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POSSIBLE EXTENSION OF THE FEDERAL
SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION PROGRAM

FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 16, 1983

U.S. SENATE,
COoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 12:05 p.m., in room
SD-138, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Robert Dole (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Dole and Heinz.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press release No. 83-179 from the Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, Aug. 26, 1983]

FiNANCE CoMMITTEE SETS HEARING ON FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION
PrOGRAM

The Honorable Robert J. Dole (R., Kansas), Chairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, announced today that the Committee will hold a hearing on Friday, Septem-
ber 16, 1983, on the Federal Sup&emental Compensation (FSC) Pro%':m. The FSC
program provides additional weeks of unemployment compensation benefits to un-
emploged workers who have exhausted all regular State benefits and any Federal-
State Extended Benefits which may be available. The FSC program is scheduled to
expire on September 30, 1983.

B ’I_‘l}:ﬁ hearing will begin at 2 p.m. in Room SD-215 of the Dirksen Senate Office
uilding.

In announcing the hearing, Senator Dole noted that “July drop in unemployment
was great news for all Americans. The positive indicators of 1982 are beginning to
pay off in the numbers that matter most—jobs for Americans.”

‘However,” Senator Dole continued, “we still have a way to go before the unem-
ployment rate reaches an acceptable level. Therefore, this hearing will present a
valuable opportunity for the Finance Committee to consider the role of the FSC pro-
gram in providing benefits to those who remain unemployed.”

“It is also important to remember that the FSC program has already been ex-
tended twice and will have provided benefits to approximately 5 million individuals
at a cost of some $5.6 billion by the end of September,” Senator Dole concluded. “In
considering whether a third extension is warranted, the Committee will want to
keep cost factors in mind. There is widespread agreement among economists and
others that the large deficits facing us in the future could jeopardize the current
recovexgl.' ’Further Federal deficit spending, for whatever purpose, must be carefully

weighe

[Press release No. 83-179 (revised) from the Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, Sept. 14, 1983)

SENATE FINANCE CoMMITTEE RESCHEDULES FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION
PrOGRAM HEARING

Senator Robert J. Dole (R., Kansas), Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee,
announced today that the Committee hearing on the Federal Supplemental Com-
sensation Program, which was originally scheduled for 2 p.m. on Friday, September

16, 1983 has been rescheduled.
(1)
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The hearing will now begin at 12:00 r.m., Friday, September 16, 1983, in room
SD-188, of the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

Also present: Rod DeArment, chief counsel, and Michael Stern,

minority staff director.
The CHAIRMAN. We moved this hearing from 2 o’clock until noon.

I hope that has not inconvenienced too many people, but there
were a number of conflicts that might occur later on. Several Sena-
tors wanted to leave town early today, and we have indicated to
those Senators that we would first call on Secretary Donovan.

I would say, Mr. Secretary, that we have followed the testimony
of your department in the House. I would like to insert a statement
in the record welcoming you to the committee and indicating the
committee’s willingness to try to face up to the problem of continu-

ing high unemployment.

Today’s hearing focuses on the Federal supplemental compensa-
tion program, which will -expire on September 30. I have reviewed
the 18-month extension proposal of the administration and I cer-
tainly support that objective. I think you have properly responded
to this country’s serious unemployment problems. I would hope we
could work out a bipartisan approach to this problem. With that, I

would put my statement in the record.
[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DoLE

It is my pleasure to welcome the Secretary of Labor, Ray Donovan, to the Finance
Committee today. The committee appreciates the willingness of the Secretary to
alter his schedule to appear at this earlier hour than we had originally planned.

Today’'s hearing focuses on the Federal supplemental compensation program
which will expire on September 30. I have reviewed the administra*ion’s proposal to
extend the program for 18 months and I support that proposal. The administration
has properly responded to the serious unemployment problems which persist in
many parts of the country despite the continuing strong recovery.

The Federal supplemental compensation (FSC) program was part of the Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982. Unemployed individuals began receiv-
ing benefits under the temporary program of September 12, 1982 and the program
has been expanded and extended twice. The current extension, part of the Social
Security Amendments of 1983, expires on September 30 unless Congress takes quick
action. 1 applaud the administration for proposing this historic extension. An 18-
month FSC program would provide necessary assurances to newly unemployed indi-
viduals or those who may face layoffs that these emergency unemployment benefits
will be available beyond some arbitrary date. An 18-month extension also enables
the Congress to evaluate the program now and provide an extension of sufficient
length to provide some degree of certainty for the beneficiaries and the administra-
tors of the program.

As chairman of the Finance Committee which has jurisdiction over the Federal
unemployment insurance system, I appreciate the fact that the FSC program repre-
sents a significant financial commitment on the part of all American taxpayers to
assist unemployed workers during a difficult period. The FSC program will have

aid benefits to over 5 million people at a cost of some $5.6 billion by the end of

eptember. The extension ’IProposed y the administration would add another $3 bil-
lion to that commitment. This is not an expenditure which can be taken lightly and
it deserves serious consideration by the House and the Senate.

Beyond this FSC extension, it is difficult to see that further action, as some have
proposed on the permanent extended benefits (EB) program, can be justified. Some,
in the Senate and in the House, would rollback the EB program reforms which
passed as part of the 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act. Such reversals of
sound policy reforms would not only add to the Federal and State Government costs
for unemﬁloyment rograms,; but would also increase the payroll tax burden which
already threatens the prosperity of many small and medium sized businesses. This
is surely not an action to be taken at this delicate point in the economic recovery.
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I hope my colleagues on the Finance Committee and in the Senate will keep in
mind the progress already made toward improving the employment picture when
considering the FSC extension. I would remind them that when the program
was put into effect just 1 year ago, the total unemployment rate nationally was 9.8
percent and rising. By December of 1982, that rate had peaked at 10.8 percent. At
one point in the recession, 11.4 million Americans were out of work. Steady econom-
ic growth has occurred since December and economists are basically optimistic that
continued improvement is in our future. Unemployment has experienced a steady
decline. This summer the unemployment rate had its largest 1-month decline since
1969 with the rate dropping from 10 percent to 9.5 percent. This represents employ-
ment growth of more than 2.5 million jobs and the increase in production in many
sectors should lead to significant improvement in the months ahead.

Yet, there can be no denying that unemployment is the most serious problem
facing the country on the domestic front. Long-term unem;:i?ment has grown and
the problem of dislocated workers has been well documented. The administration,
through its support of the Job Training Partnership Act and its efforts to develop
programs for retraining, has initiated the appropriate response to what must be con-
sidered “structural unemployment.” For those unlikely to return to previous jobs,

this retraining can make a real difference.

The Federal supplemental compensation program is designed to provide limited
financial support on a short-term basis. The proposal presented by the administra-
tion today improves the current program by targeting benefits more effectively and
simplifying program administration. I urge Congress to move quickly to approve

this FSC extension.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me call on you, Secretary Donovan.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAYMOND J. DONOVAN, SECRETARY, US.
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY BERT LEWIS, AD-
MINISTRATOR, OFFICE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY; DAN BEN-
JAMIN, ACTING ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY; JAMES
VAN ERDEN, CHIEF ACTUARY, UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE
SERVICE; AND CAROLYN M. GOLDING, DIRECTOR, UNEMPLOY-
MENT INSURANCE SERVICE

Secretary DoNovaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I will just try to summarize my statement in a minute or two,
and will submit it for the record.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be made a part of the record as though
given in full.

Secretary DoNovAN. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, since I am sure you are aware of the testimony
we gave in the House last Tuesday, I would like to point out that
my testimony today is, of course, identical. But I would just like to
stress that I agree with you, and the statement that you have
made, that this 18-month extension of the Federal supplemental
compensation is historic.

It is historic for the obvious reason that has not been suggested
before. It gives continuity and predictability, and it expresses, in
my view and in the President’s view, a very balanced approach be-
tween fiscal responsibility and the true human costs and pain that
have been experienced during this recession by the unemployed.

-It is extremely responsible in my view, and it forces all of us to
focus at one time on this balance, rather than on a 6-month piece-
meal extension where that focus is not very clear. The last exten-
sion is an example of this lack of focus. The cost of that last exten-
sion—now, this is the fiscal side—was two and a half times what
we and the Congress expected it would be at the time it was en-

acted.
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So, these are the major reasons that we are suggesting this ap-
proach. We obviously agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that we hope
this is addressed in a constructive and bipartisan manner, because,
in ou; view, it is critically important that this type of legislation be
passed.

I will submit my prepared text.
[The prepared statement of Secretary Donovan follows:]



STATEMENT OF RAYMOND J. DONOVAN
SECRETARY OF LABOR
BEFORE THE
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
UNITED STATES SENATE

September 16, 1983

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
I am pleased to have the opportunity to address you today.
When I testified before the Committee in February, I ex-
pressed optimism regarding both the recovery of the economy
and a corresponding reduction in the burden of unemployment.
My optimism concerning the economic recovery certainly has
been justified; the recovery has been more vigorous than anyone
anticipated. A
We have achieved substantial economic growth in the last
9 months, along with a lowering of inflation and signficant
reduction in unemployment. Real gross national product rose
at an annual rate of 5.9 percent in the first half of 1983,
while industrial production rose at an annual rate of 17.5
percent. At the same time, the unemployment rate has fallen
from its peak of 10.8 percent in December of 1982 to 9.5 percent
in August, reflecting an employment growt@ of 2.5 million jobs.
Moreover, these gains were achieved with very little inflation;
the Consumer Price Index rose only 2.4 percent in the 12 months
ending in July 1983,
I continue to be optimistic about the economic recovery.
I believe that much of the current unemployment problem will

be solved through sustained, stable economic growth over the



next several years. This expansion, however, is not likely
to reduce unemployment as quickly as we would like. Unemploy~-
ment continues to be a major problem for many families, including
many job seekers who have demonstrated a firm attachment to
the labor force in the past. Given our current high level
of unemployment and our experience in previous economic recov=-
eries, it seems clear that we can expect only a gradual decline
in unemployment.

This Administration believes strongly, as does the Con-
gress, that the burden of unemployment must not fall solely
on those unable to find work., The task for this Committee
and the Administration is to balance our concern for the unem-
ployed worker against those economic policies that will foster
and sustain the economic recovery. Our only hope for achieving
continuing reductions in unemployment is through long-term,
vigorous economic growth.

I am here today to present an Administration proposal
to both modify and extend the Federal Supplemental Compensation
(FSC) program. I believe that the propcsal not only will relieve
a great deal of the unemployment burden in the coming months,
but it also will recognize current budget realities. Let me
briefly highlight the major components of the proposal.

We are proposing to continue the FSC program for 18 months,
through March 31, 1985. An 18 month extension of the program

would acknowledge the likelihood, based on past recessions,



that unemployment is likely to decrease gradually during this
period of the economic recovery. Given these expectations,
one 18-month extension is far preferable to a series of short-
term, last minute extensions. A longer term extension will
assure unemployed workers that needed financial assistance
will be available, while permitting Congress to address the
full costs of the program,

As part of an FSC extension, we are also proposing a modifi-
cation to the current program that will provide a much-needed
simplification of benefit determination, anq a level of benefits
appropriate for the recovery that is taking place. Specifically,
we propose to replace the existing four tiers of FSC benefits
spanning 8 to 14 weeks, with a more streamlined three-tiered
program providing 6 to 10 weeks of benefits for individuals.
Varying durations of FSC benefits would be based on the following

insured unemployment rates in a State:

5 percent or more -~ 10 weeks
4 but less than S
percent - 8 weeks

Under 4 percent - 6 weeks

This proposal would enable us to continue eligibility
of FSC recipients who are now drawing benefits according to

the schedule I just set out. However, the proposal does not



contain a reach-back provision to provide additional weeks

of benefits for those individuals now drawing FSC or for those

who have exhausted their FSC eligilibity. We are sympathetic

to the plight of the long-term unemployed. At the same time,

we do not believe that all of their neeas can be met through

the unemployment insurance system. The current system has
provided Ul benefits of up to 65 weeks for many individuals.

In light of the strong economic recovery, and severe constraints
on resources, it is inappropriate to continue extending additional
weeks of FSC benefits to those who became unemployed in a previous
period. The Administr&tion will not accept FSC legislation

that includes a reach-back provision.

We believe this proposal is both fair and fiscally responsi=-
ble, and that it will improve the effectiveness of this vital
assistance program. Extenaing the program fot 18 rather than
6 months will assure needed financial assistance for those
who do not immediately share in the fruits of the economic
recovery. At the same time, the pace of economic recovery
and administrative complexity of the present program argue
for returning to a simple three-tiered program such as was
originally enacted thig time last year. Finally, the avoid-
ance of reach-back provisions would target available resources
on those individuals who become unemployed in the coming months.

I would stress that we propose to deal with the current

problem of high unemployment through an extension of the temporary



FSC program. Because it {s inappropriate to adaress a temporary
problem through changes to a permanent program, the Administra-
tion strongly opposes any changes to the Extended Benefit program.
I am convinced that legislation changing the Extended Benefit
program would not be approved by the President.

Our proposal for a modified, 18 month FSC program would
cost $3.3 billion. Approximately $1.0 billion of this amount
would be spent during the first six months of the program through
March of 1984, with the remaining $2.3 billion expended over
the ensuing 12 months. Benefit outlays would be $2.2 billion
in Fiscal Year 1984 and $1.1 billion in Fiscal Year 1985.
We Selieve that this is the maximum amount of resources that

can be devoted to additional FSC expenditures during these

periods.

We also urge that Congress reconsider those elements of
the Employment Act of 1983 (S. 1023) that have not been enacted,
particularly the proposals for an FSC job voucher program,
which would permit claimants to convert their 1"SC benefits
into a voucher that would help them get a job, and a youth
differential minimum wage for summer employment., We continue
to believe that these proposals are needed to provide employers
with added incentives to hire FSC recipients and inexperienced
youths.

In closing, I wish to express both the Administration's
and my personal concern that the condition of those now facing
unemployment be improved. As the economy continues its strong
recovery, our proposal to extend and modify FSC will help meet
the immediate needs of the long term unemployed.

I continue to be optimistic about the year ahead, and
believe that the proposal ! have discussed today is essential
to assure future prosperity and the equitable sharing in that
prosperity by all Americans.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I

and my staff will be glad to answer any questions you may have.
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The CHAIRMAN. I would say, Mr. Secretary, as we have done in
the past, we will be working with you and the people in your de-
partment. There may be, in fact, some questions that I will submit
to you in writing. What we hope to do today is make a good record,
have that reviewed by the staff and all of those who have an inter-
est, the people who benefit, the people who pay, and those of us in
government who have the responsibility for the program and its
development.

In the last 2'. years we have always worked in a bipartisan fash-
ion. Largely through your efforts and efforts of others in the
House, the Senate, and the White House, we have been able, I
think, to satisfy the just concerns of organized labor, the unem-
ployed, and the taxpayers. We seek to do that now. We are not in-
terested in undoing the reforms of 1981.

The Federal Government pays the full cost of the FSC benefits,
as I understand it. What was the cost last year?

Secretary DoNOVAN. About $5.6 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, $5.6 billion is a lot of money. We would not
share the view of the House, I hope, in expanding the program to
include people who may have been unemployed in 1979. There are
certain limits to how far we can go, despite the concerns many
people have, so I appreciate your testimony. Your testimony will be
made a part of the record. I will submit some questions. Perhaps
some of the technical people might remain during the hearing.

Secretary DoNovAN. That would be fine, Mr. Chairman. If you
would allow me, I would like to stress the point that you made. In
trying to summarize my statement, I left it out, but it is in the tes-
timony. I think it is critical. In fact, I am convinced it is critical in
the President’s mind, that the extended benefit program that we
instituted together back in 1981 not be affected by the decisions
now.

We are talking about unemployed people who are going off bene-
fits October 1. That is what this legislation is aimed at.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary. We appre-
ciate it.

Secretary DoNovaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Specter, would you like to go next? Let
me say that Senator Specter has no questions. He is not on the
committee. He is simply going to testify, and that is why he is here.
You may be excused, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary DoNovAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARLEN SPECTER, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE
STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for invit-
ing me to join you on the panel, even if it does not extend my
rights to the range of cross examination. I have done enough of
that during my career so far to foreclose it a bit. I thank you also
for the invitation to stay in this position to present my testimony.

I have an extended statement which I ask be made a part of the
record, and I will summarize my views briefly, if that is acceptable

to the chairman.
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‘Tgf CHAIRMAN. It is not only acceptable, it would be highly de-
sirable.

Senator SpecTer. Well, there is always a call for brevity, even
though it is seldom achieved in these august halls. I know that the
chairman whispered politely about a plane to catch. It is Friday
afternoon. I will be brief.

I believe that it is vital that unemployment compensation be ex-
tended beyond the September 30 date, because of the very serious
situation which confronts 10% million Americans who are unem-
ployed, a number which includes some 620,000 Pennsylvanians who
are unemployed.

During the course of the August recess, I had an occasion to
travel extensively in Pennsylvania, to hold open houses in Wilkes-
Barre, Scranton, York, Gettysburg, Chambersburg, Pittsburgh,
Erie, Mercer, Butler, and in many places through the State, and
the sessions were attended in significant numbers by people who
are out of work.

These people, by and large, had made sincere efforts to find
work, but simply could not do so. Although we talk about an eco-
nomic recovery, and I think there are some incipient signs of it, al-
though I do not wish to draw the conclusion that we are recover-
ing, there are in fact many parts of the nation which have not ben-
efited from the recovexéy.

Senator Heinz could not have entered at a more appropriate
time, because a State which has been in a very serious situation is
our own State of Pennsylvania, relying very heavily on smokestack
industries such as the steel and coal industries, where there are
massive numbers of those, especially from western Pennsylvania,
who remain unemplot;ed. That effect is across the State as well; in
the Lehi.Fh Valley, where I had an open house, where people have
been laid off by Bethlehem Steel, or in Johnstown, again, by Beth-
lehem Steel, and all across the State.

The legislation which I have introduced would extend for a 6-
month period, and I have no special pride of authorship in my leg-
islation. I am confident that the Congress and the Senate under the
leadership of the distinguished chairman of the Finance Committee
will move ahead on this field.

The legislation which I have introduced would further eliminate
the 120-percent trigger factor, which really makes no sense in
today’s economy. The Federal supplemental compensation benefits
have triggered off for all but two States, and that is unrealistic in
terms o Pennsi;lvania’s situation, for example, where there are
10.8 percent of the peoile who are unemployed at the present time.

On August 5, when the percentage drop(fed by one-twentieth of 1
percent, some 45,000 families were denied unemployment benefits
in Pennsylvania by that one factor alone, and I think it is a matter
of basic justice to eliminate that triggering factor.

During the course of the recess, I took the occasion to visit some
unempl(gment compensation offices in Wilkes-Barre, Scranton,
and in Pittsburgh, and stood for more than an hour behind the
tables, for example, in Pittsbur%h, as people came up to apply for
their unemployment compensation benefits., During the course of
that period of time, I could not master the intricacies of basic un-
employment, extended and supplemental. Those words defy logical
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definition. They really mean about the same thing, as you look at
the dictionary definition, but they mean very different things
under very technical applications as the laws have been written.

I believe that the comprehensive legislation introduced by Sena-
tor Heinz and Senator Byrd which was the subject of testimony
earlier this week in the House of Representatives would be a signif-
icant step forward if adopted. The unemployment compensation
laws are extrordinarily complicated. I can say that one Philadel-
phia lawyer does not understand them after taking a fairly close
look, and it is expecially disheartening for those who have to be in
the unemployment lines to wait those long periods of time, and see
clerks who have such a complex matter to explain.

So, I am hopeful that a number of things will be accomplished,
that we will promptly extend the period beyond September 30, and
give assurances to those who are unemployed that that will be
done, and that the long range solution as proposed by the Heinz-
Byrd bill will be taken into account. I am hopeful that the trigger-
ing factor will be eliminated, and that there may even be a sense of
optimism _expressed by others in the Senate that I would voice for
ﬁose who are unemﬁ)loyed at the present time, and who are fearful
tht their benefits will lapse on September 30, that that will in fact
not happen. I am hopeful that the Congress is determined to
extend the benefits, and the administration will concur in that, so
that people will be able to have the basic moneys to keep body and
soul together.

I thank the Chair.

[The prepared statement of Senator Specter follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF U.S. SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER

Mr. Chairman, thank you for thc opportunity to testify
on the'extension of unemployment benefits.

Yesterday I introduced a bill to ensure that millions
of American workers who are still unemployed as a result of
the recent recession will continue to be able to receive extended
unemployment compensation benefits. Specifically, my bill would
extend the federal supplemental compcnsation (FSC) érogram from
October 1, 1983 through March 31, 1984, a six month extension
beyond the present deadline of September 30, 1983. My bill
will also ensure that workers whose benefits have expired on
September 30 remain eligible for the so-called 'reach back"
provisions contained in the Social Security bill passed last
March. However, simple extension of the FSC program is not
enough. In addition, my bill would suspend the 120% "trigger"
requirement for the extended benefits program, which‘provides
13 weeks of extended benefits (beyond the normally provided
26 weeks).

The federal supplemental compensation program provides
up to 24 weeks of federally funded unemployment benefits to
individuals who have exhausted their regular and extended bene-
fits. Over three million workers have received federal supple-
mental benefits in the past six months; if we do not act now
to extend the program many of those presently receiving benefits
will be cut-off as of September 30; in addition, given present
unemployment rates, millions more will e*haust their regular

and extended benefits without having found a job. The situation

26-764 O—84——2 .
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is, in some respects, even worse now than it was in April 1983,
when we last extended the federal supplemental compensation
program, because all but two states have now triggered '"off"
from the extended benefit program. Under that program, which

is permanent, 13 weeks of benefits beyond the '"regular" 26 weeks
are provided under the following conditions: (1) the State's
insured unemployment rate is over 6%; (2) the State's insured
.unemployment rate is in the range of 5%-6% and for the past

13 weeks the rate is 120% of the rate for the comparable period
during the past two years.

For millions of Americans the recession is not yet over.

Our unemployment rate still stands at over 9%; really a stag-
geringly high figure compared to any other period since World

War II. Furthermore, the overall rate merely represents an
average throughout the nation. In many states and individual
communities the rate is much higher. In Pennsylvania, the state-
wide rate presently stands at 10.8%; in Beaver, Cambria, Cameron,
Fayette and Somerset counties the rate is over 20%. In Cameron
county, the rate is an almost unbelievable 29%.

Our unemployment statistics tell a grim story; but statis-
tics are just numbers. To understand what the statistics really
mean, in human terms, it is necessary to see and listen to the
actual human beings whom the statistics represent. During a
recent tour of Pennsylvania, I visited a number of unemployment
offices and held thirteen open houses. Over and over again

I heard stories of people who had worked all their lives but
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now for the first time have found themselves out of work for
extended periods, often more than a year. Many of these people
are highly skilled; virtually all of them have deep roots in
their communities. 'It 1Is not easy for them to cope with the
loss of their jobs. For most, unemployment benefits are the
only means they have of survival, other than simply going on
welfare.

In communities like those I have mentioned, which have
unemployment rates of over 15%, the continuation of unemployment
benefits is not only essentisl to the individuals who are receiv-
ing it, but also to the continued well-being of the entire com-
munity. Unemployment compensation benefits are not spent on
luxuries. They are used to make mortgage payments, buy gro-
ceries, and for other necessities of life. In these communities
the cut-off of unemployment insurance benefits would have seri-
ous repercussions for the whole economic structure of the com-
munity.

Unemployment insurance benefits thus represent not only
humanitarian assistance for individuals, but they also are the
means of insuring that a bad overall economic situation does
not become even worse, as happened during the Great Depression.
There is hardly any doubt that with unemployment levels at the
depression levels they have been during the past two years,

a major reason we have not had the kind of total economic col-
lapse that occurred after 1929 is because of our safety net

programs, such as unemployment insurance.
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There is ample precedent for the bill I am introducing
today. Indeed, conditions are far worse today than they have
been in the past when Congress has acted both to suspend the
120% trigger requirement for the 13 week extended benefit pro-
gram and to provide federal supplemental compensation. For
example, federal supplemental benefits were provided in 1972
when total unemployment was six percent, and in 1975-1977 when
unemployment was in the range of 6-8 percent. Since the carly
1970's Congress has suspended the 120% trigger requirement on
no less than eight separate occasions, on all of which the unem-
ployment rate was much lower than the current rate.

One of the obvious problems with the 120% trigger require-
ment, in particular, in today's environment, is that it is keyed
to the insured unemployment rate rather than the total unemploy-
ment rate. According to the latest "trigger" notice from the
Department of lLabor, dated August 20, 1983, all but two states
have now triggered "off' the extended benefits program. Penn-
sylvania triggered off the program on August 6, 1983. The rea-
son most states have triggered "off" is that their insured rates
have fallen below 6% and since their insured rates have been
decreasing, they cannot meet the 120% trigger 'on'" requirement.

Given the actual unemployment rate in many states, this result

is unconscionable.

'

Today the percentage of unemployed workers receiving unem-
ployment benefits, {.e., those who make up the insured unemploy-

ment rate, have dropped to an all time low - 38%. Historically,
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as much as 70-80 percent of unemployed workers have been eligi-
ble for unemployment compensation benefits. The disparity be-
tween the insured unemployment rate and the total unemployment
rate is very disturbing; at least part of the cause is the fact
that so many workers have exhausted benefits during this reces-
sion. Thus, the fact that this recession has been so severe
has, ironically, produced a situation where fewer of our unem-
ployed workers than at any time in history are actually eligible
for unemployment compensation benefits.

The 120% trigger requirement was really designed to deal
with short, sharp recessions. This was the typical nature of
the recessions we experienced between 1945 and 1975. Today,
however, we are faced with an entirely different situation.
This recession is without parallel in our post-war history.

As we come out of it, many communities are being left behind

in an economic sense. We have a long way to go to return to
anything like full employment, yet under present law workers

in only two states will presently qualify for the thirteen weeks
of extended benefits. In FY 1983 over 4 million workers ex-
hausted their regular benefits; we can anticipate that over

3 million workers will exhaust their regular benefits in FY
1984. For these workers the 13-week extended benefits program
represents an essential first level of additional protection.

I believe -that in today's environment the 120% trigger require-
ment is totally unrealistic, and I hope that a majority of my

colleagues will join me in voting to suspend it.
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* Clearly, this system is not working when over 607% of the
unemployed workers in this country do not receive benefits and
many states are hopelessly mired in debt., As part of the long-
term solution to this problem, I have cosponsored legislation

by Senator Heinz and Senator Byrd which provides for a comprehen-

sive overhaul of existing law.

In the short term, we need to take prompt action on the
legislation which I have discussed. If we do not act by Septem-
ber 30, 1983, the combined result of the termination of both
federal supplemental compensation and extended benefits will

be devastating to millions of unemployed workers and the com-
munities in which they live.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Specter. I would
just thank you for your present interest and past sugport, alon
with Senator Heinz. Pennsylvania is one of the key States face
with high rates of unemployment. It has suffered more than many
other States. I am not sure where you rank, but it must be very
high, along with Michigan and other industrial States.

It is my understanding that there may be a 45-day extension sent
over b%' the House next week. That would extend the program
through November 15. I think we could deal with it by September
30 in its totality, but if that is the case, we will have some more

ime. '

I would also share the concern expressed by both Pennsylvania
Senators, Senator Durenberger, Senator Quayle, and Senator
Hatch, who were in our meeting yesterday with Mr. Stockman,
that we might be able to work out in that same time frame some
health care benefits for the unemployed. That is a matter of par-
ticular concern, I know, to both of the Pennsylvania Senators. One
difference between the Senate approach on that and the House is
that we intend to pay for our pro%‘ram through reductions in
spending or some revenue measures. It just seems to us to be bad
policy to start enacting new entitlement programs that could be
around for a long time without funding those programs.

I would say to those on the House side, if they really want health
care for the unemployed, they should be prepared to finance it.

Senator SPECTER. Mr. Chairman, would this be an appropriate
time for some exfpression of hope that the unemployment benefits
will be extended from all current predictions?

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator SPECTER. I know that there are many people out there
who are very worried that that is not going to happen.

The CHAIRMAN. Obviously, we have a responsibility that we are
going to fulfill. I fgueas;:s; sometimes we go down to the wire, and we
are now not far from September 30. Yesterday, I visited with the
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, and there is no
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doubt in my mind that he will have a bill over here in time for us
to deal with, if not the full 18 months, at least a temporary exten-
sion to give us time to work on a full program.

Senator SPECTER. So that people will be assured that benefits will
not lapse as «f September 30?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.

Do you have questions of Senator Specter, Senator Heinz? Or
maybe you want to clear up some of the things that I said.

enator HEiNz. Well, we will try, but not too hard. Mr. Chair-
man, thank you.

