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Mr. GEORGE, ffqm the Committee on Finance, submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany 8. 1274)

The Committee on Finance, to whom was referred the bill (S. 1274)
to amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944 to
provide for an orderly transition from a war to a peacetime economy
through supplementation of unemployment compensation payable
under State laws, and for other purposes, having considered the same,
report favorably thereon with an amendment and recommend that the
bill, as amended, do pass.

GENERAL STATEMENT

This bill as reported by the committee provides three means for
affording the protection to workers which is essential to an orderly
transition from our wartime economy to a peacetime economy. For
the period ending June 30, 1947, it provides for— . ,

1. Supplementing the unemployment compensation payable
under State laws 80 as to extend the duration of the period for
which such compensation is payable. _ ,

2. Paying unemployment-compensation benefits to Federal
emplc’)Fees and maritime workers, . . .

‘3. Transportation allowances to. assist persons who have been
engaged in war work away from their-homes to return to their
homes or to go to places where new employment is available.

These are emergency measures to meet the problems of temporary
une.m(i)loyment and shifting employment during the reconversion
period. . . ‘ T IR
The cost of the benefits provided by the bill will be borne entirely
by the Federal Government. This 18 entirely ap]llropriate,; as the
problems which the bill seeks to; meet arise as a result of our national
war effort, and the cost of the bill should be regarded as a part.of the
cost of the war, No one can foretell the exact extent of the unem-
ployment which will occur during the reconversion period or the
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extent to which it will be necessary to aid in redistributing the labor
force to meect the needs of our postwar economy. However, it is
clearly the obligation of the National Government to take all reason-
able steps to protect individuals who have been engaged in war
work by alleviating the hardships which they may incur by reason
of the sudden termination of these activities. '

PROVISIONBS OF STATE UNEMPLOYMENT-COMPENSATION LAWS

In order to determine what should be done to protect workers who
are thrown out of employment’ by reason of the termination of war
contracts urntil they have an opportunity to find other employment,
it 1s necessary to consider the provisions of the present State unem-
ployment-compensation laws and the extent to which they are
adequate to meet the problems of transitional unemployment. A
brief description of the manner in which these laws operate is given
below, and considerable additional information concerning them is
contained in the tables which are included in the appendix to this
report.

All of the 48 States, and Alaska, Hawaii, and the District of Colum-
bia, have unemployment compensation systems, These systems have
been developed as the result of cooperative action on the part of the
States and the Federal Government. Most of these State systems
have been established sinco the Congress enacted the Social Security
Act in 1935. This act imposed a 3-percent pay-roll tax upon em-
ployers and provided that a credit against the tax, up to 90 percent
of the amount thereof, would be allowed to employers in States which
have approved State unemployment-compensation laws, There are,
however, some classes of employers who are not subject to the Federal -
tax; and, in most instances, the States have exempted these same
employers from paying contributions under the State unemployment-
compensation laws, Since” contributions are not required of these
employers under the State laws with respect to the wages paid their
employees, their employees arc not eligible to receive unemplogment,
compensation under the State laws, Most of the employees who are
thus left outside the coverage of State unemployment-compensation
laws are agricultural workers, domestic workers, governmental em-
ployees, seamen, or persons employed by employers who have fewer
than eight emp[oyees. (See table D in appendix.) The contribu-
tions collected by the States under their laws are paid into a fund
which, except for refunds of certain sums paid into such fund, can be
used only for making payments of unemployment compensation.
All of the States now have substantial reserves 1n these special funds.
In the aggregate, these reserves for all States amount to about
$6,800,000,000. (See table A in appendix, showing these reserves by
States). The solvency of these funds during the reconversion period
was guaranteed by the Federal Government in the War Mobilization
and Reconversion Act of 1944,

Records are kept by the States of the wages paid in each calendar
quarter to each individual employes, if contributions with respect to
such wages are required to be paicf under the State law, On the
basis of these wages, employees build up wage credits on the basis of
which their rights to unemployment compensation in future periods
of unemployment are determined. In order to be entitled to any
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benefits, the individual must have earned an amount specified in the
State law (referred to as the “qudifyigg amount’’) during the base
period. In most States, this base period comprises four consecutive
calendar quarters, and these calender quarters may or may not cor-
respond with the calendar year. The amount of compensation that
an individuv:! may receive under a State law is usually spoken_of in
terms of the amount to which he is entitled within a ‘‘benefit year’’;
that is, the amount that he may receive within a given 12-month
period. The compensation that an individual may be entitled to in
a benefit year depends upon his earnings in his base period, which in
most cases would have ended some 3 to 6 months before the beginning
of his benefit year. The weekly aniount of compensation which an
individual is entitled to receive is usually a specified fraction of the
wages received by him durinil that calendar quarter of his base period
in which he received the highest wages, subject to & maximum limit
in terms of dollars varying from $15 per week in some States to $28
in others. The number of wecks for which an-individual can draw
this weekly amount is also related to past earnings, but in this case
it is usually his earnings during the entire base period. (See tables
F and G in appendi:.gs The maximum duration of benefits varies
from 14 weeks 1n some States to 26 weeks in others, However, 14
States paay, to all workers who have qualified for any benefit, benefits
for a fixed uniform number of weeks. These are referred to as having
a uniform or flat duration of benefits. T

It should be understood, of course, that under the State laws
individuals are not entitlod to compensation unless they are unem-
ployed (or partially unemployed), have registered for work at a public
employment office, and are able to work and available for suitable
work. To turther assure the payment of benefits only to workers who
are genuinely unemployed, all State laws disqualify workers under
cortain circumstances, The most common are a voluntary quit or
refusal of suitable work without good cause, or discharge for mis-
conduct connected with the work. These disqualifications vary from
postponing the payment of benefits for a fixed period to reduction or
cancellation, in whole or in part, of potential benefit rights.

EXTENDING THE DURATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

There is a wide diversity in the provisions of the unemployment-
compensation laws of the several States, which makes it difficult to
state accurately and in general terms what all of these laws provide.
However, the basic theory of all the State laws is substantially the
same, As unemployment comperisation has developed in the United
States, it has been regarded as a form of insurance for normally em-
ployed workers against temporary periods of unemployment, This
type of compensation has never been regarded as a means of prevent-
ing or curing major degressions, although, it does, of course, help to.
stabilize our economy by preserving the purchasing power of unem-
ployed workers. It is also clear that the unemployment-compensation
systems of the States were not designed to meet the unusual problems
arising during the present reconversion period. .

_There have been many estimates as to the number of workers who
will be thrown out of enagloyment,l:g' the transition. from war to
peace and as to the length of time the transitional unemployment
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will last. The length of time which will be required to convert from
war production to peacetime production varies widely, of course, in
different industries, In the textile industry, for example, recon-
version is not a major problem, and little unemployment is expected
“to result from the cessation of hostilities. The automobile-manu-
facturing industry represents another category where the change-over
requires a substantial shutting down of operations but where a large
part of the wartime labor force can be reemployed in peacetime

roduction after the change-over has been made. A third category
13 represented by the shipbuilding industry, where there can be no
reasonable expectation of employing in our peacetime economy
anything like the labor force that has been employed during the war.
The people displaced in such industries as these must look for jobs
elsewhere.

In addition to the war workers who are displaced by reason of the
termination of hostilities, there are millions of veterans of the armed
forces who will be returning to civilian life. They must be absorbed
into our pencetime economy. :

It is clearly apparent, thorefore, that there will be major readjust-
ments in the utihzavion of our labor force which will result in some
uncemployment for large numbers of people. Of course, not all of
them will be unomployed at any one given time, as the impact of
reconversion will strike at different times in different places. It has
been variously estimated that the average number of unemployed
workers in this country during the next 18 months might well run
from 3 million to 8 million persons. Their periods of unemployment
will range from a few days to at least several months.

This committec is convinced that in order to be reasonably sure of
providing adequate protection for displaced war workers we must pro-
vide that unemployment compensation will be available to them gen-
erally for not less than 26 weeks. It is not safe to rely on “h» hope
that reconversion will be fast¢gr than we expect and that there will be
no major unemployment problem. While any period of protection
must be chosen more or less arbitrarily and will be longer than is
needed in the case of some individuals and not long enough in the
case of other individuals, it is the opinion of the committeo, on the
basis of the information available to it, that 26 weeks is a reasonable
goal to scck to achieve,

As has been indicated above, the maximum period for which benefits
are payable under the State laws varies widely from State to State,
ranging from 14 wecks in the States which have the lowest maximum
to 26 wecks in the States which have the highest maximum. (See
table B in appendix.) The only practicable method of providing
substantially 26 weeks of protection of displaced war workers in the
immediate future is by having the Federal Government supplement
the duration for which benefits are payable under the State laws.
These supplementary payments can best be administered by the un-
employment compensation agencies of the various States. It seems to
the committee that the best approach to the problem is for the Fed-
eral Government to offer to make agreements with the States under
which the State agencies will, as agents of the United States, make
payments of compensation to extend the duration of benefits, the cost
to be borne by the Federal Government. The committee feels, how-
ever, that it should be left to the respective States to determine
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whether or not this extended duration should be provided for workers
within their borders and that the supplemental benefits should be
paid to such workers only if the State wishes to enter into such an
agreement, ‘ :
The formula which the committee recommends in this bill will
rovide a total period of protection, within a given benefit year,
including both the compensation payable under the State law and the
compensation payable under an agreement authorized by the bill, for
26 weeks of total unemployment, sublect. to the limitation, however,
that the amount paid to an individual under the agreement with the
Federal Government will not exceed 60 percent of his potential benefit
rights under State law. This latter limitation is necessary because of
the variations which exist in most States as to the amounts payable
to different individuals under their State law. As the amount of
compensation payable under such a law is related to the amount of
earnings during the base period, individuals who have low earnings
during the base period because they have worked for only a short
time receive benefits for a shorter period than individuals who have
been regularly empl%yed and have greater earnings during the base
period, (See table F and G in the appendix.) This benefit period
is based on what the States have determined to be a proper relation-
ship between the wages received during the base period and the dura-
tion of benefits under the State law. To extend to 26 weeks the
benefit period of persons entitled only to the minimum duration (which
in many States is as low as 7 weeks) would completely upset this
relationship to wages in the base period, and would result in many
cases in which the unemployment compensation paid would be sub-
stantially in excess of the earnings upon which the right to such com-
pensation is based. The GO-Eercent. limitation referred to above pre-
serves this relationship without substantially affeécting the group
which this bill is principally designed to-protect, that is, war workers.
Most war workers have earned sufficient wage credits so that they
are entitled to the maxitnum benefits provided under the State laws.
An agreement made under the bill, as reported from the committes,
would provide substantially 26 weeks of protection for all of the per-
sons entitled to the maximum benefits under State laws in all States

except two.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES AND
MARITIME WORKERS : -

The second of the principal features of the-bill is the provision for
unemployment compensation  for Federal emgloyees and . maritime
workers during the reconvérsion period. These groups comprise
something over 3,000,000 individuals and represent a large segment
of that part of our working population which is not now covered by
unemployment compensation.- (See table D in appendix.) The
number of persons in Government employment and in maritime
employment has been greatly expanded during the war period.
Many of the persons who have been employed in these activities are
now being thrown out of employment, and many others will soon'be
thrown out of employment, because of the cessation of hostilities.
These groups are as clearly and certainly entitled to the protection of
unemployment compensation as are any other war workers. It is
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peculiarly the obligation of the Federal Government to provide this
protection for them. Under the State unemployment compensation
g‘ystems, the cost is paid by employers in the form of pay-roll taxes.

he United States in its capacity as an employer should equally be
required to pay the cost of providing similar protection for its em-
ployees., Whether or not unemployment compensation for Federal
workers is to be provided in normal times, it is evident that there will
be an acute nom} for such protection during the reconversion period.
Many instances could be cited which clearly illustrate the inequity of
failing to afford unemployment compensation for Federal workers.
During the war, workers in privately operated war industries have
been working for the Government to all intents and purposes. The
Government has in fact paid the cost of their unemployment in-
surance. Certainly, it should treat its own employees equally as well.

In this connection seamen should be regarded in the same light
as Federal employces. At any one time during the war period some
85 or 90 percent of them have been employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. Since there has been a continuous shifting of individuals
between the larger percentage employed by the Federal Government
and the smaller percentage privately employed, an even larger num-
ber than 85 or 90 percent have performed some of their maritime
service during the war period as employees of the Federal Govern-
ment. This shifting back and forth between Government employ-
ment and private employment has been so great among seamen that
it is impracticable to distinguish between the two types of employ-
ment in providing unemployment compensation for them.

The committee recommends in this bill that unemployment insur-
ance be provided for Federal employees and maritime workers for the
period ending June 30, 1947, at the expense of the Federal Govern-
ment. For the most part, they would be treated just as if they were
covered by State unemployment compensation laws and would be
entitled to unemployment compensation in the same amounts, on
the same terms, and subject o the same conditions as are provided
by the laws of the States in which they perform their service in the
case of persons in private employment to whom such laws are appli-
cable. Exception is made in the case of service performed outside
the United States or in maritime service upon the high seas, both of
which would be covered as if performed in the District of Columbia
and subject to the unemployment compensation law of the District
of Columbia.

The Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion is authorized
to enter into agreements with the States, or their unemployment
compensation agencies, under which such agencies will pay unem-
ployment compensation to Federal employees and maritime workers
on the basis indicated above. In the case of any State where no
such agreement is made, the Director is authorized to make payments
of such unemployment compensation directly to the persons entitled
thereto.

- TRAVEL ALLOWANCES

The third and last principal feature of the bill is the provision for
travel allowances for persons who have left their homes since December
7, 1941, to engage in activities essential to the war effort and who
have engaged in such activities at places away from their former
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homes. The Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion is
authorized, subject to regulations and limitations prescribed by him,
to pay a part or all of the cost of returning such individuals and tbeir
dependents to their former homes. He also is authorized, as -an
alternative to returning them to their former homes, to pay a part
or all of the cost of their transportation to places where employment
is available to them, but only if suitable employment is not available
to them in the places where they apply for the transportation allow-
ances. The bilerovides that the amounts paid under the provisions
of this section with respect to any one worker and his dependents
cannot exceed $200 .and cannot be in excess of the amount allowed
under the Standard Government Travel Regulations with respect to
Government employees and their dependents, The bill also provides
that no cost of transportation shall be paid under this section in the
case where an arrangement has been made under which an employer,
or former employer or prospective employer, will pay such cost of
transportation for the individual concefned. No transportation
allowance can be paid after June 30, 1947, ~ :

PROVISIONS OMITTED FROM THE BILL

There were a number of provisions contained in the bill as it was
introduced which are not contained in it as it has been reported by the
committee. These provisions have received careful consideration by
the committee, and the committee feels that it should indicate the
reasons which have led it to believe it advisable to eliminate these
provisions from the bill. '

THE $26 WEEKLY MAXIMUM

Perhaps the most important of these was the f)rovision relating
to increasing the maximum weekly benefit amount for unemployment
compensation to $25. This proposal related to supplementing the

" unemployment compensation payable under State laws, where the
maximum provided under the State law was less than $25 a
week, so that compensation would be payable on the same basis as
if the maximum under the State law were increased to $25 a week.
'This did not- mean that everyone entitled to unemployment com-
pensation under the State laws would get $25 a week. %t did mean -
that persons entitled to compensation under the State laws would
get $256 a week if their past earnings were high enough to justify the
paf'ment of $25 a week on the basis of the formula used in the appli-
cable State law. Generally speaking, it meant that individuals
would be entitled to receive $256 a week if they had substantial earn-
ings during the base period and if their average weekly earnings dur-
ing the high quarter of their base period exceeded an amount which
in most States would be between $37.50 and $50. The bill as intro-
duced provided for making agreements with the States under which
these supplemental payments would be made by the State unem-
ployment compensation agencies. In case the States failed to enter
Into such agreements, payments were to be made directly to the
individuals by the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion.
This provision was referred to as a “mandatory provision” because
it provided for supplementing the weekly benefit amounts whether
or not the States entered into agreements to that effect.

- 8. Repts,, 78-1, vol, 3——2
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There was also contained in the bill, as introduced, a provision
giving the States an option to enter into agreements increasing the
compensation payable to ang individual entitled to less than the
maximum amount provided by State law, so long as the increased
amount did not exceed $25, or two-thirds of the individual’s previous
weekly earnings. The increased amount in these cases would consist
of supplemental payments financed by the Federal Government.

In support of these proposals to augment the weekly benefit amounts
provided by State law, it was stateg that because of the application
ot the present State maxima, a substantial number of war workers
would receive benefits which are inadequate in relation to their pre-
vious wages. It was urged that an increase in the maximum weekly
benefit amount would cushion the shock to our economy caused by
the sudden cancellation of war contracts on a wide scale and would
facilitate an orderly transition from war to peace. It was also urged
that the amounts now provided by State law to all workers are inade-
quate and should be increased in order to protect displaced workers
and to maintain purchasing power. :

On the other hand, many witnesses advised the committee that in
their opinion the weekly amounts provided in State laws should be
left. unchanged, as they had been determined by State legislatures on
the basis of conditions prevailing in their own States and presumably
were adequate to meet those conditions. It was pointed out that
nearly all State legislatures were in session in 1945, and that during
these sessions most of the State legislatures gave a great deal of con-
sideration to their unemployment-compensation laws and substantially
liberalized both the benefit amounts and the period for which benefits -
are payable. Between January 1 and August 15, 1945, 25 States
increased the maximum weekly benefit amount payable under. their
unemployment compensation laws; 28 States increased the maximum-
benefit duration; 21 States increased both the maximum weekly benefit
and the maximum duration; and 32 States increased one or the other.
(See table B.) - -t

Many witnesses who appeared before the committee expressed the
belief that an increase in the weekly benefit amounts would induce
idleness and retard reconversion. They pointéd out that an indi-
vidual who is paid $25 a week as unemployment compensation
receives a net amount equivalent to what he would receive in most
cases if he earned approximately $30 a week in wages. The extent to
which the right to unemployment compensation will discourage
individuals from seeking new employment cannot be ascertained with
any exactness. State laws provide that an individual shall not
receive unemployment compensation unless he has registered at a
public employment office and is available for work, and compensation
will be denied him if he refuses suitable work when offered. 1In theory,
at least, thes: provisions will keep the unemployment compensation
laws from operating in such a manner as to discourage workers from
accepting new employment. However, there was a mass of con-
“fljcting testimony presented to the committee as to how these pro-
visions work in actual practice. '

There was also presented to the committee considerable evidence
as to the adequacy or inadequacy of the weekly amounts now pro-
vided by State laws. Information as to these amounts is contained
in table B in the appendix of this report. This table indicates that a
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maximum weekly benefit amount of $20 or more applies in 28 States
out of 51 (including Alaska, Hawaii, and the District of Columbia as
States). Over 77 percent of the workers who are covered by State
unemployment compensation systems are covered in these 28 States,
Eleven States with an $18 weekly maximum have over 13 percent of
all covered workers. The remaining 13 States which have a weekly
maxl:mum of less than $18, have less than 10 percent of all covered
workers, o

During the course of the committee deliberations on the question
of the establishment of a $25 maximum weekly benefit, a legal question
arose as to whether.or not the State %overnments could voluntarily
enter into an agreement with the Federal Government for this purpose.

To shed light on this question, the chairman, at the request of the
committee, telegraphed the governors of the 48 States to secure
statements from them on this legal issue. Twenty States through
their governors or attorneys general stated that such agreements
could not be entered into without affirmative action by their respec-
tive State legislatures. Seven States expressed great doubt as to
whether, under existing State laws, State officials had authority to
enter into such voluntary agreements. Seventeen States indicated
that they did have the leFal right to enter into such voluntary agree-
ments, whereby they could accept supplementary payments fror ths
Federal Government to increase weekly benefits to a maximum of $25.

The bill as introduced also provided that, in the absence of the
voluntary agreements with the States, the Director of War Mobiliza-
tion and Reconversion should make ptgment.s directly to the indi-

“vidual workers in the several States on the same basis as the Federal
payments provided for in the case of voluntary agreements. On
this question, 35 of the 48 States asserted that any such payments
made directly by the Federal Government would disquahfy the
workers for benefits under the State laws. Only seven States
inaicated that such direct payments by the Federal Government
would not disqualify workers within their States from the benefits
under the State law. The remaining States did not answer; the
question. '

In the light of the replies from the governors and attorneys general,
it was the view of the committee that great confusion would result
from any effort to establish a $25 maximum weekly benefit payment
either by voluntary agreement or by direct payment by the Federal
Government. The committee took the position that State laws, in
the last analysis, must be interpreted by State officials and by State
courts,

Copies of the replies received from the governors of the States
relating to the questions discussed above are contained in the pub-
lished hearings on this bill, ;

After carefully considering all of the factors involved in providi
for a weekly maximum benefit amount of $25, the committee vo
not tob include this proposal in the bill.

COVERAGE OF NEW GROUPS
In addition to providing unemployment compensation for Federal

employees and maritime workers, the bill as introduced would have
authorized the payment of unemployment compensation during the
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reconversion period to other groups not now entitled to such compen-
sation. Compensation would have been payable, at the expense oII the
Federal Government, under agreements made with the States, to any
of such groups of employees whom the States might elect to include.
The largest groups of employees who might have thus been covered
are agricultural workers, domestic workers, State and local govern-
ment employees, and persons working for employers who had fewer
than 8 employees.  (See table D in appendix.)

The committee does not regard this bill as an appropriate method of
extending unemployment compensation coverage to these groups.
This bill is an emergeney measure which should be enacted promptly
and should be limited to those things which the emergencey requires.
It is not to be anticipated that there will be extensive unemployment
among the groups above-mentioned during the reconversion period.
Morcover, unlike the case of Federal employees and maritime workers,
the Federal Government has no peculiar obligation to provide protec-
tion for these groups at Federal expense, when the vast majority of our
working population is covered under an unemployment-insurance
system which operates upon an entirely different theory. It would
certainly be anomalous to permit the States to elect' to have the Federal
Government pay the cost of unemployment compensation for the
States’ own employees. 3

It seems to the committee that, to the extent that these groups are
to be provided with unemployment compensation, they should be
brought into the system on the same basis as other employees gen-
erally. This would require amendment of revenue legislation, which
cannot originate in the Senate, and, in the case of most of these new
groups, will involve problems of such complexity that they cannot be
given adequate consideration in connection with this legislation. In
the case of the employces who would already be covered under the
existing system except for the fact that they work for employers who
have fewer than eight employces, this committee is already on record
as favoring the amendment of the Federal Unemployment Compensa-
tion Tax Act so as to include these employers within its provisions.
Almost all of the States already have provisions in their laws which
cover employers of fewer than eight persons or have provisions in their
laws which will automatically extend coverage to this group when
and if the Federal Government amends the Federal Tax Act so as to
include them. An amendment to this Federal Act is the orderly
method for providing unemployment-compensation coverage for this
group, and such an amendment cannot originate in the Scnate.

VETERANS’ UNEMPLOYMENT ALLOWANCES

The bill as introduced included several amendments to the Service-
men’s Readjustment Act of 1944, relating to the allowances provided
under that act with respect to the unemployment of veterans of the
armed forces. The proposed amendments would have raised the
weckly benefit amount from the $20 provided by present law to $25
plus an additional $5 for one or more dependents, and would also have
continued the benefits for each serviceman until he had received 52
times his weekly benefit amount instead of the present variable dura-
tion which ranges from 24 weeks to 52 weeks depending on length of
military service. The amendment of this veterans’ legislation involves
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special problems which, in the opinion of the committee, make it in-
appropriate to consider such amondments as a part of this bill. The
committee now has pending before it veterans’ legislation relating to
these matters which it expeets to consider in the immediate future.
Consequently, the committee deems it wise to omit the provisions re-
lating to veterans from this bill and to consider them In connection
with veterans’ legislation.

ANALYBIS BY BECTIONS

“The first section of the bill adds a new title VII to the War Mobili-
zation and Reconversion Act of 1944, relating to tempora?' unem--
ployment benefits during the reconversion period. The following
explanation relates to the sections of this new title,

DEFINITIONS

Section 701 contains definitions,

EXTENSION OF DURATION OF BENEFITS

Section 702 provides for extending the period during which unem-
ployment compensation bencfits are payable for a benefit year under
the Stato laws, but only with respect to unemployment occurring in
the period beginning with the fifth Sunday after the enactment of
the new title and ending June 30, 1947. The section provides that
under agreements botween the States and the Federal Government
compensation may be paid by the State unemployment compensation
agencies to individuals who have exhausted their benefit rights under
State laws, until they have received unemployment compensation for
a total of 26 wecks in a benefit year or until the period provided by
State law has been extended by 60 percent, whichever is the lesser.
The cost of the extended duration will be borne entirely by the Fed-
cral Government. No agreement will be made in the case of any State
unless it has been requested by the Governor of the State or, in the
casc of the District of Columbia, by the Commissioners of the District.

When an agreement has been entered into, an individual who has
been paid the total amount of compensation that he is entitled to
receive under the State law, but who continues to meet all of the
other conditions necessary for the receipt of compensation under such
law, will continue to be paid compensation on the same basis as if
the State law had originally provided benefits for a longer period.
While the purpose and effect of the section is to extend the period
during which bencfits are paid, it is written in terms of supplementing
the aggregate amounts of compensation payable under State law for
& benefit year. This is in conformity with the provisions of the
State laws which, speaking technically, state the duration of benefits
in terms of so many times the amount to which an individual is
entitled for a week of total unemployment. An individual whom we
usually speak of as being entitled to 26 weeks of compensation under
a State law is actually entitled to 20 times the amount payable to
him for a week of total unemployment. If he is partially employed
during a week, his amount of compensation would be reduced accord-
ing to the amount of wages he received during the week. If by reason
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of such a reduction the compensation he received for a week were
only one-half of his full wee{dy benefit amount, only one-half of 1
of his 20 wecks would be charged against him. Thus the total period
for which he might receive compensation under the State law would
be spread over more than 20 weeks. The supplemental compensation
which would be payable under the agreement authorized under this
section would be determined on the same basis, and (subject to any
reduction or cancellation of potential benefit rights provided for in
the State law) an individual could continue to draw benefits until
he had been paid a total amount equal to 26 times his benefit amount
for & week ofp total unecmployment under the State law or 160 percent
of tho amount of compensation which is provided for him under the
State law, whichever is the smaller.

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES AND
MARITIME WORKERS

Section 703 provides for paying unemployment compensation to
Federal employees and maritime workers with respect to unemploy-
ment occurring in the period ending June 30, 1947. Generally speak-
ing, this compensation will be payable just as if the Federal employecs
and maritime workers had been working in private employment wiich
was covered by the State unemployment compensation laws, and
these individuals will receive compensation determined in accordance
with the laws of the State where their work has been performed. The
principal exception to this rule under the bill will be that all service
performed by Federal employees outside of the United States, and
all service performed by Federal employees and maritime workers as
officers or members of the crew of oceangoing vessels engaged in coast-
wise trade or foreign trade, will be treated as if the service had been
performed within the District of Columbia. The benefits based on
such service will be determined by the District of Columbia unem-
ployment compensation agency in accordance with the District of
Col}\;mbia law.  Another exception to the general rule relates to the
cases where it is not possible, either under the State laws or under
agreements among the States, to treat all of the service of an individual
as if it were performed within a single State and benefits were payable
under the law of that State. These cases might arise where an indi-
vidual had performed his service in a number of different States and
there was no provision under the State laws, or under interstate agree-
ments, for localizing all of his service within a single State or combining
all of his wage credits within a single State. 1In order to make sure
that individuals in such cases as these will be equitably treated, the
bill provides that the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion
may arrange for all of their service to be treated as if it had been
performed in any State where a substantial part of it was actually

erformed during the base period provided under the State laws.
‘or example, in the casc of scamen on the Great Lakes who, under the
bill, would be covered on the basis of State law, service would be per-
formed in a number of different States and some of it might be per-
formed outside of the United States. Because of the nature of this
service, some of it might not be covered under any State law and
different parts of the service of the same individual might be covered
under different State laws. In such a case the Director could provide
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for treating all of this service as if it had been performed in one of the
Great Lakes States, if one of the ports of call for the vessel on which
the service was performed was located in that State,

Another provision of this section, relating to Federal employces,
provides for making deductions from the compensation to which they
would be entitled under this bill on account of the retirement pay,
if any, which they are entitled to receive from the Federal Govern-
ment. :

The Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion is authorized
to enter into agreements with the States, or their unemployment com-
pensation agencies, providing that such unemployment compensation
agencies, acting as agents of the United States, will make payments
()F unemployment compensation to Federal employees and maritime
workers on the basis described above. The States would be paid in
advance or reimbursed by the Federal Government for all amounts
paid out by them under such an agreement. The section also pro-

“vides that States which enter into an agreement will cooperate with
the Director and other State agencies. .

Subsection (¢) of section 703 provides that if in the case of any
State such an agreement is not made or the unemployment compen-
sation agency of the State fails to make anments in accordance with
such an agreement, the Director shall make payments of compensation
tg Fgg{ara employees and maritime workers on the basis prescribed in
the .

Subsection (f) of section 703 deals with a problem which arises by
reason of the difficulty of getting promptly from the wage records of
Federal employees or maritime workers the kind of information that
is ordinarily required for determining the amount of compensation
payable under State. laws. In order to compute this compensation
on the basis of the formula used in most State laws, it is necessary to
determine the wages paid the claimant during each quarter of the
base period. While the State agencies have this information in their
gossession as to people covered by State laws, they, of course, do not

ave the information as to Federal employees and maritime workers.
In many instances the agencies of the Federal Government are not
in & position to furnish this type of information promptly. It is
necessary therefore to authorize some other basis, which will be
accepted as a substitute for the actual wages which may have been
carned, for determining the compensation which will be payable to
these classes of employees. It appears that it will be possible in
practically all cases to obtain promptly from the Federal agencies a
statement as to the length of time a particularindividual was em-
ployed by the Federal Government and as to the average weekly
wages paid him for the last pay period of such employment. The
hill provides that the Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion,
in cases where he finds it to be necessary, may authorize the use of
this type of information to establish a hypothetical w record on
the basis of which compensation will be paid to these classes of em-
ployces. This hypothetical wage record is established by assuming
that the employee earned during each week of his Federal service or
maritime service an amount equal to the ave weekly wage received
by him during the last pay period of his employment. It is ible
that in some caSes even this type of information cannot be obtained
promptly enough for the purposes of the bill. In these cases, the
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Director may authorize determinations to be made on the basis of
statements furnished under oath by the claimants, supplemented by
whatever- information is obtainable from the employing agencies.
These statements would not be accepted as a complote sugstitute for
the actual wages, or for the hypol,ﬁcticul wages referred to above,
but they would serve as a basis for paying compensation until the
necessary information was available from the employers., The ac-
curacy of the information furnished by the claimants in such cases
would be determined by a later check against the records of the
employing agencies, so that there will be an opportunity to determine
in any case” whether false or fraudulent information has been fur-
nished by the claimant, The bill provides for criminal penalties
where false or fraudulent information is_furnished in such cases.

NO REDUCTION OF BENEFITS UNDER STATE LAWS

Section 704 provides that no agreement made with a State or its
unemployment compensation agency under the bill will be valid if
the State law is amended so as to reduce the amount of unemploy-
ment compensation payable to any individual below the amount which
would have been payable to him under such law as it existed on Sep-
tember 1, 1945,

ADMINISTRATION

Section 705 contains provisions relating to the administration of
unemployvment compensation under the bill, Subsection (a) relates
to the review of determinations made by a State unemployment
compensation agency with respect to compensation payable under an
agreement made under the bill. Subsection (b) provides for the
payment by the United States to the States of the administrative
expenses incurred by them in carrying out such agreements. Sub-
section (c¢) provides that the State unemployment compensation
agencies shall furnish to the Social Security Board, for the use of the
Director, such information as the Director finds necessary in carrying
out the provisions of the bill. The failure of a State agency to furnish
the information so required would provide grounds for discontinuing
the grants pavable to the State under title ITI of the Social Security
i&ct for the administration of its State unemployment compensation
aw.

PAYMENTS TO STATES

Section 706 (a) provides that each State shall be entitled to be paid
by the United States an amount equal to the total of all payments of
compensation made by the State’s unemployment compensation
agency under and in accordance with an agreement under the bill.
Section 706 (b) and (c¢) relate to the manner in which these payments
are to be made. Section 706 (d) provides that all money paid to a
State under the bill shall be used solely for the purposes for which it
is paid and that any money so paid which is not used for such pur-
poses shall be returned to the United States upon termination of the
agreement or termination of the reconversion period, whichever first
occurs. Section 706 also contains provisions relating to surety
bonds for persons participating in carrying out an agreement and to
the liabilities of certifying officers and disbursing officers.
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PENALTIES

Section 707 contains provisions for criminal penalties for persons
who make false or fraudulent claims or statements with respect to
benefits provided by the title, or who accept such benefits without
being entitled thereto, or who willfully fail or refuse to furnish infor-
mation required of them by the Director under the authority of
section 703 (e).

TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES

Section 708 provides for travel allowances for persons who have
left their homes since December 7, 1941, to engage in activities
essential to the war effort and who have en%'t)iged in such activitics at
places away from their former homes. The Director of War Mobiliza-
tion and Reconversion is authorized, subject to regulations and
limitations prescribed by him, to pay a part or all of the cost of re-
turning such individuals and their dependents to their former homes.
He also is authorized, as an alternative to returning them to their
former homes, to pay a part or all of the cost of their transportation
to places where employment is available to them, but only if suitable
employment is not available to them in the places where they apply
for the transportation allowances. Amounts paid under the pro-
visions of this section with respect to any one worker and his depend-
ents cannot exceed $200 and cannot be in excess of the amount
allowed under the standard Government travel regulations with
respect to Government employees and their dependents. The bill
also provides that no transportation cost shall be paid under this
section in any case where under an arrangement with an cinployer, or
former employer or prospective employer, such cost will be paid for
the individual concerned. No transportation can be provided under
the section after June 30, 1947.

