto Rico first‘najd benefits

in January 1961
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* Taxation Policy Issves

~ ECONOMIC QUESTIONS |

1. 'What is the economic out]ook reqardinq future unemoioymenti
‘rates? What basic unemp]oyment rate assumption should bhe .
utilized for long ranqe‘unemp]oyment insurance financia]

pianning?

Z.  What are the major economic imnTications of the unemnTonent
compensation system?v'

3;’ what modifications in proqram desinn and operation cou]d be

undertaken to improve the positive countercyciical effects ”

of the unemployment compensation system?

- LEGISLATIVE QUESTIONS

4. What legisilative strateqv‘ShouId be empioved to resolve

~ the unemployment insurance financing problem?

5. Do recent 1eqis]ative'developments and trends siqnai a

o permanent upward shift in-the cost of the‘pronram?

% This chapter outlines major issues which will be
investiqated by the 1976-77 Arthur J. Altmever
Fel]owshin report :

s



S : v . o S
‘: 6 What 1s the outlook reqardina future benefit cost rates7 ,;*
What cost rate assumption shou]d be ut1lized for lonq ranne

unemployment 1nsurance financ1a1 plannind7

o SOLVENCY |ssues

’r’a 7 Shou]d a]l or a portion of outstandinq state loans be ‘

for91ven’ iQ.Z. .

":;‘JB.f Shou]d future Ioans to states be interest free or 1§:5'~ e

1nterest bear1nq7 "

B d;9}"Shou1d the scheduled 1oan renayment system of annua]lv
1ncreasinq rates continue in effect or should the schedu]e

be modified to qrant tax relief to the 1ndebted states’

FUND ADEQUACY ISSUES.

“cff:ly-lo,_ Given the ob]ect1ve of a fu]]y funded reserve system, is

: D
the preva111nq 1 5 hiqh cost reserve standard anoronriate

or should this popular vo1untary standard be revised7 |

S x Benef1t cost rate is a. stat1st1ca1 measure wh1ch relates Yo
. program-costs to aggregate wages covered by the program:
L benef1ts/tota1 wages or benef1ts/taxab1e wages :
** A state reserve fund is cons1dered adequate 1f 1t has
1.5 years of recessionary level benefits stored- for
.~ benefit contingencies. The "reserve multiple" is"
. f_calcu]ated by dividing the current fund reserve ratio
" (fund/total wages) by the highest consecutive 12 month

a=_benef;t cost rate since ]058 (recessionarv benefits/total
' wages o ‘ N . :



) T]} dIs the hiqh 1nc1dence of 1nso1vency attributab]e to a
”hf’failure of se1ected states to remedy deterioratinq L
revenue svstems, or is it more related tn eronomic aherra-

tions and differentia]svln_state unemnloyment rates?

v5~i12. 'ShoUid deficitvfinan61nq be addpted as an inteqral part
- of unemp]oyment insurance: f1nanc1nq Do]1cy or should:
"state systems: be amended so as to reduce the risk of_

1nsolvency in the future?

TAX STRUCTURE ADEQUACY ISSUES
.7}3. Should the federal government develop and promulaate
“standards for tax structure adeduacy.thch‘would P
. complement the vdluntafy standards for fund édequacy?.fv
14, Should tax structdreladequacyvStendards be voluntary -
or edmbu1§ory? ' SRS |
EQUITY ISSUES: SOURCES OF REVENUES -
'~15..‘Shdu1dfe worker tax be jmposed as a means of broadenind=r»

the revenue base of the program?
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- 7.

- Should general revenues be‘USed:to'financeva DOftfbﬂ"S"‘c

~ of future program costs?

e .“EQUITY ISSUES DISTRIBUTION OF THE TAX BURDEN

j%Should the federa] waqe base continue at a fixed 1evel

' ftadjusted 1rrequ1ar1y at random po]itica] interva1s or ;

: ]8 '

*Sshould this waqe base be made f1ex1ble and adiusted o

'annua11y 1n 1ine with overa]] waqe 1nf1ation?

Swhat are the major effects of exoerience ratino’ Shou]d g

the deqree of experience ratinq be reduced or 1ncreased7'f"

__Shooid'there be”e minimuh tex»or sh001d favorablx lb

.fexperienced emp]oyers in some states continue to receive L

.ZO,J‘Nhat is a reasonable upper limit for the maximum emo]over_‘

.

. "zero" tax rate assiqnments?

‘tax rate’

fShould a pooied financinq system be introduced amona the y’-'\
dfstates to deal with excess benefit costs incurred durinq

'f‘abnormally high periods of unemp1ovment7

e
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‘Survey List

How does unemployment insurance fit into the overall system

of income maintenance? Should the income maintenance system

.be better defined, integrated?

How have unemployment insurance (UIL) costs increased relative

to overall increases in fringe benefits and cost of living?

What approaches do other countries take to the task of finan-
cing unemployment benefits? Should general revenues play an

expanded role in the U.S. system of financing UI benefits?

Should the philosophical theme underlying the program be shifted?

Why? 1If so, more toward insurance or more toward welfare? How?

The unemployment insurance program insures against the risk of
involuntary unemployment. Generally, individuals employed in

seasonal industries are exposed to a higher than average risk of

~ unemployment. Such workers receive a proportionately greater share

of unemployment benefits than do workers employed in non-seasonal
industries. Consistent with insurance principles, employer con-
tribﬁtion rates are experience rated to reflect varied degrees of .
risk as evidenced by previo?s experience with unemployment. Em-

ployers generating the greatest rates of unemployment are taxed at

* List of problems, ideas and issues in the unemployment

insurance financing field which was distributed to
program administrators in each of the fifty states.
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the maximum rate. In some instances, the employer's drain

upon the fund far exceeds contributions. To the extent that

these excess costs reflect involuntary unemployment due to

-normal edonomic»risks; such excess costs are justifiably borne

by other employers. The extent to which such excess costs are

'systematically ﬁséd to supplemeht‘the employer's payroil, i.e.,

to hold workforce intact until next pfoduction cycle, it is

questionable whether such excess costs ought to, be borne by

other employers. The concept of limited'liabilitx'will,iimit the

degree to which the UI fund will finance'eXtraordinary levels -

of unémployment as follows:

&Y

(2)

(3)

First, high cost employers will be required to pay
the maximum tax rate.

Secondly, the UI fund will assume limited additionél
liability up to some multiple of the maximum tax rate
or the average annual benefit cost rate, i.e., two
times maximum tax rate or three times évérage‘annual
benefit cost rate.

Benefit costs beyond such limited liability will be

‘ finanéed dollar for dollar on a reimbursement basis

by employers who systematically generate extraordinarily
high 1evelsfof unemployment. From an economic point of

view,uthese costs are more appropriately production
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costs and ought to be reflected in the final costs of
particular goods and services, rather than be subsidized
by'other employers through the unemployment insurahée

system.

6. To what extent does unemployment insurance cause unemplbyment?
To What extent is this iﬁduch unemployment functional by allowing
indiViduals to extend the search for a job cdmmenéuraté with ex-
perience and skills‘and‘by keeping individuals in the 1abor market
: ﬁho might otherwise &rop out? To what’éxtent is induced uﬁemploy—
ment dysfunctional in terms of lost production and wasted pubiic
~ resources? To what extent do unemploymentvinsurance benefits
genefate demand? What is the overall impact in terms of cfeating

jobs and lessening economic recession?

7. How één seasonally induced unemployment.bé feduced?
(1) Diveréification
(2) Tax.Incentiﬁes
| (3) Study of seasonal industries with case study ana1ysis of

firms most successful in avoiding seasonal layoffs.

8. Whatvare the basic decisions involved in designing a UI tax system?
(1) Long term unemployment rate.
(2) Cyclical variations of unemployment rate.

(3) Long term cost rate.
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(4) Cyclical variations of cost rate.

(5) Distribution of costs among employers, workers,

government.

(6) Distribution of employer cost among employer

community.
’ (7) Taxable wage base.
'(8)‘ Method of expefiencevraﬁing.
(9) Degree'ofréxpérience réting.
»{10) Maximum rate. B
filj ﬁinimumvrate.b
(12) 1Number of employer rate categories.
(135 _SiZe of eﬁployer ratevcategofiesf
(14) Number of years in réting base.
(15) Number of fund reserve intérvals.‘
(16)  Limits of fund reserve intervals.
 v(l7) Fund_reserve standard.
‘(18).vAvérage rates required to geafvand

standard.

Should employer experience rating be expanded

'What percentage of employers are managerially

the potential for reduced or increased tax

experienceArating be eliminated? Uniform tax

'by¢Social Security Administration.

44.

toward reserve

or reduced?
sensitive to
rates? Should

could be collected



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

To what extent does experience rating allocation of costs

meet or frustrate economic utility objectives and patterns

‘of demand and consumption? What interindustry and interfirm

subsidiés are taking place?

The effectiveness of experience rating can be improvéd by

reducing the number of years in the rating base in states

which currently use "all years of experience".