First of all, let me commend Senator Specter on his testimony.
He has truly been a leader here in the Senate on programs that
affect the unemployed, not only with respect to urging extensions
of the Federal supplemental benefits program, targeting its assist-
ance to those States and those people most in need, but he has
done an outstanding job in advancing, with your help, Mr. Chair-
man, as well as the great involvement of others, Senator Duren-
berger; and me, health insurance for the unemployed.

I /might add, Mr. Chairman, that we look forward to moving

ahead this month on the Senate floor with health insurance for.the
unemployed. I do not think it is unfair to say that the meeting that
you, I, Senator Specter, and others had yesterday, I think, has re-
solved the barriers here in the Senate as far as I can see them at
thig time to the Senate Fassa e of health insurance for the unem-
ployed. This will come, I think, as good news to those people who
aremost afflicted by the recession.
t me add, Mr. Chairman, that we have a terribly important job
here with respect to FSB. The administration is to be commended
in sending down an 18-month extension of the program. That is
nearly unprecedented for any administration, Republican or Demo-
cratlic. It is not an inexpensive decision. It is priced between nearly
$3 and $3.3 billion.

There are some difficulties that I personally have with some of
the {details of the administration’s proposal. For example, we need
to deal with the issue of reachbacks. That was not proposed by the
administration. There are a large and significant number of people
whose benefits have been exhausted. Some 800,000 have lost their
benefits, their Federal supplemental benefits since the program
was enacted.

One group of them who lost their benefits- before March 31 of
this year did benefit from a reachback of approximately 6 weeks.
For those who have triggered off since March 31 of this year, I sus-
pect a lot of them are in West Virginia as well as in Pennsylvania,
seeing the distinguished Governor of West Virginia before us, there
will have been no additional assistance in spite of the fact that that
group of people who would have triggered off beginning April 1 is
obviously a group of people who have been without now for going
on or what will have been nearly 6 months. So, we need to address
our attention to that.

Second, I understand that the administration has to have a pro-
gram that will have the maximum amount of political support. It
does strike me that in offering 10 weeks of benefits to States such
as Pennsylvania which have a loipercent unemployment rate,
while offering 6 weeks of extended Federal supplemental benefits
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to States that may have a total unemployment rate of 5 percent or
an insured unemployment rate of less than 4 percent, we are not
targeting as effectively as we should the resources that the admin-
istration proposes to expend.

I think these are subjects we want to get into with our other wit-
nesses who are here today. I will not dwell upon them at length. I
do not think that any of these are insoluble, although usually noth-
ing is for free. I can think of some ways to offset some of these
costs, but I am not sure, Mr. Chairman, that for an 18-month pro-

ram we could do everything that needs to be done within the
udget suggested here by the administration.

I would hope, however, that we would be able to enact a program
of sufficient duration that it is not, as we have seen for the past
year and a half, an on again, off again, on again, off again, Perils
of Pauline kind of exercise. It is bed enough for us in Congress. It
is worse for the people Senator Specter has visited trying to admin-
ister the program in the unemployment office, but it is intolerable
and inhuman for people who must go to the unemployment office
to find that maybe there is some help for them and maybe there is
not, depending on which day of the week they show up.

That is not the kind of unemployment compensation system any
of us feels proudly about. It is the kind of change that I think the
administration understands is needed when they take this step for-
ward on the FSB (frogram.

I would only add, as I am sure the chairman knows, that Sena-
tor Byrd and I have introduced more comprehensive, more sweep-
ing legislation. It needs to be looked at carefully. We should not
rush ahead with it, but I think we do not want to procrastinate on
overhauling our system either.

It is my hope, Mr, Chairman, and it will be possible that at a
convenient but not too distant time we may be able to hold hear-
ings of the Finance Committee to explore in some depth the kinds
of reform of what is now the extended benefit/Federal supplemen-
tal benefit program, so that we can get a more effective program,
and one which for a variety of reasons when we deal with it piece-
meal always ends up with, frankly, the neediest States having to
give a lot away to the less needy States in order to get the votes to
pass the program.

Let us not kid ourselves. That is what has been happening. We
have been having to dilute our efforts on behalf of the neediest in
order to get the 218 votes plus in the House and the 51 votes plus
in the Senate. Some people may say, well, that is politics. It is also
bad public policy.

One of the reasons that I want to close on the note of commend-
ing the administration for its 18-month program is that I think it
has come to understand that short-term programs end up hurtin
those most in need. I commend them for looking down the road an
understanding some of the basic problems we have learned to face.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hope Senator Specter will answer

that question.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes is the answer. Thank you. [General laugh-

ter.]
Did you want to answer him, Arlen?
Senator SPECTER. I already have, really.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, let me say, the cost of the administration’s
18-month program, as I understand it, is about $3.3 billion, rather
than $1.5 or $2 billion, so it is an expensive program. As I
have indicated earlier privately to Senator Heinz, and I will to Sen-
ator Byrd, we will have appropriate hearings at an early date on
the Byrd-Heinz proposal, wlgich is, as I understand it, sweeping in
nature. Well, maybe not sweeping, but certainly different from the

proposal before us.
Senator HEINz. Just call it comprehensive and responsible, Mr.

Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. That is right. It is a comprehensive, responsihle,

sweeping program.

Senator HEINz. That is fine with me. [General laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. So we will all work on that.

We are now very honored to have the distinguished Governor of
West Virginia, Mr. Rockefeller, with us. We will be pleased to hear
wur testimony, unless you wish to be heard with Senator Byrd.

hy don’t you just go ahead and proceed individually?

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER 1V, GOVERNOR,
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, ACCOMPANIED BY JACK CANFIELD,
COMMISSIONER, WEST VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOY-
MENT SECURITY

tthovernor RockerFeLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
at.

I just have a very brief summary, which I will submit as my own
testimony as Governor of West Virginia. Also, I will be submitting
a statement for the record on behalf of the National Governors As-
sociation,

I have with me on my left, Mr. Chairman, Jack Canfield, who is
commissioner of employment security for the State of West Vir-
ginia, and by definition therefore a very active gentleman. He is
also president-elect of the Interstate Conference of Employment Se-
curii(;iy Agencies.

I do not come to talk against any program, but specifically to
talk for one from a State’s point of view, Mr. Chairman. Obviously,
we want to see the Federal susplemental program extended beyond
the 30th. I think nobody would disagree with that.

I come from a State, as Senator Heinz indicated, that has had
very significant unemployment for quite a while now, and we are
in fact over 17 percent still as measured by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. As we measure it ourselves, it is over 14. Either is intol-
erable. So we are intimately familiar with this whole problem, and
the safety net factor that stands between people who are accus-
tomed to working, have been working all their lives, are laid off for
one or another reasons, and then what stands between them and
the welfare grogram.

We have had an extraordinary expenditure of money on unem-
ployment benefits in West Virginia, unprecedented in our history,
in the last number of months. We deal with that as best we can,
but we find that in the administration of this program, from our
State’s point of view, we feel, as do Senator Byrd and Senator
Heinz, that there is a need for this so-called comprehensive review
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of how extended benefits and Federal supplemental benefits are

handled.
States virtually are left to reinvent the wheel each time a Feder-

al extension is passed by the Congress.

In almost every case, in fact, when there is an extension under
the present system, there is not just an extension, but changes that
come with that. And if you go through the ‘“weeks” factor, they
change all the time. Jack Canfield has an enormous job just in
kind of adjusting to the program. He has many people who are now
working in his offices. They have to be retrained. Computers have
to be reprogramed. All of this because of the way of extending ben-
eﬁtts;e ‘but not working them into a comprehensive and permanent
system.

So, I specifically endorse the concepts contained in Senator Byrd
and Senator Heinz's bill. I specifically do so because it is a perma-
nent program. It becomes a permanent program tied to a State'’s
unemployment rate. Therefore, it is State specific, which is tremen-
dously important in terms of long-term cost consequences and also
equity.

It does have States triggering on and off extended programs
automatically, without the' need for congressional action. Every
time we come to this situation, here we are, 2 weeks before the ex-
piration date, trying to decide, and this would eliminate any kind
of need for that.

I think in all fairness those who pay the costs and those who op-
erate the programs should, as Senator Byrd has pointed out, be
able to know in advance what it is they are going to have to do,
what they are going to have to pay, how they are going to obtain
help, how much it is going to cost, the whole function, so that it
does not change, so that it is predictable. Predictability is impor-
tant. This ﬁrogram could be made predictable.

To me, the legislation contemplated by Senator Byrd and Senator
Heinz would eliminate having to deal with new procedures all the
time, as we do. As to funding, mechanisms suggested for extended
benefits take into account that when there is a national recession,
there is a national problem. It deals with that very specifically.
The Federal Government should assume, it says, a larger share of
the cost, it being a national problem. To ignore this situation will
result, in our judgment, in ever increasin emﬁloyer taxes with the
greatest increases falling on the States that have the highest un-
employment rates.

veral States like my own find the problem more difficult in
light of new interest rate provisions that have recently come into
effect. Now, in our case, we borrowed about $250 million that we
will have to repay, and $9.5 million of interest on that. Any thing
that has to be repaid obviously is very substantial. It makes for a
greater burden.

All of us, I am sure, want those who are entitled to benefits to
receive them, but the program which pays those-benefits is just one
of the most complicated ever devised, as Senator Specter said,
almost impossible to comprehend, almost impossible to administer
with changes. On the FSC program, it is paid 6, 8, or 10 weeks of
benefits: then switches to 8, 10, 12, 14, to 16 weeks; and then 8, 10,
12, or 14 weeks—unless there is another qualification which would
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send it toward 6, 8, or 10 weeks. It is impossible to understand,
very difficult to administer.

Senator Byrd’s and Senator Heinz’' bill eliminates a great deal of
this uncertainty. It makes a permanent tiered structure for deter-
mining weeks of benefits. It gives States that flexibility for work
search requirements. Senator Byrd, we are going to have millions
of paper of transactions this year, simply by this extraordinary
thing of filing work search papers every 2 weeks, where in some
counties there is no possibility that check-in every 2 weeks can re-
solve anything other than the predictable result, that is, no work
possible. That is clear.

Your bill and Senator Heinz’ provides more flexibility in terms of
that, and also the whole interstate tproblem, that is which State is
tohpay where a worker was laid off in one State and went to an-
other.

So, we do not try to give recommendations on various tiers or
specific unemployment rate provisions. I recognize there are differ-
ent views on that, but the concept, Mr. Chairman, of a permanent
program eliminates the necessity for these kinds of things. It seems
to me this program has been wargrl ood for short-term unemploy-
ment, but we are now dealing with long-term unemployment. This
program washes out all of those problems. It puts it in concrete,
intelligently, and we think it is very fair and very good.

As Governor of West Virginia, I heartily support it.

[The prepared statement of Governor Rockefeller follows:]
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SUMMARY

GOVERNOR JAY ROCKEFELLER, WEST VIRGINIA

FSC Extension

The State of West Virginia supports extension of the
federal supplemental compensation program beyond its Sept-
ember 30, 1983 date of expiration.

S. 1784

We support Lhe concept contained in $. 1784 ol a
permanent extended benefits program. It has long been
recognized that a review of the program which provides
extended benefits and federal supplemental compensation
is overdue. The creation of such a program was one of
the recommendations of the National Commission on Unem-
ployment Compensation in its July, 1980 report.

Effects of present system

For those in states which have to adapt their compensa=-
tion systems to continual change several times a year, the
present system is a "convoluted process," indeed. It
involves complicated, ever-changing triggers; new qualifi-
cations; new regulations; the re-training of staffs; new
computer programs and the costs associated with all of

these.

EXTENDED BENEFITS

Surely, we cannot believe we now have in place the
best possible program for dealing with the human costs of
unemployment when only three states are paying extended
benefits and all 50 states are paying FSC.

OTHER FEATURES

We endorse the funding mechanism through which the
federal government acquires a larger share of the benefit
costs during recessions, the General Revenue payment
provision, flexible work search benefits, a tiered approach
to unemployment levels in each state and changes in the
interstate claims process envisioned in S. 1784.
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STATEMENT OF WESYT VIRGINIA GOVERNOR JAY ROCKEFELLER
BEFORE THE U. S. SENATE FINANCE COMMI'TTEE
CONCERNING FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION PROGRAMS

September 16, 1983

Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee:

My name is Jay Rockefeller, and I am Governor of the State
of West Virginia.

A 1 appear today, first and foremost, in support of extend-
ing the federal unemployment compensation program.

Unemployment remalns a serious, stubborn problem in this
country. We have a long way to go before we work our way out of
this recession,

Unemployment is a particularly tragic problem in my
state of West Virginia, which -- because of layoffs in steel,
aluminum, coal, glass and construction -~ continues to suffer
the distinction of naving the highest unemployment rate in the
nation, according to the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

As of today, West Virginia's unemployment rate, as calculated
by BLS, is 17.4%. Our own state calculation, using a different
methodology, is a rate of 14.3%. In either case, the rate is
too high, and for many, unemployment compensation is the only
safety net between being laid off and going on welfare.

We're not talking about the stereotyped, hard-core
unemployed. We're talking about ‘men and women who have
worked for years at their jobs, and who are finding themselves,
many for the first time, without employment.

This Congress has acted responsibly on several occasions
over the past two years in enacting federal supplemental
compensation programs. Those benefits have helped keep the
food on the table, made the mortgage payments and kept clothes
on the backs of children. We in West Virginia strongly urge you
to extend the program beyond its scheduled termination date
of September 30th.

More specifically, however, 1 appear before you in support
of the proposal introduced by Senator Byrd of West Virginia and
Senator Heinz of Pennsylvania, and co-sponsored by several of
your colleagues.
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1t has long been recognized thal a review ol Lhe program
which provides extended benefits (EB) and federal supplemental
compensation (FSC) is overdue. In fact, the creation of
the type of permanent program envisioned by the Byrd-Heinz
bill was one of the recommendations of the National Commission
on Unemployment Compensation in its July, 1980 report to
The President and the Congress,

Senator Byrd has characterized the current program ot
extended unemployment benefits as "a convoluted process."
For those in states which have to adapt their compensation
systems to continual change several times a year, il is a
convoluted process, indeed. It involves complicated, ever-
changing triggers; new qualifications; new regulations; the
re-training of staffs; new computer programs and the costs
associated with all of these.

And in almost every case, Congress not only merely ex-
tended the program, but changed it as well. AU o Lime in which
state agencles are stretched to the limit by unprecedented
workloads, we ought to be able to do better.

Employment Securlty agencies all across the country are
doing a good job. But 1t's not because we've made it easy
"~ for them. In West Virginia alone, we handled over one million
claims in the last quarter of 1982. In the same quarter of the
previous year, we handled only 426,000. So you can see that
the recession has caused our workload to double.

The problem is exacerbated by the fact that the U. §.
Department of Labor has left us with too few trained, full-
time employees and too many part-time, short-term employees
to administer this most difficult of all federal/state programs.

As you might imagine, West Virginia is intimately familiar
with unemployment compensation. In the first eight months of
this year alone, unemployed West Virginians received an average
of $39.4 million a month in benefits from all unemployment
compensation programs. That compares to an average of only
$8.4 million a month just four short years ago. While it 1s
advantageous to have this money being pumped into the economy,
it also has an effect on the tax rates of employers and upon
the state's necessity to borrow from the federal government
in order to pay benefits.

Like approximately 30 other states, West Virginia now
has to borrow in order to pay benefits. As of this week, we
owe the federal government over $250 million, and that does
not include a $9.5 million interest bill. Since the states
must pay their interest payments from their already-strapped
General Revenue Funds, the impact of the national recession
can be seen in terms of dollars as well as in human terms.
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The attractiveness of the groposal offered by Senator
B{rd is the concept of putting into place a permanent program,
tied to a state's unemployment rate, with states triggering
on-and-off of extended programs automatically, via a
permanent formula, without the need for congressional action
every time there is a jump in the unemployment rate.

As Senator Byrd said in his remarks to the Senate,
those who pay the costs and those who operate the grogram
should be able to know in advance what help is available,
how to obtain it, how much it costs, and how to operate
the program providing this help, )

Surely, we cannot believe we now have in place the
best gossi le grogram for dealing with the human costs of
unemployment when onl{ three states are paying extended
benefite and all 50 states are paying FSC.

Surelg, we cannot say to our people that we have the
best gossi le program when claimants, already confused by
a highly-complicated program, find their entitlements )
chgngzng.several times during the course of their respective
eligibility periods.

Surely, something needs to be done.

The funding mechanism contained in this bill also is
attractive, in that the federal government, during periods
of national recession, assumes a larger financial responsi-
bility for paying these additional benefits. The merging of
EB and FSC into one germanent program with financial responsi-
bilities being tied to each state's unemployment rate seems a
logical wa¥ to address the problem. To continue the program
"as is" will mean continued confusion on the part of claimants,
additional stress on the part of already-overworked state personnel,
and increased financial outlays by states whose trust funds are
already in dire straits.

Mr. Chairman, the concept of a permanent program has
my support.

I recognize that there may yet be considerable discusson
as to the various tiers, or "thresholds" of entitlement
for extra weeks of benefits. This, we leave to the wisdom
of Congress to resolve, However, 1 cannot stress too strongly
the need for a sense of Yermanence in all of these programs,
and S. 1784 seems to deal with this most admirably.

Some other features of the bill also would be a definite
improvement over the present system. For instance:
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° There would be a clear-cul procedure lor determining
benefit entitlements on a quarterly basis.

° The interstate claims process, currenlly termed a
"nightmare" by the Interstate Conference of Employment Sec-
urity Agencies, would be simplified by tying a claimant's
benefit rules to the state in which the claimant earned

his or her wages.

° There would be more flexible work search provisions
permitted in the states, somethxng I have long advocated,
based upon the economlc realities in a specific geogxaphlc

area.

° There would be an end to the massive confusion that
results from constant changes in the FSC program, which,
during its existence, has paid 6, 8 or 10 weeks ol benelils
...and then 8, 10, 12, 14 or 16 weeks...and then 8, {0, 12
o1 14 weeks == unless one qualified under auolher provision
for 6, 8 or 10 weeks. The number of weeks changes so often
the program at times seems virtually inoperable.

° The proposal that federal supplemental compensation
benefits be paid from federal general revenue also is a
much-needed revision, and was one of the recommendations
of the National Commission on Unemployment Compensation.

Mr. Chairman, | recognize that the Congress will have
to address the costs to the federal government associated
with this problem, and that states may have differing views
on the levels of unemployment which would trigger extended

benefits.

But we must not lose sight of the fact that the concept
of a permanent program is sound, that revision is long past
due, and we are at a point where the cost of the program
needs to be balanced against the needs of the unemployed

of this country.

Mr. Chairman, I also have the privilege of offering
for the record a written statement by the National Governors
Association on this same issue at this time.



) /CTR .
e e ¢
- 5 « Natlonal Governors’ Association James R Thompson
& VTS Covemor of litno.s
X g X Chairman

Raymond C. Scheppach
bxecutve Duecter

STATEMENT OF

THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, the National Governors£
Association is aware that a number of legislative proposals designed to
change‘the unemployment insurance program are currently before the

~ Subcommittee for its consideration, The Governors have consistently
supported the unemployment compensation system as this nation's first
line of defense against economic downturn and accept their responsibility
for working with state legislatures, the Congress, and the Administration

to assure program adequacy.

The Governors believe a comprehensive review of the fundamental
concepts that upderlte the unemployment insurance system is long overdue;
there is a need to explore both short and long-term modifications to the
system. Such comprehensive reforms must be formulated, in concert, by
federal and state policymakers., In the interim, however, the Governors
have an immediate concern. In light of continuing high unemployment as
this nation emerges from the recessions of the last several years, the
Governors believe that further assistance must be available to jobless
workers and their families. We would therefore urge an extension of the

current Federa) Supplemental Compensation program beyond September 30, 1983.

We are pleased that, once again, legislation in an area as critical
as unemployment insurance will be the focus of congressional attention.
While the National Governors' Association is not prepared at this time to
offer specific legislative proposals in response, we are prepared to discuss
_in detail some of our concerns for both the short and ion§ term. In this

context, we would like to begin by offering some specific remarks on an

26-764 O—84——3
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unemployment Insurance issue where the Governors perceive a short-term
and immediate need. We wish to follow by outlining some generic principles
which we feel are critical for longer-term consideration of benefit

structure and financing reform under the unemployment insurance system.

SHORT-TERM PROBLEM

The severity and duration of the two recessions experienced by
this nation over the last three years have caused record high levels of
unemployment, The strain of so many unemployed pgrsons and the length
of thelr unemployment tested the financial capacity of state governments
to meet their obligations to those in need. This In turn caused the
states to seek assistance from the federal government. Congress responded
with the passage of the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982,
This Act authorized a program of Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC)
designed to provide further assistance to the long-term unemployed. The
program of supplemental benefits has since been modified and extended
by the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982 and the Social
Security Anendments of 1983, Authorization for the Federal Supplemental

Compensation program expires on September 30, 1983, ‘

In recent days, the nation has heard the Administration, some members

of Congress, and a number of leading economists state cautiously that

econonic recovery |s now underway. However, historical data reveal that

une~ployrent levels tend to drop slowly after recessions, lagging behind
other indicators of economic recovery. Economic recovery will be slow in

co~ing to a number of states, especially to those states which comprise
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our nation's industrial heartland and which have been hardest hit by
the recession, The national unemployment rate in August still stood

at 9.5 percent, unchanged from the July rate. The prognosis for recovery,

then, is slow and the need for continued assliistance is still great.

The nation's Governors recently assembldd in Portland, Maine, for

their annual meeting. The perceived need by |all Governors for further

assistance for unemployed workers resulted in a unanimous action to

amend existing policy as follows:

""The National Governors' Association urges the Congress
to act promptly to extend the Federal Supplemental
Compensation program beyond September 30, 1983."

The Governors recognize that the FSC program is, perhaps unneces-
sarily, too complex to understand and too complicated to administer,
These problems notwithstanding, the Governors believe there is still an
urgent need for supplemental benefits and, in the short term, we support
an irmediate extension of the current FSC program. The Governors continue
to believe that the benefit and administrative costs associated with
Federal Supplemental Compensation should be financed through federal
general revenues; the long-term unemployment which FSC was designed to
address has been caused by macroeconomic factors beyond the control of

any state and, as such, costs should not be borne by the taxpayers of

any single state,
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LONG-RUN CHANGES

During the recession from which we now appear to be emerging, our
national unemployment insurance system was severely strained, While
needed r;lief to millions of Jobless workers was provided through the
system during this period, the experience has brought to the fore a
nutber of problems in the system, For example, as a result of the
recession, states experienced an unanticipated and massive increase
in the volume .nd duration of claims activity., This caused considerable

pressure on state unemployment insurance trust fund reserves and yielded

staggering deficits In many states.

Moreover, at several points during this period of economic decline,
only a handful of states, some with unemployment rates as high as 15
percent, qualified for the Extended Benefit program. Indeed, only two
states, West Virginia and Louisiana, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
are currently eligible for this program based on their rate of insured

unenmployment.

Furthermore, Congress was not able to establish a supplemental
benefit program during the past recession until national unemployment
reached 10 percent. This caused gfeat hardship to workers who lost
their jobs early in the recession and who exhausted basic and extended

benefits before supplemental benefits became available.

Finally, the various extensions and modifications to supple~ental

benefits programs have proved a nightmare to individuals charged with
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the responsibility to administer these programs. These changes also
have caused much confusion and frustration in the minds of jobless

workers who need to avail themselves of such assistance.

Along with this revelation of weaknesses in the existing
Unemployment Insurance Program is an emerging recognition that this
nation is confronting significant shifts in its technology and economic
base, The current restructuring from a manufacturing-based to a service-
baséd economy, coupled with the constant alteration of complex technology,
portends many changes in the skill requirements needed by our workforce

and the displacement of significant numbers of workers from jobs in core

industries.

Taken together, the problems in the existing unemployment insurance
programs and the projected need for assistance to deal with future economic
dislocations point, we believe, to a8 need to rethink the structure and
financing of benefits under the unemployment insurance system beyond
the state-run basic programs. In the absence of a rational, permanent
and simpler program of extended compensation, an extension of FSC now is
well-justified. However, the historical pattern of temporary and expedient
efforts to solve the serious problems of extended unemployment must soon
come to an end. A comprehensive approach to long-term unemployment
assistance cannot, however, be hastily drawn. Instead, it must evolve
from a conscientious dialogue between the federal and state partners with

each given adequate time to address the full administrative and financial

implications of any proposals.
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The National Governors' Assoclation does not wish at this time to
advocate any speclific proposal. We would, however, like to suggest to
the Subcommittee some fundamental concepts and underlying principles
which we believe essential to longer-term efforts to reform the structure

and financing of benefits under the unemployment Insurance system:

) A new, permanent, comprehensive extended unemployment
Insurance benefit program should be established, which
will remain 8 federal-state partnership but will require
that in periods of high unemployment, the federal partner
will contribute the greater amount, A; unemployment
within a state reaches levels beyond which that state's
employers can be expected to cover the entire costs of
extended benefits, the federal partner should finance a
share of the extended benefits partially through FUTA
revenues and partially through federal general revenues.
At a still higher leve! of unemployment, the federal
partner should finance the entire costs of extended

benefits through federal general revenues.

[} There must be & close tie between this program and
training and work programs that are designed to assist
long-term unemployed persons in returning to the productive
workforce, Careful consideration must be given to any

incentives/disincentives included in such a program.
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[ States must be given as much flexibility as possible in
the administration of such a program, For example, work
search requirements must be tallored to meet local labor

market conditlions,

(] States must have sufficient lead time to adjust their
own laws, budgets and administrative procedures to major

changes in federal funding or policy.

In conclusion, on behalf of the nation's Governors, the National
Governors' Association would ask in the short term that the Subcommittee
and the Congress move forward to extend the current Federal Supplemental
Compensation program. For the longer term, all who have witnessed the
way the extended benefit program functioned in the past recession must
agree that a comprehensive review is needed. The Governors welcome
congressional initiative to re-examine some critical aspects of the
unemployment insurance system. We would urge, however, that a ''reform
proposal' not be hastily drawn, that there be sufficient hearing of

pertinent issues, and that the examination include questions such as

the following:

[} Is the current use of insured unemployrent the most
appropriate measure for determining a state's need for
additional benefits under the unemployment insurance

system?

) Do states trigger on and off extended benefit programs

due to seasonal factors? Should trigger rates be
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seasonally adjusted? Would seasonal adjustment mean

that extended benefits would be paid at the time it is

most needed?

° The time period for computing the trigger rate is currently
13 weeks. Is the 13-week moving average too long or too

short a period to use?

[ After several weeks of high unemployment, a state may
still have difficulty meeting the required 20 percent
factor. At the Sfme time, In some states with relatively
lower unemployment, the rate may double but still be too

low to trigger on.

The Governors wish to emphasize that while we are not prepared to
endorse any specific legislative proposal that recommends major modifications
to extended benefits provisions at this time, this should not be interpreted
as 8 lack of commitment for, or ltack of interest in, such changes. Rather,
it Is simply a reflection of insufficient time to assess states' views of
the implications of the changes which have been recommended. We do believe
that some of the proposals currently before the Subcommittee merit fur;her
consideration, and we are now exploring forums within the National Governors'
hssociation to accomplish the careful review of unemployment insurance
progra= and policy issues. The Governors remain committed to working with
asorooriate congressional committees and members on legislation that will
address the needs of the unemployed and simultaneously take into account

tre financial capacity of the states to deal with the problems of high

une~ployment.

Plezse be assured that unemployment insurance is an issue of
overriding concern to the Governors and we will contirue to apprise
the Congress of our thinking in this c¢ritical policy area. We trust
the Congress will provide other opportunities for the re-examination
of the unemploy—ent insurance system, perhaps with ths next expiration

of the Federa! Supplemental Compensation program.
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The CuAIrRMAN. Thank you very much.

Senator Byrd, do you have any questions, or do you want to
make your statement now?

Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman, first, let me thank you for allowing
me to sit in this exalted chair in this exalted position. That is char-
acteristic of your courtesy.

I want to thank my Governor for appearing before the committee
‘today in support of the bill which Senator Heinz and I have intro-
duced. I think it is very important that the committee weigh very
carefully the testimony that our Governor has given, because he
sees this whole problem through a perspective that is somewhat
different from the way that we as Senators may view it. He is
down to the nitty gritty. He is at the grassroots level. He sees how
~ it works. He sees what the faults are.

I personally feel that his testimony has not only been delivered
eloquently and effectively, but it is a major factor to be weighed, I
would hope, by the committee in its decisions. I have no questions.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Byrd.

Governor Rockefeller, have you made any changes in West Vir-
ginia in the State level of ‘{,our pro%ram in the past 2 or 3 years?

Governor RockereLLER. We have had to change, Mr. Chairman,
our triggering mechanism to go with the extended benefits pro-
gram. The triggering mechanisms between Ohio, Pennsylvania, and
West Virginia, were different, so we had to make that change,
which we did. And we have also done a tax adjustment program.

The CHAIRMAN. And increased taxes for the State UI trust fund?