!
TERMINATION DATE

Section 2 of the bill relates to the time that the other provisions of
the bill shall continue to be in effect. The substantive provisions of
this bill consist of a new title VII which is added to the War Mobiliza-
tion and Reconversion Act of 1944. Section 603 of that act now pro-
vides that all of the provisions of the act shall terminate on June 30,
1947, The operative provisions of the new title VII contained in this
bill are limited by their own terms, so that no unemployment com-
gensation will be paid with respect to unemployment occurring after

une 30, 1947, and no transportation will be provided under the trans-
portation allowance provisions after June 30, 1947. However, it is
necessary to continue various administrative provisions of the new
title in effect beyond June 30, 1947, in order to provide for the determin-
ation and settlement of outstanding liabilities and obligations. Con-
sequently, this section of the bill exempts the new title VIi from the
termination provision of section 603 of the War Mobilization and
Reconversion Act.



APPENDIX

TaBLE A.—Funds available in State unemployment compensation trust funds, as of
July 81, 1946

Total all States.. $6,843,443,000

California_ .. _________
Colorado. _ .. ... _...._
Connecticut .. ... __.
Delaware. .. ..
Distriet of Columbia. __
Florida . ... . _...._..

lllinqis ...............
Indigna._ ... ... ..

Kentucky.............
Louisiana . . .. _.._....
Maine. ... _..._._....
Maryland. __________.
Massachusetts_ __ .. ...
Michigan. .. __......
Minnesota_ ... . ..____
Mississippi. ... _._.__.

66, 658, 000
7, 791, 000
19, 213, 000
29, 115, 000
722; 833, 000
33, 833, 000
177, 651, 000
14, 528, 000
42, 870, 000
55, 626, 000
78, 340, 000
17, 559, 000
14, 255, 000
508, 863, 000
182, 590, 000
59, 502, 000

64, 677, 000 | T\
Utah. o ...

84, 633, 000
79, 306, 000
36, 143, 000
126, 683, 000
214 865 000

Missouri. ... ... _...
Montana._ .. .__._.__...
Nebraska. .. .o_..___.
Nevada._ ... ... .......
New Hampshire_......
New Jersey.__._______._
New Mexico..........
New York_____...._..

Oklahoma._ ... ........
Oregon___.____.___.___
Pennsylvania_._______
Rhode Island_________
South Carolina.______.
South Dakota..__._.__.
Tennessee__ . __._____.

Vermont _.___._._.___._
Virginia_ ... . __.__.____
Washington_.____._..
West Virginia._..__.__
Wisconsin____........
Wyoming. - ccocao. .-

$160, 839, 000

18, 219, 000

TaBLE B.—-Unemp’lldyment-compenmlwn laws in the States, District of Columbia,
Territories, as of June 30, 1946

Maxlrknlum Lga‘xhﬂum
Changes made {n maximum benefits and weok'y uration
States benefits on | of benefits
duration of benefits since Jan, 1, 1946 June 30, on June
1045 30, 1945
Weeks
Alabama. ... ... Weekly benefits raised from $15 to $20.. 20
Alaska... ... oiieell 18 16
Arizona..................... - 18 14
kansu.....-.._..-.....-_..' 15 16
Cslﬂornlt cheeeeieean 20 3
Colorado...... - .cceeoo oo do 16 16
Coanecticut. . ...cooeoeuinon... Maximum benefit $22 u F t0'$28 for dependents’ 22-28 0
g%nnoek,sduraﬂon of benefits raised from 18
wee
..................... Raised duration of benefits from 20 to 22 weeks. - ;8) g
15 16
18 - 18
25 0
18 17
Iinois. .oeoee L. Rdsod duration of benefits from 20 to 26 weeks. . 2 20
Indians..................... Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $20; dura- 20 2
tion of benefits raised from 18 to 20 weeks,
Kansas. . .cceeeenarccncnancans Weekly benefits increased from $15 to §$16; dura- 16 20
tion of benefits raised from 16 to 20 weeks.
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TapLE B. —Unemplogvment-compensatwn laws in the States, Dutrwt of Columlna,

weoks,

errituries, as of June 30, 1946—Continued
Maxlx?'um !\gaxtxﬂum
Changes made in maximum benefits and weekly uration
Btates dutation of benefits since Jan. 1, 1945 b‘}'&f]%';o‘zn ogm&“
1945 30, 1945
y s16 Weeks 2
Kentucky.

Louisiana. . do 18 2
Maine.... Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $20; dura- 20 2
tion of benefits raised from 16 to 20 wee
Maryland Du.ratlon of benefits raised from 23 to 28 weoks’ 20 %

weekly benefits will increuse up to $25 it the
G1I benefits are increased,
Massachusetts....ooceeeeana.. Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $21; dura- 21 2
tion of benefits raised from 20 to 23 weeks.
Michigan. «ooeeeiamccmceaeae Allowances for dependents increased so that they 20-28 20
enn total (with maximum weekly benefit) $28
Minnesota Duratlon of weekly benefits raised from 18 to 20 20 2
Mississippl 18 14
Missouri.....ooceuaoon.. 18 16
Montana. . - 16 16
Nebraska, . . Weekly benefits increased from $15 to $18; dura- 18 18
. tion of benefits increased from 16 to 18 weeks.
Nevads....oeecewmcenaeann---.| Weekly benefits increased from $15 to $18; dura- 18-24 20
tion of benefits lnmased from 18 to 20 weeks;
allowunoa {gr ‘&epan nts increased so that 1t
o up
New Hampshire_ .........___. Weekly benefits lncmmd from $18 to $20; dura- 20 2
tion of benefits increased from 18 to 20 weeks.
New Jersey. ..cococcenaccanan- Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $22; dura; 2 2%
) tion of benefits increased from 18 to 26 weeks,
New Mexleo.. oo ooeeaaaa. Non . 15 16
New York. . ooeoooiiannn. Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $21; dura- 21 2
“tion of benefits raised from 20 to 26 weeks.
North Caroling....ooonvraun. Weekly benefits increased from $156t0$20.._...__ 20 16
North Dakota.....cccaerua-. Weekly benefits inoroased from $15 to $20; dura- 2 20
: tion of benefits from 16 to 20 weeks,
(0] 13 0 SR Weekly benefits increased from $16 to $21; dura- 21 2
\ tion of benefits raised from 18 to 22 weeks,
Oklahoma. ...eveeemeneannn- Weekly benefits increased from $16 to $18; dura- 18 20
tion of fits in from 16 to 20 weeks,
(0] (340) | D Weekly benefits increased from $15 to 818 dura- 18 20
tion of benefits ralsed from 16 to 20 weeks
Pennsylvania.......ccocoeee-. Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $20; dura- 20 2
tlon of benefits raised frotn 16 to 20 weeks.
Rhode ISIand . cu. v e NOD@. et it cteececcirennnrecanccacsanan 18 20
Bouth Carolina. . ... .... Weekl% benefits raised from $15to $20...._.. ... 0 16
South Dakota._._......_..... Duration of weekly benefits raised from 16 to 20 15 2
wee 8.
TONNeSSO8 - oo coccecereocanes] NOMB. .o ieeeaeneaaiesnerescsnnernasnasannnnn 15 16
TeXaS ..ceeucnrimacccennnann Weekly banem.q increased from $15 to $18; dura- 18 18
tion of benefits increased from 16 to 18 weeks. _
Utah. . ciimeeccnvcnmoenns Changes in the cost of living will effect the 17-25 3
amount of weekly benefits and the duration,
but total benefits remain unchanged; dura-
tion of henefits raised from 20 to 23 weeks.
Vermont.......oeneolvnmanan.. Weokly benefits increased from $15 to $20° dura- 220 0
tion of benefits increased from 18 to 20 weeks.
Virginia . - .o cececeeees NODO. oo iertemcmneercnctmacsenenennan 15 14
Washington. ....___..__._.... Weekly benefits increased from $15 to §25; dura- 25 2
tion of benefits increased from 16 to 26 weeks. .
West Virginia. . ... _........ Weekly benefits increased from $18 to $20; dura- 2 2
tion of benefits increased from 16 to 21 weeks,
thgcoggh}s )(rceessed till Bep- Durnt{gn of ‘benefits increased from 20 to B 20 2
mber 8).
Wyoming....coooivevnenannnn. Duration of benofits Increased ttom 16 to 20 20 20
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TaBLE C.—Mazxsmum weekly benefil rates under State unemployment compensation

laws
Covered P Covered
er- Per-
workers ! cent of workers ! cent of
Btate war 8tate war
Num- | Per- |, 000" Numi- | Per- |, €01
- ber | cent | trects? ber | cent |trBCts?
MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE 815 . MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE
$20—continued
1, Arfzona. ... ... ... [ 2% DU N
2. ATKANSAS. .. _......_..... 190 oo loeeannn 7. Malne¢. .. ... .. _..... 180 | oo feeeeans
3. Colorado................ 160 4. ... ... ... 8. Maryland........... ... 2111 N I
4. Florida ... ... ........ 360 |..... ..., 9. Minnesota........_.._.. 460
5. Mississipptd.. . ... .. 160 1. ceve-e. || 10. New Hampshire ¢ ... 10
6 Montana. .. ... ... /()1 P S 11. North Carolina¢_._._... {0
New Mexico. . .......... 5. ..., ceeee-. || 12. North Dakota$_. ___... 40
B. South Dakota. . . ..0.. R1 3 IO 13. Pennsylvania 4. .. ... 2. 600
9. Tennessee . .. ._._...... 470 oo )l ont 14, South Carolina¢._.._... 2770
10-~Virginfa s .. ._........ EV. U S N 15, Vermont ¢ ... ... o
16, West Virginfa ¢....._._.. 130
Subtotal (10 laws) .. 22018 ] 6.8 2.5 17. Wisconsin......_.._..... 640
e s ot R R 18. ‘vyo“]lllg _______________ 40
MAXIMUM BENEFIT KATE $18
Subtotal (18 laws)..._| 11,699
1. Alaska. ... ... ........
2, Kansas¢. ... . ....... MAXIMUM BENKFIT RATE $21
3. Kentucky 3. .. ... ...... )
1. Massachusetts ¢ .____.__ 1, 300
Subtotal (3laws). ... 2. New York ... ... .. 3, 900
3. 0hlod ...l 2,100
MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE 818
Subtotal (3 laws)_.__. 7,300
1. Delaware_ ... ... ...... =
2 Georgia. . ... ..... MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $22
3. Mdaho. ... o.......
4. lowas ... ... 1. New Jersey ¢__._._...... 1,300 | 4.3 2.5
5. Loulstanas . . 1100
6. Missourid ... ......... MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $24
7. Nebraska . _....... ..
8. Oklahoma ¢. . 1. Nevada4¢_ ____ ... ... 35 R B PO ;
8. Oregon ¢. ..
10. Rhode Island. MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $25
11, Texas¢...._....
1. Utah 47 ... ...
Subtotal (11 ]aws)....| 4,044 | 13.5 17.1 2. Washington ¢, ______.__.
Total $18 or less (24 Subtotal (2 laws)..... 710 | 2.4 2.4
laws) .. ............. 6,642 | 22| 218
e MAXIMUM BENEFIT RATE $38
MAXIMUM BENKFIT RATE $30
1, Michigandée__.________ .. 1, 600
1, Alabama+t, ... .. ... 430 (..o ferenenn 2. Connecticut ¢¢________.. 650
2. Calffornia............... 2,20 |......} ..o
3. District of Columbia. ... 180 | ... ... Bubtotal (2 laws).... | 2. 250
4. Hawall. .. _. [, [ 2% PURUUR P,
8, Ilinols.......... Jd 02,20 e Total, $20 or more (27
6. Indiana ¢ ... . . ... 870 [ lonnn..n laws) ... ... 23,204 | 77.8 78.2

1 Covered workers in thousands, as estimated by Mr. Bigge in his May 1944 testimony before the Senate
Postwar Committee,

# Estimated dollar value of war contracts, Apr. 1, based on article In May 251issue of United States News.

§ No regular leglslauve session in 1945,

¢ Enacted in 1

¢ Missourf Leglslature still fn session, with amendments pending.

¢ Maximum Includes dependents’ allowances.
" Maximum rate varies with cost of living.

TasLe D.—Distribution of labor force, by)coveragc status (in an average week of
1944

Total labor force (average week in 1944) . . . . ... oo oao..- 64. 2
Less unemployed - . _ . e meceemaaoooa .8
Employed labor foree. . _ .. o e 63. 4

_In the armed forces. . e 11, 2

Employed civilian labor force_ __._._____ e mm e mmmma— e 52 2
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TasrLe D.—Distribution of labor j‘orceS by coverage status (tn an average week of

1944)—Continued
A. Groups presently covered by unemployment compensation:
1) Covered by State unemployment-compensation laws_.__. 29.0
(2) Covered by railroad unemployment insurance._.__.___. 1. 4
Total covered - o o ot iccccccanan 30. 4
B. Groups presently not covered by unemployment compensation:
J 1) Federal and maritime employees____ . __.________.__.___. 33
(2) Iomployees of small employers (excluded by size-of-firm
restrictions) - .. .. e eiiicaan 2.0
(3) Agricultural workers:
(a) Agricultural processing workers. ... ._..______. .3
(b) Others.._..._ .. e e m e mmmm—m——e m———— 2.2
(4) Employees of State and local governments_ ______.___._ 2.9
(5) Domestic workers in private homes, employees of nonprofit
institutions, and miscellaneous.__ .. .. . ___.____..
(6) Self-employed:
(@) Farmers . . e e ma——— 5.0
(b) Others. oo e e aiacacreccacaaa 4.5
Total not covered. - . oo, 21. 8

TasLe E.—Percent distribulion of weeks of total unemployment compensated and
average weekly payment, June 1946, and maximum weekly benefit amount, June

30, 1945, by State -
i bt
stribu- stribu-
‘:v‘gg"'?lge Maxi- | tionof Qv‘;gﬁge Maxi- | tion of
ym el);t mum | weeks of payment,| mum | weeks of
Pl un.| weekly | total un- total un.| weekly | total un-
employ- benefit | employ- employ- benefit | employ-
ment amount, ment ment amount, | ment
June |7 ulngi go, con; pedn- June |7 ulnoe‘5 30, con; ggn-
sated, sated,
1845 June 1045 June
1045 1945
Total._...... $17.74 | ... ... 100.0 R}'“g"ﬂ“' ........ *i? % sig 0. g
ontana. . ..._.... L .
Alabama._.__...... 12. 16 $201 - 1.1 }| Nebraska.......... 11,87 18 .1
AlaskB. ... oeauonns 15. 62 16 ?) Nevada............ 14.62 124 ()]
ATIZODA - oeeea 14, 43 16 .1 ]} New Hampshire. .. 12. 30 20 .2
Arkansas. . ........ 11.33 16 .2 16.92 22 3.9
California........_. 19, 04 20 16. 4 11,08 15 (O]
Colorado........._. 12.72 15 .2 18. 64 21 15.6
Connecticut. . ... 19. 69 128 1.7 9.00 20 .8
Delaware. ... ... 17.05 18 .2 10. 50 20 ®
Dist of Cojumbia. _ 17. 57 120 .2 14.88 21 1.1
Florida. ... ....... 13.05 15 21 15.96 18 .3
(teorgia. ... ....... 12,27 18 .6 g 14. 39 18 4
Hawall .. ..o..... 13.67 25 ) Pennsylvania__..__ 16. 89 20 2.0
Idaho. ... cocean ... 10. 86 18 .1 }| Rhode Island...... 16.93 18 1.6
Hinois. ........... 18. 66 20 10.5 || South Carolina.... 10.13 20 4
}ndiana ............ 16. 34 20 2.7 g‘outh Dakota..... }?gg ;g (U] L0
OWR . e eeeeeaaas 12,97 18 .4 ONNessEe......-... N .
Kansas. ... _....... 13.85 16 .3 3¢ T, 12.78 18 1.0
Kentucky. ........ 10.15 16 1.0 ] Utah.cimvieecenen. 10.08 325 .1
Louisiana.__....... 14.08 18 .9 || Vermont........... 15. 40 20 .1
Maine....__....... 15, 65 2 1,2 || Virginla. e - 10.08 15 .6
Maryland. . ..___. 17.08 20 1.0 thinfmn....... 14.71 25 .6
Massachusetts. .. _. 18,78 21 2.6 || West Virginia_..... 15.39 20 4
Michigan._...._... 19, 61 128 24.4 || Wisoonsin..._...... 18. 11 20 4
Minnesota......._. 13. 60 2 .3 || Wyoming.......... 15. 47 2 )]
Mississippi. ... 11,15 15 .3 )

1 4 States provide for dependents’ allowances: Connecticut maximum basio benefit is $22; weekly benefits
may he increased $2 for each dependent up to 3. District of Oolumbia, weekly benefits may be in
$1 for each dependent of specified types up to 3; same maximum ($20) with or without dependents, Michi-
gan, basic benefit plus $2 per child dependent up to the iésser of $23 or average weekly wage in high quarter;
maximum basic benefit is $20. Nevada, dependents’ allowances of $3 for 1 or 2 dependents, $6 for 3 or more;
maximum basic benefit is $18, .

1 Less than Yo of 1 percent,

! Effective July 1, 1945, Utah law provides for adjustment sccordlnfmto BLS ocost-of-living index. Basie
maximum [ $20; under upward adjustment currently effective, msximum is $25.
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TanLe F.— Mazimum weekly and annual unemployment benefits, maxtmum dura-
%)25(‘)] benefits, and qualifying wages for marimum benefils, by State, Junes 30,

4

Maxi Quallfying wages for maximum benefits !
aximum -

Maxi- \geeeka{)t Maxi- Hich B ;

mumn nefits mum gh quarter ase period

State weekly for total annual pe
benefit | unemploy-| benefits .
ment Amount 1;{35' Amount | Fraction
Alabama.. ... ... .. 20 20 $400, 00 $507. 01 4e] $1,200.00 14
Alaskat. . ... .. ........ 18 16 250, 00 300. 01 %0 768. 00 14
Arjzonat ... .. ... 15 4 210, 00 364.01 15e] 1,200,00 11
Arkansast....... ... ... 15 16 240. 00 377.01 lie 4 754, 02 14
Callforndat............. 220 $23. 4 § 468. 00 380~500. VO Y| 2,000.00 )
Coloradot........ e 15 16 240. 00 ' 371.88 121 720. 00 14
Connecticut....__...... §122-28 20 LR %00 559, 00 You 1,720.00 “+
Delaware ... .. . ... £ 2 300. 00 437. 51 $45]  1,584.00 15
District of Columbiat. . (¥ 1] 20 400,00 437.01 14 800, 00 1]
Floridat. ......... 15 18 240. 00 30, 01 o5 0. 0O 14
Georglaf 18 16 288, 00 455,01 s~} ¥ 720. 00 Uniform
Hawali. 25 p 500. 00 400. 01 s ¥ 760. 00 Uniform
Idahot. ... .. 18 17 306. 00 585.08 | Ma-142) 1,224.00 Y
Ilinofs. ................ 2 2 520. 00 390. 01 131} 1, 676. 00 Q]
Indiana............_... 20 20 400. 00 . 475.01 Y650 1,000,00 ' ﬁ
Towa.. .. ..o .~ 18 i8 . 324, 00 414,00 Yos 972,00
Kansas. ... . ......... 16 20 320.00 375.01 Vs 960. 00 - S
Kentucky}.........._.. 16 2 320, 00 14308, 76 10 1, 695. 00 Uniform
Louisianat. .. ... ... 18 20 360. 00 425,01 124 1,440.00
alne. .. . ... ... 20 20 § 400, 00 10 500, 00 (19) 2, 000, 00 Uniform
Maryland .. ______. 20 % 520. 00 1380. 01-520. 00 Yool 2,080.00 14
Massachusetts® ... 2 n § 483,00 400, 00 160 1,610.00 3o
Michigan.............. 1220-28 20 1 ;0‘8-00 300. 01-560, 00 50| 3,240.00 115
Minnesota............. 20 20 400. 00 10 437, 50 (Q)] 1, 760. 00 (%)
M Lssl.uli)'plt ............ 15 14 210. 00 364. 01 Yae 1 450. 00 Uniform
Missourl®t........ .. 18 16 288, 00 437. 51 48| 1,440,00 i1
Montanat. .. 15 18 240. 00 350. 01 s f 450. 00 Uniform
Nebraska. 18 324,00 425,01 z&s 972.00 1%
Nevada......... 11824 | 14 20-15 314 360. 00 340. 01 4ol 1,080.00 143
New Hampshire 4 (4] § 400. 00 19500.00 | (1) 2, 000. 00 Uniform
New Jorsey ... 22 26 572,00 462.01 Les| 1,716.00 1%
New Mexicot... .- . 15 16 240. 00 377.01 l4e 720.00 4
ew York. . . ... __ 548, 471.00 3 niform

New York w21 124 00 b9 9 830. 00 Unif

*Legislature still In session. Wisconsin recessed until September,
No change in 1845.
No session in 1945.

VANl 1845 smendments effective except: Alabama, eflective July 9, 1845; Connecticut, dependents’

;llowanoea effective Oct. 1, 1945, new beneflt schedule effective Jan, 1, 1945; Nebraska, eflective Aug. 9,
945; Ohlo, effective Oct. 12,-1845; Texas, offective Sept. 1, 1945; Wisconsin, effective Jan, 1, 1946,

3 The amount of high-quarter wages required for the maximum benefit amount varies with the rounding
provision as well as with the fraction of high-quarter wages. Rounding is indicated by odd cents regardless
of State practice in adding or dropping cents. When 2 amounts are given, the higher amount is required
for maximum duration at maximum wwklf benefits; the lower amount for maximum weekly benefits.
In statement of maximum hase-period quallfying wages, rounding of benefit duration to dollar amounts
{s ignored. Odd amounts Sl"ﬂ are from tables of duration. The fraction of high-quarter wages applies
between ths minimum and maximum amounts. Where the State law utilizes a weighted table for the
benefit formula, the fractions are approximate. Where depeudents’ allowances are provided, the fraction
applies to the basic benefit,

3 8.quarter base period, extended through the next to last completed calendar quarter prior to any week
of benefits in Arizona, .

¢ F{)r maxlmum duration, requires in each quarter of the hase period wages equal to 14 wages In the high
quarter, ‘ ’

» Contalns provision for reduction if solvency of fund Is imperiled.

¢ Maximum potential benefits acoording to table of base-period earnings.

! $22 maximum basic benefit plus $2 per dependent up to 3. )

¢ 8ame maximum with or without dependents; below maximum, weekly henefits equal }4a of high-quarter
wages plus $1 for each of not more than 3 dependents and mmueﬁ henefits may be increased accordingly.

¢ The potential duration Is uniform for all eligible claimants, and the only requirement for base-period
wages is a multiple of the weekly henefit amount specified in the eligibility provision, as 30 in Georgia.
Bee table 7 for formula for qualifying wage. .

# (Jtilizes annual rather than high-quarter formula; amount shown Is i of the annual wage required.

% Law provides for Increase of maximum weekly benefit amount to §25, hased on $480.01 high-quarter
and at Jeast $750 base-period wages, in event of similar increase in veterans’ readjustment allowances.

19 $20 maximum baslc benefit plus $2 per dependent up to the lessér of $28 and average weekly wage in

high quarter, -

‘f' But $200 or 30 t of base period wages, whichever is the lesser, if base-period wages are $250-800.
- M Dependents’ allowances of $3 for first 1 or 2 depondonts and $8 for 3 or more will not increase maximum
snnusl benefits and hence will decrease weeks of benefits for claimants with dependents,

1 Converted from days of unemployment In New York and 2-week periods in Texas,
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TasLe F.—Mazimum weekly and annual unemployment benefils, mazimum dura-
tion of benefils, and gqualifying wages for maximum benefits, by State, June 30,
1945 1—Continued

Maxi Qualifying wages for maximum benefits *
aximum
Maxi- weeks of Maxi-
State mum benefits” | mum High quarter Base period
a weekly | for total | annual
benefit | unemploy-| benefits
ment Amount I'; {(‘,‘:‘" Awmount | Fraction
North Carolina........ $20 "1e $320.00 108520.00 | (1% 32, 080.00 Uniform
North Dakota._...._._. 20 2 400. 00 437,01 ;&é ¥ 560. 00 Uniform
Ohfo*............ - 821 22 $ 462,00 581.00 | 142-14s) 171,117,831 (L)
Oklgshoma.............. 18 20 360. 00 340.01 140! 1,080.00
QUegon ... ooeeeeoni. 318 2 5360, 00 10360.00 |  (19) 1, 440, 00 )
Pennsylvania. ... ...... L3-1] 2 4 400. 00 488, 16s| 1,366.00 4)
Rhode Islandt...... . 418 120,25 | $364.50 1315.00-450.00 | 3$-Y5e| 1,800.00
South Carolina..._..... 20 418 $320. 00 494, iﬁ 800, 00 Uniform
South Dekota.......... 15 2 300, 00 325.00 | 34{-14§] 1,300.00 (O]
Tennesseet............. 15 16 . 240.00 364. 01 ¢ * 450, 00 Uniform
TOXAS. . e ceaanna.. 118 L 324. 00 455, 01 boe 1,620, 00 3
Utah. oo ciceamaianenes 1 17-25 (19 27,0-18.4 460, 00 380. 01 Go ¥ 600, 00 (l’;
Vermont.....oooo.o._. 20 400. 00 500,00 | Ho-los 1 600. 00 Uniform
Virgindat. ... ... 16 14 240, 00 350. 01 930.01
Washington.... c- 25 26 650. 00 10 550. 00 10 2, 200, 00 0]
West Virginia 20 24 420. 00 1% 450. 00 10 1, 800. 00 Uniform
Wisconsin® 1 20 =] 460. 00 520,01 n 1,840.01 123
Wyoming....c.cnueae-. 2 0 400. 00 390. 01 Vo] 81 1, 560.01 BT

1 20 weeks for veterans under *freezing provisions,”

1 For 25 calendar weeks if high quarter was 13 calendar weeks of employment, - -

1 18 weeks' duration for those employed 20 calendar weeks in base period; 19 weeks’ duration for those
employed 21-24; 22 weeks for those employed more than 24.

¥ Weekly henefit amounts adjusted wit cost-ol-llvinq Index; statutory maximum $20 reduced 20 perosnt
when index is 88.5 or helow, increased 20 percent when index is at or above 125; maximum annual ofits
not affected; therefore if weekly amount is decreased or increased, weeks increased or decreased from normal
uniform duration of 23 weeks.

® Requirements are in terms of average wages with the employer whose account s being charged. Flgures
glven are based on an “average wage’’ of $40.01 or more and all earnings specified from 1 employer, and

uration in terms of 1 week of henefits for 2 of employment with the employer, maximum 23,

3 Fraction of base-period wages rounded to nearest $20,

; S]oul%c;os Reéicker. Ruth, State Unemployment Compensation Laws of 1045, Boclal Security Bulletin,
uly » P. 9. ’
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TaBLr G.— Minimum weekly benefits and qualifying wages therefor, and potential
annual benefits and duralion of benefits for claiinanis who meet minimum gualifying
requirements, by Stale, June 30, 1945}

Minlmtm Qualifying wages for minimum
ml‘;":‘ weeks of | Potential benefits *
State weekly tnglcms{or g;xmaa;l
y otal unem-| benefits

benefit 1”01 vment qg:?ther pgm Forwula

Alabama ... ... $4 10 $40, 00 $75.01 | $120.00 30X
Alaskat. ... ] 84 42,00 31.25 125,00 26X
Arfzonat. ... 5 24 12.00 123,33 170,00 114X
Arkansast. ... ...l 3 4 412,00 18, 50 66, 00 2X
Callforniat. . .............. s 10 18 8160, 00 75.00 300, 00 Flat
Coloradot. ... ... ... . ... 5 10 50, 00 37. 50 150, 00 30X
Connectiout . ... ..................;] 812 T84 "¢70.00 .0 240, 00 Flat
Delawnre. ... .. .. ......... 7 11 77.00 52,50 | 210,00 30X
District of Columbiat. ... . ... ... Y o-0 1124 75.00 37. 80 150, 00 125X
Florfdat. ... . .. .. ...l 5 7+ 37. 60 37. 80 150, 00 30X
Ueorglat ... ool 4 g 64, 00 48, 0 100, 00 25-40X
Hawallf. ... .. 5 n20 100. 00 37, 80 150. 00 30X
Idahot ... ...... e 5 7 35.00 78.00 140, 00 28-52X
HUnols. . ... .o 10 1124 125. 00 56, 25 225.00 Flat
Indlanat. . ... ... ... ......... 5 T124| 128200 137500 250, 00 Flat
Towa. . ..o iiiiiiie 5 [} 30.00 22, 50 90,00 18X
Kansast. . . ... .. 5 684 34.00 50,00 | 14100,00 4 Flat
Kentuekyd. oo 5 L] 100, 00 50, 00 200, 00 Flat
Louisianad ... ... .. ... .............. 3 7+ 23.00 22,50 40, 00 30X

alne.. ... i 5 120 4100, 00 50,00 200, 00 Flat -

Matylandt. ... ... ... 7 7+ 53.00 52, 50 210,00 30X
Masgachusetts®t. .. ... ... 6 174 445.00 37. 650 150,00 Flat
Michigant... ... .. ... ... 18 4, 81 W54 17500 a2, 50 | 14250, 00 i Flat
Minnesota. ...t 7 12 84, 00 50,00 200, 00 Flat
M issls.ﬂiml! ........................... 3 14 42,00 22, K0 90, 00 30X
Missourl®t. . ... ... ... n3 1+ 4.00 17500 120,00 40X
Montanat. .. ...l 5 LT 80.00 37.50 150, 00 30X
Nebraskat. . ... ool 5 113 87. 00  60.00 200. 00 Flat
Nevada.. .. ..o +8-14 17 $50,00 | 1943.75 | W 175.00 | 1% 256-30X
New Hampshire. ... ... ... 6 $1120 | 4120.00 50. 00 200. 00 Flat
NOW Jersey. .cvvemneneiceacecnmacaeaan 9 10 90. 00 37.50 150. 00 Flat
New Mexicot..ooooeoiiii s 5 10 50. 00 78. 00 150. 00 30X
New YOork. .ooneeeea e iiicaaaen. 10 126 260. 00 100. 00 300. 00 30X
North Carolina. ....... 4 16 64. 00 32.50 130.00 | Fiat
North Dakota....... . 5 120 100. 00 35.00 140. 00 28X
[0) 117010 SOOI 5 18 % 60. 00 40,00 | ®160.00 Flat

*State legislature still In sesslon.  Wistonsin recessed to Septemiber,
1No change In 1945,
No session in 1945,

t A1l 19045 amendments effective except: Alabama, effective July 9, 1045; Connecticut, dependents’ allow-
agoos:‘eﬁeé:m;e ?clté4lr,' 1945, new benefit schedule effective Jan. 1, 1845; Illinois, effective Apr, 1, 1946; Texas,
effective Sept, 1, 3 -

1 Where high-quarter wages are not specified in the law, base-perfod wages are divided by the number of

uarters in which they must be earned. Formula In terms of multiple of weekly benefit amount indicated.

e table 1 for high-quarter formula.

] unlift'lng wages inust have been earned In last 3 quarters of 8-quarter base period,™

+ Duratlon is 4 weeks for each quarter of the 4-quarter base period in which the claimant’s wages are equal
to at leawt 14 his high-quarter wages. Therefore, the potential annual benefits, if all or the largest part of
the qualifylng wage was earned in 1 quarter, are $12. If }4 high-quarter wages Wwere earned in each other
quarter, the total potentlal benefits would be ¥4 of the qualifying amount of $22.

+ Contalns provision for reduction If solvency of fund is imperiled,

¢ For claimants with primary benefit only, increased with dependents’ benefits,

. TIf the qualilying wages are concentrated largely or wholly In the high quarter, the weekly benefit may
be higher than the minimum and the weeks of benefits for clalmant with minimum qualifying wages may
be reduced accordingly. In Illinofs, not less than 10 weeks by statuto.

4 $200 if 75 percent of an individual’s wages are in seasonal industry, {. e., In first processing of agriculturai
products; such individual’s benefits are not payable during period November through April,

* Weekly benefits may be increased $1 for each dependont of specified types up to 3.

10 Twenty-five times up to weekly benefit of $10; above that amount, flat $250,

11 Potentlal duration of benefits is uniform for all eligible clalinants,

18 Rounded to next lower dollar,

11 Including $150 In last 2 quarters of base perlod.

H Wages totaling $100 In 2 quarters, or $200 In base period,

1 Weekly benefit amount is average weekly wags In high quarter if less than $10. With minimum high.
quarter wages necessary to qualily, weekly benefit amount would be $4.81. Minimum duration is 30 per-
cent of base-period earnings but not less than 12 weeks. Amendments effective Apr, 1, 1945, add depend-
ents’ beneflts up to the average weokly wage—hence would not affect the claimant at the minimum.

18 Including some wages in at least 2 quarters, .

17 Minimum weekly benefit is 50 cents, but if less than $3, total bencfits are pald st rate of §3 per week,
?ua,}ll{)'lr'atgsearnlrzgs are 40 times weekly benefit amount in 8-quarter base period, {ncluding some earnings

n at least 3 quarters,

10 8175 if computed weekly henefit s leas than $8, 25-30 times weekly benefit amount if computed weekly
henefit amount {s more than $8. Including earnings of 5 times the weekly benefit in some quarter other
than the high quarter. :

»® Converted fromn days of unemployment in New York and 2-week periods in Texas.