Should workers be taxed? What is the revenue potential?

What are the social and political pro and con arguments?

What would be the effect on interstate employer tax differen-

tials and competition of a standardized worker tax imposed
in all of the states? Such a tax would aggravate employer

tax differentials:

Employer Employer
Tax Worker Tax
Before Tax After
Low Cost State 1.0 0.5 0.5
. High Cost State 4.0 0.5 ‘3.5

High cost state was four times more costly before; seven times

more costly after.

What would average employer, worker and government contribution

“be in a tri-partite financing arrangement? Average cost rate

from 1965 through 1974 was 0.56%. Equal contributions of 0.7%

from workers, employers and government should be adequate to
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'Efinance system in the future.‘

* .

'>;f;10 year U S. cost rate .’;(to)......................0 84/'__5W17'

JOne-third U S. cost rate }(to)......................0 287ff?45

‘ 10 yeaI'US. COSt rate ‘_'.:ib_(tx)...................-..l 68/

s

One-third UoSn COStrate ‘.(tx)......................0 56/

Z;Should the worker tax be experience rated7 To what“extentv ’

:"sfcould the unemployment rate be reduced by tax incentives 55vr

*through varying systems of worker experience rating7

fIntroduce system of worker experience rating which would be»,: SR
'7structured upon concept of Employment Insurance—-system with
- j payoff for indiv1duals who have steady employment and/or who ‘f

vavoid utilizing unemployment benefits._ Basic worker tax of 3.,

r'f 5 0/ would be applicable to individuals who have drawn certain

0jamount of benefits over specified period of time.f Individuals

Tfiiwho have not drawn high amounts of UI would be forglven 5 Oélidy

frtax,'and in addition, Would be given 5 0/ 1ncome tax cred1t ‘on

»:earnings up to wage base cutoff——a 107 net gain for many workers o

\

Qj”(5 0/ tax could be collected by internal revenue, social security'

7ﬂ'ylor_state-employmentlsecurity-agencies.)j”"5”

,Introduce syStem ofvarker experience.rating‘which*would génere .
»ate 1arge initial revenues and thereafter prov1de system for‘_l_;

‘Wmore equitable allocation of UI costs by degree of insured risk

bil-Basic worker tax of 2 8/ would be effective for three years

NS ‘1l51:<>§f,"= RUT 5'.77*”‘ﬁf =
*Bencf;t;Paymentsﬁ—iTaxable Vages™

46



yielding $25 billion nationwide.  This mc'o'me wo‘uld‘r-b.e‘

- utilized as a cornerstone upon which to build a solid UI

f revenue system for the future. After three years experience,v

: 'vary worker contribution rates as follows. -~..,‘

18.
19. :
200

ﬂbf;O 0/ for workers who have received 13wor fewerif”
'yweeks of UL during;pastiS;years;'n
f52{82 forfworkers;Who:haye'receiVed1more:than-13: bjtb.
. vv‘_ /:iweeks_ of UI _d.ur_ing‘ past 3years |

What assumptions are most reasonable concerning future

unemployment rates? 'Higher,or lowerlthan”past.35.years2;'

Develop portable trainlng course which experienced state C

o research technicians can use. to- traln new staff

Tax structure evaluatlon technlque...Calculate unemployment

_ rates which can be financed at each column of the tax structure.

-What is the range of theoretical optlons for ellmlnating out-

'standlng UI 1oans7,

if(l} Pay 1mmed1ately
. (2) qugiveness -
Z:;(B)f pay_at FUTKEscheduled.rates‘
ZF(A)'hPayfleyel FUTA rates . f
“<5)w:belay until:some arbitrary time orhreseryebcriteriai )

' is met.

: * Federal Unemployment Tax Act.

a7 |



'Pfopdsal: Répay loans at level 0;5% FUTA rate until loan
| | is depleted.
Propoéélf'_Repayvloans at 0.3% FUTA rate wifh minimum O;BZk
 incremental iﬁctease to state_téx schedule re-
required during year following any’year in which"
state had to bofrow money. Stéte resérves could
“be aécumulatéd;béxcess funds need nqt be applied

‘to loan; loan depleted at‘0.3%‘0vérvlong term.

22, What are the economic implications of programmed’deficit
financing to increase the countercyclical impact of UI in
the future? Cumulative loans represént countefcyclical

~deficit finéncing by default;

23. Loan disincéﬁtive effe¢ts...Intérést—fr§é loans;have generated
| at'least'twq financial responsibility disincentive effects: 
(l) ‘BeCause loans‘weré interest—free, the 6§tion of
.‘bofrowing was made a desiréble_alternativevcomr
pafed to the more respohéible optiOns‘bf tax in-
crease or‘selective benefit decréasé.
‘(2), Scheduled FUTA rate increases to repay loans éct
| as pressure militating against respoﬁsible tax

legislation.

24, A fixed wége‘base will frustrate the financial balance of an other-

wise stable system. Given an inflatioﬁary econﬁmy, it guarantees

-48
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25.

26.

27.

28.

annual tax reductions (relative to payments on total wages)

~and future legislative battles to raise the wage base. A

periodically adjusted fixed wage base and fiscal stress serve
to check benefit liberality.
Proposal: Enact flexible FUTA base of 100% average annual

wage rounded to next lowest $1000. ($9000 in 1976)

To what extent is widespread borrowing contributing to a
"federalization by default"? What are advantages, disadvan-
tages of federalization? Which>employers would benéfit.most,

least?

Methods to generate predetermined reVenue yields...array
systems of assigning certain percentage of wages to each rate
category; adding across—-the-board factor to average rate

assignment to generate desired average yield.

Do private companies who are vigilant in policing chérge+

 backs and disqualificatidn opportunities discriminately elimin-

ate claimants or do they generally contribute to better overall

administration in accordance with laws and rules? Do they

- possess expertise which could be applied in goverﬁmént adminis-

tration of the program?

What are the effects of non—éharging, the effects 6f crediting

interest to employer accounts?

A9
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The concept of fund adeQuacy is ‘a highly subJective one.fv?'f{
Proposal Deflne fund: standard '"ideal fundf, as zero.:l
| | The obJectlve under thlS standard would be toy
| pay off debts and accumulate reserves durlng ;

. expan31on and to deplete reserves and borrow 'T;‘

during reces31onary per10ds.¢ The Wlder the"
range of tax rates, the wider the countercyclical
impact, i e.; reduce tax rates during recessions e

increase tax rates durlng expansions.,'Rerate"»'

rate variatlons to UI rates, not to fund reserVeS.:,,:‘i,

'f,%Adestnschedule‘of:rates.togreserveiprojeCtrons;2~t‘Hu

" and: experience over economic’ cycle.

What are. the alternatlves to the fund reserve multiple conceptf

for establlshlng a fund standard7

';hff(I) Flat amount

) 7""(:2')"5:,"B.erjc'ent'age.iof :wag'éfs&ff“:. e

ifPercentage ofv'nsurance in force' B

'fffﬁ)ﬁfVarlable reserve multlple based on average varlation in

‘7f*c'it rather than on one—tlme extreme var1at10n in- cost
:(S)QfVariable reserve adequacy standard based upon combinatlon
:¥”of fund amount and respon31veness of tax system _“

1"(6)ﬁ?Variab1e reserve adequacy standard based on-: relatlonshlp

{aVerageqcost‘ratenandmhigh;cost»rate,‘

f5dmx"iﬁ*fﬁn s

e

& -
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What is the rationale of a’ socialized tax7

What are the quide— e

- 1ines for determlning phllosophlcal 1imits of such a tax7 ::"

'l55~emp10yer3who'paysvthe‘maXimum rate:;0r3thevpoSitiVefreserVé”ffiff'l‘“

_Who pays greaterfshare,of program costs?

~employer who pays?theVminimum'rate?v

Who-is.most"hénefited7

‘The défiCithreSéfue,f;”fk;‘

Who

Worst employer pays 1owest amount relatlve to

. benefitS'paid to former.workersvand‘hlghest amount‘relative‘t0"7‘

t:33;

',payroll.

tion and re1nsurance7

"Proposal:

Best employer pays 1owest amount relative to payroll

Who‘pays greater share of prOgramvcostSZw‘f'g

:fand highest amount relatlve to: benefits charged to former workers.f-°“'

that are philosphical arguments for and against cost equaliza—

_States'finance‘all‘costs,upﬂto oneéand4a;half:timesw:‘

. each states'

‘ceives reimbursement from general revenues for annual = - . o o

’10.yearwaverageicost,rate.f

. ‘cost-rate..

‘State re-

" costs in excess of one-and-a-half times 10 year average
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- Survey Respounses

PROGRAM STRUCTURE

34. SOCIAL INSURANCE

Unemployment insurance is a social insurance pro-
gram, and just as employers are required to pay ''social
 costs" so may workers be entitled to receive "social
benefits'". For example, dependency benefits violate no
"principle" of social insurance, and could well be an
alternative to Dr. Feldstein's suggestion thét UL bene-

%%
fits be subject to income tax.