Governor ROCKEFELLER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Did your change the benefit levels?

Governor RockerFeLLER. No; we have not. The main change that
we have made has been that we have eliminated from this program
those who had been working and voluntarily %uit their jobs. Before
our law had included those. Now it does not. It was seen generally
b{' the busingss community in our State as a welcome development,
although the higher payment to the trust fund was not welcome.
So, I think they understood that.

The CHAIRMAN. I share the view expressed by Senator Byrd. I
really believe the Governors can be very helpful. Our problem is, of
course, where do we find the money to meet all of the needs? And
there are some needs, no dobut about it, in every State, whatever
the unemployment rate is. There are some in every State who are
in difficulty. I am sure the Governor would be willing to help us
pinpoint the areas where we can make some adjustments to com-
pensate for expanding the program in other areas, or from doing
some of the things that Senator Heinz and Senator Byrd suggest in
their program.

Our groblem seems to be, how much is enough? Is $3.3 billion
enough? If not, how much more? And can we offset that in some
way other than just through taxes or adding it to the deficit, be-
cause at the same time the Governors support extension of the FSC
program, they issued a press release condemning the Federal defi-
cits.
Governor ROCKEFELLER. I recognize that problem, Senator. Any
extension is going to be of cost in any form.
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The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think experts like the man you have with
you in every State could perhars help us find a few dollars in
places where there are some, well, I will not say loopholes, but pro-
visions that could be tightened up a bit. That way money could go
to the truly needy people out there who cannot find a job, and who
have been out of work a long time in States like yours. So we will
be calling, if it is satisfactory with you, on your experts and other

exggrts.
nator Heinz, do you have any questions?

Senator HEINz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I want to commend Governor Rockefeller for coming down here.
His State and my State, the neighboring State of Pennsylvania,
share much in common.

Governor, we are, at least you are at this point fortunate to this
extent. Although you are deeply troubled by unemployment, your
State has not yet triggered off of extended benefits, yet due to the
peculiar nature of the calculation used in the insured unemploy-
ment rate, you may soon join Pennsylvania and the other States,
some 14 of them, with unemployment rates over 10 percent, that
no longer can pay extended benefits. They have triggered off.

Given the reality of that triggering off for the States, a Federal
supplemental benefit program is at least a stopgap, and can step
into the gap created by the triggering off of those extended bene-
fits. The administration’s bill to a certain extent steps into that
gap. I made my comments on it earlier.

My question to you is, do you favor legislation such as the admin-
istration has sent down with respect to the term of that legislation,
namely, the 18 months? Would you rather see a long-term program
to give us the time to deal with the Byrd-Heinz kind of reforms, or
would you rather see a shorter program?

Governor RockeEreLLER. Given the choice of something happening
or nothing happening, the 18 months is extremely important and
extremely helpful.

Senator Heinz. Does the consistency of having one program over
an 18-month period make it easier for States such as yours to ad-
minister the program?

Governor RoCKEFELLER. Given the kind of program that you and
Senator Byrd have suggested, which is not really all that complex,
I think that we can do even better. For example, there are very
specific measures in that bill which reflect when a State will or
will not get benefits, and it is fair. It talks about your insured un-
employment rate, and then measures that in certain categories. It
looks at your total unemployment, and it measures what you are
going to get according to—it is a specific State situation. It is State
specific, in other words, and if it were permanent, it would be total-
ly predictable and, I think, fair as to States’ unemployment situa-
tions.

Senator HeINz. It may take us some time to reach agreement on
some of the details of Senator Byrd’s and my legislation. For exam-
ple, I am told the National Governors’ Association wants to look at
it and wants to testify, but neither Senator Byrd nor I can tell you
with specificity what all of the suggestions will be and to what
extent they will or will not pose problems.
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I supgose the question that we have to decide between now and
September 30 is, On an extension of an existing FSC program,
should we make that a medium-term or short-term extension.
Should it be for a few months, or should it be, as the administra-
tion has proposed, about a year and a half?

Governor ROCKEFELLER. Senator, far be it from me to make that
counsel. I come as a Governor, seeing in Senator Byrd’'s bill and
your bill a particular eloquence of administration and specificity of
administration, which I think over the long term will keep us away
from these kinds of hearings on a reasonably regular basis. Obvi-
ously, consideration of that bill is going to be drawn now beyond
September 30, we need to see legislation enacted which carries us
forward, because people need those funds. So obviously we cannot
have a vacuum while the Byrd-Heinz bill is being considered, per-
haps along with others.

0, obviously, I do favor extension.

Senator HEINz. I understand that. I suppose a better way for me
to have asked the question is this. If you make the assumption—we
cannot make it with any certainty—that the past is prolog, and
that before we get around to enacting the Heinz-Byrd—excuse me,
the Byrd-Heinz bill, although in the Finance Committee it is some-
times helpful to have the Republican as the lead sponsor——

The CHAIRMAN. Not in this case. It is equally advantageous, I
should say. [General laughter.%
| Selrllatog HEeINz. Senator Dole is a very good politician. [General
aughter.

Senator Byrp. Would the Senator yield?

Senator HEINZ. The Senator has no choice. [General laughter.]

Senator Byrp. Senator Dole is a politician sui generis. [General
laughter.] ‘

Senator HEINz. In any event, it is not impossible that between
now and January 1, 1985, that we could extend the FSB program
two or three times. That would not be your or my preference, I
would assume, but every time we change the number of weeks,
every time there is a hiatus—every time we change the period
during which there is a reachback, if indeed there is a reachback,
does that complicate with any particular difficulty the job of a
State in administering the unemployment compensation program?

Governor ROCKEFELLER. Senator, in the event that the Byrd-
Heinz bill or some version close to that is not accepted, or if it
takes time to accept it, the one thing we cannot accept in West Vir-
ginia and, I would judge, in your State, and others, is a hiatus.
Therefore, the longer a period of benefits is extended, the happier
we will be.

On the other hand, it also concerns me that if that is extended
somehow with the idea that this is what we are going to do now,
and we have done it, and therefore the pressure for making perma-
nent and making state specific a program such as Kou suggested
disappears, and I would be concerned. Obviously, the longer the
benefits are extended, the better. We are going to need them.

Senator HEINz. I thank my friend from West Virginia. May I just
say, it is good to see you down here. I understand there is some
possibility that you entertain the notion of being here more perma-

nently.
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7" Governor ROCKEFELLER. Pure speculation, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Governor. Again, we are
pleased to have you here. We will be working with the National
Governors Association in this area and in health care for the un-
employed and other problems that we are hopefully facing up to on
the Senate side. We will be looking to NGA for assistance.

Governor RockerFeLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you,
Senator Byrd. Thank you, Senator Heinz.

The CHAIRMAN. I would put into the record at this point a state-
ment by Senator Boschwitz, who had planned to be here, but who
could not attend. I would like his statement to be made a part of

the record.
[The prepared statement of Senator Boschwitz follows:]
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OTATEMENT br OENATOR HUDY BusCHWITZ
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
ON THE FeperAL SuppLEMENTAL COMPENSATION PROGRAM
SepTeMBER 16, 1983

MR, CHAIRMAN, | APPRECIATE VERY MUCH THIS OPPORTUNITY
TO GIVE MY THOUGHTS ON THE FEDERAL SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION

PROGRAM, THE FSC PROGRAM, AS YOU KNOW, WAS ENACTED IN 1982

IN ORDER TO PROVIDE UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR THOSE WHOSE
REGULAR UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS HAD EXPIRED., (ONGRESS RECOGNIZED
THEN THE LENGTH AND BREADTH OF THE RECESSION AND THE -SEVERITY
OF THE UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM DESERVED SPECIAL ATTENTION,

THIS 1s WHY THE FSC PROGRAM WAS BEGUN,

SINCE THEN, | AND MANY OF MY COLLEAGUES ON THIS COMMITTEE,

HAVE SPONSORED LEGISLATION TO CONTINUE IT. WE HAVE BEEN

SUCCESSFUL TWICE IN EXTENDING 1T, ONE IN DeEcemMBer 1982 anD

THEN AGAIN IN MArcH 1983, As 1T Now STAND, THE FSC PROGRAM

WILL EXPIRE AT THE END OF THIS MONTH.

SO, ONCE AGAIN, WE MUST DECIDE WHETHER TO EXTEND THE
PROGRAM, AND IF WE DO, THEN FOR HOW LONG, | BELIEVE WE
SHOULD EXTEND IT -~ ESPECIALLY WHEN YOU CONSIDER THAT THE
EXTENDED BENEFIT PROGRAM HAS BEEN SO INEFFECTUAL., THEREFORE,

| AM VERY PLEASED TO SEE THE ADMINISTRATION SHARES MY VIEWS
AND HAS AGREED TO SUPPORT AN 18 MONTH EXTENSION,
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My cOLLEAGUES FROM PENNSYLVANIA AND WEST VIRGINIA,
SENATORS HEINZ AND BRYD, HAVE DONE EXCELLENT WORK IN
PUTTING TOGETHER A REVISED UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAM --
A SYSTEM THAT SEEMS TO ME WILL BE MORE EFFECTIVE THAN THE
CURRENT [B PROGRAM, HOWEVER, UNTIL THIS COMMITTEE AND OTHERS
HAVE AN OPPORTUNITY TO STUDY IT MORE CLOSELY, WE NEED SOME-

THING TO FILL THE GAP.

THIS IS WHY THE CONTINUATION OF FSC IS SO IMPORTANT.
FSC Has assisTED over 41,000 MINNESOTANS IN THE PAST YEAR
ALONE AND WITHOUT AN EXTENSION, THOUSANDS OF MINNESOTAN'S
WHO ARE UNEMPLOYED WILL FACE FALLING OFF THE UNEMPLOYMENT

COMPENSATION ROLLS.

THE ECONOMY 1S CLEARLY IN THE MIDST OF A RECOVERY,
UNEMPLOYMENT 1S DROPPING, [N FACT, THE UNEMPLOYMENT RATE
IN MINNESOTA HAS FALLEN ALMOST 3 FULL PERCENTAGE POINTS IN
THE LAST 9 MONTHS, ALSO, OPTIMISM ABOUT NEXT YEAR AND
EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES IS INCREASING, AL IN ALL,
MINNESOTANS ARE NOT ONLY BELIEVING THE RECOVERY 1S UNDERWAY,

BUT THEY ARE ACTUALLY SEEING IT AS WELL,

HOWEVER; BECAUSE UNEMPLOYMENT 1S A LAG I[INDICATOR, THERE
< Jron

!

ARE STILL MANY PEOPLE -~ LIKE THOSE ON MiNNEsOTA
RANGE -- THAT ARE NOT ABLE TO FIND WORK. AND UNFORTUNATELY
FOR THOSE AN THE RANGE, UNTIL THE STEEL INDUSTRY PICKS UP,
THIS PROLLEM will PERSIST. [T 15 PEOPLE N Irei” PUHITION
THAT NEED FSC -- AND THIS 1S WHY | SUPPORT AN EXTENSION OF

THE PROGRAM,

| WOULD LIKE TO AGAIN THANK MY CCLLEAGUES AND THE
DISTINGUISHED CHAIRMAN FOR THIS CHANCE TO PRESENT MY THOUGHTS.
| HOPE WE CAN CONTINUE TO WORK HERE IN THE SENATE ON IMPROVING
THE UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS,
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The CHAIRMAN. We will now hear from the Honorable Robert C.
Byrd and another distinguished colleague, Senator Levin.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. BYRD, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA

Senator Byrp. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the
committee, let me begin by expressing my appreciation for the op-
portunity to testify before you today. I want to say at the beginning
that you are to be commended for proceeding with the hearings on
this legislation on a day when the Senate is not in session.

The work this committee does in the next week to 10 days will be
critical to determining the future course of unemployment insur-
ance in this Nation. The economic indicators signal that we have
begun to climb out of the depths of the recession, and as the long
awaited recovery materializes, I think we must not forget that re-
covery will be a very long time coming to many millions of Ameri-
cans who have lost their jobs and in many cases their possessions
and homes as well during the past 2 years.

The CHAIRMAN. We have a pointer here, Senator, if you want to
use it with that chart.

Senator Byrp. Thank you.

Unemployment still is at a terribly high level on a nationwide
basis. The national unemployment rate in August, the latest month
for which the Department of Labor has announced figures, was 9.5
gercent. The picture is even bleaker in some of the States that

ave been hardest hit by the recession. In June, the last month for
which the U.S. Labor Department has compiled comprehensive fig-
ures, my State of West Virginia had a 17.5-percent unemployment
rate, and it is now 17.4; 27 States and the District of Columbia had
rates in June 9 percent or higher. )

Senator Heinz just a moment ago indicated that a number of
States, a specific number of States, I believe, had unemployment
rates 10 percent or higher. It is also important to know that those
who have been laid off in this recession are remaining unemployed
longer than in previous recessions. It is all too clear that these un-
employed workers and their families are the hapless victims of our
Nation’s economic illness.

The word “tra%ledy” is not too strong a term to apply in those
situations. As I have noted, unemployment insurance usually is
available as a partial cushion. However, the unemployment insur-
ance system currently is not functioning to provide the degree of
cushioning that I believe the Congress intended. This is true pri-
marily with respect to programs of additional benefits beyond those
available through the basic unemployment insurance programs op-
erated by the States.

The system simply was overcome by the severity of the recession
and the magnitude of unemployment we have experienced and con-
tinue to experience, and by ﬂ);ws that this severe testing of the
system has revealed starkly.

Presently, although 28 of the 53 States and other jurisdictions
have unemployment rates of 9 percent or greater, and the national
unemployment rate is 9.5 percent, very severe unemployment by
historical standards, only 2 States and Puerto Rico are eligible
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for extended benefits, those 2 States being West Virginia, as you
have already been told, and Louisiana.

This unacceptable situation is primarily the result of the use of
the insured unemployment rate, the IUR, as the sole State determi-
nant for eligibility for the extended benefits program. In 1981, the
Congress made two changes in the use of the IUR. The first change
increased the level of the IUR a State must have to qualify. The
second change omits from the computation of the IUR any person
receiving benefits beyond regular State benefits.

Even had those changes not been made, however, use of the IUR
as the sole State eligibility determinant for the extended benefits
program was badly flawed. States that are hardest hit by unem-
ployment, particularly where the average duration of unemploy-
ment is highest, are substantially disadvantaged, because a greater
F{xﬁgortion of their unemployed populations are not counted in the

This distorting effect generally is greatest as a State’s unemﬁloy—
ment rate peaks, and begins to fall, but still remains very high, as
is currently the case in many States. :

In addition to this unacceptable situation with the extended ben-
efits program, we are facing another crisis in the supplemental
compensation program. This tier expires afain on September 30. It
is absolutely unthinkable that Congress will fail to continue provid-
ing a number of weeks of benefits at least equal to the number now
available, counting the weeks of supplemental compensation, and
yet we must go through the motions to be sure that the ci)rogram is
reauthorized again and avoid an interruption that could be devas-
tating for the unemployed and their families who are dependent on
these benefits, while they still cannot find work.

There is yet a third major problem with the portions of the un-
employment insurance system that are superimposed on top of the
basic State UI programs. This problem was referred to b{; the Gov-
ernor, namely, the confusion, distress, and cynicism that result
from one of the most complicated programs operated at any level of
government in this Nation—that result from a program that is
supposed to help those who have fallen upon hard times but in-
stead often stymies and boggles the mind.

The extended benefits and supplemental compensation programs
are crying out for repair. The basic idea of such additional benefits
is sound. It is in fact essential, but these programs must be re-
formed so that they actually will provide the protection they were
intended to provide. They must be reformed so they will be depend-
able, and they must be reformed so that those who need benefits
beyond those provided in basic State programs, those who pay the
costs, and those who operate the programs can understand what
help is available, how to obtain it, how much it costs, and how to
operate the programs in order to provide it efficiently.

These are not minor repairs. They cannot be accomplished by
tinkering with the programs. It is my belief that the time has come
for a real overhaul of the system beyond the basic benefit programs
at the State level. It seems to me very clear that now, when major
revisions in the extended benefits program are required, and when
the supplemental com{:ensation program will expire in 2 weeks,
now is the time to make sense out of this confusion by combining
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}:lhese two programs so that they no longer exacerbate each other’s
aws.

There are a number of changes that need to be made. I wish to
highlight the most important. First, rather than having two pro-

ams that operate according to inexplicably conflicting State eligi-

ility standards and result in incomprehensible durations of bene-
fits, there should be only one program providing benefits beyond
those available through the basic programs operated by the States.

Second, rather than having, as in the current extended benefits
Erogram, State eligibility requirements that dictate a State is eligi-

le for “all or nothing” of the current 13-week benefit period, the

program should be structured, as the supplemental compensation
program now is structured, so that States with the highest levels of
unerrfx_ployment are eligible for the greatest number of weeks of
benefits, and those benefits stage down as unemployment rates
become lower.

Third, the use of the insured unemployment rate as the sole de-
terminant of eligibility no longer is realistic. It is well known that
the total unemployment rate compiled each month by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics is based on a national sample, and that the
probability of significant error is high with respect to States with
smaller pogulations. Admittedly, its use is not ideal, but surely it is
’apKasarent that use of the IUR also is far, far from ideal.

a practical matter, we should not tolerate a methodology that
causes a State with 15 percent unemployment to receive only a
very few weeks of benefits beyond those in the basic program. So
although efforts should be redoubled to find a better mousetrap,
in the meantime, we should employ the total unemployment rate
to assure that States and their long-term unemployed workers are
treated fairly.

Fourth and finally, the financing of the program should be ar-

ranged so that as a State’s unemployment rate increases, the Fed-
eral Government will pay an increasing share of the benefits in
that State. This can be justified on the grounds that it is extremely
likely that unusually heavy unemployment in any State will be
largely the result of economic circumstances beyond its borders
and control.
It also is necessary in order to minimize future additions to the
heavy debts that have been incurred by the trust funds of those
States that have been hit hardest by unemployment in the current
recession. To ignore this situation may result in ever-increasing
employer taxation, and thereby serve as a disincentive to private
sector hiring with the greatest increases in taxes falling in the
States that have had the worst unemployment and are in greatest
need of new hiring.

I was pleased to join with Senator Heinz in introducing this leg-
islation, S. 1784, which will do precisely these things which badly
need to be done, and which will make other changes or a more
technical nature that also are very important. Two of the original
cosponsors, Senators Moynihan and Matsunaga, are members of
this committee, in addition to Senator Heinz.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to submit for the record a
summary of the purposes of this bill, a chart showing the distribu-
tion of benefits and financing mechanisms it provides, and a brief

26-764 O—84——4
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summary of its provisions, together with the entire prepared
speech which I have attempted to and will continue to read ex-
cerpts from

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that will be done.

[The prepared statement and materials furnished by Senator

Byrd follow:]
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TESTIMONY OF
SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD
OF WEST VIRGINIA
BEFORE THE
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

September 16, 1983

Mr. Chairman and distinguished Members of the Committee:

Let me begin by expressing my appreciation for the opportunity
to testify before you today. The work this Committee does in the
next week to ten days will be critical to determining the future

course of unemployment insurance in this nation,

The economic indicators signal that we have begun to climb out
of the depths of the recession in which we have been mired since
July of 1981, As the long-awaited recovery materializes, however,
we must not forget that recover¥ will be a very long time coming to
many millions of Americans who lost their jobs and, in many cases,
their possessions and homes as well during the past two years.

Unemployment still is at a terribly high level on a nationwide
basis. The national unemployment rate in August, the latest month
for which the Department of Labor has announced figures, was 9.5

percent, -

No public official should rest while we have over 10.7 million
persons in the American work force who are idle; while 5.8 million
are working part time because they cannot find full time work; and
while 1,7 million are still so discouraged as a result of their
unsuccessful search for work that they have dropped out of the labor
force altogether, and are not counted among the officially

unemployed.

And the picture is even bleaker in some of the states that have
been hardest hit by the recession, In June, the last month for
which the U.S. Labor Department has compiled comprehensive figures,

my state of West Virginia had a 17.5 percent unemployment rate,
Michigan had a 14.6 percent unemployment rate. Ohio had a 12.8

percent rate. All told, 27 states and the District of Columbia had
rates 9 percent or higher,

It also is important to note that those who have been laid off
in this recession are remaining unemployed longer than in previous
recessions, In May of this year, one million, five hundred, and
fifty thousand workers had been unemployed for a full 12 months, and
this does not count the structurally unemployed who have not worked

in recent years,

It is all too clear to those of us who have seen their plight
first hand, who have talked to them in the communities in our states
and districts, and who receive letters and calls from them on a
daily basis, that these unemployed workers and their families are
the hapless victims of our nation‘'s economic illness.
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The saga of the unemployed worker and his or her family has been
repeated countless thousands of times. Tragedy is not too strong a

term to apply here,

As I have noted, unemployment insurance usually is available as
a partial cushion. However, the unemployment insurance system
currently is not functioning to provide the degree of cushioning
that I believe the Congress intended. This is true primarily with
respect to programs of additional benefits beyond those available
through the basic U.I. programs operated by the states. The system
simply was overcome by the severity of this recession and the
magnitude of unemplo¥ment we have experienced and continue to
experience, and by flaws that this severe testing of the system has

revealed starkly.

Presently, although 28 of the 53 states and other jurisdictions
have unemployment rates of 9 percent or greater, and the national
unemployment rate is 9,5 percent -~ very severe unemployment by
historical standards -- only 2 states are eligible for Extended
Benefits -- the second of three tiers of benefits available through
the unemployment insurance system. This unacceptable situation is
primarily the result of the use of the Insured Unemployment Rate
(the I.,U.R,) as the sole state eligibility determinant for the

Extended Benefits program.

In 1981, the Congress made two changes in the use of the I.U.R.
The first change increased the level of the I.U,R, a state must have
to qualify. The second change omits from the computation of the
I.U.R. any person receiving benefits beyond regular state benefits,
The I.U.R. continues to omit in its computation all persons who have
exhausted all U,I. benefits, as it did before 1981,

Even had these changes not been made, however, use of the I.U.,R
as the sole state eligibility determinant for the Extended Benefits
program was badly flawed., States that are hardest hit by
unemployment -~ particularly where the average duration of
unemployment is highest -- are substantially disadvantaged, because
a greater proportion of their unemployed populations are not counted
in the I.,U.R, This distorting effect generally is greatest as a
state's unemployment rate peaks and begins to fall but still remains
very high ~-- as currently is the case in many states. My own state
of West Virginia provides a vivid examplet while its total
unemployment rate currently is 17,5 percent, its I,U,R, is only 7.19

percent.

In addition to this unacceptable situation with the Extended
Benefits program, we are facing another crisis in the Supplemental
Compensation program -- the third or last tier of benefits. This
tier expires again on September 30. It is absolutely unthinkable
that Congress will fail to continue providing a number of weeks of
benefits at least equal to the number now available, counting the
weeks of Supplemental Compensation. And yet we must go through the
motions to be sure that the program is reauthorized again, and avoid
an interruption that could be devastating for the unemployed and
their families who are dependent on these benefits while they still

cannot find work.
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" There is yet a third major problem with the portions of the
unemployment insurance system that are superimposed on top of the
basic state U,I, programs. This problem is the confusion, distress,
and cynicism that result from one of the most complicated programs
operated at any level of government in this nation -- that result
from a program that is supposed to help those who have fallen upon
hard times, but, instead, often stymies and boggles the mind, It
defies understanding by the workers it is designed to protect, by
the employers who pay into its trust funds, by the taxpayers who
finance some of its benefits through general revenues, and, indeed,
by the members of Congress who are its creators, and the federal and
state administrators who are charged with operating it.

The Extended Benefits and Supplemental Compensation programs are
crying out for repair. The basic idea of such additional benefits
is sound; it is, in fact, essential. But these programs must be
reformed so that they actually will provide the protection they were
intended to provide, They must be reformed so they will be
dependable. And they must be reformed so that those who need
benefits beyond those provided in basic state programs, those who
pay the costs, and those who operate the programs can understand
what help is available, how to obtain it, how much it costs, and how
to operate the programs providing it efficiently.

These are not minor repairs., They cannot be accomplished by
tinkering with the programs. It is time for a real overhaul of the
system beyond the basic benefit programs at the state level.

It seems clear to me that now -- when major revisions in the
Extended Benefits program are required, and when the Supplemental
Compensation program expires in two weeks -- now is the time to make
sense out of this confusion by combining these two programs so that
they no longer exacerbate each other's flaws. There are a number of
changes that need to be made. I wish to highlight the most

important,

First, rather than having two programs that operate according to
inexplicably conflicting state eligibility standards and result in
incomprehensible durations of benefits, there should be only one
program providing benefits beyond those available through the basic
programs operated by the states.

Second, rather than having, as in the current Extended Benefits
program, state eligibility requirements that dictate a state is

eligible for "all or nothing" of the current 13-week benefit period,

the program should be structured as the Supplemental Compensation
5 with the highest levels

program now is structured -- so that states
of unemployment are eligible for the greatdst number of weeks of

benefits, and those benefits stage down as unemployment rates are
/

lower. J

Third, the use of the Insured Unemployment Rate as the sole
determinant of eligibility no longer is acceptable. It is well
known that the Total Unemployment Rate compiled each month by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics is based on a national sample, and that
the probability of significant error is high with respect to states
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wih smaller populations because the sample size is so small there.
Admittedly its use is not ideal, But surely it is apparent that use

of the I.U.R, also is far from ideal.

Last Friday, the Brookings Institution published a study
containing a striking fact. During 1982, only 45 percent of—
unemployed workers received unemployment insurance benefits,
compared to 78 percent during the recession year of 1975. One of
the principal reasons cited by the study's author is that the I.U.R,
noc longer is accurate in measuring how difficult it is for
unemployed workers to find jobs, and consequently is not desirable
as a trigger for benefits beyond those in a state's basic program.

As a practical matter, we should not tolerate a methodology that
causes a state with 15 percent unemployment to receive only a very
few weeks of benefits beyond those in the basic program, So,
although efforts should be redoubled to find a "better mousetrap®,
in the meantime we should employ the Total Unemployment Rate to
assure that states and their long-term unemployed workers are

treated fairly.,

Fourth, and finally, the financing of the program should be
arranged so that, as a state's unemployment rate increases, the
federal government will pay an increasing share of the benefits in
that state., This can be justified on the grounds that it is
extremely likely that unusually heavy unemployment in any state will
be largely the result of economic circumstances beyond its borders
and control, It also is necessary in order to minimize future
additions to the heavy debts that have been incurred by the trust
funds of those states that have been hit hardest by unemployment in
the current recession. To ignore this situation may result in ever-
increasing employer taxation and thereby serve as a disincentive to
private sector hiring -~ with the greatest increases in taxes
falling in the states that have had the worst unemployment and are

in greatest need of new hiring.

I was pleased to join with Senator Heinz in introducing
legislation ~- 8, 1784 -~ that will do precisely these things which
badly need to be done, and which will make other changes of a more
technical nature that also are very important. Two of the original
cosponsors -- Senators Moynihan and Matsunaga -- are members of this
Committee, in addition to Senator Heinz, Mr. Chairman, if I may, I
would like to submit for the record a summary of the purposes of
this bill, a chart showing the distribution of benefits and
financing mechanisms it provides, and a brief summary of its

provisions,

1 also should point out that, because it will take a number of
states some time to bring their own state laws into accord with the
changes in federal law we propose, our bill includes a transition’
provision., That provision includes three parts: an extension of the
Federal Supplemental Compensation program in its current form; and
two changes in the Extended Benefits program: allowing use of an 11
percent Total Unemployment Rate as an alternative eligibility
determinant at state option, and dropping the requirement that a
state's Insured Unemployment Rate must be greater than in prior
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yeaigdin order to qualify for the pragram during the transition
per .

States may take advantage of the new program established by our
bill whenever they are able after it is enacted, but are not
required to do 80 until several months after their legislatures
adjourn after the¥ next convene in regular sessjion., If the
Committee agrees it would be desirable, I believe it would be
suitable to allow each state the option of choosing the date on
which it would implement the new program any time between the date

of enactment and January 1, 1985,

One important note: under our bill, there will be a number of
states that would receive fewer weeks of benerfits than they now
receive if the new program's provisions were implemented
immediately. 1In almost every case, those are states which currently
have low Insured Unemployment Rates and are eligible for the minimum
benefits under the Supplemental Compensation program, The Senators
from those states should keep two factors in mind: First, every
state will receive the same number of weeks of benefits it now
receives or will in the future receive under current law for the
duration of the transition period in that state. As I mentioned, I
believe It might be desirable to allow states to determine the
duration of that period, up to a maximum of 15 months. Second,
eventually the Supplemental Benefits program will expire and
Congress will not extend it. When that happens, those 48 states now
receiving Supplemaental Benefits but not eligible for Extended
Benefits will receive no weeks of benefits. I can assure that,

under our bill, more states wlll be better off than they will be if
they can rely on only the Extended Benefits program as it currently
exists.