® And employment in at least 20 weeks.
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TABLE G.— Minimum weekly benefits and qualifying wages therefor, and potential
annual benefits and duration of benefils for claimants who meet minimum qualifying
requirements, by State, June 30, 1946 *—Continued

Minfmum Qualifying wages for minimum
m"é weeks of | Potential benedts !
State weekly &nfﬂts for B'Q’mﬁaé
- benefit |'7.8 UreTl-) bene High | Base

ployment quarter | period Formufys
OKIBhOMA. . oeeeiaiime e - $0 64| $40.00 $30.00 | $120.00 20X
OFCROM . .« - o oo ceemam 810 56 % 50. 00 50. 00 200. 00 Flat
Pennsylvania. ... ooooon 88 f9 $72.00 60.00 |  240.00 30X
Rhode Islandt. oo oo 6,75 154 $34.00 25. 00 100. 00 Flat
South Carolinat. . 64 81116 564,00 | | 30.00 120, 00 30-40X
South Dakota_. 6 110 60. 00 60. 00 125,00 Flat
‘I'ennesseet b 14 80, 00 50. 00 125.00 25-30X
‘Texas.. 5 3 18. 00 22,50 90. 00 118X
L4171 ) DN PP R U 5-7 2164 115.00 37. 50 150. 00 30X
Vermont. .. oceevmmnerimimniciiicaaaaas 6 120 120. 00 50. 00 180. 00 30X
VirgInIas. -« ccen e 4 8 24.00 256.00 100, 00 25X
Washington. ... oo 10 12 120. 00 76.00 300. 00 Flat
West Virginla._ .. ool 8 121 168. 00 75.00 300,00 Flat
Wisconsin®. o cncmvemnionmc et ng 164 42.00 () 105. 14 ()
AL A1) 11117 AP 7 54 40. 00. 70.00 176. 00 26X

1 Provision effective July 1, 1945, raises weekly benefit amount 20 percent to next higher dollar when
ms%—osuvlng lgdex reaches 125; since total annual benefits arc not increased, duration would be correspond-
ingly decreased,

2 Minimum benefit amount is $6, but benefits are paid at rate of $8 per week. Fourteen weeks of employ-
ment with 1 employer are needed to qualify, and benefits aro in the ratio of 1 week for 2 weeks of employ-
mmt.,.' Average weekly wages of $7.51 to $9 qualify for the $6 benefit. Wisconsin has no concept of “*benefit
year, .

Source: Reticker, Ruth, State Unemployment Compensation Laws of 1945, Social Security Bulletin,
July 19, 1945, p. 9.
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Mr. GurrEy, from the Committee on Finance, submitted the following

MINORITY VIEWS

[To accompany S. 1274]

As a member of the Committee on Finance I respectfully reject the
emasculated version of S. 1274 which has been favorably reported by
the committee majority. 'A number of the most urgently needed pro-
visions of the original bill have been eliminated in committee. On the
major problems of unemployment compensation during the recon-
version period the committee version ignores the inadequacies of
present benefit amounts and offers only partial solutions for the inade-
quacices of the present system with respect to duration and coverage.

I recommend that the Senate reject the committee version, and
enact the essential provisions of the original bill.

I submit herewith a revised draft of S. 1274 which includes these
essential provisions and incorporates in addition to a number of minor
modifications urged by the majority such perfecting provisions as the
testimony before the committee showed to be desirable.

The original bill was drafted to remedy, on an emergency basis,
certain of the most widely recognized inadequacies of the existing
unemployment compensation system.

These existing inadequacies are:

Low and uneven standards of weekly benefit amounts provided
under State systems which are inconsistent with the American con-
cept of decent minimum living standards; ‘

Short and uneven duration of benefits which are insufficient for
many workers to bridge reconversior unemployment;

Exclusion from unemployment compensation of nearly 20,000,000
workers, many of whom, such as merchant seamen and workers in
Government munitions piants, rendered outstanding and often heroic
contributions to the winning of the war.

1
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The provisions of the committee version of the bill in regard to
these existing inadequacies, and the provisions of the original bill and
our recommendations may be briefly summarized as follows:

AMOUNTS OF BENEFITS

The committee version makes no provision for raising the amounts
of bencfits.

The original bill provided, and I recommend, that Federal supple-
ments be made to State weekly benefits to bring the total benefit up
to moro adequate levels. In no case, however, can the supplements
give a total benefit exceeding $25 or 60 percent (two thirds in the
original bill) of the worker’s previous earnings, whichever is the lower.

18 am recommending the restoration of this major provision of the
original bill because the testimony before the committee demonstrated
clearly and in detail that the inadequacies which the original bill was
drafted to remedy do in fact exist, The testimony showed conclu-
sively that gross inequities have arisen under the varying systems of
the several %tatcs. The testimony showed that the benefit levels es-
tablished in 1935-37 have been increased slowly and unevenly or not
at all by the States, while the cost of living has risen sharply and uni-
versally. In about one-fourth of the States, there has been virtually
no modification of the standards set a decade ago. Exclusive of de-
pendency allowances only one State today provides a maximum of $25
or more, The maximum benefits paid by 38 States are $20 or less.

I believe that the maximum benefit;, of $25 established by the
original bill is the least that can be provided in this emergency period.
A $20 benefit check today will buy less food, less clothing, and less -
houschold goods than could be purchased with a $15 benefit check
when the carly low $15 maximum was initially established by -nearly
all the States. : :

I do not recommend, for-reasons discussed hereafter in the report
that the supplemental weekly benefits be administered by the Federal
Government where the States fail to administer them, as was provided
in the original bill. .

DURATION OF BENEFITS -

The committee version makes available funds to support increased
duration of benefits up to 26 weeks, but leaves final decision for provid-
ingrthis protection up to the governors of the individual States.

he original bill provided, and I recommend, that the mandatory
provisions be restored and that the Federal Government administer
these supplements directly where a State fails to administer the in-
creased duration. The testimony before the committee demonstrated
the present inadequacies of duration as clearly as it demonstrated the
present inadequacies of amounts, The majority report of the com-
mittce accepts the fact of the present inadequacies of duration. There
is, however, no reason that the decision for extending the duration
should be loft to the several States. I find that no conflict can arise
- with the State administration where the Federal Government acts
directli: to extend the duration of benefits after the State benefit
rights have been exhausted.
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The committee version restricts the extension of duration of benefits
to 60 percent above the time provided by State law. This limitation
deprives the following groups of workers of full 26 weeks’ duration:

(@) All workers in the two States providing less than 16 weeks’ max-
imum duration;

(b) Workers who are entitled to less than 16 weeks of benefits in
36 additional States having variable duration laws; included among
such workers are no only those engaged in occasional employment but
also many who were engaged in regular employment.

I believe that if a 60-percent limitation is to be imposed it should
be applied only to the occasionally employed, and I am so recom-
mending, In my bill this is accomplished by restricting the applica-
bility o? the 60-percent clause to workers who have earned less than
26 times the weekly benefit amount in the base year.

EXTENT OF COVERAGE

The committee version guarantees extension of coverage to Federal
and maritime workers,-but subjects them to the inadequacies and
inequities of the exist,inﬁ State systems despite the fact that the Federal
Government, practically speaking, was the only employer of these
workers, Under the committee version, a Federal worker who was
employed in the Pentagon Building in Virginia would be entitled to a-
maximum benefit of $15 a week; an employee at thé same salary in
the District of Columbia would be entitled to a maximum of $20 a
week; while in"the State of Michigan, he would,be entitled to a maxi-
mum with dependents of $28 a week. Or a worker who had been
employed on the atomic bomb project in the State of Washington
would be entitled to & maximum Eeneﬁt of $25 a week, while the same
worker in Tennessee would be entitled to & maximum benefit of $15.

The original bill provided, and I recommend, coverage of Federal
and maritime workers under a uniform standard based on the District
of Columbia law as liberalized under the proposed maximum of $25
for 26 weeks. - '

The committee version makes no provision for the emergency cover-
age of the millions of workers employed by small business concerns.
agricultural processing workers, and other groups not now covered by
an;lz‘ unemployment compensationlaw.

he or ginal bill provided, and I recommend, that funds be made

available for the coverage of any group of workers not now covered to

;)vhicg the States feel it is acfr'ninistratively feasible to administer
enefits. .

The original bill also provided for travel allowances to facilitate
reemployment. This provision has, in the main, been accepted by the
committee version, and is included in my recommendations.

The principal witnesses opposing the original bill were the unem-
ployment compensation directors and other officials of 17 States.
These opponents did not attempt to contravert the impressive body
of evidence on the existing inadequacies of unemployment compensa-
tion. Rather they took the position that where the States had failed
to act the Federal Government should also fail, ~ :

Had this view prevailed 'in the past I doubt whether the existing
Nation-wide system of State unemployment compensation would ever
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have come into being, Federal obligation in the field of unemploy-
ment compensation was recognized in 1935 when a special Federal
tax was placed upon employers for this purpose. This action brought
into being unemployment compensation laws in all States where pre-
viously only one State had acted on its own initiative.

The 1935 Federal social-security law provided for State systems.
It appears to me that the authors of S. 1274 were careful to avoid any
federalizetion of these State systems, and limited the bill strictly to
achieving the needed increase in the amounts and duration for the
emergency period. It is indisputable that the obligation of the Fed-
eral Government in the field of unemployment compensation includes
the assuring of adequate benefits, and the long-term problem is now
under serious study by both Houses of the Congress. Emergency
action, however, is clearly needed now. :

Even the majority action concedes the inadequacies of the present
State compensation pattern. But in the matter of duration, where
more adequate provisions could readily be guaranteed, the committee
version has made action contingent upon the wishes of the governors
of the several States. In the matter of increased amounts, where
assurance is complicated by the States’ interpretation of their own
laws as discussed in the note on Federal-State relationships, the com-
mittee version fails even to offer an opportunity for emergency
provision of more adequate benefits to those States that wish to do so.

The Federal Government has both the obligation and the power
to provide adequate unemployment compensation. The Congress
should not compromise either its obligation or its power before a so-
called States’ rights theory which would prevent correction of serious
inadequacies, aggravated by the national war effort. The termina-
tion payments on war contracts have not been made contingent upon
the wishes of the governors of the several States. But the committee
version of the unemployment compensation bill would make the
guaranteeing of the human rights in reconversion contingent upon
the reasoned decision, whim, or caprice of the governors of the States.
I hold that the cost of the human aspects of reconversion is as much
a part of the cost of the war as any other payment assumed by the
Federal Government. ‘

- Not one witness appeared before the committee to defend the
adequacy of unemployment benefits now prevailing. The opponents
of the original bill did suggest that raising of benefit levels up to a
maximum of $25 would be conducive to idleness. This argument is
an attack upon the integrity of American workmen. No evidence
was presented to the committee that idleness is being encouraged in
the States of Michigan or Connecticut by their maximum of $28; or
that idleness is being discouraged in the State of Pennsylvania by its
maximum of $20; or in Arizona or Virginia by their maximum of $15.
The speed with which reconversion is facilitated to assure maximum
production, and the extent to which consumer purchasing power is
adequate to buy the maximum output of industry, will be the import-
ant factors in determining the volume of employment or unemploy-
ment. For the occasional individual who would prefer idleness at
the public expense to work, there are adequate provisions to dis-
qualify him from unemployment compensation benefits.

The logical conclusion to the argument that the bill would promote
idleness is that the surest way to promote full employment would be
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the denying of all such protection to the unemployed. It will be
recalled, however, that the absence of such protection following 1929
did not prevent the enforced idleness of millions of workers.

NOTE ON FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONSHIPS

The bill which I recommend differs from the original S. 1274 in
only one significant feature. Federal supplements to the amount
of weekly benefit payments have been made optional rather than
mandatory and direct Federal payments of supplements is not pro-
vided where a State declines to administer increased benefits. -

I believe that this change is desirable because of the creation of
an irrational legal situation in which direct Federal payment of the
supplement might actually not aid the unemployed but rather be
deducted from the amount of weekly benefit paid gy the State. .

The legal situation, whicl: I find capricious and absurd, was created
in the following manner. Mr. Claude Williams, State Unemploy-
ment Compensation Commissioner for the State of Texas, testified
that his State and 39 other States lacked the authority to make
agreements to administer supplemental benefits, and that if the
Federal Government undertook to pay the supplements directly the
State benefit payments would be reduced by the amount of the Federal
sui)/}flements.

r. Williams’ testimony has since been repudiated by his own
State Governor, who reported to the committee that Texas does
have the necessary authority to administer the supplemental benefits.

The committee has also subsequently obtained a legal opinion from
the Social Security Board pointing out that the provisions of the
State laws in question are identical, except for minor variations, in
nearly all States and were designed to prevent duplicate payments
rather than to prevent supplemental payments. The legal opinion
of the Social Security Board found that the States do have the author-
ity to make the agreements provided under S. 1274,

Beiore the opinion of the Social Security Board and the full details
on the applicable provisions of the State laws were received by the
committee, however, the committee dispatched telegrams to the gov-
ernors of the 48 States requesting their opinions on the validity of
Mr. Williams’ contention. Twenty States have replied that they have
the authority to pay supplemental Federal benefits. Nineteen have
replied that they do not have the authority, despite the almost iden-
tical language of the laws of all the States. Nine States have to date
given no definite opinion.

A situation now exists in which, regardless of the validity of the
provision of the original bill, a State might continue to hold to the
opinion that it does not have the authority to make the necessary
agreements. In such a case the State could further interpret its law
so as to require it to deduct a directly paid Federal supplement from
the benefit amount paid by the State. The inclusion of & provision
for direct Federal payment of supplements might, therefore, lead to
conflicts with a State which does not elect to cooperate, without
providing the unemployed in that State the aid intended by the bill.

This legalistic situation in no way provides a justification for
Congress to shirk its responsibility. to do immediately everythin,
possible to assure adequate benefit amounts in the States which wil
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cooperate. Twenty States recognize their authority to make agree-
ments and 9 States have not finally expressed themselves. With the
adoption of my recommendation, the 19 States which have given
advorse opinions will have the opportunity to review their opinions
in the light of the full information now available. If they bhelicve it
logally necessary, and thoy desire to bring the benefits of this provision
to the unemployed within the States, special sessions of their legisla-
tures may be called for the purpose of amending their State laws, It
is certainly not too much to expect that special sessions of State
legislatures would be called where necessary by the governors to dis-
pose of any self-imposed difficulties which would stand in the way of
treating the unemployed citizens of their States oquitably and fairly,

JoserH F. GuFrrEy.



TECHNICAL SUPPLEMENT
- TO
MINORITY VIEWS ON S. 1274

MiNorITY RECOMMENDATIONS

A majority of the Committee on Finance has filed a favorable report
with an accompanying bill to amend the War Mobilization and Re-
conversion Act of 1944. 1 do not agree with the report of the majority
and recommend the adoption of the revision of S. 1274 attached.

The principles of the present unemployment compensation system
are not changed by the attached bill. The bill does not— ,

1. Give $25 every Thursday to everyone. An applicant must
be able to, and available for, work as now required under State
law, and must have earned wages high enough so that the per:
centage rate yields at least this figure.

2. Federalize unem%loyment coméaensation'. It leaves the
administration in the hands of the States and allows them to
administer the supplementary benefits if they so choose.

3. Take the place of permanent amendments to the unemploy-
gent compensation system which are now being studied by the

_Congress. .

4. Correct many of the defects which the sponsors believe
exist in the present State unemployment compensation laws, such
as the harsh disqualification provisions and the inevitable in-
equities which exist under a State by State system. A

To put it very simply, I do not feel that there is time enough,
because of the pressing need for immediate action, to request and ask
for a complete overhauling of unemployment compensation as a first
action of Congress.

7
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Exuisit I. Prorosep RevisioN or S, 1274

September 18, 1945
[8. 1274, 79th Cong., 1st sess.]

A BILL To amend the War Mobilization and Reconversion Act of 1944 to provide for an orderly transi-
=~ tlon from a war to a peacetime economy through supplementation of unemployment compensation
payable under Btate laws, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the War Mobilization and Reconversion
Act of 1944 is hereby amended by adding at the end thereof the following new title:

“TrrLe VII—TEMPORARY RECONVERSION UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS
“'DEFINITIONS

“Sec. 701, When used in this title—

“(a) The term ‘reconversion period’ means the period (1) heginning with the
fifth Sunday after the date of enactment of this title, and (2) ending June 30, 1947,

“(b) The term ‘compensation’ means cash benefits payable to individuals
with respect to their unemployment (including any portion thercof payable with

- respect to dependents).

““(¢) The term ‘weekly henefit amount’ means the amount of compensation to
which an individual is entitled with respect to a week of total unemployment,

~under the provisions of a State unemployment compensation law.

“(d) The term ‘adjusted weekly henefit amount’ means the sum of (1) the
State weekly benefit amount of an individual increased by (2) any supplementary
compensation payable with resgect- to a week of total uncmployment under an
agreement pursuant to section 702 (¢) of this title. _

“(e) The term ‘benefit year’ means the benefit year prescribed in the applicable
State unemploymenv compensation law; except that, if such State law does not
prescribe-any benefit year, such term means any period of fifty-two consecutive
weceks specified in an applicable agreement made under this title or, if there is no
such applicable agreement, then any period of fifty-two consecutive weeks pre-
scribed by the Director.

“(f) The term ‘Federal service’ means service performed as a civilian in the
employ of the United States, including any wholly owned instrumentality thereof;
except that such term does not include service performed by an individual outside
the United States, unless such individual is a citizen of the United States, or
resided therein on December 7, 1011,

“(g) The term ‘maritime service’ means service performed, in employment as
defined in title II of the Social Security Act, as amended, as an officer or member
of the crew of a vessel.

“gh) The term ‘State’ includes the District of Columbia, Alaska, and Hawaii.
“(i) The term ‘United States’, when used in a geographical sense, means the
several States, Alaska, Hawui,, and the District of Columbia.:

“EXTENSION OF THE DURATION OF BENEFITS

“Skc, 702. (a) The Director is authorized on behalf of the United States to
enter into an agreement with such State, or with the unemployment compensation
agency of such State, under which such State agency (1) will make, as agent of the
United States, payvments of compensation to supplement the duration of com-
pensation payable under the law of such State with respect to unemployment
oceurring in the reconversion period, and (2) will otherwise cooperate with the
Director and with other State unemployment compensation agencies in making
payments of compensation authorized by this title.

‘(b) Any agreement made under this section shall provide—

“(1) for paying compensation with respect to unemployment occurring in
the reconversion period in cases where compensation is not payable under
the State law because of the exhaustion, reduction, or cancellation of benefit
rights under such law for a benefit year;

(2) that compensation with respect to such unemployment will be pay-
able under such agreement at the same rates, on the same terms, and subject
to the same conditions as the compensation which would be payable under
the State law (including any compensation payable under an agreement
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under section 702 (c) of this title) with respect to such unemployment except
for the exhaustion, reduction, or cancellation of such benefit rights; and

#(3) that comggnsation will be payable under such agreement to any indi-
vidual for any benefit year in such aggregate amount that compensation
with respect to unemployment occurring in the reconversion period will not
be denied such individual, by reason of the exhaustion, cancellation, or reduc-
tion of his benefit rights, until the total amount of compensation paid to him
for such benefit year (including compensation paid under the State law and
compensation paid under the agreement) is equal to twenty-six times his
adjusted weekly benefit amount, except that, in the case of any individual
who during his base period has earned less than twenty-six times his adjusted
weekly benefit amount, such total amount shall be equal to 160 per centum
(adjusted to the next higher multiple of $1) of the aggregate amount of
compensation payable to him for such benefit year under the State unemploy-
ment compensation law (such aggregate amount of compensation payable
under the State law being computed for this purpose without any deductions
on account of any reduction of his benefit rights under State law).

“(¢) Any State which enters into an agreement to pay compensation in accord-
?nce with subsection (a) of this section may include in its agreement provision
or— )

“(1) payment of compensation to individuals on the basis of adjusted
weekly benefit amounts which do not exceed 60 per centum of the individual’s
previous weckly earnings, as defined and determined by the State unemploy-
ment compensation agency, and (exclusive of any amounts payable with
respect to dependents) do not exceed $25;

“(2) payment of compensation to any class or classes of individuals who
would be entitled to.compensation under the State unemployment com-
pensation law except for existing or prior exclusions from the definition of
emploﬁment in such law, or except for existing or prior limitations of eoverage
in such law based on the amount of pay roll or number of employees of, or
the duration or frequency of employment by, the employing unit, such
compensation to be in the same amounts, on the same terms, and subjeet to
the same conditions as are provided in such law (including payments there-
under with respect to dependents), together with supplemental payments
made in accordance with subsection (a) of this section and paragraph (1) of
this subsection,

“COMPENBATION FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES AND SEAMEN

“Qre. 703. (a) The Director is authorized on behalf of the United States to
enter into an agreement with any State, or with the unemployment compensation

ency of euch State, under which sucfx State agency will make, as agent of the

pited States, payments of compensation, on the basis provided in subsection
(b), to individuals who have Eerfprmed Federal service or maritime service,

“(b) Any such agreement shall provide for the payment of compensation to any
individual who performed Federal or maritime service equal to the compensation,
which would be payable to such individual under the District of Columbia Un-
employraent Compensation Act, as amended (as supplemented under section 702
(b) of thie title and as if it were supplemented under section 702 (c) of this title),
as if such services had been performed in the District of Columbia and had not
been excluded from the definition of employment in such Act; and-

“(¢) If in the case of any State an agreement is not entered into under section
702 (b) or 703 or both, or the unemployment compensation agenci\; of such State
fails to make payments in accordance with such an agreement, the Director, in
accordance with regulations preseribed by him, shall make payments of compen-
sation to individuals on a basis which will provide that they will be paid com-
pensation in the same amounts, on substantially the same terms, and subject to
substantially the same conditions as though such agreement had been entered
into and such agency made such paix:ents. Final determinations by the Director
of entitlement to such payments shall be subject to review by the courts in the
same manner and to the same extent as is provided in title II of the Bocial Security
Aci'i,l aslamended, with respect to decisions by the Social Security Board under
such title. A .

“(d) All executive agencies shall furnish to individuals who have been in their
.employ, to the appropriate State agency, and to the Director such information with
‘respect to wages and salaries as the Director may determine to be practicable and
.necessary to carry .out the purposes of this title,
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“(e) The Director. may require em(j)loyers to furnish such information with
respect to wages and salaries of individuals who have been employed by them as
may be necessary to determine the amount of compensation payable to such
individuals under this title or an agreement thereunder.

“(f) Pursuant to regulations prescribed by the Director, he, and any State
agency making payments of compensation pursuant to an agreement under this
section, may—

“(1) to the extent that the Director finds that it is not feasible for executive
agencies or other employers to furnish information necessary to permit exact
and reasonably prompt determinations of the wages or salaries of individuals
‘who have performed Federal service or maritime service, determine the amount
of and pay compensation to any individual under this section, or an agree-
ment thereunder, as if the wages or salary paid such individual for each week
of such service were in an amount equal to his average weekly wages or salary
for the last pay period of such service occurring prior to the time he files his
initial claim for compensation within a benefit year; and

“(2) to the extent that information furnished i)y executive agencies or
other employers is inadequate to assure the prompt payment of compensation
authorized by this section (either on the basis of the exact wages or salaries of
the individuals concerned or on the basis prescribed in clause (1) of this
subsection), accept certification under oath by individuals of facts relating to
their Federal service or maritime service and to wages and salaries paid
thein with respect to such service.

““NO REDUCTION OF BENEFITS

*Sec. 704. Any agreement under this title shall provide that compensation
otherwise payable to any individual under the State’s unemployment compensa-
tion law will not be denied or reduced for any week by reason of any payment
made pursuant to such agreement. No agreement under this title for payment
of compensation by a State agency shall be valid if compensation payable to an
individual under the law of such State is less than it would have been under suc
law as it existed on Septemiber 1, 1945.

‘““ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 705. (d4) Determinations of entitlement to payments of compensation by
a State unemployment compensation ageney under an agreement under this title
shall be subject to review in the same manner and to the same extent as deter-
minations under the State unemployment compensation law except as the Director
may otherwise prescribe, by regulation, for Federal and maritime employees,

“(b) For the purpose of payments made to a State under title III of the Social
Security Act, as amended, administration by the unemployment compensation
agency of such State pursuant to an agreement under this title shall be deemed to
be & part of the administration of the State unemployment compensation law,

“(c) The State unemployment compensation agency of each State shall furnish
to the Social Sccurity Board, for the use of the Director, such information as the
Director may find necessary in carrying out the provisions of this title, and such
information shall be deemed reports required by the Social Security Board for the
purposes of section 303 (a) (6) of the Social Security Act, as amended.

“pPAYMENTS TO BTATES

“Sec. 706. (a) Each State shall be entitled to be paid by the United States an
amount equal to the total of all payments of compensation made under and in
accordance with an agreement under this title.

*(b) In making payments ﬁursuant to subsection (a) of this scetion, there shall
shall be paid to the State, either in advance or bi')way of reimbursement, as may
be determined by the Director, such sum as the Director estimates the State will
be entitled to receive under tf\is title for each calendar quarter; reduced or in-
creased, as the case may be, by any sum by which the Director finds that his
estimates for any grior calendar quarter were greater or less than the amounts
which should have been paid to the State. The amount of such payments may be
determined by such statistical sampling, or other method as may be agreed upon
by the Director and the State agency. ,

‘““(¢) The Director shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of the
Treasury for payment to each State the sums payble to such State under this sec-
tion. The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit or settlement by the General
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Accounting Office, shall make payment, at the time or times fixed by the Director,
in accordance with such certification, from the funds appropriated to carry out the
purposes of this Act. »

‘(d) All money paid to a State under this section shall be used solely for the
purposes for which it is paid; and any money so paid which is not used for such
purposes shall be returned to the Treasury upon termination of the agreement or
termination of the reconversion period, whichever first occurs.

‘“(e) An agreement under this title may require any officer or employee of the
State certifying payments or disbursing funds, pursuant to the agreement, or
otherwise participating in its Ig)orformanoe, to give a surety bond to the United
States in such amount as the Director may deem necessary, and may provide for
the payment of the cost of such bond from appropriations for carrying out the
purposes of this Act. ‘

‘“(f) No person designated by the Director, or designated pursuant to an agree-
ment under this title, as a certifying officer shall; in the absence of gross negligence
or intent to defraud the Unted States, be liable with respect to the payment of any
compensation certified by him under this title.

‘“(g) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence or intent to
defraud the United States, be liable with rﬁect to any payment l:c\fr him under
this title if it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer designated as
provided in subsection (f). - : :

‘“PENALTIES

“SEc. 707. (a) Whoever, for the purpose of causing an increase in any come
pensation authorized to be paid under this title or under an agreement thereunder,
or for the purpose of causing any compensation to be paid under this title or under
an agreement thereunder where none is authorized to be so paid, shall make or
cause to be made any false statement or representation as to any wages paid or
received, or whoever makes or causes to be made any false statement of 8 material
fact in any claim for any compensation authorized to be paid under this title or
under an agreement thereunder, or whoever makes or causes to be made any false
statement, representation, affidavit, or document in connection with such claim,
shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for
not more than one year, or both,

‘“(b) Whoever shall obtain or receive any money, check, or compensation under
this title or an agreement thereunder, without being entitled thereto and with
intent to defraud the United States, shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not
more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both,

“(¢) Whoever willfully fail= or refuses to furnish informaticn which the Director
requires him to furnish pursuant to authority of subsection (e) of section 703, or
wilifully furnishes false information pursuant to a requirement of the Director
under such section, shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined not more than $1,000
or imprisoned {or not more than six months, or both.

‘TRANSPORTATION ALLOWANCES

“8Ec. 708. In order to assist individuals who have been engaged in activities
essential to the national defense or to the war effort at places away from their
former homes, and who have left their homes since December 7, 1941, to enga
in such activities, to return to their former homes or to go to places where suitable
employment is available, the Director, subject to regulations and limitations
prescribed by him, is authorized to pay a part or all of the cost of transportation,
including transportation of dependents and household effects, for any such indi-
vidual (1) back to his former home, if within the United States, or (2) if the
Director finds that suitable employment is not available to him in the locality
where he applies for such transportation, to some other locality (not farther dis-
tant than his former home) where the Director finds that suitable employment is
available for such individual: Provided, That the amount paid under this section
with respect to such transgortation shall not exceed $200 for any one worker and
his dependents and household effects, and shall not exceed the amount allowable
in the .case of civilian employees of the United States in the Standard Govern-
ment Travel Regulations: Provided further, That no such cost of transportation
shall be paid by the Director for an individual if the employer, former employer,
or prospective employer of such individual has entered into an agreement or
arrangement under which such transportation is grovided for. No transportation
shall be provided under this section after June 30, 1947.” ,

8. Repts,, 79-1, vol. 8—-—4¢
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8Eec. 2. (a) Section 700 (a) of the Servicemen's Readg'ustvment Act of 1944 is
amended by striking out the word * weeks'’ which occurs after the word ‘‘fifty-two"’
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: ‘“‘times his allowance for a week of
‘total unemployment,”’, .

(b) Section 900 of such Act is amended to read as follows:

“Sgc. 100, (a) The allowance for a week shaH be—

“1) $25, plus—

“(2) $5 if the claimant has one or more dependents: less that part of the
wages payvable to him for such week which is in excess of $3: Provided, That
where the allowance is not & multiple of $1, it shall be computed to the next
highest multiple of $1; and

““(b) As used in this section the term ‘dependent’ means any dependent as
defined in the Servicemen’s Dependents Allowance Act of 1942, as amended, who
in the week for which an allowance is claimed, has not received $56 or more either
as wages, or as an allowance under thige title, or under any Federal or State unem-
plovment or disability compensation law; .

“(¢) The Administrator may find an individual to be a dependent of the
clainmn,t. if the claimant has certified the facts required by the provisions of this
section.” -

Sec. 3. -Notwithstanding the provisions of section 603 of the War Mobilization
and Reconversion Act of 1944 (relating to the termination date of the provisions
of such Act), the provisions of title VIT of such Act, as amended, shall not ter-
minate as provided in «uch section 603.

OBJECTIVES OF THE LLEGISLATION

Unemployment benefits were designed as a form of monetary
relief. It is a stopgap bolstering consumer purchasing power of the
unemployed, alleviating individual hardships until the economic
system can provide jobs for able and willing workers.

The basic monctary protection required by all types and classes
of workers during a violent transition period of the type we are de-
scribing is unemployment benefits, adequate both in duration and
amount to tide the workers over their readjustment. Those benefits
should be paid promptly, after a short waiting period, to persons who
are unemploved. In this way all workers, whether unemployed or
not, will have a sense of sccurity and consciousness of a resource
which will support the family’s income while - necessary industrial
“changes are taking place.

The objectives of such legislation therefore are:

1. To provide every dispiaced worker during unemployment with
sufficient buying power of consumers goods to help furnish an impetus
to rapid reconversion.

2. To expand the present State system of unemployment compen-
sation without changing its principles only to meet the immediate
pressing human problems of reconversion.

The question arises: How does the bill reported by the committee
meet these objectives? The bill reported by the committee does not.
meet the minimum pressing needs of the reconversion period. It
meets only a small part of these needs.

The President, in his message to Congress on September 6, 1946,
clearly stated the reasons why adequate reconversion unemployment.
insurance is necessary:; ! .

! The existing State laws relative to unemployment insurance are inadequate in
three respects: '

(1) Only about 30,000,000 of our 43,000,000 nonagricultural workers are pro-

tected by unemployment insurance. Federal Government employees, for exam-
ple, such as Federal shipyard and arsenal workers, are not covered. Nor are

t Congressional Record, vol, 91, No, 155, September 6, 1945, p. 8506.
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employees of small businesses and small industrial establishments. Nor are the
officers and men of the merchant marine who have braved enemy torpedoes and
bombﬁ'to deliver supplies and the implements of war to our armed services and
our allies. X

(2) The weekly benefit-payments under many of the State laws are now far too
low to provide subsistence and purchasing power for the workers and their fami-
lies. / lmost half of the States have the clearly inadequate maximum of $15 to $18
a week. -

(3) Many of the States pay benefits for too short a period. In more than one-
third of the States, for example, 18 weeks is the maxin.um.

Spe((:iially, coverage should be extended to * * * other workers not now
insured. .

During the emergency every eligible worker should be entitled to 26 weeks of
unemployment benefits in any one year. -~ -

* * * The maximum weekly payment for those workers whose previous
earnings were high enough, should not be less than $25 per week.

If Congress decides to take this necessary step, it will also wish to reconsider
and increase the unemployment allowance provided for veterans,

The bill (exhibit I) proposed by the minority revises the original bill
only with respect to certain technical improvements and meets all of
the requirements for the emergency period as set forth by the Presi-
dent. Exhibit II clearly shows that the minority bill is far more
adequate to meet the human aspect of reconversion than is the bill
reported by the committee.



. ExmiBir 11.—Comparison of various proposals on S. 1274

Major provisions

Original bil}

Revision recommended by Committee on
v Finance

Revision recommended by miziority report

A. Weekly benefit amount..

B. Maximum duration of
benefit.

!

©. Coverage of Federal and
Maritime employees.

1(a). U State agrees, agreement shall provide
Federsl supplementation of State weekly un-
employment benefit amounts up to a maxi-
mum not to exceed $25 per week, exclusive of
dependents’ benefits, to individuals entitled
to the maximum weekly benefit under the
‘?gt;t&, ;n(:;)mployment compensation law (sec.

1 (b). In event of.State failure to make agree-
ment or failure to make payments, Director
of CWMR shall make payments (sec. 703).

2. If Stateelects, agreement may provide Federal
suppiementation of State weeily unemploy-
ment benefit amount up to a maximum of $25
per week and not in excess of 34 of individusl's
previous weekly earnings (sec. 702 (c) (1)).

1 (). If State agrees, amendment shall provide
‘ederal supplementation of State duration of
unemployment compensation up to equiva-
lent of 26 weeks uniformly for every eligible
individual (sec. 702 (b) (1)). !

1 (b). In event of State failure to make agree-
ment or faiiure to make paymaents, Director of
OWMR shall make payments (sec. 703).

1 {a). If State agrees, agreement shall provide
Federal payment of unemployment compen-
sation to Federal and martime employees. as
if they had been covered under the District of
Columbia Unemployment Compensation Act
as supplemented by 25-26 agreement. Pay-
ments are to be made by the Federal Govern-
ment through the States (sec. 702 (b) (3)).