John R. Doyle

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 1010

John Fitch Plaza

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

35. ROLE OF UI

-

Item 1...the original proposals on negative income

taxation, if implemented, might be able to do away with UI

~* 1Includes all survey responses received through
December 1976.

*% Dr. Martin S. Feldstein, Professor of Economics,
Harvard University.
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altogether. Secondly, there is much merit,

according to Feldstein, to making UI payments C ol

" taxable--this idea needs further research and

developmént. (Second idea applies to item 4

" . as weli.)

~ 36.

|

Donald M. Scarry

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Bullding, Room 1008
John Fitch Plaza .

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

UI VERSUS WELFARE

The people who have received both U.I. and
Welfare could better comment on a contrast between

the two. There was a Wall Street Journal article

last spring contrasting the demeanor and atmosphere

of a Philadelphia U.I. vs. a Welfare Office. Welfare
seems to offend a person's dignity to a degree that

can be tolerated only if there is no other recourse. *

.More and more, in view of the prime salaries of some

W

of our more recent claimants, any such stigma asso-

ciated with the receipt of U.I. is fading.



U.I. is in the same league as Blue Cross,

Life Insurance, and Retirement Benefits, while
Welfare is like the lottery, a tax rebate or an
inheritanée insofar as certitude and pride of accom-
plishment.

John Clark, II

“Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry

Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121

-37. PSYCHOLOGICAL IMPACT OF WELFARE
Item 4...What impact would the social stigma
that is attached to the receipt of welfare have on
the unemployed worker and his or her family?
Martin Tunney
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121
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ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATION

38.  FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONSHIP

The Federal-State basis of the Unemploymént Insurance
Program has a number of’valuable advantages:

(a) It imposes administrative checksvand balances which
contribute positively to the effectiveness of the
systém.

(b) It provides strong grass-root incentives for
maintaining the integrity of the program.

(¢) It wields a significant stabilizing influence on
a system which is highly sensitive to public
feeliﬁgs and attitudes. | |

(d) It is a way of experimenting with and testing new
ideas without committing the entire program.

These advantages exact a cost-- and the Stateé muét be

ever vigilant to justify that cost and to maintain tﬁe re-
quisit solidarity, collective understanding, and essentiai
kinitiative to preserve the system.

John R. Doyle ‘

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry

Labor and Industry Building, Room 1010

John Fitch Plaza
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
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PERSONNEL POOL

Provide a pool of junior level peopié who have
some indoctrination into;the UI system and have shown
promise in the benefit financingifield.

‘Many promising people abandon their learning in
UI in order to apply their talents‘in other Governﬁent.
agencies or outside of the Government due to lack of
opportunity in previous agency, personnel conflicts,
greater financial gain by leaving or various other
reasons.

On the other hand, the national office and State
rééearch directors have spent a great deal of time
recruiting and developing these technicians only to

lose them when they could start making a significant X

‘contribution.

Keeping qualified people within the system should
improve quality and provide greater opportunities.

A state could lose a qualified person at one point

and as circumstances in that State change, be able to
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40‘

' gain the individual back again with even greater appli-

caBle skills.

James H. Manning
.Room 7418, Patrict Henry 'Bldg.
601 D Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C.- 20213

>FUTA’COLLECTIONS‘
Consideration should be given to combining the
-

state Ul tax program with FUTA and giving the stétes
fesponsibility for administering the combined program;
This-would be an effective system proceduﬁally and on
the basis of’cost.reductiOn, as well. It would also
‘decfease substantially the confusion (ahd attendantv
prOBlems) associated with‘employers‘paying two unem-
ploymeht‘téx’bills through different’channels,

Edward P. Lucas :

Virginia Employment Commission

P. 0. Box 1358
Richmond, Virginia 23211
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42,

PROGRAM INTEGRATION

Why is it necessary to administer so many UC pro-
grams (State UI, UCFE, UCX, FSB, SUA, TC). Wouldn't
one program suffice with the Federal government reim-—
bursing the state as any other reimbursing employer?
Wouldn't such a concept result in less administrative
costs?

D. R. Steward \

Oregon Department of Human Resources
Employment Division

Research and Statistics

875 Union Street, N.E.
Salem, Oregon - 97310

BUDGETING RESTRICTIONS

What effects do economies imposed by the Federal

government on benefit payment control and employer tax

compliance functions have on state trust funds? Would

limited use of state taxes to augment the austere

Federal funding of these functions be cost effective

in terms of state trust fund management?

* UCFE;Unemployment Compensation for Federal Employees,
UCX:Unemployment Compensation forEX-servicemen, FSB;
Federal Supplemental Benefits, SUA;Special Unemploy-
ment Assistance, TC;Temporary Compencation.
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D. R. Steward

Oregon Department of Human Resources
Employment Division

Research and Statistics

875 Union Street, N.E.

~ Salem, Oregon 97310;

43. POLITICAL CONSTRAINTS

Item 8...While you've identified the appropriate

Variables, I don't think you place sufficient emphasis

on the political/labor/business milieu under which

these plans are set- up.

'METHODOLOGY

Donald M. Scarry , )

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 1008

John Fitch Plaza o

Trenton, New Jersey 08625 .

‘44, BENEFIT FINANCING MANUAL

Many states do not have' the capacity to do primary

research in the area of benefit financing and cost. The
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vtv'best that they can.effectivelyVhandie*isito utiiiaeu :
falreadv developed procedures to make their estimates.
h_In many instances this means no research will pet done,»
i :;7or that(many hours\will.have to be_needlesslv»spent
f~try1ng tolfind.theséideveloped methodolozies. This o
‘:idea is to publish a benefit financinp and cost’ manuairﬁ
e Ynghis manual would identify benefit financing and cost
components. It‘would 1ist under-each.component the .
i varions analytical.procednresvand/or estimatingvprOCedureca:v
T.’that have been developed in order of preference bv the »:‘
“ﬁ, national office. Also, this compilation should outline.'
;several methodologies for doing - complete UI benefit
'_'financinp~studies. This manual could be updated con—;e
i tinuously as new. information is discovered
Ron Manasa . T
Florida Department of Commerce o
Office of Research and. %tatistics -

' Caldwell Building
:-Tallahassee, Florida‘ 323043

45, Economic Assumptions

The basic decision in designinp a U I. tax system-_
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'5713alit1es.v76ne’is'not dealiné‘here:mith aﬁmanned trip
".f}to the moon: where a. 100/ redundancy 1s appropriate.

“‘ZOther than for maklng a. report look more volumlnous o

' is.to;be aware of”and'account'foerSZ_of,tﬁeleVentu;

@

'and impressive, ten year economic predlctlons effectlng

CioTa

"T;U I. costs are not worth an iota, one should plan for ;ﬂ-

”_@fthe short term and even then he will only get limiting

'~’f5recurrence and-duratlon,'and thereby tends.toidiscount‘[f :

*:nyunemployment.rate.ngophistlcated-use,of such-a measure :"\rf,fv5'7i

bEXHAUSTION RATE

.;values..,'“

']John Clark II (LT N .
- Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
. Bureau of Employment Security
- Labor and Industry Bullding
»fHarrlsburg,vPennsylvanla 17121

’ frictional or transitional unemployment—-could be a more

rtsensitive key to severity of unemployment than the 31mplev

73 The exhaustlon rate—-because it cumulates both ‘

f¥54;v‘””



47, SURVIVAL RATE

woulu require complementary‘analy81s of:
(a) The rate of: change of the exhaustion rate,vf
to plot 1ts acceleratlon or aeceleratiqn, and )
‘;(b)' the elastieity oftthevexhauatidn rate,:to gaiﬁ""'
greater understand1ng~—— from obJective docu—
mentation —— of the degree to Whlch practlcal
uprogrammatic actionsvcan be exnected to reduce the
Aexhaustlon rate in speciflcllabor market condl— v
tlons; B
Herman S Solemon , ‘ o
New York State Department of Labor
‘State Campus Building #12 ’

- Research and Statistics - Room 452 tv‘
. Albany, New York - 12240

How valid is. the survival rate7 How much”ofean"

7rinvariant is it7. In particular how well does ite
vpredlct how long people will draw beneflts who canvdraw :

: maximum benefit amount for the maximum duratlon?"v

5
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49 .

Steve Kadolph

Research and Statistics Department
Iowa Department of Job Service
1000 E. Grand Avenue

Des Moines, Iowa 50319

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND THE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE

Item 6 has been researched in economic litera-

ture. I'm not sure whether its a problem of causality
or simﬁltaneity. This is ripe for further investi-

gation.

Donald M. Scarry

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 1008
John Fitch Plaza

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

- AVERAGE WEEKLY WAGE

Many states use an Average Weekly Wage (AWW) of

covered employment to determine flexible maximum benefit

amounts. Also, the adequacy of weekly benefit amounts is

often measured in terms of a state's average weekly earnings.
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My concern pertains to the difference bet-
ween the AWW computed'by dividing total wages by
aYerage employment and that of total wagés divided
By~total employment. The first formula useé the
number of jobs while the latter is én AWW of
actual workers. In Alaska, where therg is a high
degree of seasonality, the tﬁo formulas produce
a disﬁarity of $200 in the two wéekly wage amounts.