At the hearings of the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Tuesday of this week, the Administration announced that, because it
anticipates unemployment remaining very high for many months, it
would seek an 18-month extension of the Supplumental Compensation
program, at a cost of $3.3 billion, The Administration's proposal
does not provide a sufficient number of weeks of benefits to states
with the highest levels of unemployment -- it is unacceptable, in my
view, to reduce the number of weeks from the levels now available in
high unemployment states. But I am pleased and encouraged by the
Administration's acknowledgement that additional benefits will be
needed for at least 18 months, and I hope the Congress will act to
assure additional benefits will be available for at least that

period of time.

Unfortunately, the Administration did not support the kinds of
changes in the Extended Benefits program that are needed to make
that program more than a false promise to the nation's unemployed.
When the Congress put the E.B, program in place, it intended for the
program to provide additional weeks of benefits during periods of
moderate to severe unemployment. I do not believe anyone can be
found who will claim the program now is functioning as Congress

intended.

This leads me to the following conclusion: if the unemployment
situation, in virtually everyone's view, will be so severe for the
next 18 months that benefits beyond those available in basic U.I
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programs will be needed, and {f we are faced -- and we are -- with a
cho?ce of providing those benefits by tinkering with the existing
flawed system of programs or putting in place a thoughtfully-
designed consolidated program to do that, there is only one answer
that appears logical to me, I believe it would be irresponsible fory
the Congress just to leave the present "hodgepodge" of pro?rams in
place for even a few more months, much less for at least eighteen

more.

Furthermore, the bill which Senator Heinz and I introduced would
accomplish what the Administration seeks -- providing additional
benefits, And, because it would be a permanent program, we would
not need to worry about whether an F.S.C. extension should be for 6
months, 12 months, 18 months, or even longer. It would be available
to those states with high unemployment whenever that high
unemployment occurs. It also allows us to lay aside the questions

of how the F.S.C, program should relate to the Extended Benefits
because it will be one consolidated program

program and vice versa
operating logically and rationally to provide benefits where they
are needed, And we need not struggle under the concept of our bill

with what changes should be made to the Extended Benefits program to
make it a functioning program again. Both the Extended Benefits and

Supplemental Compensation programs are replaced completely by the
new program we propose.

At a time when we all are hopeful that the corner has been

turned toward national economic recover{, we must not forget those
who are the victims and remain the victims of this sad episode in

our nation's economic history. We must take steps to assure that
the cushion of unemployment assistance actually is available to
those who need it. Just as important, we should act now, while the
failings of the U,I, system are fresh in our minds, to assure that
the system will operate more fairly, dependably, and efficiently in

the future.
1 commend to your consideration the bill which Senator Heinz and
1, with cosponsors from both parties, introduced in a spirit of

bipartisan cooperation. We believe it could solve the major
problems that have confronted the U,I, system in recent months.

I hasten to add that we do not claim that every one of the
detailed provisions of our bill is the perfect approach. Surely
there is room for improvement, and this Committee's expertise should
be brought to bear on that challenge., In particular, with respect
to a state eligibility determinant, the Committee may wish to
investigate some alternative to sole use of the Insured Unemployment
Rate other than use of the Total Unemployment Rate. Our bill
requires the Department of Labor to undertake a study with this
objective, but the Committee may wish to use a different device even
now. The Committee also may wish to modify the schedule determining
how program costs will be divided between the state and federal
governments, It may be desirable to incur slightly greater federal
costs in order to assure that hard-pressed states will not have to
bear a larger fiscal responsibility at some benefit duration levels.

i
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But I am hopeful that this Committee will act boldly to set in
place (1) a logically constructed, single program of benefits beyond
state basic programs; (2) with benefits determined by unemployment
level; (3) available permanently to states whenever they have high
unemployment; (4) with federal financial responsibility increasing
as unemployment worsens; and (5) with use as the state eligibility
determinant of a more accurate reflector of the difficulty of
finding employment than the Insured Unemployment Rate.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to talk with you today.
I offer my respect and my best wishes as you grapple with the
problem of making the U,I., system both more rational and more
effective in meeting need, If I can be helpful in any way, I hope
you will call on me.



THE COMPOSITION OF UNEMPLOYMENT, AND

A COMPARISON OF THE INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT RATE (IUR) AND THE TOTAL UNEMPLOYMENT RATE (TUR)

Total unemployed,

which, as a percen-
tage of entire work-
force, is the T.U.R. l . ”

TOTAL WORKFORCE *

(including both those currently employed and those currently unemployed)

Currently employed

- - = < _
S .~ — - - -
— —~— —~—
— -~ - -
\ T~ -~ —
TOTAL UNEMPLOYED \\
e L.
Recelving basic UI benefits.* Receiving Receiving Have exhausted all Were never covered]
' extended Federal UI benefits, but by the UI system. .
As percentage of all persons benefits Subplemental | remain unemployed. Never eligible for|
in workforce who are covered (EB) Compensation (Often receive UI benefits. (Em—
by UI (both working and not (13 weeks) (FSC) food stamps; some ployers did not
working), this is the I.U.R. (8 to 14 wks | who are poor enouch| pay tax for them;
depending on | receive welfare; did not woxk suf-
(only 2'sFates I.U.R! of others receive no ficient hours;
now eligible) :
state) aid) Qr_never erploved)

* 26 weeks in most states (determined

by State Legislature).

Maximum

range from 20 weeks in Puerto Rico
to 34 weeks in Wisconsin and D.C.

+ Approximately 88% of total workforce (employed
and unemployed) covered by Unemployment Insur—

ance, and in most cases will be eligible for
benefits if they lose their jobs
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REPLACEMENT OF THE CURRENT EXTENDED BENEFIT AND FEDERAL

SUPPLEMENTAL COMPENSATION PROGRAMS WITH A CONSOLIDATED PROGRAM

Objectives:

A consolidated program providing benefits beyond those available
under the states' basic unemployment insurance programs
(generally a maximum of 26 weeks of benefits) is proposed for

several reasons: ) -

(1) in order to remedy the current problems with the Extended
Benefits program, wherein many states with high unem-
ployment have been-ineligible to participate in it because
of various "quirks" in its eligibility criteria;

(2) in order to simplify the unemployment insurance system, so
that it can be better understood by the public, by public
policymakers, by businesses required to support part of

- its costs through employment taxes, and by those needing
its benefits;

(3) in order to offer relief from terrible pressures on unem-
ployment trust funds caused by heavy eligibility for ex-
tended benefits in those states beset by high unemployment
currently or in the future; and

(4) in order to set in place a permanent prodgram providing a
maximum duration of benefits beyond that available curren-
tly from the combination of basic and extended benefits,
with the duration of benefits available to any state
varied on the basis of the state's level of unemployment,
removing the necessity for special Congressional action
during periods of extreme economic distress and preventing
harmful delays in additional assistance reaching the unem-
ployed in distressed states.

The proposed program replaces both the Extended Benefits and
Federal Supplemental Compensation programs.

Benefit and Financing Structure of the Program:

The following benefits will be available to each state's long-
term unemployed persons, based on the state's Insured
Unemployment Rate (IUR) or on its Total Unemployment Rate (TUR)
(whichever results in a greater number of weeks of benefits for
the state), with costs being covered by the state and federal
governments as indicated:
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When State And IUR OR TUR Is Unemployed Costs Split: Percent
IUR Equals Is 'X'% 'Y's or Persons State Share/ Federal

(%age) or greater greater Receive 'Z' Federal Share fror

of prior Weeks of Share*** Trust Fund**.

years* Benefits** ($ages) General Re
0-3.99 — N/A 0 e - .
4-4,99 130% 9.0 10 50 / 50 100 / O
5-5.99 105% 10.0 20 40 / 60 7% / 25
6-6.99 105% 11.0 25 30 / 70 50 / S0
105% 12.0 30 20 / 80 25 / 75

7 & above

* T.e,, 'X'% of the average of the IUR in the same week in each of
the six previous years
** When the national seasonally-adjusted total unemployment rate
equals or exceeds 10.0 percent, unemployed persons in states in
the 0-3.99 percent IUR tier will be eligible for five weeks of
"Additional Benefits", and five additional weeks will be paid
(beyond the number listed) for each other tier -- with all such
weeks being funded 100 percent from federal general revenue
*** State share to be paid from the State trust fund.
**x*x pFederal trust fund revenues derived from FUTA

Other Alterations in Current Law with Respect to the Extended and
Supplemental Benefits Programs:

If a state qualifies on the basis of IUR for a particular tier, but
fails to qualify on the basis of the "percentage of prior
years" factor, it automatically qualifies for the next lower

tier.

If a state has high total unemployment, but a low IUR, the number
of weeks of benefits for which it will be eligible will be
determined on the basis of its TUR (as noted in the chart
above) if that will result in a greater number of weeks of

benefits in the state.

The "percentage of prior years" factor will be qualified on the
basis of a six-year average rather than a two-year average,

The IUR will be seasonally adjusted.
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Each state will have four identical "Benefit Duration Periods" of

three-month duration during each federal fiscal year, The
number of weeks, if any, of benefits to be paid under the

.proposed program will be determined at the beginning of that

period, and the state will pay that number of weeks of
benefits until the next "Benefit Duration Period begins three

" months later, Each "Benefit Duration Period" will begin on

the first Sunday following the first day of the first month in

"each quarter, with the first quarter beginning with October of

each year.

When a person becomes eligible for any benefits to be paid under

the proposed program, he will be eligible for the number of
weeks of benefits for which the state is eligible at the time
he gains eligibility for these additional benefits, and will
remain eligible for that number of weeks of benefits regard-
less of whether the state falls to a lower tier of benefits --
unless the state falls from one tier of benefit duration to a
tier two or more below it during the course of the
individual's eligibility for these benefits, in which case his
duration of benefits will be adjusted to the proper number of
weeks at that lower tier (by subtracting from the number of
weeks of benefits payable at that lower tier the number of
weeks of benefits under this program that previously were paid
to that individual -- but in no case will that number be fewer
than 2 weeks). If the state rises to a higher tier of
benefits during the course of that individual's eligibility
episode for the additional benefits, his duration of benefit
eligibility will be extended by the difference between the

" two.

When a person eligible for benefits under this program moves to

another state, he'remains eligible under the provisions
governing his eligibility in the state from which he moved,
and that state will continue to pay benefits to him as though
he were a resident of the state from which he moved (including

duration of benefits).,

With respect to any individual, a state is granted flexibility to

In

modify the requirement for active work search, and provision
to the Employment Service of tangible evidence of same, cur-
rently applicable to the Extended and Supplemental Benefits
program if the state determines that labor market conditions
in both the labor market areas in which the individual works
and resides are so depressed that such efforts as normally are
Tequired likely will not result in employment, in accord with
regulations to be promulgated by the Secretary..

order to be eligible for benefits under this program, an unem-
ployed person must participate in one week of an intensive job
search program administered by the Employment Service if the
Employment Service requests such participation and provides
such a program that is accessible to the unemployed person.
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Transition Provisions:

The effective date of all changes noted above will vary in each
state. FEach state must modify its program to align with the
new federal requirements no later than two months following
the adjournment of the first session of that state's
legislature that adjourns no earlier than four months after
the date of the enactment of this Act. The Extended Benefits
program and the Supplemental Benefits program (if any is still -
in effect at that time) will cease to be available to unem-
ployed persons in that state on that date. Until that date,
the state may proceed under current law (as that law may
otherwise be modified in the meantime).

The FSC program is extended in its current form (Social Security
Amendments), including the phase-out provision, but omitting
the look-back provision, through March 31, 1984,

The 120% factor in the Extended Benefits Program is repealed.

The state option for use of the TUR as an eligibility factor for
Extended Benefits, as contained in S, 1589 (98th), is effec-

tive through March 31, 1984.

Other Provisions:

The Department of Labor is required to make a study of new and
more accurate measurements of unemployment for use as
"triggers" in unemployment insurance programs, and to submit
its findings and recommendations to the Congress no later than

June 1, 1984,

The Bureau of Labor Statistics is instructed to expand by a fac-
tor of 3 its sample size for determining the Total
Unemployment Rate, giving special consideration to increasing
the statistical reliability of each individual state's TUR
calculation, and such sums as may be necessary are authorized
to fund this expanded sample.
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MAJOR PRINCIPLES EMBODIED IN S. 1784

1. There should be only one grogram providing unemployment
benefits beyond those available under states' basic U.I.
programs, rather than the two now existing which are poorly

coordinated and relate to each other inconsistently and

inexplicably.
2. There should be an increasing number of weeks of benefits
available under the consolidated program as the level of a

state's unemployment increases (much as is now the case in
the Supplemental Compensation program),

3. The availability of additional weeks of benefits (beyond those
in state's basic program) based on the state's unemployment
ermanent under the consolidated program, so

level should be p
that it will not be necessary for the Congress to take af-

firmative action to set in place additional benefits as in
the case of the Supplemental Compensation program, and so
that these additional benefits will be available to states
and multi-state regions that suffer from high unemployment
even when the nation as a whole is not suffering from overall
high unemployment and Congress therefore would be unlikely to
act to establish a temporary program of additional benefits,

4. As a state's level of unemployment increases, the federal share
of costs should increase for the benefits under the con-
solidated program. This is true because the cause of per-
sistent high unemployment on a statewide basis almost always
can be traced beyond the state's borders to national economic
policy and even international economic circumstances -- both

far beyond the control of that state and its workers and

businesses.,
5. Because the Insured Unemployment Rate (I.U.R.) has proved it-
self to be an unsuitable determinant of state eligibility for

additional unemployment benefits, excluding from eligibility
many states with very high unemployment, either it should be
replaced as the state eligibility determinant or states
should be provided with an alternative determinant of
eligibility for additional benefits that better reflects need
for additional benefits beyond those provided by states'
basic programs. One or the other of these changes should be
made immediately. It appears that the Total Unemployment
Rate (T.U.,R.,) may be the best alternative currently
available, and its immediate use is recommended. However, a
concentrated study should be conducted to see if it is possi-
ble to devise some measure of a state's need for additional
benefits that would be preferable to both the I.U.R. and
T.U.R, When and if such a new measure can be found, it

should be substituted.

Date: 09/12/83
Doc.No.3/09/12%1
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SENATOR BYRD. I should also point out that because it will take a
number of States some time to bring their own State laws into
accord with the changes in Federal law we propose, our bill in-
cludes a transition provision. That provision includes three parts,
an extension of the Federal supplemental compensation program in
its current form, and two changes in the extended benefits pro-
~ gram- (1) allowing use of an 11-percent total unemployment rate as
an alternative eligibility determinant at State option, and (2) drop-
ping the requirement that a State’s insured unemployment rate
must be greater than in prior years in order to qualify for the pro-
gram during the transition period.

States may take advantage of the new program established by
our bill whenever they are able after it is enacted, but are not re-
quired to do so until several months after their legislatures ad-
journ, after they next convene in regular session.

If the committee agrees it would be desirable, I believe it would
be suitable to allow each State the option of choosing the date on
which it would implement the new program any time between the
date of enactment and January 1, 1985.

One important note. Under our bill, there will be a number of
States that would receive fewer weeks of benefits than they now
receive if the new program’s Krovisions were implemented immedi-
ately. In almost every case, those are States which currently have
low insured unemployment rates, and are eligible for the minimum
benefits under the supplemental compensation program.

The Senators from those States should keep in mind two factors.
First, every State will receive the same number of weeks of bene-
fits it now receives or will in the future receive under current law
for the duration of the transition period in that State. As I men-
tioned, I believe it might be desirable to allow States to determine
the duration of that period up to a maximum of 15 months.

Second, eventually the supplemental benefits program will
expire, and Congress will not extend it. When that happens, those
48 States now receiving supplemental benefits but not eligible for
extended benefits will receive no weeks of benefits.

I can assure that under our bill, more States will be better off
than they will be if they can rely only on the extended benefits
program as it currently exists.

At the hearings of the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on
Tuesday of this week, the administration announced that because
it anticipates unemployment remaining very high for many
months, it would seek an 18-month extension of the supplemental
compensation program at a cost of $3.3 billion. The administra-
tion's proposal does not provide a sufficient number of weeks of
benefits to States with the highest levels of unemployment.

It is unacceptable in my view to reduce the number of weeks
from the levels now available in high unemployment States, but I
am pleased and encouraged by the administration’s acknowledge-
ment that additional benefits will be needed for at least 18 months,
and I hope the Congress will act to assure additional benefits will
be available for at least that period of time.

Unfortunately, the administration did not support the kinds of
changes in the extended benefits program that are needed to make
that program more than a false promise to the Nation’s unem-
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ployed. When the Congress put the extended benefits program in
Elace, it intended for the program to provide additional weeks of

enefits during periods of moderate to severe unemployment. I do
not believe that anyone can be found who will claim that the pro-
gram now is functioning as Congress intended.

This leads me to the following conclusion. Namel{, if the unem-

loyment situation in virtually everyone’s view will be so severe
or the next 18 months that benefits beyond those available in
basic unemployment insurance programs will be needed, and if we
are faced, and we are, with a choice of providing those benefits by
tinkering with the existing flawed séystem of programs or putting
into place a thoughtfully and well designed consolidated program
to do that, there is only one answer that aﬁpears logical to me.

I believe it would be irresponsible for the Congress just to leave
the present hodge-podge of programs in place for even a few more
months, much less for at least 18 more months. Furthermore, the
bill which Senator Heinz and I introduced would accomplish what
the administration seeks, namely, providing additional benefits,
and because it would be a permanent program, we would not need
to worry about whether an FSC extension should be for 6 months,
12 months, 18 months, or even longer.

It would be available to those States with high unemployment
whenever the high unemployment occurs. It also allows us to lay
aside the questions of how the FSC program should relate to the
extended benefits program and vice versa, because it will be one
consolidated program operating logically and rationally to provide
benefits where they are needed, and we need not struggle under
the concegt of our bill with what changes should be made to the
extended benefits program to make it a functioning program again.

Both the extended benefits and supplemental compensation pro-
grams are replaced completely by tﬁe new program that is pro-
posed in the bill, S. 1784. T commend to your consideration the bill,
that I, with cosponsors from both parties, introduced in a spirit of
bipartisan cooperation. We believe it should solve the major prob-
lems that have confronted the unemployment insurance system in
recent months.

I hasten to add that we do not claim that every one of the de-
tailed provisions of our bill is the perfect approach. Surely, there is
room for improvement, and this committee’s expertise should be
brought to bear on that challenge. In particular, with respect to a
State’s eligibility determinant, the committee may wish to investi-
gate some alternative to the sole use of the insured unemployment
rate other than use of the total unemployment rate.

Our bill requires the Department of Labor to undertake a study
with this objective, but the committee may wish to use a different
device even now. The committee also may wish to modify the
schedule determining how program costs will be divided between
the State and Federal governments. It may be desirable to incur
slightly greater Federal costs in order to assure that hard-pressed
States will not have to bear a larger fiscal responsibility at some
benefit duration levels.

But I am hopeful that this committee will act boldly to set into
glace, (1) a logically constructed, single program of benefits beyond

tate basic programs; (2) with benefits determined by unemploy-

26-764 O0—84——5
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ment level; (3) available permanently to States whenever they have
high unemployment; (4) with federal financial responsibility in-
creasing as unemployment worsens; and (56) with use as the State
eligibility determinant of a more accurate reflector of the difficulty
ofdﬁnding employment than the insured unemployment rate pro-
vides.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to appear before the com-
mittee, and I offer my respect and my best wishes as you grapple
with the very complex and difficult problem of making the unem-
ployment insurance system both more rational and more effective
in meeting needs.

If I can be helpful in any way, I hope you will call upon me.

The CHAIRMAN. I certainly want to compliment you, Senator
Byrd and Senator Heinz, on the time that you have spent putting
together this comprehensive proposal. I think it may be time for
the Congress, as you pointed out in your statement, and the admin-
istration, certainly, to undertake a serious study of the unemploy-
ment insurance system, especially the extended benefits program,
which is one-half federally financed.

As you have indicated, your bill is a starting point. We will try to
address it seriously as soon as we meet some of the deadlines that
we have between now and the end of this month, and between now,
I guess, and the October recess. But I pledge, with the support, I
am certain, of Senator Long and others on the committee, Senator
Matsunaga, Senator Moynihan, and Senator Heinz, who are the co-
sponsors, that we will have hearings at the earliest possible time.
We will solicit detailed responses from the Labor Department, the
administration, organized labor, business groups, and others, so
that we can take a hard look at your proposal.

I would like to defer now to the principal cosponsor, Senator
Heinz, for any comments he would like to make.

- Senator HEINz, Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I will be
brief, and I would ask that my prepared statement be placed in the

record at this point.
[The prepared statement of Senator Heinz follows:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN HEINZ

Mr. Chairman, today’s hearing will focus on the Federal extended benefits pro-
gram, the authorization for which expires on September 30th.

It is generally recognized that an extension of this program is appropriate in light
of the continuing which levels of unemﬁlo%ment in the Nation. Those levels of un-
employment are predicted to remain at high levels through the next 18 months.

In my home State of Pennsylvania, the total unemployment rate remains in
double digits. Many of the unemployed in Pennsylvania have been out of work for a
year or longer. This committee will hear testimony from some of my constituents
with the Mon Valley Unemployed Committee, who can, more eloquently than I, de-

-scribe the necessity for adequate assistance for jobless Americans. They are living in
the: nightmare of unemployment, and the frustration of looking for jobs that just do
not exist.

Mr. Chairman, the economic recovery now underway is welcome news. However,
almost 1 million Americans looking for work still cannot find a job. The Congress
must continue to search for ways to quicken the pace of the recovery without reig-
niting inflation and interest rates.

During the next several weeks, the Finance Committee’s Subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Growth and Employment, which I chair, will be holdinf hearings on the state
of our Nation's basic industries. Hopefully, the hearings will enable us to uncover
solutions to the many problems facing our heartland industries which have been
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most affected by the recession, and are still only sluggishly participating in the gen-

eral economic recovery.
I would expect that the subcommittee would proceed to hearings on the other sec-

tors of the economy in the coming months, with the intention of seeing how we can
remove artificial barriers to employment growth in the services and high-technology

areas as well.
Even as we seek to promote employment, we must fulfill our obligations to the

millions of unemployed Americans who are struggling to meet mortgage payments,

pa{ hospital bills, and put food on the table.

n my view, Mr. Chairman, the current unemployment compensation system, par-
ticularly after the regular State program, is unnecessarily complicated, confusing,
and ineffective. I believe that we should overhaul the current system, and take a
fresh look at coordinating the unemployment compensating program and Federal

Jjob training efforts.
The State trust funds are in deplorable condition. 85 States will owe the Federal

Government money by the end of the year. The Federal trust fund is just as bad.

We've devised a supplemental benefits program to meet a temporary problem, but

now we are talking about extending that program for 18 months. Our “temporary”
d

program will then have been in glace for 2% years, ,
r. Chairman, the National Governors’ Association has called for a thorough

review of the existing unemployment compensation program. I would hope that the
Department of Labor and the appropriate committees could examine this program
in the very near future with the aim of reporting out legislation. We have some
very serious structural problems in the existing system, and we ought to fix them.

Senator HEiNz. I would like to make just two comments in sup-
port of what Senator Byrd has said. I am deeply indebted to Sena-
tor Byrd and his able leadership on this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, we will keep it the Byrd-Heinz bill, keep it in this
committee, because it is named after its author and its initiator,
who has done a tremendous amount of work on this, as I think is
ap{)arent to the committee.

would make the following observations. First, I was somewhat
concerned earlier this week when Senator Byrd and I were before
the Ways and Means Committee to hear in the testimony of the
administration spokesman, Mr. Benjamin, a characterization that
the unemployment froblems we are having and the problems we
are attempting to solve with the Federal supplemental benefits pro-
gram are just a temporary kind of problem, and the strongest evi-
dence against it being characterized as a temporary problem is the
fact that if you take the something over a year that we have had
the FSB program on the books and in effect and you add to it the
1%-year extension of it by the administration, the administration’s
definition of temporary problem is, at a minimum, 2% years.

So, by our own estimate and by the Reagan administration’s esti-
mare, temporary is a very long time indeed. We should recognize
that we seem to be in a cycle of economics where recessions are no
longer quick and over and done with and recovered from easily.
The world does not work that neat, clean way any more, because
now we are so much more linked to the entire world. There was a
time when we were an economic island unto ourselves. Now that is
no longer true, and perhaps that is the reason.

But whatever the reason, we are in for lon%er economic cycles,
and our legislation should reflect that reality. That is a philosophi-
cal argument for what Senator Byrd is proposing.

Now, let me give you a political argument for what Senator Byrd
is proposing. I served in the other body during the 1974-75 reces-
sion. It was not Pittsburgh and West Virginia that suffered worst
in that recession. It was the Northeast. It was New York, New
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England, the Atlantic Coastal States. In this recession, of course, it

is the Midwest, it is the industrial North. New England unemploy-

ment rates are rather healthy as compared to those in our Central

States today. Maybe our next recession will hit the South, or it will

hit the Mountain States or the West. That is the point. We cannot

gredict what the next economic cycle will bring, nor where it will
ring it.

So, while it would be apparent on its face today, Mr. Chairman,
that what we are proposing might benefit parochially our region of
the countr{, there is no guarantee that some other region of the
country wil not be hurt far worse next.

Having said that, let me assure you that we in our hard-pressed
region want an insurance policy for our people.

Last, Mr. Chairman, Senator Byrd has talked about the total un-
employment rate and the insured unemployment rate. I think we
are all unaware of the terrible deficiencies of using the insured un-
employment rate as the sole measure of the problem. Yesterday,
the House Ways and Means Subcommittee, at its markup, with Re-
publican support, adopted the total unemployment rate as an alter-
native measure.

Now, thinking of the FSB extension legislation that is before us,
it would be my strong and urgent hope that we would include
using the total unemployment rate as an alternative means of trig-
gering FSB benefits, because we do not want to see what happened
to States like my own State, Pennsylvania, on the extended bene-
fits program happen to them because, for the statistical reasons we
all know too well, a State with 10 or 11 percent unemployment, the
total unemployment rate might trigger off the FSB program, and
indeed, I am advised that that could happen between now and
Christmas.

Talking about a turkey at Christmas time, that would be about
as big a public policy turkey as we could hatch at Christmas time,
and if you have ever heard me use the term “turning Uncle Sam
into Uncle Scrooge,” would have exceeded even our previous
records by having done so. I would hope that the committee would
understand that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Byrd, do you have any further com-

ments?
Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do, and they are

these.

If we cannot do the comprehensive reform that I talked about
here today, and that is embraced by the bill which Senator Heinz
and others and I have introduced. I would urge upon the commit-
tee that it at least do the following: First, extend the supplemental
benefits program, and, second, in doing so, not reduce the levels of
weeks of benefits under that program.

At the present time, there are 8, 10, 12, or 14 weeks available to
States depending on their unemployment rates. Under the adminis-
tration’s proposal, I believe, there would be 6, 8, and 10, which
would mean that those people in States that have the greatest need
and where the total unemployment rate is the highest would fail to
receive the same level of supplemental benefits as they do now.
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So, I would hope that the committee would not reduce the weeks
of benefits under the supplemental compensation program.

Third, I hope that the IUR would not continue to be the sole de-
terminant of eligibility on the ?art of States with respect to the ex-
tended benefits program, and I would also hope that it would not
be the only deciding factor as to the number of weeks for which
States would qualify under the supplemental program. I hope that
the TUR would be at least an alternative for States under which
ggeyl Ir}xéght qualify for extended benefits, at least an alternative to

e .

If I might, let me take a moment to explain by this chart some-
thing which I am sure the chairman and members of the commit-
tee already know, but which I think it is important to point out for
the record. .

At the present time, and I will ask a member of my staff to use the
pointer, at the present time, the top bar is the total number in our
work force. Let us say in West Virginia the work force is between
600,000 and 700,000. That bar represents the 650,000 or 700,000 who
are in the work force.

Now, on the left end of that bar we find the total unemployed,
which at the present time is 17.4 percent. Now, if I might move
that small bar on the left, which is the total unemployment in
West Virginia, down to the bottom, so that it would extend across
the chart, I would like to break that into five blocks. The one on
the left, at the end of the bar, is representative of those who are
receiving basic benefits under State law. ’

West Virginia pays 28 weeks. I believe most States pay 26 weeks.
One jurisdiction, I believe, Puerto Rico, pays 20 weeks, and one or
two States, perhaps Wisconsin and one or two other States and the
District of Columbia, may pay as high as 34 weeks.

So, that far left bar is the basic unemployment insurance bar.
The IUR is keyed to that particular bar.

The second block on the graph represents EB, those receiving ex-
tended benefits. Of course, as I have already indicated, there are
two States and Puerto Rico which presently (Lualify to receive the
extended unemployment benefits. The third bar, the middle one,
represents those who receive Federal supplemental compensation
benefits. All States qualify there, and they qualify for from 8 to 14
weeks, depending upon the IUR of each particular State.’