1 (b). In event of Btate failure to make agree-
ment or fallure to make payments, Director of
OWMR shall make payments (sec. 703).

1 (a). Deleted..

1 {b). Deleted

2. Deleted....

1 (a). Atwrittenrequest of Governor, agreement
shall grovide Federal supplementation of
State duration of unemployment compensa-
tion u}a to equivalent of 26 weeks, or 160 per-
cent of State maximum payable to individual,
whichever is the smaller (secs. 702and 703 (b)

3))-
1 (b). Deleted

1 (a). If State agrees, agreement shall provide
%ﬂyment of unemployment compensation to
ederal and maritime employees under re-
spective State laws. Payments are to be made
through the States (sec. 703).

1 (b). ‘Same as original (sec. 703 (€)) - ceemreceeenn

1 (a). Deleted and covered by recommendation
2 below,

1 (b). Deleted.

2. If State elects, agreement may provide Federal
supplementation of State weekly unemploy-
ment benefit amount up to a maximum of $25
per week and not in excess of 60 percent of
previous weekly earnings, exclusive of depend-
ents benefits (sec. 702 (c) (1)).

1 (8). Restoration of provisions in original bill
for those who earned at least 26 times State
weekly benefit amount in State base period;
and 160 percent provision applicable only to
individuals who in base year earned less than
%g)tigz)a)s State weekly benefit amount (sec. 702

11 (). Restofation of provision in orlgins! bill

(sec. 703 (c)).
1 (a). Restoration of the original provision {sec.
703 (b '

1 (b). Same as original (sec 703 {c¢)).

4
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D. Coverage of industrial
agricultural processing
workers. o

E Coverage of other'em-
ployees.

F. Travel _n!lowaneas;-_----

» . &td Govemment 'l‘ravel

1(a). If State agrees, agreement shall provide
ayment of unemployment compensation to
dustrial agricultural processing workers in

accordance with the. provisions of the respec-
tive State laws. Payments are to be made
by the Federal Government through tke
States (sec. 702 (b) (4)).

1(b). In event of State fallure to make agree-
ment or failure to make payments, Director
of OWMR shall make payments (sec. 703).

1 (8). If Btate elects, agreement msy provide

payment of unemployment compenssation to-

groups of employees. not now covered by the
respective State unemployment-compensation
laws, -of character' of employment or
small gize of irma. Payments sre to be made
by the Federal Government through the
States (sec. 702 {0} (2)). :

- 1. The U, 8. Employment Servioce is authorized

to provide tr tion, including that for
dependents m&& eflects, for civilian
war workers from Wwar-production sress to
Places at which the service there are
available ‘suitable jobs. The smount of the
transportation is not to exceed the .amount
allowable to Federal emE!:yees under Stand-

1. The readjustment allowance title of the GI
bill of would be amended to provide $25
per weoek for & single veteran; $5 per week ifthe
veteran has 1 or more dependent; the equiva-

lent in benefit amount of 52 weeks of unem-
ployment benefits. )

gulations (sec. 706).

1 (a). Deleted

1 (b). Deleted

1 (a). Delected......

1. Director of OWMR is suthorized to pay cost
' of transportation of war workers and their de-
pendents who left homes after Dec. 7, 1941, to
engage in war work either back to their former
hornes or to places where suitable employment
is available. This cost is not to exceed $200 iz
any one and not to exceed the amount
allowable to Federal employees under 8tand-
ard Government Travel Regulations. No
cost is provided where employer has ent
with emplo%se to pay transportation !sec 708).
ted. i1l consider this feature in sepa-

1 (a). Deleted —covered by
under E below.

recommendaticn

1 (b). Deleted.

1 (a). Restoration of provision in original bill
(sec. 702 (c) (2)).

1. Provision as reported oy committee (sec. 708).

1. Restoration of provisions in original bill
(sec. 2).

NOILLVSNIIWNOD ILNIWXOTINANN XONTOHINIA
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REPRESENTATIONS OF OpPproSITION WITNESSES

Mr. Rector, representing the Governor of Wisconsin and the Inter-
state Conference of Employment Security Agencies, stated * that to
his knowledge only 1 of the 48 Stdtes represented in the conference
did not agree with the position expressed by him. The printed record
on S. 1274 shows that only 23 gt&tes have in one way or another
expressed an opinion on the bill, as of September 4, 1945, and the
other 28 jurisdictions have not presented their point of view. Of the
23 States which have expressed an opinion, 6 of them (Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Rhode Island Island, Oklahoma, Washington, and Missis-
si{)pi) approved the bill in principle. Five of these have the more
liberal provisions on maximum weekly benefit amount and maximum
duration.

The hearings show that the opposition to adequate legislation con-
sisted primarily of 17 States and 1 representative of industry. It
should be noted that the Advisory Committee of the Office of War
Mobilization and Reconversion unanimously endorsed the emergency
unemployment compensation benefits recommended in President
Truman’s message to Congress. (See exhibit IIT herewith.) This
committee includes representatives of industry, agriculture, labor,
and the public. ‘ ’

The inadequacies of the present State system were described very
pomtedly by a leading business publication as follows. On April 28,
1945, the editors of Business Week stated:

At any continuous level of unemployment, drains on reserve funds will decline
during the first few years as workers exhaust benefits. So, with 6,000,000 unem-
ployed, present aggregate reserves of over $6,000,000,000 would last almost in-
definitely, As many as 9,000,000 unemployed year after year would drain re-
serve funds in 10 years or a little less, But, as we said 5 years ago, ‘““It was never
contemplated that funds would be built up to take care of workers during a
severe depression. At best, unemployment insurance was looked upon as a
stoxgap——a temporary economic alleviator.” )

nd as a stopgap the system today hardly measures up, for, with the average
beneficiary receiving little more than one-third or so of his former weekly wages

and with, at most, two-thirds of the eligibles on the rolls at any one time, less
than 25 percent of the income of laid-off insured workers would be maintained.

S. 1274 anp PreviousLy ProrosEp LEGISLATION

Mr. Williams, representing the Texas Unemployment Compensa-
tion Commission, tried to show that S. 1274 is similer in principles and
purposes to the Murray-Kilgore-Truman bill of 1944 and other previ-
ous bills.> The similarity betwecen the present bill and previously
proposed legislation is that they were designed to meet the problems
of reconversion but in their major provisions are quite different,.

The present bill contains no eligibility provisions, no disqualifica-
tion provisions, no detailed administrative provisions which the
States must carry out under the agreements. On the other hand, the
Murray-Kilgore-Truman bill and previous proposed legislation con-
tained eligibility provisions, disqualification provisions, and detailed
administrative provisions.

" ——

2 P. 239 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8. 1274,
3 P. 333 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on S, 1274,
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Exzmsrr 11l
SEPTEMBER 7, 1945,
Hon. Warrer F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commiliee,
United States Senate.

DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: I should like to call your attention to a resolution
unanimously adopted on September 6 by the Advisory Board of the Office of
War Mobilization and Reconversion in support of emergency unemployment
compensation legislation now pending before the Congress. A copy of the Board’s
resolution, together with S\?plementary statements outlining the position of
certain members of the Board, is attached to this letter.

The Advisory Board, as you know, was established by the War Mobilization
and Reconversion Act of 1944, and consists of 12 members appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of the Senate. All members of the Board
represent the general public and the public interest, but it is required that three
members shall have had experience in business management, three in matters
relating to labor, and three in agriculture. The names of the members of the
Board are listed on the atitached resolution.

The Board has carefully considered the proposed unemployment compensation
legislation at several of its meetings, beginning shortly after the recommendation
made by the President last May. At its meeting yesterday, the attached resolu-
tion was adopted by the Board as a final statement of its conclusions, ..

In view of the broad representation of the Advisory Board, as well as the out-
standing nature of its individual members, I feel that this expression of opinion is
entitled to great weight and will be of interest to your committee in its considera-
tion of the pending proposal.

Sincerely,
JoaN W. SNYDER, Director,

Recommendalory No. 26

Resolved, That the Advisory Board endorses the interim unemployment com-
peé)sation benefits recommended- in President Truman’s message to Congress
today.

Y SEPTEMBER 6, 1945,
Unanimously adopted:
0. Max Gardner
Albert S, Goss
Edward A. O’Neal
James G, Patton
Nathaniel Dyke, Jr.
- Eric A, Johnston
George H. Mead
T. C. Cashen
William Green
Philip Murray
William H, Davis
Mrs. Anna M. Rosenberg

Nore~—In casting his vote in favor of the resolution, Mr. Goss asked that the
record show that he did so with the proviso that Congress provide such safe-
guards as may reasonably be expectad to reduce abuses to & minimum,

Messrs, Johnston and Mead asked that the record show that they voted in
favor of the resolution with the same proviso set forth by Mr. Goss,

In casting his vote in favor of the resolution, Mr. O’ Neal asked that the record
show that his position is set forth in the American Farm Bureau Federation’s
resolution on unemployment compensation legislation dated August 29, 1045,
He asked that the federation’s resolution be incorporated in the record and trans-
mitted to Congress with any communication by the Director on the Advisory
Board’s action, The resolution referred to by Mr. O’'Neal follows here:

BESOLUTION CONCERNING UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION ADOPTED BY BOARD OF
DIRECTORS OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION AT IT3 MEETING,
CHICAGO, ILL,, AUGUST 29, 1045

We will support for the reconversion éeribd s Federal supplement to the State
unenﬁ)lcarment compensation payments, such as is provided by the Doughton
btilll, . R. 3736, with the understanding, however, that it be amended to provide
that—

(1) Adjusted weekly benefit amounts shall not exceed 50 percent of the weekly
benefit amount now payable under respective State laws, or $25, whichever is less.”
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In other words, that the adjusted weckly benefit amount, which includes the sup-
plementary payment provided for by this bill, will not be more than 150 percent
of weekly benefit amounts now provided under the various State laws.

(2) There be a review of each case by the State unemployment compensation
commission after 13 weeks and that the benefits be extended to 26 weeks only if
such review shows that no reasonable employment is available to the recipient.

(3) No person be entitled to Federal supplementary benefits if he refuses to
accept employment of a permanent nature, provided thesalary is at least two-thirds
of the salary earned in the employment engaged in immediately previous to appli-
cation for unemployment compensation, :

We believe that— : :

No benefits should be paid to Federal workers under this plan, because such
benefits, if desirable, should be provided by separate legislation,

No benefits should be paid to maritime workers, because this is not Erimarily
a State unemployment compensation problem and may be a proper subject for

v

Federal legislation, .

With respect to benefits to workers engaged in the handling, drying, and pro-
cessing of any agricultural commodity, that such persons be included or excluded
in agrecment with the State, under the general provision which permits the State
to pay compensation in accordance with subsection (2) “to any class or classes of
individuals who would be entitled to compensation under the State unemploy-
ment compensation law, except for existing or prior exelusions from the definition

of ‘employment’ in such law.”

There be no amendment of section 1607 of the Internal Revenue Code to extend
the employer definition to “one or more at any time.”” Such amendment would
tend to impose an additional burden on small business during the reconversion
period, and would present tremendous problems of administration.

If transportation costs are to be provided for the relocation of war workers, it
should be provided that all Federal supplementary payments be immediately
discontinued should such beneficiaries refuse the work provided at the point of
relocation. No provision should be made to cover cost of transporting household
goods of such relocated workers,

Tae UnempLoYMENT CRIsIs

There is an unemployment crisis facing us. Unemployment prior
to VJ-day amounted to about 830,000.*

It is estimated by the War Manpower Commission that about
2,400,000 persons have been laid off between VJ-day and September
8, 1945, .

These lay-offs are reflected in claims for unemployment insurance.
For the week ending September 8, 1945, 296,100 claims were filed for
the first time, and a total of 1,198,200 claims were filed. The esti-
mated increase in initial claims since VJ-day is 1,475,000.

Estimates indicate a peak of unemployment in 1946 varying from
8,600,000 to 10,000,000, which will taper off to somewhere between
6,000,000 and 7,700,000 unemployed in 1947.%

In certain sections of the country which have been devoted almost
entirely to munitions production, new ‘‘depressed areas” will develop
in which business becomes practically nonexistent and unemployment
almost complete. The returning war veterans, nearly .all of them
seeking jobs, are adding more labor to a wartime-inflated labor force."

It is true that in addition to the normal growth of the labor force
by about three to four million, some six to seven million workers
entered the labor market during the war emergency. ,

Of course, many wartime-emergency workers are retiring from the
labor market after the war. At least half a million persons beyond
age 65 can reasonably be expected to drop out of the labor market

é Exhibit I-d, p, 84, of unrevised printed record of hearings on 8. 1274. )
$Exhibit I-a, p. 58, exhibit IX-8, p. 117, unrevised printed record of hearings on &, 1274,
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after the strenuous years of war production. Many of the 600,000
servicemen’s wives will undoubtedly become homemakers exclusively,
although they may stay in the labor market temgoraril until their
soldier husbands find satisfactory peacetime jobs. Nfan of the
younger workers under age 20 will decide to return to school in order
to complete their training or education. .

On the other hand, a very large proportion of the handicapped and
marginal workers are going to cling tenaciously to their newly won
status of self-support. It will be a bitter experience for many of them
if they find themselves pushed out-of the labor market by & shortage
of jobs. Comparable with this group may be some hundreds of thou-
sands of veterans who have suffered war injuries of one kind or another
and who will require special placement and employment opportunities
after the war. Probably many of the older married women will also
want to remain in the labor market indefinitely. These women are
available for work, many have proved highly satisfactory employees
in wartime, and most of them do not have a full-time job in the home.

This is why reconversion unemployment occurring soon after the
end of the Pacific war will cause such a shock to the economy. If
business in the next year should fall to the level of March 1939, with
only 43,000,000 jobs at prewar weekly hours, but with 57,000,000 job
seekers after allowing for men in the armed forces, the resulting inse-
curity and unemployment can best be left to the imagination. There
would be such a scramble for jobs and such cutthroat competition on
the part of veterans, war workers, young workers, old workers, men
workers and women workers, white workers and colored workers, that
the general safety and stability of the Nation might be endangered.
If there is one thing certain after this war, it js that we cannot afford
to go back to prewar employment levels, wages, earnings, and incomes.
The first and most vital postwar problem which faces us is how to
insure that we do not fall back to that level.

STATES' FAILURE TO LIBERALIZE THEIR LAWS

An effort is being made to show that in an unemployment crisis, the
States are financially able to take care of their own people adequately
through the State unemployment insurance systems and through other
State surplus funds. eVe agree that the State unempl(;iment com-
gensation reserves in many instances are sufficient to pay the adequate

enefits under S. 1274. - : :

As a whole, States evidently don’t want to meet their obligations
to pay these adequate benefits. Forty-five State legislatures met in
1945; of these, 32 States increased the maximum weekly benefit amount
or maximum dursation, and only 21 States increased both amount and
duration. - ST

Although many States made changes in weekly benefit amount dur-
ing - 1945, benefits are still inadequate. These changes were as

follows:

Nusnber
Y of States
From $16 40 816 . e aceccicccccecmemcmmimmema—an -1
From $15 to $18;,--'---:.-------.'..-....-.--....----..-.s,._'-.--..--....-.....‘...-..--..« T
me $15f:0 520-----_--------------;. .............. R R P, T
From $16 tc $18-824. . it hermmvemema . eeea - 1
From $15t0 826, . ool cannaan ecemecaccccenmana= 1
From $16 to $18........_. 5 S n——ie 1
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Number of
States

From 816 to $21 o eei-- 1
From $18 to $20.__.__ U 5
From $18 to $21 . . eiceimeaana 2
From $18 to $22. . . oL e e mememmean 1
From 820 to $25_ .. oL 2
From $20 plus dependents’ henefits to $28. ... ... emm- 1
From $22 plus dependents’ benefits to $28. .. ... ... 1

On duration, the picture is similar. Despite spectacular changes,
many duration provisions are still far below the 26-weeks’ level.

Numbher of

States
From 15 wecks to 18 weeks_ . .o oo, e e m e mmcmmimemam———ma
From 16 weeks to 18 weeks. . oot e
From 16 weeks to 20 weeks_ _ _ _ .
From 16 or 16 weeks (U) to 20 weeks (U)_____________________._____
From 16 weeks to 21 weeksS_ . o e e eeeee
From 16 weeks to 26 weeks__ __ _ _ o e
From 18 weeks (U) to 20 weeks (U) . . . .o o imeeaea
From 18 weeks to 20 weeks. . . . . oo eemmenaa
“From 18 weeks (U) to 22 weeks_ _.____ e e e e
From 18 weeks to 26 weeks_ - _ .o
From 20 weeks to 19 weeksS._ . o i cecama
From 20 weeks to 22 weeks_______ e e e e mmmmmmm e m——
From 20 weeks to 23 weeks_ o o oL e
From 20 wecks to 20 weeks. . - .o
From 20 weeks (U) to 26 weeks (U) - - - .
From 23 weeks to 26 weeks. . ____ .. _. e e e -

Total . o e meecidmaeaan 28

(U)=uniform duration,

[l ol STSR R SRS SRR RN FC TS

Despite promises made to various congressional committees in 1944,
14 of the 45 States which met in 1945 made no changes in amount or
duration, and of the 51 State laws, no changes for increased amounts

-or duration were made in 19,

Federal action on unemployment compensation in the past was
always necessary to prod the States into effective action. When the
Social Security Act was passed in 1935, there were few States with
unemployment compensation laws. After the passage of the Social
Security Act in 1935, the tax provisions on unemployment compensa-
tion forced the States to take action. When the Murray-Kilgore-
Truman bill on reconversion unemployment.compensation was intro-
duced in-the Senate in 1944, the State unemployment compensation
agencies fought it on the ground that the States could handle the
situation and liberalize their laws. A number of States did liberalize
their laws—but many changes in 1945 still provided inadequate benefit

“amounts or maximum duration.

ApEQuacy oF WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT
1. VARIOUS PROPOSALS COMPARED

Section 702 (b) (2) of title VII of the original bill provides for the
mandatory Federal supplementation of State weekly benefit amounts
up to a maximum not in excess of $25 per week. This provision is
deleted from the bill as reported by the committee. The minority
does not recommend the restoration of this provision.

Section 702 (¢) (1) of title VII of the original bill provides, at the
clection of each State, for the Federal supplementation of State weekly
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benefit amounts up to a maximum not in excess of $25 per week and
not in excess of two-thirds of an individual’s previous weekly earnings.
This provision is deleted from the bill reported by the committee.
The minority recommends the restoration of the provision in the
ori’%inal bill except that two-thirds is changed to 60 percent.

he following table illustrates the total amount which would be
paid under the bill to an unemployed person in a particular State
which now provides benefits of one-half o})wages up to a ceiling of $15.
No change would be made in the amount of benefits paid to individuals
below the maximum paid by the State.

TaBLE 1.—Illustrative unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which at the
pre:;cent tyme provides benefits of 60 percent of wages up to a maxtmum of $15 per
wee ,

t

Total Amount
benefit Amount ald by
Average weekly wage of unemployed indivigdual (8tate paid by ederal
plus State Govern-
Federal) ment
$10 $10 $0
15 15 0
20 158 [}
25 15 10
25 15 10

For a State which now pays 60 percent of wages up to a ceiling of
$20, the bill would work out as shown in the following table:

TaBLE 2.—Illustrative unemployment benefits under the bill in a State which atthe
pre.;cen't time provides benefits of 60 percent of wages up to a marimum of $20 per
wee

Amount
Total ben- | 1 ount ald b
y

Average weekly wage of unemployed individual
plus
Fﬂdeml) E@m Govem-

ment
820.. . eecememcceemceeacenssaecmmmeeeca—cesememaeeseememsmmnmmne-ae $12 $12 $0
830 . . reeiiaccecmemacemeseetceuesecvemcemenunemendeanm————an ’ 18 18 0
S 1 1.
$60 OF THIOT® .- oo oooe e ee e meaae t 28 20 5

2. REASON FOR THE PROPOSAL OF MINORITY

(a) Present State weekly mazimums too low for subsistence

Maximum weekly benefits payments. under many State laws are
now far too low to provide adequate subsistence for workers and their
families. Exclusive of special dependency benefits only the State of
Washington and Hawaii pay $25 as a maximum weekly benefit.
Exhibli,égIV shows 13 States have maxima of only $15 or $16. - Thirty-
one States pay $18 to $20 as a maximum and five pay a maximum of
$21to $22. The average of the State maxima is therefore between $18
and $20 per week. This same exhibit shows that about half the work-
ers were at their present State maximum. If the proposal embodied
in the minority report were made law, three-fourths of all workers
now receiviig the maximum would get increased benefit amounts.
Only one-third of the Nation’s workers would be limited by the $25
national maximum.
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- ExHIBIT IV —Average weekly wages of workers covered by State unemployment
. compensation laws—estimated percent of covered workers entitled to present State
mazimum weekly benefit amount and percend who would be entitled to a $25
mazimum under extension of State formula?

Wornhr; entitled to 822
Percont of | IMAXIMUM as percen
Average m};m?xﬁn covered of—
State . week] weekly workers
b ores benefit | entitled tt° Workers
amount | Present | gniitled to | All covered
maximum | Torecent” | workers
_ maximum
$44.21 | ____._.... 4.9 75.9 34.0
33.38% $20 2.0 66.5 18.3
93. 45 16 75.1 86. 4 64.8
40. 10 15 48.1 55.1 26.5
26,99 15 25. 4 34.2 8.7
51.97 20 60.3 84.2 50.8
37,12 15 45.1 46.9 212
50. 31 122 149.9 184.0 141. 0
45, 83 18 56. 2 69.8 39.0
36. 43 20 35.1 69.5 24. 4
36. 69 16 38.9 50.3 19.6
31.48 18 20.6 56. 4 11.6
40. 85 25 30.1 100.0 30.1
34.00 18 27.6 40.2 11.1
46. 59 20 85.0 79.7 43.9
46, 70 20 47.8 74.0 35. 2
36. 02 18 36. 9 55.8 20.6
43. 61 18 47.6 56. 8 27.1
36. 82 16 26.0 38. 4 10.Q
37.19 18 33.7 64.7 21.8
40,89 20 23.9 68.6 16. 4
43. 57 20 6.0 79.6 4.8
¢ 4141 21 61.2 82.0 42,0
55. 18 20 308. 5 88,5 160.6
39.09 20 20.7 69.0 20.5
27.91 18 4.1 38.7 9.3
38. 96 18 39.3 57.6 2.6
36. 74 15 47.5 62.1 20.5
38.24 18 36, 1 67.3 20.7
45.02 318 3567.5 376.6 144.0
33.62 20 17.2 80. 5 8.7
50, 18 22 54.3 87. 4 47.85
31.31 16 35.2 48.0 16.9
47.11 21 }- 47.2 80.9 38.2
28.87 20 8.2 67.7 4.7
31. 50 20 2.3 70.6 16. 4
48,78 21 41.8 76.7 31.8
39. 90 18 46. 6 70.3 327
48. 51 18 46. 4 79,3 36.9
42.75 20 45.7 72.8 3.3
42, 14 18 65.2 70.2 45.7
26.69 20 12.1 68.9 6.9
Bouth Dakota. . .covouoeecom o ceccccccaaees 30.01 15 37.8 43.5 16.4
Tenn : 35. 66 18 36,8 39.0 4.2
39.19 18 33.9 65.5 2.2
89. 41 $20 149.8 184.9 142.3
37.08 20 26.7 62.8 16.7
35. 34 15 42,0 42.9 18.0
8.7 25 31 1000 |~ 311
42,80 20 35.4 © 618 21.9
44.08 2 40.2 9.9 37.8
39.02 20 42.7 85.0 36.3

! “Oovered workers’ include all workers who earned wage credits under the State law durln( ma, 'I‘bo
mh ages are based on data for all such workers, ineludinc those with insufficient earnings to q ‘{
ts. If data for the ineligible workers were eumlnated and the proportim of eligible workeu
Btate and $25 maximums computed, the percentages w higher than those shown; the percentage ol
workers enmled to the State maximums who would :Iso be mtit ed to the $25 maximum would probably

s Bued on sverago weekly wage of estimated number of workers in covered employment in last pay
period of each type (weekly, nmhnonthly, eto.) ending within the month, and estimated total wages
earned in cov plngmentd odun wuhtnuchquumr Estimutes are based on
0OV provis(ons sq qunrter

¥ In Connecticut, Mi evndl, the mlxlmnmo shown are the t benefit amounts to which
workers are entluod ont 5«1: eamlxra alone, Workm with dents in these States can
recelve benefits as high as $38 in Connecticu Michigan and $24 in N

¢ The statutory maximum ol $20 is $35 when the oost-ol-llvin: index is st or above 125, and re-
duced to $17 when the index is 98.5 or bolow

Bource: Program Division, Bureau of lmploymnt Beocurity, Social Becurity Board.
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(8) Inequity of present State weekly maximums

Workers entitled to present State maximum weekly benefit amounts
get only 35 percent or less of their normal weekly wages, whereas
those below get at least 50 percent of their weekly wagos.

Title IX of the Social Security Act and the laws of all the States,
except Nevada, levy the tax on the pay roll of an employer, excluding
that part of annual wages in excess of $3,000 per week from any one
employer. Thus, $60 per week in most cases 1s a maximum base for
contributions. Yet the original maximum benefits under almost
every State law was $15, with three exceptions—$10 for Wisconsin,
$16 for Michigan, and $18 for Wyoming.

The original maximums established under State laws created a
serious inequity for those workers whose weekly wages were in lower
proportion to their benefits than that for workers who were entitled
to benefits lower than these original maximums. Our contention is
that, at the outset of unemployment insurance, the maximum weekly
benefit levels were too low and, in the light of experience, should have
been at least $25 per week in every State; $26 per week would provide
the same precentage formula for all workers up to $50 a week.

(¢) Risein cost of living

In spite of increases which have been made in some States, the
weekly benefit rate in most States provides less real purchasing power
today that it did when benefits were first paid in 1938. The cost-of-
living index of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, in June 1945, was 29
percent above the 1935-39 average. (See exhibit V). The Presi-
dent’s Committee on the Cost of Living, in its report last November,
found that this index has a downward bias of three to four points—
which means that the actual cost of living now is about one-third
higher than in prewar years. For the family dependent on unem-

loyment benefits, this does not tell the whole story. - The prices of
ood and clothing, which represent a larger proportional part of the
expeinditures of such families have risen 30 and 44 percent, respec-
tively.

vew Exuisir V.—Cost of living—Groups—Average for large cities

[Index numbers 1935-30= 100}
House- | ool '
Year and month Allitema| Food | Rent |Clothing | fumish. | sleo | Miscel
Ings | and fos
100, ._.omccemccenceannnenenes wal 963| 1043| 1008( ‘1003 o 1007
Y 1003 oeef moee| wL7| 1008 7| 1001
T S 063 1085| 13| 1068| 107.8| w22 10Lo
T T ues| 19| was| 1203| 123| 1084| 109
143 I IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIT 26| 80| 1eeo| 17| 16| 107.7] L&S
T S 1255 11| 1083| 1388| 1364 1008 3
LHT8Y Y g T S izma| il wsil 7| imo| el g1
Apr. 15 1T 46| 18| &1 i) imel e 1N
ay 18.- 11T 261 1888| 10a1| 14| 1380| 1008 3
June 1811 TIIIITIIIIT 126.4| 1887( 1081l 1ol 1ase| oee| 137
Juiy 18,53 I 126,11 137.4| 10s3| 13| 17| 100.7| 130
X T S 1264 1377| 10e2| 14| 13| e8| 123
Sept. 18.-.__211IIII 8| igmo| 3| M4l M7l e8| 134
Oct.'18, 211 IIIIIIIITI 1205| 84l @ ML9| uL4| 1008 8
Nov. 1§. 02 T 26| 188/ - 21| 7| iee| 1me
................... 1.0{ 1274 3| 1as| 10| 1wl 171
1d6—Jan. 18021 ITIIIIITIIIT 1| 13 ol 1ael a7l 13
Fob. 18.. 2210 1209 1388 438| wMd0| 100 4
Mar, 18270220000 126.8| 1389 3| wa7| 48| uoo| 13e
Iy — 1| 136 1l 69| 1008] 188
(T 11 e8| O iMe| 84| moo| KO
T S 0| Ll s| wMa4| ss| neo| 1o

T Not avaliable,



Exnisrr V1.—Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws, June 30, 1946}

Coverage Eligibility Weekly benefit amount Duration of benefits 3
Fraction of :
base-period \:,::;‘:‘:)T
State Fr;ct}iontol ea{:;mn%s | benefits for Maxi
- ifying base-period 1Enes e 0. 0¢ | total upem- | NiAXiMUI aD-
Minimum size-of-Arm coverage (oumber of | Qualil D uarterly . termining ! nual benefits
workers) g&ggi for minimum egrnin 5 or Maximum | “GrEECE ; ployment
type ul |
schedule
U=Uniform for all claim-
ants, otherwise variable
8 or more in 20 weeks______._.____.__.__.. S $120 (30x) ... ... Jie $20 141 20 $47.00
lormoreatany time. . ... ... oceemmeeoe.. 125 (25%) o oo i2e 15 13: 16 255.00
f or more in fg geeﬂ ------------------- e i!f' }; : ;/9‘: }1 g;g- g
Oor more In £ 3 ¢ TN L | 35 H 3
1or &-;gre at r?;:! time and $100 pay roll in cal- 13e 20 (V] | $23.4 §488. 00
endar quarter.
8 or more in 20 weeks_. 1és 15 15! 16 240,00
4ormminlz:;weeksks-_ ,’;;-s ”22—‘;’281 ‘24 “2 “7440.00-560.&?
Ware ---| 1 or more in 20 weeks.. T3 A 396.
District of Columbia______. lormoreatanytime. ._..._.___.__......._.. . Lag 120 ;,’ 20 400, 00
ﬁoﬁr;lia ..................... g or more iilxl1 2’0) woelks or $5,000 quarterly pay roll. : }n;a-i-‘;:s ig . 15 C 16 240. g
SOrgia. .. or more weeks__ ... 1ig-14g iy ~ 16 288.
awail ___ .. . ... 1 or more at any time Las 25 U U2 500, 00
Idaho . ..o ... $78 or more wages payable in any 1 quarter. §1{g-13s 1% 4 T 308. 00
Dlinols ... 6ormorein20weeks_.. . . . ... .. __.__ Lie 20 ® 26 520.00
Indianas . ... ... 8ormorein20weeks_ ... . ____________ las 20 Ly 20 400. 00
Tows_______... Zermmmcaaaan 8ormorein 15weeks ... ... . ______.__._ .. ____ 143 18 33 18 IMN. 00
Kansas _____________ _____.. 8 or more in 20 weeks or 25 or more in 1 week.____| 100 135 16 14 2 320. 00
Kentocky. ....oooeeeeeeee.. 4 or more in 3 quarters of preceding year to each (D] 16 T2 320.00
of whom $50 payable in each such quarter; or
8 or more in 20 weeks.
................ 4 or more in 20 weeks 143 18 1 20 360. 00
aine s 8 or more iu 20 weeks - (" $20 U U2 $400. 00
Maryland.__. 1 or more at any time__ 130 20 34 26 520. 00
assachuse 1 or more in 20 weeks, bel) $21 e 23 448300
Michigan._.. Sormorein 0 weeks .. ... . __._ . .._...____._ 159! 20-28 b 20 1 400. 00-560. 00
Minnesota..... 1 or more in 20 weeks (or 8 or more outside cities 9 i 20 *) 2 400. 00
of population of 10,800 or more). !
Mississippl_....... 8or cx‘nom in 20 weeks gg' }g ;“ U %; ggg
............... Lt R, 23 .
Montana____ ... __ .| 1 or more in 20 wee' 8 0 * annual pay roll over $500. }is 15 U U 16 240.00
Nebrasks____ ... ____...|8 oruniore ‘in 20 » eks or $10,000 quarterly pay Yo i8 15 18 324.00
roll.
Nevada_ ... ... ... $225 or more wages payable in 1 quarter. _._.____ se| $718-24 3% 720 41350, 00
§ew .,Kampahlu-------__--- 4o0r (rino‘re in 20 weeks. q ..... || 2 ) ; ' 223 " ‘o g% s 2‘?%%
oW Jersey. ... O e ——— 1 a3
New Mexico._...o.._..... ";”3 (l)§ morl;- wages paid in quarter, or 2 or more b2 15 33 16 240.00
wees
New York_._......._____.__! 40r more in 15 days - 23] w21 U U 2 546. 00
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North Carolina.______.__ _..] 8 or more in 20 weeks

North Dakota_ . e do e emeccccamaa-

....................... 3ormoreatanytime... ... ... ...
Oklabom----------...--.-- 8 or more in 20 weeks.._...._._.. -
Oregon. . _ . coeeeeeaas 4 or more in any day In any calendar quarter

with pay roll of $500.

Pennsylvania______________. lormoreatany time. . . .o
Rhode Island._ __ 4ormorein 20 weeks. oo
S8outh Carolina. 8ormorein 20weeks.__________________________.
South Dakota.. ....do -
Tennesses______ ..do.

............ I O T
Utah ... $140 or more wages payableinl quarter_....____
Vermont. ... _______. 8 or more in20weeks.______ .. ...
Vieginia . f.....do._. . ... -
Washington________._.____. lor move atany time. ... ... 3')0
West Virginia________..__.{8ormorein20weeks______ ... . ... . _...._......

................. Gormoreinmweeksonnnualpayrol}orsa.
.tel:‘i) empllo.zﬁr with more than $10,000 quar-
Y pay
Wyonming. .. .ccoueeeeeaenn.. 1 or more in 20 weeks and $150 or more wages
payable in 1 quarter or $500 in 1 year.