I would like to know how these two methods
of calculating tﬁe Average Weekiy Wage compare in
other states, and what are the implications on

the state's Unemployment Insurance systems of using

_either method.

Michael Taylor

Research and Analysis
Alaska Department of Labor
P.0. Box 3-7000

Juneau, Alaska 99802
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"ffﬁin ‘a sea of abuse and negligence.r Abusive in that the ease :

‘WORKER TAX

The unemployment compensation tax system is drowning

[ T

: fljand popularity of the ever rising benefit schedules mitigate

vagainst the necessary fiscal deliberation by all 1nvolved o

v”parties——employes, employers, and 1egislators. Negligent in

the complete disregard of the 1ncrea31ngly obvious, unbearable

,tax burden directed to the single fundlng source, employers.
B The antiC1pated $10 billion nationw1de deficit resultlng from o
lstates borrowings is clear manifestatlon that supplemental

jfiscal resources must first of all include the employe popu-

lation so that all future contemplated increases in benefit

b.,levels will be tempered by the realization that such increases .

'»:;will be proportionally borne by the rec1pients. Additional

e }funding should also 1nvolve legislative Jurisdictions, state ;5”."

;“"and federal adding to the ultimate responsibility of dec181on,';f;

*ajfiscal 1nvolvement 1n the administratlon. ';

v James E. D Amelio , - ' - - -
g 'Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry s
‘. ‘Bureau of Employment Security o
' Labor and Industry Building -
. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121



51.

" 52,

WORKER TAX
The worker should not be taxed as this brings about

a very different concept of "

rights to fringe benefits"
which could increase administration costs, political
controversy, etc., without solving our real problem of
enforcing sound financing of the current program.
Clayton 0. Kaigler
Arizona Department of Economic Security

P.0. Box 6123
Phoenix, Arizona 85005

WORKER TAX
Worker should assume bigger burden in financing
unemployment benefits. However, I think that expérience

rating for workers is not practicable. It would throw

‘an additional burden on employer in computing and

collecting diverse rates of worker contributions. How-

ever, how about having each worker's contribution rate

equal that of the employer. This way, a worker employed

by seasonal employer would automatically pay a higher
premiﬁm which would be justified on the grounds that he

would more likely collect unemployment benefits.
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Stanley Zoltanski

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 614

John Fitch Plaza .

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

53. WORKER TAX
Item 12...If a percentage of funding is derived
from a tax which is levied on thé_worker, what would
~a claimant's right be if he or she is laid off for a
reason that is now disqualifying? °
. Martin Tunney : :
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121

54. WORKER TAX
Item 12...Definitely, without such taxing they
“get too little say in the system; it belongs then onlyb

to employers.

Donald M. Scarry

New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 1008

John Fitch Plaza

Trenton, New Jersey 08625 |
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- EXPERIENCE RATING

55. WORKER EXPERIENCE RATING

If the Pennsylvania Chémbér of Commerce is any -
indicator for the rest of the county, experience rating
is sacred. A uniform tax would also iéssen the employer's'
 motivation in the area of fraud control. As was reéently
divulged at the National Governor's Conference in Hershey,
the populous, via a Lou Harris Poll, expressed more con-
fidence in their State Govermments than the Federal Govern-
ment. Anyone contemplating that U.I. be collected by the
vSOéiaIISecurity Administration should keep this in mind.
The imposition_of an employe tax would resultbin less
take-home for the individual, more headaches for thebAgency
and less expense for the employer, So guess who is going
‘ to push this concept?
John Clark, II .
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security ’

Labor and Industry Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121
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'56. WORKER EXPERIENCE RATING
Item 15...What would be the projected cost of

>maintaining such an individual system?

Martin Tunney

Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121

57. EXPERIENCE RATING INCENTIVES

','Does the éxperience rating system cause.é com;
petitive advantage among stateS‘in‘régards to industrial
location/relocation? Does experience rating cause firms
to alter>their hiring and layoff patterns, especially

‘those in. seasonal industries?

Robert Butler

Nevada Employment Security Department
500 East Third Street -
Carson City, Nevada 89713

72



© 58, INTERSTATE COMPETITION -
| What effect do unemployment insurance tax rates.
have on emplbyef decisions to locate in a particular
'state?

" Fred Williams -

1520 W. Capitol Street .
- Jackson, Mississippi 39205 :

N

59. EXPERIENCE RATING,FACTQRS
: One employer will earn deficit experience aqd_é 1
“penalty" téx‘rate while another employer in the same-
industry will be eligible for a tax rate no higﬁer thaﬁ‘
_'the avérage.for all covered»eﬁployers in thé State.r
Sﬁecial fesearch on‘this péint coﬁid detérmine I
.1whether thére.are significant factors oﬁher than thos¢':'
éﬁrféntly used that shouid be céﬁsidered iﬁ State tak
provisioné.' | |
Ovid H. Stephenson

1977 Ridgewood Drive, .NE
‘Atlanta, Georgia ~ 30307
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' 60. EXPERIENCE RATING RECORD

Item 9.}.Experiencé rating should either be com~
plétely done away with‘or should be carried, by tﬁe’

firm, from state to state.

- Donald M. Scarry :
New Jersey Department of Ldbor -and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 1008
John Fitch Plaza
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

~ TAX BURDEN

61. = EMPLOYER TAX RELIEF

. With the proliferation of extende& duration
benefit programs; at what noinﬁ should the emnlover he

' reliéved of the cost burden?

D. R. Steward :
Oregon Department of Human Resources
Employment Division

- Research and Statistics

875 Union Street, N.E.

‘Salem, Oregon 97310
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62. GENERAL REVENUES

Employers should not be held finéncially.responsi—
ble for benefits paid beyond 39 weeks. Federal 1egisla;
tion extending duration beyond thaf point inéurs costs

‘which should be fotally underwritten by geﬁérai‘revenues.
Persistent long-term unemployment is a national econbﬁic/
social ﬁfoblem. A payroll tax assessed agaiﬁst employérs‘
appears to be an inappropriate financihg mechanism in
such recessiqnary periods. In fact, the additional
draiﬁ on employers' resources could aggravate an already
serious economic situation. To that degree, the direcf
payroll tax is self-defeating.

‘ W; M. Welfley‘ .
Virginia Employment Commission

P.0. Box 1358
Richmond, Virginia 23211

63. IMPACT OF HIGHER EMPLOYER TAX
Item 5...Consideration must be given to the impact

of increasing emploYer responsibility on various industries,
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i.e., industry survival, cost of production, and

potential impact on the total economic picture.

Martin Tunney .
Pennisylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania .17121

64. EMPLOYER RESPONSIBILITY

Item 5...When speaking of employer responsibility,
ié it really possible or advantageous to speak in terms

of a fragmented economy?

Martin Tunney N

Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121

FUNDING TECHNIQUES

65. QUARTERLY ADJUSTMENT OF TAX RATES

New Hampshire has a unique system for adjusting tax
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rates on a quarterly basis. The fund level in one-
quarter determines the tax scﬁedule applied on wages
in the next quarter that must be paid in the third
quarter.
The effectiveness of this system for maintaining
solvency was proven in the 1974-1975 recession. The
fixed dQllar amounts now used for measuring fund adequacy
are too inflexible to rapid changes in wages in benefit
schedules.
Td demonstrate the use of an alternative system,
a high cost multiple for the State was estimated on a
qQarterly basis and applied to data for the recession
period. The result was é fund ievel at the close of the
_critical first quarter of 1976 that was 15 percent higher
than actual experience - without use of the higher schedules
that actually went into effect.
Richard Frye
New Hampshire Department of Employment Securit

32 South Main Street
Concord, New Hampshire 03301 '
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_LONG RANGE. FINANCING L

The de51gn of a U. I. tax system is very bas1cally

"lﬂcontlngent upon economlc forcasts, the financial position

lfrom which the system is to be implemented and the general

program philosophy of the state legislature regarding base,<

rate and reserve fund.

.:»Costjrates,andﬂunemploymenttrate'mustfbe'baSed:uponﬁ_.'f':

: L‘f:sbund‘eipert‘economic‘ProjeCtions Q'after Which'thevvarious«f
‘phllosophlcal, statlstlcal and procedural parts of the d‘.
i system should be dev1sed developed and 1ntegrated |

A ﬁuestlon closely related is whether lg_g_rgggg bene— ‘l"“

»fit financing” is really feasible for many of the states who -

. 'have“deficitfbalances. Perhaps d1rect, current f1nancing a

v is the only reasonable course for many statesv— with no yfw =
'interest for'defic1t flnancing achntinually ent1c1ng‘a1—

ternative. .