The fourth block represents those who have exhausted all unem-
ployment insurance benefits, but remain unemployed. They often
receive food stamps, and some who are poor enough may go on wel-
fare. Others receive no aid.

The last of the five portions of that bar include persons who were
never covered by the unemployment insurance system, or never
were eligible for unemployment insurance benefits. For example,
employers did not pay tax for them, or they did not work sufficient
hours, or they were never employed.

Pause.]
enator BYRD. I beg the chairman’s pardon. I am also very inter-

ested in the War Powers Act, concerning which a note has just

been given me.
Now, if States may use only the IUR as the determinant of the

number of weeks States may receive under the supplemental pro-
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gram and for eligibility under the extended benefits program, then
we can see readily that insofar as the total unemployment rate is
concerned, it being 17.4 percent in West Virginia, actually, those
who receive basic State benefits constitute much less than the 17.4
percent and, because these alone determine eligibility for the ex-
tended benefits program, because they alone constitute the IUR.
Many States will not meet that criterion, currently only two States
and one other jurisdiction do meet it, because that insured unem-
ployment rate is not a truly reflective measure of the unemployed
or the need for benefits. :

The same is true with supplemental compensation benefits. The
number of weeks for which a State would be eligible would not be
truly reflective of the need.

Now, what does IUR mean? That means that we divide the nu-
merator, the numerator being the total number of people who are
receiving the State basic unemployment insurance benefits, by the
denominator, which is the total number of persons who are covered
by the system. So as they move out of that State’s basic program,
they move on into extended benefits if the State qualifies, or they
move afterward—I should say and/or they move into the supple-
mental compensation program, after which they leave the UI bene-
fits system altogether. The State’s eligibility for extended benefits
and the State’s eligibility with respect to the number of weeks of
supplemental compensation is, as I said before, not based on an ac-
curate reflection of need, and, as unemployment becomes more
severe, that reflection becomes less and less and less and less accu-
rate.

So, the people who need benefits under the extended program
will not receive them, because the IUR does not reflect the need.
The IUR is a measurement that I think is unacceptable and unre-
alistic. That is why I think we should use the TUR in determining
eligibility of a State for the extended benefits program, and also in
measuring the number of weeks that for which State will be eligi-
ble under the supplemental benefits program.

So, I would hope if the committee in its wisdom does not move
toward comprehensive reform at this time, it will at least extend
the supplemental benefits program, that it will not reduce the
weeks, as the administration proposal does, that it will use the
TUR, the total unemployment rate, rather than the insured unem-
ployment rate, and that it will also provide for a greater sharing of
costs on the part of the Federal Government when unemployment
is higher than is now the case.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Byrd. We appre-
ciate your testimony, and we will hopefully be working out some-
thing that is satisfactory to all parties concerned.

Senator Byrp. I thank the chairman, and I thank the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Our next witness is the distinguished Senator
from Michigan, Senator Levin.

Senator Levin, I might say that your entire statement will be
made a part of the record. You may proceed in any way you wish. I
will be back in just a moment, but Senator Heinz will remain, so

please give your testimony.
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STATEMENT OF HON. CARL LEVIN, A U.S,. SENATOR FROM THE
" STATE OF MICHIGAN

Senator LEVIN, Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
thank you and Senator Heinz for giving me an opportunity to testi-
fy today on this unemployment issue.

The committee clearly should reauthorize the Federal supple-
mental compensation program, keeping the maximum 14 weeks of
basic benefits ‘provided for in the current program. That is just one
of a number of necessary steps in dealing with a very real and very
severe recession.

It is still a very real and very severe recession, but the unem-
ployed in this country who live in States where joblessness is ex-
tremely high would certainly have every reason to expect the Con-
gress to do more than reauthorize, simply reauthorize the current
FSC program. The Members of this Congress would have no reason
to be satisfied that they have dealt either logically or compassion-
ately with the unemployment compensation issue if we simply re-
authorize the FSC program.

At the same time that this committee reauthorizes the FSC pro-
gram, it should take steps to make the 13-week extended benefit
ﬁrogram into more than just the hollow shell of assistance that it

as become. I would hope that the committee would consider modi-
fying the current extended benefit program along the lines of legis-
lation S. 1589 which I, Senator Dixon, Senator Gorton, Senator
Specter, and others have introduced, along with a bipartisan group
of cosponsors. This bill would incorporate the total unemployment
rate, the actual unemployment rate into the determination of
which States are eligible for extended benefits, and for which
number of weeks for the FSC program.

Right now, the measure is the insured unemployment rate,
which looks to the number of people who are out of work and re-
ceiving State unemployment benefits. The TUR, the total unem-
ployment rate, looks to the number of people out of work and look-
ing for jobs, and is a much better measure of labor market condi-
tions.

The modification of the extended benefit program along with the
reauthorization of the FSC program are both essential steps be-
cause beneath today’s newspaper headlines still lines one stark fact
that this committee must confront today. The beginning of the eco-
nomic recovery has not measnt the end of the need to assist the
massive numbers who continue to be the victims of the recession.

The nationwide unemployment rate has dropped from a horen-
dous 10.8 percent, but it is likely to remain in the only slightly less
horrendous 9.5 percent range for months to come. The current 2-
month pause in the decline in the unemployment rate demon-
strates how haltingly slow further reductions may come.

My own State of Michigan has now endured 44 consecutive
months of double digit unemployment, and still has an unemploy-
ment rate of over 14 percent, and in fact that rate increased by
over 1 percentage point in August.

Furthermore, Michigan is projected to have an unemployment
rate 1 year from now which would still be more than 2 percentage
points above the 10.8-percent rate which was the peak of national
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unemployment in the recession. The people of my State must not
be asked to endure without some traditional level of Federal assist-
ance of level of unemployment higher than those which when
reached on a national basis brought forth a bipartisan response
and relief.

Unfortunately, the Federal unemployment compensation system
is in the form of a 13-week extended benefit program and the 8- to
14-week Federal supplemental compensatior. program, and they
have proven pitifully inadequate over recent months in providing
reasonable assistance to the unemployed in the hardest hit States.
There are now only two States eligible for the extended benefit pro-
gram. Think of that. Despite near record unemployment, only two

tates receive extended benefits. In 1975, when unemployment was
in the 8-percent range, we provided up to 64 weeks of unemploy-
ment benefits. In 1983, with higher unemployment, unemployment
now at 9 percent, most States are eligible for 36 weeks or less of
unemployment benefits.

I am here before the committee to say that this current situation
just does not make any sense. Pennsylvania, with 11.5 percent, Illi-
nois, with 11.7 percent, and Ohio, with 11.1 percent, along with my
own home State of Michigan, with 14.3 percent unemployment, are
not among the States now eligible for extended benefits. Not only
is the situation outrageous, but it flies in the face of the original
intent of the extended benefit program.

In my own State of Michigan, Mr. Chairman, the unem¥loyment
rate in May was 14.9 percent, and Michigan was eligible for 53
weeks of unemployment benefits. Bly August, unemployment had
only dropped by about a half of 1 percent, but the maximum
number of weeks of eligibility for unemployment benefits had pre-
cipitously dropped to 36 weeks. In other words, there was a 17-week
drop in the number of weeks of unemployment compensation avail-
able in response to only a very modest decline in our unemploy-
ment rate.

This dropoff in the number of weeks of benefits resulted from
Michigan’s triggering off in June from the 13-week extended bene-
fit program and the loss of 4 weeks of Federal supplemental com-
pensation. The decline in benefits was mandated by a decline in
Michigan’s insured unemployment rate.

Now, there is much speculation as to why States with exceeding-
ly high actual or total unemployment rates have experienced such
extreme declines in the IUR’s Whatever the explanation is, Con-
gress simply must do something about it. In the words of a study
which the Department of Labor itself commissioned with respect to
the diversions of IUR and TUR, “The insured unemployment rate
should be temporarily retired as a serious measure of labor market
conditions.” '

I would just like to repeat that one line, because that comes from
our own Department of Labor consultant: “The insured unemploy-
ment rate should be temporarily retired as a serious meassure of
labor market conditions.”

Senators Byrd, Heinz, Specter, Riegle, myself, and others have
introduced a bill which will comprehensively deal with the prob-
lem. A bill which I earlier introduced, S. 1589, utilizes the TUR as
an additional measure, while not disturbing the very imperfect



69

IUR as it stands. And Senator Byrd’s bill incorporated that bill of
mine, Senate bill 1589. This bill, Senate bill 1589, which has been
described before this committee this morning by Senator Byrd, pro-
vides an alternative mechanism for a State to qualify for extended
benefits.

As Senator Heinz pointed out just yesterday, a subcommittee of
the House Ways and Means Committee adopted the TUR concept
with bipartisan support. It simply does not make any sense to con-
tinue in place for one moment longer an IUR rate which the De-
partment of Labor’s own consultant says should be laid aside. It is
an unjust rate. It results in some States receiving extended benefits
with less unemployment than States that do not. It results in some
States receiving more supplemental benefits than States that have
higher rates of unemployment.

Mr. Chairman, the new trigger level which we have proposed for
the extended benefits program in our bill, Senate bill 1589, would
qualify States for that program if they have a total unemployment
rate of 11 percent. In the States for which the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics compiles seasonally adjusted data for the TUR on a month-
by-month basis, the 1l-percent trigger would be determined by
looking to the most recently available TUR data for those States.

That would cover the 10 most populace States in the Nation for
which the statistical sample is large enough to make the TUR an
accurate measure of the labor market conditions in a State on a
month-by-month basis. In the remaining States and jurisdictions,
the 11 percent trigger would be determined by looking to the 12-
month rolling average of the TUR for those areas, and by looking
to the most recently available 1-month data.

This two-pronged *est is an attempt to make the measure timely,
and to increase the sample size as well. It may also be possible to
fine tune the TUR for those States even more to further improve
its accuracy. Once calculated, the TUR could be used as an alterna-
tive to the insured unemployment rate for determining a State’s
eligibility for 13 weeks of extended benefits, and it could also be
used in determining the number of weeks of Federal supplemental
compensation which a State can receive.

The insured unemployment rate would not be repealed in this
bill; but the total unemployment rate could act as a true safety net
to insure that States with very high unemployment are not ignored
by this Nation’s unemployment compensation system. It is a target-
ed, modest bill, costing perhaps $400 to $500 million more than
simply continuing the present system.

Mr. Chairman and Senator Heinz, again, I want to thank you for
scheduling these hearings and giving me an opportunity to testify.
I hope you will go beyond simply reauthorizing the Federal supple-
mental compensation system and make a change necessary to
transform the extended benefit program into a real program pro-
viding real assistance for the unemployed in States such as mine
where unemployment is still a very massive problem.

[The prepared statement of Senator Levin follows:]



70

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR CARL LEVIN

Mr. Chaimman:

I would like to thank the Committee for giving me the ommortunitv to testif
on the unemplovment comdensation svstem in general and the need to reauthorize
the Federal Supplemental Compvensation program in marticular. I would also like
to thank vou, Mr. Chairman, for yvour assistance in the past vears in dealing with

the plig}?t of the wnemployed. \
This Committee should reauthorize the Federal Supplemental Compensation program
keeg:‘mg the maximum 14 weeks of basic benefits provided for in the current vrogram.
This is certainly a necessary step in dealing with the still very real and severe
effects of the recession. But the umemploved in this country who live in states
where ‘iohlessness is still extremely high would certainly have everv reason to
exnect the Congress to do more than reauthorize the current FSC program. And the
members of this Géngress would have no reason to be satisfied that thev have dealt
either logiCa'll)' or compassionately with the unemnlovment compensation issue if
we simply reauthorize the FSC orogram. At the same time this Committee reauthorizes
Athe FSC program, it should take stebs to make the 13 week Extended Benefit program
into more than the hollow shell of assistance that it has become. I would ask that
the Committee consider modifving the current Extended Benefit nrogram along the

lines of legislation S. 1589, which I have introduced along with a bi-nartisan

grow of co-sponsors. This bill, which I broughi to the Committee's attention at
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hearings on August 1, would incorporate the actuzl or Total Unemplovment Pate (TUR)

’ Eleg

inte the determination of which states are eligible for Extended Renefiss.
The modification ¢of the Extendsd Bene€it program, alo;ag with the reauthorization
of the FSC program, are both essential steps because beneath today's newspaper
headlines still lies one stark fact that this Committee must confront todav: The
beginning of the economic recoverv has not meant the end of the need to assist the
massive numbers who continue to be victims of the recession. The nationwide
wnerployment rate has dropped from a horrendous 10.8%. But it is likelv to remain
in the only slightly less horrendous 94%%range for months to come. The current

two month paus?.in the decline in the unemployment rate at 9.5% demo;zstrates how
haltingly slow furtheT reductions may come.

M\ own state of Michigan which has now endured 44 consecutive months of double
digit unemployment still has an unemplovment rate of over 14%, and, in fact, that
rate increased by over one vwercentage point in August. Furthermore, Michigan is
projected to have an unemployment rate a year from now which would still be more
than two percentage voints above the 10.8% rate which was the peak of national
unemployment in the recession. The people of Michigan must not be asked to endure,
without federal assistance, "levels of unemployment higher.than those which, when

reached on a nationwide basis, brought forth a bi-partisan response and relief.

Unfortunatelv, the federal unemplovment compensation svstem in the form of the
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3 week Extended Beneit program and the § to 14 week Federal Supprliemental

13w

Corpensation rrogram have rroven pitifully inadesuate over recent months in provids
ing reasonable assistance tc the umemploved in the hardest hi: states. There are
NOW only two states eligible for the Extended Benefit program. Think of that --

despite near record unemplovment, only two states receive Extended Benefits. In

1675 when unemplovment was in the 8% range we provided 65 weeks of unemplovment benefits.

In 1985 when unemplovment is over 9%, most states are eligible for 3% weeks or less

of unemployment benefits. I am here before the Committee to sav that this current
situation just does not make any sense. Pemnsylvania with 11.5%, Illinois with 11.7%
and Ohio with 11.1%, along with mv own home state of Michigan with 14.3% wmemployment

are NOT now among the states elipible for Extended Benefits.

Not only is this situation outrageous, but it flvs in the face of the original
intent of the Extended Benefit program. On August 7, 1970, when Senator Long was

the floor manager of the legislation which established the Extended Benefit program,
he stated, "The committee bill, like the House bill, would establish a new permanent
program to pay extended benefits during periods of high unemplovment to workers who
exhaust their basic entitlement." These facts also fly in the face df a“statement
bv the Office of Management and Budget in April of 1981, in which it described its

proposed changes to the Extended Benefit nrogram. In the words of the OMB document,
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“The propcsed shift to State triggers at modestly higher t'r.res)_wld ievels will
redirect benefits to areas where thev are needed.!' VWho, I ask, would exclude from
any definition of need, a state which has an wnemplovment rate of over 11 vercent?
\/ In m\ own state of Michigan, the unemployment rate in May was 14.9¢ and Michigan
was eligible for 53 weeks of umemployment benefits through a combination of state
and federal programs. By August, unemlovment had dropped only by about half a
percentage point, but the maximm number of weeks of eligibility for umemployment
benefits had dropped to 36 weeks. In other words, there was a 17 week drop in
the number of weeks of unemplovment compensation available.in response to only a
very modest decline in Michigan's unemployment rate,

This drop off in the number of weeks of benefits resulted from hﬁchig:;n‘s
triggering off in June from the 13 week Extended Benefit program and the loss of
4 weeks of Federal Supplemental Compensation. The decline in benefits was
mandated by a decline in Michigan's Insured Unemployment Rate (IUR). The IUR
looks to the number of peovle who are out of work and receiving state unemployment

- benefits. There is much speculation as to why states with continuingly high actual

3

or Total Unemployment Rates (TUR) have experienced such precipitious declines in

their IURs. The TUR looks to people out of work and still looking for jobs.
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Some explanations focus on the actions taken at the urging of the Administration
in 1881, But whatever the cause, what is clear is the effect, AND what is also
clear is what the Congress must do about it,

/ In the words of a study conducted on behalf of the U.S. Devartment of Labor
with respect to the divergence between the IUR and the TUR, "the Insured Unemplov-
ment Rate should be temporarily retired as a serious measure of labor market
conditions." Senators Byrd, Heinz, Specter, Riegle and myself, along with several
members of the Task Force on Emergency Human Needs of which.I am the chairman,
are supporting various pieces of, legislation which rely on the TUR to one degree.
or another as a way of dealing with the current glaring inadequacies of the ‘Insured
Unemployment Rate, S. 1589, which I have introduced, utilizes the TUR as an additional

measure while not disturbing the very imperfect IUR as it now st@ds. This legislation

would not repeal anv of the 1981 Reconcilation bill changes. Rather, it would

provide an altemate mechanism for a state to qualify for Extended Benefits.

The new trigger level to qualify for Extended Benefits would under this bill be a

Total Unemployment Rate of 11%. In the states for which the Bureau of Labor Statistics

compiles seasonally adjusted data for the TUR on a month-by-month basis, the 11% trigger

would be determined bv looking to the most recently available TUR data in those states.

This provision would cover the 10 most populous states in the nation for which the
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Statistical sammle is large enough to make the TUR an accurate measure of the
labor market conditions in a state on a mon;h-by-month basis. In the remaining
states and jurisdictions, the 11% trigger would be determined by lookine to the
twelve month rolling average of the TUR for those areas, and by looking to the
most recently available one month data. This two pronged test is an attempt

to make the measure timely and to increase'the sample size as well. It mav also be
possible to fine-tume the TUR for these states even more to further imrove its
accuracy,

Once calculated, the TUR could be used as an alternative to the Insured
Unemployment Rate for determining a state's eligibility for 13'weeks of Fxtended
Benefits. It could also be used in determining the number of weeks of Federal
Supplemental Compensation which a state can receive. The Insured lhgmplmmnt
Rate would NOT be repealed, but t}}e Total Lhémplo,\'ment Rate could act as a true safety
net to ensure that states with very high unemployment are not ignored by this
nation's unemployment compensation system.

Finally, I would ask that the Committee use the need to reauthorize the FSC
program as an opportunity for considering a broader, longer term reform of the
system. In this regard, I would suggest that the Committee review legislation
introduced by Senators Byrd and Hein:c and of which I am a co-sponsor. This leg-

islation attempts to simplify the current multi-tiered svstem, to focus benefits
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toward these states mest in need, and to assist the hardest hit states in funding

the program. M- concern is that i4 consideration of fimdamental reform of the

wemployment comensation system is put off until later, then there will not be

a chance for its serious consideration umtil the coumtry is well into some future
vecession and it is too late to help its earliest victims,

Again, Mr, Chaimman, I would like to thank you for scheduling these hearings

and giving me the opportunity to testifv. I urge the Committee to go bevond
reauthorizing the Federal Supplemental Compensation program anc to make the
changes necessary to transform the Extended Benefit program into a real

program providing real assistance to the unemploved in those states in which

unemplovment is still very yuch of a real problem.
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The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Levin. What is your position
on the 18-month FSC extension? Do you think there is some merit
in having a lengthy extension? Of course, I assume the administra-
tion wants to get through the election without facing unemploy-
ment battles every 6 months, but I do believe that we create a lot
of uncertainty as far as unemployed workers are concerned, Gover-
nors, and others, who must administer_the program by playing
with it every 6 months in the Congress. Do you have any views on
whether the extension ought to be sort of piecemeal, or should we
have a fairly lengtl\},}y extension?

Senator LEvIN. Mr. Chairman, we obviously have to consider the
present system as at least a minimum, but that obviously is not
enough. It is a very inequitable system. States with high unemploy-
ment get less benefits than States with lower unemployment. That
is a bottom line hard fact. We have States that are getting more
unempldyment compensation that have lower unemployment than
other States. It is wrong and we can correct it very simply, very
modestly, and in a very targeted way.

We need a comprehensive reform such as the Byrd bill, the Byrd-
Heinz bill. Whether we call it Byrd-Heinz or Heinz-Byrd, it is the
same bill, a critical bill. It is a comprehensive bill. Part of that bill
is a bill which we earlier introduced, S. 1589. It is a transition in
the Byrd-Heinz bill, but S. 1589 would not replace the IUR. It does
not say, ditch the IUR, which we should in a long-range bill. It
simplg says, add another mechanism of qualifying.

And so, yes, we have to make sure we continue what we now
have. We should not reduce it, as the administration is proposing.
That is unthinkable. But it also would be unthinkable to continue
the present system, to simply continue, when that system means
that States with higher unemployment receive less benefits than
some States that have low unemployment. We can correct it on a
bipartisan basis in a bill which we have introduced, S. 1589, which
is, again, part of the more comprehensive bill as well which Sena-
tor Byrd and Senator Heinz have introduced.

So, the answer to your question is yes, but that is not enough.
We have suffered under this present system.

The CHAIRMAN. What did you indicate the cost was of S. 1589?

Senator LEVIN. The cost of S. 1589 is $400 to $500 million more
than just continuing the present system. I emphasize the incremen-
tal cost of S. 1589. For instance, if continuing the present system
costs $3 billion, and I do not have that figure in my head, this would
be $3.4 billion, $3.4 billion.

The CHAIRMAN. The administration proposal, as I understand it,
would be approximately $3.3 billion.

Senator LEvIN. Well, I do not have the cost of the administration
proposal. What I have is continuing the cost of the present sys-
tem, where we have an 8- to 14-week FSB. My bill, this bipartisan
bill that I am referring to, S. 1589, would cost $400 to $500 mil-
lion more than just continuing the present system. And given the
inequities of this system, they are unconscionable. People in my
State and in other States with high unemployment are receiving
less unemployment benefits than folks in States with lower unem-

loyment. I am not trying to take away anything from those folks.
hey have plenty of high unemployment, too. Do not misunder-

26-764 O—84—~—6
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stand me. But we have to have another mechanism which looks at
TUR, which looks at the actual unemployment rate.

The Bﬁrd-Heinz bill in a comprehensive way does that. But as
Senator Byrd testified here this morning, we have to use the TUR
even in a transitional way, and that is what S. 1589 does. Again, I
think, given the cost of this whole thing, to introduce a little bit of
fairness in it and reality in it by looking at the TUR on this inter-
im basis, it seems to me, is well worth the price. If you are looking
at a $3 to $4 billion system, if gou can introduce some fairness of $300
to $400 million or $400 to $50 million, it would seem to me that you
should do it. Equity requires that we do it. It is targeted, and it is
modest, and I think those are two important standards that I know
this committee frequently uses.

The CHAIRMAN. We have worked together on some problems that
particularly affect Michigan for the ];;ast couple of years, because of
the massive debt Michigan has to the Federal Treasury from bor-
rowing to pay unemployment benefits. We have provided a stretch-
out on loan repayments and a reduction of the interest rate which
is paid on the loans. You have been instrumental in that. I wonder,
if we do enact some of the proposals which have been made to trig-
ger the EB prOﬂam on more readily in the States, what would be
the impact on Michigan's solvency efforts, since one-half of FB is
paid by the State UC trust fund? Will that make any difference?

Senator LEVIN. You have assumed, and I am confident and be-
lieve, if my memory is correct, that we would continue on EB.

The CHAIRMAN. So it will not have any impact?

Senator LEVIN. It toviously would have an impact, but it would
not have an impact more than we assumed in our budget.

By the way, let me do what I want to do when you are present,
and that is to thank you and Senator Heinz for what you have
done in this area, both of you. And I will individualize. You, sir,

“because you are chairman, particularly have been helpful in a
number of unemployment issues for States that have been hard
hit, even though your State is not one of those that might first be
benefitted by any change. You have been sensitive to those States
which have this need, and the people of my State are aware of
that. We are grateful to you. You have just identified in the intro-
duction to your question a number of the areas where you have
been particularly helpful, and I want to thank you on behalf of the
people of Michigan.

The answer to your question is, it would not have any harmful
effect. It was not assumed in our calculations. When we increased
taxes to repay that debt, we assumed that we would continue on
the extended benefit program.

The CHAIRMAN. I indicated earlier, and I will soon yield to Sena-
tor Heinz, that there may be coming over from the House maybe
next week a 45-day extension—at least I picked that up indirect-
ly—so that we mii t have some time to try to hammer out some of
these areas that have been suggested. Certainly not the compre-
hensive bill. That would take much more time. But maybe some of
the suggestions made can be worked out costwise while still being
sensitive to the human needs. So I am not certain what will devel-
op on the House side. We could go ahead and pass a longer exten-
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sion, but we are not going to let September 30 come and go without
some action. I guess that is the point I want to make.

Senator LEVIN. The bill from the House, I believe, contains what
our bills contain, and that is for the first time some recognition of
the realitg' of a total unemployment rate and the unreality of con-
tinuing the IUR, the insured unemployment rate. One is a real
world, and one is an unreal world. Again, the Department of
Labor’s own consultant said that we should lay it aside. I know we
have to act before September 30, but there is a targeted, modest
way of moving to a real world, a world which the unemployed
people face in our States which have high real unemployment.

IUR is not the measure which means things to folks. I think
probably every member of this committee would agree that it does
not carr)y(' out its intended purpose, which is to reflect the reality of
the work place. When it no longer does that, we ought to set it
aside. Senate bill 1589 and the Byrd-Heinz bill, which is Senate bill
1784, do that, and I believe to some degree the Ways and Means
Committee action, the subcommittee action yesterday do that, al-
though I am not familiar with the details.

The CHAIRMAN. We are in. the Process of analyzing what hap-
pened there. I am not certain myself.

Senator Heinz.

Senator HEINz. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I think you have cov-
ered much with Senator Levin. I think he and I find ourselves on
the same plane. I want to commend him for his testimony. The one
thing I want to observe is that Senator Levin has been coming
before the Finance Committee with some regularity on this subject,
and it is not that we are tired of seeing him at all. He makes a
mg‘or contribution every time he comes.

ut I think the fact that he has had to come here so many times
over the last 2 years is indicative of the wear and tear not just on
the people out there but on many of us in trying to patch this
system back together every 3, 5, or 6 months in the hope that our
truly needy constituents and unemployed of our own States will
not fall through the cracks for any extended length of time.

There is a study, as we all know, on the quality of life in the
Senate. I do not know that it enhances the quality of work of the
Senate, our legislative product, for us to initiate repairs on some-
thing that is broken, only to find a few months later we have to
come back and fix it up all over again. It is wear and tear not only
on us, but as I think I made clear earlier, it is far more wear and
tear on the people who are out there suffering from unemploy-
ment.

Senator LEVIN. I could not agree with you more. I think a major
reform which would be significant and not just a patch would be to
move to TUR as an alternative, without ditching the IUR. I would
consider that to be a signiﬁcant reform, and one that would really
hold us in good stead while we are perhaps taking whatever time it
takes to do the comprehensive work. I just do not think that we
ought to let this present system stay the way it is, using IUR, while
we are looking at that comprehensive system.

The CHAIRMAN. I thank you very much, Senator.

There is one area that must be a factor, and that is the cost, and
again, you are aware of that. I am reminded this morning that my



80

own Governor was in town last week, saying deficits are too high,
but I am not surprised. The national Governors want more Federal
spending while they complain about the deficits. It is an age-old
problem. We will work on it. Thank you.

Senator LEVIN. That is why I emphasize what I consider to be
the modest cost of this approach, this transitional approach which
it utilized in one bill. The bill itself has a relatively modest cost.
Now, $400 to $500 million in and of itself is not a modest cost. It is a
lot tgf money, given the cost of our unemployment compensation
system.

The CHAIRMAN. Would that be an 18-month cost, or yearly?

Senator LEVIN. That would be a yearly cost, but to continue the
present system, which is a $3 to $4 billion system, what I am saying
1s, to add an element of equity and make a major reform by
introducing the actual unemployment rate, if you can do that for
$400 to $500 million, it seems to me it is a very, very modest cost
indeed, given what you get out of it.

Thank you again.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

[Pause.]

The CHAIRMAN. Bert, we are hap(i)y to have you before the com-
mittee again. We are sorry you had to wait such a long time, but
the hearings were originally scheduled for 2, so we are just about

on time.

STATEMENT OF BERT SEIDMAN, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF
OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY, HEALTH, AND SOCIAL SECURITY,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR & CONGRESS OF INDUS.-
TRIAL ORGANIZATIONS, ACCOMPANIED BY ARLEEN GILLIAM,
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF OCCUPATIONAL
SAFETY, HEALTH, AND SOCIAL SECURITY, AFL-CIO

Mr. SeipMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am Bert
Seidman, director of occupational safety, health, and social security
of the AFL-CIO, and with me is Arleen Gilliam, an assistant direc-
tor of that department.

I have a statement, and I request that it be included in the

record of the hearing.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be made a part of the record, and I have
read your statement. It is very good.

Mr. SeipmMAN. Thank Iyou very much. I will just make a few
points without any embellishment to summarize that statement as
well as the current situation.

The first is that we think it is absolutely essential that benefits
be available to the long-term jobless, and far more than the current
one-third of the long-term jobless who are now receiving benefits.