[¢)] 20 U U 16 320. 00
té3 20 U U 20 400,00
*liz-lus 521 (O] s22 4462, 00
Ive 18 3% 20 360. 00

Q! 18 ® 20 § 360. 00
Yog +20 ® 820 § 400. 00

¥ 16-Ys 18 (L) #2025 8364 50
log 120 ST 16 $320.00

¥ 343-19g 15 ® 20 300. 00
be 15 U U 16 240. 00

1ag 118 3 1318 324. 00

1 1ég 25 (1% 119 » 460. 00

! 3i9-bis 20 Y C 20 400. 00
bog 15 i 16 240. 00

(19 25 ® 26 650. 00
(9 < : v2 420.00
@ 20 145 Z3 460. 00
Yo 20 ¥ -4 400, 00

1 Provisicns of State laws include nmendmentsmaetedmdreportedtothe Bureau
of Employma:itn Security through June 30, 1945. Except where otherwise stated, all

agpen effective during 1945.

1 In variable-durstion States, maximum benefits are limited to the lesser of a specified
fraction e-mingl or a specified multiple of the weekly benefit amount.
Except in the States, the base period is 4 quarters or a ealendar year: Arizona—
3-year bese may be extended to include as many as 4 additional quarters; Mis-
souri—2 years; —base period may be extended by not more than 4 quarters if

iadlvidmlhubm of work during greater part of working time in any calendar
—duration roughly equivalent to 1 week of benefits to 2 weeks of

t, the mutmum depending on continuity of unemployment and a number

23 weeks beased on employment from same

lAmmtﬁsnmmummlmum base-period earnings for a claimant who barely
. In some States, a fiat amount is specified in the law and in others, a specified

mnlﬂ of the weekly amount. In the latter States, amount shown is the prod-
tbo maultiple and the minimum weekly benefit; qualifying earnings would be
for claimants ving & higher weekly benefit rate. 'Where dependents’ benefits
mﬂdodﬁ th: fraction Ii'nlb:lltg the basic benefit. Qualifying wages ml:é ll::vo
been earned in 8 1-year p«‘iﬁ tates : Arizona—qualifying w. m ve
been earned in arnzoﬂast4eompletequnmmeadlnxnmdayormm
thn' 4 quarters if g hmog;e?:mi:::;ble mmf m{ln:torkin
time in any calendar uhomentisuwaoksolemp!oy‘-

quarter; W t!
men!| andbmﬁtsmmnﬂooﬂmwzmoumploymt
OE hv'e'hn 1, 1944..

ODnntion

for reduction if solv
sccording to a tal

Iaw.

7 4 States for ts’ allowances: Connocticut—munnum% benefit
h‘? benefits babemrn! e‘ehm taf‘:p’ebinodtypudc?o‘
um or up
t:momclmm(m)vi% without dependen hian—my benefit plus

ommdlsimpeﬂled
of base-period earnings, contained in the

$2 per child dependent up to the lesser of $28 or average weekly wage in high quarter;
maximum primary benefit is $20. Nevada—dependents’ allowances of $3 for 1 or 2 de-
gendents. $8 for 3 or more; maximum annual benefits not increased, hence weeks of bene-

ts decreased for claimants with dependents—for enmp}e maximum duration is 15 weeks
for claimant receiving $24 maximum weekly

yment
§ Weekly benefit based upon s weighted le ol‘ lngh-quarur earnings, contsined in

the State law. Fractions shown are ap; x
? Wages totdiniﬂwin2qnm or base period.
St:tYI:‘n’ benefit based upon & weighted tlble of annual earnings contained in the
w.

1 Including wages in at least 2 quarters.

124175 if computed weekiy benefit is iess than $8; 25-30 times weekly benefit smount
if computed weekly benefits is more than $8. Including earnings of 5 times the weekly
benefit in some quarter other than that of highest earnings.

13 Benefit amouiits which are expressed in days of unemployment in New York and in
2-week periods in Texas have been converted into weeks.

4 And employment in atleast 20 weeks.

11 Duration based on calendat weeks of covered employment in base period; 18 weeks’
duration for claimants with 20 weeks of covered employment; 19 weeks’ duration for 21-24
weeks of covered employment; 22 weeks’ duration for over 24 weeks of covered employ-

ment,

1 Effective July 1, 1945, Utah law provides for adjustment of weekly benefit amount
according to Bureau of Labor Stnthties cost-of-living index; durstion and bene#it limits
shown are those now applicable. Greatest possible duration is 19 weeks under the up-
ward adjustment; 28.3 weeks under the downward adjustment; when no adjustment

pplies, 23 weeks uniform. Maximum weekly benefit amount without cost-of-living

ustment is $20 and minimam $5. Total benefits payable during benefit year com-
puted as 23 times normal weekly benefit amount; hence, under cost-of-living adjustments,
durstion in weeks varies inversely with wacklg benefitamount. Thuss claimant eligible
for the maximum weekly benefit amount and duration ($20 for 23 weeks) would receive,
under the upward adjustment and at nt time, $25 for 18.4 weeks and, under the
downward adjustment, $17 for 27 w
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ExmBrr VII.—Selected provisions of State unemploymeni compensation laws as of Dec. 31, 1944, and June 80, 19451

(1944 provisions are in “From" columns and 1945 provisions in “To™ columns. An asterisk (*) in *“From" indicates that the provision was not changed in 1945; hence present pro-
vision also applied in 1944)

Monthly Size-of-firm coverage 3 [nitial Weekly benefit amounnt % Duration
covered peri Fruction of highest quarterly . . ractian o Maximum
Ma employ- weeks earnings or type of schedule Minimum Maximum berrtn?;;o? (weeks)
State ment ? From To ’
(thou- :
sands) N From| To From To From| To |From| To From| To |From 1 Ta
Total, 51 120,838.9 |. ... .| . oo B LT T NNAPYISIPY PRI PRSI SOURITIN NURIURRIUIT AU SUNSURITTE IR ST
States. ]
REGION 1 ' ' i ' |
Conneecticut_..| 62541 ().._.___ 4in13weeks. ... " 1] e . Lou: def)endents' $6._ ..} 938812 | $22__ | s §22-828__. % 1] i8 p-i]
enielits, N
Maine.__.____ 1729 | (*)eeeeee B ————————— ™ ) 3 ING) TR \\'eigb{tgg, annusl | $6.__ | $5._____ .. $18...| $20._...__. Q) o 16 U2
earnings.
Mt&:schu- 1,363.8 | (*y___.. ) I ™ L) YU 27 TOU (*)...| $6. .. $18._ s *) ¥ef, 20| B
setts.
New Hamp- 108.0 | (*}oon.... L S Q) 3 S PO Weighted, annual | (*).__| $6.._____. $18___| $20........ *) Ul Uis| Un
shire. earnings. )
Rhode Island. <3 1 B B 0 DU e —————— (*) | I ) KtoUe e (*)...| $6.75.....|....... $18. __..... (*) ¢ table é‘) 2025
Yermont ...... 56.7 | (")eeeeae. B cmeeran——————— *) 2 (e Hetodas? .. ... (*) .. 86 e, $15.._ $20....._.. (*) 1#1 18 ' U2
REGION D-1U
Delaweare. .. __ 826 { (Veeeee_. L e —— * 1 b PSR L2 SO . | 7 S ... $18._______ (4] 123 2 22
New Tersey | 1,247, | .. 4 9 R R S e R - $18. 7| $22.777777 14 W 18! %
New York.._.| 3,035.1 ) 1 () e 163% e (*)._.] $10___.__. $18.._| $21 __.___. *; UjUu2i U2s
Peansylvania. | 2 700.8 2 ) 58 K (o DU | T A )l 88 $18.__1 $20______.. (*) 1 table 16
REGION IV
Distriet of Co- 189.0 | (*)ecuaaes]aneaes do. ™ ) B G DO %{‘:;e nggpendenu' (*)..-] 86890 | ("...|$20..._... *) W ™ 20
Maryland ..} 52084 | _ . do 1 {None | (%)..oooe_.. Ye....... e (e} ST $20...| $20; $254f |_______ w =l 2
. GI maxi-
mum in-
creases.
North Caro-| 8521 | (™ 8 ) b S I ) DO Weighted, annual | $3____| $4.._..... $15... 820 _______ ®) ol (% | U
lina. earnings.
Virginis_______ 437.0 | (*} 8. ) 1 g‘) ......... ¢ T S S E | T (*)en] $15 . __ 5‘) K *) 16
West Virginia_ ]|  334.1 8 *) 1 (®) e Welghit:&. annual i THRN I - SO, $18...| $W0._..___. *) U} Cise; O
. earnings.

9¢
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9—8 '10A ‘T-6L ‘01 00H '8

REGIOX V ;
Kontucky.___. 310.3 | (Moo 4in3quartersofpre-| (*; I T Weighted,annual | () | $5...._... (*)o| $16........ *) U * { U0
ceding year to earnings.
each of whom $50
able in each |
) quarter; or 8. .
Michigan___. ) 1.57T0.7 | (*)ecen. .. - SN *) 1t Yoo, %g; dgtT;endeﬂtS’ *) 34‘.819 $20._.] $20to 828 . (*) 104 % 20
ene e
Ohfo. .| 2015.2 ) (*)uuee_ .. 3at any time......__ (] 21 (o] Vo310 Mg T *) [ $5e.-. $16...| $20______.. U ) Uis | 4R
RRGION VI
Dinols.__.._.. 2175.6 1 (*)....... [ SR, *) ) I B (g JOR, | 2.1 SO $7.__1810....... (*)...1 $20 § table
Indiana______. 887.8 1 (M. ... L SN *) 1y (M. | s T *) |85 ... 31?&-- (3 ta % %g g
Wisconsin.....] 664.6{ (*)....... 6 in 18 weeks or | (%) 22 (Meeeeaeees Weighted, aver-| $2, {$6, but!| (*)...i $20 ) 4203 2
, annual pay roll sge weekly | but aid at
of $%5,000, also earnings.{ paid &
$10,000 quarterly at $8
pay roll.
RREGION VI \
Alsbuma.. ... 4152} (*) e 8 21 | I I o PO, 2T SIS 92 __ M. ... (). 820 .. . 145 2
Fords .| 8.1 X S 8r 90 Guarierly | ) RS M O 7P 0%2| 887070 ST R ST & WS R
Georgia_ ... @86l M) . 8 . e *) 20 (). V0% S (GO I TR (). 18 .. o ul ) |uvie
M it BETY 5«§ ....... R * A S B i Ca—— S — [ T 9 ul o | vie
South Caro- 255.8 ) (*)oeee- - S, *) 1 (). Yo B U I © S $i15...) §20.______. (] Ul (*) | U168
Temesses_...| 02| (). 8.. ® | @eeeeeees 7 VSRRSO WO [ . S ST T I * Ul ® | U
REGION VI . '
Tows ... 204.7 | (). 8in 15 weeks. ... “) 2 wm;gent L[R2 T T, 18 | $5 . $15...) $18. ... 14 1 15 18
or Ye.
Minnesota.._.| 4387 (*)...___. ) 1R ®) 2 (')-.-..;---- Welzhitned. annual | (*)...| $7_....... *)eec] $0ccaaey ) ' table 5|
: earnings.
Nebrasks____| 14148 ________ SVwOr,aﬁgﬂ quarterly | (*) 20 () S cemcmec———- oo} $5eeeas $15_..| $18______.. *) ¥ 16 18
Nortb Dakota| 20.4 | (*). 8.. ) 2 1) Yeoooann. o 1T SR ). 8. $15.._| s30...._.. *) Ul vie| Um
Bouth Dakota{ 87.1 2’) 8 *) 1 W‘a!ill:tesi Yoo 380 e ST BB *Yeee] $maaee] (O | Stable 6 B
a
RRGION IX
Arksnses._....|] 181.8 | ().......|1in10days.........] () 1] (.. l4e *) 5 ™ 16
Esnees . .....[ 250.0}8. ... 8or$25in1 week._..}' (%) 1 ‘;-_ 5 *) 16 » ﬁ 8F 20
Misonr | 784 | (R0 Beee s memeeeeeeninis © | = g* -_ 14s Q 18 4;21 1
Oklahoms._.__.| 208.7 SRR & JS . *) 1 (%).. Yo.. j1s__ . 18 20

Footnotes at end o’ table
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ExniBrr VII.—Selected provisions of State unemployment compensation laws as of Dec. 31, 1944, and June 80, 1945 *—Continued

Weekly benefit amount

Monthly Size-of-firm coverage Initial Dumgion
Beoumsty (1943 of ot F f
peri . . raction o :
Board covered weeks Fraction of highest quarterly Minimum base-period Maximum
employ- h carnings or type of schedule H (wecks)
regéc:r:t:nd ment? | From To earnings ¢
(thou-
sands) From | To From To From To From| To
REGION X .
Louisiana. ..._ 38851 (*)eecen-. L S (* | 1| 50percent’ | s _____. ... (*)eee| $3ceae ™ *) 20
New Mexico. . 55.8 1 (*)..__...]|2in13weeksor$450 | (*) | P | (*)eommoca] Ml (*)eon| $5ccanae ) *) 16
in 1 quarter.
Texas. _...... 1,008.9 § (*)eecmn ! 8 cemmme—ana ™ 225 N I ) DRUUPRRNIDIOINN B 7Y, SRRSO, (*)oe! 85 *) 16 18
REGION X1 '
Colorado. ... 154.9 g‘g U I - S * 2. Lis or 50 percent 12.) (*)...| 85 ™) WB® 18
Idaho._....... 67.9 | (odommmane 1 at any time and | (*) 2 *eee| $5eaae ) M ™ 17
$78 in 1 quarter.
Montana. ... 720 (e oeen 1 or in excess of $500 | 122 2 Y SO (*Yeee] $5ccaane ™ Ti (M (U1
in 1 year.
Utah. . ....... 9.1 (*)eecnnn. latany time or $140 | (%) 1] Y0mamaaaa | Mo $5...- ST . 19 (" U201 19
payable in 1 quar-
ter.
Wyoming..... 39.7 | 1and $150; 1 and $150 in 1 quar- * 2 ()] B0l (G0 JURN I 7 SRS ™) 16 20
inquar-! ter or $500 in 1
ter. year.
REGION XU
Arizona._...... 88. € JO K JSRU *) ) R ) PRSP B 7.7 1 R ()| 85 e ) 16 (%) 14
California.....} 2,191.9 | 4. _____. 1 at any time and 2 1 L (*).ai B10....... * ttabiej (*) 23.4
$100 in same quar-
ter.
Nevada. ... 321 | (M 1 at any time and $5....] $S-S144 1) 18} 20
$225 in 1 quarter.
Oregen........ 3112 (M) 4 on 1 day and $500 2 1 Weirhted, annual { (1)y._.; $10_...... +1g, 28 table 16 2
in same quarter.
Washington.... 569.7 | (Moo A latany time....__. .| ... &7 i 810 ... 14! dtable <16 |- 26
TERRITORIES
Alaska___ . __ 2.0 (8 oo, [ L+ T (1) 20 )y | Y0 ()| 85 e ) 16 16
Hawali.__._.__ 2% S I ¢ SRS NUR (s 1+ S, [£3 700 NER T R ¢ RN B % SN (€D JUN I - S, ) Ul ) |{U20

8¢
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U=Uniform for all eligible workers; otherwise variable.

11945 provisions (i. e., those in “To” columns) include smendments enacted and
reported to the Bureau of Employment Security through June 30 1945. In genersl,
amendments will become effective during 1945.

3 Represents average number of workers in covered employment in last pay period of
each type (weekly, semimonthly, etc.) endingewithin the month. Data are prelimipary.

3 Employment of specified minimum number of workers required in at least 20 weeks
of a calendar year except where otherwise stated. .

4 In variable-duration States, maximum annual benefits are limited to a specified frac-
tion of base-period earnings or to a specified multiple of week!y benefit amount, which-
ever ig less. Except in the following States, the base period is 4 quarters or a calendar
year: Arizona, 2-year base period may be extended to include as many as 4 additional
quargers; Misso 2 years; Oregon, base period may be extended by up to 4 calendar
quarters, if individual incapable of working during greater part of working time in any
calendar quarter; Wisconsin, duration is ratio of 1 week of benefits for 2 weeks of em-
pioyment in past 52 weeks, the maximum depending upon continuity of unemploy-
ment and number of previous employers (but not exceeding 23 weeks based on employ-
ment with same employer). 3 o

. § Btates provide for dependents’ allovrances: Connecticut maximum, primary benefit
is $22; weekly benefits may be increased $2 for each dependent up to 3. District of
Columbia, weekly benefits may be increased $1 for each dependent of specified types
up to 3; same maximum ($20) with or without dependents. Michigan, basic beneit
plus §2 per child dependent up to the lesser of $28 and average weekly wage in high

uarter; maximum basic benefit is $20. Nevads, dependents’ allowances of $3 for 1 or 2

pendents; $6 for 3 or more; dependents’ allowances will not increase maximum annual
benefits and hence will decrease weeks of benefits for claimants with dependents. For
example, maximunt duration is 15 weeks for claimant receiving $24 maximum weekly
payment. ) .

t . .
§ 1044, Maine and South Dakota, duration for claimants in lowest annusal-wage classes

($318.58 and under in Maine and -$4¢9.99 and under in South Dakota) is determined
according to a table in the State law and ranges from 9.6 to 14.4 weeks in Maine and
from 6.8 to 14.8 weeks in South Dakota. For all other claimants, duration is 16 weeks.

7 ns are approximate. Weekly benefit amount based upon weighted table of
high-quarter earnings contained in State law.

s s Dliu‘al‘.ion is determined according te a table of base-period earnings, contained in the
tate law.

¥ Weekly benefit amount is average weekly wage in high quarter if less than $10. With
minimum high-quarter wages necessary to qualify, weekly benefit amount would be
$4.81. Amendments effective Apr. 1, 1945, add dependents’ benefits up to the average
weekly wage—hence, did not affect the claimant at the minimum.

10 Bl:lt $200 or 30 percent of base-period wages, whichever is less, if base-pericd wages
are under $800.

11 Duration based on calendar weeks of covered employment in base period: 18 weeks’
duration for claimants with 20 weeks of covered employment; 19 weeks’ duration for
21 t(; 24 weetks of covered employment; 22 weeks™ duration for over 24 weeks of covered
employment. .

12 Additional waiting period required after reemployment.

13 1944: 50 percent of full-time weekly wage or specified fraction of high-quarter earnings
in Arizona, Colorado (weekly wage fraction is the alternative), Iows, and Loulsiana.
1945: weekly wage alternative removed in Jowa and Louisiana.

1 1944: No effective minimum—lesser of $5 or full-time weekly wage.

13 Or 8 outside cities of population of 10,000 or more.

¢ Basic limits of $5 minimum and $20 maximum weekly benefit amount applicable
in 1945, but effective July 1, 1945, Utah law provides for adjustment according to Bureau
of Labor Statisties cost-of-living index; 1945 duration and benefit limits shown are those
now applicable. Greatest possible duration is. 19 weeks under the upward adjustment,
28.3 weeks under the downward adjustment; when no adjustment applies, 23 weeks
uniform. Total benefits payable during benefit year computed as 23 times normal
weekly benefit amount; hence, under cost-of-living adjustments, duration in. weeks
varies inversely with weekly benefit amount, ' Thus a claimant eligible for the maximam
weekly benefit amount and duration ($20 for 23 weeks) would receive, under the upward
adjustment and at present time, $25 for 18.4 weeks and, under the downward adjustment,
$17 for 27 weeks. Upward adjustment of 120 percent of regular rate computed to next
higher multiple of $1 (i. e., 8 maximum of $25) goes into effect when index is 125 or more

and remains in effect until index reaches 120 or below; downward adjustment of 80 percent:

of regular rate computed to next higher multiple of $1 (but not to be reduced below $13)
goes into effect when index is 98.5 or below and remains in effect until index reaches 100
or more.
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30 EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Despite this increase in the cost of living—

10 S;ates with original benefit rates of $15 showed: no increase between 1938 and

1945 .
3 St&:ltes :.'lth original benefit rates of $15 showed an increasc of $1 between 1938

and 1945
10 States with original benefit rates of $15 showed an increase of $3 between 1938

and 1945,

15 States with original benefit rates of $15 showed an increase of $5 between

1938 and 1945,

1 State with original benefit rates of $16 showed an increase of $2 between 1938

and 1945.

The resistance of State legislatures to increases in State maximum
weekly benefits is indicated by State opposition witnesses on pages
329, 352, and 357 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on S. 1274,
Tennessee and Montana are particularly good examples of such re-
sistance. There has been no increase in these States since benefits

were first paid.

(d) 826 maximum not conducive to idleness

A maximum of $25 per week is not conducive to idleness. The con-
clusion that such maximum is conducive to idleness is based upon the
incorrect application of data presented at the hearings. As a matter
of fact, this false conclusion can be applied to existing weekly benefit
rates.

Mr. Rector, of Wisconsin, cstimated that over 90 percent of all
unemployment compomatlon claims in Wisconsin would be entitled
to the maximum duration and the full weekly benefit amount, which
is $20 for 23 wecks, and that he and Mr. Williams stated that the
average for the counbry would be around 80 percent.®

A Ianco at exhibit VIII shows that in 1944 only 8.5 percent of
actual payments in Wisconsin were made at the maximum benefit in
that year. For all States from which data are available 58.5 percent
of all payments for total unemploymont were compensated at the
maximum provided by law in 1944. Of course, if the maximum is
raised to $25, this figure may be relatively smaller.

ExnaiBit VIII.—Percent of weeks of tolal unemployment compensaled at statutory
mazimum and minmum benefit amount, percenlage distribution by amount of
payment, and average weekly benefit for fotal unemployment, by State, 1944

Weeks of fotal unemployment compensated
Avex}‘ggu
Percentage distribution by benefit | WXy
. Percent at 1— benefit
State ) amount ! for total
'I‘otgle . m}em-
number . . ploy-
oo | mumn | than| Bto | goto | ssto | £ | ment
amount/amount! $5 .90 | $14.90 | $17.99 more
Total: e, 3,723, 857 68. 5 144 0.4 8.2 18.3 18.1 | 55.0 $16. 90
Alabama___ .. ... ... 48, 835 413 6] 4.0 4.2 30.5 41,3 |...... 1t. 64
Alaska .. .couca emcmeacmnan 2, 068 72,1 26 ... 8.9 14.3 76.8 |...... 14. 21
ArizZON8...cecemmcmcanacann. 7,92 84.9 L B PO 3.6 1L6 84.9 |...... 14.43
ATKANSAS. .. cucccaanun-. 17, 932 4.2 42| 83 25,6 2L 9 44.2 | ... 1116
Californla...cocomiaaancn.. , 464 67.6 3.2 i eeeaen 12.9 11.0} 76. 1 18.22
Colorado. ...cueueecenacaa- 9, 834 7.5 1.4 ..., 10.3 16.2 73.8 |...-.. 13.36
Connecticut. . .oovneennn.. 70, 621 52.8 R A 4.4 13.5 12,11 70.0 18.87
Delaware. . o.coeovicaannn 3, 896 55.8 A A I 18.4 15.6 10.2 | 55.8 14.76

. ! Based on payments for full weekly benefit rate only; excludes residual payments and payments rednood
because of receipt of beneflts under other programs.
1 Based on data for 48 States.

{Pp. 200, 325, 336 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8, 1274,
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FixHIBIT VIII.—Percent of weeks of total unemployment compensated ail statutory
mazimum and minimum benefit amount, percenlage dislribution by amount of
paymend, and average weekly benefit for tolal unemployment, by State, 1944—Con,

Weeks of total unemployment compensated \
Ave\;?lge
Percentage distribution by benefit | WEexy
Percent at 1— benefit
Btate ~ amount ! for total
’I‘ot{al uxiem-
number oy-
Maxt- | Mini- | Less sis | P
mum | mum |than gg gg g}g %g ;{g gg or | ment
smountiamount| $5 ' R * mo;e
District of Columbia....__ 30, 377 61.6 |\ 0.9 f...... 4.7 13.3 11,6 | 70. 4 $17.78
Florida 44,704 52.6 R 8 PR 13.3 4.1 52.6 |...._. 12. 96
(leorgia. .. 32,488 211 8.0| 8.0 42.7 19. 1 9.1 211 10. 54
Hawnii. 308 93.6 0 Jeoaeu-. 1.6 2.0 0 6. 4 19. 57
ldaho 4, 4456 4.7 N3 32.5 26.3 16.6 | 24.7 12.38
1linois. 360, 703 46. 9 Bt 3.9 12.8 9.6 | 73.7 17. 65
Indiana... 100. 746 66.4 20 .. 5.2 14.4 14.0 | 68.4 16. 10
TOW8 .. oo maiacaans 22, 651 49.0 (O] .1 2. 1 23.8 49.0 |...... 11. 59
KANSAs. oyeeecacaancan- 34, 512 70.6 L4l . 10,3 19.1 70.6 |.~.-. 13.42
Kentueky .ooooooooeoooo.. 62, 478 18.9 13.9 |...... 43.9 3220 24.1}...... 10. K0
Louisiana. ..o o oo 37, 836 53.5 3] LO 16.9 211 86 53.5 14.46
Maine. ..o 24, 202 15,1 25,8 ... 54.6 217 8.6115.1 10. 49
Maryland. .. . oooionoanas 38, 488 65.3 2.7 faeeann 6.4 13.9 9.0} 70.7 17.43
Massachusetts............ 163, 460 63.56 . 3 P 3.8 16.7 16.0 | 63.5 16. 21
Michigan_...... 321, 446 83.6 (O 2 P .3 7.0 52| 815 19.03
Minnesota.... 34, 182 18. 2 L7 |een--. 13.2 28.3 28.51 30.0 14.28
Mississippl. 11, 475 34,7 211 4.0 3.3 30. 0, 34.7 |ou.u-- 1116
Missouri__ 68, 363 57.1 ® .8 10.3 17.4 14.6 | 67.1 16,27
Montana. 7,879 6.7 45 |...... 23.9 4.4 ) Vi A D 12.34
Nebraska. 7,736 60, 2 52 . 14.1 25,7 60.2 |...-- 12,65
Nevada. .o . ooooooanaos 2,202 03.6 0 {eeeuen .7 5.8 93.5 |.cn--. 14.75
New Hampshire._........ 12, 966 5,2 10.9 |...... 35.9 38.8 2.1 & 11. 14
New Jersey . .....cceeenn-- 227, 208 76.6 1.4 |...... 3.6 10.7 9.11] 7.6 16,41
New Mexico . .o.__..... 924 40.7 5.8 f.eeo.. 32.3 27.0 4.7 |-ooe-. 11,66
New York ¢ . .. eo.aa.. 642, 486 64,1 [ 2 DTN PO 23.4 12,5 ] 64.1 16. 17
North Carolina.._.._..... 43, 048 8.3 1.6 13.1 58.2 20, 4 8.3 (| mo-. 7.01
North Dakota... ......... 844 52,5 6.1 {eouenn 4.2 23.3 625 |enenn- 12,10
[0) 111 71,816 | 65,2 12 5.4 2.9 )V B 14, 4
Oklahoma. ... 24,181 | 78,4 2.1 5.6 12.8] 8.6 ... 14.60
Oregon..... .. 9, 445 03.8 1.3 ® 6.2 93.8 §...... 14,32
Pennsylvania... 172, 449 51.6 9.3 13.3 21,1 4.0 51.6 15,18
Rhode Island. .. 69, 277 72.9 .1 5.2 1.8 10,4 | 72.9 16, 44
South Carolina. 22,312 26,8 4.4 26.8 | "42.0 26,8 |-coo-n 11.18
South Dakota....... 2,120 17.6 40.3 6L 7 20.7 17,6 |oeeoan 9. 50
TeNUESSCO ., m e eacccaceecan 122,703 38. 4 6.3 |eanen- 32.1 20.6 38.4 [.connn 11,45
Texas 8. o ceccianacaas 39, 948 53,3 6.0 joeu..- 27.1 19.6 63,83 |...-.. 11,85
Utah. ool e 10, 032 83.4 4. 2.8 6.6 3.5187.1 18. 88
Vermont. . ..eeeueavncaconn b, 480 38.2 L7 |oeoa.. 14.7 47.1 38.2 fae.u-. 12,29
Virginda. .o ooececiaaaaoas 27, 842 38.2 3.7 3.7 33.4 4.7 38.2 Jaaaee. 11.13
Washington. .. _._..__. —— 14,6490 | . 79,6 3.8 |oeuenn 8.8 11.6 79.6 |...... 13,81
West Virginia. ..coacoacoue 37, 549 42.3 10.0 |...... 20.8 23.2 13.7 | 42.3 14. 42
Wisconsin. . ._.oeaveanann. 78, 388 8.5 3.0 [cuein 7.0 50.6 20.5 | 12.9 14,25
Wyoming. .. .cvuacennn. 165 35.0 i A 8.0 16.3 26.3 | 50.4 15,13

1 Based on payments for full weekly bonefit rate only; excludes residual payments and payments reduced
because of recipt of receipts under other programs.

3 Data not available. :

t Percentages based on data which include payments for ““less than total’’ unemployment.

¢ Less than 0.05 percent. .

¢ State law provides for 2-week benefit period; data adjusted for comparability with other States,

Source: Program Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social Security Board.

Emphasis has been made of the fact that roughly 80 percent of all
covered workers in the United States are in States which now have a
maximum benefit of $20 or more. This has been incorrectly -in-
terpreted to mean that 80 percent of all covered workers would be
entitled to $20 or more per week if they became unemployed.

Such is not the case. Actually, 45 percent of all covered workers
are entitled now to the present State maximum weekly benefits, and
roughly 35 percent of the covered workers would be entitled to a $25
benefit if they became unemployed. . - o -

Emphasis has been placed on the fact that in many States the
maximum benefit amount equals or exceeds 50 percent of the average
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weekly wages of covered workers in the respective States and that in
most States this would be about 48 percent.” Again, this is the mis-
use of data. In any such determination, one must consider the indi-
vidual worker’s earnings and not the average for all workers as com-
pared with his benefits. It is quite obvious that for the higher-paid
workers the present State maximums are less than 50 percent of weekly
wages. The purpose of the $25 provision is to bring the higher-paid
workers up close to the level as for lower-paid workers,

At the hearings it has been stated repeatedly that $25 per week
will more or less cqual or exceed take-home pay for many workers.
Thesoe conclusions are based on the use of average pay in a given
State as related to the $25 maximum. It is a well-known fact that
one must consider, not averages, but the individual wages or take-
home pay in relation, to his benefits. :

The examples of take-home pay and benefits cited by opponents
lead to false conclusions because of the exemptions allowed the indi-
viduals: A good example of this is the following table of take-home
pay for Federal Government employees after deduction of withhold-
g taxes and 5 percent for civil-service retirernent.

TaBLE 3.—Comparison of take-home pay and weekly benefits under minority proposal

Estimated weekly take-home pay Weekly Weekly
Approxi- benefits benefits
Exact yearly |~ mate 30 peveent | 65 pescont
salary ';:f’k’y Nodepend-| 1 depend- | 2 depend. | 3 depend- | rate up rate up
ary ents ent onts ents to $256 to $26
maximum | maximum
$28 $21. 91 $23.81 $25.76 | . $27.02 $14 $16.80
33 24,68 26. 63 28. 63 30. 48 16 19. 80
37 27. 60 29, 40 31.35 33.25 18 22,20
40 30. 26 32,21 34,11 36. 01 20 24,00
45 33. 43 35,38 37.28 39.23 22 25,00
51 38.2 40.16 42,11 44,01 25 25,00

If the 1-percent old-age insurance deduction under the Social
Security Act is substituted for the 5-percent deduction, the difference
between the weekly benefit and take-home pay would be on the aver-
age even greater than shown in the above table. The amount of
benefits obtainable are reasonably below the net amount of wages
obtainable through employment; $25 is not conducive to idleness.

Certainly, on the basis of this above table, it cannot be said that
the $25 maximum or the 60-percent provision 1s conducive to idleness.
Any such statement suggests that the smaller the benefits, the more
effective the program would be. Such reasoning leads to the con-
clusion that the elimination of the present State program would be
most effective in removing incentives to idleness.

Unemployment is not caused by human frailty but by economic
circumstances. Workers who want to idle will not be influenced
by the amount of benefits under the minority proposal; they can be
disqualified by the appropriate provisions in State laws. The dis-
couragement of idleness is a matter of proper administration of State
laws and is not related to the provisions of the minority proposal.

1 P. 341 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8. 1274,
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(e) Effect of more than one wage earner per family

It is contended by the opposition that in a large number of cases
that there are more than one wage carner in the family during the
war period and that therefore more than one wage earner within a
family would be entitled to a large amount of benefits under this act.
As a matter of fact, the same contention applies now under every
State unemployment compensation law, since unemployment com-
pensation laws do not disqualify from benefits a wage earner in a
family, if another wage earner in a family is entitled to benefits for
the same week. Furthermore, examination of census data on wage
carners in relation to size of family shows that there has been no
subsf&mtial increase in the average number of wage earners per
family. .

Un)(;mployment compensation laws are -designed to pay benefits to
eligible workers irrespective of their family status, provided they
meet all of the eligibility requirements under the various statutes.
It is undesirable to take into account the fact that there are more than
one wage earner in a given family.

(f) Refutation of capricious legal questions raised by opposition witnesses

It is the belief of the minority that witnesses opposed to the bill
made statements on legal questions which are open to serious doubt.’

Mr. Claude A. Williams testified that 40 States have a provision of
law under which a supplementary Federal unemployment compensa-
tion benefit would have to be deducted from the amount provided
under State laws.®? He stated that this provision is as follows:

An individual shall be disqualified for benefits if he is receiving or has received
remuneration in the form of-—

Old-age benefits under title IT of the Social Security Act, as amended, or similar
payments under any act of Congress, or a State legislalure or employer pension plan:
Provided, That if such remuneration is less than the benefits which would other-
wise be due under this act, he shall be entitled to receive for such benefit. If
othexiyvidsei eligible, benefits reduced by the amount of such remuneration, [Italics
supplied. -

He went on to say:

What this means is this: If you pass a supplementary Federal unemployment
compensation benefit, whatever amount you provide for, we would have to deduct
from the amount we provide in our State laws. _

In other words, if we are going to pay $18 a week in Texas and you pay $7, we
deduct that $7 from the $18 and pay $11. Then under the terms of the proposed
legislation the Federal subsidy would be increased another $7 a week, and the
State benefits decreased $7 a week, until finally the Federal Government would be
paying the full amount and, under the laws in 40 States, the State would be paying
nothing. The Federal Government would be paying the full amount of $25 a
week, and the States paying nothing,

We contend that this citation of law is incorrect. We further con-
tend that Federal supplemental benefits would not be deducted from
State benefits under State laws. This contention is sugported by the
advisory opinion of the general counsel of the Social Securit; }{oard
whi}cl; has been submitted to this committee. (See exhibit 1X here-
with.