Clayton 0. Kaigler : :
Arizona Department of Economic Security
~ P.0. Box 6123 :
- Phoenix, Arizona 850053’
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" 67.

"PAY AS YOU GO" |

Aaopt "pay as you go" systeﬁ, combining the
"array Systém" propcsed by Haldi Asspciates? Employer‘
contributions for a calendar yéar‘should equal the
benefit payments made the last fisqal year excluding
extended benefits. Worker Contributibﬁs woﬁld not be
included, but would Be kept in a separate fund within
the fund, and used only under two circumstances:

(1) To cover any deficit between amount of bene-
fifs and contributions above. (But con-
versely, surplus would be credited to’this
sbecial fund.)

(2) To pay extended benefits i.e., benefits'v
beyond 26 weeks.

Staniey M. Zéltanski
New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Bullding, Room 614

John Fitch Plaza
Trenton, New Jersey 08625

* Haldi Associates, FEconomic and Management Consultants
of New York, recently prepared a Benefit Financing ‘
Study for the State of New Jersev.
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';;fges.’;FLEXIBLE WAGE BASE

Should the taxable wage base in a state be

-"__;flexible‘7 If so, should it be d1rect1y related to

‘7“,the amount at risk 1 e., those wages used to establlsh'f‘
ﬁ-maximum‘benef1t~amounts9 To What extent would this '
i subvent the experience rating system? If this concept o ”f]’

"ffis adopted by a substantial number of states What

";would be the effect if any, on the FUTA taxable wage &;df;U;'"

;base9 ',:V;i,g,

L Joe. M Wooddall e
. 'Georgia Department. of Labor'
- 254 Washington Street, SW -
hAtlanta, Georgia : 30334 -

"Q69;‘“FLEXIBLE WAGE BASE

SN i

»Item 24.,.In addltion to setting the taxable wage f‘-, G

zf‘{base'on tme.average income, what would be the effect ofypl”
::h a flexible tax base set up as a percentage of the prlor
”Jhyears total wages° What percentage of total wages would K

"f'be considered adequate7 -




. Lucy Keenan : T
~ Department of Research and Statistics
Nebraska Department of Labor )

' 550 South Sikteenth Street: B
- Box 94600, State House Station
'~ Lincoln, Nebraska 68509

FUND ADEQUACY

ZoL FUND_ADEQUACY

-As long as the Federal/State relationship

en&ures, the‘concept of fund adequacy will vary .-

putsuant to the outlook of a State's Labot'Depert-

ment hierarehy and the‘pressure.exerted on its.

legisiative solons. Basicaily, if all‘in this

endeavor ere guides by,consistency in dealing with

employers and the‘pub}iC,’and'a'laissez;faire"

attitude to extremes, Qe can‘eVOke confidenee and

a‘spifitbof cooperation amongst our constituents.
John Clark, II ,
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121
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IMPACT OF LARGE RESERVE FUND

magnitude.

Item 17...PresupP081ng a credltrbalanee af this P
“. }(13“Should the‘lnterest rate en such an amount -
. be, tied to the interest rate paid for invest—v“i“
‘;ment in Federal government securities?
’E(Z)REShould consideration,be'glvenftosma;ntaining°:f
- a'diversifiedfinvestﬁent‘nortfdliui]uh
(3)  What &oﬁldVBé the eeonsniebinpaet.ofvmains' -
.talnlng thrs 31ze of fund7 Would thlS much

”ﬁmoney be removed from the pub11c and pr1—

fvate;sectors of;theveconomy?.=

',Martin Tunney

. Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry

. Bureau of Employment Security
- Labor ‘and: Industry Building:"
‘Harrlsburg, Pennsylvania.' 17121

REVENUE SOURCES

'. The prudent 1nd1v1dua1 purchases 1nsurance to’

82
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guardvagainst'cétéstﬁophi¢‘losé.] in Stafesvéuch és
v.Pénnsylvénia, the,laét two Yearsbcdnstitﬁte'éuch a
-holocauét,: Conforﬁity with esﬁaﬁlished insuréﬁ¢e
_ffrinciples would auger général revenues being ﬁséd’tbw
“protect employers>frdm_the effects ofbsuch-extrema;:
Cdét reinsurance will prbvide'thé same protectioﬂ an&
“is preferable'to fuggéd individualism buﬁ seeﬁs some-
what COntrivéd. ’The afficiqnédos of U.i..Bénefit‘ |
Financing‘W6ﬁld deem the enactment of é figxibievFUTA-,”
bagé‘as.the single'most,important‘event sinéé'the_
passgge_of Wagner-Péjser._ | | |
John Clark, II
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry»
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building.
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania = 17121

73. UL LOANS
What effegt'will forgiveness of-ouﬁstandihg 16ans' v'

to approximately 30 states eventually have on the tax
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'7rates for employers in the other 20 states that . 1l“;if§fﬂi;

“r%'remain solvent and do not need to borrow? =7’

_ _;f?Fred Williams R
o 1520°W, Capitol Street L
,‘LJaCkson’»MiSSissippi» 39205

- COST EQUALIZATION AND REINSURANCE

:»:'{:}.7,'4; © CoST EQUALIZATION

v } A proposal has been madeito“give federalvfinan-‘
"cial aid to states with high unemployment rates. This

"_vwould be in the form of reimbursement to the state s
"nnemployment insnrance reserre fund., Would this use
fiof funds result in the“neeessity for an increase in the
';téX;tatenﬁoregmﬁlqyersiin.all;states?dt :bxﬂ

Fred Wllliams

- 1520 W. Cap1t01‘Street »
S Jackson,_Mississlppi ' 39205
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75, REINSURANCE
| A Cost equallzatlon and relnsurance are phlloso-'"
phlcally d1fferent.‘ The example ;n;itemb33‘is:reinf
' f‘surance‘i
John R. Doyle' . : » o
New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry
Labor and Industry Building, Room 1010

~ John Fitch Plaza
~Trenton, New Jersey 08625

"‘f6. iNoN—ch?ULsORY'sTANDARDs:{f
| 'With-regard‘tovcost‘eqnaiizatien and reinsnrance;*'
d»dceuld.tne variens;states agreeuon’benefit'standards:ir.d
: snch standards_nere,not mandaredibur_dniy uséd'asf;f'
: measuringﬁdeviee'with_seme staresdcontinuing belew7as weiie“
‘;asdabone‘thevagreedird standards? Could an equitable cost
: jequallzation formula also be developed to reimburse
n’fstates for all or a portion of beneflts (as adJusted |
Tby agreed to standards) exceedlng an amount reflectlngva

.;four-year mov1ng cost rate (say 2 5/) for total payrolls7"‘
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‘:fD R..Steward

.30regon Department of Human Resources‘rww .

. Employment Div131on ;:»..‘;
. Research and Statistlcs )

. 875 Union Street, N. E.

'7,;Salem, Oregon 97310

s@SEAgoﬁAtruNEMPLOYME@THft

77 ;ATTRACT NEW BUSINESS‘
| * Encourage the establishmemt of new businesses iffD 
Tf{i;which would provide complementary emnloyment in
B fareas of ﬁeavy seasonal umemployment. frovide 1ﬁ;f'
' ;:mcentives for employers to d1versify and expand their |

7uibusineSSes to_provide‘yearéround employment._;;}fj]re7 e

?Walter B Bowne

~ '“Labor and Industry Building, Room 1010
‘7 John Fitch Plaza
' z*QTrenton, New Jersey 08625
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78. REDUCTION. OF SEASONAL UNEMPLOYMENT

Item 7...What would be the overall economic
impact of such a reduction, i.e., inflation, loss
of industries, imports, exports, etc.?

Martin Tunney .
Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry
Bureau of Employment Security

Labor and Industry Building
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17121

79. SEASONAL CONTRACTS

Teachers, professional athletes, etc. should not
be eligible for bénefits during vacatioﬁ or off—Season
_ périods if they are under‘contract to return to work |
with an employer.
Frances Edwards
Virginia Employment Commission -

P. 0. Box 1358
Richmond, Virginia 23211
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'80.

8L

 ELIGIBILITY AND BENEFITS

"LABOR MARKET ATTACHMENT

What tests will best measure claimant 1abor

fmarket attachment for benefit eligibility and thus
'employer tax liabillty that will screen in workers

with minimal skills and a continuing but intermittent |

labor market attachment and screen out those who'have’

“high "earnings" as corporate\officials,-from“residuals,'

etc.; but not a true-laborjmarhet‘attachment?ﬂ

:ﬂ~Tom Hannah

".California Employment Development Department]“;'z

- UI Division (MIC 40)
- 800 Capitol Mall ; SR
‘ Sacramento, California - 95814

3 WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT

Hv:‘ All retirement 1ncome, except perhaps social security, _'
%'should be con31dered as deductible wages when determining
f;the weekly benefit amount, 1f any, that ‘a. claimant should

,receive.,

CE"
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Frances Edwards

Virginia Employment Commission
P. 0. Box 1358 '
Richmond, Virginia 23211

BENEFIT .FQRMULA

The problem of benefit financing must be looked
at both from the aspects of cash inflow (contributions)
and cash outflow (benefits). Since the level of the UI
fund is partially dependent upon the magnitude and dura-
tion of benefit payments, perhaps the payment scheme it-
self should be carefully analyzed for optimality.