Second, as other witnesses have said this morning, there must be
no hiatus, and I think we all agree on that.

Third, we do not want to see the cutback in the duration of FSC
that the administration is asking for as its pound of flesh for get-
ting the 18-month extension. That would mean that even fewer
than one-third of the jobless would be Fetting unemployment insur-
ance benefits. We think that it is absolutely essential that there be
a reachback provision so that we do not leave people high and dry,
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so that people who have recently exhausted benefits but are still
jobless with no prospect of jobs are covered once again.

We would like to see an 18-month extension. We would not like
to see it at the price of an absolutely inadequate program, but we
do see the advantages of having a program extended as long as pos-
sible. On the other hand, we do not think that should be a reason
for not looking at a fundamental reform of the long-term compen-
salgion system, as has been suggested by Senators Byrd, Heinz, and
others.

We think that whatever is done now, there should be more
weeks of compensation available to the long-term jobless and not
fewer, that it is essential no longer to rely exclusively on the IUR,
and that the triggering should not relate to previous periods of un-

" employment. We think that is irrelevant to the current need.

If all of those things were done, then we think that there would
be at least some degree of security for the long-term jobless. We are
encouraged by the fact that the House subcommittee has taken ac-
count of many of these problems in the decisions that it made yes-
terday, but we do not think those go far enough.

We ask that once this is done, and the progam is extended for
whatever period of time, that you do not forget the problems. I
know that you will not. In the AFL-CIO we have urged for years
that there be a permanent program providing a maximum benefit
period of at least 65 weeks in all phases of the business cycle. What
encourages us in the Byrd-Heinz glll S. 1784, particularly, is that it
does set up a permanent program, and at least partially corrects
the defects in the existing EB and FSC programs.

There is just one other feature of it that I would commend to you
for whatever you do now, not just waiting for the permanent
action, and that is it has a much more reahstxc work search re-
quirement for workers who are unemployed in areas where there
are simply no job opportunities. We urge you to include such a pro-
vision in any action that you take at the present time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Seidman follows:]
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STATEMENT OF BERT SEIDMAN
DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY, HEALTH AND SOCIAL SECURITY
AMERICEN FEDERATION OF LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
BEFORE THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE ON S. 1784

’ September 16, 1983

We appreciate the opportunity to present to this Committee the views of the AFL-CIO
on S. 1784, which would establish a new program of unemployment compensation benefits to
replace the existing programs of extended and federal supplemental benejits.

As the resuit of the economic policies of the Reagan Administration, the number of
workers without jobs continues to be at disastrous levels and millions of jobs have been
eliminated. The search for a job for many, if not most jobless workers is a fruitless effort.
For August, the Bureau of Labor Statistics reported that 10.7 million workers were without
jobs with 9.5 percent of the labor force officially counted as unemployed. An additional 7.5
million workers were either too discouraged to search for work or had accepted part-time
employment because they were unable to find full-time jobs. Thus, at a minimum, 18.2
million American workers and their families are experiencing severe hards_hlp and economic
deprivation.

Thirty-seven percent of jobless workers have been unemployed for 15 weeks or longer.
Of these, 2.5 million workers had been without work for more than six months. The average
duration of unemployment has jumped from 13 weeks in January 1982 to 20 weeks in August
1983,

The protections of an adequate and equitable unemployment insurance system are
essential for jobless workers and their families. Yet, of the 10.7 million workers officially
counted as unemployed, two out of three are not receiving unemployment compensation

benefits. During the 1974-1976 recession, two-thirds of jobless workers were receiving

unemployment compensation benefits. Over five million workers exhausted thelr regular

benefits and extended benefits in 1982 and another three million have exhausted these

benefits since January 1983, Even the Administration's economic forecasts project

unemployment levels of 9 percent or more for the remainder of this year and far into 1984,
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Workers who lose their jobs face a long and painful spell of unemployment and the prospect
of losing their unemployment benefits long before they find employment.

The AFL-CIO has long advocated the establishment of a permanent supplemental
benefit program which would provide benefits for the long-term unemployed for at least 65
weeks in all phases of the business cycle. At least 26 weeks of federal supplemental
benefits, funded from general revenues, should be provided without regard to state trigger
levels. These benefits would be in addition to the current 39 weeks maximum provided
under the regular and extended benefits programs. Long-term jobless workers would be‘
eligible for extended benefits regardless of unemployment levels. If triggers must be used,
total unemployinem, without regard to the level of unemployment at some prior time,
should be the trigger. ‘

As a result of the harsh restrictions imposed by the Reagan Administration and
Congress in 1981 on the extended benefits program, which aiready had serious defects, the
program has been virtually eliminated and millions of jobless workers have been deprived of
these benefits despite catéstrophic levels of unemployment. The national trigger was
eliminated, extenced benefit recipients were eliminated from the calculation of national and
state trigger formulas and a one percent increase in state trigger levels was required.

Prior to elimination of the national trigger, up to 13 additional weeks of benefits were
paid to workers, regardless of where they happened to live, who exhausted their regular
benefits when the. national insured unemployment rate (IUR) reached 4.5 percent. 'Belore
the increase in state trigger levels became effective, workers who exhausted their regular
benefits were entitled to extended benefits if the state IUR was at least 4 percent and 120
percent of the state level for the preceding two years. The 120 percent requirement could
be waived if the state IUR was at least 5 percent. Now, the triggers, which exclude
recipients of extended and federal supplemental benefits, are 5 percent with the 120 percent
requirement or 6 percent without regard to prior years. As the ‘result of these restrictions

on what were already defective trigger formulas, extended benefits are available in only
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Louisiana, West Virginia and Puerto Rico and only 51,000 long-term jobless workers are
_ receiving extended benefits.

Exclusion of extended benefit recipients from the calculation of the IUR has resulted
in ;tates triggering "on" extended benefit periods later and "off" earlier. As the proportion
of long-term jobless workers grows, thus increasing the number of benefit reipients not
counted, the IUR declines while total unemployment remains very high.

While the national total unemployment rate (TUR) is 9.5 percent, the national IUR is
only 3.8 percent, a gap of almost 6 percent. For some states, the gap between official
unemployment and insured unemployment is even greater than the national average. In
Michigan, for example, the differential is over 10 percent and in Ohio, over 7 percent, Only
West Virginia and Puerto Rico have an IUR of 6 percent. The alternative for continuance of
extended benefits is to have an IUR of 5 percent, which also must be 20 percent greater
than that of two years ago. Large industrial states with high levels of unemployment in the
last two years have been unable to meet this requirement despite continued very high levels
of unemployment. As a result, extended benefits are no longer available in such: high
unemployment states as Alabama, lllinois, Michigan, Ohio and Pennsylvania, with total
unemployment ranging from 11.1 to 14.3 percent. Twenty-four states have triggered "off"
since April 23, 1983, Once a state triggers "off," extended benefits are suspended for 13
weeks, regardless of unemployment levels. If extended benefit recipients were included in
the trigger calculation and the 120 percent requirement were eliminated, at least 18
additional states, including such large industrial states as lllinois, Michigan and Ohio, would

be paying extended benefits.
The temporary program of Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC) which became

effective September 12, 1982 has provided some income protection for hundreds of
thousands of long-term jobless workers. Unemployed workers who have exhausted either
regular or extended benefits are eligible for 8, 10, 12 or 14 weeks of FSC, depending on the

state from which they are receiving benefits. Up to 10 additional weeks of benefits were
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provided for unemployed workers who had exhausted FSC prior to April 1, 1983. Thus, it
was possible for workers in some states to receive 65 weeks of benefits. The maximum
duration of benefits for unemployed workers who began receiving FSC after April 1, 1983 is
53 weeks if both extended benefits and 4 weeks of FSC are available in their states.
However, since so few states are in an extended benefit period and the duration of FSC is
also based on state IURs, very few unemployed workers receive the maximum duration of
benefits. ' .
Fourteen weeks of FSC are available only in West Virginia, which has an IUR of 6
percent, As a result of the decline in state IURs in states with disastrous levels of
unemployment, only 10 weeks of FSC are avilable in Alabama, Michigan and Ohio, where 14
~weeks of FSC had beeﬁ available in April 1983, The maximum duration of benefits in the 27
states where only eight weeks of FSC are available is only 34 weeks.

The income protection provided by the program of Federal Supplemental Compensa-
tion is inequitable in that unemployed workers are receiving benefits of varying duration,
depending upon where they happen to work or live. A federal program of unemployment
compensation benefits, financed from general revenues, must protect unemployed workers
equally. This objective cannot be accomplished by relating benefit duration to state insured
unemployment rates. It is clear that insured unemployment rates are no measure of total
unemployment and are defective measures of the need for extended and federal supplemen-
tal benefits. With the gap between total unemployment and insured unemployment
continuing to widen, more and more long-term jobless workers are being deprived of
benefits.

While establishment of the program of federal supplemental benefits was a much
needed step in the right direction, additi(;nal steps must be taken immediately to prevent
millions of long-term jobless workers and their tamilies from being deprived ot all income.
As high rates of unemployment continue for the long-term jobless, more and more workers

need the income protection of extended and federal supplemental benefits.
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We, therefore, are encouraged by the introduction of S, 1784, introduced by Senator
Byrd and co-sponsored by other distinguished members of this Committee, which if enacted,
would remedy some of the deficiencies in these programs. S, 1784 would establish a new
program to replace the existing programs of extended benefits and Federal Supplemental
Compensation. A tiered system would be establisheH, with the duration of benefits ranging
from zero to 30 weeks, depending upon the level of unemployment in a staté. An additional
five weeks of benefits would be added to each tier when total national unemployment
reached 10 percent or more. Thus, it would be possible for long-term jobless workers to
receive 61 weeks of benefits, While we would prefer a maximum benefit duration of 65
weeks, the maximum weeks of benefits provided under .this program come close to meeting
this goal. However, the 61 weeks maximum would be available to long-term jobless workers
only in those states with total unemployment rates of 12 percent or insured unemployment
rates of 7 percent at the same time that national total unemployment equals or exceeds 10
percent.

S. 1784 requires that total unemployment be the "trigger" for the benefits if the
duration of benefits would be greater than would be available using insured unemployment.
This provision is a much needed step in the right direction, but the required levels of
unemployment are too high. We suggest, therefore, that the levels of total unemployment
required for each tier of benefits be lowered by at least one percent. When insured
unemployment rates are used, the percentage of the prior years' insured unempioyment for
each tier of benefits should be eliminated and recipients of unemployment compensation
benefits under all programs should be included in the calculation of insured unemployment.
These suggested changes will help to assure that the income protection provided by this
program meets the objectives of fairness and adequacy.

The AFL-CIO supports the provision that would allow states to modify the work search
requirements now imposed on recipients of extended and federal supplemental benefits.

Under the proposed legislation, states could waive this requirement when labor market
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conditions are so depressed that an active search for work would be feuitless. Unemployed
workers want jobs, but it makes no sense to force them to search for nonexistent jobs in
order to retain their eligibility for unemployment compensation benefits.

The costs of this program would be shared by states and the federal government. The
federal share would range from 50 percent to 80 percent, depending upon state unemploy-
ment levels, and when total national unemployment reached 10 percent, the additional five
weeks of benefits that would be provided would be 1inancéd from federal general revenues.
We believe that this is an equitable apyproachlwhich would reduce the financial burden of
states in which unemployment is high and of long duration, and thus enable states to improve
rather than cut back benefits for unemployed workers.

In conclusion, S. 1784 would provide much needed income protection for long-term
jobless workers and, on balance, is a better approach than simple extension of the *5C
program. Jobless workers in such high unemployment states as Alabama, Michigan and
Pennsylvania would now be receiving 51 to 56 weeks of benefits instead of the 34 to 38
weeks available to them under the present program.

The AFL-CIO is convinced that the most equitable approach to providing needed
income protection for long-term jobless workers is the establishment of a permanent
program, funded from general revenues, that would provide benefits for the long-term
unemployed for at least 65 weeks in all phases of the business cycle, If this goal cannot be
achieved, the AFL-CIO urges your favorable consideration of S. 1784, along with our
suggestions for improvement. An adequate and effective unemployment insurance program
is needed today more than ever before. With incorporation of our suggested improvements,
S. 1784 would strengthen the program so that unemployment insurance would be a more

effective bulwark against deprivation and suffering for all jobless workers and their

families.

ey
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The CHAIRMAN. I think there is no provision like that in the
Byrd proposal, no work search provision.

Mr. SEipMAN. No; there is a work search provision, but all it says
is that the requirement could be waived when the labor market sit-
uation is absolutely hopeless. We think that makes sense. Other-
wise, it is a burden not just to workers to look for jobs that do not
exist, but to the employers whom they importune for jobs that are
not there.

The CHAIRMAN. We have had the same question raised in the
foods stamp area. In Detroit there are not many jobs, and a lot of
people are out of work. But we will look at those suggestions. The
18-moxg;h extension would be satisfactory to the AFL-CIO. Is that
correct’

Mr. SeipmaN. Well, we would like to see a permanent program.
We think there is some security in having an extension of a Kear
or 18 months. So if you do not do anything in terms of establishing
a permanent program, as would be provided for, for example, in
the Byrd-Heinz proposal, then at least we will have a program in
place and you will not have to go back again in 6 months.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I think there is some merit to it. As you
know better than we know, it becomes a political exercise around
here every 6 months. Somebody wants to add something to the pro-
ﬁam. Those who vote against it are either antilabor or antipeople.

e go through this gamesmanship in Congress, I think, too often.
We ought to do it now and then I)ust to keeg us all alert, but not
every other day. We could save a lot of time by looking at the long-
range program. If we could find some fairly long-term extension
that we could turn our attention to some of the basic changes that
probably should be made in the UI program.

Mr. SEipMAN. Mr. Chairman, we are not in favor of a triggered
approach, and we have said so often, but if you have a triggered
approach, then it seems to me that a permanent program will not
be applicable under all circumstances. It will only be applicable
during the periods when it is intended that it should be applicable,
and under those circumstances it is hard for me to see why there
should be any resistance to a J)ermanent program rather than a
program that has to be extended from time to time.

The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate very much your testimony and your
willingness to summarize. You have done a good job.

Senator Heinz.

Senator HEINz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator ByRrp. Just so that I understand your last answer to the
chairman, do you have a strong feeling about the number of weeks
for which we should extend the FSB program?

Mr. SEipMAN. Do you mean, how long the program should be ex-
tended?

Senator HEINZ. Yes; 18 months?

Mr. SeipMAN. Well, we would like to see the program extended
for as lon% as you can. I have also said that whatever period that
is, we would like to see consideration of the kinds of proposals that
you have made for a long-term permanent program.

Senator HeINz. And the reason you feel comfortable in recom-
mending a fairly long extension of FSB, and personally, my willing-
ness to extend the length of the FSB program is going to be condi-
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tioned on how responsive we can make the FSB program to cases of
genuine need——

Mr. SEiDMAN. Oh, I agree. We are not in favor of any tradeoff
such as the administration has su%ested of cutting the weeks of _
benefits in order to get 18 months. We would rather have a shorter
extension and an adequate program than a permanent program
which is completely inadequate or an 18-month extension which is
completely inadequate.

Senator HEINz. I understand that. But my question was really
this. You feel that if we are able to design a better mousetrap here
through a Byrd-Heinz kind of approach, that there will not be re-
sistance to 1t ending irrespective of the specific period of time
during which the FSB program is extended?

Mr. SEipmAN. If wa can get a really adequate program, we would
like to see it put on the books permanently, so that whenever we
have large numbers of long-term jobless either in the Nation or the
State, they will be covered.

Senator HeiNz. That is what I wanted to be sure you were
sa%ing. I wanted that to be clear in my own mind.

hank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I have to leave. Senator Heinz would
you please preside?

Senator HEINz [presiding]. Our next witness, simply by coinci-
dence, happens to be a Pennsylvanian. He is Paul Lodico, staff co-
ordinator for the National Unemployment Network of McKeesport,

Pa. Is he here?
glgo response.]
nator HEiNz. This may be an abbreviated hearing. [General

laughter.
ell, the chairman has left. I do see one representative from the
Department of Labor present.

Mr. VAN ErpEN. Well, we were on already.

Senator Heinz. I know, but I was not here at that time. Would
you return briefly for just one question? If you feel answerini ques-
tions is going to get you in trouble, obviously, you can take the
usual fifth amendment of most witnesses, which is to answer an-
other question.

I have really one question, and I do apologize if this question was
asked of the Secretary or you when he was here. It has to do with
the use of the total unemplogznent rate as a measure in triggering
the FSB program. Does the Igartm«'ant have any conceptual prob-
lems with some use of the TUR instead of the IUR? I am not talk-
ing about exactly what level it should be at, if an 8-percent TUR is
the same as a 4-percent IUR, as originally intended by Congress,
but just conceptually or £hiloso hically, do you have difficulty with
us using either the TUR or, if you will, a dual measurement ap-
proach, such as I gather the House did yesterday?

Ms. GoLpING. Yes; we do have a problem using the total unem-
plgyement rate.

nator HEiNz, What is the problem?

Ms. GoLpING. Basically, they count two different things. The
total unemployment rate counts something different from the in-
sured unemployment rate. We are talking basically about a trigger
that will trigger eligibility of people for a set duration of benefits.
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If you trigger it on using the total unemployment rate, you are
using a count that counts one set of people to deal with eligibility
for a program that will cover a different set of people.

The whole idea behind having the insured unemployment rate is,
the trigger is that it is the insured unemployed who will get the
benefits under this Krogram.

Senator HEINz. That is not the way the present program is struc-
tured. The present Erogram does not give the insured unemployed
anlzI benefit where the insured unemployed is below a certain level.

8. GoLpING. That is right, but it does not——

Senator HEINz. Therefore, that is not the principle on which the
existing program is structured. It is true, and I think we would all
agree, that to the extent people are to be benefited, that they should
be the insured unemployed, but it is not clear to me what the logic is
behind your statement.

Ms. GoLDING. Perhaps I did not express myself very clearly, and
it is a somwhat complicated issue, but it seems to me that if you
are talking about a trigger for a program that is going to cover
people who are unemployed and covered by an insurance sgstem
that is supported first by employers and in the case of the FSC by
the Federal Government, and the only people who are going to be
eligible for it fall into the insured unemplogf'ed category, that you
would not want a trigger that relates to a ditferent population.

Senator HeINz. Let me suggest to you that there is a princi})le
that I think the administration has accepted here that is a differ-
ent one from the one you have stated. The number of weeks of ben-
efits varies under current law, the one expiring September 30, with
the depth of unemployment as measured by the insured unemploy-
ment rate.

Therefore, what we are really saying is, there should be more
weeks if unemployment is worse. Now, presumably, the reason we
say that is that it is more difficult to find a_job when unemploy-
ment is higher. Therefore, since it is more difficult to find a job
when unemployment is higher, and since that is in many respects
almost identical to sayin% it will take the average person in the
work force more time to find a job if unemployment is higher—so
far you are with me, I think—the question is, Which is a better
measure of the difficulty of finding a job, the total unemployment
rate or the insured unemployment rate, which goes down even if
total unemployment rate in that State goes up in some cases?

Ms. GoLpiNG. I am waiting for the question.

Senator HEINz. The fquest;ion is, ich is a better, not perfect,
but a better indicator of the difficulty of finding a job, the total un-
employment rate or the insured unemployment rate?

Ms. GoLpING. There are problems with both, but we believe for
purposes of triggering on benefits that the insured unemployment
rate is a better measure.

Senator HEiNz. Of what?

Ms. GoLpING. Of the difficulty in finding a job, for some technical
reasons as well as the overall philosophical reason that I gave you.
One of them, for instance, is the fact that the total unemployment
rate is based on a sample. It is subject to considerable estimating
error, and it is considerably delayed compared to the way we meas-
ure insured unemployment rates. The insured unemployment rate
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itself, technically, is a far sounder count because it is a universal
count, and we are certain that there is a person behind every unit
that is counted in arrivinﬁ at the insured unemploi;ment rate. And
there are a number of other technical issues on which I will defer
to Mr. Van Erden.

Senator Heinz. I understand the technical issues, and I would
not claim that from a technical standpoint any measure, includin
the TUR, is without some imperfections. It is a statistical general-
ization from a samgle, as I understand it, the TUR. It is an ex-
tri;l)olation, is it not?

r. VAN ErbpEN. For the 10 largest States, the TUR comes direct-

ly off the current population survey, so it is a statistical sample.

or the other 42 States, though, it is built up through a complex

pqucess the beginning point of which is unemployment insurance
claims.

Senator HEINz. Yes. Thank you.

Mr. VAN ERrDEN. So there are two different ways to get to a State-
level TUR.

Senator HeINz. To get to the TUR. The problem I have with the
IUR is that after 26 weeks, by definition, you may be unemployed,
but you are not counted, and you have my State, the unemploy-
ment of which really did not decline significantly in the period of
June to July, yet the insured unemployment rate drop;i‘ed signifi-
cantly in my State, therefore trifgered off the benefits. The people
who were being counted for all statistical intents and purposes
where the IUR is concerned no longer exist. How do we say that
that reflects better the difficulties in finding a job if those invisible
people, invisible statistically, at least, are out there unemployed
and looking for work.

Mr. VAN ERDEN. Senator, I think one of the operative words
there is which is a better measure, and I do not think we have any
clear evidence that either is a better measure at this point, but I
would like to point one other thing out that you are kind of——

Senator HEINz. I can tell you which is better for my State.

Mr. VAN ERrpEN. Yes. Let me come back to that point, though.
When you compare the two rates, and you are talking about your
State rate, total unemployment rate, and the IUR, one of those
rates is seasonally adjusted while the other is not. So part of the
difference that you are perceiving in those is the fact that one is
seasonally adjusted and the other is not. Let me give you an exam-
ple on that. In the national rate between July and August, as you
well know, it was 9.5 in July, it was 9.5 in August, seasonall¥ ad-
justed. The unadjusted rate, which is more comparable to the IUR,
fell over a full point.

So, if we were sitting here today talking about the national un-
employment rate and somebody said, gee, it just fell a point and a
half, the perception would be, I think, slightly different. You are
saying, gee, the IUR fell, the TUR fell. So, what happens when you
compare a seasonally adjusted rate with an unadjusted rate is, you
fet this difference, especially at this time of year, and that, I think,
eads to the kind of problems we are seeing between the two rates.

Senator HEINZ. Let us assume for the sake of argument, and I do
not happen to agree, but let us assume for the sake of argument
that your logic about the insured unemployment rate being a
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better measure for technical reasons is on balance the best argu-
ment and therefore the best measure. Would it not be a logical ex-
tension of that argument that what we should do is not count the
number of insured unemployed who are getting basic benefits, but
that we should count the number of insured unemgloyed who are
also getting extended and FSC benefits as well. They clearly are
real people. They are clearly getting a benefit. They are clearl
subject to all the requirements that one must be subject to to qual-
ify in the first place and on a continuing basis—that means work
search—for their unemployment benefits. Why should we not
count all the people who are receiving benefits, not just the ones
that receive, if you will, the first tier of benefits if we are to be
consistent with your position?

Ms. GoLpING. I do not think it would be logical extension to say
that the—it would mean basically that you are calculating the trig-
ger to turn off on a different basis from which you calculate the
trigger to turn a State on. When a State triggers on using the IUR,
as in current law, the people who exhaust regular benefits are in-
cluded, and the trigger goes off on that same basis. If we went to
the mode that you are talking about by including extended benefits
beneficiaries and FSC claimants, we would have inflated the count
by perhaps as much as 18 to 20 percent, and you would be trigger-
ing off on a very different basis.

At some points in time, one could argue that that could work to
the benefit of a State, but under current law, it would also work to
the disadvantage of the claimants in that State in that should the
economy of that State deteriorate within a reasonably close period
of time, say, 2 years, it would be much harder for that State to trig-
ger on under current law.

Senator HEINz. But the logic is perhaps that if you agree that
that is logical, that we need something beyond counting people on
basic benefits, because they are arbitrarily not counted after the
period of their basic benefits.

Ms. GoLpiNG. I think what I would say instead is that we would
want the triggers to go on and off on. a consistent basis, and that
we would want the count to be statistically sound, and that we
would want it to maintain the tie to covered employment, in other
words, continue to support the insurance-—~—

Senator HEiNz. Have you got a proposal that would be consistent
at least with your technical criteria but which would be a better
measure than what I think we both understand is a relatively
flawed measure, namely, the IUR?

Ms. Gorping. I would aﬁree that we have not yet found a perfect
measure, and that the IUR is not perfect.

Senator Heinz. Would you agree that you might have until no
later than Se(ftember 80 to find such a measure unless you wanted
Congress to decide without the benefit of your considerable skills
and wisdom?

Ms. GoLpiNG. I would say that based on what we have seen and
the proposals we have seen on the table, none of them is a better, a
more perfect measure than the one we have.

Senator HEINz. Listen. Let me tell you, you are the experts. You
have got all kinds of professional civil servants somewhere down in
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thel(l))epalrtment of Labor. Some of them are here. You outnumber
us 10 to 1.

Ms. GoLpINg. I do not think 10 to 1, sir.

Senator HEINz. In terms of the ability to concentrate on a specif-
ic problem, there are people there who outnumber us 1,000 to 1.
There are people there no doubt who have been in the Department
of Labor at some level since the whole idea of unemployment com-
pensation was enacted in the very first place. There are people who
dream of nothing else, except maybe staying off the system.

My request is that you provide us on the committee, if you feel
you can do it, and I hope you feel you can do it, because I really
think the committee will take some steps to remedy this problem
on its own if you do not give us your best thinking, and I would
just urge you to come forward with something that does a better
job than the IUR. Can you do that?

Ms. GoLDING. As I said, we have yet to find a better measure, but
we will, of course, we are glad to have our staffs work with this
one.

Senator HEINZ. Any time between now and markup.

Ms. GoLbING. Wednesday?

Senator HEINz. All right. Thank you both very much.

I assume that our last witness, Mr. Lodico, is not present. Is that
correct? He is not present. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 2:20 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon-
vene upon the call of the Chair.]

[By direction of the chairman, the following communications were

made a part of the hearing record:]

26-764 O—84—um?
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CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

‘%xﬁzgxr‘ 1618 H Svager N W
LEGiSLATIVE Anp PouTicaL APrains September 16, 1983 Wuun:g;g:&lz.a&fooo‘z

The Honorable Robert Dole
Chairman

Committes on Finance
United States Senate
Weshington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr, Chairman:

In enclosing the U.8. Chamber's statement to the Senate
Finance Committee on the temporary Federal Supplemental
Compensation (FSC) program, 1 reiterate our continuing opposition
to changes in the permanent, employer-financed Federal-State
Extended Benefits (EB) program, as well as legislation such as
§, 1784 that would create s permanent 6l-week unemployment
compensation (UC) program.

We agree with the sponsors of §. 1784 that FSC, if
reauthorized for a limited time, could be vastly simplified, but
ve strongly object to & permanent 6l-week program and to proposals
shifting the cost of long-term and structural unemployment to the
deficit-ridden Unemployment Trust Fund. The states have recedtly
taken extraordinary steps to improve the solvency of their UC
trust accounts, and the added costs of changes in EB would force
them into further benefit cutbacks, tax increases, and loans from

the federsl Treasury.
Triggering EB &t lower unemployment rates would do nothin,
to_sid the long-term unemployed, vho already have received the

extension, and in unnecesvary for individuals currently receivin
regular UC benefits because of the dramatic decline in nev
claims. 1Ironically, a major consequence would be a slow down in

" expansion of c-g}oxﬁgnt resulting from the rsised payroll taxes
needed to finance the extra benefits.

Furthermore, it would be inadvisable to substitute a trigger
based on the total unemployment rate (TUR) rather than the insured
unemployment rate (IUR) presently used. The majority of
individuals counted in TUR estimates are not eligible for UC, and

the calculation is not & statistically reliable measure of state
unemployment becsuse it is cowmputed on a small national sample.




96

B

While admittedly imparfect, the YUR is an actusl count of
velid UC claims. 1In fact, it overstates the true unemployment
rate because it i¢ the ratio of job losers to individuals
currently working rather than to the total labor force (workers
plus UC claimants). For example, {f 59 workers out of 1,000 were
unesployed, the IUR would not be 39/1,000 or 5.9%, but 58/94) or
6.3% -~ enough to trigger "on" EB without meeting the 202 increase

requiremunt.

Finally, changes in EB will not be effective becausa there
is insufficient time for the atatas to change their UC laws a¢
required by federal law. At preseat 42 state legislatures are in
Tecess.

In closing, 1 sppreciate your considering our viows and
including this letter and accompanying statement in the hesxing
record.