¥ P. 334 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8, 1274.
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Exumir IX
SerTEMBER 4, 1945,
Hon, WaLTER F. GEORGE,
United States Senalc, Washington 26, D, C.

Drar SEnaTOR GroraE: In accordance with your request, I am enclosing an
opinion of our general counsel with respect to a provision in State unemployment
compensation laws disqualifying an individual from receipt of State benefits if
benefits are being received under ‘‘another State or Federal unemployment com-
pensation law.”

All but four States (Tennessee, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin) have such
a provision in their State laws, However, as this opinion points out, these pro-
vigions were designed to prevent payment of duplicate benefits as between
State laws or as between a State law and a Federal law such as the Railroad
Unemployment Insurance Act. As you know, the benefits under S, 1274 are
supplementary benefits.

?F there is any further information that you desire, do not hesitate to call on me,

Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR J. ALTMEYER, Chairman.

. SEPTEMBER 4, 1045,
Mr. ArRTHUR J. ALTMEYER,

Chairman, Social Security Board, Office of the General Counsel. .

Authority of States which disqualify eclaimants for any week in which they are
secking or receiving unemployment compensation under a Federal unemploy-
ment-compensation law to enter into an agreement under 8. 1274,

This is in reply to your request for an opinion as to the authority of States to
enter into an agrcement pursuant to 5. 1274 without the necessity of calling a
apecial session of the State legislature. .

The legal hasis for a State agency’s entering into an agreemeut with the Director
of War Mobilization and Reconversion under the present provisions of 8. 1274,
would be its authority to cnter into cooperative arrangements. For example,
section 17-A of the Texas unemployment-compensation law provides:

‘“(b) The Commission is also authorized to enter into arrangements with the
appropriate agencies of other States or the Federal Government whereby poten-
tial rights to benefits accumulated under the unemployment-compensation laws
of one or more States or under one or more such laws of the Jfederal Government,
or both, may constitute the basis for the payment of benefits through a single
appropriate agenecy under terms which the Commission finds will be fair and
reasonable as to all affected interests and will not result in any substantial loss
to the fund. -

“(c) The Commission is authorized to make to other State or Federal agencies
and to receive from such other State or Federal agencies, reimbursements from
or to the fund, in accordance with arrangements entered into pursuant to sub-
section (b) of this section. Reimbursements paid from the fund pursuant to
this subsection shall be deemed to be benefits for the purposes of this act.”

State agencies pursuant to the above authority to enter into cooperative
arrangements now make combined benefit payments, based upon potential rights
under {wo or more State unemployment-compensation laws, without disqualifi-
cation. This i8 80 even though the laws under which such State agencies operate
also disqualify a claimant “for any week with respect to which or a part of which
he has received or is seeking unemployment benefits under an unemplbymenb—
compensation law of another State or of the United States * * *?»

If this disqualification is construed together with the provision for cooperative
arrangements, its intent appears to be to prevent duplication of benefits for the
same period through separate claims under two or more laws but not to preclude
combined payments which increase the benefit amount in accordance with
authorized administrative agreements.

Only by this interpretation can the disqualification provisicn and the statutory
suthority to make combined dpaymen‘bs based upon potential rights under two or
more laws be harmonized and both given effect. :

The benefits provided under 8. 1274 are not pagable under a system designed
to operate independently of the State system. nder the bill, in those States
which enter into an agreement, the individual who is qualified to receive benefits
under the State law may not file a claim for benefits under the Iedoral law, He
must claim and be entitled to the State weekly benefit amount which may then
be augmented by any benefit rights he has under the Federal law. The Federal
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’

legislation is intended only to assure that the combined payment which an indi-
vidual receives will be adequate, -

The Texas unempl%ment compensation law does not contsin the disqualifioa-
tion quoted above, e provision cited by Mr, Claude Williams in his testimony
before the Senate Finance Committee as requiring deductions from a claimant’s
State benefit of any Federal supplemental payment under 8, 1274 disqualifies
for the receipt of— ,, ;

“(3) Old-age benefits under title II of the Social Security Aect, as amended, or
similar payments under any act of Congress, or a State legislature, or employer
pension plan: Provided, That if such remuneration is less than the benefits which
would otherwise be due under this act, he shall be entitled to receive for such
benefit period, if otherwise eligible, benefits reduced by the amount of such
remuneration” (sec. 5 (e), Texas Unemployment Compensation Act). ‘

Payments under 8. 1274 which are payable to individuals “‘with respect to their
unemployment,” would not seem to be similar to old-age benefits under title 11
of the Social Security Act. Even if payments under S, 1274 were assumed to be
similar to old-age benefits under title I1I, however, the legal analysis set forth
above would be equally agplicable in construing this disqualification in harmony
with the provision of the State law for cooperative arrangements.. The attorney
general of Texas in an opinion cited by Mr, Williams held that “Federal war dis-
placement benefits’” under legislation proposed in 1942 would be deductible from
benefits under the Texas uneinployment compensation law. Whether that
opinion would apply to benefits under 8. 1274 cannot be determined with certainty
from the opinion. A later o%inion by the Texas attorney general, dated May 27,
1944, held that the Texas Unemployment Compensation Commission has the
authority to enter into a reciprocal agreement with other State uneinployment
compensation agencies whereby one State may pay ‘‘benefits accruing in one or
more other States through a centrally constituted agenecy.” o

While- the authorities of each State will of course determine the effect of their
own laws, the legal basis for cooperation with the Federal Government and making
combined payments under S. 1274 would appear to be the same as the legal basis
for cooperation with other States agencies and making combined payments of
benefits acerued under two or more State laws.

; EarLe V, SIMRELL,
Asststant General Counsel,

Forty States provide in their unemployment compensation laws
that, in substance, an individual is disqualified from benefits for any
week with respect to which he is receiving or has received certain
types of remuneration. In 31 of these 40 laws, if such remuneration
is less than the weekly benefit amount otherwise due, the individual
is entitled to the difference. The following indicates the specific
types of remuneration mentioned in the 31 laws:

Laws
(1) Wagesinlien of notice. .. oo e 2an 20
(2) Federal or State workmen’s compensation for temporary disability....... 20
(3) Federal old-age insurance payments._ .. ... . . ceacecancan 23
(4) Payment for loss of wages under employee pension law_ . ... ... 2
(5) Payments under employer pension l&aw.__ .o .. iieaao.. 8
(6) Payment for loss of wWages. . .« e ceeccccccancaeaan 1
(7) Vacation allowanees. . ... ireccmanaciccmac e ccmacnaacom—— 3
(8) Amounts carned in self-employment. .. oo o edacacaaaaa 1

A supplementary Federal unemployment benefit paid out by the
State under State conditions is not 4 payment similar to the types of
remuneration specified above. The term ‘“‘similar payments under
any Act of Congress,’”’ in these provisions refers to payments similar
to the types of remuneration specified in the above provisions. The
types of payments specified in the statutes are payments made by
agencies or persons other than the particular State unemployment
compensation agency under conditions other than those specified in
the particular State unemployment compensat:on law. Furthermore,
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the specified types of remuncration are not made for loss of wages on
account of extended industrial unemployment, but are made for
different purposes such as old age, sickness, and the like. Finally, an
analysis of State decisions as published in the unemployment com-

ensation interpretation service Benefit Series of the Social Security

oard shows clearly that “similar payments’” as interpreted by the
States themselves refers to such items as pensions of retired Army
officers, retainer pay to members of United States Naval Reserve,
Spanish-American War pensions, and the like,

On the basis of Mr. Williams’ statement that 40 States could not
enter into an agreement without disqualifying the claimant and that
speeial sessions of the legislature would be necessary, the committee
sent the following telegram to the Governors of 48 States:

I. Can your State enter into such agreement with Federal Government without
resulting in the State payment being partially or totally reduced by the amount
of the supplementary Federal payment? -

2. If your State does not enter into such agreement, would Federal supple-
meniary payments result in reduction of the State amount?

3. In brief, will your State under existing law be required to credit any pay-
ments made by Federal Government against the unemployment compensation
benefits paid under your State law? .

The answers to the first two questions are shown in the attached
table4. The first column shows the answer to the first question, and
the second column shows the answer to the second question. The
third and fourth columns show the variation of the particular State
law from the language on the provisions in the Alabama law. (See

dxhibit XI.)
This table may be summarized as follows:

TABLE 4

Authority to mako agree-
ment without disqualifi-
cation

Application of disqualifica-
tion without agreement

Doubtful Doubtful
Yes No or no Yes No or no
answer answer

Number of 8tates with provision practi-
cally identical with Alabama law (Ala.
bama included in figures) ... ... ... 17 17 2 22 7 3

Number of States with different pro-
vision but substantially similar to

Alabamalaw. ... ... ... .. .. .. .... 3 2 3 8 ) I P
Number of States with no provision
simllar to Alabamalaw.____ .. | o |eaiooi.ll ) B PR [ 3 O,

Total, all States replying to tele- )
(4 €11 | TP, 20 19 6 30 12 3

On the basis of these replies the majority of the Senate Finance
Committee believe that Federal supplementation of the State weekly
benefit amounts is “unworkable.” We contend it is “workable.”
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TaBLE §.—Tabular analysis of telegraphic answers to commitlee lelegram

Comparison with standard provision

Authority tomake | Application of dis-
State agreement with. | qualifieation in Alabama on—
out disqualifica- without agree-
tion ment Agresment Disqualification

Alabama.__............ Noo o] Yes ... Same.
Alaska. ..o .. No telegram. ... No telegram Slight differenoe.
Arizona. ... .. ..... Yes. ... ... Yes .. ool Same.!
Arkansas. . ._......... Noanswer........|..... [ [ S Dot
Californla. ............. b (. NO.ceeevacacannns Do.
Colorado.._............ by (2 Yes. oo Do,
Connecticut..._..._.._. Yes. . coiiomemaaai]oaann [+ [ S Slight difference.
Delaware. . ............ NO i) [ [/ T Sanie,!
Distriet of Columbia.. | No telegram No telegram No provision,
Florida. .| Doubtful... Doubtful ... . Same.!
(leorgia .| Noanswer_.._. Yes. ...l 8light difference.
Hawaii .| No telegram sent. | No telegram sent. Sarne.!
Idaho | Noanswer_._._._. Yes. . ... . ... Do.
Hinois . ool €8S .. eeeeea Noooo o .| Same.._........ ... Dot
Indiang. _.ocencecnan... Noreply......u... Noreply.ooemano . Slight difference.. Do.
| (X4 TP d do.. ... | Same. ... . ... Do.
Kansas_ . . .......... do............. Do,t
Kentucky....cooeenn.. Slight difference. .. Do.
Louisiana. _........_... [ N Do,!
Maine.. . ............ [§ { Slight difference.
Maryland. .. ... ....... [+ 17 T Baine,!
Massachusetts. ..._.... [ 1 S, Do.
Michigan.___.......... [§ (0 D Do.!
Minnesota. ............ . [+ [V I Blight difference.
Mlsslssl?pl ............. el do..o..o___.. 8atne.!
Missouri. .. _......... Do.!
Montana. . ....ceaeoooof Doubtful ool | Yes. oo | Q0 Rlight difference.
Nebraska. . .oocvennnnn. Y fame.!
Nevadf................ Dot
New Hampshire....... fllight difference,
New Jersey . ..ocoeeue-. fjame,!
New Mexico. .......... Do.t
New York...... Dot
North Carolina Slight difference.
North Dakota Same.
Ohlo_. . ... Do.t
Oklahoma Do.t
Oregon .. ... N 8light difference.
Pennsylvania. . ....... . Same,
Rhode Island. ___......]- ...d 8light difference.
South Carolina......... ame.!
South Dakota.......... Do,
‘lennessee........o..... No provision,
Texas.  ..coenoicnannoan 0.
| 617 U Same.
Vermont. .. occaeoaa... do Do.
Virginla. ... ... ... do. ; Do.
Washington._.__....... Yes. . ocecmaaann. NO.oevrennn evaea.| Blight difference...| No provision.
West Virginia....._.... NO.ooeccaiaaanas Ye8. cecencnananas AmMe. ... ...... Slight difference.
Wisconsin.......ccouan. Yes. . ocienucninn.. Noooainaeee.. Blight difference...| No provision.
Wyoming. ..o .coeuceces] NOioiiaaaanes Yes. ceieiciinnna. Same........ ...._ Same.!

1 The languago Is the same as for Alabama except that the disqualification does not ap‘)]y to weeks for
which the claimant is seeing waiting-period credit. No benefits aro payable under State laws for waiting

periods.

Exuisir X.—Lisl of States lestifying on or submitting reports on S. 1874

State Presented by— Position on bill
QGovernor. . .. I, . ..| Opposed,
.| Lieutenant Governor and unemployment-com- | Approved exoept $28, 2
pensation director. weeks.}
QOVOINOT. .. . cceccccecccccaaccan cnaccasnsmans Opposed.
Unecr‘nploymenbcompeusation director. ..... ——— gg.
..... 0. e cmeacaceedwnacsaaccsrecsasnanasssaces .

1 Lieutenant Governor approved entire bill; unemployment-compensation director, approved except

$25, 26 weeks.
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Fxumsir X.~List of States leslifying on or submiliing reports on S.1£74—Con.

8tato Presented by— Position on bill

TOWB. .. oerieaeaenne Unemployment-compensation director. ......... Opposed.
Kansas_ . o..ocoeecvacaclan.-. [ ) P, eeecccecesssnanns Do.
Kentueky . oeeenecennns GOVeIMOr. .. .cevcvececnvensanccacacanean emnemonn Do.
LOMISIANN e e iiiceciecucacncncnscancnnataerneasananas
Matne. . i it iiicicecccsaecccacancascsacanan
Maryland . .. ......... Unemployment-compensation director. ......... Do,
Mussachusetts......... GOVOIHON . .« e iriiccineeeaecaenanccecacens Approved.
Miehlgan.... ...
Minnesota.
Mimisﬂ\)pl. Do.
Missourl. ..
Montana... Opposed.
Nebraskt..c.cecceanan
Nevada. .. ...........
New Hampshire....._.
New Jersey............ Do.
New Mexico. ... ...,
New York ... .cooonen-
North Carolina.__._... Do,
North Dakota.........
Ohfo.............
Oklahoma.. Approved.
Oregon ...
Pennsylvania. . Opposed.
Rhode Island. .. .| Approved.
South Carolina. .. -
South Dakota. ... ...

L Tennesset. _oo.ooiaien. Unemployment-compensation director.......... Opposed.
TOXAS. . . .eevncmecraaaa]annen [ 1 RPN Do,
L Y | FE PR PRI
VOrmMONt. . eeeeciaee]eeaaae et iiaeictasamrcarmcncaccsamcotoosnacosmnns
Viegloda . cooamoaan.. Governor Do,
a'm'hl\u .“i"l' .......... Unemployment-compensation director Approved, except detalils,

est \Arpinda. Lol iceiieiecencmcaaas

Wisconsin. ... Unemployment-compensation director. Opposed.
Wyomink. . .......... w.-doo. Opposed execept transport.
District of Columbia. .

The issue now before the Senate is: In the 51 jurisdictions that have
enacted unemployment-compensation laws, do these 51 statutes con-
template such cooperation with the Federal Government that supple-
menting the amount of the weekly payment now paid under the laws
of the 51 jurisdictions, and extending the period of time for the pay-
ment of benefits, that the beneficiary will not suffer from the enact-
ment of the bill as proposed herein?

The general principle of reciprocal dealing and cooperative effort in
the administration of the unemployment compensation laws of all
the jurisdictions in the United States, with each other and cach with
the Federal jurisdiction is the inescapable induction from reading of
the statutes referred to. Our proposals conform to this general pur-
pose and have the approval of the general counsel of the Federal
Social Security Board.

As a matter of fact, 47 State unemployment-compensation laws
have a disqualification provision specifically covering the receipt of
unemployment- compensation benefits under another State or Federal
unemployment compensation law. Texas, Tennessee, Wisconsin and
Washington do not have any such disqualification provision.

In 37° of the States with this disqualification provision, an indi-
vidual is denied benefits under the State unemployment compensation
law for any week with respect to which benefits are received or sought
under another State or Federal unemployment compensation law;
but the disqualification will not apply if such other State or Federal

? In some of these States, the diqualification does not apply to waiting-period claims,
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agency finally determines he is not entitled to such other benefits.
The other 10 State laws have slightly different language—but would
produce substantially the same (gsqualiﬁcation in most cases.

This type of provision is also not apﬁlicable to the supplementary
Federal Keneﬁts under our proposal. Reference in this type of pro-
vision is made to benefits under a Federal unemployment compen-
sation law. The type of unemployment benefits in mind, under
this type of provision, is a benefit on the basis of a separate claim
which is paid or to be paid under certain eligibiltiy and disqualifying
conditions under a Federal unemployment compensation law. This
type of provision is intended to prevent duplicate payments on two
or more separate claims for the same tg'pe of industrial unemploy-
ment under two or more different laws,'® whereas the supplementary
benefits are to be paid out by the State on a single claim under that
State’s terms of eligibility and disqualification for benefit and under
its terms for determining the weekly amount of benefits. It is not
a duplicate payment for the same type of industrial unemployment,
but a swplementary payment.

Mzr. Williams stated that the enactment of this legislation would
require special sessions of the State legislatures because none of the
States have the authority to administer these supplemental benefits.!
This assertion is contradicted by several other State witnesses who
appeared in Opl)osit;ion to the bill,*? such contradiction appears to be
valid even for the State of Texas. The Texas State attorney general
has reversed Mr. Williams and has indicated that Texas can enter
into these agreements without disqualifying claimants,

Despite identical provisions of law, some States in reply to tele-
grams from this committee indicate they can make arrangements to
administer the benefits undet our proposal and others indicate they
cannot do so. With some slight variations in language for a few
States, 50 State unemployment compensation laws have provisions
which authorize the administrative agency to enter into reciprocal
arrangeinents with the appropriate agencies of other States and of the
Federal Government, under terms it finds fair and reasonable and not
resulting in substantial loss to the fund, whereby potential benefit
rights accumulated under the law of any State or of the Federal
Government may constitute the basis for benefit payment through a
single agency. Fifty-ons States, including the State of Georgia,
which does not have this provision, have entered into reciprocal ar-
rangements under which one State can act as an agent for another
State whereby the agent State will take claims, make necessary inves-
tigations and reports and the like for another State in the case of
claimants of such other State who file claims in the agent State.
Furthermore, every one of the 51 State jurisdictions have signed
agreements with the Veterans’ Administration to take.claims and
administer the provisions of the readjustment allowance title of the
present GI bill of rights. Thes> arrangements have been made with-
out special sessions of State legislatures.

It can be inferred that the reference in this provision to a Federal
unemployment compensation law means only a Federal unemploy-

WE, g, on this provision, most States followed the draft model bills on unemployment compensation
submitted to tho States by the Social Security Board in 1936 and 1937 as guides to the States in drafting
ur}iemployment compensation bills,

Ses p. 334 of the unrevised printed record of hear on B, 1274,
1 Pp. 350 and 373, of the unrevissd printed record of on 8. 1274,
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ment compensation law which prescribes eligibility and disqualifica-
tion conditions, and the like, for payment of the benefits based on
such rights. Such interpretation, however, has little validity when
the reciprocal arrangement provision is read together with the disquali-
fication provision above under disqualification of claimants. iile
our proposal does not specify such conditions for the payment of
benefits, it does create potential benefit rights to unemployment
benefits under a law of the Federal Government. Under the agree-
ment these supplementary benefits are to be paid out along with the
State benefits by the State as a single State agency. 1n other words,
the potential benofit rights accumulated under our proposal may
constitute the basis for benefit payments through a single agency
without disqualifying the claimant,

In this connection it should be noted that 46 States have provisions
authorizing the State agency to enter reciprocal arrangements with
other States or Federal agencies whereby wage or service credits
acquired by an individual under several laws may be pooled for benefit
payments under one of these laws with provision for reimbursement
to it from the fund established under such law; 38 States have already
entered into reciprocal arrangements with one another providing for
the pooling of wage service credits of an individual who has such
credits under two or more laws and is not entitled to benefits under
any of such laws. Under some of these arrangements it is possible
for an individual to get more than the benecfits specified in the law
of the agent State.

Exunisir XI. Srare DisquaLiricas ¥ Provisions For REceIPT OF FEDERAL
BENEFITS

The disqualification provision in Alabama reads as follows:

“Sec, 6 B. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits for total or partial
unemployment—

“(g) For any week with respect to which, or a part of which, he has received or
is seeking unemployment benefits under this chapter of any other State or of the
United States: Provided, ‘That if the appropriate agency of such other State or of
the United States finally determines that he is not entitled to such unemployment
benefits this disqualification shall not apply.” (General Laws of Alabama (regular
session, 1935), Act No. 447, effective September 14, 1935, as amended by Laws,
1939, Act 49 ; a8 amended by Laws, 1943, ch. 310.)

Alaska, Georgia, and New Hampshire merely omit the proviso in the Alabama
law which has no significance for the purposes of this statement. Alaska differs
from Alabama: , :

“Sgc. 5. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits:

“(e) For any week with respect to which or part of which he has received or is
seeking unemployment benefits under an unemployment-compensation law of
another State or of the United States,”” (Extraordinary Session Laws of Alaska,
1937, ch. 4, approved and effective Apri} 2, 1937, as amended.)

" Georgia: Section 5 (f), Laws of 1937, Governor's No. 335, approved and effec-
tive March 29, 1937, as amended. -

New Hampshire: Bection 4 (F): “Anindividual shall be disqualified for benefits:

“(F) For any week or a part of & week with respect to which he is seeking to
receive or has received payments in the forn of unemployment compensation
under an unemployment-compensation law of any other gtate or under a similar
law of the Federal Government.” (Ch, 99, Public Laws of 1936, approved May
29, 1935, and became Public Laws, c¢h, 179-A, as amended.) ‘

Arizona: Same as Alabama except that the words "“for total or partial unem-
P!oyment” were omitted, the word “ineligibility’ is substituted for the word
‘disqualification,” ‘‘another” for ‘‘any other.” (Sec. 56-1005 (f), Special
Session Laws of 1936 (first s%ecial session), ch, 13, approved by the Governor on
December 2, 1936, effective February 23, i937, as amended.)
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Arkansas: Same as Alabama, except that the words ‘‘for total or partial unem-

Ployment” are omitted, the word ‘‘ineligibility’’ is substituted for the word
‘disqualification,” ‘“‘another’” for ‘‘any other.” (Sec. 5 (f), General Acts of 1937,
Act No. 155, approved and effective February 26, as amended.)

California: Same as Alabama, except that the words ‘‘for total or partial unem-
ployment’’ are omitted, the words ‘‘the provisions of this section shall not apply’’
are substituted for the words ‘‘this disqualification shall not apply.” (8ec. 57.5
Session Laws of the State of California, regular session, 1935, ch. 352, approved
June 25, effective August 14, 1935, as amended.)

Colorado: Same as Alabama except that the words “for total or partial unem-
ployment’’ are omitted. (Seo. 6 (f), Laws of Colorado (extraordinary session)
1036, ch. 2, approved and effective November 20, 1936, as amended.)

Connecticut: Connecticut differs substantially from Alabama:

“Sgc. 1339 (b) An individual shall be ineligible for benefits

“(4) during any week with respect to which the individual has received or is
about to receive remuneration in the form of

““(A) wages in licu of notice or dismissal payments or any payment by way of
compensation for loss of wages, of any other State or Federal unemployment
benefits, or * * * 1937 Supplement to General Statutes, ch. 280a, secs.
803d-819d, enacted and approved orn November 80, 1936, as ch. 2, Public Acts of
November, special session, 1936, as amended.

Delaware: S8ame as Alabama except that the words “for total or partial unem-
ployment’’ are omitted. (See. 6 (¢) (1), ch, 258, Laws of 1937, approved and
effective April 30, 1937, as amended.)

District of Columbia: Same as Alabama except as noted for Arizona. (Public
Law 386, 74th Cong., H. R, 7167, sec. 10 (g), as amended.)

Florida: Same as Alabama, except that the word ‘“‘another’ is substituted for
the words ‘‘any other.” (Sec. 443.07 (5), acts of 1937, ch. 18,402, approved and
effective June 9, 1937, as amended.)

Hawaii: Same as Alabama, except that the words “for total or partial unem-
ployment’’ are omitted, the word ‘‘another” is substituted for “any other,”” and
the word “‘ineligibility’”” is substituted for the word ‘‘disqualification.” (Sec. 6
(f), Session Laws of Hawaii 1937, Act 243, approved and effective May 18, 1937,
as amended.)

Idaho: Substantially the same as Alabama. The reference to seotion 11 (f),
is to a section on State-Federal cooperation and reciprocal agreements:

““‘Sec. 43-2409. -A benefit claimant shall be disqualified—

‘“(f) For any week with respect to which, or a part of which, he has received
or has made a claim for, benefits under an unemployment compensation law of
another State or of the United States, except as the board shall by regulations
otherwise prescribe pursuant to the provisions of section 43-2804 of this act: Pro-
vided, That if the a.ppmﬁriate agency of such other State or of the United States
shall finally determire that he is not entitled to such unemployment benefits, he
shall not, by the ‘rmvisions of this subsection, be disqualified.” (Extraordinary
Session Laws of Idaho, 1985, ch. 12, approved August 6, 1936, effective September
1, 1936, as amended.

Illinois: Same as Alabama, with the exception of the word ‘“‘ineligibility’’ bein
substituted for ‘‘disqualified,” the omission of the Words ‘“for total or parti
unemployment,’” omission of the words “or a part of which,” and substitution of
word “ineligibility’’ for ‘‘disqualification.” 8Sec. 7 (¢). (Laws, 1937, Senate bill
436, approved June 30, 1937, effective July 1, 1937, as amended.)

Indiana: Same as Alabama, except that the word ‘‘ineligible’” is substituted
for ‘‘disqualified,” omission of the words ‘“for total or partial unemployment,”
insertion of the words ‘‘receives, is receiving,” immediately before the words
“has received.” (Seoc. 7 (f) (8), acts of 1936, ch. 4, approved and effective, March
18, 1936, as amended.)

owa: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘for total or partial
unemployment,” and the word ‘“another” substituted for “any other.” (Seo.
1661.11 (F), Code of Iowa 1939, ch. 77.2, Code, 1939, as amended.) -

Kansas: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words “for total or partial
unemployment.” (Sec. 44-706 (f). ch, 44, art. 7, G. 8. 1937 Supp., as amended.

Kentucky: Same as Alabama, except as otherwise provided by an arrangement
between Kentucky and such other State of the United States.

“Skc. 341,360, * * * No workers may serve & waiting period or be paid
lﬂaehneﬁtg‘ftor any period of unemployment with respect to which the Commission

ds thate ‘
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“(2) He has received or is secking unemployment compensation under an unem-
ployment-compensation law of another State or of the United States, except as
otherwise provided by an arrangement between Kentucky and such other State
or the United States; Provided, however, That if the apgroipriate agencies of such
State or of the United States finally determine that he is not entitled to such
unemployment compensation, this paragraph shall not apply.” (Kentucky un-
employment-compensation law, ch, 50, Acts of the 1938 regular session, codified as
section 4748g-1 to 4748%~22, inclusive, Carroll’s Kdy Stats., Baldwin’s 1938 Supp.,
approved and effective March 5, 1938, as amended,)

uisiana: Same as Alabama, except for substitution of words ‘‘not be eligible”
for “be disqualified,” omission of words ‘‘for total or partial unemployment,”
word “‘another” substituted for words “any other.” (Sec. 4 (e), Act 97 of 1936,
approved June 29, 1936, effective November 3, 1936, as amended.) Louisiana’s
provision permits the acceptance of supplementary Federal benefits without
disqualification.

aine: Same as Alabama, except that the language reads as follows:

“An individual shall be disqualified for benefits: )

‘““(e) For any week with respect to which he is receiving or has received remun-
eration in the form of paragraph N (4) benefits under the unemployment-compen-
sation law of any State or similar law of the United States. {Sec. 5 (3) 4),
Public Laws of 1935 (special session of 1936), ch. 192, approved by governor,
December 18, 1936, as amended.) »

Maryland: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘for total or
partial unemployment’’ the word “‘another” substituted tor the words “any other.”
(Bec. 5 (f), ch. 1, Laws of 1036 (extraordinary session), effective December 16,
1936; as amended.) :

Massachusetts: Same as Alabama, except that the words “No benefit shall be
payable under this chapter to an individual”’ replaced “‘an individual, ete.,”” and
the words “this section’ displace ‘this disqualification.” (Sec. 16 (g), acts of
1937, ch, 421, approved May 29, 1937, effective January 1, 1937, as amended.)

Michigan: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ““for total or partial
unemployment,”” the word “‘another’” substituted for ‘“‘any other.” (See. 61 (a),
public acts 1936 (extra session), House Enrolled No. 1, as amended.)

Minnesota: Substantially similar to Alabama: )

“}*Io week shall be counted as a week of unemployment for the purposes of this
section: ’

“(3) With respect to which he is receiving, has received, or has filed a claim for
unemployment compensation benefits under any other law of this State, or of any
other State, or the Federal Government, including) readjustment allowances
under title V, Servicemen’s Readjustment Act, 1944: Provided, That if the appro-
priate agency of such other State or the Federal Government finally determines
that he is not entitled to such benefits, this provision shall not apply.” (Sec.
208.08 subdivision 2, Minn. Stat., 1941, as amended by laws of 1943, ch. 650, as
amended.) i

Mississippi: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘“for total or partial
unemployment,” and the word ‘‘another’” substituted for ‘‘any other.” (Sec.
7379 (f), General Laws of Mississippi (regular session, 1936), ch. 176, approved
March 23, 1936, effective April 1, 1936, as amended.) ;

Missouri: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘“for total or partial
unemployment,’”’ substitution of word “another” for ‘‘any other,” and the proviso
reads as follows: “Provided, That if it be finally determined that he is not entitled
to such unemployment benefits, his disqualification shall not apply.” (Sec. 10
II (d) fit;ws of Missouri, 1937, p. 674, approved and effective June 17, 1937, as
amended, '

Montana: Differs from Alabama; it reads as follows:

“Sec. 5. An individual shall be disqualified for benefits—or has received pay-
ment in the form of

“(4) Benefits under the Railroad Unemployment Act or any State unemploy- -
ment compensation act or similar laws of any State or ¢f the United States.”
(Sec. 5 (e) (4), Session Laws of Montana, 1937, ch. 137, approved and effective
March 16, 1937, as amended.)

Nebraska: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘“for total or partial
unemgl%y)ment.” (Sec. 48-705 (f), ch, 48, art. 7, Nebr. C. S. Supp. 1939, as
amended. . : :

Nevada: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘“for tqtal or partial
unemployment,” substitution of word “another” for “any other.”' (Sec. & (e),
Stat. 1937, ch. 129, approved and effective March 23, 1937, as amended.)
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New Jersey: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘‘for total or partial
unemployment.” (Sec. 43; 21-5 (f), ch. 21 of title 43 of the Revised Statutes,
1937, or ch, 270, Laws of 1936 (special session), approved and effective December
22, 1936, as amended.) :

ew Mexico: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words “for total or
partial unemployment,” substitution of word “another” for ‘“any other.” (Sec.
5 «f), Special Session Laws of New Mexico, 1936, ch. 1, approved and effective
Decemver 16, 1936, as amended.) ~

New York: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘for total or partial
unemployment.” (Sec. 508 (3), Consolidated Laws, ch, 31 (labor law), art. 18,
secs. 500-539, as amended.) - .

North Carolina: Differs from Alabama, -This section reads:

“ An individual shall be disqualified for benofits: : N

“(g) For any week after June 30, 1939, with respect to which he shall have or
assert any right to unemployment benefits under an unemployment-compensa-
tion law of either the Federal or a State government, other than the State of
North Carolina.” (Sec. 5 (g), Public Laws of 1936 (ex{ra session), ch. 1, ratified
and effective December 16, 1936, as amendcd.g

North Dakota: Same as Alabama, except for omission 6f words *“for total or
partial unemployment,” the word ‘‘another’” substituted for “any other,” and
the words “ ineligibility condition’’ substituted for ‘‘disqualification.” = (S8ec. 7 (f),
ch. 232 of Session Laws of North Dakota, 1937, as amended.)

Ohio: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘“for total or partial
unemployment.” (Sec. 1345-7b, 116 O. L., pt. 2 (1935), first special session,
p. 286, as amended.)

Oklahoma: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ““for total or partial
unemployment,’” substitution of word ‘‘another’” for “any other,” and word
“ineligibility’’ substituted for ‘‘disqualification.” (Sec. 5 &), Sessions Laws of
Oklahoma (extraordinary session) 1936, ch. 1, approved and effective December
12, 1936, as amended.) ‘ v

Oregon: Same as Alabama, excépt for omission of words ‘“for total or partial
unemployment,” substitution of the word ‘“another” for “any other,” omits the
words ‘“‘or.is seeking.” . (Sec. 126-705 (g), Oregon Laws, special session, 1935,
ch, 70, effective November 15, 1935, as amended.) B ! o

Pennsylvania: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words *“for total or
partial unemployment.” (Sec. 402 (c), Acts of 1936 (second extraordinary
gession), No. 1, approved and effective December 5, 1936, as amended.) -

Rhode Island: Differs from Alabama, The section reads as follows:

“An individual shall be.disqualified from receiving benefits for any week of
his unemployment occurring within any period with respect to which-such indi-
vidual is'currently receiving, or has received, remuneration in the form of— )

“(c) Benefits under an unemployment compensation law of any State or of
the United States;” (Sec. 7 (7) (c), Public Laws of 1936, ch. 2333, effective May
b, 1936, as amended). ' , '

South Carolina: Same as Alabama, except omission of words “for total or

artial unemployment,” substitution of word “another’”’ for “‘any other.” (Sec.