The stated role of Unemployment Compensation is that
of income maintenance during times of involuntary unem-—
ployment. However, the compensation itself need not be
restricted to serving this one function. There is the
possibility of altering the benefit payment scheme to
provide the individual with economic incenfivesvto search
for and sécure employment beyond what is being provided

presently in the way of eligibility incentives.

39



The 1arges; portion of the cost of being unem-
ployed is the difference between the prior weekiy wage
and:the amount of weekly unemploymént coﬁpensation re-
ceived. ‘The greater the difference; the larger the
monetary incentive éo search for work. ﬁut, because the
weekly benefit amount is constant, the‘costs of ﬁnem—
bioyment'do not change throughout the benefit'period,
and in fact,»the incentives to search for work may
actually decrease because of diééouragement over the
lack of success in the job search and/or adjustments in
lifestyle to the new level of income provided by .the
benefit payments.

An aiternative to the level benefit payment scheme

would be a string of unemployment compensation payments

which decreased in amount per week over the span of the

benefit period. The actual maximum benefit amount payable

‘ under this scheme would be identical to the amount payable
under the level payment scheme. The difference, of course,

is that the decreasing payment scheme would provide larger

an
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payments in the early stages of unemployment and
smaller payments as the individual progressed througﬁ
‘the benefit period.

The theory behind such a scheme is that as the
number of weeks of unemployment increased, Ehe cost.of
unemployment‘to the individual would increase. In like:
manner, the incentive to search for work would increase
and not decline or remain as With present payment schemes.

- The individual is not being denied any benefits under
this new scheme, but rather the method of payment has
been altered to make it more compatible with his search
for work. |
James F. Sweeney
New Hampshire Department of Employment Security

32 South Main Street
Concord,; New Hampshire 03301

83. BENEFIT ADEQUACY

What criteria, better than a percent of gross

o



' weekly wages, can be used to estab11sh,an approprlate :

T wage loss replacement, consider1ng both the 1ncrease

l in. payroll deductions and fringe benef1ts7 'v'f'”'.

" Tom Hannah : :
. California Employment Development Department
U1 D1v1sion MIc 40) B ol
800 Capitol Mall - 331, S -l:nqig,‘
. Sacramento, ‘California - 95814 .

84, '_BENEFIT ADEQUACY

'_.,What 1s an adequate 'unemployment Weekly benef1t :Jlf

;:damount7 Should thlS amount vary as a. functlon of the SR

'5,gneeds of the cla1mant < ile. number of dependents, cost—'

'etofﬁliv1ngrofgarea,:etc;.‘j.g

.'fDav1d R Beard A I TR
3;;Research and Statlstlcs Department
Iowa Department of Job Serv1ce e
1000 E. Grand Avenue - o

" .Des M01nes, ‘Towa 50319

F?;réz;;
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85.

86.

PARTIAL BENEFITS
What is an equitable formula for partial unem-—
ployment benefits? How much should the total benefit
be reduced in order to not completely discourage some
part-time employment?
" David R. Beard
Research & Statistics Department
Iowa Department of Job Service

100 E. Grand Avenue
Des Moines, Iowa 50319

FEDERAL STANDARDS

Although adequate UC benefits in terms of both
WBA and duration are desirable, the need for federal
benefit standards is questionable within the existing

Federal-State systeﬁ. A federal standard‘for maximum

WBA for. example, would encourage restrictive actions

relative to eligibility and qualifying requirements,
which would call for other '"corrective' standards. We

could look forward to having the benefit side of the

93



. program dominateduby‘federel maﬁdates;j Inevitably3f.{H»

: ,'the,tak*étructureﬁto finance“benefits'wbuld.bOme.

V“*f;fuﬂ&et thexseme°umbre11a,;énd'Wecwoulstheﬁ have a

._efederaliZed system fqr‘ali praqtiCal-purbosesbt'A‘

’::thdrbugh COSt—benefit'studyIShould be made to deteff- ;

o miﬁe'Wﬁethervdr not- such anteventuality wouldfbe'is

':ft'jestifie&;

87,

W, M. Welfley v :

- Virginia Employment Commlssion
. P. 0. ~Box 1358 -

gﬁRichmond Virginia ‘232111

SPECiAL-'CLAIMANT SERVICES

i Would identlfying, screenlng, and prov1ding

eﬁ,unemployment counsellng to potentlal UI exhaustees

f{have a p031t1ve 1mpact i e., beneflt cost reductlon,;"
on a state UI fund7 At What p01nt in a-clalm setles SR
‘wouldzbenefit paymentvredﬁction'bebmakiﬁized?f Would

such a program be cost effective?

: Robert Butler , = -
‘Nevada“ Employment Securlty Department
500 East Third Street v
Carson Clty, Nevada 89713

@

D



;583., wACEjREPLACEMENT RATE
A basic problem in most states is that the"
‘phllosophy of 50/ wage loss compensated is denled
by;a'lew ﬁaximum W.B.A. |
‘Clayton 0. Kalgler
Arizona Department of Economlc Securlty

. - P.0. Box 6123
: Phoeniz, Arizona 85005

89, DURATION AﬁD‘THE'UNEMPLoiMENT RATE
The queStion of creating unemﬁloyment beceese bf ‘
fhe unéﬁployment ineufanee program'duretion everioeks“
the fact ehat'besic_ecoeomic>1evele and employmept "
demands'determine "genuiﬁe" levels.ofvenemployment ¥ 
- and that er;ifieially lewering‘theerate‘b§ preventiﬁg‘
long?tefm:unemployed either from receiving U.I;:benefits.
erffom remeining in the{laber market is'ﬁpt a viable |
solution. |
Clayton 0. Kaigler
Arizona Department of Economic Security

. P.0. Box 6123
Phoenix, Arizona 85005
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._ . APPENDIX A.
- HISTORICAL STATISTICS
| 1939-1975
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l/ Handbook of Unemp]oyment Insurance Financia] Data, ]938 1970‘ n]us R

‘annual. supplements through 1975. U.S. Department of Labor.

--and. 3 b11110n in 1975..

'vgijeqular UI benefits - plus state share of extended benefits
3/ Less than 0.5 ; : :
.4/ Net reserves(gross m1nus outstand1nq 1oans) were 10 bi]lion in 1074

‘ §/ Total U.S. unemployment benefits dur1no 1975, 1nc1udinq extended

’.programs UC fed emp]oyees and ucx servicemen total]ed ]8 b1111on
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APPENDIX B.

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION
Unemployment Insurance Service

Significant Provisions of State Unemployment Insurance Laws, JanUar’y 3, 1977

PREPARED FOR READY REFERENCE. CONSULT THE STATE LAW AND STATE EMPLOYME"‘T SECURITY AGENCY FOR AUTHORITATIVE iNFGRMATION

BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
Duration in
52-week period
Qualifying Size of
wage or Computation Proportion Benefit firm (1 1976 Tax
employment Waiting of wba wba for Earnings of base- weeks for _‘'worker in rates (per-
State (number x week (fraction of total unem- disre- period total un- specified cent of
wba or as hqw or as ployment4 garded> wages® - employment’ time and/ wages) ?
indicated) 1 indicated] 3 - or size of
‘ Min. Max. Min8 Max. payroll6 Min. Max.
Ala. 1-1/2 x hqw; 0 1/26 $15 $90 $6 1/3 1+ | 26 20 weeks %:5 |%4.0
not less - )
than $522
Alaska | $750; $100 1 2.3-1.1% of 18-23|90-120 | Greater of 634—31% 14 28 Any time 92.3 9.8
outside HQ annual $10 or :
wages, + 1/2 basic
$10 per wba
dep. up to
$30
Ar:iz. 1-1/2 x hqw; 1 1/25 15 85 \ $15 1/3 12+ 26 20 weeks 0.1 2.9
$375 in HQ : : -
Ark. 30; wages in 1 1/26 up to 15 100 2/5 1/3 10 26 10 days 0.5} 4.4
2 quarters 66-2/3% of
State aww
calif. [ $750 1 1/24-1/31 30 104 $18 1/2 "124-15 726 over $100 %1.4 %.9
’ ' in any
quarter
Colo. 'o30 1 60% of 1/13 25 116 1/4 wba - 1/3 74-10 | 26 20 weeke [¢] 3.6
of claimant's '
. hgqw up wo
. A0% nf State
aww -
Conn. 40 4 1/26, up to {L5-20 |116-174| 1/3 wages 3/4 726 726 20 weeks %1.6 94.5
60% of '
State aww
+ $5 per
dep. up to
1/2 wba
Del. 36 U | 1/26, up to 20 125 Greater of 1/2 17 26" 20 weeks 1.6 4.5
60% of State 510 or 30%
aww - of wba
b.C. 1-1/2 x hqw; 1 | 1/23 wp to |13-14 | %148 | 2/5 wba 1/2 17+ | 34 Any time 2.7 | 2.7
not less 66-2/3% of
than $450; State aww
$300 in 1 + $1 per
quarter dep. up to
$3 '
Fla. 20 weeks 1 | /2 claim- 1o 82 | ss 1/2 weeks 10 26 20 weeks 0.7 | 4.5
employment ant's aww employment ‘
at average :
of $20 or
more
Ga. 1-1/2 x hi 2 : : e 9 9
. : qw - 1/25+$1.00 27 ) kY $8 1/4 9 26. 20 weeks 0.05 [74.03
Hawaii [30; 14 weaks | %1 | 1/25 up to 5 I 120 2 Uniform 26 726 . || any eime!? || ®3.0]%3.0
employment 66~2/3% of ’ . o
. State aww I
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-

State

Idaho

Ill.