Cordially,

Hilton Davis

cc: Committee members
Rod D'Arment
Sydney Olson
Joe Humphreys
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Cleveland Councll of Unemployed Workers
cl/o Clark-Fulton Community Center ¢ 38190 Walton ¢ Cleveland, Ohlo 44113 » 216-201-4212

TESTIMONY
Presented To
Subcommittee on Public Assistance
and Unemployment Compensation
Committee on Ways and Megna
U.8., House of Representatives
1100 Longworth House Office Building
‘ Washington, D.C, 20515

Presented by

Evelyne Mills
Financial Secretary
Cleveland Council of Unemployed Workers
3601 Whitman Avenue '
Cleveland, Ohio 44113
—— 216~281-7835

September 13, 1983
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~ ~Nr.Chaixman, :Meuburo o Vho Suherommitton, nud Niat aguished Gy
The burden of the reckless, publicly unaccountable, greedy—_
decisions by the corporate interests must not be shoved on e
- the shoulders of America's unemployed working people,
The burden caused by plant closings, technology, long
work weeks, aud investments by so-called Amrrican companies
in lowewage foreign countries must not be shoved on the
shoulders of America's unemployed working people.
The Cleveland Council éf Unemployed Workers is here
today to say to thim Committee and to the Government of the
United States of America that Yhe unemployed of Cuyahoga
County cannot find jobs, cannot support our families, cannot
pay taxes, cannot buy cars, ?&é;a. or clothes, cannot cont—ibute
our vast potential of skills and energy to our community.
What are you going to ég about this human, economic,
moral, and community dieaﬁiﬁé?
Accoxrding to the ng}éu of National Affairs, more than
1.2 million American wofkjie lost their jobs as the result
of nearly 2,700 plant shutdowns, last year alome. Ohio,
Michigan, and Indiana pnﬁgmpassed the most severly affected wegiomn.
Warnmer & 8wasey Go., where I worked for nearly ten years,
reduced its factory hglp by 550 out of over 800 workers and cut
office help from 90 so approximately 125, Warner & Swasey
was purchased by fbp huge multi-national corporations of Bendix
end Allied, and m9§;d their machining divisions to their plent
in Japan, These éfbg‘are lost forever in the Job market. Over
half of the peoglé affected in this particular place were over

'y
o



98

forty years old, and many were members of minority groups and
women, When people have been on & job 10, 15, 20 to 40 years,
it is not easy to find a job elsewhere, Most of the people
who worked with me were skilled machinists, technicians, inspec~
tors, electronic and mechaniocal assemblers, capable of using
blueprints and possessing many expensive tools, To be "retrained",
as one of our people was, to go to work at a restaurant for
minimum wages is caueing panic and despair, There are very
foy Jjobs available now, and many of these do not pay enough for
a subsistance level of living. ‘

The stories go on and on, Our people are losing
their homes. We have no medical coverage. Gas and lights are
luxuries we oannot afford. Food stamps do not last the month,
We are not even the 'mew poor" anymore. We have entered the
dispair and frustration of the old poor,

People who were taxpayers, steady workers and believers
in the American Dreaw for years, now watch helplessly as, one by
one, we sucoumb to a life of abject poverty and hopelessness,
We are losing our homes, cars, decent education for our children,
health oare, our hopes of a decent penmion., We are losing our
spouses, self-esteem, our sanity. A person who for years has
always met all financial obligations is demoraligzed when
utilities are shut off because they are no longer affordable,

We have come here today from Cleveland to represent
thousands of jobless workers in Cuyahoga County, This is a
staock of 15,000 signatures we collected in two weeks at the
unemployment offices in May. May, 1983 woaz the point when
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Ohio lost the 13 week Extended Benefit program because of the
outrageous, morally and logically insupportable "trigger
mechanism" whioh does not even reflect the actual rate of
unemployment in the state or country. The 15,000 signatures are
on petitions calling fort

1. An extention of unemployment benefits until people find jobds.

2, A revision of the "trigger" mechanism to provide extended

benefits.

3, Development of a Public Works Program to provide Jjobe

at living wages for all unemployed workers.

The need to provide additional weeks of benefite and to
revise the "trigger mechanism" to restore the Extended Benefit
program and the lost FSC benefits is crucial, Approximately
200,000 Ohioans exhausted their benefits this summer. In Ohio,
almost 40% of the counted unemployed have been laid off over 26
weeks., That proportion has increased from 24% last year. In
addition, 64% of Ohio's joblesé workers are not receiving
benefits., Last year only 40% of the unemployed were not.

In most industrialised, Western countries, unemployment benefits
are more generous, often extending from paycheck to paycheck,
and covering first time Job seekers.

We believe the current 9,5% national unemployment rate
represents a crisis situation for the 15 million people it
directly affects. At 20%, black unemployment is twice as high
as white unemployment. Black youth unemployment v:ii up to
an unbearable 56% level, nationally., This is not recovery in
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any sence of the word!
Whether we cite statistics or real lifo stories, the

fact is that the unomployed workers ara being driven dowm into
pove~ty. Wg are chonldering the burden of the depression. We
aro being ground into the dirt becaune Warrer & Swasey milked

the profits from our planl, because U.S, Steel makes more monay
owning Marathon Oil than producing eieel, because GM Fishor

Body can get away with paying workers $2 per day in their plants
in Chile, South America, V2 are facing utility shutoffs and higher
infat mortality because Ohio Orankshaft, National Acme, Westing-
house, Fazio warehouses, Cruciable Steel, Eaton Axle, Towmotor,
Addressograph=Multigraph, #nd dosens of other plants have shut
down in opr area and precious few new jobs have opened up,

Whole communities are adversely affected by the loss of in-
come. 1In aress where unemployment is high, croditors and the ‘
business community feel the pinch, local tax bases are lost,
education looses. Drugs, alcoholism, and mental problems increasse,

What are we rapposed to do? What arc you going to do?

We want jobs, decent jobs at decent wages, because are
diligent working people,

If you cannot provide jobs, ther we vant an extenvion of
banefits until jobs become avallable,

We had nothing to do with the declsions to closa our plants
or lay us off. Fither we shouid have some coutrol over those
decisions or we should be protected against the devastating

results of those decisions, In addition, those corporate interests

that abandon *the workera for low-wage area investmcnts should bg
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made to shoulder the burden for the ghost towns, misery, and
inoredible poverty they have caused our communities, Workers
should not suffer so drastically for the loss of a job due to
no fault of their own,

Congress has not yet approved help for the vnemployed -
no medical coverage, no moratorium on home foreclosures, no
significant jobs program. We have seen the wealthy corporations
well represenied by Congress - the tax ripoffts, the previous
gas de-regulation legislation, the Carribean polioy. We have
not seen our concerns addressed. .We certainly hope they will
be, in this committee,

The Cleveland Council of Unemployed Workers appreciates
“he opportunity to present our views to this Subcommittee, Thank

you for your attention,
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Corry Area Unemployed council, Inc.
85 North Center Street

Corry, PA 16407

September 12, 1983

Committee on Ways & Means
U, 8. House of Representatives

Room 1102
Lenguosth otties Buiidisg
Mr. Chairman = Members of the Committee:

Our delagation <« being comprised of members of the Corry Area
Unemployed Council, Inc., located in the county of Erie, the city of
Corry, PA rsspectfully request the right to state the desperate sit-
uation of our unemployed citizens. Effective September 30, 1983, our
own government has decided to stop all FSC unemployment benefits, with
no real thought as to the gravity of the situation.

) Our "Council" - founded in March of 1983 - has desperately work-
ed hard to alleviate some of the local problems of the unemployed.

We have contacted all local businesses and agencies for monetary
assistance to aid persons with utility shutoffs; house and/or rent
payments to snsure a Yoom over their heads; provide food for the
table; acquire adequate medical and dental care for familigs and try
to get any type of work for our unemployed people. -

As it stands now, those same agencies and businesses who have
helped us in the past, have almost exhausted their resource due to
the high unemployment rate in the Corry area. Now that h reds of
persons have - or will = exhaust their unemployment compen ation

benefits, those same agencies will be pushed to the limit 3nd unable




" \
" to help anyone.

With a population of 7,100, Corrys unemployment rate is still
Qver 13%, which means that those still of working age, many, many
people will be losing everything they worked hard to get. Through
no fault of our own, we have lost our jobs, with no hope of return-
ing in the immediate future. Our jobs are gone and now our govern=
ment is taking away our hope for survival.

In a Couqtry‘no great as ours, our own government has turned
a deaf ear to our problems. We're in desperate need and you must
realize how critical the situation is. The government statistics
show that the unemployment Fat‘ has gone down, It is our understand-
ing that one of the ways these statistics are compiled is a phone
survey. One of the very first things I lost after being laid o££'
was my phone! Many of our "Council" members have also lost their
phones! I would suggest to this Committee to seek out exactly how
these unemployment figures are truly being arrived at. Those figures
Aro only showing the persons who are receiving benefits, and there has
been no significant rise in employment.

The following is a quote from the September 1983 issue of Readers
Digest Magazine - page 89 ~ from the article, "Detroit Faces the Rising
Sun", I quote, "America is the only major industrial country in the
world that is virtually open to Japanese cars. Britain limits its
imports from Japan to 1l% of its home market, France to 2.5%, Italy
to just 2,200 vehicles. The Japanese shipped 1,760,000 cars here
last year -~ precisely 3,562 American cars were sold in Japan.", end

of quote. I would like to know\how many jobs the manufacturer of
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- these 1,760,000 cars could provide us.

In closing, it was a barbaric act of murder to lose 269 persons
over Russian airspace ~ through no fault of their own. It is just
as barbaric for the United States government to turn its back on
all of the uncmpléyed people who are to be economically murdered
very soon. We need benefits - we need help - we urge this Committee

to help us.
Sincerely,

v

. ) , - ¢ /
Kot Zetsns Love

President
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WASHINGTON RESEARCH OFFICE:
122 CSTREET,N.W. ¢ SUITE200 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20001 » (202) 483-8103

September 15, 1983

Senator Robert Dole

Chatrman, Committee on \
Finance

United States Senate

Room $0-221, Dirksen
Senate Office Building

Washington, OC 20510

Dear Senator Dole:

On behalf of the Council of State Chambers of Commerce and its Employee
Benefits Committee, I would like to go on record indicating that we do not feel
1t 1s necessary or desirable to revise the triggers at this time for the Federal
State Extended Benefit Program. Any revisions at this time very likely would
complicate the situation for the States that are already having great difficulty
tn meeting their unemployment compensation obligations,

If 1t is felt necessary to extend the Federal Supplemental Compensation
grogram we would suggest that a proposal along the line of that made by the
dministration would be the most desirable approach.

Sincerely yours,

Nilliam R. Brown
President

WRB/cgs
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State Organizations in the Council are —

Alsbama Chambar of Commerce
488 South Parry Street

P.O.Box 76 -

Montgomery, Alabama 38185

Arksnsas State Chamber of Com.
911 Wallace Building
Littla Rock, Arkansas 72201

Colorado Assoc. of Com. & Ind.
1390 Logan Street
Denver, Colorado 80203

Connectlicut Business & Ind.
Assn,, Inc.

370 Asylum Street

Hartlord, Connecticut 06103

Delaware State Chamber of Com.
1102 Wes! Street
Wilmington, Delaware 19801

Florida Chamber of Commerce
138 8. Bronough St.
Tallahassee, Florida 32301 -

Busl Council of Georgl
875 N. Omni International
Atlanta, Georgia 30335

The Chamber of Com. of Hawall
Dillingham Bullding

735 Bishop Street

Honolulu, Hawaii 96813

Iinols State Chambar of Com.
20 North Wacker Drive
Chicago, lllinols 60608

indlana State Chamber of Com. Inc.
One North Capitol Ave., #200
Indianapolls, Indiana 42248

Kansas Association of Com.
and Industry

800 First National Tower

Topeka, Kansas 68603

Kentucky Chamber of Com.
Box 817, Versaitles Rd.
Franklon, Kentucky 40602

Loulsisna Assoclation of Business
& Industry

P.0. Box 3088

Baton Rouge, Lou..iana 70821

Maine State Chamber of Com.
One Canal Plaza - Box 85
Porliand, Maine 04112

Maryland Chamber of Com.
60 West Streat
Annspolls, MAryland 21401

Michigan State Chamber of Com.
200 North Washington Square
Lansing, Michigan 48933

Minnesota Assoc. of Com. & Ind.
480 Cedar Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 65101

Mississippl Economic Councll
P.O. Box 1849
Jackson, Mississippi 39205

Missouri Chamber of Com.
P.0. Box 149
Jetterson City, Missouri 65102

Montana Chamber of Com.
P.0O. Box 1730

Helena, Montana 59624 o

Business and Industry
Assn. of New Hampshire
23 Schoot St.
Concord, New Hampshire 03301

New Jersey State Chamber of Com.
§ Commerce Street
Newsrk, New Jersey 07102

Business Council of New York
State

152 Washington Ave.,

Albany, New York 12210

Ohlo Chamber of Com.
17 South High Street
Columbus, Ohio 43218

Okishoma State Chamber of Com.
4020 North Lincoln Boulevard
Okiahoma City, Oklahoma 73105

Pennsylvanias Chambaer of Com.
222 N. Third St.
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17101

South Carolina Cham. ot Com.
P.0.Box 11278
Columbia, South Carolina 20211

South Dakols Chamber of Com.
P.0. Box 190
Pierre, South Dakota 87501

State Chamber Divislon

Tennesses Taxpayers Associstion
708 Church Streel - Room 242
Nashville, Tannesses 37203

East Texas Chambaer of Com.
P.0. Box 15692

\Longview, Texas 75601

South Texas Chamber of Com.
8222 Northwes! interstate 10
San Antonlo, Texas 76201

West Texas Chamber of Com.
P.O. Box 1581
Abilene, Texas 79604

Rio Grande Valley Chamber
of Com.

P.O. Box 975

Wesleco, Texas 79696

Vermont State Chamber of Com.
P.0. Box 37
Montpelier, Vermont 05602

Virginia State Chamber of Com.
611 East Franklin Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Wast Virginia Chamber of Com.
1101 Kanawha Valley Building
P.O. Box 2789

Charteston, West Virginia 25330

Wisconsin Assoclation of
Manufscturers & C

111 €. Wisconsin Avenue

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202

And Cooperating Organizations in Other States ___
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Testimony presented to:

Subject:

Date:

Presented by:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Ways and Meansg Sub-Committee

Washington, DC

EXTENDED FSC BENEFITS FOR THE UNEMPLOYED, PLUS
ADDITIONAL 14 WEEKS FOR ALL UNEMPLOYED

Tuesday, September 13, 1983

Carole Andnrnoﬁ
4006 Liberty Street
Erie, Penngylvania 16509

(814) 868-3193

Executive Board Member, ERIE COUNTY UNEMPLOYED COUNCIL
245 East Eighth Street
Erie, Pennsylvania 16503

(814) 456-2872 or 453-5392
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May 1 introduce myself, My nams {s Carole Anderson, and I am & native of
Erie, Pennsylvania. I joined the vork force at General Elact¥ic Company in Erie
in Pebrusry 1956, starting as & Secretary and vorked wy way up that famous ladder
to Professional status in 1974, Those last seven years, my normal work veek consisted
of 30 to 60 hours per week =~ whethar I got paid for over forty or not, When you'rs
s female on & Professional level, competing with males on equal jobs, all eyes are
on you. You have to vork twice as hard, be twice as productive ... and heaven help
you if you goof up. Everyons is watching you very carefully -- and waiting! 1 took
avery class that was offered by GE that I could get into -= including their Manufactur~
ing Studies Program (2 years, 500 classroom hours).- A copy of my Company resume,
attachsd to my written testimony, relates to my vast experience in wany fields, I hwc.
alvays been big in Computer Systems, Analysis, and Programaing ... which vill probably
be my saving grace, I hope. As a productive employes, I saved the General Electric
Company woney ... to the tund of 192% of my salary over those seven yesars. And, it

vasn't by cutting othar psoples' pay,

At the time of my notice of layoff dus to lack of work, I vas given the option
(after the 60-day notice period) to laave and immedistely go on Unemployment Compens
sation Benefits, or I could vork one week for esch yesr of service. 1 alected to vork
the 26-veek retention pariod ONLY bacause the job market was not very sunny At that

time ... and I wight need those extra weeks on UC Banefits until the job market recupped,

In February 1983 vhen I wvent on maximum Unemployment Compensation benafits, my

take~home income decreased 45%; recently, I took another additional 5% cut due to the
Pennsylvanis Unemployment Compensation Reform Law ,.. but my financial obligations
did not reduce! Thay stayed the sswe. ‘l‘ht‘mu hot water tank I had to buy last veek
certainly vwas not in my budget, This layoff affects uot only my present day living,
but my Pension Fund and Social Security for my retirement years. What do you do vhen
you are too young to ratire ... and too old to get s job? I have worked since I vas

16 years old ... and this is the FIRST time in my 1ife I have been without a job!
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' For well over ten yesrs, I worked two jobs in order to get the things in 1life

T wanted, -No one "gave" me anything -- everything I have I went out and vorked for,
T did without many things (like parties, etc.) so I could have what I wanted, One
vinter, I reamember so well, Mom was laid off and having étoublo finding vork, and

ve mamg;d on my secratarial salary, That winter I had only four dresses to wear --
and every voman in this room can relate to how it feels to wear the same four dresses

vask after waek after week the vhole long winter, I swore then that I'd never be broke

again,,, even if it meant working 20 hours a day, But what do you do when you cannot

aven get ONE job == vhen there are no jobs?

My parents divorced vhen I was quite young and since I am an only child, I am
fully responsible for my "senior citizen" mother, Twelve years ago, we pooled our
rasources and bought the home we live in todsy ..., yet, We wers very fortunate that
ve ware able to assume the previous owner's mortgage at S4% interest, Today we only
owe about $5,000, We've made improvements to our home as we had the resources for
them ... and, NOW the great fear hangs over us "Will ve lose our home? .., and every~-

thing else we both vorked so hard to get? Where would ve go? What would ve do?

My hopes of geatting back in st General Electric in Erie ave just about nil, When
T was first employed thers the employment rata was about 12,000 -» NOW it is dowm to

7500, And, they recently announced another 1,000 layoffs pending ... and rumor has

it closer to 2,000,

When I registered to vote shortly after turning 21, I registered "No Party".

-

You can bet your last dollar that has been changed in the past month, To all of
the Unemployed across the Country, I say "Register - Register - Registar!" That is

the only UNITED way ws have to show our strength,

1 have bean involved with the Erie County Unemployed Council since the initial
organizational meeting in February 1983 ,.. eight days aftar I walked out of the

Ceneral Electric for the last time ... just four days short of 27 years service,

26-764 0—84——8
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I am not here today to spesk only for mysalf, but for ALL the Unemployed across

this vast nation vho are” sufferring.

1 have bean active in our Unemployed Council not so such for what I could gat
out of it, but for what I might be able to do to halp others Unemployed., As I talked
with peopls at this organizational meeting, my heart bled for so many of these people
who constantly try so hard to put up & brave front for the rest of the world .,, and
there has not been & day or week since then that has passad without repatitous heart-
breaking tales from these Unamployed passing daily through our offices, These are not
tha so-called "chronic" deadwood, that are too lazy to work, These are human beings
from all "walks of 1ife" ... all ages,,.sll job trades (and & good many of them highly
skilled), They come from an assortment of backgrounds and educations. They are ALL
Human Beings .. We are ALL Human Beings... NOT just another statistic on the records
or in the media. We are not inanimate -- we have real feelings just as you ladies and
gentlemant do ,,. We have our hopes and dreams of rising out of this "unnatural,
unvanted" state of affairs called "Unemployment", But right nov .,. vhen the days
are almost as dark as the nights for many of us unemployed, hopes and dreams are the

only rationale that stabilizes us and.keeps us from going off the desp end {nto the

mental wards,

We do not hear the United States Government saying to the Unemployed, "Since
you are within inches of losing your home, here {s ths money you need to keep what
you have worked all your lifse to buy, and you can repay us vwhen you go back to work."
But the Government is sending billions of dollars all over the world. They take better

care of the "adopted" children than they do us .,, and we ars their own "flesh and blood"
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. Mambers of our Erie Uneaployed Council sat outside the Erie Employment Office

all last veak to raise the money to paid for the van rentals and gasoline for fifty

of us to come to Washington and meset with you, to ask ,,, to plead with you to not

only restore our Unemployment Compensation Benefits but to add an additional 14 veeks
of Benefits for ALL Unemployed, It meant enough to our Council membars == to be very
real ,,, it takes a lot of "guts" -« to ask fellow Unemployed for donations. It should
show you hov real and drastic the Unemployment problem is i{n Erie County, These people
gave us vhatever the ha; oes & nichol, & dime, & quartar, snd yes - even pennies, Once
in avhile we found a big spender and got & dollar bill, When & man empties out the
last few coins in his pocket for you and says this is all I have and I just finished
signing for wy last check ... What does all this tell you? We gave our fellow Unemployed
an opportunity to "stand up and be counted" .,, and ladies and gentlemen, thers may
only be 50 ﬁorc.phyuically from a 50-oile radius of Brie, but the hearts and prayers

of another 1200 ara hare with us too.

My personal story is just ONE of 20 million, 20 Million UNEMPLOYED PEOPLE in
America! 20 Million families living constantly in faar of the future,.. the future
that previously was realizing dreams and goals, but have now turned into "Nightmaras",
Now, the only concern is "Will I find & job today -« or at least befors everything falls
in on us?" 20 Million desparste families watching everything they worked for so hard
all their lives ,.. be teken from them., Winter is coming =» how will they pay heating
¢osts with no money coming in? Erie County represents approximately 200,000 people -~
vith about 100 Agencies to handle free food ... with hundred waiting in line for this
free food., The Focd Banks are cutting their "food bags" tremoundously ... for they
are tﬁnning out of ‘money to get the food. How do you maintain the "happy" family
atmosphere when you know there {s no money for the milk and proteins you and your
Children need to be strong and healthy ... what physical secondary effects vill these

children encountar in their later years from today's unwanted circumstances??? How do
you feed your family? How do you clothe them? What if there are major medical needs ...
Oh my God, what do I do then? How will all of you survive? If you allow it, the fright

can eat you up. SO you try to put it aside and not think about it... but it's like &

' ghost, it follows you everywhere!
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_rtoplo come into our office daily -- people on Zero-Incoms., Thess are ths people
‘that have been taken off Welfars vhen the Welfare vas retracted, Where do they go?
What do they dot They live vith friends until those friends can no, longer support
themj then thay find other friends to "sponge" from When they run out of friends -«
thers is no recourse left but the "streets". If you thought you lost your self-respact
and dignity by standing in line for your Unemployment check, how do yéu think you fesl

when you hit the "streets"?

- .
.

In the past, it vas 8 veal Social stigma against you to go on Welfare ~= you wers
too lazy to work .., right! My, My how pride has to be swalloved wlan you have NO
income expectations, and you open that door for the first time at the Welfare Office

«vs and you RAVE TO WALK THROUGH THAT DOOR!

Some waintain: Job n.-tratitng is the answer to Unemployment .. Is it? It's s
great ides ... but great -idess do not always work, We are beginning to find people
that have completed their Job Training, and they ask us "How can I use my new skill
1f T can NOT get & job working at it. I'll IOOI; what I've learned 1f I don't get &
chance to apply it? What am I suspose to do?" They have expressed their willingness
to work by undergoing new Job Training, and now they cannot apply their learnings,
WE NEED AN INCOME .,. 20 Million Americans NEED AN INCOME. We would much rather be
vorking today at our individual jobs than be here in this Hearing room ssking you to
axtend the Unemployment Compensation Benefits and add an additional 14 veeks for all

Unemployed ... 80 that we can live vith & small degree of dignity for a little longer ...

just & 1ittle longer}!!

This past June, & National Unemployed Conference of Unemployed Councils was held
in Erie. The Unemployed representatives came from Californis, Washington State, D.C.,
Virginia, Ohio, Iowa, Michigan, Ohio, New York, Massachusetts, Cotmecticut, ete. They
came however thay could ... mostly by beateup cars that barely made it and back, But
the need to UNITE was so strong, they got here ... to be hesrd ... to attempt to tell
the Government "Hey, don't lat us be the 'forgotten' people of this country."
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' Since about 1978 the United States Government has been creating & "Lost Generation"

=« persons whoss Benefits have rum out, cannot find employment because there is N0

Employment, These people are employable <« they have skills ,,,BUT they CANNOT FIND
WORK. Thay have lost their liomes; wany have lost their families and friends. Yat

these people are NOT & p'n:t of any County, State or National Statistic on Unemployment ..,
bacause they are off ALL Benefits, A good many of these paople cannot even be found

for a c;noun. Do you know you cannot even get & check-cashing identification card 1f

you are unemployed?

The National Govermment get their Unemployed statistics by telephoning 64,000
people and ask 1f they vers unemployed, and {f they are now vorking! How do they con-
tact those Unemployed who have lost their phones because they couldn't pay for them?

Row do they get into these Employment Statistics? How or who selects which 64,000

will be polled next?

20 Million UNEMPLOYED IN THIS COUNTRY ... 20 Mi{llion DESPARATE people across this
great nation of ours ... vhile our country supports avery country in tha world by
sending billions each yesr to support them - their "adopted" children. When will our

great nation help our own 20 Million children in their time of need?

As & Black stated in a Task Force Committee Mesting several months ago, "We Blacks

are used to being poor ... It's you Middle-Class Whites that don't knov hcw to handle ft."

We MUST have FSC reneved ..., and at least an lddtétonal 14 veeks of Benefits for
ALL UNEMPLOYED! 1If you really believe in the much talked sbout "recovery" then

certainly you can help us until this "recovary" catches up with us, Most of all, ve

NEED JOBS..,JOBS.,JOBS!

‘ Respectfully Submitted by:

Ms. Carole J. Anderson
4006 Liberty Street
Brie, Pennsylvania 16509

(814) 868-3193
September 13, 1983
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C.C.GARVIN, JR.
Chairman of the Board

September 20, 1983

Senator Robert Dole

Chairman, Senate Finance Committee

S. D. 219 Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Chairman Dole:

As 1 know you are fully aware from Bureau of Labor Statistics reports, during
the recent year of 1982, some 26.5 million persons -- 22 percent of the labor
force -- experienced a spell of unemployment, a record proportion during any
of the postwar recessions. Recognizing that the severity of the recession
was resulting in an increase in the average duration of unemployment, Congress
enacted last September the Federal Supplemental Compensation (FSC) program to
provide additional weeks of unemployment benefits to individuals who had ex-
hausted their regular benefits and, where applicable, their extended benefits.

Although economic recovery is proceeding apace, the impact of the recession
i still being felt by some 10,7 million people who remained unemployed in
August, 1983. With the authority for FSC scheduled to expire on September
30, large numbers of unemployed workers face the potential of losing an im-
portant source of assistance during their period of unemployment.

My company, in conjunction with those listed in the attachment, has been
studying the unemployment problem. As you well know, the issue is diverse
and complex, and an optimal long-term solution has been difficult to develop.
We find ourselves trying to balance conflicting goals -- we're staunch sup-
porters of a sound unemployment benefit program that will tide workers over
periods of temporary unemployment, but not at the same time discourage them
from accepting new employment; we feel it is imperative to balance the fed-
eral budget, but at the same time, we cannot turn our backs on the plight

of the unemployed. While our deliberations on a long-term solution continue,
we have reached a consensus that the existing authority and provisions of
FSC should be extended for a six-month period. On behalf of my colleagues
and our companies, I ask that our support for an extension be made part of
the record as your committee considers the reauthorization of the Federal

Supplemental Compensation program,

Sincerely,
//‘ ’
/’ P g
Attachment ( ( /j"L/'/\." » P

EXXON CORPORATION + 1251 AVENUE OF THE AMERICAS. NEW YORK.N.Y. 10020
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Stephen D. Bechtel, Jr.
Chairman
Bechtel Group, Inc.

Charles L. Brown, Chairman
American Telephone & Telegraph Company

James E. Burke, Chairman
Johnson & Johnson

James H. Evans, Chairman
Union Pacific Corporation

Philip M. Hawley, Chairman
Carter, Hawley, Hale Stores, Inc.

Reuben F. Mettler, Chairman
TRW Inc.

Rogers B. Smith, Chairman
General Motors Corporation

John F, Welch, Jr,, Chairman
General Electric Company

Walter B. Wriston, Chairman
Citicorp
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STATEMENT OF THE
INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES, INC.

SUMMARY

The Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies, Inc. (ICESA) is the
organization representing state administrators of unemployment compensation laws

and public employment offices throughout the country.

FSC Extension

(Y

ICESA supported the extension of FSC in March; however, our members have
not yet had an opportunity to go on record concerning a further extension.
We do recognize that high levels of unemployment persist in many states.

Extended Benefits (EB)

0

The combined effect of changes made in the EB program in the past several
years has been fewer and shorter extended benefit periods than might have
been intended. Currently, EB is being paid in only three states although
unemployment is perceived to be at high levels in many others.

ICESA's Unemployment Insurance Committee has recommended a comprehensive
review of the program. -

Alternative Triggers

0

State total unemployment rates (TUR's) are less reliable statistically
than insured unemployment rates (IUR's); but as a measure of economic
distress, the TUR has the advantage of including those who have exhausted

benefits and are still looking for work.