(e),d élaa;vs of 1936, No. 946, (768), approved and effective June 6, 1936, as
amended. ‘

South Dakota: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words “for total or
partial unemployment,” substitution of word “another” for “any other,” (Sec.
17.0830 (7), Revised Code, ch, 17-08, and ch. 17.99, as amended.)

Tennessee: No disqualiﬁcation provision.

Texas: No provision, S o :

Utah: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘for total or partial
unemployment,” substitution of word ‘“‘another” for ‘“‘any other.” (Sec. 42-
2a-5 (f), Laws of Utah (special session) 1936, ch. 1, approved and effective
August 29, 1936, as amended.) S o o 5
ermont: Same ag Alabama, except for omission of words ‘‘for total or partial
unemployment,’”’ substitution of word “another” for “any-other.” (Sec. 5'(f),
No. 1, acts of the special session of 193¢, approved and effective December 22,
1936, as amended,) L e S e

-Virginia: Same as Alabamsa, except for omission of words “for total or partial
unemployment.” (Sec. 5 (f), ‘ch. 1, acts of General Assembly of Virginia (extra’
session, 1936); approved 'and effective December 18, 1036 as amended.) -

Wasﬁington:' oprovision, = . o oo o p e :

West Virginia: Differs from Alabama in that its.law refers to unemployment-~
compensation benefits: under the laws of the United States, instead of under an
unemploymerit-compensation law of thé United States;” West Virginia also omits

8. Repts.,, 79-1, vol, 8—8
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the proviso in the Alabama law, which omission has no significance for the pur-
pose of this statement, West Virginia also omits the reference to ‘‘or is seeking'’:

“Upon the determination of the facts by the director an individual shall be
disqualified for henefits: :

“(6) For a week with respect to which he is receiving or has received;

“(d)' Unemployment-compensation benefits under the laws of the United
States or any other State.””  (Art. VI, sec, 4 (6) (d), Code of West Virginia, ch.
21-A (acts of 1936, second extraordinary session, ch. 1, approved and effective
December 16,.1936, as amended.)

Wisconsin: No provision, .

Wyoming: Same as Alabama, except for omission of words ‘‘for total or partial
unemplovment,”” substitution of word “another” for “any other,”” (Sec. 5 b 1V,
Session Laws of Wyoming, 1937, ¢h, 113, approved and effective February 25,
1937, as amended.)

RECIPROCAL ARRANGEMENTS STATUTES COMPARED

The reciprocal arrangements provision in Alabama is provided in section 12 (a)
of the Alabama unemployment-compensation law (General Laws of Alabama
Regular Session 1935, Act No. 447),

“The director is hereby authorized to enter into arrangements with the appro-
priate agencies of other States or the Federal Government whereby individuals
performing services in this and other States for employing units under cirecum-
stances not specifically provided for in section 2 (f) and 2 (g) of this act or under
similar provisions in the unemployment-compensation laws of such other States
shall be deemed to be engaged in employment performed entirely within one of
such other States and whereby potential rights'to benefits accumulated under the
unemployment-compensation laws of several States or under such a law of the
Federal éovermnent, or both, may constitute the basis for the payment of benefits
through a single appropriate agency under terms which the director finds will be
fair and reasonable as to all affected interests and will not result in any substantial
loss to the fund.” ;

The variations from uniformity in the statutes of the 51 jurisdictions upon the
subject of reciprocal administration among themselves and with the Federal
Governiment are so few as to reinforce the argument for reciprocal adminigtration
by agreement,

As the most graphic manner in which to present this phase of the general sub-
ject of unemployment compensation, a tabular analysis has been prepared and is

ereinbelow set out, after the next two paragraphs which call attention to the
specific variations in legislative policy.

The following variation should be noted, however, Idaho provides for recipro-
cal treatment of individuals who have acquired potential benefit rights under the
Idaho law and under an unemployment compensation act of Congress. The
Kentucky and Wisconsin provisions authorize administrative arrangements for
the purpose of assisting in the payment of benefits,

Indiana, Missouri ?\Iontana, and Ohio authorize the agency to enter into
arrangements with Canada as well as with other States and the Federal Govern-
ment; Washington authorizes such arrangements with agencies of foreign govern-
ments, Wisconsin gpecifies “any agency similarly charged with the administra-
tion of any other unemployment-compensation law,”’ instead of other States or the
Federal Government,

AprqQuacy oF DuraTioN or BeENEFITS
(1) VARIOUS PROPOSALS COMPARED

Section 702 (b) (1) of title VII of the original bill provides for the
mandatory Federal supplementation of State-benefits to bring the
total amount payable up to the equivalent of 26 weeks in a benefit
year for every eligible unemployed individual. Section 702 and
section 703 (b) (3) of title VII of the bill reported by the committee
i)rovides, at the written election of the Governor of each State, for
federal supplementation of State benefits to make the total amount
payable equal to the smaller of the following: The equivalent of 26
weeks of total unemployment or 160 percent of the State maximum
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payable by the State to an individual. The minority recommends
that restoration of the oriEinal provision for those who earned at
least 26 times their weekly benefit amount in their State base periods
and the application of the 160 percent provision for those who earned
less than 26 times such amount.

(2) REASONS FOR PROPOSAL OF MINORITY

(a) Workers savings during war

Studies of savings during the war show that savings of workers have
been small. A major purpose of unemployment insurance is to avoid
the exhaustion of savings during periods of unemployment. It is not
intended to use savings as a basis for determining the shortening of
benefits. The 160-percent proposal of the majority would throw
m%y workers back on their small savings.

itnesses o§posed to S. 1274 have given various estimates on sav-

ings of individuals during the war. Estimates of individual savings
have ranged from $45,000,000,000 in series E War Savings bonds **
to $100,000,000,000.* Evidence presented actually shows that sav-
ings of members of the two large unions during the war are in fact
small. In one survey, the average savings for family incomes under
$1,500 was only $76.32, and for all family groups under $3,000, the
average was $214.52, and for those over $3,000, $1,163.99."* A similar
study for workers averaging $50 per week showed average family
savings of only $312.45. This study showed that the greater part of
savings is concentrated in a very small group, perhaps 10 percent of
all individuals.!®

Whatever the cause, this lack of savings for the group of workers
hardest hit by long unemployment emphasizes the need for a reason-
ably long duration to tide the great majority of demobilized war
workers over the period between-jobs. The short durations under
many State laws would throw many workers back on their savings.

®) State. duration benefits

Provisions of existing laws for even the maximum duration of
benefits do not measure up to the responsibilities which will be placed
on unemployment insurance in the reconversion period. In 14 States
benefits may be drawn for only 16 weeks or less. Only 5 States assure
26 weeks of benefits to all eligible workers, and in 4 of these the actual
maximum may be less than 26 weeks because the duration is related
to earnings and employment.

In 37 gtates the duration of benefits is related to the amount of
employment or earnings which the worker had in a previous period,
with a specified maximum duration. The other 14 States have a
uniform duration of benefits for all claimants.

Nor is the existence of variable and uniform duration of benefits
an adjustment to local conditions. Georgia, Mississippi, and North
Carolina provide uniform duration of benefits; Louisiana, Texas, Mis-
souri, and Arkansas do not; New York and Ohio provide uniform
duration; Maryland, Michigan, and Pennsylvania do not. Uniform
duration of benefits is simple to understand and treats all eligible

3 P, 291 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8. 1274,
14 P, 3855 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8, 1274,

1 Bee p, 166 of the ynrevised printed record of hearings on 8, 1274,
# 8ee the Washington Post editorial page, September 4, 1945,
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workers within the State alike; consequently, it will go further to
supply workers with that sccurity which is needed and business and
the community with a solid foundation upon which plans for economic
prosperity must rest.

Provision of uniform duration of up to 26 weeks if needed would
benefit workers in all but one State.

Under existing laws, only 17 percent of the covered workers are in
States which provide a minimum duration of 20 weeks or more and
another 14 percent of the covered workers are in States which provide
a minimum duration of 14 to 18 weeks, and roughly 70 percent are in
States which provide a minimum benefit of 13 weeks or less.!”

There are no comparable figures on maximum durations because
there are two types of maximum-benefit provisions: One with uniform
duration for all workers and the other with variable durations based
on wages or employment in the base period. Twenty-four percent of
the covered workers are in States with uniform durations varying from
14 to 26 weeks (about 13 percent at 26 weeks). Seventy-six percent
are in States with variable maximum durations ranging from 14 to 26
weeks (15 percent at 26 weeks).

However, these percentages of covered workers may be misleading
because only a portion of covered workers become unemployed and
still further only a part of this portion are unemployed long enough
to draw benefits for the maximum duration specified in State laws.
If 1940 or 1941 are good examples, then it can be expected that not
over 50 percent of those who claim benefits under State unemploy-
ment compensation laws will draw benefits for 26 weeks. Probably,
the percent will be less. If 20 percent of the covered workers file
compensable claims for benefits, this means that only 10 percent of
the covered workers would be unemployed for 26 weeks or more. As
unemployment is extended beyond 26 weeks, the proportion becomes
smaller and smaller.

(¢) State legislatures not prone to extend duration

It is quite evident from the record that many State legislatures are
not prone to extend duration. Between the time benefits first began
and 1945, 9 States had the same maximuimn duration of 16 weeks, 2
changed from 12 to 14 weeks, 2 from 12 to 16 weeks, 1 from 13 to 16
weeks, 2 from 15 to 18 weeks, 1 from 16 to 18 weeks, 1 from 18 to 17
weeks.  In other words, of 50 original laws with benefit durations of
18 weeks or less, 18 still have maximum durations 18 weeks or less.
We do not consider this liberalization of State unemployment compen-
sation laws, :

(d) Reconversion and duration

No one knows how long it will take to reconvert to peacetime pro-
duction or to reemploy workers laid off because veterans will resume
their old jobs. However, unless benefits are payable for a duration
suflicient to enable the unemployed labor force to live more adequately
until business has a fair chance to reconvert, substitute Government
action for the provision of purchasing power must be taken.

In the reconversion period one of the prime things relied upon is an
unemployment compensation to protect workers. Yet in a rather
good year of employment like 1941, about 50 percent of the eligible

\ P, 80 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8, 127.
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unemployed workers under State unemployment compensation laws
failed to be reemployed before exhausting their benefit rights, many
of which were for very short durations.

(e) Justification for uniform duration and 160-percent pro&fsion

We advocate a uniform duration of 26 weeks of benefit for every
eligibly unemployed worker. But the 160-percent provision for em-
ployees with short periods of employment in-their base periods pro-
posed by the minority is offered as a compromise to offset the harsh
effects of the application of the 160-percent provision for all em-
ployees recommended by the majority. _

The duration of benefits shoufd be uniform for all employees who
are or were more or less substantially attached to the labor market
during their base period. State laws with uniform durations of
benefits have uniform eligibility requirements which are usually based
upon a certain amount of base-year earnings high enough to eliminate
from benefits those who are not more or less substantially attached to
the labor inarket in the base period. ¥Furthermore, in any individual
case of a casual worker who is not available for work while not em-
ployed there are sufficient disqualifying provisions in such laws to
prevent such worker from getting benefits.

It is stated by the majority that the purpose of their 160-percent
provision on duration is to prevent casual workers with small amounts
of earnings in a base period from drawing amounts of benefits far
in excess of such earnings. TIn fact, under their proposal, there will
be instances where a worker can get more in benefits than he earned
in his base period. This provision is based on a false theory that the
more employment and earnings that an individual has in a base year,
the longer the duration of benefits should be. This is based on a false
notion of unemployment insurance. Those persons with lower
earnings in their base periods are usually those who undergo longer
geriods of unemployment. In other words, the provisions in many

tate laws confer longer duration of benefit rights upon those who
become unemployed for shorter periods of unemployment in their
benefit years, namely those who do not need the longer duration.

It is also contended by the majority that by far and large, most of
the covered workers will be entitled to the maximum duration of 26
weeks, However, such is not the case. An examination of exhibit
XI1 shows that under the majority proposal claimants with substan-
tial earnings of $600 in the base period will get less than 26 weeks
in 22 States and those with $1,000 in the base period will get less than
26 weeks in 12 States. Many workers will have entered covered
employment from noncovered employment so that their earnings
creditable for duration will be relatively small. In addition, there
will be other workers whose earnings arc reduced in the base period
because of illness and other similar personal reasons. Furthermore,
there will be some groups of workers who had intervening periods of
unemployment between periods of employment in the base period.
Under our proposal they would get 26 weeks under every State law.

Exhibit XII points up the wide difference in maximum benefits
still existing under State laws, - :

Claimant A, with only $200 base-period credit and $100 in his high
quarter in the base period, would be ineligible to receive any benefits
in 11 States, and in the remaining States would receive benefits in
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varying amounts from $34 in Arizona (35 a week for 6 plus weeks) to
$120 in New Hampshire ($6 for 20 wecks).

Claimant B, with $600 basc-period credit and $250 in his high
quarter in‘the base period would bet from $100 in Arizona ($10 a
week for 10 weeks) to $286 in New York ($11 for 26 weeks).

Claimant C, with $1,000 base-period credit and $400 in his high
quarter in the base period would get from $167 in Arizona ($15 a
wecek for 11 plus weeks), ete., to $460 in Utah ($25 a week for 18 weeks).

Claimant D), with $1,500 base-period credit and $500 in his high)
quarter in the base period would get from $210 in Arizona ($15 a week
for 14 wecks) to $546 in New York ($21 a week for 26 wecks).

Claimant E, with $2,100 base-period credit and $600 in his high
quarter in the base period would get from $210 in Arizona ($15 a
week for 14 weeks) to $624 in Washington ($24 a week for 26 wecks).



Exmieir XI1.—Weekly benefit amount for total unemploymeni and mazimum potential benefits in a benefit year for 5 hypothetical claimants
with specified high-quarier and base-period wages, by State, June 30, 1945 1

e
Claimant A: High-quarter | Claimant B: High-quarter | Claimant C: High-quarter | Claimant D: High-quarter | Claimant E: High-qusarter
wages of 3100 and base- wages of $250 and base- wages of $400 and Dbase- wages of $500 and base- wages of $600 and base-
period wages of $200 period wages of $600 period wages of $1,000 period wages of $1,500 period wages of $2,100
- Maximnom potential Maximmum potential Maximum potential Maximum potential Maximunp® poten-
State beneé)tg benefits beneig)tg benefits tial Lenefits
Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly Weeniy
benefit benefit . benefit benefit benefit
amount Dura- | smount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Durs-
Amount | tion Amount | tion Amount | tion Amount | tion Amount | tion
- (weeks) (weeks) (weeks) (weeks)  (weeks)
BASIC BENEIT
184.00 $67. 00 164} $10.00 $200 220 $15.00 $300 120 $19. 00 $380 320 3320 318400 320
2500 67.00 13+ 13. 00 200 15 316.00 ¥ 256 316 $16.00 3256 316 316 3 256 316
25,00 334.00 56+ 10.00 5100 510 315.00 3167 §11 315.00 1210 314 315 3210 ERTY
4.00 64. 00 116 10. 00 160 316 11500 1240 316 315.00 3 240 316 315 3240 316
™ & (0] 13.00 208 18 3$20.00 324 164 320.00 414 20+ 320 1468 323+
25.00 66. 67 134 10. 00 1 316 315.00 3240 116 315.00 3240 316 315 3240 316
M @ (] 10. 00 160 16 15.00 260 17+ 19. 00 380 320 j - 122 1440 | 320
) (O] ) 10. 00 150 15 16. 00 250 15 118.00 325 214 3118 3396 322
26.00 100. 00 16+ 11. 00 220 3120 18.00 360 120 220.00 3 400 120 320 3400 120
25.00 50. 00 10 11.00 150 134{ 31500 1240 318 3115.00 3240 116 115 3240 318
S 00 80. 00 *16 10. 00 160 16 15. 00 240 *16 318.00 3288 ¢16 318 3288 ¥ 16
2500 | 2100.00 20 10. 00 200 ' 20 17.00 340 20 21.00 420 20 24 480 20
25.00 50. 00 10 1100 156 134 315.00 250 164 16. 00 272 317 318 3306 317
(U3 ) (] 12. 50 230 184 320.00 350 174 320.00 500 25 320 3 520 326
™ ) ) 10. 00 150 15 16. 00 250 15 320.00 375 18+ 320 3 400 120
25.00 66. 67 134 10.87 196 318 17.39 313 318 318.00 3324 118 3118 3224 218
35.00 67.00 134 10.00 200 320 116.00 3320 320 116.00 3320 320 316 1320 30
2500 | 2100.00 ¥ 20 8.00 160 20 12.00 249 20 15.00 300 #20 16 1320 20
4.00 50. 00 124 10.00 150 15 16.00 250 15 3118.00 1360 320 318 3360 320
15.00 100. 00 § 20 9.00 180 ¢ 20 13. 00 260 220 17.00 340 520 3120 3 400 *20
(U] (0] O] 13.00 150 114  320.00° 250 124 320.00 375 184 120 3520 3126
26.00 60. 00 10 13.00 180 134 32100 300 144 221.00 450 214 321 1483 323
™ m 12. 50 180 1441 320.00 250 124 320.00 375 184 320 3 400 120
17.00 284.00 212 11.00 198 18 14.00 266 19 19. 00 380 320 320 3 400 120
4.00 56. 00 ' 14 10. 00 140 S 14 315.00 3210 '14 115.00 21210 14 315 3210 '14
+. 20 40.00 10 10.00 120 12 16. 00 200 124 318.00 3288 316 318 1288 116
25.00 80. 00 t16 10.00 160 918 315.00 3240 ¥16 31500 3240 16 115 129 *16
31500 367.00 134 10.00 180 318 16. 00 288 18 318.00 118 318 318 1324 313
38.00 ) 267.00 8+ 13.00 200 154} 318.00 334 184+| 318.00 3360 120 118 13601 320

Bee footnotes at end of table, p. 51.
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Exnisrr XI1.—Weekly benefit amount jor tstal unemploymen! and maximum polential benefits in a bencfit year for 5 hypothetical claimants
with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, June 30, 1945 —Continued

Claimant A: High-quarter
wages of $100 and Dpase-
period wages of $200

Claimant B: High-quarter
wages of $250 and base-
period wages of $500

o

Claimant T: High-quarter
wages of $400 and base-
period wages of $1,000

Claimant D: High-quarter
wagzes of $500 and base-
period wages of $1,500

Claimant E: High-quarter
wages of $500 and base-
period wages of $2,100

N ¥
State Maximum potential Maximum potential iMaximum potentialg Maximum é)otential Maximum poten-
benefits benefits benefits benefits tial benefits
Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly Weekly
benefit benefit benefit bepefit benefit
amount Durs- | amount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Dura- | amount Dura-
. Amount tion Amount tion Amount tion Amount tion Amount | tion
{weeks) (weeks) {weeks) (weeks) (weeks)
New Hampshire 13____ 2$6.00 | 2$120.00 720 $9. 00 $180 20 $13.00 $260 120 $17.00 $340 *20 1820 3 $400 20
New Jersey . ..o 29-00 290.00 210 12.00 200 | 16 19.00 334 1741 32200 500 24 322 1572 128
New Mexico 4. ... 75.00 67.00 13+ 10. 00 160 116 315.00 3240 316 315.00 3240 118 315 3240 118
New York. . ..o ] ) ) 11.00 286 926 17.00 442 ¢ 26 321.00 3 546 126 321 31548 ?26
North Carolina 2_____ 5.00 50. 00 916 9.50 152 16 12, 50 200 *16 15.00 240 916 220 31320 '16
North Dakota......._. 25 00 100. 00 220 11. 00 220 $20 18. 00 360 " 20 320. 00 3400 $20 120 3 400 20
Chio 3 o eeeas 35.00 0. 06 18 11.00 242 L322 16.00 352 322 19. 00 418 122 121 3 462 12
Oklahoma.......... 26.00 67.00 114 13.00 200 15 318.00 334 1841 318.00 3360 320 313 1380 120
Oregonii__________ 210.00 2 50.00 :5 12.00 150 12 15.00 250 164+ ¥18.00 3360 320 118 1360 329
Pennsylvania_______ 0] U (O 10.00 170 17 16. 00 238 18 320.00 31400 3120 3120 1 400 120
Rbode Islang ¢ .25 48.75 64 13. 60 124 9 118.00 205 Il 318.00 306 174 318 3365 3 204-
South Carolina. 24 00 264. 00 16 10. 00 160 916 16. 00 256 $16 320.00 1320 ¢ 16 3120 31320 16
8outh Dakota 216.00 80.00 13+ 12. 3¢ 160 13 315.00 240 16 115.00 $300 320 115 3300 120
Tennessee......... 25.00 230. 00 +16 10.00 160 916 315.00 1240 116 315.00 3240 16 315 3240 *16
Texas 4 ___________ 25.00 40. 00 8 10.00 1 12 15.50 200 12 318.00 3324 318 318 1324 318
Ctab#_________.__ 27.00 115.00 16+ 16. 00 299 3184} 325.00 2460 3184 325.00 3 460 1184 325 3 460 3184
Vermont___.______ 26.00 120.00 20 11.00 220 20 16. 00 320 ' 20 120.00 1400 $20 120 3400 120
Virginia 11, ______ 2400 48. 00 12 10. 00 150 15 315.00 32490 1186 $15.00 3240 316 315 1240} 318
‘Washington 12 ()] U] M 10. 00 150 15 132.00 247 19 18. 00 432 24 24 624 32
‘West Virginia 12_______ U] ) ™ 11. 060 231 121, 15.00 315 821 18. 50 388 $21 320 1420 ' 21
‘Wisconsin e __________ 28.00 78.00 9+ 1100 170 15 16. 00 256 16 320. 00 390 19| 120 450 2+
Wyoming.__.._____..___ 17.00 60. 00 8+ 13.00 160 12 320.00 260 13 120.00 380 19 120 3400 320
BASIC , BENEFIT FLUS
MAXIMUM ALLOW-
ANCES FOR DEPEND-
ENTS
Connecticnt._...._____ m U] ™ 15.00 240 16 21.00 364 174 25.00 M 120 128 2 560 320
District of Columbia. . 9. 00 150. 00 164 14.00 280 320 320.00 3400 320 320.00 » 400 120 120 1400 120
iehigan_____________ ™ (U 19.23 180 g4+ 32800 250 84| 328.00 37, 13+ 3128 525 184
Nevads .o 14.00 67.00 4+ 19. 00 200 104 324.00 334 134 32400 3360 15 324 3360 15

0s
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18ee text footnote 2 for dates when 1945 amendments are effective. See tables 1 and
7 for a statement of the benefit formula in each State, and for States in which benefits
here stated may be reduced if solvency of the fund is threatened.

t No legislative session in 1945.

3 Indicates minimum weekly benefit amount, minimum potential annual benefits, or
minimum weeks of benefits for total unemployment.

3 Indicates maximum weekly benefit amount, maximnum potential annual benefits,
u‘ri:quimum weeks o( be.neﬂts, other than unifotm duration. :

o charge in

aBase puiod o! 8 quarters. If in preceding 4 quarters unchanged wage credits were
equal to wages assumaed for 4 quartets, maximum potential benefits in & benefit year
vonld be donbled to maximum ifled in State law. -

. $'Assames muost favorable distribution of base-period wages in all 4 quarters; comoen-

tration in 2 quaricys would limit benefits to 8 weeks.

! Indijcates ineligible cx basis of qualifying wag

§ See below for benefit with maximum compensable dependents under State iz7v.

? Indicates uniform. daration for 2ll eligible claimants.

1 Assuming $150 wage crediis in last 2 quarters of ba.Su period; otherwise, claimant
would be ineligible.

11 No legislative session in 1945.

12 Ané.mai-wnge formula; high-quarter wages not used in computing weekly benefit
amount.

B Assuming thstAhastheminhnumemploymentolwweeksandB to E, 25 weeks.
If A bad 25 weeks he would be eligible for 22 weeks of benefits or $110

14 Actual benefits are paid for 2-week periods at twice the amounts specined.

13 Benefits are £ with present cost-ofohving ndjmtmcnt sbove normal scale of
$5-20, since weeks of duration are reduced below the normal of 23 uniform.

¢ Benefits are figured on further assumption that the high quarter represents 13 weeks
of employment and all base-period employment was with 1 employer and at the came
average wage. Claimant A actually bas a minimuam of $6 for 13 weeks. but law provides
for payment st the rate of $8 with reduced weeks of duration.

Source: Administrative Standards Division, Bureau of Employment Security, Social
Security Board.
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Section 702 (b) (3) of the bill reported by the committee provided
for the reduction or cancellation of 26 weeks of benefit rights of an
individual under the inequitable disqualification of many State laws.
The minority recommends the elimination of this provision by specific
anguage in sections 702 (b) (2) and 702 (b) 3) of title VII of the
proposed revision,

Disquaniricar1oNns UNpER STATE Laws

There is no place in the unemployment compensation program for imposing
disqualifications for refusal of suitable work, voluntary leaving, and discharge for
misconduet solely for punitive purposes. Disqualifications properly should pre-
vent the payment of henefits for voluntary unemployment but never completely
bar payments to eligible individuals who are involuntarily unemployed, able,
willing, and available for work. Unemployment compensation should not be
payable for periods of voluntary unemployment, but neither should it act to in-
troduce rigidities in the system or hinder the free mobility of labor, especially in
this period.  Disqualifications might well be limited to a suspension of benefits
for the weeks, up to four or five, which immediately follow the act for which the
individual is disqualified. Such suspensions are sutficient to deter workers from
voluntarily becoming unemployed and to bar the compensation of voluntary un-
employment.  Cancellations or reductions in benefit rights, on the other hand,
nullify the duration provisions and prevent the compensation of involuntary un-
employment. By so doing they withdraw insurance protection from both busi-
ness and workers and curtail the usefulness of unemployment compensation, par-
ticularly for the kiud of economic period that is ahead.

Disqualifications under the State laws are imposed when a worker quits his job
voluntarily without good cause, when he is discharged for misconduct connected
with his work, when he is engaged directly in a labor dispute, or when he refuses
to aceept suitable work, Amendments to many State laws, however, have shifted
the emnphasis from paying benefits to workers unemployed through no fault of their
own to paying benefits only when the employer is responsible for their unemploy-
ment, Kmphasis has also shifted from postponing benefits for a certain number of
weeks following the workers’ disqualifying acts to penalizing workers by canceling
their benefit rights, Finally, a whole host of special causes of disqualifications
have been written into State statutes. It is necessary that the basic principles
be restored. Good cause for voluntarily leaving a job should not be limited to
causes attributable to the employer but should include good personal causes. As
long as the unemployment is involuntary and the worker is available for work,
good personal or family reasons for quitting a job, such as the fact that the con-
ditions are such as to undermine his health, are as valid as reasons attributable to
employers.,

Workers should be disqualified for benefits merely by suspension of their rights
for a reasonable period following a disTlalifying act. In January 1938, eight
State laws contained disqualifications which canceled part or all benefit rights,
and the remaining States contained disqualifications which resulted only in post-
ponement of benefit rights. The reasoning behind postponement, of benefits was
that the claimant should not be entitled to benefits during any period when his
unemployment was direetly due to a disqualifying act. After that period, his
unemployment would be due not to his disce)ualifyingmct but to labor-market,
conditions, and it would therefore be compensable. Such suspensions are sufficient
to deter workers from voluntarily becoming unemployed and to bar compensation
for voluntary unemployment, By 1944, however, 19 additional States had in-
cluded disqualifications which cancel part or all of a worker’s benefit rights.

TasLe I.—Changes in Stale laws on major disqualificalions from unemployment
compensation benefits, 1938, 1940, 1944

Number of State laws reducing or
canceling benefit rights for 3 major

. reasons
Disqualifying act
January January Janu
1038 1940 * IWm
Total State laws with 1 or more types of disqualifications. _....._.... 8 14 b4
Voluntary leaving without good cause. .. ..o eocem o caiauann. 8 10 2
Discharge for miseonduet.....ccoueriecnvaceacrancacccamnccename——- [ 12 2
Refusal of 8uitable WOrK...uacaecnerenncnncaomeacassanmennonamananas [ 9 a1
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Under this philosoghy a worker who has committed a disqualifying act is not
only deprived of benefits for the period following his act but is further penalized by
losing some or all of his benefit rights, If he should become unemployed in the
future he may find that, though otherwise eligible for benefits, he has little or no
benefit rights on which to draw. Such disqualifications may nullify duration'
provisions; they are particularly serious in the reconversion period, since cancella-
tion of benefit rights for current disqualifying acts will result in curtailment of
benefit rights later when workers are unemployed through no fault of their own.
Such curtailment seriously limits the usefulness of unemployment compensation,
particularly for the period as the one we are facing.

The seriousness of this situation is shown bgy some figures on the extent of dis-
ualifications. During 1943, for example, 28 percent of new claims allowed in
Jolorado were disqualified because of voluntary leaving, discharge for miscon-

duct, and refusal of suitable work, The disqualifications in the Colorado law
provide that any worker disqualified for any of these reascns shall have his benefit
rights reduced by 3 to as much as 15 weeks; yet duration of benefits under the
Colorado law is equal to only one-third of the individual’s base-year wages or 16
weeks, whichever is less,  If disqualifications of 15 weeks were imposed under this
law, the benefits would be payable for only 1 week. This is not an isolated ex-
ample, Georgia disqualified 11.6 percent of its allowed new claims in 1943 and
provides a mandatory reduction of 2 to 8 weeks for voluntary leaving and refusal
of suitable work and 3 to 10 weeks for discharge for misconduct. isqualifica-
tion for a single act thus cut down Georgia’s 16 weeks’ uniform duration of benefits
to as few as 8 weeks. '

TaBLE I1,——Percentage of new claims disqualified in specified States for 8 tssues, 1948

Percent of allowed new claims disqualified, 1943,
Ccause of-—
State ’ Discharge | Refusals of
scharge | Refusals o
All 3 fssues! Vﬁ:);mlt:ry for mis- | suftable
Vi | conduct work
[0 Y 11{0) ¢ 111 YU SRR 13.0 2.6 0.2 10. 2
L0101 131 12V U YA LN 28.4 13.9 1.1 8.4
Qoeorgla, - o ciececemeccvcnaeann 1L 8 89 2.7 @
Maine. oo oot 7.3 3.2 1.3 2.8
Mississippi 17.0 o) ® U]
Nebraska . .. ccommemenaoan . 7.4 6.1 T 1.6
NoW YOrK . oo eectcccdenaccveccacmacnaamanaan-n 9.9 2.9 .2 6.8
Washington. ..o v ecieciiccncrccccrmanceanconnannes 37.3 ® ® O]
WyOmINg. .o cicecnnmrmrcraccarcacnecenonenn 18.8 11,6 1.4 5.8

1 Ineludes disqualifications for othor issues.
1 Includes only disqualifications for voluntary leaving and discharge for misconduct.
# Data not available, *

ApEQuAacY oF COVERAUE

-

(1) VARIOUS PROPOSBALS FOR FEDERAL AND MARITIME EMPLOYEES

Section 702 (b) (3) of title VIL of the original bill provides for the
mandatory Federal payment of benefits to unemployed Federal and
maritime emyloyees as if they were covered by the District of Co-
lumbia unemployment compensation law. Section 703 of title VII of
" the bill as reported by the committee provides for such mandatory
coverage under the laws of the respective States except that a ma-
jority of the deep-sea seamen would in effect be covered by the
bistrict law. The minority recommends the restoration of the pro-
vision in the original bill,
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(2) REABONS FOR PROPOSAL BY MINORITY

The position taken by the majority for Federal workers is that they
should be placed in the same position that they would have been had
they been engaged in employment for a Yrivate employer and there-
fore payment stould be made to Federal employces on the basis of
laws of the State in which they reside and work for the Federal Gov-
ernment. Under this type of provision, it is claimed there would be
no discrimination either for or against Federal employees as compared
with their neighbors working for private employers.

Actually, their proposal merely adds to existing discriminations
with respect to coverage under the various State unemployment com-
pensation laws.  Thus, & Federal empleoyee working in Alexandria,
Va., torpedo plant may get a much lower maximum benefit ($15 for
16 weeks) than another Federal worker in the navy yard in the
District of Columbia who is getting the same rate of pay and who
would get higher benefit ($20 for 20 weeks). The Federal Govern-
ment, by placing its employees under 561 unemployment compensation -
systems would not only be creating inequities and injustices for Fed-
eral workers, because they are paid on a uniform scale and because
they work for a single employer, but it would be giving up jurisdiction
in a field in which 1t has always exercised its sovereignty powers.

The maritime problem is a complicated one, which differs in many
respecets from normal civilian employment. When a seaman is on
ship he is usually not working within any State. He may sign his
articles in one State, and dock at ports in other States. He may go
from State to State and get his benefits in another State. His family
may be living in still another State. It is obvious that maritime em-
ployees should be covered by a national system of unemployment
msurance. (See exhibit XI11.)

The Federal Government has absolute authority over the maritime
industry. Federal legislation governs every concecivable phase of
shipping. Nationsl standards are legislated by Congress with respect
to minimum living and safety conditions of secamen, all movements
of vessels, and the scamen’s complete life aboard ship is governed by
Federal laws. This fact was recognized by some Senators at the hear-
ings:

Senator Tarr. Is it not very difficult to do this on a State basis? I mean one
shipowner owning one ship would have to report to & dozen States perhaps, from

which the men came. It seems to me your argument for a Federal system is
very persuasive. (P. 362 of the unrevised printed record of hearings on 8. 1274.)