Ind.

Iowa

Kans.

Ky.

La.

Maine

Md.

Mass.

Mich.

Minn.

Miss.

BENEFITS

| 1-1/2 x hqw;

1 18 weeks

Qualifying
wage or
employment
(number x
wha or as
indicated) b

1-1/4 x hqu;
ot less
than
$520.01;
$416.01 in
1 quarter;
wages in 2
quarters

$1,000; $275
outside HQ

1-1/4 x hqw;
not less
than $500:
$300 in' last
2 quarters

$600; $400 in
1 quarter
and $200 in
another

30; wages in
2 quarters

1-3/8 x hqw;
8 x wba in
last 2
quarters;
$250 in 1
quarter

30
$900; $250 inf
each of 2
quarters

$192.01 in'
1 quarter;
wages in 2
quarters

30

14 weeks
employment
at $25.01
or more

employment
at $30 or
more

36; $160 in
1 quarter;
wages in 2

quarters

102

COVERAGE TAXES
Duration in
52-week period
Size of
Computation Proportion Benefit firm (1 1976 rax
Waiting of wba Wha for Earnings of base- weeks for worker in rates (per-
waek (fraction of | total unecm- disre- pariod total un- specified cent of
hqw or as_ ployment qarﬂnﬂ” wHins omp loyment time and/ wagas)
inaicaten) - - or mize of
Uin. Max. Min® Max . payrol Min. Max.
1 1/26 up to F17 $99 1/2 wba Weighted 10 26 20 weeks or .90-5 93.6
60% of schedule $300 in
State aww. of bpw in any quarter]
relation
to hqw
10, 5a$$aéga€§ 15 110-135 $7 Uniform 26 260 || 20 weeks 0.1 | 4.0
50% of 14 : '
State aww
1 1/253up to 35 69-115 | 20% of wba 1/4 4+ 26 20 weeks 0.3 3.3
’ $69 from other]
than BP
employer
] . 9 9
0 1/20 up to 20 116 $15 + 1/2 1/2 10 39 20 weeks 0.7 {74.7
66-2/3% of wages
State aww
1 1/25 up to 25 101 $8 1/3 10 26 20 weeks 0 3.6
60% of .
State aww
(0] 1/23 up to 12 87 1/5 wages 1/3 15 26 20 weeks 0.4 | 4.2
50% of
State aww
10; 1/20-1/25 10 120 1/2 wba 2/5 12 28 20 weeks 0.7 3.3
0 1/22 up to 12-17|79-119 s10 1/2~1/3 11+-25 26 20 weeks 2.4 5.0
52% of Statg -
aww +$5 per
dep. to 1/2
wba
0 1/24 + $3 10-13 489 $10 Uniform 26 26 Any time 2.8 | 3.6
per dep. up
to $12 - '
1 1/21-1/26 14-20108-162| 40% not 364 9+-30 30 13 woeks 3.9 | 5.1
up to 57.5% less ‘than
of State $10 nor
aww, + $6 more than °
per dep. up $30
to 1/2 wba
0 60% of . |%16-18| 97-136| up to 1/2 |3/4 weeks 11 26 20 weeks or || 20.8 [%.6
claimant's wba® employment $1,000 in
aww up to cy
$97 with
variable
max. for
claimants
with dep.
10, 137 18 113 $25 7/10 weeks | 13 26 20 weeks'’ || %0.9 |%6.0
- employment ’
1 1/26 10 30 $5 1/3 12 26 20 weeks 1.3 | 2.7

%



BENEFITS - COVERAGE .. TAXES
Duration in
52-week period
Qualifying Size of
wage or Computation Proportion Benefit firm (1 1976 Tax
employment Waiting of ‘wha Wba for Earnings of base- weeks for worker in rates (per-
State (number x week 2 (fraction of total unem- ‘digre~ period total un- specified . cent of
' wba or as hgqw or as: ployment garded wages employment time and/ wages)
indicated) indicated}'3 ' : P or size_of
: Min. Max.. Min? Max. payrol Min. Max.
10 ! _ 90.5 | 93.2-

Mo. 30 x wba; 8300 1 1/20 $15 $85 $10 1/3 8-13+ 26 20 weeks,
in 1 quarter; '
wageé in 2
quarters

Mont. | 13 x wba out-| 21 | 1/26 up to 12 97 (2) (6) 13 26 over.$500 inf| 1.5 |93.1
side HQ 60% of current or

State aww preceding
year
Neb. ' $600; $200 1 1/19-1/23 " 12 80 Up tg 1/2 1/3 17 26 20 weeks 0.1 3.7
in each of wbha
2 quarters
Nev. 1-1/2 x hqw [¢] 1/25, up to 16 94 1/4 wages 1/3 11 26 $225 in any 91,1 93 5
50% of . quarter
State aww
N.H. $600; $100 0. 2.3-1.2% of 14 95 1/5 wba Uniform 26 26 20 weeks 2.4 4.15
in each:of annual
2 quarters wages .
N.J. 20 weeks . | %1 | 66-2/3% of 20 104 | Greater of| 3/4 weeks 15 26 $1,000 in ||°1.2 |%.2
employment claimant's $5 or 1/5 employment any year
at $30 or aww up to wha ) -
_more; or 50% of
$2,200 State aww
N.Mex. | 1-1/4 x hqw 1 1/26; not 17 83 1/%5 wba 3/5 L8+ 30 20 weeks or|f 0.6 3.6
léss than . . $450 in any
10% nor more quarter
than 50%.of
State aww

N.Y 20 weeks 2,12 67-50% of 20 95 . (12) Uniform 26 26 $300 in any 1.5 5.2
employment claimant's quarter
at average aww
of $30 or
more

N.C. 1-1/2 x hqw; 0 1/26 up to 15 105 1/2 wba 1/3 bpw 13 26 20 weeks 0.3 4.7
not less (through 66-2/3% of
than 2-15-77)  gtate aww
$565.50; :
$150 in 1
quarter

N.Dak. 40; wages in 1 1/26 up to 15 107 1/2 wba (6) 18 26 20 weeks 0.9 4.2
2 quarters 67% of

State aww

Ohio - | 20 weeks 101 | 1/2 claimant's| 10-16 |102-161] 1/5 wba 20 x wba. + | 20 26 20 weeks 0.6 | 4.3°
employment aww + d.a. wba for
at $20 or of $1-$55 each credit
more based on week in

claimant's excess of
aww and 20
aem75/26/

Okla. 1-1/2 x hqw; 1 1/26 up to 16 93 $7 1/3 10+ 26 20 weeks 1.2 2.7
not less 55% of ’ '
than $500 State aww
in BP; -
$4,200

Orey. 18 weeks 1 1.25% of bpw |28 102 1/3 wba 1/3 9 26 18 weeks or 92.6 %.0

- employment up to 55% $225 in
at average of State aww any quarter
of $20 or .
more; not
less than
$700 )
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BENEFITS