Substate area triggers would create serious inequities among unemployed
workers, and provide an environment for potentfal abuse. Area unemploy~-
ment rates are also very volatile due to seasonal unemployment patterns.

We urge you to reject the concept of area triggers.

S.1784

Pt -

0

The concept of a sliding scale of increasing federal responsibility for
financing and an increasing general revenue share of that federal respon-
sibility is consistent with the philosophy of the current system and worth

exploring.

As S.1784 is now structured, it would increase benefit outlays from many
state trust funds and the federal unemployment trust fund at a time when
the system {s struggling to regain solvency. In considering this proposal,
the economic impact of higher taxes and the potential disincentive effects
of additional weeks of benefits must be balanced against the needs of un-

employed workers.

5.1784 includes the following two proposals that we have repeatedly urged
be adopted for EB and FSC: 1) states are permitted some flexibility in
setting work search requirements; and 2) the entitlement of those claiming
benefits on an interstate basis would be determined by the number of weeks

available in the state paying the claims.

Current FSC Program

o

The current FSC program is so complicated that many of our own employees
do not fully understand it. It is almost impossible to explain to FSC
recipients. This is frustrating for us as administrators of the program
as well as for the recipients. ICESA urges you to take a more streamline

approach as you consider extending the program,
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The Interstate Confdrence of Employment Security Agencies, Inc.

(ICESA) is the organizatﬂon of administrators of unemployment compensation
laws and public employment offices throughout the country. We appreciate
this opportunity to submit our comments regarding extension of the Federal

Supplemental Compensation (FSC) program beyond the current expiration date

of September 30, 1983.
The Federal Supplemental Compensation program took effect September 12,

1982, paying 6, 8 or 10 weeks of benefits depending on the insured unemploy-

ment rate in the state. As unemployment became worse, additional weeks

were added to the program. Beginning January 9, the number of weeks

available were 8, 10, 12, 14 or 16. The program was modified and extended

in April 1983, making 8, 10, 12 or 14 weeks available to those who newly
qualified for the program and an additional 6, 8 or 10 weeks available

-

to those who had previously exhausted all benefits.

The question now before Congress is whether another extension of
FSC is warranted and if so, what form it should take. While the national
economy has improved considerably since FSC was last considered, unemploy-

ment remains high, at 9.5 percent nationally and even higher in many
individual states. As observed in past recessions, unemployment is among

the last economic indicators to show improvement during a period of recovery.
We supported extension of FSC in March, however, ICESA's membership has

not yet had the opportunity to go on record concerning & further extension.
The Anﬁual Meeting of our members will be held next week. Nevertheless, we .

cannot dispute the fact that high levels of unemployment persist in many states.
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Extended Benefits
It is impossible to discuss the FSC program without talking about the

federal-state extended benefit (EB) program also. In the past two years
the following three changes have been made in the EB triggers (i.e., the

rates of insured unemployment that trigger payment of E8B).

o The national trigger was eliminated in July 1981,

o Extended benefit claims were excluded from calculation
of the trigger rate, also in July 1981.
Effective October 1982, the mandatory state trigger rate

- was increased from four percent, plus a 20 percent increase
over the prior two years, to five percent (plus the 20
percent factor), and the optional trigger from five percent

(regardless of the increase) to six percent.

A1l three of these changes have had the effect of 1imiting the payment of
extended benefits. Two years ago, we supported elimination of the national
trigger and belfeve that experience has shown that acpjon to be sound
policy. Even during the last year, a few states did not experience the
high levels of unemployment that plagued most of the country. We continue
to support the payment of extended benefits on the basis of state-specific

triggers.

The exclusion of EB claims from calculation of the trigger rates and
the higher state trigger levels are separate {ssues but should be considered
together because each has contributed to less frequent extended benefit
periods. [In addition, in the past several years state law changes have
tended to reduce the number of workers eligible for benefits. The combined
effect of these changes in the program has resulted in fewer and shorter

extended benefit periods than might have been intended. Currently, only
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three states are paying extended benefits though unemployment is perceived
to be at high levels in many others,

Whether or not to include extended benefit claims in the calculation
of the extended benefit trigger rates is a confusing issue. On one hand,
including EB claims would create two definitions of high unemployment: the

first definition, for triggering "on", would use only reqular UI claims,
disregarding the number that have exhausted benefits; the second definition,

for triggering "off", would use both regular and extended benefit claims,

On the other hand, excluding those glaims appears to understate the level

of insured unemployment in a state, making it less accurate as a measure

of economic distress. The net result, of course, is that excluding EB
claims from the trigger calculation has the effect of ending an extended

benefit period in a state sooner than it would have if the EB claims were

counted.
We have less than one year's experience with the higher state triggers,
however, during this short time unemployment has been at record levels.

Questions have been raised about whether extended benefits have been avail-

able at appropriate times. In many caces, the federal supplemental compen-

sation program has filled the gap where a need for additional weeks of

benefits was perceived but extended benefits were not available.

ICESA's Unemployment Insurance Committee has discussed the way that

the EB program has functioned in the current recessinn and believes that

a comprehensive review is needed. That examination should include the

following:

0 Seasonal adjustment of the trigger rates. Do states trigger

"on" or “off" due to seasonal factors? Would seasonal
adjustment mean that -EB is paid al the times it is most

needed?



122

o The time period for computing the trigger rate. Is the 13
week moving average *oo long or too short a period to use?

o The 20 percent factor. After several years of high unemploy-
ment, a state has difficulty meeting this requirement,
Convgrsely in some states with relatively lower unemployment,
the rate may double but still be too low to trigger “on".

o Financial responsibility. Should the federal government bear

a larger share of cost of extended benefits when there is a
_high level of unemployment?

Alternative Triqgers
There are several proposals to provide alternatives to the insured

unemployment rate, to tri;jer extended benefits/federal supplemental

benefits. The two measures frequently offered are sub-state area triggers

and the total unemployment rate.

The insured unemployment rate (IUR) reflects the number of people
who are claiming unemployment benefits as a percent of the number of people
who are employed and covered by unemployment insurance Vaws--about 97
percent of all workers. '

The total unemployment rate (TUR) reflects the number of people who are
looking for work--both those claiming Ul and those that are not--as a
percent of the labor force. State TUR data are collected by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics by sampling households in the 10 largest states and

by making statistical adjustments to a sample of Ul claims in the

remaining states.
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The BLS also publishes local area unemployment rates that are

derived from the same data that are collected for the state TUR's,

The IUR and TUR obviously define unemployment in different ways. Each
has strengths and weaknesses as a measure of unemployment. The IUR is a
more reliable number because it is an actual count of individuals. There
are names and social security numbers for each one, the counts can be
validated., The TUR is based on a sample of people and like any estimate
derived from sampling, has some variability. The TUR, however, may provide
more comparabflity among states since unemployment is Befingd in the same
way for edch state. The IUR is less comparable among states due to
differences in state law regarding qualifying, eligibility and benefit

duration, States with more stringent requirements will tend to have lower

IUR's. Another factor that makes the TUR more comparable, and perhaps more
indicative of economic distress, is that it incfudes those who have exhausted
all unemployment benefits but have not yet returned to work. If one wishes
to measure the need for EB/FSC by the opportunity for those exhausting
regular benefits to find reemployment, the TUR might bé.ﬁ better gage than
the IUR. When a state has had a long period of high unemployment fewer and
fewer people quality for benefits, lowering the IUR; but many of those
exhausting don't go back to work, keeping the TUR high.

At first glance, substate triggers would appear to be an effective

way of targeting benefits to the areas where they are most needed. However,
area triggers (whether IUR or TUR), create seriouys inequities among un-
employed workers. People often live and work in different areas. Should
people qualify for additional weeks of unemployment, based on where they
live, or where they worked? There will be inequities whichever is chosen.
There will be unemployed people who formerly worked side by side but

live in different areas, one qualifies for additional benefits and one
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does not; or next door neighbors who worked different places and one
qualifies and the other doesn't; or among people claiming benefits at

.the same local office, some qualify for additional weeks and others do
-,

not.

weeks of benefits. There is also the possibility for abuse, using a friend's

This won't seem fair to those who are not eligible for the additional

address or a post office box in the high unemployment area in order to
quatify for additional weeks of benefits. In addition to the equity issue
there are practical problems in using sub-state unemployment data., The

TUR data are available only on a monthly basis, several months after the

month for which the data were collected. Because of the small sample size,

there is also a wide range of variability. Sub-state IUR data are not

currently developed., Development would require employers to report each
Some way of dealing with people who work in
Local

worker's smployment by area.
several areas for the same employer would have to be developed also.

JUR data would also be very volatile due to seasonal unemployment patterns,
For reasons of both equity and practicality, we urge you to reject the
concept of area triggers. We can ensure that benefits are paid only to
those for whom no employment opportunities are availab}e by strict

monitoring of availability and work search efforts.

Comments Regarding S.1784

In addition to the issues discussed aﬁove, we would like to comment
briefly on several of the concepts embodied in 5.1784., That bill would
replace the current EB and FSC program with one comprehensive program
paying a variable number of weeks based on the level of unemployment in

the state. There would be a sliding scale of financial responsibility

between the state and federal government--the higher the level of

unemployment, the greater the federal share. There would be a similar
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sliding scale between Federal Unemployment Tax (FUTA) revenues and general

revenues in paying for the federal share--the higher the level of unemploy-

ment the larger the general revenue contribution. There would appear to

be merit in exploring these concepts. The current EB program is either
"on" for 13 weeks or not “on" at all. The current FSC program pays a
variable number of weeks based on the unemployment rate, but. the number

available in a state and to an individual can change so often that the

program is very nearly inexplicable. $.1784 would 1imit these changes to

four times a year, at the beginning of each quarter.
Conceptually, increasing federal responsibility for financing and

increasing the general revenue share of that federal responsibility during

periods of higher unemployment is consistent with the philosophy of the

current system. Extended benefits are jointly financed by the state and

federal governments and benefits beyond EB are financed from general

revenues., It has long been our policy that benefits beyond EB should be

financed from general revenues.
Although we have not seen specific cost estimates, ft appears
that the benefits that would be paid under $.1784 would, at least

in the short term, increase outlays from both state trust funds and

the federal unemployment trust fund. The Ul system is currently

struggling to regain solvency. The addition of unanticipated financial

liabilities would be detrimental. In the quest for solvency, however,

we must not forget what the system is here to do. In considering this

proposal, the economic impact of higher taxes and the potential dis-

incentive effects of additional weeks of benefits must be balanced

against the needs of unemployed workers,

26-764 O=—84—~9
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I would also like to point out that $.1784 includes several provisions
that we hgve repeatedly urged be adopted for the EB and FSC programs.
$.1784 would permit some state flexibility in determining work search
requirements. Under current law recipients of EB and FSC are required to
make an "active and sustained search for work" each week for which benefits
are claimed. This means that the individual must visit the place of
business of several prospective employers each week and file an applica-
tion or make an inquiry for work. In labor markets where jobs are avail-
able this is appropriate. However, these requirementg‘are not appropriate
in areas where no jobs exist. EB and FSC recipients must spend money to
travel to companies each week when they know that the firm is not hiring
and where they have filed applications previously. We encourage you to
allow states more flekibi)ity in determining what constitutes an appropriate

work search for EB and FSC recipients, based on local labor market conditions,

Another provision of $.1784 would determine the number of weeks avail-
able to individuals claiming benefits on an interstate basis by the number
available in %he state where he is entitled to benefits.. Current-law
requires that individuals claiming FSC on an interstate basis receive either
the number of weeks available in the state where they 1ive or where they are
entitled to benefits, whichever is less. The four tier FSC program, with
the possibility of movement either up or down by either the agent or 1iable
state makes administration of current law extremely complicated and costly.

We urge you to support this provision of S.1784 that would greatly simplify

administration of interstate benefits. -
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Current FSC Program
ICESA is concerned about the complexity of the current FSC program.

It is extremely complicated. Administration of interstate claims, just

described, is a nightmare. The number of weeks available in a state
depdnds on the insured unemployment rate and may change as often as
every four weeks. FSC recipients are told that they are potentially
eligible for a certain number of weeks when they qualify for the program
only to be told later that the number of weeks available has been reduced.

We must recalculate the entitlement of an individual several times and are

not provided adequate resources for doing this. The formulas for deter-

mining how many weeks of benefits an individual is entitled to are so
complicated that many of our own employees do not fully understand them,
They are almost impossible to explain to FSC recipients. This is
frustrating for us as administrators of the program as well as for the

recipients. [ICESA urges you to take a more Streamlined approach as you

consider extending the program,
ICESA's staff and membership would be pleased to work with you and

provide advice from our perspective as administrators of the unemployment

insurance program, as you examine the important issues involved in

extending the Federal Supplemental Compensation Act.
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Mon-VALLEY

UNEMPLOYED
cumm‘ TTEE

600 WALNUT ST.
McKEESPORT, PA. 15132
PHONE 412-678-1409

SO0 1)

My name is Paul Lodico, I am a member of the Mon-valley
Unemployed Committee and coordinator of the National Unem-
ployed Network. NUN was formed at a conference held this
year in Erie, PA, where members of forty unemployed com-
mittees shered their experiences both in helping each other
survive the effects of unemployment and in fighting for
solutions. .

What we want are jobs. But that is beyond the scope
of this sub-committee, We need legislation to help us save
our homes and secure adequate medical care. But these
issues, too, are beyond the scope of this sub-committee.
What you can and will address is our need for income. We
know that during the 1974-75 recession almost three~-quarters
of the unemployed received benefits. Now, ten months into
the jobless recovery, with the rate of unemployment higher
that at the trough of the 74-75 recession, less than forty

percent of us are collecting benefits,
What we want and need is income until there are jobs.

Within the political realities of today legislation can and
must be enacted that will;
1. Reauthorize the existing FSC program for six months.
Six months will give you both the time and the impetus
to revamp the current, complex and iniquitous unemploy-
ment compensation system.
2, Immediately disregard the IUR.
This method of triggering extended benefits serves only
to eliminate states, and thus unemployed workers, from
collecting benefits., Currently only two of the fifty
states qualify.
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Mmon-vALLEY

UNEMPLOYED
(}Umm‘ITTEE

600 WALNUT ST.
McKEESPORT, PA. 15132
PHONE 412-678-1409

Lo 3]

3. Reach back to provide benefits for those who have

exhausted them,
Legislation with any humanity in it must have a provi-

sion to cover those who have endured the most.

We have presented our modest demands and will be wat-

ching your response.
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Mmon-VALLEY

UNEMPLOYED
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600 WALNUT ST.
McKEESPORT, PA. 15132
PHONE 412-678-1409
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My name is Paul Marshall, I'm a laid-off steelworker
from the Clairton Works of U. $. Steel. I'm laid-off from
a mill that is now working with thirty percent of its work
force. This means that, with my five years of service, I
will never get my job back. When I was laid-off I could
not go to school to retrain because the federal and state
governments would discontinue my unemployment compensation.
Now I am out of benefits and have no money for school., I
tried to repoen my claim and pass the state qualifications
for distribution of earnings for the four quarters of the
year. The federal qualifications are higher so it is im-
possible for most of us to requalify.

For those whose answer would be public assistance, I
have to point out that in my state, if you are able-bodied,
you can only receive public assistance for ninety days.
Before receiving your first check you must wait thirty days
if you were receiving UC.

I have a friend who I worked with who has a family.
They lost hope when they had to either sell their home or
lose all their equity. After his eighteen-month lay-off,
they also had to sell their car and some of their furni-
ture. While collecting unemployment compensation, one of
his three children became sick and they had to wait, wat-
ching for it to become critical before taking her to a
doctor, because they knew they couldn't pay “he bill,

Two other ybung men I knew with families were good
workers but could not find work. They asked for help from
their leadership to go back to work, to meet the needs of
their families and for food, a home, and health care until
they could go back to work. No real help came, they had no
hope, and they killed themselves. Or were they murdered?
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- - UNEMPLOYED -
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>?§O 116 Fifth Avenue
McKEESPORT, PA. 15132
PHONE 412-678-1409
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My name 1s Raymond Canczak. 1 am 50 years of age, married and have 1 child

out of 6 left at home,

I worked at Jones & Laughlin Steel Co. (South Side Works) in Pittsburgh and

at the time of my layoff in March of 82' had 19 years service. I was an

overhead crane operator,

1 am here because as a veteran of the Korean War years, I am appzlied and

very angry at having to fight my own government. 1 want a job or 1 want help

and so far my government has cé}ously turned away from all of my efforts to

help myself,

This is my situation: T got laid off in March of 82' and at first thought 1
would be back to work fn a short time. But, as the months dragged on the
economic situation got worse, and I had to face the fact that 1 would have no
vork any time soon. At first with my unemployment and a small savings account

1 vas able to maintain my bills and living expenses. My savings account was

soon depleted, and 1 had been unable to find work although 1 had been putting in

applications in 3 states.
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UNEMPLOYED
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116 Fifth Avenue
MCcKEESPORT, PA. 15132
PHONE 412-678-1409
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I began to have to juggle my bills. Paying one bill this week and another the

next. My original mortgage was $310 a month, and unenmployment checks just don't .

stretch far enough to pay bills and still have enough to keep food on the table.
No matter how hard 1 tried my mortgage did get behind, When the bank started
calling 1 tried to get them to reduce the payments, but to no avail. Since it
was a VA mortgage, they soon sent me a letter. I called them to try to work out
a payment plan, but, they refused to work with me as'an indi{vidual. When they
threatened.mg‘with foreclosure 1 looked everywhere for help and found none.
Luckily, 1 saw a TV spot about the Mon Valley Uncmployed Committec and then pot
a leaflet from them offering help with the problems 1 had. They got a VA rep.
to meet me at the Committee office. The VA and MVUC got the bank to reduce my
mortgage payments, but only because a group of 2,000 caring people stood behind

me. To even meet the lowered payments, 1 had to let my other committments go.
Soon 1 was being harrassed by bill collectors. Because of my work with the MVUC

helping them to help others in trouble like me, I was able to keep from falling

apart as so many vnemployed are doing.

] still work with the MVUC to help others maintain their sanity. No one who

doesn't go through this can know what misery, depression and tension a person

undergoes.
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When my U.C. and extended benefits along with my federal benefits had run out
1 had no recourse but, to go begging to my government for Welfare, Many of the

thousands of unemployed are out of all benefits and are trying to get on welfare,
but because of Pennsylvania's welfsre system canno; get help., Luckily, I got on

but, will be soon back in the position of losing my home and any semblence of

living a decent 1ife on the pittance I receive. The $335 I receive from Welfare

each month will not even cover my reduced mortgage payments. of $200 month and

utilities, let alone any other bills.

Most of my creditors have already taken me to court. When others call, I tell

them to call a lawyer at legal aid who represents me. He helps keep them off my

back,

1f 1 do not get a job, which as we all know don't exist, 1 must look toward getting

some form of Unemployment Benefits. These benefits must be extended, more weeks

given, or many thousands will have nothing and turn to the only recourse left to
them , CRIME , How can our govébment spend billions for arms & defense and let their

own people live in fear and poverty? Without jobs or UC they will have to turn to

-

crime as a last resort,
It doesn't take thousands of nuclear weapons to destroy any country when a few
do the same. Using some of this money for Jobs or extended UC benefits could

get thousands of unemployed back on the road to decent 1iving standards

Thank you!
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"
1983 to HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Testimoney Presented September 13, Ways and Means Sub-Committee

I've been asked to speak on the behalf of the NATIONAL UNEMPLOYED

NETWORK.

I am the Coordinator for the Erie County Unemployed Council of Erie,
Penna. Erie was the Host for a 3-day Organizing Conference in mid-June
Over 300 people attended from across the country, representing 18 states

and 38 Unemployed Councils.

WE ARE ORGANIZED - and are growing daily. We have no choice; and,
it is apparent that there is little concern for our plight.

i
Councils are struggling across the Country - Pittsburgh, Cleveland,
Gary, and others have worked to save their fellow worker's homes. Yes,

people are losing homes through no fault of their owh.

Yes, people are standing in line at the moment for a small sack of

Food, In Erie, 100 distributers of Food are feeding 30,000 people ... bag
vee by b‘g v bybag: . *

Where -- Please tell me WHERE this "Promised Safety Net" is! Our
Council gets calls every day from people with basic needs .., and no place
to turn, There is no where in the Community for them to turn...

Healthcare, Housing.

.

What kind of pocpio are we taiking about? We are talking about the
hard-working, middle class who are in the process of losing everything they
have worked so hard for. 10 or 15 years inveasted ... and lost in just a
few years of Unemployment. WHERE 18 THAT SAFETY NET 2?7
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Spend a day or two in front .qf your local Employment Office. (We
refer to this as the UNemployment Office). Talk to the people, LOOK at
them... IN THE EYES ... it tells in the EYES, There's a glazed, bewildered
look. Ask how many weeks of Benefits they have left. Ask what's noxt!
LISTEN to the HOPELESS reply ... the Hundreds of Job Applications filled...
the RUMORS OF JOBS... maybe, a move to new location, HOPELESS ...
the Welfare Office is what's next with its Proverty-Level standard. And,
what if you don't qualify? There's Welfare Rsform; you know WHAT THAT IS!
That is a way to "disqualify” needy people. WHERE I8 THIS RECOVERY 2??

Who's fault is it? Not ours. We are ready and willing to work.
Business?? They are making a PROFIT. They seem to be doing great ... just
watch the Stock Market -- We do! But what about us?. Is it our Government -~
You are just doing what you're suppose to... but you are making so much ...
and we have nothing. Who do WE TURN TO?? Doesn't both Government and
Business have an obligation to qs. We used to be referred to as the "Back

Bone" of America ~- America's "back" is breaking. WHERE'S THE SAFETY NET?

I must stop -- time is short.

what we need is a Comprehensive Benefit Package. If ycu really believé\
in the Recovery, then what do you have to lose. SAVE US, get us through
the Winter... don't just renew the FSC. We need more weeks of Benefits,
No more "bandajds", please. Straighten out the arbitrary trigger mechanism,

Give us that Safety Net. 1It's in YOUR HANDS, You CANNOT REFUSE.

Respectfully submitted by:

Jack R. Baublitz, Coordinator

ERIE COUNTY UNEMPLOYED COUNCIL
- 245 East Eight

BErie, Pennsylvania 16503

(814) 456-2872 or 453-5392
Home: (814) 838-6737
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. STEEL VALLEY UNEMPLOYED CENTER

130 E. 8th. Ave. HOMESTEAD, PA. 16120 (412) 464-1919/1892

N

STATEMENT BY ART LEIBOWITZ AND ROBERT ANDERSON BEFORE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTER ON WAYS AND MEANS SUB~-COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND UNEMPLOYMENT

COMPENSATION. SEPT. 13,,1983,

REPRESENTATIVES!

It 18 an insult for us to come here today. At our unemployed center we had
8 debats about sppearing todsy., Soms said yes, some said no., Basically we want to
knov vhy we have to come beg for life support programs that are ours by right. It is
indignation hurled upon injury to need wortgage, wedical and unemployment compensation
when the government spends over $38 million per hour on military arms. Like before
World War 2 in the deprassion the gov. said there was no monsy for benefits but when
the var stared everyone had s good paying job. Are we at the same point again?

It is insulting to us vh%“%o:?lult of our own have been discarded by the
banks and bosses of industry to have to come scraping for minimum vage jobs. Some
of our members said go ahead, they'll listen and treat you as a joke vhen you leave.
You ses, we remember last summer (1982) when Congress passed the unemployment ex~
tension bill which cut off thousands of needy workers and at the same tims raised our
taxes. We remember the 1930s aud we remember how you recently went on to pass yoursslf

4 pay riase vhile we go hungry.

. Unesployment isn't & joke. There were mors people unemployed in the 74-73
recession and they got better bebefits.than we get now in 1983, We know the atteampt
is to throw & few crums vhile you scheme what and how to cut and eliminate us. When
Congress pays $22 billion to the farsers not to grov food that ve desparatsly nesd '
& block of chesse only makes us fighting mad. °  Perhaps you are thinking wve will
cravl avay for welfarse. But we can't do that, Into our office everyday wve ses the
effects of this. What am I to tell the 15 yr. steelworker who came in last Priday
wvhose job was moved overseas by the bankers vith their investment capital. What am I
to tell him after he lost his house on yesterday's sheriff sale becsuse welfare can't
help his with & wife working part tiwe. But that is past now. We had a plan worked
out to save his houss for a month but his family collapsed from the two years of
00 job. When Unesployment ran out thres months ago it vas the last strav. BHis vife
and kids split, the VA owns his house now. Soon he will be gone. What are we to say
vait until the President énd Congress gets over its anti-Soviet orgy and thers will be
help. No because even then it will take & major miracle to save him. And you're not
inclined to help,

Another worker we have been tryigg c"hclp find a job came in for sone meat
and milk.ke had been living on saltines for two wesks, We found him s couple bags of
groceries. We have done our part but it is you who have the nation's food supply
at your command in the Department of Agriculture's surplus varehouses. We also know
it 4s not the Russinas taking our jobs away to low wage non-union countries. While
Reagan may wish us avay with his focus on foreign policy we will still be here. In
our ares we will pick up 5,000 more stselworkers next monthwhen U.$,.5teel shuts down

two more plants.

When these workers come in looking for a jobs bill job you know what we will
tell then if you pass another token bill like last spring. We'll tell them first it
vasn't nearly enough, and then we'll tell them how you passed the money down throygh
block grants and not CETA so the money wound up not in ths strests for jebs but in
the budgets of pre-planned construction projects of.local governments who used the money
to fund favorite son contractors and land developers. It didn't help us at all.
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You had better get ready to spend & mega dillion dollars jobs bill bacause
the American dream has turned into the nightmare of hol y hell out in our ares. Llast
month two more unemployed union members committed suicide., We already have mors time
on our hands thanwve have hope. Your trigger mechanieme of insured jobless rates to
disqualify us form help is about to be replacec by & new trigger mechanism becsuss
we will not eit by wvhile our families go under. We have thousands of people like us
here today who have no benefits at all coming in yet we are not counted as unemployed.
The real rate in our arca is probably about 20%. We won't tell you how to word the new
legislation, many of the dills have goodparts, that is your job. We will tell you that
it had better be a radical departure from what has been coming down. You better find
8 way to count correctly and true and pick up all those eliminated in the past year.

We'kaow.that it is the federal guidelinas which cause state guidelines to
cut off wore and move of us. In Ps, last month we lost 435,000 workars from the
rolls of unesployment because of the mumbo~jumbo formulas set up for the insured rate.
This crap only adds fuel to the fire of the people coming into our office. Some are
pov working two minimus wage jobs, or have two to the family and are counted as working
but they ars not working. They are stewing mad bacause thay could have lived better
on uneaployment than on these misarble jobs springing up in Resgan's new recovery.
While the parents are at work the children csll us up asking for food. We are telling
you INCREASE help, don't DECREASE. Do you realize what {# happening out here. Some of
our members have given up drivars licenses and phonas to be sble to pay another bill,
or buy food. A 59 yr. old steelwvorker forced to retire due to s plant shutdown can't
get an operation for his wife because they own a lifeinsurance policy Welfare says they
must sell before being eligible for a medicsl card. No wonder this msn says he can
got more help dead than alive.

The paople who ran out of benefits last month and the months bafore have
aone through bankruptcy snd can't find a job., We have lists of them. These are the
people in our ares vho have worked years and have nothing now. These are the people
you had better figure out a way to pick up or find a job resl soon. This form of
government doesn't mske much sense sny longer to us when we can't get any help vhile
the rich are gatting mors and mors.
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GRANT R. SYKES
$001 SEMINARY ROAD, APT. 910
ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 22316

August 28, 1983

N

STATEMENT ON SUPPLEMENTAL
COMPENSATION PROGRAM
defTrw B4 16 \yx 7.

GENTLEMEN: I am submitting this statement
on behalf of the overwrought taxpayers of
this once great republic.

The Supplemental Unemployment Insurance Program
should be allowed to die a quiet and unmourned
death on September 30. In fact, the entire
unemployment insurance scheme should be put to
death because it is totally without any redeeming

value to the American society.
My reasons in support of my position are as follow

1. Many workers have made and will continue to
make a career living bilking the system. Many
workers work just long enough to qualify for
unemployment behefits and then they quit work
and take a pald vacation, making just enough
in the drug or other underground economies to
do as well or better than while doing socially
beneficial work. The system accordingly encour-
ages low pald workers to abandon work careers,
it fosters idleness and crime.

2, The system is open to widespread fraud,
3. The system costs real jobs to pay for idlene

It is especially burdensome on small businesses
and new enterprises, and it leads to job cuts.,

L4, Better means exist to protect laid-off
workers by contract provisions assuring severance

pay and pensions. '
Thank you fargiving me an opportunity to make
my views known to this Committee.

Mo f 48425& -

Grant R. Syke
O