Exnisit XIII. MeMoraNDUM oN CovERAGE oF MariTiIME EMpPLOYEES UNDER
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE Laws

There were two reasons for the initial failure to extend the protection of unems-
ployment insurance to maritime workers: First, when the Social Security Act
was adopted in 1935, the Congress followed the recommendations of the Com-
mittee on Economie Sceurity in its report to the President and transmitted by
him to the Congress on January 17, 1935, that the States be assigned primary
responsibility for the creation and administration of unemployment insurance
systems.! The recornmendation of the Committee on Economic Security that
there be imposed “a uniform pay-roll tax against which credits shall be allowed
to industries in States that shall have passed unemployment-compensation lawg’ 1
was adopted.

1 Economic S8ecurity Aoct, hearings before the Committee on Ways and Meéns. House of Representatives.
74th Cong., 1st sess,, on H. R, 4120, p. 21,
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But it was assumed apparently by both the Congress and the State legislatures
that, under the doctrine enunciated by the Supreme Court in the Jensen ? case,
the imposition of a tax on maritime employment would violate article 111, section
2, of the Constitution. Title IX of the Bocial Security Act, the Federal legal
structure on which the Btates were expected to build unemployment compensa-
tion systems, thcrefore excluded from taxable employment ‘‘service performed
as an officer or member of the crew of a vessel on the navigable waters of the
United States,”” ¥ and most of the States followed the congressional lead. Those
States which did not co(fy the Social Security Act language apparently did not
do s0 because they regarded the result as in any evont the same.

But there was another reason for the exceptional treatment given the maritime
industry. The Committee on Economic Security recommended an exception to
the rule of State administration of vnemployment insurance:

““We are opposed to exclusions of any specified industries from the Federal act,
but favor the establishment of a separate nationally administered system of unem-
ployment eompensation for railroad emf)loyees and maritime workers.” ¢

he economic security bill as originally introduced in the House $ would have
levied & tax on maritime employers, as on other employers engaged in industry and
commerce; and since it was assumed that the States would be unable, consti-
tutionally, to levy a tax on such employers, the bill presumably contemplated a
Federal system. In the Social Security Act as finally adogted, however, maritime
employment was excluded entirely and the records imply that no consideration was
given to the creation of a national system. Maritime workers were excluded from
“ the old-age insurance system created by titles 1I and VIII of the Social Security
Act because of anticipated administrative difficulties.? Presumably, there was no
discussion of & national unemployment insurance system for the maritime industry
for the same reason. Thus, the failure to provide benefits for maritime workers in
the initial stages of unemployment compensation history was based on both legal
and administrative reasons, . :

Railroads were originally taxed under title IX of the Social Security Act and
all the States except Alabama and Wisconsin covered railroad workers in the
scope of their unemployment compensation acts.” In 1938, however, Congress
exercised its prerogative to deal with matters affecting interstate commerce to the
exclusion of the States by passing the Raiiroad Unemployment Insurance Aot,®
by the terms of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act there were removed
from the coverage of State unemployment comgensation systems railvoads, cer-
tain related employers, and their employees. Such removal was effective with
respect to unemployment on and after July 1, 1939, Judging by the failure of
the hesrings on the railroad unemployment insurance bill * to mention maritime
employment, no consideration was given to including the maritime industry
along with railroads in the Federal system. ‘

In its recommendations of January 1939, the Social Security Board urged the
creation of a Federal maritime unem]i';loyment insurance system on the ground
that it was constitutionally impossible to extend the jurisdiction of the State
gystems into the maritime field.!

Further, in a report gublished by the Bocial SBecurity Board in April 1939, the
conclusion was stated that—- ,

“Conditions of employment in deep-sea shipping in foreign, coastwise, and
intercoastal trades render it difficult for State unemployment compensation sys-
tems to extend coverage to such employment. Bervice in these trades is performed
on the high seas and on the territorial waters of foreign countries and on waters
adjacent to several States, Individuals engaged in such service frequently have
no established residence and may become unemployed in any port during the
voyage.” 1t -

s Southern Pacific Co. v. Jensen (244 U, 8, 206),

1 8eo. 907 (o) (3), Publio, No. 271, 74th Cong.

4 Economig Security Act, hearings, ut supra, p. 33.

: Isléel}é ﬁrt BR& q&?ﬁi ’s‘iéﬁ?ﬁ Board on proposed changes in the Bocial 3ecurity Act, in socialeecurity
?{wingsi ?ﬁlutive tot “t‘lﬁ Soc;%ltgegudty ﬁ? amendn;enta of 1939, before the Committee on'Ways and Means

s ng., oy B 44 : .

P?:ég; otllm;lgsmi:i ‘.;:%&‘E'; Unem;?logrmentsé&mx;mnﬁon Laws, December 1937, Social Security Board

ublication INO. 15.

] ) 3 , _ - .

' ggeb}‘{c' trow T%nlﬁl‘;‘)lg;&%n? m“gof;'%m e l??:mﬂnu before a suhcommittee of the Committee on
el e Cogs Hoge o Regelalin il Cont et W
g&ﬁ’?z‘iﬂ? Interstate Commercs, U, 8. gmm, 75mdn¢.y3d fees,, on 8, 8772.
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(3) VARIOUS PROPOSALS FOR COVERAGE OF INDUSTRIAL AGRICULTURAL
PROCESSING WORKERS

Section 702 (b) (4) of title VII of the original bill provides for
mandatory TFederal payment through the Statese of benefits to
unemployed industrial agricultural processing workers, in accordance
with the provisions of the respective State laws. This provision is
deleted from the bill as reported by the committee. The minority
recommends the coverage of such workers under the optional coverage
provisions in the next paragraph.

(4) VARIOUS PROPOSALS FOR -COVERAGE OF EMPLOYEES NOT NOW
COVERED BY UNEMPLOYMENT-COMPENSATION LAWS

Section 702 (c¢) (2) of title VII of the original bill provides, at the
election of each State, for the Federal payment through the States of
benefits to unemployed workers not now covered by unemployment-
compensation laws, 1n accordance with the provisions of the respective
State laws. This provision is deleted from the bill as reported by the
committee. The minority recommends the restoration of the pro-
vision in the original bill.

(6) REASONS FOR PROPOSAL OF MINORITY ON COVERAGE

(a) Inadequacy of employee coverage under State system

There is no doubt in the minds of various committees of Congress
that the present unemployment-compensation coverage is wholly
inadequate. In reporting on June 23, 1944, the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Postwar Economic Policy and Planning, and on S. 2051 the
Committee on Finance on August 3, 1944; Mr. Doughton reporting
for the House Ways and Means Committee on August 21, 1944, and
the House Special Committec on Postwar Economic Policy and Plan-
ning in its third report on August 14, 1944, all clearly indicated the
need for coverage of those groups which, within the limits of adminis-
trative possibility, can be brought within the system. According to
exhibit X1V, the total employed labor force, 52,200,000 in the United
States in an average week of 1944, only about 29,000,000 were covered
by State unemployment-compensation laws and anadditional 1,400,000
were covered by the Railrond Unemployment Insurance Act.

Exaisrr XIV.-—Distribulion of labor force by coverage status (in an average week of

4
Total labor force (average week in 1944) - . o oo 64. 2
Tess unemployed . - . . e icccemee e ccmaana .8
Imployed labor foree . - . o oo e 63. 4
In the armed forees. .- - oo dacacncmaccamem———n- 11. 2
Employed civilian labor force . .. oo e ama——— 52. 2

A, Presently covered grougs:
(1) Covered by State unemployment compensation

JAWS . o - 20.0
1.4
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ExniBir X1V.— Distribulion of labor force by coverage stalus (in an average week of
1944)—Continued :

Employed civilian labor force—Continued
B. Presently not covered groups: .

gl; Federal and maritime employees. .. oo o cueua. 3.3
2) Employees of small employers (excluded by size-of-
firm restriotions) .. .o innana. 1.0
(3) Agricultural workers:
(a) Agricultural processing workers. . ... ... .3
(b) Others. . ___ . . 2.2
(4) Employees of State and local governments_ _.._.. 2.9

(6) Domestic workers in private homes, employees of
nonprofit institutions and miscellaneous__.._ ...
(6) Self-employed:

(@) Farmers. o - oo cccccccemeemm .50
(b) Others. - eccccccmccmccccc e 4.5
Total not covered . . _....._ e 21. 6

(0) Employees of small firms
Approximately 3,000,000 workers are still without coverage because
they work for small employers. These workers have not generally
had the same increaso in wages as those employed by larger firms;
many of them, moreover, wi;ll lose their jobs gecause 8 returning
veteran has a prior right to it or because of the uncertainties that
many small businessmen are facing in this period. Employers of one
or more employees are already covered by Federal old-age and surviv-
ors insurance and by 13 State unemployment-compensation laws.
Coverage under the unemployment-compensation program need be
no great administrative burden on small employers, .since they are
already reporting under old—aie and survivors insurance. The success
of the 13 States in covering these workers also demonstrates that the
additional administrative job for State agencies-is no real obstacle.

(¢) Agricultural-processing workers

In their periods of unemployment, farm workers, too, need the type
of protection offered by an unemployment-compensation lprogra,m.
While the administrative problemns inherent in covering all agricul-
tural workers may be too great to attempt at this time, there is

ood reason why, at a minimum, 300,000 workers on industrialized
arms should be included under-unemployment compensation. This
work is in many ways similar to work in manufacturing establishments,
The administrative task of including these workers under an employ-
ment-compensation program should create no problem. (For a fuller
discussion of the coverage of agricultural labor, see pp. 95-101 of
unrevised printed record of hearings on S. 1274.)

Fourtcen States—California, -Connecticut, Kansas, Kentucky,
Massachusetts, Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, North Carolina,
Rhode Island, Texas, Tennessee, Vermont, and West Virginia—now
cover industrial agricultural processing workers, :

Although the major reason advanced for excluding industrial agri-
cultural workers from the Social Security Act and from the State
unemlilo ent-compensation acts, was that administration would be
difficult because of the seasonal and migratory character of the jobs.
The fact that 14 States now covor them, indicates that at least these
States do not find any particular difficulty in’ administration. The
Chairman of the Social Security Board, in an article for the Social "
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Sccurity Board Bulletin, March 1945, indicates quite clearly that
these jobs are industrial in character. The evidence presented at
the hearings indicates that the industrial agricultural processing
workers are in a highly unfavorable position during the reconversion
period and face large-scale unemployment.

Agricultural processing employment was covered by social security until 1939,
Prior to that time, the Social Security Act excluded agricultural labor without
defining it in the law. The definition adopted by regulation by the Social Security
Board, the Bureau of Internal Revenue, and the State unemployment compensa-
tion agencies did not regard processing as agricultural labor., The 1939 amend-
ments, however, wrote into the social security tax law a broad definition of agri-
cultural labor under which the processing of agricultural commaodities was exciuded.
About two-thirds of the States amended their definitions to agree with the new
che}ral definition. Thirty-five States now exclude these workers in one way or
another,

The Social Security Board has never believed that unemployment compensation
coverage of these workers presented especial problems of administrative feasibility
nor have they represented special problems in those States which have continued
to cover them under their State laws,

Agricultural processing is carricd on under essentially industrial conditions.
The operation of an automatic machine for packing raisins is no more agricultural
than employment in a canning factory. he considerations of administrative
difficulty which led to the exclusion of agricultural labor from the social-security
program are not applicable to processing employment. The Social Security
Board has been recommending to the States that they extend coverage to agricul-
tural processing workers without waiting until they feel prepared to cover agri-
cultural employment generally.

Ixuipit XV.—Estimated number of workers with some earm‘ngé during 1943 in
industries subject to State unemployment compensation laws,! by State

See footnotes at end of table, p. 59.

Percentage
: gg;gg’g“;{ Numberof { increase,

State Size-of-filrm coverage covered workersin all| workers in all

provision 2 firms (In tftllrms 3 (din) firms o:(fr

b ousands cover

thousands) workers ¢
Total, 61 Btates . - oo | i ceicaiaaeeas ¥ 44, 800 448,300 7.8
AlabAmAa. ..o iicciaaeo 765 832 10.3
AINSKA . o iinaccaee- 37 44 17.9
Arizona...._... mamcemaeamceeman 200 214 4,0

AtKANSAS. oecemnncccenmneeanann 383 383 0
California. cemecceceececcmoaans 3,887 4,076 4.9
Colorado...... 347 411 18.3
Connecticut... 1,027 1,068 4.0

Delaware. .. ........ 161 161 0

Distriet of Columbia. 317 317 0
CFlovlda. el 720 839 16,5
QEOTRIB. - cemeverceeanen 801 085 10,6

Hawalloaen oo iaeaot 168 168 0

Tdaho . oot 136 136 0
THNOIR. Lot GOr NOT® ceecaccacacannnen 3, 632 8,871 9.6
[ETTEE: S T S B OT MOMB.aeccccarnacacancnen 1, 404 1, 557 10.9
TOWB . o evemcecmmacmamecncacane]eann- 3 1+ SN 522 654 26.4
KANSAS. o evearmccencacacvmnoeefaennan [ 1 D, 505 805 19,8
KentOKY acenmacc e ccaaaes L3013 1 1 11) R, 656 592 6.5
Lotsiana . o voaeceocoacciacaafaont [+ Lo TP 78 812 4.3
Maing. .. oo ecaceaneee e 80OF MOTB..necaaneen 201 334 14.9
Maryland.__._. ....| 4 ormore... 933 976 3.9
Massachusetts. 1 or more 1,812 1,012 | e
Michigan... 8 or more 2, 206 2,478 9.2
Minnesota. . 1 or more_. 740 807 9.1
Mississippf.. -8.0r more... 358 414 18,7
Missouri. ... R SN 1,231 1,407 4.3

MOntANA. ceeevecccmcacacmanaan- 1 0r MOTO..carcencearrecaeacnan 133 133 0
1 1] £:V:1 < S, 8 Or MOTO. .cvnecncacmcucennes 2380 370 21.9

Nevadd. . .coocccarnaccncaacann- 10r more.....cea- mammeceanen 81 81 0
New Hampshire...__.......... 4 0r MOre..c.ccuuw U, 168 180 7.2
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870 900 13.9
812 812 .0
519 574 10,6
1,004 1Li17 IR E
15 7% B

1 Ilncl;:des al‘lt sérvices which constitute "employment" as defined in the law, regardless of the' size of the .
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Examsir XVI1.—Estimated increase in covered workers tn 1948 if size-of-firm re-
grictiono ‘;tad been eliminated from State laws, tn descending percentage increase—
ontinue ’

Number of
workers Percentage
: excluded by | increase over
State Size-of-irm provision size-0f-firm covered
limitations workers,
(in thous- 1943
sands)
Indiana.. ... BOrmoOre. ..o 153 10.9
QeorglB. .. i o---- (3 P, 94 10.68
West Virginda . oo oo e doo Ll 55 10.6
New Jersey . - oo iiaeiaie e ccaccca e (4 L RPN 203 10.6
Alabama .. ... .. . ..o . i)l do...... R 7 10.3
North Carolinga. . ooeuen oo i |aae do. el 101 0.8
Illinols BOrmore. ..ooceeoaaao.. - - 339 | N 9.6
Michigan 8 or more. - 210 9.2
esota.. . .. .1 lormored. 67 9.1
New Hampshire. ..| 40or more.. 12 7.2
Kentucky. ... R PP do 36 6.5
NEW WOrK. .o icrneaanncancaccccmancaaafenann do. .. 375 6.4
Oslifornia... N 1 SR 189 4.9
[07£.7:20) + J RPN PO [ s P 26 4.6
Loulslana_ .. ol [+ 1o S 34 4.3
Rhode Island. ..o iiaiaaa ] [ 1 S 16 - 4,2
ATIZONA. ... i ieiiiicaacaaceeans BOrMOre.cccacreencncnnanan. 8 4.0
Connectleut . . .. el eriiaaaaan 40rmore. .o, 41 4.0
Maryland. . oo 1 37 3.0
(0] 111+ F PP e} 2.8
Now Mexfeo. . .oo..oo...- , 3 2.3
Arkansas............ 0 0
Delaware............ 0 0
Distriet of Columbia. .. 0 0
Hawall. .._.... ... ... 0 0
Idaho... ... ........... . 0 0
Massachusetts. .. o i ]eeae (¢ (N 0 0
MONtANA. . ..o iimsmcececicoaieicamtaene ofeaaan (4 1 SR, 0 0
Noevada... .. cieoiommmiann mecvvmmcnncaceaz)oo. do........... emremanncen 0 0
Pennsylvania. .ccoooon coooiiiiiianaiia Ao 0 0
L0 1 PRI DU [ 1] 0
Washington. .o oooeen i iiciaicieea ]t [ 1 TS, 0 0
Wyyoming. ..ocooommen i icvenmmeeanees (1 1 PPN 0 0

t Bt employers located outside the corporate limits of a city, village, or borough of 10,000 or more popula-
tion are excluded {f not subject to the Federal act, )

(d) State and local Government workers

Removal by the States of the exclusion of State and local governmental workers
would bring between 2 and 3 million additional workers into the unemploy-
ment compensation system. In April 1944 there were 3,081,100 State and
local government employees in the United States, including both school and
nonschool employees. The attached table shows the number of such employees
in each State in April and October 1943 and April 1944, In April 1940 the
number of State and local government employees—excluding school employees,

ersons on work relief, and employees of contractors—was estimated at 2,057,000,

here were 38,8563 employing units—States, counties, townships, cities, towns,
and villages. Of these units, 48 percent had 10 or more employees and employed
97 percent of the workers. In 1942, 1 of every 40 persons in the country was a
public employee of a State or local government., The 12 largest governmental
employers in the country are, in descending order, the Federal Government, New
York City, New York State, Pennsylvania, Chicago, California, Detroit, Iliinois,
Ohio, Philadelphia, Texas, and Los Angeles. New York City with 133,000 (ex-
clusive of school employees) had more than twice the number of New York State
with 55,900. "

Despite a general impression to the contrary, public employees do suffer from
unemployment, Civil-service laws give them some security in their jobs, Not
all jurisdictions have civil-service laws, however, while even™in those jurigdictions
which do, certain groups are frequently outside the system. In addition, gov-
ernment functions needed at one time become obsolete and are discont{nued,
appropriations are cut and staff reduced zo.ccordingllzI and many public activities
.are self-limitig or temporary. In the census of March 1940 approximately 1
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of every 12 individuals reported out of work was a ]govéi‘nment worker and
1 of every 11 government workers was reported unemployed. v

Another indication that these workers need protection is given by the fluctua-
tions in the level of government employment within a year., If the average
number of workers in State and local government nonschool employment in the
years 1940 and 1941 is taken as 100, the quarterly index of employment ranges
from 97 in January 1940, 96 in January 1941, and 97 in January 1942, to 103 in
July 1940, and 105 in July 1941, The greatest fluctuation was in employment
in_ public-service enterprises of cities of over 100,000 population—from 75 in
January 1940 to 112 in July 1941, and down to 102 in January 1942,

The need of government workers for protection is illustrated also by experience
under the Wisconsin unemployment compensation law. In Wisconsin the ratio
of benefits to contributions for government employment has been much higher
than the ratio for all industries in the State. or example, the ratio for all in-
dustries for 1942 was 26.9 percent while for regular government agencies the
ratio was 75.6 percent. This is probably partially due to the fact that under
the Wisconsin law, government employees on an annual salary basis are excluded.
The data for 1939-42, inclusive, are as follows:

Ratio of benefits to contributions
Year All fnd Qovern-
ncus: | aeoonb.| State | County | City
total)
1039 < oo eeeeemecmm e aan 29.0 8.2 [0) 0} 0)
JO40 . o e me e aae 41,6 120. 4 151.8 142.6 85. 6
|1 PPN 24.3 85. 8 101.3 " 81.3 81.8
1042 e e imm e c . 26.9 75.6 95.3 78.9 63.8

"Break-down not available.

At the present time many workers in public employment as in private industry
are temporary employees releasing servicemen. The group in public employ-
ment, however, will have no protection when demobilization and reconversion
come,

‘Exnisir XVIL.—State and local governmental employment for selected months, by
: State, 1943-44

Employment
S : Percentage Percentage
State October | change from change from
April 1043 1943 April 1943 | April 1944 | October 1943
) to October to April
1943 1944
-,
Continental United States!.....| 3,101,800 | 3,056, (00 -1.5| 3,081,100 +0.8
49,100 48, 700 -.8 48, 800 .2
12, 300 1%, 200 ~.8 12, 300 .8
31, 800 a1, 600 -6 31, 700 .3
192,100 |- 18,500 -1,9 190, 700 +1.2
31,800 31, 400 -13 31, 600 +.6
43,100 42, 300 -1.9 42, 800 ) +1,2
7,000 6, 900 ~1,4 6, 900 0
15, 800" 15, 700 ] 16, 900 1-1. 3
50, 400 49, 600 -1.6 50, 100 1.0
56, 56, 100 -7 56, 200 .2
14, 400 14,200 -4 14, 300 7
162, 100 159, 500 ~1.6 160, 900 9
, 800 72, —1,4 73, 300 T
64, 500 64, 000 -8 84, 100 .2
{ 53, 200 52, 700 -9 52, 900 4
Kentucky 48, 500 48, 100 -8 , 200 .2
Loulsiana. . 85, 600 54, 700 ~1.6 55, 200 .9
S 01T S 23, 000 , 600 -1.7 22,800 .9
Maryland. .o ccieeie i ciciccnnanaa 39, 000 38, 300 ~18. 38, 700 +1.0

! Excludes data for Alaska and Hawali,
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Exnimir XVII.—State and local governmental employment for selected months, by
State, 1943~44—Continued i

© O BEDRWWOUANDS Bh =EARDINTOW

Employment
Percentage Percentage
Btate . October change from change {rom
April 1943 1043 April 1043 | April 1044 | October 1043
to October to April
1043 1944
Massachusetts. . .ooooeoricuocacnnna-. 112, 000 <110, 600 —-2.0 112, 000 +1,
Michigan . .....cvirinmececmcarcanns 141, 800 139, 500 —-1.6 140, 800 +.
Minnesota. . .. ooonaeaneiaaans . 75, 600 74, 400 -1.6 75,100 A
Mississippl . 41,700 41,400 -7 1, 500 .
fssouri. . 77,100 76, 100 -1.3 76, 600 Y
Montana 16, 100 15, 900 -1.2 16, 000 '
Nebraska. . .ooocneeiinenacncenn . 36, 900 36, —-1.1 36, 700 N
Nevadh . .ooeeinecaecnracccacanann 4,100 4,000 —2. 4 4,100 2.
New Hampshire....oocomioimaenaonoe 15, 900 15, 600 -1.9 15, 800 1
NeW JOrsey...ooverecaoncaaceacnmonauns 101, 100 99, 300 -1.8 100, 400 1.
New MexIeo. o cooeeniiieceiccaiaaees 12, 500 12, 400 -.8 12, 400 0
New York.....oooovvmmananaan 375, 500 367,300 -2.2 372, 600 +1.
North Carolina. . 65, 800 65, 300 -~.8 5, 400 +.
North Dakots 16, 600 16, 500 -.6 16, 500 0
Ohlo........ 161, 000 1569, 100 -1.7 160, 700 +1
Oklahoma.... b1, 700 51, 300 -~.8 1, 400 .
OFegON. . oo iiiinc e ccancnam——s 31,100 30, 700 -1.3 , 900 .
Ponnsylvanin. . oo criianun 209, 400 200, 200 -1.5 208, 000 .
Rhode Island. ... ..o ot 17, 500 17, 200 -1.7 17, 400 +1
South Carolna. .. ...veoioaiaot 37, 800 37, 600 -. 8 a7, 700 .
South Dakota ... . . ... 22, 600 22, 200 ~1.3 22, 300 .
52,700 02, 100 -1.1 52,400 N
134, 400 133, 100 1.0 , 600 N
18, 000 17, ~1.1 7, 900 N
9,900 9, ~1.0 , 800 0
67,900 67, 200 -1.2 b7, 500 10.
81, 500 50, 600 -1.7 61,100 1
West Virginia . oo comanim e aaan 37,300 37, 100 -5 37,100 0
Wisconsin. ..o caimiimi i 82, 800 81, 500 —~1.8 82, 200 -+,
WFOmINg. . cvcceeicni i cccaoranencnes 7,800 7, 800 0 7,800 ]

Bource: Bureau of Labor Statistics, Department of Labor.

(e) Employees of nonprofit organizations

One of the major groups of wage earners not now protected by the unemploy-
ment compensation program is that of employees for nonprofit institutions.
This group includes about a million workers who are employed in hospitals;
schools; churches; welfare, literary,  scientific, and educational institutions.
Many of these individuals do exactly the same type of work as persons in the
same occupations working for private firms. They are subject to the same risk
of unemployment. Yet persons working for priyate firms are protected by
unemployment compensation; these workers are not.,

What are the reasons for discrimination against workers for organizations
whose objectives are humane, and whose concern is with the welfare of individuals?
Most of the reasons which have been given from time to time are bdsed on dis-
tinctions from commercial and industrial employers which are assumed to be
peculiar to nonprofit organizations,

The claim has been made that individuals working for nonprofit organizations
are not subject to the risks of unemployment; that such organizations make pro-
vision for their employces; that hospitals have to keep a full staff at all times to
be ready for any emergency; that teachers have tenure of office. '

As a matter of fact, representatives of hospitals have stated that 400 hospitals
closed during the depression; considerable unemployment must have resulted,
Even in 1940, the United States census found 22,700 teachers unemployed and
seeking work; this includes employees of both public and private schools, No-
figures are available concerning turn-over among service workers in hospital
and private schools and colleges—janitors, elevator operators, switchboard
operators, })rinters, editors, atcountants, cooks, maids, cleaning women, laun-
dresses, waitresses, watchmen, gardeners—but no one who has spent any time in
a hospital or a college dormitory can have been unconscious of the constant:
changes in the staff. No fund was available for paying benefits to these people
during periods of unemployment.
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It ie sometimes maintained that employers who sell a product or i service are
able to add the cost of the unemployment tax to the selling price, but that hos-
pitals or private schools produce no article for sale to which the cost of unemploy-
ment insurance could be added, . '

The basis for this argument is the thesis that these nonprofit organisations are
largely supported by donations and.by endowments, and that when people are
giving out of generosity, they should not be expected to give money for taxes also.

The answer to this argument lies in the need of the workers for the protection
of unemployment compensation. If the workers are subject to the risk of unem-
ployment, their need must be met in some way. Ibp all cases, their jobs will be
less attractive than would be similar work in covered employment. Those who
hecome unemployed may have to be astisted bf' payments made by the same pub-
lie-spirited citizens who support the nonprofit institution. Obviously, unemploy-
ment compensation ie the most eatisfactory device, both for society and the indi-
viduals, for taking care of this risk of unemployment.

If the insurance i# necessary, the amount of the contributions becomes as much a
legitimate cost of operating the organization as the fuel bills, and can be included
in the budget to be raised in the rsame manner as any other expenses,

Morcover, ‘‘nonprofit’’ is by no means synonymous with ‘charity.” Many of
the organizations excluded by this provirion do sell services, and could include
some or all of the cost of the insurance contribution in the price charge to students
,or patients,

(f) Domestic service employees

. The 1940 census reported 2.1 million workers empioyed in domestic service
in private families, Probably a very lar%e percentage of these workers is em-
ployed in families employing only one such worker., Again, a large number are
part-time or casual workers, This is precisely the greatest difficulty in covering
domestie service—that the employing units are small and scattered, and the
collection -of reports and contributions would be difficult and expensive, It has
always been assumed that making reports of wages, including payments in kind,
would be too difficult for housewives, but they seem to have done very well in
inastering the mathematics of point rationing. However, a stamp system has
been considered the most feasible method of- collection, for the small units em-
ploying domestie workers—as for small farm units, Any States which might
pioneer in covering these workers, and experiment-with methods of collecting
contributions, and paying benefits to them, would perform a useful service by
pointing the way to the coverage of these workers throughout the countl('iy. ’

The 1940 census contains the following distribution by States of domestio
workers in private families, including both those employed, and those who were
experienced workers seeking work:

United States..._.__ 2,327,159 Montana_ ..
e~ | Nebraska. . oeenecceccna-

Alabama___... e mmc . 765,061 [ Nevada..ov-vomumecanaan
Arizona. .. _________... 6, 821 | New Hampshire
Arkansas.__ .. _____.___.... 32,239 New Jersey. .. _.______..
Californis . - . o oomeaos 96, 886 | New Mexico... . ... ....
Colorado - cvcmmcccececae 12,991 | New York. .. ocuenan .
Connecticut_ . . .._. e 29, 844 | North Carolina
Delaware. ... cooccueoeno- 6, 935 | North Dakota_ . ._._...... .
District of Columbia____ ... 28 206{Ohio__. ... '
| 3115} o U6 1 Yo 72,662 | Oklahoma._ ..o ov v
Georgif - m e cecceecccacaaa 110,874 Oregon. oo
1daho e o aeae 4,065 | Pennsylvania_ ... ._..._._
THNOI8 - e e e eemmmem 104, 264 | Rhode Island . __..__......
Indiand._ oo ooannn —— 41, 837 | Bouth Carolina.... . ..cen.
TOWB e e e 32, 655 South Dakota.....ocv.._..
Kansas. ..oocoooonciaeaan « 22,808 | Tennessee__._._.__... PR
Kentueky oo 42,720 | Texas. .. covuenen
Touisians _ -« oo ceeeenea- 70,711 )Utah . oo e
Majne_ . . _.... - 15, 669 Vermont. ..o .o :
Maryland. .. .._....__ 45,262 | Virginia. . ... .. _..
Massachusetts 62, 096 | Washington_..._...
Michigan_ ..o cooocovaaaa 66, 502 | Weat Virginia_____..
Minnesot® _vcvevccvecoan 38, 749 | Wisconsin. .. ... ._.....
Mississippi- cccemocccmnana 52,419 Wyoming. . . ___._..___...
Missouri. . mcoccmcacaaaaa 58, 783 :
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OTHER BENEFITS
(_1) VARIOUS PROPOBALB ON TRAVEL ALLOWANCES

Section 706 of title VII of the original bill provides for the Federal
Paymenb of transportation costs, including that for dependents and
1uschold effects, of .civilian war workers to places where suitable
work is availabe with certain limitations on cost. Section 708 of
title VIT of the bill reported by the committee covers transportation
costs of war workers who left their homes after December 7, 1941, to
engage in war work, back to their homes or to places where suitable
work is available with certain additional limitation on costs, including
a limit of $200. The minority recommends that the substance of
the provision in the bill reported by the committee be adopted.

(2) VARIOUS PROPOSALS ON VETERANS' BENEFITS

Section 2 of the original bill provides for the payment of $25 per
week to unemployed veterans and $5 more to unemployed veterans
with dependents for a maximum benefit amount equivalent of 52
weeks of total unemployment., This provision is deleted from the
bill as reported by t{m committec., The minority recommends the
restoration of this provision in the original bill,

(83) REASONS FOR VETERANS' PROPOSAL OF MINORITY

(a) Dependents’ benefits not relief

It has been contended that no provision should be made for de-
pendents’ benefits of veterans, These benefits would make the un-
employraent compensation system into a relief system. Finally, it
might place veterans at a disadvantage in relation to civilians.

The minority contend that provision should be made for dependents’
benefits, at least for veterans, These benefits would not turn the
GI system of readjustment allowances into a relief system, Depend-
ents’ benelits have generally been recognized as socially desirable as

art of many unemployment compensation programs and have never
een considered to be part of a relief program. Some State unem-
ployment compensation laws now contain dependents’ benefits pro-
visions. The Canadian unemployment compensation system and
most of the European systems provide for dependents’ benefits. The
versions of the GI bill passed by the Senate in 1944 had such depend-
ents’ benefits which were deleted by the House of Representatives.

The allotment law passed by Congress provides for mandatory
payments to dependents of servicemen while they are in military
service. Certainly the allotment law is not a relief measure. Nor do
the dependents’ benefits provisions in our proposal introduce ad-
ministrative difficulties for the Veterans’ Administration. Under the
allotment law, information on the number of dependents and who-
they are with respect to each serviceman is now available and could
be easily made available for the payment of dependents’ benefits
under the minority proposal, ’



EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENBATION 65

(0) Veterans benefits compared with allotments

The GI bill now pays an unemployed veteran with at least 90 days
of military service $20 for each week of total unemployment for a
period ranging from 24 to 52 weeks of unemployment which may be
consecutive or nonconsecutive, depending upon his length of military
service. The effect of our proposal would be to raise the readjustment
allowances paid to single veterans from $20 to $26 and from $20 to
$30 for thosc with dependents. It would also correct certain inequities
which now exist in the GI bill of rights. Of the 12,200,000 persons
in milita1y service in July 1945, 60 percent had no dependents and
40 percent had one or more dependents, :

here are civilians in some States who are now allowed more than
$20 a week, which is payable to a single veteran or to a veteran with
dependents. Under our proposal the minimum payable to any veteran
would be $25, whereas the maximum payable to a civilian would be
$25, and the actual payments to civilians can be less than $25.
The veteran who comes back and who has two dependents—for
example, a wife and child—at home will get less unemployment com-
pensation under the GI bill of rights than his wife had been getting
in her monthly allotment check while he was in the military service.
In other words, such a veteran comes home and joins his family; he
becomes ‘quite an expense to his family if he is unemployed. In
terms of money income, his family was better off when he was in the
Army. Under the allotment law the Government recognuzed that it
requires more than $20 a week for a vetceran’s wife to take care of her-
self and two or more children. If there is more than one child the
veteran would get considerably less while unemployed than his family
got while he was in the Army.,

Furthermore, the situation is made worse bfv the fact that while in
the service the veteran was drawing a salary, rations, clothing,
lodging, and the like, yet while an unemployed ex-serviceman he 138
adding his 1ivin% expenses to the family budget, although the family
income has not been increased.

O