TAXES

104

COVERAGE °
Duration in
: . 52-week period .
Qualifying . . - Size of .
wage or- ‘| Computation ) B Proportion Benefit - firm (1 1976 Tax
employment waitigg of wba Woa for Barnings of base- ' weeks for worker in rates (per-
State (number x ‘week (fraction of total unem- disre- period total un- _ specified cent of
' wbha or as hqw or as_ 5 ‘ployment garded? wages employment time and/ ~ wages)
indicated) indicated)’ - - or size of
. Min. Max. Min® Max. payrolD16 ' Min. Max .-
Pa. 32 + -36; . 0 1/20-1/25 up | $13-18 $133+41! Greater of |Uniform 30 30 Any time 1.0 4.0
“$120 in HQ;. to 66-2/3% . $6 or 40% : : -
at least of State wba .
20% of bpw aww + $5
outside HQ for 1 dep;
o - $3 for 24
P.R. 21 + -30; | 1 1/15-1/26; 7 . 60 " wha Uniform- T2 720 Any time ©2.95 | 3.45
not. less up to 60% : : ’ R e
than $150; " of State. . -
$50 in 1 Caww
quarter;
wages in
2 quarters
R.I: ' 20 weeks ?l 55% of claim-| 26-31|L100-120 $5 13/5 weeks 12 . 26 Any time 93,2 25.0
employment ant's aww o employment . : i . .
at  $46 or .up to 60% of .
more; or State aww, +
$2,760 $5 per dep.
o up to-$20
s.C. 1-1/2 x hqw; 1 1/26 up to 10 - 103 1/4 wba 1/3 10 26 20 weeks 1.3 4.1
not less 66-2/3% .of : - C
than- $300; State aww
$180 in 1 '
quarter
S.Dak. $400 in HQ;. | 1 1/22 up to 19 89 1/2 wages 1/3 10+ - 26 20 weeks 0 2.7
10 x wba . 62% of up 'to 1/2 ) :
outside HQ State. aww - wba
Tenn. 36; $338.01 .1 ©1/26 14 85 $20 1/3 12 26 20 weeks 0.4 4.0
. in 1 quarter . :
Tex. | 1-17/2 x hqu; 10, 1/25 15 63 Greater of 27% 9 26 20 weeks 0.1 | 4.0
’ . not less ’ ’ $5 or 1/4 '
than $500 or wba
2/3 FICA
tax base :
v \ . . .
Utah - 19 weeks 1. 1/26 up to 10 - 11C Lesser of |Weighted 10-22 36 $140 in CQ °1.3 |%92.8
employment . " 65% of $12 or schedule . ’ o in current
at $20 or’ State aww 1/2 wba. of bpw in or preced-
‘more; not from other| relation td ~ ing CcY
" less than’ than haqw . :
$700 regular .
employer
‘vt |'= 20 weeks 1 1/2 claim- 15 96 $15 + $3 Uniform’ 76 26 20 weeks 1.0 | 5.0
employment _ant's aww for each - ' '
- at $30 or- for highest dep. .up
more 20 weeks up to $15
’ to 60% of
State aww
Va. 36; wages in l01 1/25 20 . 103 | Greater of | 1/3 12 26 20 weeks 0:55| 2.7 ..
o 2 quarters : 1/3 wba or| )
$lo0
15 e y . . . : 9 9
Wash. $1,55013/ 1 1/25 of hqw 17 102 $5 + 1/4 1/3 8+-23+ 30 Any time 3.0 |73.c
. . . up to 50% wages ) ’
of State aww|’
W.va. $700 21 1.9-0.8% of 14 ‘128 '$25 Uniform 26 26 20 weeks 0 3.3
. annual wages . -
up to -
66-2/3% of
State aww




BENEFITS COVERAGE TAXES
Duration in .
. 52-week period.
Qualifying Size of .
wage or N Computation .| Proportion Benefit firm (1. 1976 Tax
employment Waiting of wba Wba for Earnings | of base- weeks for worker in rates (per-
State (number i week (fraction of total unem- disre- period total un- specified cent of
wba or as hqw or as ployment garded wages employment7 time and/ -wages)
indicated) indlcated} . - or size_of
Min. Max. Min® Max. payrol Min Max
Wisc. 17 weeks 101 50% of claim- [$23 $126 Up to 1/2 8/10 weeks 1-13+ 34 20 weeks 90.5 95.2
employment; ant's aww up wba5 employment
average of to 66-2/3% .
$44.01 or of State aww
more with 1
) employer
Wyo. 20 weeks 1 1/25 up to 10 95 3/10 11-24 26 $500 in l.l6| 3.86 -
employment 50% of State current or ’ :
with 20 aww preceding
hours -in ) Ccy
each week
+ $800 in
bpw

lWeekly benefit amount abbreviated in columns and footnotes as
wba; pase period, BP; base-period wages, bpw; high quarter, HQ;
high-quarter wages, hqw; average weekly wage, aww; benefit year,
BY; calendar quarter, CQ; calendar year, CY; dependent, dep.;
dependents allowances, da.; minimum, min.; maximum, max.

2Unless otherwise noted, waiting period same for total or partial
unemployment. N.Y., 2-4 weeks; W.Va., no waiting period

required for partial unemployment. No partial benefits paid in
Mont. but earnings not exceeding twice the wba and work in excess
of 12 hours in any 1 week disregarded for total unemployment.
Waiting period may be suspended if Governor declares State of
emergency following disaster, N.Y., R.I. 1In Ga. no waiting

week if claimant unemployed not through own fault.

When States use weighted high-quarter, annual-wage, or average
weekly-wage formula, approximate fractions or percentages figured
at midpoint of lowest and highest normal wage brackets. When
da provided, fraction applies to basic wba. In States noted
variable amounts above max. basic benefits limited to claimants
with specified number of dep. and earnings in excess of amounts
applicable -to max. basic wba. In Ind. da. paid only to
claimants with earnings in excess of that needed to qualify for
basic wba and who have 1-4 deps. 1In Mich. and Ohio claimants may
be eligible for augmented amount at all benefit levels but bene-
fit amounts above basic max. available only to claimants in
dependency classes whose aww are higher than that required for

- max. basic benefit. In Mass. for claimant with aww in excess of
$66 wba computed at 1/52 of 2 highest quarters of earnings or
1/26 of highest quarter if claimant had no more than 2 gquarters
work.

When 2 amounts given, higher includes da. Higher for min. wba
includes max. allowance for one dep.; Mich. for 1 dep. child or
2 dep. other than a child. In D.C. and Md Md., same max. with or
without dep. - - ' '

5In computing wba for partial unemployment, in States noted full
wba paid if earnings are less than 1/2 wba; 1/2 wba if earnings
are 1/2 wba but less than wba.

6with exception of Mont. and N.Dak., States noted have weighted
schedule with percent of benefits based on bottom of lowest and
highest wage brackets. 1In Mont., duration is 13, 20, and 26
weeks, depending on quarters s of employment; in N. N.Dak., 18, 22,
and 26 weeks, depending on amount of BP earnings

Benefits extended under State program ‘when unemployment in State
reaches specified levels: Calif., Hawaii, by 50%; Conn. by 13
weeks. 1In P. P.R. benefits extended by 32 weeks in certain indus-
tries, occupations or establishments when special unemployment
situation exists. Benefits also may be extended during periods
of high unemployment by 50%, up to 13 weeks, under Federal~ ~-State
Extended Compensation Program and up to 26 additional weeks
under the Federal Supplemental Benefits program.

105

8For claimants with min. qualifying wages and min. wba. When
two amounts shown, range of duration applies to claimants

with min. qualifying wages in BP; longer duration applies with
min. wba; shorter duration applies with max. possible. concen-.
traticn of wages in HQ,; therefore highest wba possible for
such BP‘earnings. Wis. determines entitlement separately. for
each employer. Lower end of range applies to claimants with
only 1 week of work at qualifying wage; upper.end to claimants
with 17 weeks or more of such wages.

9Represents min.-max. rates assigned employers in CY 1976
Ala., Alaska, N.J., require employee taxes. Contrlbutlons
required on wages up to $4,200 in all States except Mo.,
$4,500; Ala., Mont., R.I., $4,800; Mich., $5,400;

N.J., $5,800; Ariz., Ark., Conn., Ga., lowa, Wis., $6,000;
Minn., Nev., $6,500; Calif., $7, 000, Wash., $7 800;

Oreg., $8,000; Idaho, $8,400; Utah, $8,800; Hawaii, $9,300; -
Alaska, $10,000; P.R., all wages.

lOWaiting period compensable if claimant entitled to 12 con-
secutive weeks of benefits immediately following, Hawaii;
unemployed at least 6 weeks and not disqualified, La.; after
9 consecutive weeks benefits paid, Mo.; when benefits

are payable for third week following waiting period, N.J.;
after benefits paid 4 weeks, Tex., Va.; after any 4 weéeks

in BY, Minn.; after 3d week unemployment, I11.; after

3d week of total unemployment, Ohio; after 1 week, Wis.

llOr 15 weeks in last year and 40 weeks in last 2 years.

of aww of $30 or more, N.Y.
12

For N.Y., waiting period is 4 effective days accumulated
in 1-4 weeks; partial benefits 1/4 wba for each 1 to

3 effective days. Effective days: fourth and each subsc-
quent day of total unemployment in week for which not

more than $95 is paid. -

13To 60% State aww if claimant has nonworking spouse;
66-2/3% if he had dep. child, Ill.; 60% of firmt 4585,
40% of next $85, 50% of balance up to $105, Minn.

l4July 1, 1977, 63%, July 1, 1978, 66~2/3%, Del.

151n addition to total wages of $1,550, claimant also

must have either (1) 16 weeks of employment with wages
of 15% of average wage or (2) 600 hours of employment.

$1,500 in any CQ in current or preceding CY unless
otherwise specified.

17Also covers employers of 20 or more agricultural

workers in 20 weeks, Hawaii; covers 4 agricultural
workers in 20 weeks, Minn.

lsMax. amount adjusted annually by same percentage

increase as occurs in State aww.
- GP 0 -909.9093














